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MIDDLE EAST ISSUES OF AJC CONCERN ‘

U.S.-Israeli Relations_and the Peace-Process

Recent months have witnessed increasingly close cooperation between
the two countries in strategic planning, intelligence, and other defense
related areas, the beginnings of unprecedented economic ties through the
new Free Trade Area Agreement, and supportive measures by the U.S. to
help Israel revitalize its economy, including the provision of all new
ald in the form of grants rather than loans. Moreover, both the Reagan
Administration and the Government of Prime Minister .Shimon Peres are
actively seeking ways to encourage King Hussein of Jordan to enter into
direct negotiations with Israel. '

Nevertheless, serious differences have developed between Washington
and Jerusalem -- as well as within the respective governments -- as to
the appropriate tactics to achieve this result. Among these issues are:

i Supply of advanced aircraft and other arms to Jordan. The
Reagan Administration contends that Hussein needs these weapons to
demonstrate that -he has credible U.S. backing to defend himself against
Syria, which opposes the peace process. . Israel, the majority of
Congress and groups such as AJC contend that the U.S. has other ways to
- demonstrate its commitment to Hussein and that arms shipment should be
deferred until after Hussein has ended the state of belligerency with
Israel and actually begins direct negotiations.

2. The steps leading to negotiation and the role of the PLO.
While Hussein says that he hopes for the start of negotiations "before
the end of the year," he insists that he needs the backing of Pale-
stinians -- 'specifically Arafat's wing of the Palestine Liberation
"Organization -- before he can proceed, as well as the "cover" of an
international conference with the participation of the permanent members
of the Security Council and the PLO to neutralize Syrian and Soviet
opposition. Hussein contends that his February 11 agreement with Arafat
already represents PLO acceptance of the principle of negotiations with
Israel and linkage of any Palestinian entity to Jordan, which would be
in accordance with the Reagan initiative of September 1982. Israeli
-and American critics point out that the PLO has failed to say so
explicitly and has not renounced its goal of an independent Palestinian
state. Moreover, the increasing incidence and escalation of Palestinian
terrorist attacks, including some sponsored by Arafat's own al-Fatah,
raise serious doubts as to Arafat's readiness for peace.




Both the United States and Israel oppose a broad international
conference that would bring in the Soviet Union -- which still has not
restored the diplomatic relations with Israel which it broke off in 1967
-- and other potentially disruptive forces. However, there is dis-
agreement between them over other preliminary steps proposed by Hussein.
The King's scenario is as follows: (1) preliminary discussions between
the United States and a joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation; (2) PLO
acceptance of UN Security Council Resoclutions 242 and 338; which outline
the basis for Arab-Israel peace; (3) American recognition of the PLO;
(4) an international pedce conference involving the five permanent
Security Council members (U.S., USSR, China, France, Great Britain), the
Arab states, the PLO and Israel. :

King Hussein's path toward direct negotiations with Israel is a
long and convoluted one that contains many junctures at which the entire
process is subject to failure. Indeed, the Israel Covernment opposes
the entire concept of preliminary U.5.-Falestinian discussions from
which Israel is excluded. 1t also opposes participation of identifiable
members of the PLC, although Peres and Foralgn Hinister Shamir disagree
on what other Palestinians might be acceptable. Some State Department
officials would be even more fiexidle in their interpretation, accepting
individual Palestine Nationa! Council m=mbers, who while nominally
connected to the PLO are not involved in terrorist acts and profess a
desire for peace with Isra=l.

3. The U.S5. and Isracl also disagree over the wisdom of supplying
additional arms to Saudi Arabia. The United States contends that the

Saudis need the weapons for their own defense and to help counter
potential threats to the Persian Guif and Arabian Peninsula. Moreover,
Washington regards the Saudis as an element for peace and stability.
Israel and its supporters in Congress point cut, however, that far from
being a force for peace, the Saudis have been paying for the Soviet
weapons purchased by Syria and the PLO. Moreover, they note that Saudi
Arabia denied defense facilities to the U.S5. and has tried to discourage
other Arab states from entering into close cooperation with the U.S. in
the defense of the Gulf. In the absence of peace, provision of
additional arms to nearby Arab states such as Saudi. Arabia will require
Israel to expend additional scarce resources to maintain the military
balance. The recent 54 billion British arms sale to Saudi Arabia
compounds the problem, since the British and French place less
constraints on their sales than does the U.S.

4. Response to terrorism. While both the U.S. and Israel are
committed to fighting international terrorism, the Administration,
responding to State Department fears of an anti-American backlash in the
Arab world, refused to veto a UN Security Council resolution condemning
the Israeli air strike on PLO headquarters in Tunisia, even though
President Reagan had earlier termed the Israeli action an understandable
"expression of self defense" and a "legitimate response to terrorist
attacks." Israel had hoped that the U.S. would veto the UN
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‘condemnation, especially since Secretary of State Shultz in a major

address last year called for a more active policy to counteract
terrorism, including pre-emptive and retaliatory action even if
civilians might be killed in the process. Moreover, Israel Defense
Minister Yitzhak Rabin insists that the only Tunisians killed in the
raid were persons working for the PLO. The U.S. use of military
aircraft to capture the pirates who had killed an American on the
Achille Lauro may hopefully signal a greater convergence of U.S. and
Israeli views on combatting terrorism.

Israeli Domestic Issues

Although the Israeli economy is showing signs of improvement
-- including a decline in its rate of inflation and in the trade deficit
-- these have come at the expense of a drastic dusterity program which
has resulted. in incrcecased unemployment, which has exacerbated existing
social tensions, especially between Israel's Ashkenazim and the Oriental
communities, Most of these Middle Eastern Jews dare on the lower rungs
of the socio-economic ladder and are concentrated in the development
towns, which have been especially hard hit by dismissal of employees and
closing down of factories.

We are also concerned over recent manifestations of intolerance and
anti-democratic tendencies. The polarization of [sraelis into militant
Orthodox versus secularists has been aggravated-in recent months by such
issues as the efforts to incorporate Orthodox demands into the Law of
Return, the controversy over the Jewish identity of recent Ethiopian
immigrants, and the opposition to construction of a Mormon educdtional
center in Jerusalem. In addition, the recent .escalation of Palestinian
terrorist attacks on Israelis within Israel's pre-1967 borders, as well
4s in the tercritories under Israeli military administration, hdas added
to Israelis' mistrust of the Arabs in their midst, and hdas dadded fuel to
the growing strength of Meir Kahane's racist and anti-democratic
campaign against the Arabs.

The Position of Jews in Arab and Islamic Countries

AJC has been engaged in intensive efforts to safeguard the rights of
Jews in Arab and Islamic countries who continue to face hardships
ranging from restrictions on their freedom to emigrate (in Iran, Syria,
and Yemen) to threats to their physical safety, such as recent kid-
nappings in Lebanon and 4 recent violent attack in Tunisia.

Questions for Discussion

Under what circumstances should the American Jewish Committee
modify its current position of opposing arms sales to Jordan?
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What can the AJC do to help the U.S. Government increase
public understanding of the need to counteract terrorism?

What additional programmatic steps. should be taken to combat
the growth of Kahaneism and other anti-democratic tendencies
in Israel? On the positive side, what should the AJC do to
promote democratic and pluralistic values which will foster a
climate of tolerance and respect for diversity in Israel?

What can AJC membership do to strengthen the efforts to
publicize the plight of Jews under Arab and Islamic rule and
in appealing to Arab and Islamic governments to ease the
conditions of its Jews and permit them to emigrate?

* * oF:

Gruen & Harry Milkman,

Israel & Middle East Affairs Division,
International Relations Department

A074-IRD(3) gn
‘October 18, 1985

85-580-34
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STATEMENT ON ISRAEL AND THE MIDDLE EAST

Recent actions také_n by the United States Government_‘ have re-
inforced Amefica's_ unshakeable commitment to the State of Israel. ) In a
major address to the United Nations General Assembly commemorating the

Q-Oth'ariniverary of its founding, President Reagan referred to "the total

- inversion .of morality in the infamous Zionism-is-racist resolution"

-- which was adopted exactly ten years ago -- as one of the UN's most
serious. failures. The threat of a U.S. boycott of the UN was instru-
me_ntal in blocking an Arab—sporisored effort to revoke Israel's creden-

t_iqis in the world body, and in convincing the General Assembly to deny

~an Invitation to terrorist leader Yasir Arafat to address:its 40th
.anniversary. session. The American delegation to the Nairobi conference
.marking the end of the UN's Decade for Women succeeded in preventing a

"reference to.Zionism in the final 'fqrward—looklrig strategies' document

which wolljld haQe characterized it as a form of racism.

The United, States Govermnment's steadfast adherence to the p-r.inciple
that only direct negotiations between Israel and the neighboring Arab

states will bring a just and lasting peace has been effective in moving

_the Arab states closer to the negotiating table, where Israel eagerly

~ awaits their arrival. ‘The Administration's strategy of encouraging the

1

: o~ ¢
~leaders of both Israel and Jordan to seek an acceptable forum for
r'!egotiations, while pressuring neither to make prior concessions, has

helped the partiés to approach an agreement on their own. Furthermore,



the Administration's agreement, under strong Congressional pressure, to
postpone the sale of sophisticated weapons to Jordan until March 1, 1986
has served as a clear message fo King Hussein that he must enter direct
negotiations ﬁith Israel before being eligible to receilve additional

potentially offensive military hardware from the U.S.

We welcome the most recent exchange of conciliatory statements
between Jerusdlem‘and Amman. Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres has
reiterated Israel's offer to meet directly with King Hussein at any
place agreéable to thelking. Mr. Peres has also agreed in principle to
King Hussein's request that there-be-an international forum for hegotia-
tlons,'provided that direct negotiations with Jordan take place within
that forum, and that the Soviet Union re-establish diplomatic relations
with Israel as evidence that it is finally prepared to play a con-
structive role in facilitating the peace process. Mr. Peres has also
invited the participation of peacefully-intentioned Palestinians in the

talks that will determine their future.

We applaud the overwhelming vote of support for Prime Minister
Peres's initiative 1in the Knesset. It is but the most recent ex-
pression of Israel's long-standing commitment to seek peace through

negotiations.

King Hussein of Jordan has also acknowledged the "positive spirit"
of Peres's UN address, and is reportedly pressing the PLO to abandon its

rejectionism and terror tactics, if it is to become an acceptable nego-

-e =y



tiating partner. - We call upon the King to display the courage to
finally divorce himself from Yasir Arafat and his terrorist organ-
ization, in view of the PLO's continuing refusal to renounce "armed

struggle" against Israel.

An American-Israeli consensus has emerged on the need to take
vigorous measures in the war against international terrorism, as was
most recently demonstrated by the American Interception of the Egyptian
airliner carrying the pirates of the Achille Lauro and their PLO-
affiliated commander. American and Israeli perseverance in the face of
terrorism serves to teach thosé’with“grievances that they can only hope
to redress them by peaceful means,.and not by acts of terror. We call
upon the other nations of the free world to work with the United States

in developing a coordinated strategy to combat international terrorism.

We are distressed by the increased incidence of terrorism within
Israel and against Israelis and Jews abroad. We are also distreésed-by
those who seek to exploit the fear of terrorism in order to arouse
anti-Arab sentiment in Israel and in the United States. We deplore the
vicious anti-Arab campélgn conducted by Meir Kahane in Israel, as well

as the murder of an Arab American, Alex Odeh, in Santé Ana, California.

In _addition to the Kahane phénomenon, we are troubled by other
signs of polarization within Israeli society along ethnic and religlous
lines. The American Jewish Committee, which is committed to promoting

the values of pluralism and democracy, pledges to redouble our efforts,



together with approprliate paftners in Israel, to foster a élﬁmate of
tolerance and mutual respect among the diverse groups that comprise -
Israel's soclety, so that it will truly fulfill its founders' dreams of
establishing a nation that will be a creative synthesis of the aﬁclenf

Prophetic ideals with modern democratic values.

85-580-40
9973-(1IRD-4)

11/5/85 - el




Council on Religion and
International Affairs

- 170 East 64th Street

New York, N.Y. 10021

SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 19 SEPTEMBER 1984

ISRAEL, LEBANON AND THE ROLE OF RELIGION IN POLITICS
' with '
Thomas L. Friedman
Jerusalem Bureau Chief of The New York Times

Iq Beirut it was not. physical violence—-being shot at, for instance--that was
the most frightening experience fo?_?homas'Friedman but coming face to face with violent
religious gxtremists, realizing that, in the Arab world and Israel, the extremists were
ﬁow the parties with which one had to contend while the political moderates, although
probably still a.majority,'were on the run, unable or unwilling to defend their values.

Why are the extremist groups now winning? Mr, Friedman suggests five reasons.
First, the extremists are ?ea&y to go "all the way" gnd use whatever is necessary to
achieve their goals: "Crime pays.and absolute crime pays absolutely." The extremists know
what they Qant, they play by their own rules, and they have proven that they will use
force to maintain their power. In the face of such violence, moderates yield to the
militants and those who can afford to leave do so.

Second, extremists understapd‘theIimportance of }anguage-and agendas. For ex-
ample, during the 1967Iwar, Iéraeli extremists pressured successive Israeli Cabinets to
use the names Judea and Sumaria when referring to the West Bank. The names evoke biblical
history, and for these Jews there is no question of whose land it is. The extremists avoid
labeling the area the "West Bank" which has neutral overtones and leaves open the possibility
of debate.-

Third, the e#t;emists are willing and qgitg able to simplify their positions
into brief cliches. When an Israeli extremist is asked yhy Israel should keep the West

Bank, he replies simply, "'It's ours.'" Similarly, an Arab extremist, in explaining why

" The moderates in

he won't settle for half of Palestine, says simply, "'It's all ours.'
both cases will give long, involved replies that don't stand a chance against a short two

or three word response. The media responds to simplicity, and the extremists are adroit




at.exploitiﬁg the media..

Fourth, extremist violence has a vastly wider base than we Eare to think.
Extremists remove all distinctions between groups of people, and without distinctions
violence is easier to carry out and rationalize. So it is not the fise of the extremist
fringe but of an extremiét center that is most worrisome.

Fifth, extremism feeds on itéelf, on. frustration, on insensitivity, and there
is an abundance of all three today in the Middle East. Mr. Friedman describes the pro-
cess as a chain reaction: extremists relate and respond best to other extremists and their
activities., In disregarding distinctions that exist among their enemies, extremists treat
entire groups as a single unit, offending them and evoking hate from all factions. When
these groups see that all political alternatives have been exhausted without produci;g.
successful results, they yield td a sense of impotence that prbduces intense frustration
which, in turn, encourages the continuance of extremist activities.

Mr. Friedﬁan concluded on a pesSimisfic note. Lebanon, whefe.there is no longer

a political center and politics consists of uncontrollable, competing extremist groups,

i

‘is a micrgcosﬁ and a harbinger of £hings to come. He is féarful that thelt;ends in
Lebanon are spreading to other areas in the Middle East.
COMMENT

Does the-media contribute to extremist groups by giving them éxcessive coverage?
The extremists know how to exploif the media, said Mr. Friedman, but the media is not the
source of extremism.

What's happening to the quality of religion under the threats of violence? Cer-
tain values are emphasized or de-emphasized to suit the needs of the extremists. History
and texts are used as a tool to pervert ethics and to rally followers.

Is the failure of the U.S. to be "streetwise" in handling the Lebanon: situation
a problem of the present administration? It is ektrémeiy difficult for any administration
(and the U.S. soldier) to understand the Lebanese envi;onment. In Lebaﬁbn, there is no
sense of cOmmunity or national identity. American cﬁlture prepares us for a black and
white distinction between good and evil, leaving us ignorant of the subtleties that exist

in cases like Lebanon,



Council on Religion and
International Affairs

170 East 64th Street
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 20 SEPTEMBER 1984
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EAST-WEST RELATIONS: ARE WE HANDLING THEM RIGHT?
SR with
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Guest Scholar, Brookings Institution

Is the U.S. handling East;West relations riéht? Mr. Sonnenfeldt contends that
the overall answer 5u5£ be positive for, whatever our fears and conjecfures about the
future might be, we can look béck on forty years when the explosiveness of the huge mili-
tary power has not been used. Thaf in itéelf is a significant achievement. The problems
of East—Wést'relations involve other actors besidés the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and the
diversity and national aspirations of these actors complicate the issues.

Even in perioa; of relative consensus inlthe U.S. as to what should be our pur-
pose with respect fo the Soviet Union, we have had a good deal of trouble defiﬁing that
purpose. Some people lodﬁ.back to the containment period of_the late 40s with nostalgia.
Bﬁt a good maﬂy then thought the containment policy excessively militant;.others found it
defeatist, having the effect of legitimizing So;iet acquisitions in Eastern Europe. Still
others thought it intrinsically impossible for theSoviet system to mellow, whether contained
or not. The grand sblﬁtidné-such as Géfman unification-and the Baruch plan for inter-
national energyImanagement—-failed to materialize because they would have requifed changes
within the Soviet system itself, changes the Sovieﬁ elite coﬁld not accept. Was the U.S.
mistaken to lay out notions of broad ;ettlements because it presuﬁposed something accom-
plishable? Sonnenfeldt believes that it was and adds that excessive expectations did,
and 'still do, exist.

The most comprehensive effort‘tdlnorﬁalize East-West reiations occurred during
the'?Os.; This involﬁed formal recﬁgnitioﬁ by the U.S. of the Soviet Union as a superpower
with global interests; médest.ﬁeasures of armslcontrol; forms of crisis management; some
economic opening and othér contaété ﬁith ;he-Soviets aé a means of 1éverage and as in-

centives for restrained international conduct; an opening to China to show the Soviets



it could not build its policy assumptions indefinitely on the supposition of U.S.-China
hostility; a modest opening to Eastern Europe;land, most importantly, maintenance of a
military balance, All this may sound formidable but it was extremely modest.

In some ways, detente of the 70s was based on inaccurété assumptions, especially
in Moscow, which thought the U.S. weaker than it was because of Watergate. So they pushed
too hard for superpower status and for security. U.S. opinion swung away from detente
because the Soviets did not take human rights seriously into account in their own country
or in Eastern Europe. The political left in the U.S. felt thé a?ms control agreements had
no impact on defense budgets and the right felt théy had nc impact on Sovie£ armslcontrol.
Fear of nuclear war did not act as a catalyst for broad settlements but sometimes evéﬁ
provided the backdrop for "games of chicken to see who would flincﬁ first, under the fear
of holocaust."

The U.S. must deter expénsion of Soviet power and continue to prevent war
simultaneously. If either is pressed to extreme, the other will suffer. To keep a balance
between fhe two, Mr. Sonnenfeldt advocates a continuous dialpgue with the Sovieﬁ Union;

a realistic approach to arms control; encouragement of changg in Eastern Eqrope; and
avoidance of ambitious hopes of what can be accomplished.
COMMENT

When asked to comment on the implications of East—Wésf'relétions in the Third
World, Mr. Sonnenfeldt sees the danger of U.S.-U.S.S.R. confrontation in particular places
on the globe——Korea; Vietnam, Cuba, the Middle East (but not in Namigia)——rather than in
abstractions about weapbns development or the failure to make certain arms control agree-
ments. |

Is a loan default in Eastern Europe effective leverage in dealing with the Soviets?
"Debtors have more leverage than creditors!" said Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Eastern Europe is not
a natural economic entity; the countries there are reducing their dependence on the Soviet
Union. Is a grain embargo effective leverage? It would be wiser for the West to induce
the Soviets to make more investment in agriculture, rather than see them sell their petro-
leum to buy grain. Such investment in agriculture would put strains on the priorities the

Soviets have set for themselves in their resource allocations.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 3 OCTOBER 1984

CHINA IN THE GREAT POWER TRIANGLE
with
Donald S. Zagoria
Professor of Government, Hunter College

The changes inside China since the death of Mao in 1976 have had a fundamental
impact on domestic énd foreign policy and are, in Dr. Zagoria's view, irreversible. The
degree of flexibility and experimentation shown by the recent Chinese reforms far surpass
that of the Sovieé Union sincé the death of Stalin over thirty years ago. -

Deng Xiaobing is at the heart of‘the reforms in China. He initiated thé de-
colleétiiization of agriculture and instituted the so-called "household responsibility

" under which output has risen thirty-six percent over the past five years. Peasants

systeﬁ,
"are allowed to retain all profits after they have met their quotas. Such incentives have
created a new economic class of rich.peasants in the countryside. '

In the industrial sector, the oid Staliniét priorities on heavy industry and
defense have been replaced by a new emphasis on light industry, consumer goods, agriculture
and raising the standard of living. Central planning still exists, but factories can sell
their excess products dircctl} to the market rather than to the state and use the pfofits
for bonuses, new technology, new plant, marketing, etc.

At.the macro—economic level, there is a growing tendency toward indirect economic
levers rather than direcf planning. " In some areas,.a ﬁrice system is being used. The
economy has opened up to the West in an effort to éxpand trade. Special economic zones
have been created for foreign investment. Although leaders are willing to experimen£ with
the economy and there is popular support for changes, Dr. Zagoria doés not want to exaggerate
the reforms. China is still é communist country: there are no free elections, the media is
strictly controlled and labor camps for those with.different political ideologies still exist.

Despite the achieveﬁents of Deng's reforms, there are formidable obstacles that
could block more extensi?e changes. There is no coherent plan for a quasi market economy
as price reforms are being cautiously examined. Experts are confronted with the questions:

is there a market socialist economy of the Yugoslav variety in the future? can the capitalist




economic zones be combined with the state controlled economic zones? Social tensions have

already erupted and are growing between the more affluent rural areas and the urban centers
because the workers and intellectuals feel they are not keeping up with recent increases in
peasant income. However, one can be cautiously optimistic. Deng has restored the faith of
the people that had deteriorated under Mao'shpolitical and economic failures and has shown
that he is determined to keep up the reforms. Nothing succeeds like success itself, and China
has been growing eight to ten percent over the past few years.

Turning to China's role in the Great Power Triangle, Dr. Zagoria predicts that
thefe will be no alliance of any two against the third. A tactical detente exists between
China an& the Soviet Union, with an increase in trade and cultural exchanges and a reduction
in polemics. Both countries must "cool things off" because China must concentrate on modern-
ization and remain flexible to get concessions from the U.S. and U.S.S.R. The Soviets want
to break up what they see as a U.S.-China alliance against them. Geopolitical competition
will increase between China and the Russians in areas such as Korea, Vietnam, Afghanis;an,
Mongolia, India, Pakistan. The three Chinese demands for better relations—-withdrawal from
Afghanistan, disengagement ffom Vietnamese occupation:of Cambodia, rehuction of Russian
forces on the Chinese border--are not likely to happen, and military strategic competition
between the two countries is bound to grow. U.S.-Sino felations are a different story: a
mutual interest in increased trade and a peaceful Asia, along with a common fear of Russian
expansionism, have improved relations.

COMMENT

What are the structural communist party differences that have allowed the Chinese
to be flexible while the Soviets have remained rigid? The Russians have a siege mentality,
a fear of being surrounded by hosfile nations. They have no geographic boundaries. Mili-
tary power is an intricate part of their history, which accounts for their defense psycho-
logy. In addition, fifty percent of the population is non-Russian. On the other hand, the
Chinese do not have an inferiority complex, have no history of Being invaded, are not de-
fensive, and have no minority problem.

How will the takeover of Hoﬂg Kong affect future reforms? Dr. Zagoria foresees
some difficulties for the Chinese in the area. They want to be selective in what ideas
they take from the West. They must realize that, once the door is opened, they will get a

LL
dose" of both the flaws and the vitality of Western society.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 17 OCTOBER 1984

THE ORIGINS OF THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT OVER PALESTINE
with '
Joan Peters
Author of From Time Immemorial: The Origins of the Arab-Jewish Conflict over Palestine

There has been an inversion of.history. So concludes Joan Peters, author of

From Time Immemorable: The Origins of the Arab-Jewish Conflict over Palespine, after

seven years of research in the Middle East. Her research showed that crucial alleged
facts and assumptions that are the basis of the Arab moral and historical claims concerning
Palestine are fundamentally unsound. There is an enormous amoﬁnt of evidence available on
the period of Turkish rule of Palestiﬁe and British stewardship of Palestine. From the
evidence, it is possible to do original research into historic and modern migration patterns
of Arabs and Jews in the region. The result of such intensive, careful research yields
evidence for an ArabﬂJewish,'as opposed to an Arab-Israeli, conflict.

When these essential but previously unconsidered factors are put into context,
a whole new set of premises emerges. Contrary to popular bélief, the Jews did not dis-
place a teeming native Arab population from an ancestral homeland. Actually, the reverse
took place. Arab immigrants moved in a natural migration pattern or they were imported
under the Turks and later under the British. In historic Palestine and well into the
twentieth century, Palestinian Jews and Christians were terrorized and often driven from
their homes by traditional Muslim mob violence directed at religior and not at nationalism.

The British facilitated illegal Arab immigration from Syria, Lebanon, Egypt,
Libya and Sudan into western Palestine between the first and second world wars. The
immigration was rapid and played a great role in preventing a Jewish majority, which would,
“in turn, have established the mandated Jewish national homeland into the Jewish state.

During World War II, the British government barred Jewish entry into Palestine,
declaring the land "overfull." At the same time, the British government in Palestine

officially imported tens of thousands of Arab immigrant workers. Consequently, those who




were termed "native Palestinian Arabs," from time immemorial excluded from their home-

" n

land, often were Arab newcomers or "instant natives." The Arab "refugee" was often
someone who had lived for a total of two years prior to 1948 in the land that became
Israel. Thousands of the reported Arab "refugees" in 1948 had not fled fron Terssl at
all but instead were needy itinerants from all over the Middle East who, according to
United Nations records and documents, were identified as refugees from Israel in order
to receive the available benefits.

The findings of Ms. Peters' research led to some startling conclusions.- The
Arab leaders' traditional manipulation and oppression of their own peoples, a sinister
intrigue that was assisted by British duplicity; prepared the synthetic moral grounds for
what is known today as the Palestinian problem.

To know what self-determination means between the Arabs and Jews, one must know
the true history of Palestine. It is history that is used to invoke the moral claim of
the PLO charter. History must be investigated and findings need to be looked at objec-
tively. '"When one sees that the history rebuts the claim, it cannot be allowed for the
same claim that was used to invoke the moral responsibility to be used and rebutted at
the same time," declared Ms. Peters. The solution is not simple, but the truth and logic
of the Palestinian problem are evident.

COMMENT

When asked what she expected from her book, Ms. Peters replied that, with new
evidence put into context, there is a need for reassessment of what justice is for both
sides. She hopes her book will be useful in finding a settlement.

Why haven't the neighboring wealthy Arab countries with small populations
absorbed the Arab "refugees?" Ms. Peters feels that the fundamental problem still exists:
there is a Jewish state in the midst of the Muslim world and. the Arabs must keep their

hostilities directed against that Jewish state. Their claim as "refugees" serves as a

propaganda tool which works to their benefit in the continuing conflict.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 30 OCTOBER 1984

CAN THERE BE PEACE WITH SANDINIST NICARAGUA?
with
. ' ‘H. Joachim Maitre
Professor of International Relations, Boston University

With the November 4 elections in Nicaragua, attention has been. drawn-to- the
internal affairs of that Central American country. The debate over progress to demo-
cracy in Nicaragua has taken'a new turn. There is more criticism in the U.S. than
there has been heretofore. One wonders how there can be "free elections" whilé there
is neither freedom of the press nor freedom of assembly. For many Nica:aguans, the
government is a hoax; they bitterly joke that there is one difference between the con-
stitutions of the U.S. and Nicaragua: in‘both countries there is freedom of speech and
assembly, but only in the U.S. is there freedom after the assembly.

Prominent Nicaraguan citizens have .accused the Sandinista government of wide-
spread corruption and of flouting the ideals of Marx and Lenin. -In an article in The

New Republic, Robert Leicken recently accused the ruling clique of abusing the mandate

given to them by the rebellion in 1979. One is reminded of past allusions--and delusions—-
on the roads to socialism in Stalinist Russia, Maoist China, Castro's Cuba and, last
but not least, Ho's Vietnam.,

In an attempt to gain support, the Sandinistas lowered the voting age to six-
teen in the belief that the youth of Nicaragua would guarantee an overwhelming victory
in the coming elections. They seem to have miscalculated: During the annual Rally for
Independence in September, a group of young Nicaraguans jumped the border into Costa
Rica asking for asylum. For students to take such a drastic step without consulting
with their parents and teachers, there must be something wrong on the road to justice
in Nicaragua.

Speculating abaut the November 4 elections, Professor Maitre referred to a




quote by the leader of an unsuccessful protest march against the East German pedple
by its people, "Now that the people have forfeited the government's trust, it is time
for the government to elect itself a new people." Professor Maitre feels this will
happen in Nicaragua.

Obviously, the Sandinistas will control and win the elections. In that case,
can there be peace with Sandinist Nicaragﬁa? Opinion alone will not suffice. Proof is
needed that the Sandinistas are not aiming for.peaceful rule in Nicaragua and in Central
America. No such proof is to be found in the party program. However; at a June con-
ference, the socialists were told by a leading commandante of the Sandinista junta that
a union between the parties had to be struck to do away with all pretense of a so-called
pluralist democracy.

It is best to listen to'the observations of Nicaraguans who are not in a party

position, in analyzing the situation. In a recent New York Times article, a leading
Bishop stated that the elections serve only as a smoke screen behind which there is
nothing but sheer will to power. ‘He goes on to say, "After five years of euphoric illusion,
revolutionary myths and painful dééiations, Nicaragu; is now a living lesson for the entire
continent. Once again, it is proven that the. ideological dogmatism and materialistic
schemes do not meet human needs. Sandinista mechanisms for domination deny the funda-
mentallrights of all peoples. Man is nothing more than an instrument of labor-—one more
soldier for the goal of world domination...ﬁeate efforts could cost all eternity."
COMMENT

Is any country within its rights to do what the U.S. has done in Nicaragua?
In reply, Mr. Maitre pointed out that the 1979 revolution drew support from the U.S. in
the form of $170 million in economic aid. In 1979, the Sandinistas pledged free elections
in one year, but soon after they embarked on exporting their revolution by supplying arms
to the guerrillas in El Salvador. The U.S. explanation for its support of the Contras is
to stop the export of arms from Nicaragua.

Assuming that Nicaragua behaved "properly" in foreign affairs (i.e., according
to U.S. standards), would there be any reason for the U.S. to accept the Sandinista regime?
The U.S. would probably accept the regime unless a "rollback policy" seemed preferable to

"containment." The U.S. will not tolerate the Sandinistas exporting revolution.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 8 NOVEMBER 1984

POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE LATIN AMERICAN DEBT CRISIS
with
Sally Shelton, Vice President-Economics, Bankers Trust Company
and
William E. Colby, Senior Adviser, International Business—Government Counsellors

In 1979, Willy Brandt's.North—South Commission recommended transfer of resources
of some $60 billion a year over several years for the development of the -less developed
world. In recent years, over $300 billion has been pouriﬁg yearly into Latin American
countries in the form of loans. The transfer of resources stemmed from the o0il crisis and
the large amounts of available OPEC money, which the banks recycled to enable the developing
countries to buy oil. The problem now is that the carrying charges on the debts are a huge
burden on the borrowing countries; when the dollar went up and the economies had a recession
the burden became enormous. It takes forty per cent of export revenue to carry the debt.

In August 1982, the inevitable occurred. Mexico could not pay its debt. It was
a major crisis for the banks involved. Soon other countries found themselves unable to pay
their debts. The banks negotiated and settled for rescheduling the loans. The impact of
the debt on the economies of these countries influences their internal peolitics. In Latin
America, there is a population growth of about three per cent, so those countries not expand-
ing by at least three per cent are getting progressively poorer. At the same time, the
austerity programs implemented (increase in exports, reduction in imports, limits on the
growth of wages) create pervasive problems. Wages indexed up eighty per cent relative to
inflation, as advised by the IMF, have resulted in the decline of real wages by twenty per
cent,

This is a formidable problem for any type of government. Recently, Latin America
has been turning away from authoritarian, military government toward civilian, democratic
governments. It is dangerous for a civilian government, in transition from an authoritarian
government, to exert on the working class the pressure dehanded by austerity programs. Eco-
nomic instability can make democrafic governments vulnerable to demagogues who can use’

4 _
unstable conditions to defy the IMF and repudiate their debts.



So What practically can we do? Serious international negotiations are needed
to work out debts. There must be movement of more capital, not capital to pay debtslbut
capital for growth., Although small local and regional banks will not lend more money,
the larger banks, to protect their investments, will.

Private.inveStnent can move capital, but for the last ten years private invest-
ment in Latin America has been consistently denounced. The developing countries are not
interested just in the capital; they want the training and the technology too. An increase
of exports from lesser developed countries can help the situation, but to what countriés
can they sell their exports? To protect their own industries, developed countries dis-
courage trading in certain products.

The real crisis, in Mr. Colby's view, is not a debt crisis but a political crisis.
We could see Latin America move ahead to a whole new dimension of growth capabilities.
Brazil, for instance, could have the éame kind of growth experience that the U.S. enjoyed
in the 1880s and 1890s. After all, we too had political corruption and social problems,
and we did a lot of growing on foreign capital. We can help Latin America experience
growth or we can close our eyes and let the demagogues take over.

COMMENT

What happens if a demagogue takes over and a country defaults? Ms. Shelton said
tﬁat it depends on what kind of moratorium on debt repayment is declared and what the
political conditions are. Chile cannot make payments on its debt and will not be able to
do so for two more years. Arrangements can be made for rescheduling, but if there is no
willingness to come to an agreement, the lending banks will claim property, bank accounts
and real estate in this country.

Where do we go from here? Ms. Shelton said that we are by no means out of the
woods., Méjor obstacles lie ahead. To start overcoming them, the government must get
more involved,.and our markets must become more accessible to Latin American countries.

IMF conditions must be relaxed and set in a more reasonable time frame for achieving
targets. Pressure must be applied to debtor countries to attract investment, both domestic

and foreign. Patching things together could get us through the next few years.

N.S. Sally Shelton, who was to have given the presentation, was unavoidably detained at
a business conference, so William Colby gave the presentation before Ms. Shelton arrived
to participate in the discussion period.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 19 NOVEMBER 1984

THE POLITICS OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

with
o ) Anthony Lake o
Five College Professor of International Relations, Mount Holyoke College

Partisanship in politics has affected U.S. foreign policy. With that statement,
Anthony_Lake argued five points to substantiate his thesis: First, over the past twenty
years or so, the U.S. has been much less_consistgnt than previously in. pursuing a foreign

- policy that reflected a‘sense of enduring n?tional interests. The twists and turns of
foreign policy have tended to reflect patterns of U.S. domestic‘poliéies. New Presidents
insist theirs willbe a new foreign policy, making the U.S. the only country in the world
that changes its national interests every four years. Since it takes eighteen months for
a new adviser to get over the doctrines of campaign rhetoric aﬁd reach a period of prag-
matism, which period lasts about a-year beﬁorelthe beginning of another campaign, Ouf
‘a11ies and the Soviet Union find it hard to ﬁnderstand what U.S. foreign policy really is.

Second, the U.S. can afford such a pattern less and less in a world of diffused
power. The U.S. twenty five years ago was in a position of extraordinary power in the
world. In absolute terms, U.S. power is much greater today but, in relative terms, it is
not. Other nations p;ve_developed econqmicland_military_power.

Third;-the relative confusion in_U.S.Iforeign policy reflects a systemic change
in how we make foreign pol?cy_in U.S. society, a change which we have not yet fully rec-
ognized. Today's foreign policy elite tends to spend most of its time attacking one
another on doctrinal grounds rather than looking for common grounds.

Fourth, foreign policy is produced not by Washington and not by bureaucratic
pol;tics aloné but by the whole U.S: society. Over the past twenty five years or so, every
insﬁitution invoived_in U.S. socie;y_that is involved in the making of foreign policy has
become more torn.by ideological and partisan hostilities. Making a distinction between

democratic debate that tends to debate issues for_;he sake of the issues themselves and




partisan debate that tends to twist those issues for partisan advantage,.Dr.‘Lake did
not argue against moré debate on foreign policy issues but how to debate those issues.

Congress is much more involved in foreign policy but is not more responsible.

It is much more willing to "take on" a Presidént but Finds it much easier to posture and
then "duck" on foreign policy issues, leaving the President to take the responsibility.

And last, Dr. Lake finds no easy answers to the problems.. It is not possible
to go back to some golden age of the late 40s and 50s when there was a consensus and a
general doctrine that guided U.S. foreign policy with less ideological -warfare.

To sum up, the President is trapped by promises of easy success; the public
rewards easy promises and then gets disillusioned; the fofeign policy elite is more
inte?ested in their careers; the Congress and press are increasingly-more involved but
not willing to take responsibility.

COMMENT

Is it possible to concentrate authority for formulating foreign policy in one
agency? It is possible, but Dr. Lake does nof believe it should be in the State Depart-
ment but in the White House. The Secretary of State must be the President's main spokes—
man: the White House should make the policy and that policy should be run by the Sfate
Department.

In other responses to questions, Dr. Lake deplored the practice of those members
of Congress who go abroad and try to persuade foreign governments not to go-along with
settlements the President is trying to negotiate.' Foreign governmeﬁts get tired of American
"spokesmen" coming to them saying, "You must understand we're a democracy, so I'm going
to negotiaté a treaty with you and then go back to my government and try to get it approved.
Meanwhile, you stay by its terms."

Every President since World War II has come into office saying tﬁat the Secretary
of State is going to be in charge of foreign policy, but not one has been able to do it,
The State Department does hot have a political tonstifuency. More and more issues affect
farmers, labor unions, etc., and all the other government departments have their political
constituencies but State is in a weak political position without a political constituency.
Presidents look more and more to National Security Advisers to help frame the issues in

the political terms they want.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 27 NOVEMBER 1984

HOW TO COPE WITH THE SOVIET THREAT
with :
Richard Pipes
~ Baird Professor of History, Harvard University

Are the Russians behaving or are they not behaving? How do you get them to
behave? The detente people believe that if you use positive stimuli you get positive
responses; the hawks believe that if you are tough you will get positive responses. IBut
neither approach works. We have to find out not only how to stop them from being aggressive
but also why they are aggressive in the first blace. Then you go back to history, then to
ideology, then to the structure of the Soviet system. Why does the Soviet system have
problems and how can we exploi; these problems to make the Soviets less of a threat?
Professor Pipes' thesis is: the Soviet system as it has existed, gspepially since Stalin
came to power fifty years ago, is rulgd by a small elite that enjoys extraordinary pri-
vileges and powers which it has no right to enjoy even in terms of its own constitution,
and the only way it can enjoy them is by creating artificial tensions, i.e., a continuing
warlike condition. There is always a warlike hysteria, an essential for the elite to
maintain itself in power.

The world crisis we have had since World War II is basically conditioned, in
Professor Pipes' opinion, by the need of the Soviet Union for this kind of tension. He
is optimistic in thinking the Stalinist system has reached a kind of dead end, both political
and economic. It no longer works. _In many reSpec;s, the Soviet Qnion has economically
fallen behind and, further, it faces a threat of falling behind militarily. The political
setup that Stalin created no-longer does its job_beqause it is concerned with its own survival.
If this is the case and we deny the Soviet Union economic assistance, if we deny
it political legitimacy by making concgssions to it, if we make it expensive for the
Soviets to try to compensate for internal favors by external aggression, then Professor
Pipes believes it may be ready in the foreseeable future to follow the path of post Maoist

China., There are forces in the Soviet Union making for change. If we withhold economic



éssistance we help these forces. Professor Pipes looks forward to the day when forces
inside the Soviet Union make it imperative for these changes to take p}ace.
COMMENT

Is theré any alternative way to get the Soviets to define their legitimacy and their
competence with us on grounds other than military? Our transfer of technology and capital
to the Soviet Union, according to Professor Pipes, makes it easier for the Soviet Union to
develop militarily. Soviet resourceé are limited. Since the early 70s, the Soviets have
found that they don't have enough to go around. There are three sectors of the economy--
capital investment, consumer and military--and the Soviets do not dare touch the consumer
sector. The capital investment sector is growing less rapidly, with some of the slack taken
up by western assistance. The economists and the military are very worried about the future
of the economy.

Rates of economic growth are rapidly falling. Workers are not working properly.
The Soviet Union is a giant conglomerate with all the problems of a conglomerate. These
problems have to be solved by decentrélization and by giving inducements to peasants. .If
we give them high technology, we allow them to substitute technology for the worker and
retain their rigid system. We have a marginal role but it is an important role. The Soviet
Union can survive the way it is and the system can go on the way it is but it cannot maintain
its enormous global ambitions and maintain the system.

The system simply does not generate enough to maintain all the responsibilities
that the State assumes. The military, Party people and Security people are against reform.
The engineers, scientists and economic managers are for it. ‘There is a need to stimulate
initiative, for where there is initiative the system works well, Take the construction
worker who moonlights and works on his own or the farmer who brings in his crop on time
when he gets paid for it.

In further comments, Professor Pipes pointed out how the Soviets have developed
higﬁer education which produces engineers, for instance, who can build bridges as well as
we can. But when it comes to social problems tﬁé government believes in "fairy tales"
from the mid 19th century that have no bearing on moderﬂ life. It is impossible to

challenge the Party doctrine on any subject.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 5 DECEMBER 1984

STRATEGIC DEFENSE OR NEUTRALIZATION OF GERMANY
- with
Freeman Dyson
Professor of Physics, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton

The Austrian Stage Treaty of May 1955 is the greatest achievement in arms
control in the years since World War II, according to Professor Dyson. -It is more '
important than the ABM and SALT treaties, which deal with weapons rather than with
people. ﬁntil 1955, Austria had been divided into zones of occupation: Soviet troops
in the eastern zone, American, British and French troops in the western zones, with a
divided regime in Vienna similar to the divided regime in Berlin. The treaty abolished
all of this. All foreign troops.were removed, perpetual neutrality.was pledged in the
constitution, and Austria was established as a free, neutral and independent state,
Today Austria is a proéperous,,stable-and westernized state, and despite ifs proximity
to the USSR, there have been no signs of Soviet dissatisfaction in the thirty years
since the signing of the treaty.

This happy state.of affairs raises several questions: what was the price paid
to achieve .it? why did the Soviet government accept it? would a similar treaty bring
similar results elsewhere? The price paid was quite small: Austria paid the USSR a sub-
stantial sum of cash and wrote into its constitution a pledge of perpetual neutrality.
The Russians were happy because the treaty pushed back the border of the NATO alliance
by one hundred miles.

For the Soviet Union the problem of Germany tends to dominate all considerations.
So long as missiles are deployed in Germany, there is no point in talking about missiles
anywhere else, Professor Dfson suggests that an escape from the stalemate on strategic
arms negotiations might be the "Austrianization" of Germany.

Professor Dyson proposes a treaty simila; to-the Austrian Treaty of 1955. Such

a treaty would include: withdrawal of all foreign troops from German territory, east and



west; withdrawal of the two German governments from their respe;tive alliances; con-
stitutional pledges of permanent neutrality from both German governments; prohibition.
of nuclear weapons and nuclear capable delivery systems from German territory; pro-
hibition of the use of force to reunify Germany; and finally, if the two governments
peacefully agree to reunify, all obligations under the treaty devolve upon the successor
government.

An agreement such as this would achieve two principal aims of NATO: the removal
of Soviet troops and the removal of the SS-20s from German éoil. Whether or not the
Soviets would accept the withdrawal of its forces and missiles as a reasonable price to
pay for similar withdrawals of NATO forces and Pershing IIs, no one can predict-—one-can
only hope.

From a broader perspective, the neutralization of Germany.would be a revolution-
ary development in European politics representing a move away from military confrontation
and toward a new.international order. The balance of power would remain stable, with two
neutral states at the center of Europe. Concluding with a "cosmic unity" philosophy,
Professor Dyson proposed the neutralization of Europe--Western European states as well as
Eastern bloc countries--as the road to travel after the neutralization of Germany.
COMMENT

Who should make the first move and when should it be made? Professor Dyson
replied that he did not know who should initiate the discussions. He suggests that the
first step should be to raise the question publicly and see what reaction it produces.

When asked what his long term view of NATO was, Professor Dyson responded that,
in the long run, alliances are not very good. The countries that have the best track

record of defending themselves are those that stand alone.
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SUMMARY OF THE CRIA CONVERSATION OF 20 DECEMBER 1984

THE FUTURE QF ARMS CONTROL
with
Leslie H. Gelb
National Security Correspondent, The New York Times

Will there be real changes on the arms control f;oﬁt? In teply, Mr. Gelb listed
all the issues he feels the administration has to address in preﬁafiﬁg for the forthcoming
meeting between Mr. Shultz and Mr. Gromyko. |

First, there's the key defense budget items--the Strategic Defense Initiative and
the MX missile--the administration believes are so critical to successful negotiations but
which it knows will be in trouble in this Congress and over the next several years. Then
there's the whole question of defensive systems. Some years ago, the Soviets asked us to
ban space shuttles and we declined, saying they were for peace. Today the Soviets have a -
space shuttle. All this seriouély'complicates anything onélmight do with antisatellite
weapons. Do we want to develop a ballistic missile defense system to protecf just missiles
or one to protect population? an air defense system?

Consider the relationship of defensive systems with offensive systems. Some in
the administration want to keep the two systems absolutely separate, while others say we
have already told the Soviets that we will discuss both. So are the defensive systems
bargaining chips? So there's the relationship, within the offensive systems, on medium
range missiles to intercontinental range missiles, sebarated in the last several years into
two difference negotiations. The Russians have inditéted-they have no interest in merging
the two, although Mr. Gelb feels mergihg would be a-hay out of tﬁe dilemma on both sides.

And what to do about sea launched cruise missiles, which aré not included in any
of our proposals. The U.S. plans to deploy 2,000 of these missiles with nuclear warheadé
over the next few years. The Russians will do exactly the'samé‘thing. And what about the
Backfire Bomber, considered by some a medium range and by others an iﬁterﬁontinental range
bomber? It was fought over at SALT and a separate agreemeht was decided 6n. The Reagan
administration has included it in its START proposal on intercontinental range forces, but

that will not be acceptable to the Soviets.



-

What to do about existing treaties which have lapsed? SALT I was ratified and
is generally observed by both sides; SALT II was not ratified but neither side has violated its
terms. Next year we face a decision as to whether to destroy two Poseidon submarines as we
deploy a neQ Trident submarine. Some strong.forces in the administration are against such a
move; others say we must not destroy forces without an agreement.

On the verification demands the administration has made, Mr. Gelb feels the Soviets
will have to understand that the future of arms control hinges on more provisions for veri-
fication. And unless Soviet violations of existing treaties are cleared up, there won't be-
any more treaties. Should the USSR complete the big radar under construction in central
Russia, facing the directions it now faces, it will be ip violation of SALT, although the
Soviets claim it will not be. If they violate any treaty, we should uithdraw from that treaty.
A stopgap interim agreement could reaffirm the antiballistic missile treaty, cut off the com-
petition in the antisatellite area, and find a modest way of combining the Soviet START pro-
posal with our own.

Althﬁﬁgh Mr. Gelb's analysis, by his own admission, paints the bleakest of pictures,
he is not é gloomy pessimist. The process is getting §tarted again, and that's good. The
health of the economy and national security problems are'practical necessities in resuming
arms control talks.

COMMENT

Will a new process get going.as a result of the Shultz-Gromyko meeting? Although
the two sides will not make any-concessions they have not alréady planned, there is a serious
interest on both sides in reducing tensions for reasons that have little or nothing to dd with
arms control: economic concerns, political concerns, internal politics. U.S. focus will be
on START, the Soviet on stopping ASAT and underground nuclea; testing and on obtaining a
declaration of no first use of nuclear weapons. NeiFher side will agree to the other's
priorities, but both sides will agree to continue to do business and avoid failure.

Should the talks be expanded to include our allies and the Warsaw Pact countries?
The allies as members of the negotiating teams would not help at all, in Mr. Gelb's opinion;
they would only add voices at the table with interests but not the necessary power and

responsibility.
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EDITORIAL
Still Waiting

Regular readers of Near East Report may note that this is
not the first time that an NER editorial has carried the
headline " Still Waiting.” We don’t use it again today because
it is a catchy phrase—it isn't—but rather because it ex-
présses our continuing frustration over ng Husseifi’s re-
luctance to sit down and negotiate with Israel. -

Perhaps the latest round of meetings in Europe will result
in an announcement of the King's determination to join
Israel in negotiations. But, so far, there is no evidence to that
effect. On the contrary, the King seems to be continuing
along the path toward rapprochement with Syria rather than
Israel. We still do not know what transpired during that
meeting last month between Hussein and Hafez Assad. We
do know, however, that Damascus was not dismayed about
its outcome. That in itself is a reason for pessimism.

Nevertheless, Israel’s Prime Minister Shimon Peres re-
mains committed to the Jordan-Israel peace process. Speak-
ing on television on Jan. 17, Peres was upbeat. He conceded
that King Hussein has not committed himself to peace but
asserted that he would continue to work with the United
States to bring Hussein around. Asked if Hussein was inca-
pable of making peace, Peres said: “Such statements were
made about all sorts of people including Sadat, but it turned
out that he hedged until the moment that he stood up on his
own two feet and walked.” He said that he would not give up
on Hussein or peace. “I will pursue this,” he said.

It surely has not escaped Hussein's notice that, in Shimon
Peres, Israel has a prime minister who is dogged in pursuit of
a peace settlement with Jordan and is ready to make conces-

sions to achieve it. On Oct. 1, however, Peres’ term as prime
minister will end. He will be replaced by Vice Prime Minister
Yitzhak Shamir—as committed to peace as Peres but far
more skeptical about the *“Jordan option” and Hussein’s
intentions. Moreover, he and Peres have very different views
about the future of the West Bank. For Hussein then, this is
thé moment for some hard choices. He can come forward
now or he can let the months go by and then try to blame
Shamir’s alleged “inflexibility” for stalling the peace pro-
cess.

One can see the old pattern re-emerging. In 1947 the Arabs
rejected the United Nations Partition Plan which would have
created both a Jewish and a Palestinian Arab state. After
1947, Arab spokesmen indicated that they should have ac-
cepted that plan, as the Jews did. Today, Arab leaders think
that they are making major concessions when they hint at
accepting Israel in its “pre-'67" borders. Their claim is that
they only want the “occupied territories™” back. They pass
over the fact that they vehemently refused to accept Israel or
peace back in those pre-1967 days when they controlled the
West Bank, Gaza, and east Jerusalem. For the Arabs the
grass has always been greener a decade ago, or maybe two.
They seem unable to recognize opportunity when it still
exists in the present tense.

This, then, is 2 moment of opportunity and it is one that
King Hussein should seize now. If he refuses to do so he will
be left with nothing but nostalgia about those hopeful days of
1986 when peaceful compromise with Israel seemed a possi-
ble dream. Itis his choice. Shimon Peres, joined by Yitzhak
Shamir and the National Unity Government—as well as the
Reagan Administration—await his response. O

]

VIEWING THE NEWS

srael Refunds Aid

Israel’s decision to refund $51.6 million
in U.S. economic assistance to help the
United States reduce its budget deficit met
a strongly positive response in Washing-
ton. Under the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
budget balancing act, Israel would have
had to absorb a $51.6 million cut in eco-
nomic aid (in addition to a $77 million re-
duction in military assistance). However,
Israel had already received its economic
aid for fiscal 1986 and was not required to
return any of it. Nevertheless, because of
the budget-cutting constraints of the legis-
lation and the impact it would have on other
foreign aid recipients, Prime Minister
Shimon Peres personally offered to return

the $51.6 million.

Both the Senate and House chairmen of
the Appropnations Subcommittees on For-
eign Operations applauded Israel’s move.
Sen. Bob Kasten (R-Wis.) said that Israel’s
action “was one of true friendship. While
other nations carp about not receiving
enough aid, [srael—which was under no
obligation to return the money—volun-
tarily returned the funds. Once again, we
see who our real friends are.” Rep. David
Obey (D-Wis.) said that Israel’s decision
indicates “a sensitivity to the additional
squeeze mandatory budget cuts would
have made on other countries if Israel did
not offer to return the money.”

Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.) said that Isra-

el’s action “only confirmed what I always
knew about this uncommon ally. Israel has
demonstrated once again that it takes its
responsibilities as a U.S. ally seriously. At
atime when so many of our other allies are
distancing themselves from the United
States and its policies, it is refreshing in-
deed to see Israel in our corner—although
I'm certainly not surprised.”

New Budget
Finance Minister Yitzhak Modai for-

mally presented Israel’s new $21.6 billion
budget to the Knesset (Kol Yisrael, Jan.

(Continued)
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ANALYSIS

Behind the Veil

iscussions of terrorism—like terror it-
self—have become commonplace. Un-
fortunately, according to one expert, much
of the talk is still “somewhat muddled.”
To help remedy that. the analyst, Ray S.
Cline, and another expert, Yonah Alex-
ander, both of Georgetown University’s
Center for Strategic and International
Studies, have published a new book, Ter-
rorism as State-Sponsored Covert Warfare.
“We are concentrating here not on ran-
dom acts of violence but on the specific
phenomenon of terrorism as a stale~spon-
sored form. of .covert warfare,”” Cline:ex-

“It's time for the United Statés . . . to make
up its mind about the way to deal with
what, in my mind, is a more urgent threat to
our national security than the more cele-
brated and dramatic weapons like the
ICBM.”

Debates over nuclear arms may not add
or subtract a great deal from U.S. security,
Cline argued. but state-sponsored terror-
ism—intended to strike U.S. citizens, di-
minish Washington’s influence abroad and
destabilize America’s allies—"is a matter
of great strategic significance.” The rea-
son, the new book notes, is the “Andropov
legacy.” When Yuri Andropov took over as

and—in the Middle East and elsewhere—
the Soviet Union, its allies and surrogates
would continue to exploit local grievances.

Cline observed that organized terrorism
“seeks to capture the attention of the
[news] media.™ It is hard for the press to
resist, “'since terrorism essentially pro-
vides entertainment. . . . What [ want is a
greater sophistication when terrorist
claims are broadcast.” Cline said sympa-
thy for terrorists as idealists driven to vio-
lence is misplaced. The media need to be
more analytical about the terrorists’ “inex-

head of the KGB in the late 1960’s the Sovi-
ets began to train, fund and arm the PLO—
and through it anti-Western terrorists
around the world.”

The authors argue that Andropov’s pol-
icy, begun with help from East Germany
and North Korea, expanded to include
working relationships with Syria, Libya,
Iran, South Yemen, Iraq, Cuba and others.
Despite ideological differences, Syria, Lib-
ya and Iran *‘take in each other’s [terrorist]
laundry,” Cline noted. The U.S. and Israel
top their target lists.

Transnational terrorism, Alexander said,
chological warfare. Displaying a PLO post-
er of a small boy holding a revolver and an
Iranian poster of a man bleeding on an
American flag drawn as a bed of spikes.
Alexander warned that terrorism “will stay
with us well into the 21st century.” '

He favored doing whatever possible to
promote the Arab-Israeli peace process,
but noted that relatively moderate Palestin-
ian Arabs often have been assassinated by
those more radical. A Palestinian state in

The Reagan Admlmszratlon may be on
the right track, Cline and Alexander be-
lieve. The recognition that counter-intelli-
gence still needs to be improved, that legal
measures are worth pursuing, and that in

covertly—are among their suggestions for
counter-terrorism. But the United States
will have to persevere, both to bring along
reluctant Western European allies and to
make sure the public sees the “forest™ of
the West Bank and Gaza Strip would not  covert warfare, not the *“trees” of solitary
eliminate the Arab-Israeli conflict as a  terrorist crimes.

source of terrorism, Alexander added. Ex- O
tremists would oppose such a solution —E.R.

HEARD ON CAPITOL HILL

Levine’s Warning

Rep. MeL LEvINE (D-Calif.) has intro-
duced a resolution which calls on the Sec-
retary of State to issue a travel advisory
warning U.S. citizens about the danger of
traveling in foreign countries in which U.S.

‘citizens-are attacked by Libyan-backed ter-—-

rorists. The warning would affect only
those countries which choose not to close:
Libyan trade offices and diplomatic mis-
sions.

Explaining his resolution, Levine said:
*We simply must find a way to encourage
our allies to take sanctions against the Qad-
dafis of the world. American tourists spend
millions of U.S. dollars in foreign coun-
tries. Issuance of a travel advisory results
in the loss of millions of dollars in revenues
to the countries for which the advisory is
issued. If countries where U.S. citizens are
attacked do not reduce their ties with Lib-
ya—and do not make their country safe for
American citizens—then it is entirely ap-

-from:a-trip:to**“Jordan and-Jerusalem-"*"The—-/

propriate for the U.S. government to take
action to protect our people.”

Middie East Trip

Reps. RoN MARLENEE (R-Mont.) and
HaL DauB (R-Neb.) returned recently

Student Workshops

ATPAC is holding five Regional Politi-
cal Leadership Training Seminars for
students during the first three months of

<1986 :A~-Midwest-regional -seminar-omn -
January 19 at Ohio State University was
attended by more than 330 students
from 18 different campuses.

Future regional seminars are as fol-
lows: Lower New England: February 9,
Yale University., _

Northern Pacific: February 23, Stan-
ford University. :
" Southwest: March 9, University of
Texas. :

Upper New Eng!and March 23,

- Brandeis University.
. For more information please contact
Richard Fishman at (202) 638-2256.

trip was sponsored by the World Affairs
Council of Jordan, an organization headed
by King Hussein's brother, Prince Hassan.
The Washington-based National Associa-
tion of Arab Americans (NAAA) helped
coordinate details of the trip.

Upon his return, Marlenee released a
statement which called for increased U.S.
support for Jordan and warned that “the
U.S. Congress and the Senate had better
reevaluate its position and support the
King." He urged Congress not to “jerk the
rug out from under the King and refuse the
arms sale” and asked, “Will [the U.S.] sup-
port Jordan, its friend, or is it being blindly
led by Israel?”

Near East Report. Published weekly at 500 N. Capitol St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001. Subscription $25 per year.
Second Class postage paid at Washington, D.C., and additional offices
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cusable crimes” and.do less Justlfymg or
-plamed at-a-press-conference-last-week——includes: elements- of propaganda-and-psy-— “repeating of -their:claims:. e T

some cases force will be used—overtly or
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Vovement en Diffferent Fronts

“There’s something going on™ is the way
one Washington-based observer put it.
“Hussein and Peres were both in Europe
and met with some of the same people. If |
wasn't such a pessimist, ['d expect a break-
through.”

An lIsraeli official traveling with Prime
Minister Shimon Peres said that “very hard
work is going on behind the scenes on how
to move ahead.” He said that the gaps be-
tween the Israeli and Jordanian positions
on future negotiations “can be bridged.™

Other officials said that the main obsta-
cle facing the two sides remains the com-
position of the joint Jordanian;Palestinian
delegation that would meet Israel in nego-
tiations. Jordan still wants PLO involve-
ment while Peres rules out any dealings
with those who advocate and implement a
“policy of terror.”

In Israel, the newspaper Hadashot re-

‘ported on Jan. 20 that Peres was using

every available means to let Hussein know
that “time is running out and decisions
must be made.” The paper continued:
“Peres is asking Hussein to' make a cour-
ageous decision and include leaders who
represent the inhabitants of the West Bank
in the Jordanian-Palestinian delegation.
Another obstacle . . . is the composition
of the international forum under whose aus-
pices Israel and the Jordanian-Palestinian
delegation would conduct their negotia-
tions. Hussein wants the auspices of the
superpowers in the Security Council while

Peres is prepared to accept a U.S.-Soviet
international umbrella on condition that
Moscow changes its attitude toward lIsra-
el.”

Meanwhile, Foreign Minister and Vice
Premier Yitzhak Shamir denied persistent
reports that Israel and Jordan were already
involved in direct negotiations. He said
that there have been only “a few indirect
contacts.” There has also been speculation
that Hussein and Peres had met in Europe.
Peres himself issued a denial that any meet-
ing with Hussein had taken place, a denial

Hadashot. labelled “diplomatically eva-

sive.™He said that ““those who expect usto
solve our problems over a cup of afternoon
tea are wrong. [ believe Hussein is serious
in his attempts to bridge the gaps at the core
of the conflict. We have not yet reached the
right solution, but we have taken several
steps in that direction.™

Spanish Contacts

The Hague in The Netherlands was the
setting for Spain’s opening of diplomatic
relations with Israel. It has been 494 years
since the Spanish Inquisition and four since
socialist Prime Minister Felipe Gonzales
came to power on a platform which in-
cluded opening relations with the Jewish
state.

Gonzales and Shimon Peres held a joint
news conference at The Hague in a decid-
edly friendly atmosphere. Gonzales and
the usually reticent Peres embraced. Ac-

cording to Israel radio, Gonzales told Peres
that “*you did not believe that I would estab-
lish diplomatic relations between our two
countries after 1 was elected to office, and
here it is happening before our very eyes."”
Peres spoke of the historic relationship be-
tween Spain and the Jewish people, claim-
ing that Jews had helped Spain by discover-
ing America. [Spaniards believe that
Christopher Columbus was Spanish. Many
Jewish scholars agree that he was both
Spanish and a secret Jew or Marrano].
The opening of relations was big news in
Israel. which always welcomes relations

with foreign states. Spain had been the only

non-Communist European state (with the
exception of the Vatican) without relations
with Israel. Some observers had predicted
that Gonzales would back away from his
commitment to open relations in the face of
renewed PLO terrorism but he was not
daunted.
Itis expected that the new Spanish-Israe-
li relationship will produce a spurt in the
number of Jewish tourists visiting Spain,
particularly since El Al flies there. Many
Jews had avoided visiting Spain because of
the memory of the Inquisition and because
long-time Spanish leader Francisco Franco
had been allied with the Nazis during
World War 11. Gonzales' action seems to
have ended almost five centuries of es-
trangement between the Jewish and the
Spanish peoples. 0
—M.IR.

L

VIEWING . . . Confinued

20). “Modai said there is practically no

* precedentin’thi€' World' for*bringing down

inflation as fast as in Israel over the past
few months."” Inflation in 1985 was down
260% from that of 1984.

The new budget anticipates almost no
rise in the Gross National Product and
none in the standard of living—which
dropped considerably in the past two
years. However, Modai said the income tax
burden has been dropping significantly.
Twenty-five percent of the budgetis togo to
defense—a much greater proportion than
in most countries but representing new
cuts in military budgets already reduced
for several consecutive years.

Qil Plunge

*Massive output by producing countries
in the face of slack demand™ and a mild
winter in the northern hemisphere contrib-
uted to a fall in oil prices "'to levels not seen
since 1979 (Associated Press, Jan. 22).

The major U.S. domestic grade of crude,

~West Texas intermediate. sold for $20.90 a

barrel, and Great Britain’s Brent North Sea
crude recovered 60 cents a barrel to reach
$20.30 (by way of comparison, the price of
oil in 1980 went as high as $34 a barrel).

. The Saudis. who had kept prices up by
producing at a 20-year low, "“are now mak-
ing up for lost time and pumping far more
oil than their agreed [OPEC] rate.” AP
quoted Britain’s Financial Times as saying.
“As a result, the oil price is indeed falling
out of bed. . . . this is partly, then, a strug-
gle for power™ among oil producers.

A White House statement pointed out
that while oil exporters and debtor nations
could be hurt, “the effect of a drop in oil
prices on the U.S. economy and particu-
larly on U.S. consumers is favorable.”

Gemayel Resists
Syria’s attempt to impose a “peace plan”
upon Lebanon’s warring factions is meet-

ing strong resistance from President Amin
Gemayel: Gemayel. who would be stripped
of much of his power under the Syrian plan.
is fighting Syrian-backed militias near
Beirut. Artillery was used by both sides in
battles ten miles from the capital. The As-
sociated Press reports that Syrian army
units have been deployed in mountaintop
positions to back the militias against forces
loyal to Gemayel.

Pro-Syrian Druze leader Walid Jumblat
blames Gemayel for the latest round of
fighting. He predicted that Gemayel would
attempt to consolidate an area that would
extend through Druze territory down to Is-
rael’s security belt in South Lebanon. He
said that Lebanon’s problems would not
end until Gemayel is “in his coffin.” Israeli
observers—noting that lsrael no longer
plays any role in the Lebanese struggle—
say that most Israelis are not unhappy at
seeing Gemayel stand up to Damascus as it
attempts to consolidate its hold on Leba-
non.
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Feping Against Rope FORREST
?he Reagan Administration is hoping tiator™ inasmuch as they never agreed to HNVESFMENT

against hope that something positive  negotiate with him when he was prime min-
will come out of Assistant Secretary of  ister. As for the “*map of greater Israel . . . _ @@
State Richard Murphy’s latest round.of  on the wall of the Zionist Knesset.™ there is =
shuttle diplomacy. It has been more than  no such map. That map existed only in pre-
three years since the White House put out  Camp David Egyptian propaganda and
the word that King Hussein was ready for  now in Syrian propaganda. The Jordanians
negotiations—but, so far. he remainsonthe  may know better but, like the Syrians, are
fence. Nevertheless, the Administration  mouthing tired lies about Israel with con-

NEAR EAST REPORT

keeps trying to entice him into direct talks  vincing zest.

with Israel. It deserves credit for that— It is easy to dismiss a single article in a FORREST RAFFEL
although not when its enticement would  single Jordanian newspaper as not repre-

come in the form of weapons Jordan could  sentative of the prevailing Jordanian view. LEROY RAFFEL
use against Israel. However, as the Jerusalem Post reported

Itis not easy reading the conflictingsigns  on Jan. 8. anti-Israel attitudes suffuse the
emanating from Amman. On the one hand.___Jordanian.media. Two Amman newspapers- |- -.— - e e e :
Hussein tells U.S. diplomats and reporters  Ad Dustur and Ar Ray report news from Tel '
that this year could represent the last  Aviv, Haifa, and Jerusalem under the head-
chance for a Mideast settlementand that he ~ fine “The Occupied Land.” Sawt al Sha'b
is anxious for negotiations without precon-  uses the headline “The Conquered Home-
ditions. On the other, he is cozying up to  land.”™ The image of Israelis in editorial
Syria and endorsing Hafez Assad’s view  page cartoons are right out of the Nazi
that no separate Jordan-Israel peace is pos-  newspaper Der Sturmer. According to the °RE AI. E s]- ATE

sible. Post, lIsraelis are portrayed as having
Will the real King Hussein please stand  “crooked, humped noses and the image of o
up? Not likely. The Jordanian monarch pre-  a monster.™ lNVESTMENTS
fers offending no one—neither Washing- In short, Jordan's press is making no oVENTURE CAPITAL

ton, nor Damascus, nor Jerusalem, nor  effort to sell the Jordanian people on the
Moscow. Jordan is a small country and itis  idea of peace with Israel. On the contary it
understandable that Hussein would rather  continues to peddle anti-Israeli and anti-
keep more powerful players guessingabout ~ Semitic stereotypes—stereotypes which
which way he will go—especially if each  can help energize a people into going to war
offers inducements to join its respective  rather than to accept former enemies as

side. friends. Anwar Sadat used to say that 90%
Still, there are pieces of evidence that  of the Arab-Israeli conflict was psychologi-
Hussein is not quite ready to normalize  cal. If nations stopped viewing each other MIARID. BLA.
relations with Israel. The government-con-  as enemies, agreements could be reached ’
trolled Jordanian press is one place to look  and peace attained. He was right. King 305-653-8888

for them. On Jan. 16, the Amman Sawt Al Hussein may have personally accepted Is-
Sha’b ran an editorial on a subject fairly  rael's right to live in peace and security. But
remote from Jordan’s concerns, the Taba his government has made no attempt to
dispute which Israel and Egypt have just  bring the Jordanian people to that same
Z2:-.~_agreed-to_submit-to arbitration: -The-edi-— conclusion~Until-i-does=it-will-be-hard-to— |-~ " —=~— -7 - == += = ——————f~ - -
torial warns Egypt not to “once again . . . believe that Jordan-Israel peace is anything
be a victim of the Zionist concept of  more than a wish and a prayer—M_.JLR. [J
peace.” It refers to Israel not by name but [ ]
repeatedly as “the enemy.” It expresses WASHINGTON WEEKLY ON

outrage at Israel’s demand for compensa- 0 AMERICAN POLICY IN
tions by Egypt to the families of the victims : ) THE MIDDLE EAST
of the Sinai massacre in which six Israelis ®) ®) VOLU‘TE% i:g.s:

were murdered by a deranged policeman.

*“This cannot be accepted, nor can its logic SUBSCRIPTION: $25 PER YEAR
be accepted by any rational person.” : : ]

It concludes that the Taba arbitration Newspaper—Timely Value 500 No. Capitol St. NW
process is designed so that Yitzhak Shamir ~ ISSN 0028-176X = Washington, DC 26001

will be prime minister at the time of any
change in Taba's status. It calls this “a
clever ploy™ because the “terrorist Shamir
. . . [is] anintransigent negotiator to whose
mind the map of greater Israel is still at-
tached just as it is attached to the wall of the T f s mrdiges s s m—— s
" Zionist Knesset,” g '
The slam at Shamir is nothing new but it : 8609 (10)1/18#075968(321)

is worth questioning how the Jordanians Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum

know that he is an “‘intransigent nego- AmeTican Jewish Committee
k 165 E 56Th Street

New York NY 10022
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EDITORIAL
Jordan’s Path

- On Dec. 16 the United Nations General Assembly voted
on—and passed—Agenda item 38, which consisted of four
pieces of anti-Israel rhetoric. For those who may have
thought that the United Nations was going soft, it may be

approved by the world body. ’

Itern 38 declared that peace in the Middle East can only be
accomplished through ‘“‘the complete and unconditional
withdrawal of Israel from the Palestinian and other Arab
territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem.™ It
stated that'any peace agreement must “enable the Palestin-
ian people, under the leadership of the Palestine Liberation
Organization, to exercise its inalienable rights, including the
right.to return and the right of self-determination, national
independence, and the establishment of its independent sov-
ereign state in Palestine. . . .”

Item 38 condemned Israel’s administration of Jerusalem
and the Golan Heights. It denounced its “increasing collab-
oration” with South Africa, It called Israel’s treatment of the
Palestinian Arabs a violation of international law. It urged
member states to “cease forthwith, individually and collec-
tively, all dealmgs wnh [srael in order to totally Isolale itin
all fields.”"

‘Most ommously, it dec]ared that Israel is “not a peace-
Iovmg siate " This phrase sounds fairly i innocuous in view of

the rhetoric that preceded it. But it is anything but in-
nocuous. According to its charler the United Nations is
only open to “peace-loving states.” By statmg that Israel is
not “peace-loving,” the United Nations majority has taken
another step toward expelling Israel altogether. It isn’t likely
to take that final step—if only because the Reagan Adminis-
trat:on has promised to walk out if Israel is expelied Still,
the sxgns are clear. The United Nations of the “Zionism is
Racism™ resolution is alive and well.

Perhaps it shouldn’t be a surprise—although it is—that
Jordan, which supposedly is seeking peace with Israel,
voted for the harshest anti-Israeli rhetoric. Saudi Arabia,
Iraq, Iran, Libya, and Syria were the obvious leaders of the
virulent anti-Israel onslaught. But Jordan—the Jordan
which supposedly has embraced the peace process—also
voted four times for a resolution' which would deny Israel the
right to exist in peace. It is not hard to appreciate the pres-
sures Amman is under. After all, it can hardly afford to
antagonize .the militants who have about as much use for
Jordan as for Israel. Nevertheless, peace does entail risks.
In the Middle East, it certainly entails breaking away from
the rejectionists who are set on a holy war to eliminate the
“*Zionist entity.” Amman seems to believe that it can have it
both ways. It can send sweet signals to Shimon Peres at the
same time as it strives to maintain its bonafides with the
radicals. It can’t. Peace will require hard choices. It doesn’t
appear that Jordan is ready for them. O

VIEWII\TG THE NEWS

Taba Progress

Kol Yisrael (Dec. 17) reports major
progress toward resolution of the Taba
boundary dispute. Accordingto the report,
recent Egypt-Israel talks have produced a
“package deal” under which Israel will ac-
cept modified arbitration of the dispute in
return for Egyptian moves toward nor-
malization. Under the plan,' Egypt’s am-
bassador will return to Tel Aviv after the
arbitration bill is signed. A Peres-Mubarak
summit will then be scheduled and com-
mercial and cultural ties will be renewed.

Labor and Likud have been sharply di-
vided on the Taba question. Prime Minister
Peres and his Labor party have been willing
to accept arbitration of the dispute, as de-
manded by Cairo. Foreigh Minister Shamir
has insisted on conciliation, as provided for
in the Camp David peace treaty. Kol Yisrael
notes that, because of their differences,
both Peres and Shamir will avoid placing

Taba on the Cabinet’s agenda. Peres has
indicated that .he might be ready to bring
down the Labor-Likud unity government if
Shamir blocks improved Egypt ties.
Shamir is equally adamant. Neither, how-
ever, wants a government break-up yet.

Relations Renewed

Israel and the Ivory Coast announced
after a meeting in Geneva between Prime
Minister Shimon Peres and Ivory Coast
President Felix Houphouet-Boigny that
they will resume diplomatic relations.
Peres said “that he expected ties also
would be reestablished ‘in the very near
future” with two other African countries
but declined to name them” (Associated
Press, Dec. 18).

Israel now has ties with five black Af-
rican nations: Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi,

" Swaziland and Zaire. Most African coun- _

trieslbroke relations with Israel under pres-

sure from Arab oil suppliers after the 1973
Yom Kippur war. Foreign Minister Yitzhak
Shamir has made restoration of ties with
black Africa a major policy objective.

Fundamentalists
Foiled

In Tripoli, Lebanon’s second largest city,
*all funds and property of a fundamentalist
Moslem movement have been confiscated”
(Reuters, Dec. 16). The news service re-
ported that the assets of the Islamic Uni--
fication Front, known as Tawheed, were
confiscated by Lebanese police backed by
Syrian troops.

Tawheed—which demanded an Islamic
government for Lebanon—lost a five-week
battle for the city with Syrian-backed leftist
militias in September. An estimated 500
people died and 1,500 were wounded in the
fighting, which received little press cover-
age in the United States. O
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senior Administration official told re-
@poners last week that the United
States would have a clearer picture of the
Middle East diplomatic terrain after immi-
nent meetings between Jordan's King Hus-
sein and Syrian President Hafez Assad and
between Hussein and PLO Chairman Yasir
Arafat, The official, who spoke on the con-
dition that he not be identified, offered a
cautiously optimistic evaluation of the
Arab-Israeli “peace process™ in 1985.
He noted that a “convergence” of views
had developed between Jordan and Israel
in four main areas: the need for prompt and

“direct'negotiations; agreementthat the out-=——-
‘said that it is not looking for a separate

come of talks could not be guaranteed in
advance; acceptance of an “international
forum™ for the direct talks; and recognition
that a preliminary dialogue between the
United States and a Palestinian Arab dele-
gation should be shelved "as an unneces-
sary complicating factor.”

The two outstanding issues between Am-
man and Jerusalem, according to the senior
official, remain the nature of the interna-
tional conference or forum which would set
the stage for direct talks and the composi-
tion of Palestinian Arab representation.
“Neither of these are simple issues and [
don’t want to minimize . . . the difficulties
involved. Nor am I standing here today to
guarantee early resolution of either.”

The official said that Hussein believes

that the PLO has not met its *historic chal-
lenge”—to give up terrorism in favor of
diplomacy. He said that residents of the
West Bank and Gaza Strip resent the PLO
for its past and present political failures but
still identify with it. And while noting that
“those who espouse violence don’t have a
claim to sitting at the negotiating table.™ he

-added that although Washington has “‘dis-

agreements” with the PLO, it “is not at
war” with the organization. )
Amman’s rapprochement with Damas-
cus “does not mean that Jordan is “‘backsli-
ding” on the peace process, according to
the official:-** Jordan from the beginning:hds

peace with Israel. Jordan wanted to sit with
a Jordanian-Palestinian delegation, with an
Israeli delegation but within an interna-

tional framework to which Syria, Lebanon

and Egypt . . . would also be involved.™ A

-recent Syrian-Jordanian communique -
which condemned any “separate deals” or

direct negotiations with Israel left room for

" direct talks under some sort of interna-

tional auspices, the official insisted.
However, other observers sound less
hopeful than the Administration official.
One, Rep. Larry Smith, (D-Fla.),a member
of the House Foreign Affairs Subcommit-
tee on Europe and the Middle East, dis-
counted what he said was the State Depart-
ment's vague optimism. “The facts on the

ground are insufficient to warrant any ex-
pectation of change.”

»  An unofficial Israeli source saw a plus
.and a minus for the peace process in the
year’s developments. “Idon't believe there
was real progress, but perhaps some psy-
chological progress. King Hussein is seen
more clearly now as the true interlocutor—
potentially—with [srael.” But that change
is mostly one of images, he added.

This source also believes that there was
*some erosion of the U.S. position regard-
ing the PLO." Administration representa-
tives repeatedly stressed the firm policy of

- not dealimg=with the::PLO-until-it;aceepts
U.N. Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338, desists from violence and recognizes
Israel’s right to exist. But the source re-
called that the Prime Minister’s office said
that some U.S. officials wanted Israel to
accept the PLO in the peace process with-
out the organization's explicit recognition
of the Jewish state,

An Israeli diplomat, who never sub-
scribed to the characterization of 1985 as a
“make-or-break™ year for the peace pro-
cess, felt “we achieved some kind of lim-
ited progress between Israel and Jordan
about the need for some political process
between these two countries. Everyone is
more aware of the other’s problems and
difficulties. . . . But on the practical level,
not much happened.” —E.R.[J

HEARD ON CAPITOL HILL

Mike Barnes’ Plea
Congressman MicHAEL BARNES (D-

Md.) has urged President Reagan to pardon

five Washington-area rabbis who were sen-

tenced to prison for protesting at the'Soviet -

embassy. The rabbis are serving a 15-day
jail term at the Federal Correctional Insti-
tute in Petersburg, Va.

Inatelegram to Reagan, Barnes said that
the sentences imposed on the rabbis were
“unusually harsh.” He added that their jail-
ing is “an outrage, particularly in the mid-
dle of Chanukah and in light of the govern-
ment’s refusal to prosecute demonstrators
in front of the South African embassy.”™

Barnées, who says that he has introduced
a bill urging a Presidential pardon for the
rabbis, noted that it offends the moral con-
science that those who protest harsh Soviet
treatment of Jews would be so treated in
our own system.”

~'ing guilty. g

The rabbis were convicted of violating a
Washington, D.C. ordinance prohibiting
demonstrations within 500 feet of an em-
bassy. They chose prison rather than plead-

FTTEE N_ E S L
Loy

WMore Arms
Cosponsors

Reps. James BroyHILL (R-N.C.). PauL
Henry (R-Mich.), PARREN MITCHELL (D-
Md.), WiLLiAM NATCHER (D-Ky.), HENRY
NowaK (D-N.Y.), CHARLES STENHOLM (D-
Tex.), PaT SwinDAaLL (R-Ga.) and HarROLD
VoLkMER (D-Mo.) have cosponsored the
resolution disapproving the arms sale to
Jordan. . .

The resolution currently has 286 cospon-
sors. Supporters have vowed to bring the
resolution to a vote if “direct and mean-
ingful” negotiations between Israel and

Jordan are not under way by early next
year. g wrien

o T M A o i e 5 ST A, e, ey
Markey Wins Freedom
Through the efforts of Rep. ED MARKEY
(D-Mass.), 17-year-old Mikhail Stukalin
will be allowed to leave the Soviet Union to
join his mother.and brother in the United
States. Markey, a member of the Congres-
sional Helsinki Commission, was in
Moscow in September to discuss arms con-
trol and human rights issues and made a
special plea on Mikhail's behalf.
Mikhail’'s mother had left the Soviet
Union with her eldest son. His father,
whose requests for an exit visa were repeat-
edly denied, died last June. ;
Markey said his intervention was “'a sim-
ple humanitarian request.” -
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ANALYSIS

Syrian Missile Moves

n the last few weeks, Syria has moved

several SAM-2, SAM-6, and SAM-8 sur-
face-to-air missiles close to the Syrian-
Lebanese border. The new anti-aircraft em-
placements will- make it much more diffi-
cult for Israel to continue its surveillance
flights over Lebanon—flights necessary to
monitor PLO and Shi’ite terrorist mf"]tra—
tion in that.country. :

Initially,” Israeli reaction to the Synan
move was vehement. Army chief-of-staff
Moshe Levy noted that shortly before the
1982 Israeli invasion-of Lebanon .a similar
Syrian missile deployment had resulted in
JIsraehi:airstrikesagainst the:SAMs:h fae

Speaking on television, Levy said that
Israel “‘requires freedom of flight over Leb-
anon because there is no government there
that is capable of ensuring what-every sov-
ereign state must assure in its territory.
And if there are terrorists there. we must
maintain the Capacily to attack them and
know where they are.’

Privately, many Israelis conceded that
Syria's decision t6 move the missile bat-
teries to the border came after Israeli fight-
er pilots downed two Syrian MIGs in Syr-
ian airspace on Nov. 19. At that time,
Israeli officials stated that the Syrian
planes had behaved in a threatening man-
ner. But Member of Knesset Abba Eban,
chairman of the Knesset's Defense and For-
eign Affairs Committee, now says that Is-
raeli -pilots made a mistake in shooting
down the Syrian planes. According to the
New York Times (Dec. 17), he believes that
the Syrian missile deployment “apparently

is a reacuon l0 an erroneous act on our
part ' He says that there is little Israel can
do about the missiles.

Israel could, however, attack the em-
placements—a course which may become
necessary if Syria shoots down an Israeli
reconnaissance plane. ‘Nevertheless, De-

fense Minister Yitzhak Rabin says that he

does not expect a war. “'In today's reality,
given the existing lines between Israel and
the confrontation states. I can see no politi-
cal reason that would justify Israel’ s initiat-
ing a war,” he said.

Meanwhile, Prime Minister Shll‘l‘lOn

:Peresisaid in Lod:that he attributed Syria’s

military moves to Hafez Assad’s “'striving
to attain leadership in the Arab world and
to realize the age-old Syrian dream of
‘Greater-Syria.' " He said that Assad will
seek “strategic balance™ with.Israel until
he believes that strategic superiority is
within reach. At that point, the fragile calm
that exists between Israel and Syria could
evaporate.

Not every Israeli shares the view that
Syria’s movement of the SAMs was
provoked by the dogfight on Nov. 19. Mili-
tary commentator Ron Ben-Ishai, writing
in the Dec. 16 Yedior Achronot, said that
*one can argue about whether the decision
to shoot down the two Syrian MIG-23%s . . .
was correct” but it would be a “mistake to
believe that this was the only reason the
Syrians deployed the missiles” on the Leb-
anon border.

" He pointed out that the anti-aircraft mis-
siles require sites which are dug out in ad-

e,

vance. Syrian preparation for the deploy-.
ment ‘“‘began’ far prior to the recent
dogfight.” He said that Syria’s objective is
not retaliation for a single incident but “‘to
limit Israel’s freedom to fly over most of
Lebanon. The dogfight was only an ex-
cuse. . ..

*“The main motive behind Syria’s move is
political. The Syrians consider Lebanon
their exclusive zone of influence, and as
long as Israeli planes fly over Lebanon
without interference, their control there is
not total.” He noted that there is also the
“military motive—preventing Israel from

-obtaining .essential -information-on-the

movement of terrorists and the Syrlan
army. . .."

Ben- Ishal added that Israel has to view
the Syrnian move as serious. Jerusalem can-
not forgo the information it obtains from its
reconnaissance flights over Lebanon. On
the other hand, it understands that taking
out the missile batteries would entail se-
rious dangers for Israel—including, per-
haps; Soviet military involvement or a So-
viet-backed Syrian attempt to use SAM-5's
to threaten Israeli planes flying over Israel.

That explains why Israel now seems to
be downplaying the significance of the
“missile crisis.” Neither Israel nor Syria
wants war. Rabin spoke for the Israeli lead-
ership when he said that there “is noreason
to panic.” Israel will do everything it can—
probably with the help of the United
States—to help Syria climb down from the
brink. O

: —M.JLR.

1

HEARD IN WASHINGTON

Reflections from Breger

arshall Breger. the Reagan Adminis-

Ll tration’s liaison to the Jewish commu-
nity from December 1983 to October 1985,
now works as the chairman of the United
States Conference on Administration. And
although he makes it clear he has no inten-
tion of second-guessing his successor, Max
Green, Breger still follows close]y issues of
community mlerest }

A former staff member at the Hemage
Foundation, Breger said that he took over
as liaison at an opportune time. 1 came in
after the Shamir-Reagan summit in Novem-
ber 1983. There was a clear change in the
course of the U.S.-Israel relationship. with
the President rejecting the idea of linkage
between assistance for Israel—economic,
moral and political—and specific Israeli
policy decisions.”

The liaison’s job is to keep the lmes of

communication between the Administra-

tion and the community open for two-way

. traffic, Breger said. He found a desire

among senior Administration figures to
*understand and be knowledgeable about
the views and concerns of the Jewish com-
munity"—even if they did not always ac-
cept political positions based on those
views.

Breger cited three actions as peaks’in his
term as public liaison. They were the res-
cue of Ethiopian Jewry; the passage of leg-
islation creating a Free Trade Area (FTA)
between the United States and Israel; and
the deepening of bilateral relations in gen-
eral—including strategic cooperation.

The most disturbing moment during his
tenure at the White House was the Presi-
dent’s decision to visit the German war
cemetery at Bitburg, where Nazi S.S.
troops are buried. Breger, members of

_ whose family are Holocaust survivors. felt

the pressure from all sides. Acknowledging
the strains the Bitburg visit created be-
tween the Administration and the Jewish
community, Breger added that “the re-
markable thing was that relations bounced
back so quickly.” )

He said there was also a period of disap-
pointment “in terms of our anti-terrorism
policy, but now we are active. Some of the
credit goes to Abe [Judge Abraham] Sofaer,
the State Department’s new legal adviser.
We are moving to take strong action against
terrorism,” Breger asserted.

~ He defended the need for a public liai-
son. Praising the work Max Green is doing,
Breger said, “It’s important for the White
House to know the pulse of the community.
That’s easy to lose in the welter of bureauc-
racy.” o . O
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Indicting the PLO

n Mar. 1, 1973, eight “Black Septem-

ber” PLO terrorists seized hostages at
a reception at the Saudi embassy in Khar-
toum, the capital of Sudan. The terrorists
immediately issued a set of demands which
included the release from San Quentin pris-
on of Sen. Robert Kennedy’s killer, Sirhan
Sirhan. They also demanded freedom for
imprisoned members of the German
Baader-Meinhof gang and for a group of A/
Fatah terrorists being held in Jordan.

Twenty-four hours later—their demands
unmet—the terrorists selected three of
their Western hostages for special treat-
ment. They were.U.S. Ambassador-Cleo
Noel, U.S. Charge d’Affaires George C.
Moore and Belgian diplomat Guy Eid. The
three were ordered to write farewell letters
to their families, beaten beyond recogni-
tion, and then methodically murdered.

The terrorists then surrendered to
Sudanese .authorities who released two of
them for lack of evidence. The other six
were sentenced to life imprisonment ‘but
their sentences were quickly commuted.
By November 1974, they were back with
their PLO compatriots.

That might have been the end of the sto-
ry. But it wasn't. It quickly turned out that
the murders at Khartoum were not the ran-
dom acts of Black September but were acts
of premeditated murder which may have
been ordered by none other than Yasir Ara-
fat. Four weeks after the murders, the
Washington Post (Apr. 5, 1973) was the first
to report that Arafat was in Black Septem-
ber’s command headquarters in Beirut
when the order to kill the three diplomats
was issued. The Post’s David Ottaway
wrote that it was not clear whether Arafat
personally . . . gave the order to carry out
" the executions using the code word"Cold’
River." But there are reports that Arafat
was present . .. when the message was
sent and that he personally congratulated
the guerrillas after the execution. . . .”

Today, almost I3 years later, declassified
communiques released under the Freedom
of Information Act point to Arafat’s direct
involvement in the murders. According to
Neil C. Livingstone, co-author of the just-
published Fighting Back: Winning the War
Against Terrorism, a confidential State De-
partment cable sent to Washington from
the U.S. embassy in Khartoum on Mar. 7,
1973 stated that the terrorists “did not
murder Ambassador Noel and Moore . . .
until receiving specific code word instruc-
tions™ from the PLO’s Beirut headquarters.
Even more damning is the alleged exis-
tence of a tape recording on which Arafatis
heard issuing the order to kill the diplo-
mats. The former director of the Central
Intelligence Agency (and current United

NEAR EAST REPORT

punished. . .

Nations ambassador) Vernon Walters said
last month that it was “"common knowledge
at the time . . . that a tape existed.™
Based on this evidence—new and old—
several influential Washington organiza-
tions are seeking to indict Arafat for the

" murders of the two American diplomats.

According to the Los Angeles Times, At-
torney-General Edwin Meese has received
the “‘new allegations” about Arafat’s role in
the killings. His indictment is, again ac-
cording to a Times article, "“under active
consideration.”

In practical terms, an indictment of Ara-

fat-by the United-States- would- seriously

cramp the PLO leader’s style. It would
make it impossible for him to visit the
United Nations in New York without fear
of arrest. An outstanding arrest warrant by
Washington might also make it difficult for
him to travel in Western Europe without
risk of extradition to the United States. In-
ternational airports would also be off-limits
to him.

But, even more significant, would be an
indictment's symbolic value. Author
Livingstone writes that an Arafat indict-
ment would be “an affirmation to the world
that the United States does not take lightly

.the murder of its public servants and cit-

izens" and that “terrorists do not go un-
." He says that it would also
“strip away [the PLO’s] carefully cultivated
face of respectabilit y” and expose it and its
terrorist allies as “the criminal gangs they
really are.” He points out that *‘an indict-
ment of Arafat would not represent an in-
dictment -of the Palestinian people.”
Rather, it would remind the world, includ-
ing the Arabs, “that law must prevail over
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AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE
" STATEMENT ON MIDDLE EAST PEACE EFFORTS
By Howard I. Friedman, President

The American Jewish Committee welcomes the latest initiatives of Prime
Minister Peres of Israel and President Mubarak of Egypt to improve relations
between their two countries and to encourage efforts to broaden the Camp David
peace process through direct negotiations. King Hussein of Jordan has indicated
that he also favors negotiations on the basis of United Nations Security Council
Resolution 242 and the participation of Palestlnians in the framework of a joint
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. :

We welcome the signs of good faith manifested in Jerusalem, Cairo.and
Amman.. We believe that the insistence by the Reagan Administration that the
primary responsibility for resolving the issues in dispute rests on the parties
in the Middle East has had a salutary and sobering effect within the Arab world.
~ The repeatedly demonstrated readiness of the Government and people of Israel to

- make significant concessions for the sake of peace may also have finally evoked
a positive response.

However, many difficulties remain. Indeed, it has become 1ncrea51ngly
doubtful in recent days whether Yasir Arafat and the factions of the fragmented
Palestine Liberation Organization that remain loyal to him are genuinely
prepared to recognize the legitimacy of Israel and its right to live within
secure and recognized borders, as required by Resolution 242. It thus remains
to be seen whether King Hussein will be willing and able to enter negotiations
with moderate Palestinian representatives, who are ‘not officials of the PLO and
who favor permanent peace with Israel in a joint Jordanian-Palestinian context.

There is thus no basis for premature jubilation. Indeed, the Hussein-
Arafat joint agreement of February 11, 1985 is not only full of ambiguities but
contains elements that are fundamentally inconsistent with the peace process -
agreed upon by the United States, Israel and Egypt. It falls far short of a
serious peace proposal.. ,

" Yet one should not be overly pessimistic, for the peace process has always
been fraught with difficulties. We are confident that the United States
Government will continue to offer its good offices to aid all parties who
genuinely seek peace through negotlations.

We trust that during President Mubarak's forthcoming visit to Washington
President Reagan will also impress upon him the importance that the United
States attaches to full normalization of Egypt's relations with Israel as a
necessary practical step in restoring the positive atmosphere to further the
advancement .of the peace process. ;

March 5, 1985
85-580-8



WHICH UN RESOLUTIONS?

On countless occasioys in the past - and now 8gain, 1n the Hussein-Arafat
agreement - Arab leaders have referred to "UN resolutions" as an essential
basis for any Middle East peace settlement. Actually, it 1s just another = .,
way of avoiding direct talks with - and recognition of - lsrael.

thich United Nations resolutions-do these leaders have in mind? |

(Genarak )

* On 10 November 1975, the UN Assembly, taking note of the earl{er Declara-
tion of Mexico, which promulgated the principle that international co-
operation and peace require, among other things, "the eliminatfon of
Zionism.“ referred to Zionism as “a threat to world peace and security
and determined that Zionism was "a form of racism."

* On 16 December 1982, the UN Assembly declared that Israel "fis not a

~ peace-lpoving member-state" and called upon all states "to suspend
economic, financial and technological assistance to and cooperation with
Israel, to sever diplomatic, trade and cultural relations with Israel...
and to cease forthwith, individually and collectively, all dea11ngs with
Israei, ir order totally to isolate it in a11 fields." '

* On 19 December 1983. the UN Assembly called upon all states "to put an end
to the flow to Israel of any military, economic and financial aid, as wel)
as of human resources" (Jewish immigration).

* On 13 February 1985, the UN Comiission on Human Rights condemned Israel _
"~ "for {ts continued occupation -of the Arab territories, including Palestine.”
("Palestine" is a euphemism for Israel {tself.) '

These sre just-a few of 3 long 1ist of UN resolutions on the Pa?éstinian'issue
sdopted, at the PLO's behest, by the UN's Arab-Moslem-Soviet bloc automatic
majority. ' ' ' '

L8
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“In the course of the years, the UN's anti-Israel resolutions have become

increasingly hostile, one-sided and inflexible. They ignore Israel’s most
elementary rights and interests and have now reached the point (see last {tem
in aboye listing) where Israel’s very right to national existence 1s openly
challenged. Clearly, the blanket utilization of UN resolutions on the
conflict - as advocated by Arafat - could easfly produce a prescription for
Israel's removal from the map of the Middle East. Needless to say, Israel
will not acquiesce In the application of such a prescription.

The quest for peace in the Middle East will stand 2 chance of succeeding =~
only if it builds on what has already been accomplished in this domain. And
it must take into account two fundamental facts-of-11fe:

1. The only UN resolution accepted, so far, by both Israel and Arabs is
Security Council Resolutfon 242, upon which the Camp David Agreements
are based. i

2. No peace settlement - 1n the Middle rast or eisewnere - nas ever peen
achieved without direct talks between the parties directly concerned.



Appendix
SOME RECENT UN RESOLUTIONS ON 'PALESTINE' AND ISRAEL

*The Commission on Human Rights ... Recalling World Health Assembly Resolu-

. tion WHA 37.26 of 17 May 1984, which condemned Israel for its continuing

occupation of the Arab territories, including Palestine....

*1+. Resolutely condemns Israel.... :

®7. Decides to place on the provisional agenda of its forty-second session
as 8 matter of high priority the item entitled, 'Question of the violation
of human rights in the occupied Arab territories, including Palestine.'"

(UN Doc. E/CN 4/1985/L 16, 13 February 1985)

NOTE: The words “including Palestine,” in this resolution,
indicate plainiy that the intention of the framers of
this document was to negate Israel’s legitimacy in any
part of Pajestine. :

"The General Assembly ... Calls upon all states to put an end to the flow
to Israel of any military, economic and financial aid, as weil as of human
resources...

(102nd plenary meeting, 19 December 1983)

"The General Assembly ... Determines once more that Israel's record and
actions confirm that it 1s not a peace-loving member-state.., Calls once
more upon all member-states.... To suspend economic, financial and
technological assistance to and cooperation with Israel; To sever diplomatic,
trade and cultural relations with Israel; Reiterates its call to all member-
states to cease forthwith, individually and collectively, all dealings with
Israel, in order totally to isolate it in all fields;"

(108th plenary meeting, 16 December 1982)

“The General Assembly ... Taking note of the Declaration ¢f Mexico ... 1975
««. Which promulgated the principle that international cooperation and peace
require ... the elimination of .., zionism....

"Taking note 21so of the Political Declaration ... adopted at the Conference ...

held at Lima from 25 ¢to 30 August 1975, which most severely condemned zionism
as a threat to world peace and security and called upon all countries to
oppose this racfst and imperialist ideology ... Determines that zionism is a
form of racism ané racial discrimination.”

(2400th plenary meeting, 10 November 1975)



%
\
-

Charles Kra thammer

¢. Questions

lnﬂwhsttewweeb.ﬁgypttnsbeen )

for $3.15 billion, plus f
paid interest on Egypt's $4.5 billion
military debt. But he will have to mollify
Congress, which is in no mood to grant
him the money. That is because Amer-
ican largess was our part of the deal at
Camp David. For its part, Egypt prom-
ised the United States two things:
strategic cooperation with the United
States and normal relations with Israel.
Congress will ask Question 2: What
has happened to strategic cooperation?
Its symbol was to be the Ras Banas
naval base in southeastern Egypt. Sadat

. had promised President Carter military

facilities at Ras Banas. The United
States envisioned it as a staging ground
for the Rapid Deployment Force. Muba-
rak scrapped the whole project. The
reason is not sinister. Mubarak simply
does not want to be closely associated

« with the United States, both for domes-

tic and Third World reasons. As Prime
Minister Kamal Hassan Ali once said,

, “We take weapons from the United
States, but we are not aligned to the

United States.” How non-aligned? The
United States asked Egypt to alow a
Voice of America transmitter on its soil.
Mubarak said no even to that. (It will be
placed in Israel instead). Fair enough.
Egypt is, as we say here, a free country.
But if no quid, why our $3 billion quo?

G

o 4

?‘M‘S w N»')

President Mubarak

" The other half of the Camp David
bargain was to be this: Israel gives up

Question 3: How are relations a.nd
where is the ambassador?

Answer: The ambassador was re-
called to Egypt over two years ago, '
and cultural, commercial and scientific
agreements are nearly frazen. As Bu-
tros Ghali, Egypt's minister of state
for foreign affairs, put it, relations are
in a state of “cold peace.”

Now, when the United States spon-

sored Camp David, it did not press lIs-
rael to give up all of Sinai for nan-bellig-
erency. Israel already had non-belliger-

excuse that may once have been—in
fact, the freezing of relations began
long before Lebanon and accelerated
with the Sadat assassination—it rings
false now. Israel, under a Labor Prime
Minister, is leaving Lebanon, (Likud
committed Israel to withdrawing as far .
back as May 1983, in the treaty ne-
gotiated by Secretary of State George
Shultz.) Furthermore, Shimon Peres is
open to compromise on the West
Bank, another “warming” condition
recently created by Mubarak.

Well, says Egypt, Israel is still ille-

it
-

gallyhnldmg‘[‘aba.‘l‘ahalsaduton-
themap.lnfact.ltumdmmtehe»

raeli state in the larger Arab world: an :
alien presence in quarantine. If that is '
what Israel gets for Camp David, then,
in fairness, it should have given up Taba
and kept the rest of Sinai.

We are now in the midst of a mini
peace enthusiasm. The Mubarak peace
offensive, however, is unusually empty, -
even by Middle East standards. Next
weekhemlaskuleUmtedStat&sw
start a “peace process
wnhajmhmn—l’l.Odelegaum.Than_
a transparent attempt to get the United
States to deal with the PLO, without the - '

condition for such talks). It is also a way :
to get Hussein off the hook of direct
talks with Israel. i
If the “process” is nothing more than
maneuver, what of the “peace™ The

about, all will agree, by the “land for
peace” formula, Well, land for peace is
not just theory. It now has a history.
That history—Camp David—suggests
a final question, not only for Mubarak
but for others eager to press Israel into
new and riskier concessions: We can all
see the land. Mubarak has Sinai. Where
sthcpeace? :

'\
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Books of The TlIIlCS

By Walter Goodman

‘THE LOBBY. _Jewisu Political Power and
American Foreign Policy. By Edward
Tivnan. 304 pages. Simon & Schuster.
$19.95, :

" EEBS lately demonstrated by the
& Iranian arms affair and the.
| Pollard spy case, the "Spe'

cial relationship” between
the United States and Israel can take
discomfiting turns for Israel’s friends

in this country So Edward Tivmms_.

ly. Whatever reservations many
. American Jews may feel about Is-
raeli ‘actions, Mr. Tivnan .argues,
when it comes to addressing  the
:White House and Congress, they tend
tospeakwith one voice — thatufthis

lobby.
" It must be said at once that Mr Tiv-

nan's heavily - delivered and fairly.

familiar charge does not include
“dual loyalty.” He concedes early
. that pro-Israel lobbyists are behaving
like other lobbyists, if more effec-
tively than most, and in accord with
the expectatjnms of the Founding Fa-

‘thers, the letter of the law and the .

customs of American politics. What
troubles him is the public-affairs
group’s success in influencing, for the
worse, he maintains; American policy
in the Middle East. :

Mr.. Tivhan, who has been a re-

porter for Time and *20/20,” sympa-

thizes with the Peace N ovement
in Israel, v:'lha’l'if more Tmrﬁm

most lsraelis to an accommodation
with the Palestinians. He is exasper-
ated that while citizens of Israel feel

free to criticize their Government in

public, many Amerjcan Jews tend to
hold back lest any show of discord
hurt the Jewish state. He writes, with_
a typical touch. of overstatement:
“Total support of Israel had become.
a requirement of leadership in local
Jewish communities throughout
America. An American Jewish ‘lead-
er' could be married to a gentile, he
could be a stranger to the synagogue,
but if he became a public critic of Is-
rael, he-would soon become a former
Jewish leader.”
I
"' The American lsrael Public Affairs
' Commmee s successes as recounted

Crilic s Notebook

Music That Says, ‘Have a N1ce Day ;

By Bgnmmn HOLLAND

SUPPOSE 1 ought to be ap-

] palled that so many new com-
posers sound alike these days. -

Most of the recent pieces I've

- of financial assistance; today, Wash-

here sre no secret ; nonetheless, they
are impressive. The lobby{s'main ob-

jective since its beginnings in
early 1950's has been to assure Israel

ington gives that small country about
$3 billion a ‘year. The lobby’s power
rests largely on the readiness of
Ameérican Jews to donate generously
to politicians of both parties deemed
to be friends of Israel and to withhold
donations from those who are not

friendly enough. In addition, Jewish

citizens can be counted on to vote
_ when and where it counts. And office-
 holders are aware that Israel re-
mains popular among Americans of
all faiths, at least as mmpamd with
its neighbors!

‘behavior of the Jerusalem

right wing, led by Menachem

.The gist of his chapter enti
““Jimmy Carter’s ‘Jewish Problem’ "
s that Israell policies delayed the
ICampDavid accords and have under-
‘mined them since they were signed.
Like many of his views, this one in-
I vites rebuttal. The main point, how-

-ever, is that “Jimmy Carter had"
-more support for his policies in Israel’
‘than in the American Jewish com- uproar that continually

munity.”

. Although the book doesn't take us
|deeply into the private workings of
‘the committee, it does offer a good 1l-
'lustration of the lobby’s operations —
the vote early in the Reagan Adminis-
tration on the sale of five Awacs (air-
borme warning and command sys-
tems) planes to Saudi Arabia. The
lobby narruwly lost that gne, but only
:after strenuous senatorial arm-twist-
ing by the White House. President’
.Reagan, known as a friend of Israel,
was driven to declare, “It is not the’
business of other nations to make
. American foreign policy.” (Mr. Tiv-
‘nan does not neglect the efforts of the
‘Saudi Arabian lobby, but it isn't in the
Israeli committee’s league.) The de-,
feat of Senators Charles H. Percy and
Roger W. Jepsen is attributed to their

votes in favor of the Awacs sale.

“Is such an aggressive pro-israel. the

lobby good for the Jews, in Israel orin
the United States?”’ Mr. Tivnan asks,
and there is nothing ambiguous about

shouldn’t get 50 upset about it.
People expect too much — sitting at

z everg] premiere, teeth clenched, hop-

r a masterpiece to come out.
Likely as not it won't. Nor should we
curl our lip at the latest piano piece
because it isn't the . *“Hammerkia-

THE NEW YORK TIMES, TE

'ment,espedallyslncemeriseofmef VR

maanswer l;easserr.s.inspartim-
larly passage, that the
silence of American Jews '
has “allowed AIPAC to sell a neocon-
servative -version of the Al:nel'icm:ll

ouse and the " “Silence’’ .
is surely not the precise word for the
enlivens Jew-

m‘g:buc life, and no politician ‘who
the polls can believe that most
American Jews are neoconservative. -
‘Nor is the author's geopolitical’
analysis a _model of- subtle
He calls. King Hussein of Jordan "the
man most actively in pursuit of peace
in the Middle East,” and his relent-
less attacks on Israeli policies are
much stronger than his criticisms of -
such players as Yasir Arafat, Saudi
Arabia, Syria and the Soviet Union. |
But you don't have to accept the ||
thundering commandmenis to the |
Diaspora with- which “The Lobby" |
cunc!udestngmmthmmerelssom&.
thing to the book’s main argument — '
mn:mnnyAmeﬂcanJewsdofeelin- g
hibitedaboutspeaklngmnonlsraeli 1
acﬂmsthatareuﬂegmmatecnnueml i]
to the United States. In treating that
gelicate subject in a not-so-delicate '|.
ay “The Lobby"” is in keeping with i}
scrappy spirit of open contro- |'i
versytoundmboﬂnAmeﬁcaandls-li-
rael. It’s one of the things that makes |!
therelaﬂonshtpspecial. !

'-—-'_}_..

sure what wlll be going on five|
minutes- from now. And music, of |;
course, is a temporal business. Every
listener in the midst of a piece sits on
the just-happened, experiences the

and tries to figure out the
just-ahead. That’s. why Beethoven’s.
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FOREWORD

Cyrus R. Vance

Over the years, many of us have been puzzled by a relative
scarcity of formal interchange between the scholarly communities of Israel
and the United States, particularly in contrast to the numerous
conferences and exchanges which American academic and research centers
maintain with many other countries, including in Europe, Japan and even
the Soviet Union. Why such a system of scholarly interchange has been so
slow in developing with Israel I\ cannot begin to judge. But because I
believe it is so important to nurture non-partisan and non-political
dialogue among professional analysts of high awareness and credentials, I
felt privileged to assist in the formation of the Dayan Center of Tel Aviv
University in December 1983 and to encourage a joint conference with the
Council on Foreign Relations in New York last September.

Moshe Dayan is a man for whom I had the highest respect. The
center for Middle East and African studies that commemorates his name will
be the repository of all his papers. Except for some with still-active
high security classifications, everything will be there for scholarly
examination. This is a treasure trove, and the center has assembled a
splendid faculty that 1s going to make a major contribution to African and
Middle Eastern studies for the whole world to draw upon.

It thus seemed appropriate for the Council on Foreign Relations
to invite the Dayan Center and its specialists for their first conference
in the United States, to present some of their work-in-progress to a
distinguished gathering of American experts concerned with the Middle East.

The Council has long been active with various research centers in
the course of its Middle East studies program, through its individual
members and staff. A Council Study Group was convened in New York in 1982
to examine the changes which came over Israel during the Begin era. Other
groups have been engaged in similar work over the last three years on
North Africa, Egypt, Jordan, Turkey and the more radical forces evolving
within the Arab world. In December 1983, the Council organized a small
delegation of Americans and Canadians to meet with Arab thinkers and
policymakers in Amman, at the invitation of His Royal Highness Crown
Prince Hassan of Jordan. :

The day-long meeting with the Dayan Center specialists which
convened in New York fully lived up to the expectations of those of us who
had helped bring it about. Initially we had no plans to publish any :
proceedings from what we anticipated would be a free-flowing exchange of
emerging ideas among Israelis and Americans. All participants were
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assured in advance that, consistent with longstanding Council practice,
there would be no public attribution of views expressed, thus encouraging
candor and a readiness to share emerging assessments and opinions as they
develop.

But by the conclusion of the meeting, a number of us had found
the presentations prepared by the visiting Israeli speakers and the
American commentators to be of such high quality, with such broad interest
to a community of experts far beyond the capacity of a single Council
meeting, that we secured ‘the permission of the speakers to publish a
transcript of their opening remarks for distribution to an interested
public. The Ford Foundation generously provided funding to the Council to
underwrite the preparation and publication of this transcript. Although
this record has been reviewed by each of the speakers for clarity and
accuracy, it represents a report of an event that took place, not a
publication of polished scholarly papers. Honoring the promise of
confidentiality, no record was kept of the general discussions which
followed each formal presentation.

The topics of interest were both general and specific. First,
coming under intense scrutiny was the uneasy state of relations between
Israel and Egypt, with speakers on both sides concerned about whether the
present "cold peace” could survive, or would inevitably deteriorate unless
positive steps are pursued to restore some of the promise we envisaged at
Camp David and in the long negotiations for the 1979 peace treaty. Many
of us view the present stalemate in this inciplent relationship as most
distressing, for the establishment of peaceful relations between Egypt and
Israel surely represents the most constructive development the Middle East
has known for many years.

The general understanding of Egyptians and Israelis for the
concerns of each other has failed to evolve as we hoped it would,
including relations on the economlc, social and inter-personal levels.
Israelis express frustration at how slowly contacts are developing between
the two countries' academic communities. An American participant at our
conference responded by describing the pressures and inhibitions on
Egyptian scholars. Though long a cultural center of the Arab world, _
enjoying a tradition of relative intellectual freedom, Egypt now finds its
scholarly community reliant upon other wealthier Arab states for research
and publication resources —— and these include states which have not yet
been able to come to terms with Israel as the late President Sadat did.
Any public association of Egyptians with Israeli institutions, it was
saild, tend to dry up these resources.

Many of us believe that United States attitudes toward the two
countries over the years to come will be colored to some extent by their
measure of peaceful interaction, since the United States played such a
catalytic role in bringing this constructive relationship about. It must
be a central concern of American Middle East policy that nothing be
allowed to reverse the progress that has been made.

The conference considered the complex triangular ‘relationship
among Lebanon, Syria and Israel. Many experts have argued that the United
States has often failed to.comprehend and accurately assess Syria's
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interests in the Arab-Israeli conflict, yet even they seem to differ among
themselves about what those fundamental interests are and, more
significantly, what a fruitful American strategy should be in dealing with
Syria. The Syrian regime of President Hafez el-Assad has held power for
an unprecedented 14 years; even when the leadership eventually changes,
however, analysts find little reason to believe that fundamental changes
in policy would ensue. Some confidence was expressed that once Israel has
managed to withdraw its troops from southern Lebanon, tacit separation-of-
forces ‘understandings could be established between Israel and Syria as
they did in the 1970s, and the-way for creative diplomatic activity would
then be open. Considerable skepticism was expressed about what the
parameters of such arrangements could be, and the question remained of how
stable uncodified standoff understandings could be over the long term.

The rise of Shi'ite militancy in southern Lebanon was cited by
Israelis and Americans alike as one of the most disruptive consequences of
the Israeli invasion and prolonged occupation. With this as a current
flashpoint, the wider phenomenon of Muslim fundamentalism obviously
demands continued observation and discussion, for it presents challenges
to American policy well beyond the more familiar political attitudes that
have dominated policy considerations up to now.

American and Israell experts compared assessments of the
relationship emerging between Jordan and the Palestine Liberation
Organization, or at least that part of the PLO still loyal to Yasir
Arafat. Several speakers remarked that it is more realistic to speak of
"making progress” on the Palestinian issue than of "solving" it.
Discussants from both countries noted that the future of the Palestinian
Arabs is as much a problem for Israel as for the Arabs and the
Palestinians themselves. The question was raised of whether the PLO can
still claim to speak with authority for the million Palestinians living
under Israell occupation, as well as the millions more dispersed around
the Arab world and elsewhere. This situation is in a state of flux, and
seems bound to dominate the diplomatic scene for the months to come.

We noted signs that what was once considered Arab nationalism, or
Pan-Arabism, appears to have fragmented into layers of competing
nationalisms, defined more by frontiers and regimes than by any remmant of
Arab unity. From Israel's point of view, as the conference amply
demonstrated, the potential for instability across the Arab world makes
'Israelis even more hesitant about steps of accommodation with Arab
governments. These are among the questions which American and Israelil
speclalists will be exploring in more depth with their counterparts from
Arab academic institutions in future encounters which we hope will come
about.

Finally, our conference considered the nature of the peacemaking
process and the various obstacles that have to be overcome before serious
negotiations and agreements can be realistically envisaged. There seemed
a general sense that the United States must remain intimately engaged with
as many of the leading parties to the dispute as possible, but that the
time i1s probably not ripe for an outside power to seize the initiative
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which properly belongs to the parties themselves. A new broad Israeli
coalition 1s attempting to define its own priorities and assess its room
for maneuver. Pending the definition of a clear Israeli strategy toward
the diplomatic process, the United States role is to be supportive of
moderating trends on all sides, and forthcoming with economic aid within
the limits of the demands on our own economy, as the Israelis struggle to
rationalize their inflated economy.

_ This transcript of opening remarks conveys the essence and flavor
of a remarkable discussion at the Council on Foreign Relations. It will
come as no surprise that the participants found as many areas of
disagreement as of convergence in analysis. What is more notable,
however, is that the opinions and assessments did not divide along
national lines; Israelis and Americans alike found themselves in agreement
and disagreement with their colleagues from both countries. This is just
as it should be among scholars of high professional standing. This kind
of probing intellectual exchange is what both the Council and the Dayan
Center hope will grow among the many respected research institutions in
the Middle East and the United States.



EGYPT'S RELATIONS WITH ISRAEL AND THE ARABS

Speaker: Shimon Shamir

Seven years after Sadat's trlp to Jerusalem, and more than five years
after the conclusion of the peace treaty, the Israelis are still debating
the original purpose of the Egyptian peace process. There 1s a very
strong school of thought, possibly a majority, that maintains that the
whole exercise was a tactical ploy on the part of Sadat: that the main
purpose was simply to regain Sinai, that Egypt never intended to enteér
into a long and enduring normal relationship with Israel, that they
obstructed the normalization process from the very beginning, seizing
every opportunity to diminish it further, and to produce what the Israelis
have termed "The Cold Peace,” which stands today. Egypt's relations with
the Arab world and peace with Israel are mutually exclusive —- sooner or
later Egypt will have to return into the Arab world and sacrifice its
commitment to the peace process.

There is another school of thought which maintains exactly the
opposite, that Sadat's trip to Jerusalem did signify a major historical
turning point. These people believe that Sadat had in mind an entirely
new type of relationship when he spoke about comprehensive peace, that he
didn't mean just two or three agreements signed with other Arab countries,
but rather a restructuring of relations in the Middle East, the creation
of a structure that will include Israel. There were hints in the
direction that this would possibly mean a changed Israel, a different
Israel —— but nevertheless, with Israel as a part of the system. Having
reasserted Egyptian identity, Sadat could have regarded that as not being
incongruent with national values and national interests.

There 1s, of course, a third version, and I suspect that
historians would instinctively favor this version, which argues that there
was no tactical plan and strategic grand design, that in fact there was no
plan at all. Sadat simply, after having tried all other ways to achieve
the restoration of Sinai, found himself in a situation where he had to
negotiate a full peace, The agreements that he had in mind were a far cry
from what eventually emerged, but once he started the process he found
himself committed to it, personally and politically. He probably
underestimated the reaction of the Arab world, but he had tq\stick to his
guns. His successors simply inherited the situation, and now they have to
live with it; they will make decisions in the future not according to any
grand design, but on the basis of the changing circumstances.

Concerning the present state of Egyptian-Israeli relations, one
increasingly encounters in the Middle East the notion that in spite of all
the frustrations and the controversies of the "cold peace" situation, both
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sides find it quite comfortable to live with. Political analysts and
political personalities would tell you that while both parties complain
loudly and bitterly about the violations of the agreement by the other
party, in fact they are content to live with the realities of the "cold
peace" situation. The Israelis, it is argued, having removed the threat
of war from their southern borders, now enjoy a level of freedom of action
which is unprecedented. If the price for exercising this freedom is a low
level of normal relations with Egypt, this is not too high a price to

pay. Certainly, the supporters of the settlement policy welcome the
freezing of the autonomy policies which they rightly regard as restrictive
and unpredictable. Similarly, the Egyptians, having regained Sinai, and
benefitting today from the advantages of a peacetime situation on the
economic and domestic fronts, now find it convenlent to use every pretext
to diminish the commitments to normalization and set the ground for a
rapprochement with the Arab world.

The notion of the desirability of a "cold peace"” is based on the
wrong premises. It is shortsighted, and, in the long run, may be
dangerous. Cold peace may sound better than cold war, but in fact it does
not necessarily guarantee greater stability. One may also argue that cold
peace is not even warmer than cold war. For example, it is not very
difficult today for an American President to arrange a meeting with a
Soviet Foreign Minister. There have been exchanges of students between
the Soviet Union and the United States. It 1s not too difficult for an
American businessman to do business in Moscow, at least in certain areas,
but these things do not exist today between Egypt and Israel. The crucial
difference in these situatioms is that the cold war 1s between two
principal powers who have demonstrated that they can contain the dangers
fairly well, while cold peace takes place in an extremely dangerous
environment -- the unstable Middle East -— where a large number of forces
are at play over which the two sides have very little control.

Above all, cold peace is not a static situation. It is a process
of erosion. You can observe it in many ways. In Calro, you can see that
cold war means that the critics of peace get louder and louder, while the
voice of the government is muted, to the point at which the very
legitimacy of peace in the eyes of the Egyptian public is gradually being
diminished. Simultaneously, the abllity of this system to withstand the
pressures of future crises gradually decreases. In order for the peace
treaty to establish a reasonable level of security in the region, a much
higher level of security is needed, as well as a much higher level of
political and strategic coordination between the two parties. There needs
to be a development of a whole network of relationships between' the two
socleties —- cultural, commercial, social -- which would create a local
interest that would want to pursue a peace policy, as well as give it
backing and stabilize its value.

The cold peace situation cannot help the Egyptians to repair
their relations with Arab countries. While those relations do not depend
on the level of normalization with the Israelis, they are certainly
affected by the existence or non-existence of a common interest. In
analyzing what happened in recent years between Egypt and Iraq, Egypt and
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Jordan, Egypt and some of the Gulf States, or between Egypt and Oman, the
Sudan and Somalia in the very beginning of the process, this situation can
be seen very clearly. Those countries which are interested in having
relations with Egypt do not need much more than some form of
legitimization for Egypt's involvement in the peace process. This can be
achieved only by some progress on the Palestinian issue. Mubarak often
indicated in his interviews to Arab newspapers that Egypt is the only
country in the Arab world which managed to extract an Israell commitment
on the Palestinian issue. This 1s the way the Egyptians try to legitimize
the process, and the key to this is dialogue with Israel.

The Egyptians must be realizing at this point that legitimization
cannot be achieved, and there is no way of making progress on the
Palestinian problem -- if there 1s any way at all -- but through dialogue
with Israel: with its political leaders, with the Israeli public, and
with those who sincerely want to find a solution to the problems of the
Middle East. At present, neither of the two parties is doing any of these
things. Israel has not undergone the conceptual transformation for which
engagement in the peace process calls. There is little understanding in
Israel of the fact that an Israel which is committed to a peace treaty
with a major Arab country cannot enjoy the same freedom of action it had
enjoyed before 1977 or 1979, and that every action or inaction will also
have an impact on its partner in the peace process.

Israel must consider that self-imposed restrictions on the use of
power 'will sometimes be necessary because of this partner. Israel,
regrettably, has effectively shattered the Egyptian ability to rationalize
peace with Israel in Arab terms. That rationalization is dependent mostly
on two arguments: first, that peace with Israel does not expose other
nations to Israeli power, and secondly, that peace with Israel does not
mean the abandonment of the Palestinians, but on the contrary means
finding a more effective way to serve their cause. In 1984, these
arguments can no longer be used by the Egyptians for domestic or all—Arab
purposes.

Egypt also has not undergone the kind of conceptual
transformation that its peace with Israel requires. The conceptual
framework and the vocabulary used by the Egyptians today when they discuss
Israel has not changed, or has hardly changed, since the days of the most
bitter years of the conflict with Israel. There is no understanding in
Egypt of the difference between criticism of Israel's policies and
categorical denunciation of the Jewish state and the Jewish people. One
can witness this phenomenon. Anti-Semitic literature has increased since
the beginning of the peace process, not diminished. The Egyptians have
effectively shattered the faith of the average Israeli in the sincerity of
Egyptian intentions. Many of the Israelis seriously doubt the sincerity
of Egypt's acceptance of Israel according to the terms and spirit of the
peace treaty. :

To say, however, that the Egyptian-Israelil peace has not been
developing in the right direction does not mean that it has ceased to
exist, or that it has lost its importance. Peace in Egyptian-Israeli
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relations is a reality. Tens of thousands of Israeli tourists cross the
border every vear. El Al flies, Egged runs its bus service, the Suez
canal is now regularly being used by the Israelis. 0il flows to Israel,
and Israel is perhaps the most important customer of Egyptian oil. The
embassies are there, even if the Egyptian ambassador is absent from Tel
Aviv, The Israeli cultural center operates in Cairo. There are still a
number of joint projects, which operate in Cairo and in Jerusalem in spite
of all of the present difficulties. These facts mark what may be
considered the most important historical development in Arab-Israeli
relations since 1948 -- probably the greatest single accomplishment of
U.S. diplomacy in the Middle East, and the outcome of the most impressive
manifestation of courage and leadership on the part of Middle Eastern
statesmen. Nevertheless, precisely because the importance and the
potentialities of the peace process are so great, it should have received
a higher priority in the policies of the countries involved than it has
received in recent years.

Commentator: Alfred L. Atherton

One of the great tragedies, perhaps, is that after these many
years of peace, these many years of interactions between Egyptians and
Israelis, golng back to the first tentative encounters right after the
1973 war —— more than a decade of Egyptians and Israelis interacting with
each other —— there is still so little understanding by each of the
imperatives and motivations of the other.

Sadat did have a strategy behind the peace process, and it wasn't
just a gimmick to get back the Sinal, it wasn't merely improvisation.
Certainly he improvised tactically as he went along, but it was within a
broader strategic concept of what he wanted to do —- not only in terms of
Egypt, but in terms of the Israeli-Arab relationship, of the Palestinian
problem, and of the structure of relationships in the region.

The question of Egypt's relationship to Israel on the one hand,
and to the Arabs on the other, is not a zero-sum game. In other words,
they are not mutually exclusive. The manner In which Eygpt deals with the
Arabs and the Arabs with Egypt is largely in terms of their determination
of what theilr interests require. The attitudes of Egypt toward its
relationship with Israel is not solely a function of the attitudes of
Egypt toward its relationship with the Arabs. I won't say that there
aren't some in Egypt who do factor that in, and I won't say that that
isn't at least a part of the larger equation, but it certainly would be an
oversimplification to say simply that it was a zero-sum game. The '
Egyptian attitudes are much more complex than that.

There were those —- and still are in Egypt -- who really did
cross the psychological watershed in their minds, and felt that the time

had come to put wars behind them and to try to follow the vision that
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Sadat had, to work for for some kind of a new structure and to try to make
the normalization process work. But there were from the beginning, and -
there are today, others who had mental reservations —— and sometimes not
just mental reservations —-- outspoken reservations about the relationship.

A distinction should be made that not many people in Egypt have
reservations about the decision to make peace, in other words to put an
end to the wars with Israel. But many had, and many still have today,
reservations about the nature of the peace. There are some who feel that
it's much more comfortable simply to have an absence of war, to abide by
the letter of the peace treaty, and despite accusations of violations on
both sides, the main lines of the peace treaty have been observed by both
Egypt and Israel. Those who feel this way believe one should be careful
not to put very much flesh on the bones of that treaty, that there is
comfort in the cold peace. There may be people on both sides who advocate
that, although this could be a dangerous thesis —— for while the state of
peace may be stable in the short run, there is likely to be a process of
erosion over the long run. Even though the fundamentals of the peace
treaty are still very, very strong in the commitments of both Egypt and
Israel to that peace, there must be some movement in building this network
of relationships over time —- and that's going to require some changes in
mind-sets on both sides. This is also going to require some changes in
policies.

Therefore, over time, the peace treaty will be subjected to
growing stresses and strains. There is not a great likelihood of the
treaty suddenly being abrogated, unless the worst occurs -- a
fundamentalist Islamic revolution in Egypt, for example — which is not
foreseeable. So, again, I don't see a sudden dramatic falling apart of
the peace treaty which would totally change the kind of Egypt we have
today, only perhaps a slow erosion whereby the commitment to it would
become less strong. The understanding of what went before fades into the
recesses of history and memory in the minds of the new generation of
Egyptians, and also a new generation of Israelis. So it can't stand
still; we have to find ways to build on what exists, before the process of
erosion that could someday become dangerous has begun.

If in fact the Egyptian position on its relations with Israel is
not solely or even primarily a function of its concerns about its
relations with the Arabs, then what inhibits President Mubarak and the
present Egyptian leadership from taking some step towards improving
relations, such as sending their ambassador back to Tel Aviv or getting
out of the cormer on the question of a visit to Israel by the Chief of
State of Egypt? This latter isn't obviously a live issue today, but
hopefully it will become one in the future, and President Mubarak is on
record as saying he will not go to Jerusalem. This means there won't be
any visitation at all, because no Israell government 1s going to accept a
visit of a head of state who won't even spend a few hours in what Israel
considers its capital city.

What inhibits the Egyptian government from moving further in this
direction? I think it is largely due to domestic considerations. There
is not a lot of enthusiasm in Egypt for improving relations. There is
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also certainly mo apparent desire in Egypt to see the peace treaty break
down, .opening the possibility of another war. There are many people in
Egypt, although not the President and the political leadership, who do not
see what they have to gain in improving relations with Israel. There is a
sort of sourness in much of Egyptian public opinion that has developed
over the years since the peace treaty was signed as a .result of
disappointment over the failure of the autonomy talks; the failure of any
progress of a meaningful sort to be made toward the resolution of the
Palestinian issue; the episode of Lebanon climaxing with the Sabra and
Shatila incidents, which led to the withdrawal of their ambassador; the
settlements policy of the Likud government being pursued -- all things
which tend to make Egyptians a little bit embarassed in terms of their own
sense of national identity, their own sense of Arabism. Egyptians do not
feel very comfortable about getting too close to an Israel that pursues
these kinds of policies. Therefore, it's politically popular for Mubarak
to keep the relationship a little bit in the freezer.

There's another consideration that should be kept in mind,
however. Mubarak can't ignore the issue too much, because he is well
aware, as are all thinking Egyptians, that the state of their relations
with the United States and the very large amount of military and economic
assistance that Egypt gets from the United States could not have come
about if it hadn't been for the peace treaty, and that the continuation of
the special relationship with the United States, which the Egyptians still
like to talk about, depends upon the continuation of the peace treaty.
This, therefore, is one inhibiting factor, as far as most Egyptians are
concerned. Even though Egyptians like to pull out the stops a little from
time to time, in terms of making political hay domestically by some of the
things they say and do toward Israel, they have to keep an eye on their
American constituency, as well as their domestic constituency.

I think, all things considered, that President Mubarak has walked
the fine line reasonably well, given the various cross currents that he is
subjected to. There are many who say that if Sadat were in power, he
would not have gotten into the position that Mubarak has, withdrawing his
Ambassador, then finding no way to send him back, or refusing to go to
Jerusalem. On the other hand, part of Sadat's problem was that he came to
be perceived as going too far towards trying to satisfy Israel's
requirements -- even to the point where there were those who questioned
the extent to which Sadat was really putting Egyptian interests first. 1In
fact, part of the erosion of Sadat's image toward the end of his regime
was precisely the impression that he was more an instrument of American
policy than of Egyptian policy in the eyes of particularly natiomalistic
Egyptians.

I would close by saying the challenge is to find some way to help
each side understand the mind-sets, the imperatives, the perceptions of
the other. This has been true of the Arab-Israeli conflict for a long
time; it 1s particularly discouraging that after this many years there is
still such a gap, such a void of ability to understand each other. There
are some individuals who try to keep those lines of communications open,
and it seems the best policy then to try to maintain and exploit what
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small opportunities there are to keep these channels open until
circumstances evolve to the point where perhaps there can be some
movement.

The fact that Shimon Peres is going to be the Prime Minister of
Israel may help, as there is a possibility that the Egyptians will see
some Labor leaders in power in the coalition government in Israel as
something they can try to build on. The Egyptians have always done a lot
to try to cultivate the Labor Party in Israel, and they have found it very
difficult to keep any kind of a dialogue going with the Likud leadership,
particularly since Begin left the scene. Therefore, it seems to me there
is a chance that there would be at least some tentative probings and
responses from the Egyptian side to any signal that might come out of
Israel these days. . It could be argued that Egypt ought to make the
signal, but I think it very unlikely that Mubarak will be the one to send
the signals. But if there is any kind of signal out of the government of
Israel, which includes the people that the Egyptians feel more comfortable
with, I think we would find at least some tentative responses to it.

The Israeli temptation, sensing that something to this effect is
a possibility, is to repeat 1967. 1In the face of arms buildup, growing
Soviet presence, provocations perhaps, an incident of serious magnitude
could become the pretext for a pre—emptive war.

The logic of either of those moves doesn't sound so compelling in
1984 -- the Syrians are not ready, Israel certainly isn't in the mood, as
I would read it from the outside —— but it's conceivable to imagine a
relatively stable period over the next several years while both sides
prepare for a war that neither one feel they can fight today. This is
what I think one has to worry about. The early warning signs will not
necessarily grow out of trouble in Lebanon. I don't think there's a
direct relationship between the two —— there might be a very quiet
situation in Lebanon as regards Syria and Israel. Therefore, this should
not be a clue as to whether or no® the larger war is a possibility. It
does seem to me that there is a kind of logic on both Israel's side and
Syria's side later in the decade to really try to break the stalemate with
a major strategic move: in the Israeli case, as in 1967, with the hope
for a massive destruction of Syrian military equipment, discrediting the
most hostile leader on the Arab side, and on the Syrian side, there is the
temptation to recreate something analagous to 1973. '




THE ISRAELI/ SYRIAN/ LEBANESE TRIANGLE

Speaker: Itamar Rabinovich

I'd 1like to begin with a brief episode. British Foreign Officers in the

- Middle East used to write quarterly reports with a paragraph at the end of
the report which predicted the trends expected in the quarter to come. In
January 1954 the British Ambassador in Damascus was surveying the regime
of Adib Shishakli, who was the Syrian dictator at that time. The
Ambassador took a very sanguine view of Shishakli and his regime, so much
so that the last sentence of the report read as follows: unless he
commits suicide, Shishakli is here to stay. That was in January 1954. In
February .1954 Shishakli was deposed by a military coup and everybody in
London held their breaths, waiting for the first account of the coup to
come in from their Ambassador. When it arrived, it soon became a classic
in the annals of the Foreign Office because it opened with the following
sentence: "Close scrutiny of the events that have unfolded in Damascus in
the past forty-eight hours inevitably lead one to the conclusion that
Shishakli committed political suicide....”

Looking at the present Syrian-Lebanese-Israeli triangle in the
context of settlement or peace arrangements in the Middle East, three
ma jor questions or issues arise: first, the settlement in Lebanon,
including the Syrian-Israeli component of the settlement of the current
Lebanese crisis, second, the question of z settlement in the larger
Syrian-Israeli relationship; third, Syria's position toward, and role in,
a prospective settlement of other components of the Arab-Israeli conflict,
primarily that of a prospective Jordanian—-Israelil settlement. In more
complete terms: should a Reagan initiative or another initiative be
revived concerning a Jordanian-Isr:eli settlement, what would the Syrian
position be and/or what would the S/ rian impact on that process be?

There are two assumptions that have to be disposed of before we
deal with these three issues. One 1is that the domestic situation will not
change and that the regime will remain in place in the foreseeable future,
at least in the next year or so. That is a complex assumption, almost as
complex as the position in January 1954. Last November, an era ended in
Syrian politics. It began in November 1970, when Assad seized power in
Syria, and for the first time in modern Syrian history provided Syria with
an effective and endurable regime. The last fourteen years represent the
first period in which Syria has had an effective, stable government that
has functioned over a long period of time. If one compares that to the
previous thirty-five years of Syrian politics, this is a very impressive,
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unprecedented record. As a result, Syria, for the first time, could carry
out a sustained and continuous foreign policy. At times, both the United
States and. Israel have had reason to regret the effectiveness of that
Syrian foreign policy. But the policy was there.

At the root of that stability and effectiveness was obviously the
personality of Hafiz Assad, but also the fact that for the first time,
power was taken or seized in Syria in November 1970 by a leader who had
unquestioned authority, and who led a group of which he was the
unquestioned leader. It was a group remarkably free of internal frictionm,
and this helped to provide the regime with that stable nucleus which has
accounted for this effectiveness. Apparently, this is disappearing. When
Assad became seriously ill in November 1983 and a struggle for succession
ensued, this erosion In Assad's authority became more apparent until it
assumed, in some cases, violent manifestatioms.

Even if Assad has been able to stabilize this situation, even if
his health is at least for the present under control, it 1s possible that
in the not too distant future, trouble may resume. I would not suggest
that we take Minister of Defense Mustafa Tlas —— and some of the most
ferocious statements to have come out of Syria —— literally. He is not
the most authoritative spokesman for the regime. On the other hand, this
is a regime in which the Minister of Defense does not make statements of
this nature in a vacuum. It is an indication that the problem is serious
and that at any given moment, whether because of Assad's health or because
that firm nucleus in the center has come to pleces, there would be a
change in the stability to which we have become accustomed in the past 14
years. Syria has been a key actor in the Middle East for the past few
years, particularly so in the last two years, and particularly a key actor
in the triangle which we are discussing. Obviously a change of regime is
going to have a very profound impact on that. :

The second assumption concerns the potential resumption of
hostilities. As we are dealing with prospects for peace in the Middle
East, we should never forget that there are dangers and risks of violent
outbursts in the region. There does not seem to be any reason for either
party to launch hostilities in the foreseeable future. But the potential
is there in Lebanon and in the prospective Syrian reaction to a resumption
of Jordanian-Israeli negotiations. Again, while not suggesting that this
is a likely eventuality in 1985, we should remember that certainly for the
longer range, this is a potential problem.

Let me now turn to the three issues that I mentioned at the
outset, starting with the question of settlement in Lebanon. What do we
mean by "a settlement in Lebanon"? There is a larger Lebanese crisis, a
crisis that can be defined as generated first by the inability of the
Lebanese themselves to agree on the nature of the Lebanese state, on the
distribution of power within that state, and on the interaction between
the domestic conflict and the actions of external powers since 1982 -~
less so the PLO and several other actors, more so Syria, Israel and the
United States. The interaction between the domestic actors and the
external participants has been the most important component of the
Lebanese conflict. I do not think that this problem can be resolved.
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The Lebanese political system is doomed by the rising power of
the Shi'ites and by the change in the external circumstances in which it
operates. It is unfortunately the beginning of a process of
transformation, and there will be responses and provocations from the
outside. Within that general context, we are presently enjoying a
relatively calm stage, and the Gemayel administration has done relatively
well in consolidating its hold. We should remember, however, that when
one refers to "the Lebanese army” one does not speak of a normal army.
Rather, one speaks of an army in which the brigades are built om a
congregational basis. There is a Christian brigade, a Druse brigade, a
Shi'ite brigade and so forth. We are using doublespeech when we discuss
normalization in Lebanon. But in relative terms, the past few months saw
a success of the consolidation efforts of the administration, and of
Syrian efforts to support the administration.

Syria's success has largely been the result of the lowering of
Israeli sights, indicated by the withdrawal of Israeli troops from Beirut
to the outlying rivers a year ago. The decision of the Israeli
Shamir-Arens government not to continue the ambitious policies launched in
1982 by the Begin-Sharon government could only represent partial
transformation, because it was in part a government of continuation, not
representing a total break with its immediate predecessor. It was a Likud
government with different personalities, and therefore the Israelil
disengagement from the center of Lebanese politics was only partial. Even
that degree of disengagement, however, obviously increased the Syrians'
ability to maneuver and operdte in Lebanon and then re-establish
themselves as the single most influential actor on the Lebanese scene.

The questions now arise —— can Syria and Israel come to a renewed
understanding in Lebanon? What about the Israeli presence in South
Lebanon? Syria and Israel had, between 1976 and 1982, a very curious and
controlled relationship in Lebanon in which they acted sometimes on the
same side of Lebanese politics, sometimes on conflicting sides of Lebanese
politics, knowing each other's actions and limitations, and working
through the red lines established by American diplomacy. On the whole,
given the adversary relationship between Syria and Israel, the ability to
do all that for six years was remarkable. This collapsed in 1981, and
then further in 1982.

It can be argued, however, that the potential is there for
reviving the Syrian-Israeli tacit and indirect dialogue in Lebanon. The
Syrians were out to destroy the May 17, 1983 Israeli-Lebanese agreement,
but in the process they realized that Israel has legitimate security
concerns in South Lebanon. As long as these are not formalized in a
treaty that resembles Camp David, the Syrians might be willing to tolerate
such concerns. This would be more difficult to establish in the eastern
part of Lebanon. There the motivation is stronger, but there are other
considerations involved that weigh heavily with the Syrians. A separation
of forces would be appreciated by both sides. :

The question is how to formalize something that the Syrians do
not want to formalize. This is not beyond the limits of creative
diplomacy. What has already been accomplished in Egyptian-Israeli
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relations was more difficult to achieve than a Syrian-Israell separatiom
of forces in southeastern Lebanon would be. There is a general Israeli
desire to disengage in southern Lebanon. This is agreed upon by both the
Likud and the Labor partners to the coalition. Once there is a government
that does not represent an obvious continuity to the Begin-Sharon
government, it will be easier for Israel to deal with the question. There
are still going to be serious problems, though. What to do with a city
like Sidon when the Israeli army pulls out? Can General Lahad and the
South Lebanon Army really be trusted with controlling such a large area
populated mostly with Shi'ites? Is Yasir Arafat not going to go back to
Sidon? Are there not going to be massacres in Sidon between Sunnis,
Shi'ites and Christians that would be far more sinister than the massacres
that have already taken place in Lebanon in 1982 and in 1983? These are
questions that one would have to contend with.

There is also the question of whether Israel is essentially going
back -~ only on a larger scale —— to the model of pre-1982 with an .Israeli
presence on the Israell side of the Lebanese-Israeli border, and local
militia providing a cordon sanitaire on the Lebanese side of the border.

A larger scale means an essentially Shi'ite population in the South but
with General Lahad —- a Maronite general of an army with many Shi'ite
volunteers, Will that army be effective? For now, these will have to
remain open-ended questions, but they do represent serious problems for
every Israeli government wishing to disengage from South Lebanon and
hoping to replace the current situation with something more desirable for
all parties. ' ‘

The second issue relates to the question of a larger
Syrian-Israeli settlement. Three components make up the Syrian-Israeli
conflict, or relationship: the question of the Golan Heights, the
Syrian-Israell conflict in Lebanon, and the larger role that Syria wants
to play in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Syrians, for instance, have
indicated (this was very clear in 1977) that they would not settle merely
for an Israeli withdrawal in the Golan Heights. Rather, they would insist
on a Palestinian component, their interpretation of that component meaning
that the Palestinians must be a part of any settlement. "What about the
three components of the relationship? The Syrians are doing quite well in
Lebanon now. They are not likely to make concessions on another front in
order to get Israell concessions in Lebanon. That may have been true in
1979-80, but it is not true in 1984-85. There is not much that the
Syrians and Israelis can agree upon in the Golan Heights at present. In
theory, a Syrian-Israeli settlement concerning the Golan Heights can be
discussed. Assad is not Sadat — Assad will not give what Sadat has given
and cannot expect to get what Sadat received. This suggests, in theory,
possibilities for a creative diplomatic mind. This is not the time,
however. It would be futlle to try to have the Syrians and the Israelis
talk at present about a settlement in the Golan Heights.

We come then to the third and final component: the anticipated
Syrian reaction to potential Jordanian-Israeli negotiations, which is
likely to be negative. We are likely to see a repeat of what we saw in

November 1980. At that time, it was said that when Hussein considered the
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possibility of coming aboard the Camp David process, the Syrians
concentrated troops on the Syrian-Jordanian border and threatemned to take
action. This possibility has to be contemplated seriously in case of a
resumption of the Reagan initiative in 1985. The Syrians will take strong
exception to such a procedure. It would be regarded as being in the Camp
David spirit, leaving them not just on the sidelines, but also as the only
ones not to have regained the territory lost in 1967. It should be bormne
in mind that Hafiz Assad was the Minister of Defense, bearing formal
responsibility for the loss of the Golan Heights in 1967, under very
controversial and dubious circumstances. This means that he has a problem
in that he would not want his to be the one Arab state to remain without
redressment while Egypt and Jordan have been provided for.

Furthermore, this situation ties into a larger consideration of
Syrian foreign policy. The Syrians have been sending messages to the
United States, quite effectively in the past two years, to the effect that
no settlement in that part of the Middle East will be attained without
talking to Syria, and that a trip to Calro to arrange matters in the
region will not be successful unless it also goes to Damascus. If the
United States goes to Beirut and to Tel Aviv and does not go to Damascus,
it is going to less than the complete list of addresses that have to be
visited in the region.

In other words; Damascus need not be just a capital to be
visited, but the capital to be visited if the affairs of that part of the
Middle East are to be sorted out. As long as this is not the case, the
idea would be to try to obstruct a settlement, not just because the
Syrians are left out, but because the proper importance 1s not assigned to
Damascus. This should not be a consideration for not proceeding with a
settlement idea. To go to Damascus and try to resolve the Palestinian
issue in Damascus is very interesting theoretically, but it is not going
to work. So the only avenue open, I would argue, is to try
Jordanian-Israell negotiations. Pollitically, the Syrians would have to be
dealt with more wisely perhaps than in the past to prevent them from
disrupting the process, keeping enough hope for them so that they are not
relegated into a corner from which they could only play a negative role.
With that in mind, with patience and creative diplomacy, this can yet be
achieved. -

Commentator: William B. Quandt

Looking back over the last couple of years at the developments in
Lebanon, Syria and Israel, it is very striking to see how deep the
misreading of Syrian foreign policy was in Washington, in Israel, and
among most of the Lebanese factions. I think if there is a single thing
that Amin Gemayel, the Israell government and the Reagan Administration
had in common during this period, it was that they misread the intensity
of Syrian opposition and, perhaps more importantly, the capability of the
Syrians to disrupt the moves that were being orchestrated among the
Israeli, the American and the Lebanese governments.
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We should be grateful to Itamar Rabinovich for having tried over
the years to shed light on the mysteries of Syrian political
developments. Syria is probably one of the most difficult countries in
the reglon to understand. It is a very closed soclety and we do not have
a great deal to go on in trying to Interpret the internal developments
within the regime, but we do have a pattern of external behavior which can
be analyzed and has proven to be remarkably consistent during Assad's
tenure as President. I think that there should not have been such
surprise at the intensity of Syria's opposition to the agreement between
Lebanon and Israel and to the Reagan initiative —- not only should it have
been anticipated, it should have been taken into account in the
formulation of the strategies.

It has been suggested that changes in Syrian foreign policy might
be surprising if there were a change of regime. This is always a
reasonable point to raise, yet I think the change would probably not be as
fundamental as occurred in Egypt from Nasser to Sadat, for example. It
seems to me that the Assad regime has been playing out a Syrian policy
that is not just an Assad policy. Any successor to Assad is likely to
regard Syria's interests as necessarily deeply involved in Lebanon. Syria
needs to have a predominant voice in developments in Lebanon because
Lebanon is important to Syria's concept of its role in the Arab world and,
very importantly, to its concept of its own internal security. The
Lebanese virus, if it spreads to Syria, will cause a great deal of havoc.
No Syrian regime wants that to happen. The Syrian regime does not want an
uncontrolled situation in Lebanon either.

What may change with the regime is the skill with which Syrians
play their hand. Although Assad has proven to be a remarkably skillful
and sometimes ruthless player, he is not unique in the vision he has of
Syria's place in the Middle East network. His successor 1s very likely to
share the same concept, and I would be absolutely astonished if there were
a Sadat waiting in the wings in Damascus, ready to engineer the kinds of
reversals that were seen in Egypt between 1970 and 1977. I think it is
much more likely that there will be basic continuity, with perhaps some
variations in the skill with which the game is played.

Let me make another point about why the Syrians have been
relatively successful in this recent period. The success, in part, has
been the result of the mistakes made by others: Americans, Israelis and
Lebanese. The Syrians have profited from the bungling of their
competitors. While not going into excessive detail on this, it is fair to
say that the Syrians had a clearer concept of what they were up to and
were more determined in pursuing it. In the end they have prevailed more
than anyone else in Lebanon —- although they are far from having complete
sway.

There is another perhaps more basic reason why the Syrians have
considerable room to maneuver in the Middle East, even though I think this
is a more transient condition. The Syrlans have rarely played such a big
role in the Middle East as in the last few years. They have rarely been
in this central position of being able to block major moves by others.
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They could not, after all, block Camp David; they could not block Sadat's
going to Jerusalem. The Syrians by and large had to sit on the sidelines
and watch these developments. But, after the Egyptian-Israelil peace
treaty, several very important things happened that made Syria more
important than it would have been otherwise in the regional scheme of
things. The first was Egypt's comparative isolation from the game of
inter-Arab politics. This has given more weight to Syria's voice in the
inter-Arab political game. Even though Egypt is far from being out of the
picture, and has made something of a comeback recently, for a period of
time Egypt's comparative isolation and absence from the limelight worked
to the advantage of the Syrlans. If and when the Egyptians rebuild their
network of relations with Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Iraq and the North African
states, I think we can expect Egypt to be something of a counterweight to
Syria in some of the inter-Arab political games. That is a traditional
role Egypt has played.

0f course the other natural counterweight to Syria in the Arab
world has been Iraq, and since September 1980 Iraq has been almost totally
preoccupied with the conflict with Iran, leaving minimal capacity to play
the kind of game that it previously played, providing some kind of
counterweight to Syria. If and when the Iraq-Iran conflict subsides
(unfortunately I do not see that happening any time soon), I think it
could be expected that Iraq would again play a part in inter-Arab
politics, balancing off Syria's power.

I would like to turn now to another point having to do with Lebanon. I
think it is correct to say that there is an internal dimension to the
Lebanese crisis that is not anywhere close to being resolved, and that a
process of transformation is beginning in which power 1s going to shift
gradually from the hands of those who have had it for the entire period of
independence —-- the Maronites —— over to those who are numerically, and in
many ways politically, ready to play a larger role ~- the Shi'ites.

I spoke to an American journalist who returned recently from a
long stay in Lebanon; he was terribly pessimistic about developments in
Lebanon, more so than he had ever been. So I said, "Well, how do you see
the future? Things cannot just go on in this sort of chaos forever —-- you
nmust have some sort of image in your mind of where this is headed.” He
said, "Yes, I think we have to start thinking of Lebanon as a Shi'ite
state.” It 1s not quite there yet, but I think the kind of transformation
that Itamar Rabinovich is talking about is this shifting of power toward
the largest community —— a community that 1s increasingly well organized
and militant, that reaches into the South, to Beirut, and to the Begaa.

It has a national constituency. No Shiite leader can write off the

South. It is not impossible for the Maronites to think of themselves as
concentrated in East Beirut and in the nearby mountains, but it 1s
impossible for a Shi'ite leader now in West Beirut who aspires to lead the
Shi'ite community to ignore Beqaa and the South.
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It is also very important to note the role of the external powers
in hastening the transition. This transition was probably unavoidable,
but whether it would have taken another generation or two, and whether it
would have been accompanied by so much violence, is an important
question. I think that the role that Israel has played in the
politicization of the Shi'ite community and in its demographic thrust
toward Beirut, the displacement of Shi'ites from Southern Lebanon as
Israel and the PLO fought out their battles in southern Lebanon, created
the setting in which the Shi'ites could make their successful bid for
power in West Beirut last February. With a very large Shi'ite community
in the suburbs, the slums of West Beirut, they were ready to go into the
streets and seize power.

This did not just happen by the normal process of the people
drifting off to the cities in order to find work: it came about in large
measure because of the PLO-Israeli confrontation in Southern Lebanon,
which drove hundreds of thousands of Shi'ites out of the south and into
the slums and suburbs, making them available for politicization and
recrultment, and turning what had been a very traditional, conservative
community into a highly militant, well-organized and effective militia,
There were internal causes, but the end result had a lot to do with the
fact that Israel and the PLO were engaged in their struggle in basically a
Shi'ite populated area.

The third point that I would like to dwell on for a moment has to
do with the possibility of restoring an Israeli-Syrian tacit
understanding. It is true of course that from 1975-76 until about 1981-82
there was a kind of understanding that suited the interests of both Israel
and Syria about their respective involvement in Lebanon. What I question
is whether one can restore this kind of understanding and expect it to be
stable for very long. It seems to me that these are rather fleeting kinds
of understandings resulting from circumstances at the moment —- perhaps a
moment of internal weakness in Syria, perhaps a period of intermal
weakness in Israel — when for various reasons a test of strength with one
another is not in either side's interests and therefore, as hard-headed,
balance—~of-power, realistic kinds of actors in the Middle East political
game, they can reach tacit understandings. I do not think, however, that
Syria recognizes the legitimacy of Israel's security interests in
Lebanon. They recognize that Israel 1s there, they recognize that they
cannot challenge Israel without a major clash, but I do not think they
really accept that there is something right about Israel being there and
that they will not challenge it.

The Syrians recognize that they cannot do much about the fact
that Israel will have a dominant sphere of influence in Southern Lebanon.
However, should the opportunity arise to challenge that, to make it costly
for the Israelis, to encourage terrorist attacks upon Israel in southern
Lebanon, the Syrians would certainly continue that process. Deep down
they would like to do to the Israell presence in Lebanon what they did to
the American presence in Lebanon: essentlally to drive the Israelis out
and to have everyone know that it was Syria and Syrian surrogates who were
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behind the move. So I am a little less optimistic about how neatly one
can design these tacit understandings and how long they are likely to
last.

The final point is the notion that there might be some way in
which one could move forward on the peace process without dealing in
Damascus. Bringing Damascus into the process complicates an already
extraordinarily complex process of negotiation between Israel, Jordan and
the Palestinians. If Damascus is added into this 1ist, an impossibly
complicated picture emerges. And yet, to leave them out, as I think was
more or less envisioned in September 1982, would also mean a formula for
causing a lot of problems, because the Syrians almost certainly will use
their influence with Jordan and with the Palestinians to sabotage any such 1
process.

5 il

All we were left with in the initial presentation was the hope
that creative diplomacy could find some way to leave the Syrians out,
while giving them enough of a belief that there might be some future role
for them, so that they would not feel pailnted into a corner and destroy
the process. I find that a very optimistic expression, perhaps the
triumph of hope over experience, for I do not think it is easy to find
that delicately balanced point where the Syrians are left on the sidelines
with the hope that they will be next.

To accomplish this, I think, would involve much more than subtle
diplomacy. It would involve some kind of orchestration or pressures on
the Syrians so that they cannot disrupt the process if it really gets
golng, while convincing the Syrians that there are other arenas in which a
serious diplomatic dlalogue can be sustained -- if not on the West Bank,
at least in Lebanon, and perhaps there might be other topics as well. But
I do not think you can count on simply sending the right signals. The
Syrians will also have to feel some major disincentive from trying to
obstruct any future Jordanian-Palestinian-Israeli negotiation. We are not
now ready to test this proposition since a Jordanian-Israeli dialogue 1is
not about to be resumed. Were we to get as close as we were in the fall
of 1982 to thinking seriously about ways to initiate a Jordanian—-Israeli
negotiation, however, we would then have to consider seriously ways to
give the Syrians an incentive not to be disruptive. I think the ‘Syrians
will tend to be disruptive; especially in view of the remarkable success
they had in 1983 when they relied on such tactics. Their normal impulse
will be to throw their weight around, to be very brutal im trying to
disrupt any move toward mnegotiations in which they are not included.




THE PALESTINIAN QUESTION AND THE JORDANIAN OPTION

Speaker: Asher Susser

Addressing the Palestinian question and the Jordanian option, the
question immediately arises, and has been posed many times in Israel and
elsewhere: is there a Jordanian option at all? Jordan has proved to be
most reluctant to join the peace process. Jordan faces particular
difficulty in making a decision of such magnitude. What has happened to
the Israeli-Egyptian peace process and the fate of the May 17, 1983
Israeli-Lebanese accord are not particularly encouraging to the Jordanians
to follow as a model. Jordan is particularly susceptible to outside Arab
pressure -— whether it be political, economic, or even military. Jordan
has always sought to obtaln a guarantee in advance of the negotiating
process that the outcome will be to its liking. This has proved
impossible. As an alternative, the Jordanians have sought maximum Arab
support, and particularly Palestinian support, in order to join the peace
process. This has not come about either. But to conclude that there is
no Jordanian option, or that the Jordanians have lost interest in the
issue, would be incorrect.

Jordan's most valid political long-term interests are interwoven
with the Palestinlan issue in an inseparable manner. There are very
strong historical ties between the populations on both banks of the
river: the Jordanians ruled the West Bank for nearly twenty years; today
. somewhere around 50 percent of the East Bank population is of Palestinian
extraction. It was King Hussein, not Ariel Sharon, who first used the
slogan "Jordan is Palestine and Palestine is Jordan.” King Hussein used
the slogan in the early 1960s to confront the notion of establishing the
PLO as an independent political organization to determine the fate of the
Palestinians. The slogan was not used to justify arguments or to
transform Jordan into a Palestinian state, but rather to make the point
that Jordan sought a predominant role in the determination of the
political future of the Palestinians as a major national interest. As is
well known, the PLO seeks to do precisely the same and its raison d'etre
is to determine the political fate of the Palestinians. Unfortunately
from the Jordanian aspect, it is the PLO who have been recognized by the
Arab world as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinians.

Both sides realize that the issue between them —- which of these
two is to play the predominant role in determining the political fate of
the Palestinians -- does not relate to the West Bank alone. The
Jordanian-PLO competition has newver been, is not, and will probably never
be, restricted to who is to control the West Bank. The question is: who
among these two is to control the political fate of the Palestinians, most
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of whom are on both sides of the Jordan River. It is this
Jordanian—-Palestinian complex on both sides of the river that needs to be
decided when one refers to the Palestinian question. The ultimate
competition between these two is over their very political existence. Is
there to be a Jordanization of the Palestinians -- or rather a
Palestinization of the Jordanians? There is little room for compromise
between these two.

In this competition between the two parties, Jordan has very
important assets: territory; the Palestinian population on the East Bamnk;
access to the West Bank; and a large military force in Middle Eastern
terms. The PLO's major asset is a thing the Jordanians do not have ——
legitimacy, the right in the eyes of the Arab world and in the eyes of
many Palestinians to determine the political fate of the Palestinians.
The PLO has severe weaknesses in this competition as well. First and
foremost, it does not control the Palestinian population. The vast
majority of the Palestinian population are either under Jordanian control
or Israeli control. This, obviously, is not a very good situation from
the PLO's point of view. Secondly, and definitely connected with the
first factor, the PLO have been very dependent on either the good or 1l1
will of a variety of Arab regimes. It is very difficult for the PLO, in
this kind of atmosphere and political reality, to retain what they call
their independent power of decision. In order to establish room for
maneuver in the Arab world, it was crucially important for the PLO to
establish a manner of political independence, to create a territorial
stronghold.

The ideal territorial stronghold was, and still is, Jordan on
both sides of the river. Jordan is the area of decision of the
Palestinian question. The Palestinian question will no doubt be decided
there, regardless of the views one holds -- from the Israeli extreme right
to the most radical Palestinian. Any Palestinian solution of the question
will relate very profoundly to the population and to the regime on both
sides of the Jordan River. It was, therefore, in Jordan that the PLO
initially sought to establish its base of operations —- not a base of
operations in the purely military semse, but rather the political room for
maneuver that would be afforded by an independent existence.

Lebanon was the second-best alternative, but 1t was the only one
available after the "Black September™ events of 1970 in Jordan. As far as
the PLO is concermed, that is an extremely important point to make in
reference to the results of the 1982 war in Lebanon. The war had a
disastrous effect on the PLO, not because of the loss of men and materials
—— which is relatively easy to redress —— but rather because of the loss
of the Lebanese territorial base, for which there is no alternative. The
1953 of the Lebanese territorial base has severely reduced the PLO's room
for maneuver, so that now the PLO is far more dependent on the good or ill
will of Syria in particular. Most of the PLO forces were pushed into
Syrian controlled territory in Lebanon or into Syria itself. Thus the
dependence on Syria has grown considerably. Syria's capacity to interfere
in PLO affairs has also increased considerably, a factor that Yasir Arafat
did not pay enough attention to initially.
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Secondly, Jordan's room for maneuver has increased at the expense
of that of the PLO. And thirdly, the West Bankers, who —— since 1967 —-
were pretty much on the sidelines, now loom larger in the
Jordanian-Palestinian equation than prior to the war in Lebanon. After
the war it was therefore crucially important for the PLO to preserve both
its role as a party of regional consequence and its major and last
political asset: that of being the sole legitimate representative of the
Palestinians. Certainly prior to the war in Lebanon, but particularly
afterwards, the PLO could not allow Jordan to take any kind of political
initiative that would sidestep the organization, that would make any real
advance in settling the Palestinian issue while leaving the PLO on the
sidelines of the political process.

It is against this background that the PLO's behavior relative to
the Reagan initiative can best be understood. It was 1lmportant for Arafat
to negotiate with Hussein to make sure first of all that Jordan would not
assume any significant role in the Reagan initiative without the PLO also
galning access to the political process, or, conversely, to prevent Jordan
from going along at all. The PLO-Jordanian dialogue, therefore, did not
include the possibility of the PLO authorizing Jordan to speak on its
behalf. This was the last asset that the PLO had, and the Hashemites were
the last people the PLO would possibly allow to speak on their behalf.
They did come to .an agreement —- the agreement on confederation — but
from very different perspectives. As far as the PLO was concerned, the
arrangement was a means to allow the PLO access into the political process
without having to be faced directly with concessions of historical
consequence to Israel. As far as the Jordanians were concerned, the
purpose of this partnership with the PLO was to legitimize the Jordanian
role in the process. The talks, however, failed.

Granted, there were serious outside pressures that brought about
this failure -~ Syrian and Soviet ones in particular. There are also
other important reasons, intrinsic to the Jordanian-PLO relationship and
independent of the outside factors, that played a major role in the
failure of these negotiations. King Husseln and the PLO do not share the
same long-term objectives, or the same perception of Palestinian
self-determination. As far as the Jordanians are concerned, Palestinian
self-determination means an autonomous province in the West Bank, linked
to Jordan but, for all practical purposes, under Jordanian control. The
PLO sees self-determination iIn an independent Palestinian state, certainly
not anything less. In any reference to confederation the PLO
systematically refers to the relationship between two totally 1ndependent
states.

Secondly, the PLO and Jordan do not agree on the basis for the
political process. Jordan has always accepted UN General Assembly
Resolution 242; the PLO never has. And thirdly, a particularly important
factor is their differing perceptions of the time element. The Jordanians
are very concerned with the immediate, short-term future of the West Bank;
they are afraid of Israell annexation; and of a military confrontation
with Israel. The Jordanians are therefore genuinely keen on some kind of
settlement that would prevent Israel from taking over the West Bank. The
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Jordanlans have fears of the Israell expulsion of Arabs, no matter how
unrealistic these may be. On the other hand, the PLO == Yasir Arafat and
the people around him in particular -- still continue, despite the war in’
Lebanon and their ensuing difficulties, to see the time factor in the
historical dimension of the Arab-Israeli conflict. During the
negotiations, the Jordanians pressed the PLO to come to a decision, while
the PLO maintained that there was no point in rushing, that in the long
term, time was on the Arab side, and that in years to come the Arabs would
eventually achieve supremacy. Consequently, concessions of historical
consequence could not be afforded in this interim phase of the conflict.
This view of the time factor is obviously not conducive to major
concessions by the PLO to Jordan, to the United States, and certainly not

to Israel.

Has the rebellion within the PLO changed much? 1In terms of the
relationship with Jordan, the rebellion has shown that the Syrians have
considerable disruptive capacity; but just as they have less constructive -
capacity in Lebanon, the same 1s true with regard to the PLO. They have
not been able, despite all the difficulties they have caused Yasir Arafat,
to produce a legitimate alternative leadership to Arafat. Not one leader
of consequence in al-Fatah withdrew from the organization and from support
for Arafat to join the rebels. Those who joined the rebels were easily
portrayed by Arafat to the West Bank as Syrian stooges, and this was .
widely accepted in the West Bank. There has been no legitimate substitute
for Arafat's leadership in the eyes of the Palestinian community, and the
representative status of the organization has not been seriously
undermined, at least not in the short term.

Arafat's priorities after the rebellion are, above all, the unity
of the organization. Splitting the organization formally, establishing
one or two or three PLO organizations with each of them claiming to be the
sole legitimate representative of the organization, would deprive the
organization of that very status and pave the way for Hussein and perhaps
some combination with the West Bankers. Arafat's priority is indeed the
unity of the organization, i.e., the unity of al-Fatah (including many
people who hold fairly radical views —— certainly toward Jordan -— who did
not join the rebels and who are on Arafat's side) as well as other
organizations, particularly those of George Habash and Hawatmeh, who are
on Arafat's side in the rebellion’ in the relationship with Syria. They
have taken a neutral position, which vis-a-vis Syria would mean a position
supporting Arafat. The Jordanians are still waiting on the sidelines for
the means to avert the problems of negotiating with Israel. They either
have to have Israel coerced and delivered as agreeing to the Jordanian
conception of the future of the West Bank and Jerusalem, or alternatively,
to have the PLO join them in the negotiation process. Neither of these
seem to be realistic possibilities.

There 1s one ingredient of potential change in the situation, and
this again is linked to the war in Lebanon. As long as the PLO does not
succeed in reestablishing that mini-state within a state that it had in
Lebanon, as long as the PLO is forced to live in the political reality of
extreme dependence on Arab regimes -~ there is a chance that the
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organization will decline in regional importance. Consequently, it may
either become more receptive to ideas of compromise, or alternatively,
become weak enough to allow the Jordanians and significant figures in the
West Bank to come forth with some alternative Jordanian-Palestinian
solution. It is doubtful whether such a settlement would satisfy all.
Perhaps a settlement that could satisfy all is not at all possible, but
maybe there is hope for one that would be bearable to most.

Commentator: Harold H. Saunders

One of the peculiarities of the Israeli-U.S. relatiomnship is
that, although it is a deep friendship and unofficial alliance, we still
don't know quite how to disagree with each other openly and publicly. As
Abba Eban said to Henry Kissinger one time: "If you're not 110% for us
you're against us."” Whereas we can disagree with our NATO allies and the
capacity to manage disagreement is built into the nature of the alliance
relationship, somehow it's not there in the U.S-Israeli relationship.

I say this because it seems to me that the problem before those
who will continue the peace process in the Israeli-Jordanian-Palestinian
complex 1s not a diplomatic problem. Rather, it is a political problem of
the profoundest character in each camp. To move the peace process forward
we do not need diplomatic formulations. We need an understanding of what
will enable political leaders in all three or more camps to make the
decisions and to provide the leadership in pursuing those decisions that
will be necessary for us to move forward. We need above all to be able to
talk with each other.

My first proposition is this: Within a theoretical framework
which might describe the four or five parts of the peace process, we could
say that the late 1970s was a time of driving in fourth or fifth gear.
Pictures of Israell and Egyptian lawyers, soldiers, diplomats, and heads
of government meeting to exchange texts, draw maps, and develop timetables
for moving military forces around became commonplace. We also got used to
the pictures in the East Room of the White House and on the White House
lawn of heads of government signing agreements. These were the later
stages of the peace process, when people were in around—-the-table
negotiations and were implementing agreements. These are stages four and
five of the peace process as I definme it. Now we're on a steep uphill
slope after five years of inertia, and we can't start the process in fifth
gear. It is necessary now to go back to the beginning of the process.
(Notice I say five years, and not four. I'm not making a partisan
political comment in the U.S. context. I think we faded out somewhere
within the last eighteen months of the Carter administration for American
domestic political reasons, not for lack of will.)

In my view, the beginning three stages of the peace process are:
first, the parties define the problem (that sounds like a sophomoric
statement, but there are profoundly different definitions of the problem
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in each camp); second, the leaders make that deep political gut commitment
to a negotiated settlement; third, the parties have to arrange for a
negotiation —— not simply deciding whether to meet in Geneva or whether
the PLO will sit at the table, but agreeing on the approach and arranging
the terms of reference for negotiation, which we all know is a very
difficult process and can take a long time.

Let me go back for a moment to that very first stage, the
definition of the problem. What is the problem? How do Jordanians,
Israelis and Palestinians see i1t? Is Arafat's definition of the problem
to gain an opportunity for the Palestinians to exercise the right of
self-determination, or is it to keep the PLO alive as a party to the
process? What is the Jordanian view of the problem? 1Is it to solve the
Palestine problem or to keep the Jordanians alive in the process? There
is also a definitional problem in Israel. What is the nature of the
problem for the Israelis? 1Is it to make peace with the Palestinians or is
it to establish Eretz Israel? Israel has to sort itself out somewhere in
that spectrum of issues.

All of us, be we Americans, Israelis, Palestinians, Jordanians,
must concentrate on the politics of defining the problem before we can get
started again. One way, out of many, of formulating the question would
be: "Do we see the problem now as working out some kind of solution
between the people of Israel and the people who call themselves
Palestinians within the context of a state-to-state peace —-- which would
involve Israel and Jordan as well as Egypt, Syria, Lebanon and others?”

-Back in the forties, there was a problem of how two peoples with
claims in the same land could share that- land. The equation devised at
that time —— for which the United States voted and in which Zionist
leaders at the time acquiesced — was that there would be an Israeli state
and a Palestinlan state in that land. It's not that simple anymore —--
we're well down the road —— but the question is: "Are we talking about a
problem where there must be an Israeli-Palestinian settlement (they're the
two parts of the equation) within the larger state-to-state settlement?

Or are we talking about a problem where there should only be a
state-to-state settlement with the Palestinians living as an ethnic
minority in whatever solution is worked out?”

This must be talked through in terms of two questions. The first
question is: "What would provoke the political debate in Israel, among the
Palestinians, and in Jordan, to come to a national understanding of some
kind, or at least an operational consensus on. that issue?" This question
is imperative because until there is some kind of agreement in Israel,
among the Palestinians, and in Jordan on this question, there will not be
a negotiating position. We must ask ourselves, "What will precipitate
that position, or what will help move that discussion forward so that
there will be an operational base to work from on this point?"™

In the second stage of the peace process, leaders need to make a
‘commitment to a negotiated settlement. They do this by addressing three
interlocking questions: 1) Is it any longer in our interest to see the
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present situation drift along, or are there such inherent dangers in the
present situation that we prefer to negotiate than to drift; 2) Is there
an available, conceivable settlement with which we could live?
Intellectually could we visualize the shape of a settlement with which we
could live? 3) Is there a balance of forces that would permit the
negotiation of such a settlement? Each of these questions is a political
question, rather than a question about the shape of the settlement per se
~— this 1s not an intellectual exercise.

In determining the answer to the question of what would cause
Israelis, Jordanians, and Palestinians to see the prospects for this
futvre in such a dark and dangerous light that they would decide 1it's
better to negotiate now than to face that future, it is necessary to
answer such specific questions as these: What would persuade the Israelis
to see that future as so dangerous as to suggest that movement in the
Palestinian-Jordanian process might be a less dangerous way of moving
forward than walting for the war which might come on the Syrian front?
What would persuade the Palestinians looking at the situation on the West
Bank to decide that they should negotiate now rather than wait for the
process which goes on in the West Bank to continue to reach its imevitable
conclusion? Or what would cause the Jordaniams to reach conclusions on
whether the future of the Hashemite dynasty lies in allowing Jordan to
become Palestine one way or another or in trying to resolve the
Palestinian issue on the Palestinian side of the Jordan river?

Political leaders need to address these questions: Shall we
drift or shall we negotiate? How does an outsider like the United States
and how do leaders on the ground bring these decisions to a head? What
does it take to precipitate gut decisions on those issues? What about the
shape of the settlement? Surely, in addition to seeing the dangers ome
must see the opportunities. How can we contribute to establishing a
picture of the shape of the settlement which might meet the security and
aspirational interests of each party?

Third, in talking about the balance of forces on the
Palestinian-Jordanian side, clearly the view is that the cards are so
heavily stacked against them with the U.S and Israel on the other side of
the table that they have no prayer whatsoever of going into the
negotiation room and getting a fair deal. In my view, an important reason
why King Hussein rejected participation in Camp David was not so much
because he thought the ideas were bad, but because he thought the United
States couldn't deliver a fair negotiation within that context.
Admittedly, there were Arab pressures and other factors at work, but I
think that it was this feeling which Hussein articulated more recently and
very forcefully that neither the United States nor Israel would deliver.
With Israeli military preponderance, there was no way to have a fair
negotiation. Palestinians must feel that way doubly. Not only do they
have the Israeli adversary and power with the U.S. behind it to cope with,
but they also confront a tremendous Jordanian advantage as Jordanians
control a substantial portion of the Palestinian population. So the
Palestinians, or the PLO anyway, feel twice disadvantaged in entering the
negotiation room. How does one change that sense of the imbalance of
forces, which works against negotiation?
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A1l of these are questions on which we should focus. Some of
these questions are best left to the experts. That's the job of
government —-—- governments move other governments —— but it's so difficult
to do that it seems to me that all of us could well focus on these
questions. What would precipitate decisions on these issues in the camps
involved? How do you take advantage of or overcome the balance and
imbalance of power in these relationships, and then move them to an
operational base? Of course, then you need to do that on the Israeli
side, and for the American purpose it's necessary to understand how to fit
itself into these’decision making processes. How should the U.S. help
Israeli leaders who want to come to conclusions on these issues make those
decisions?

We have not had a serious U.S. President-Israeli Prime Minister
discussion about these issues in five years. It may be that at some point
with the next administration in the United States and the next government
in Israel, a President-Prime Minister discussion of where we are going
together as allies in this process of reaching for peace in the Middle
East will occur. If this happens, the appropriate level of dialogue
should not be on how much aid, or a focus on this detail and that detail,
but instead attention should be given to the very large questions: "What
is to be the U.S.-Israell relationship ? How much support can the United
States provide to an Israel with this answer to these questioms or an
Israel with that answer to these questions? How does the U.S. factor fit
into the intermal Israelil debate?" The same would be true, of course, in
a Jordanian-U.S. dialogue as well as whatever Palestinian-U.S. dialogue
might also emerge.




THE IMPACT OF RESURGENT ISLAM ON THE REGION

Speaker: Martin Kramer

Perhaps it is in the nature of resurgent Islam that just when -
people think they have reached some kind of an understanding, something
comes up or erupts on the scene which lays waste to some of the best laid
plans of statesmen, diplomats and strategists. In the five years after
the Iranian revolution, we have seen the seizure of the Great Mosque in
Mecca and the assassination of Anwar Sadat, the Muslim Brotherhood
rebellion in Syria, and the Shi'ite self-detonations in Lebanon. These
are all the punctuation marks of violence and a statement on profound
soclal change which has been made by resurgent Islam. We are dealing here
with subterranean currents and with a specific form of expression which is
characteristic of this form of resurgence. Resurgent Islam has not spent
itself; more of its effects will be seen. We may even be surprised again
—— probably not in quite as big a way as in 1979 -- but the potential 1is
still there. Whatever happens -— whether or not we are surprised, whether
or not there are some unforseen developments which cloud the political and
diplomatic scene —— the options for peace have already been narrowed,
perhaps even considerably, by a fear of resurgent Islam, both in the Arab
world and in Israel. 3

There is an apprehension, born of a realistic sense throughout
the region, that Islam has not yet spent itself; that it may yet claim
another regime in the region; that it may yet claim the life of another
head of state; or that it may yet terrorize a great power into retreat.

In short, resurgent Islam is already accepted as a given. It is something
that figures now in caleulations, especially in the calculations of
domestic repercussions of diplomatic and political developments. The
reason that it is taken into consideration is that it has become the
foremost form of ideological resentment against domestic oppression and
foreign domination in the region. To a large extent it has replaced the
Arab nationalism of the 1950s and 1960s. This is not a phenomenon which.
is easily assessed. Many of the developments have occurred just beyond
the horizon, just beyond our view, in the popular quarters, in the minds
of the masses. Journalists and diplomats write backgrounders on this kind
of subject. It figures very little in the cable traffic, even less in
some of the day-to-day reporting coming out of the Middle East —- except,
of course, when it bursts onto the foreground. The obvious problems of
analysis are those of interpretation. Underestimation and overestimation
are the two principal problems and both of them feed on the same major
problem -- the dearth of reliable information. We do know something about
the way it works, on what it feeds, and the way it expresses itself, and
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there's already a vast Western literature of explication, but it still is
difficult to fathom fully Muslim activism or to empathize with Muslim
expressions of commitment.

Some of the items appearing in the Iranian press on a regular
basis are the last testaments of various Jranian soldiers and soldier
Mullahs who've been killed in the war. They are very moving, but in some
ways profoundly perplexing. The following is a citation from one which is
representative: "My dear wife, I asked you to be honored if I achieve my
wish, which 1s martyrdom so the enemy would know that the Muslim nation of
Iran devotes their dearest ones in order to obtain their sublime goal. My
dear wife, I request you to tell our son that if his father did not smile
upon him, and if he was deprived of fatherly compassion and love, the
leader of the revolution of the Islamic republic will do so and will fill
your heart with fatherly feelings and sentiments.” Two elements here defy
understanding -- the professed desire for martyrdom and the absolute faith
in the powers of consolation of Khomeini. Even if this total commitment
is beyond our empathy, it is still possible to identify its recurrent
themes and to map its impact.

. What i1s the impact? First, in many countries the tide of
resurgent Islam has been stemmed. One must remember the atmosphere in
late 1979 and early 1980 when it was widely believed that through
imitation there might be further revolutions in the Muslim world. There
have been no revolutions by emulation. If Iran believed at the time that
simply by pure example it could inspire a vicarious movement of sympathy
sweeping throught the Muslim world, it was wrong. On the other hand, and
differently from those first two years after the revolution, Iran is now
actively exporting its revolution through agencies that are only now
coming to light. This is a major development, involving the Iranian
foreign office, government ministries, leading clerics, various emigres
who are now based in Iran, and numerous volunteers. Iran is asking itself
the question that perhaps every revolution that has a universal message
must ask itself: Is Islam possible in one country? Can the Islamic
revolution survive isolated and alone?

Khomeini's answer to this question has been an emphatic "no.” In
Iran they openly speak of exporting the revolution; and they covertly work
to do so. Not since Abdel Nasser's day has there been any Middle Eastern
state which has believed itself to have so broad a license to interfere in
the affairs of others. The impact of this attempt to export the
revolution has been very uneven, and it has had repercussions that even
the Iranians themselves did not expect. Even when one takes into account
the unevenness of the impact, there is no doubt that the greatest
impression has been made upon Shi'ites, particularly those who live in
Lebanon and in the Arab Gulf States. Iran does not necessarily regard
them from a sectarian point of view, but rather from a strategic point of
viéw, as the vanguard of the revolution.

Iran of course makes no differentiation between Sunnis and
Shi'ites in its formal ideological profession of the faith. What it does
say, however, is that the Shi'ites may be, because of the nature of their
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belief, at a higher level of comnsciousness and awareness. They will stand
at the vanguard. The others —- that is, the wider Sunni-world — will
eventually reach that comparable stage only after a more prolonged
process. Most of the activities which I have followed and which have come
to the attention of the wider world -— be they. the attempted coup in
Bahrain in 1981 or the activities of the Shi'ites in the Baalbek, or the
bombings in Kuwait late last year —— all these are examples of Iranian
activities, or reflections of Iranian activities among various Shi'ite
communities. :

I would say that the overall prospects for this kind of
intervention depend to a great extent on the deadlocked Iran—-Iraq war.
Sinc.: no one is in a position today to say how that war will resolve
itself, it is difficult to make any final judgement as to the prospects of
resurgent Islam in the Gulf, in Lebanon and in other Shi'ite areas. If a
succession struggle develops soon, Iran's star will find itself in rapid
descent. On the other hand, if there is some unexpected change in Iran's
favor in the Iran-Iraq war we may see many Muslims -- in the Gulf
especially, but also elsewhere -— come down off their fences. If this is
the case, we would see more than the isolated terrorism that we have seen
so far -- possibly even a concerted bid for power. A Persian Gulf crisis
-— and it takes no imagination at this point to imagine one —-- could send
Islam stock soaring once again and Islamic resurgence could then.receive
that second wind about which there has been such a question mark since
1979. :

How has all this affected the prospects for peace in the Middle
East? First of all, it is lmportant to note that Israel's present and
potential partmners for peace have almost all faced some form of Muslim
opposition, including terrorism, insurrection, rebellion and
assassination. It is difficult to get a reading on the general mood in .
the wake of these events, but a brief survey is in place, beginning with
Egypt. The rise of religious movements in the 1970s, especially the
extremist movements which were responsible for Sadat's assassination, are
well known. Mubarak, while repressing the more extreme groups, has
undoubtedly gone out of his way to conciliate the mainstream
fundamentalists. Of course, they are not interested in peace on the terms
which were negotiated at Camp David. Indeed, they are not interested in
peace on any terms short of Israel's utter emasculation or destruction.

As for Syria, in the early 1980s the Muslim Brotherhood launched
a concerted effort to bring the regime to its knees -- a campaign which
reached its apex in the Hamah uprising of early 1982. This was the most
serious domestic challenge posed to the rule of Hafiz Assad. It was
suppressed quite ruthlessly and has since been forgotten. Since then,
however, while standing firm on his secular principles, Assad has moved to
bolster his Muslim credentials -~ particularly his Shi'ite credentials --
at least in part by becoming the closest Middle Eastern ally of the
Islamic Republic of Iran. This results in a curious paradox: a secular
Arab nationalist state closely allied with the foremost exponent of
Islamic clericalism and fundamentalism in the Middle East! There are, of
course, other reasons for his actions =~ the Iran-Iraq war is but one —-
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but the regime in Syria has used this affiliation with Iran to bolster its
credentials, and there 1s a relationship between that and the posture
which Syria has taken in the conflict.

With the rise of the Lebanese Shi'ites to demographic preeminence
and their political awakening, Lebanon today is the most fertile ground in
the Middle East for the transportation of Khomeini's neo-Shi'ism and
Irani-style fundamentalism. What has transpired on Israel's northern
border is really quite remarkable. It has been a complete surprise. It
was not anticipated that the Shi'ites of Lebanon may as a consequence of
both American actions and of the various social and migratory trends, come
to hold the veto power over Lebanon's policy towards Israel. This is a
veto power which, it can be argued, they have already exercised once.

Only Jordan has remained unshaken, but at a price. The Muslim
Brotherhood is allowed to operate freely in Jordan, but Hussein shows a
caution towards them bordering on deference. The Saudis, needless to say,
are wary; they too have covered their bases. At the time they were
promoting the Fahd peace plan, they were also making noises in the
direction of jihad, about which a formal resolution emanated from a summit
conference held in Saudi Arabia in 1981. These are both sides of a
wavering policy which the Saudis have been pursuing vis—a-vis Islam and
their standing in the Muslim world. Recent signs indicate that Saudi
Arabia is interested in once again coming into the fold -- certainly to be
in Iran's good graces. This came to the fore in the most recent
pilgrimage season just concluded.

Needless to say, those in Israel who are open to persuasion are
still profoundly apprehensive about the events that they see around them.
They believe that resurgent Islam affects the Arab willingness to talk and
the long-term viability of peace. It is one thing to be surrounded by a
Muslim sea —-- but when the sea is turbulent, that apprehension grows still
greater and there is an inclination to drop even more anchors. There is
no sense in Israel that Israel or the Arab-Israell conflict is in any way
responsible for this phenomenon, and it is argued there that one cannot
attribute the events in Iran to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Certainly the
events in Iran were paramount in bringing Muslim fundamentalism to the
fore in the Middle East. In conclusion, the resurgence of Islam has had
the effect of reducing the political courage — both Arab and Israeli --
without which peace 1s an impossibility in the Middle East. As a
consequence, the eye of the needle through which any peace initiative must
pass has grown considerably smaller.

Commentator: Bernard Lewis

Thank you. I find myself at something of a disadvantage in that
my predecessor sald nothing with which I disagree and indeed has said much
that I had intended to say. Let me reassure you, however; this will not
prevent me from saying it again. I would like to take up some of the
points that he made and perhaps discuss them in greater detail or in a
slightly different way.
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Resurgent Islam is not spent. I find the occasional reassurances
that the worst is over completely unconvincing. Why did it happen? How
did it come about? These are very large and complex questions for which I
would like to offer just a few very brief and necessarily schematic
suggestions. It seems to me that this eruption in Iran, which had a
considerable impact on ther Islamic lands, rises from a special
combination of circumstances, such as also produced revolutions in other
times and other places. One such circumstance is the disillusionment that
had spread over much of the Islamic world with the outside institutions,
aspirations and ideologies which had been imposed on them by a world
regarded as alien and for the most part hostile. These foreign laws,
educational systems, customs -- European, for the most part -- had
reached a point where they had manifestly failed, and were unable to
satisfy either the needs or aspirations of these societies. In such a
situation there was a very natural tendency to look towards more
indigenous, and in their sense therefore more authentic, sources of
guidance. For Muslims very obviously that means Islam.

The second group of circumstances conducive to the expansion of
the movement is what one might call the economic and social strains which
have reached breaking point in many of these countries. Linked with this
is the discrediting of the western world from which these borrowed ideas
and institutions had come -- a discrediting due largely to its own
activities and publicized by its own media with devastating effects.

The final ingredient necessary to a revolutionary mix was the
sense of power, the sense of having the world by the throat, which came as
a result of the oil crisis, and the feeling that this terrifying western
world which had dominated them for a century or more was not so terrifying
after all and could easily i1tself be terrified. '

The combination of these proved highly explosive. The explosion
occurred in Iran where circumstances were especially favorable. Let us
make no mistake about it; what we have witnessed in Iran 1s a revolution
in the fullest sense of that word —— revolution in the same terms as which
we may speak of the Russian revolution or the French revolution. I am not
expressing approval here; I am saying that it is a revolution in the sense
that it is a major change, not consisting merely of a transfer of power
from one group to amother group, but a long process of change beginning
under the old regime, continuing under the new regime. This 1s a process
change which at a certain moment requires a transfer of political power
and therefore accomplishes it.

It resembles the French and the Russian revolutions in some other
respects too. An example of this is in the tremendous impact which it
had, not only in the country in which it occurred, but in the whole
civilization with which it shares a common universe of discourse. One
sees the same sense of excitement, the same sense of messianic exaltation,
the same enormous expectations of a new world to come, a new sense of
power, a new sense of achievement. There is also the same willingness to
excuse, to overlook. Muslims who know perfectly well of the mass
executions in the name of Islamic justice in Iran have found the same kind
of excuses as western liberals successively found for the French terror
and the Stalinist repressions. The extent of this impact is enormous and
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not just limited to the Middle East. Last year in Sarajevo, in
Yugoslavia, in a country under a communist dictatorship for the last forty
years, a whole group of young Muslims in that Muslim city were brought to
trial and accused of having plotted to bring about an Islamic revolution
in order to create an Islamic republic of Bosnia of a Khomeinist
complexion. If that amount of impact is felt in Sarajevo, imagine the
effect in some areas less remote from Islamic traditions and central
Islamic themes! It appears in Senegal and Indonesia and, I have no doubt
at all, also in Central Asia. It therefore obviously has a very
considerable effect on the regions with which we are immediately
concerned, which are much nearer to the revolutionary source. The second
point is that the revolution narrows the options for peace, and will
almost certainly continue to do so. By endangering rulers and regimes,
its impact will make them more circumspect than they might otherwise have
been.

I would like to differentiate between the short-range effects and
the long-range effects —— not in terms of options for peace so much as
attitudes towards Israel. Islam has been cited as having furnished the
foremost ideological expression of protest both against foreign domination
and domestic oppression. I would certainly agree with that. In order to
have not just a limited movement of westernized, western—educated
intellectuals but the type of mass movement that happened in Iran which
can really mobilize millions, the appeal has to be stated in Islamic
terms. Islam has the evocative power to raise the masses in this way. Its
two targets are indeed foreign domination and domestic oppression.

This leads to an interesting difference among the varlous
fundamentalist groups in the priorities which they accord to the two. For
some, the primary enemy is foreign domination —— not necessarily meaning
direct rule, but rather what is seen as excessive influence. In Egypt and
elsewhere, however, there 1s written evidence manifesting that to
significant groups domestic oppression 1s more of a foe than foreign
domination. One of the ideologists of the Egyptian fundamentalists in
discussing this specific question argued something like this: to those
who claimed that the prime objective of jihad in our day is the liberation
of Jerusalem as a holy place, he agreed that the liberation of holy places
is a duty imposed by God on all Muslims. But he reminded them that the
fulfillment of the duty of jihad is subject to three considerations.
First, that fighting the near enemy takes precedence over fighting the
distant enemy; second, that since Muslims who begin a jihad must fight on
until a final victory, they must ask themselves before beginning whom that
victory would benefit -- would it serve Islam, or would it merely
strengthen the existing regimes, which make a show of Islam and exploit
nationalism, but are in fact apostates and infidels. This leads to a third
point, that these rulers are themselves the cause of imperialist
domination in the lands of Islam: "To begin with the struggle against
imperialism is a task which is neither glorious nor useful, and is only a
waste of time. It is our duty to concentrate om our Islamic cause, and
that is the establishment first of all of God's law in our own country and
causing the word of God to prevail. There is no doubt that the first
battlefield of the jihad is the extirpation of these infidel leaders and
their replacement by a perfect Islamic order, and from this will come
release.”
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In other words, the jihad should not be fought against foreign
imperialists and colonialists until there is first accomplished the
primary task of overthrowing the secularist and neo—pagan rulers who
govern and establishing a true Islamic society. This is obviously a very
different point of view from the more familiar one. This does not mean
that these gentlemen are motivated by any feeling of goodwill towards
Israel or by any desire to enter into a peace with Israel. Quite the
contrary. What they are saying is that the whole problem of imperialism,
Zionism, colonialism and the rest is, so to speak, an epiphenomenon -- it
is a consequence of the weakness and degradation to which their present
rulers, they say, have brought them. Once these leaders have been
eliminated and a true Islamic society is established , the rest will be
easy. If indeed they ever succeed in creating a united Islamic world,
driven by the same force and enthusiasm that inspired the revolution in

.Iran, the situation might indeed be ripe. It doesn't, however, seem very

probable.

This is not the first such Islamic movement. There have been a
number of others in the past. Although prophecy 1s associated with the
Middle East, standards are too high for me to attempt to compete. Indeed.
dearth of reliable information about these movements has been a ma jor
problem, The difference between the Islamic opposition in Islamic
countries and other oppositions — especilally the leftist and nationalist
oppositions -- is that the Islamic opposition sees no reason to address
itself to the West. It is not concerned with winning Western support,
approval or goodwill. It addresses itself to its own people. The
leftists and the nationalists have at least one eye, and usually both, on
the western public and the western audience, addressing them in the
vocabulary which many of them learned in Western universities. With few
exceptions, the Islamic opposition, the fundamentalist opposition, doesn't
care what the Western world thinks of them. They do not seek approval.
Therefore, for the most part, Westerners are remarkably ill-informed about
what 1s going on in those movements. It isn't easy to follow them.

I think in talking about Islamic fundamentalist movements and the
like, that it is useful to distinguish certain categories. On the one
hand, there are the governments. Here again, a sub—ciassification: there
are those in government who adopt a kind of Islamic fundamentalism which
might be called pre-emptive. They are frightened by the fundamentalists.
They try to head them off by doing things to please them. The most
obvious case of that is the government of the Sudan. There are also those
in government who think that they can use fundamentalism. The most
obvious example of this is Iran, which is not really using it as much as
actually representing it in a much profounder sense. There are those who
both fear and try to use it simultaneously: the Saudis, with their usual
careful ambiguity in such matters. Perhaps more interesting than the
governments are the oppositions. Here again, there are a number of
different types, with the main division being between those for whom the
struggle against the outsider is the first priority and those for whom
domestic struggle is the first priority.



ISRAFLI POLICIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Speaker: Haim Shaked

The brand new national unity government of Israel 1s most
unusual. A number of pundits within and without Israel have already
expressed a learned view that this kind of system cannot possibly work.
One Israell politician, whose party is in opposition to the new
government, was quoted recently in an American newspaper as having said
that this new government resembles a body with a monstrous head and two
right hands. Indeed, this kind of government 1is a new experience for the
Israeli polity, for it is very different in nature from the national unity
government which Israel had from 1967 to 1970. Furthermore, it contains a
brand new element —- perhaps an innovation even for long-time political
scientists: the idea of rotation at the very top of the government. Many
mutual suspicions were involved in the tedious process which led to
formation of the government. All of this might lead to the logical
conclusion that the nmew Israeli government will not be able to function.
However, we are dealing with the Middle East -~ a region of miracles.
Specifically, this new hybrid government was created in a country which
was once described by Barbara Tuchman in the title of an article as
"Israel —— the Land of Unlimited Impossibilities.” In such an unusual
country a situation may arise which will surprise the analysts by a
functioning government. This, in turn, may create new dynamics in Israeli
politics, with important consequences.

Another assumption concerns the real nature of the present
constellation of political forces within Israel. In the past few years
Israel has experienced the gradual creation of a rather new political
bloc. It is centrist, and its outlook is nationmalistic. From 1948
through 1974, eight elections iIn Israel saw the predominance of partiles
that shared a soclal-democratic, activist outlook. Since then, and more
pronouncedly after the 1977 victory of the Likud party, another part of
the Israeli polity has asserted itself. The new powers that be were also
activist, but represented a liberal, capitalist, conservative orientatiom.

Quite a few commentators and pollsters expected the results of
the 1984 election to be very different from what actually occurred. These
people wrongly predicted that a Labor alignment would take over from the
incumbent Likud and thereby introduce a completely new Israeli foreign and
defense policy. In my opinion, even if the new government would have been
dominated by a Labor alignment -~ its foreign policy, at least initially
would not have been sufficiently different from that of its predecessor,
the Shamir-Arens-led Likud government. It is quite possible that the
present Israell government does represent more of the mainstream of the
Israell body politic than what might be inferred by a superficial glance.
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Against the backdrop of these observations, it should be noted
that within the kaleidoscopic changes which have characterized the Middle
East in general and Israel in particular, a number of basic factors have
been shaping Israel's Middle East policy by way of continuity rather than
change. The first of these is that there is no lucid, well-defined,
formal Israeli policy with regard to the Middle East. There are
attitudes, actions, reactions, and expediency moves, but not a
comprehensive, articulate policy —-- as. far as the strategic level is
concerned —— with regard to Israel's Middle East role. This may be so
because Israel itself is still in a formative stage as to what it means
and represents.

In Israeli parlance, this problem is usually referred to as:
"What kind of Israel would we like to see evolve?” Thirty-six years after
the establishment of the state of Israel, this is still a subject of a
very serious and profound debate in Israel which may not be resolved in
the near future. As a result, various camps and circles, with divergent
objectives in mind, create or adhere to diverse policies in order to
attain their objectives. For quite a while, and irrespective of who is
the Prime Minister and which party forms the majority of the government,

this soul-searching process will continue.

The second basic factor is that the set of considerations for any
Israeli attitude or policy with regard to Middle Eastern issue is a
derivative of Israel's security concept. This security doctrine, in turn,
is the outcome of what might be briefly and superficially termed the
collective, cumulative and, very importantly, subjective Israeli
experience. Israeli strategists have refused to mold the Israeli security
doctrine by the assessments of other nations or by diplomatic
considerations. In adhering to the idea that they have to go by their own
experience and evaluation, they are also saddled with the burden of
ancient and recent history as living memory. -

Naturally, there is great dissent in Israel with regard to the
tactics that have to be employed in order to achieve what has to be
accomplished. Side by side with this dissent, however, there exists a
very remarkable degree of national consensus over a number of issues which
are germane to the gemeral Israeli interpretation of what Israel is all
about and what kind of dangers it faces. It is only by looking at both’
the dissent and the national consensus that we may develop a proper clue
to the understanding of Israel's actions in, and policy toward the Middle
East.

Israel's security doctrine is based on the self-image of great
vulnerability rather than great strength. The point of departure of
Israel's experience —- that of its Jewish majority —— is Jewish history,
which has been characterized by great persecution. Israel was subject to
a series of wars even before it came into formal existence. The conflict
with the Arab and Islamic world in which Israel has been involved for so
long is still anomalous in that it does not rage over clearly defined,
tangible issues, such as territory, size, demarcation lines, etc., but
rather over the very legltimacy of the existence of Israel in the eyes of
its immediate neighbors.
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This vulnerability is further aggravated by a chronic economic
crisis, which everyone in Israel recognizes to be the most urgent and
pressing item on the new government's agenda. Both Labor and Likud feel.
that Israel's financial dependence on the United States imposes potential
limitations on Israel's strateglc maneuverability.. Many Israelis from all
camps share the notion that what may be defined as a tactical error on the
part of an American assessment could mean a strategic disaster as far as
Israel is concerned. For many years, this has had a major impact on the
point of view of Israeli decision-makers, contributing greatly to Israel's
self-image of vulnerability.

In this context, with Israel still extremely concerned about its
very exlstence, there emerges another painful situation which Israelil
society has not been able to resolve satisfactorily. Two discrepancies in
Israell existence go beyond the question of which party or bloc controls
the government, and are inherent to the understanding of Israeli actions
and reactions. One is the growing incongruity between the muscle of a
Goliath and the self-image or the mentality of a David. The other is the
growing disparity between the traditional fabric of Israeli society and
its body politic, and what Israel now sees when it looks at the mirror --
given all kinds of profound social, demographic and ecomomic changes which
have taken place within the country.

Finally, another more immediate issue must be considered while
the new government's attitudes and policies toward the Middle East are
examined. At present, and for ‘'some time to come, the predominant factor
which will mold governmental decisions and activities in Israel under the
umbrella of a national unity government will be the nagging suspiclon that
elections may take place before the prescribed period of four years is
out. Questions arise therefore, not only as to how to run the country
properly and efficiently, but also how to prepare for such an
eventuality. Once electiomns are called all bets are off, and each party
goes back to its corner.

In light of these complexities and considerations, I think it is
reasonable to assume, first of all, that the immediate priority of the
Israeli government (as far as it is free to set up its own priorities)
will not be Middle Eastern issues, but rather the economy. As far as the
economy is concerned all ideas and solutions which have beeu proposed
reflect the urgent need for a very tough policy.

It is quite possible that the tough measures which are required
in the economic sphere will have a direct bearing on the political one,
including a possible spillover into Israel's Middle Eastern policies. In
this context, the peace with Egypt assumes a paradoxical meaning. Many
Israelis would still agree that the peace with Egypt is one of the most
important —— 1f not the most important — breakthroughs in Israel's
history. The peace with Egypt, however, has also accentuated the .
animosity of the other countries in the region. 1In a sense, peace has
provided an absolution to those who say that no other 1mmediate action by
Israel is needed, the logic of their argument being that once Egypt was
forthcoming and wanted to make peace, Israel was willing to engage right




<43,
away and to go all the way. As long as there are no others who are

willing to do the same, Israel should concentrate on other aspects of
policy rather than the solidification of this process.

The composition of the new Israeli government, particularly its
inner core of decision-makers, will be characterized by a pragmatic,
rather than doctrinal, attitude -- an approach which will be a combination
of activism and engagement in any conceivable opportunity or possibility
to make things move.  As far as the Middle Eastern agenda of this
government is concerned, there are three immediate issues: Lebanon; the
West ‘Bank and Gaza or the Palestinian question; and Egypt. It is my guess
that this government may try to concentrate primarily on Lebanon and
Egypt, hopefully creating momentum along these two tracks in order to fend
off any need to make immediate, major decisions on the West Bank.

Regarding the West Bank, we ought to remind ourselves that the
debate which preceded the agreement for the setting up of the government
was not whether the West Bank should be returned to Jordan or annexed to
Israel, but whether so many settlements or fewer settlements should be set
up in the immediate future. Unlike the Rabin-Peres or Begin-Sharon
government, this is a Peres-Rabin-Navon—Shamir-Arens-Levy composition
which has many shared views —— not with regard to the end result of
Israel's policy towards the West Bank, but rather on the practicality of
expecting King Hussein to come forth soon and engage in negotiatioms.

It has been my impression that when the Middle East is discussed
in knowledgeable circles in the United States, there is often an )
assumption that the Middle East consists of a number of states, with each
of them considered a given. Hussein has his problems, therefore he acts
accordingly. Assad has his problems, therefore he follows a certain line,
etc. Israel, however, is regarded as a variable. It is commonly thought
that if Israel were to do "the right thing,” the Middle Eastern situation
would be changed. It is my opinion that in order to better understand
both the Middle East and Israel, it would be best to assume that Israel is
also a given, not a variable, in the Middle Eastern puzzle.

Commentator: Max Frankel

I would'say that in the recent Israeli election the Likud came :I.n
second and Labor came in next to last. They have formed a merger of
weaknesses out of which they somehow hope to achieve the world's first
two-party "dictatorship.” 1I.think there is a consensus in Israel and I
think it is, weakly, represented in this new government.

Israel's’ foreign policy, first last and always, 1s security and
survival -- whether that is rationally, subjectively, experientially, or
neurotically defined. There is one overarching policy: whether in
strength or in weakness, whether militarily or diplomatically, the
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government must divide the hostile environment in which Israel finds
itself in order to survive; to carve up the Arab adversaries into
separable parts and to deal with them, whether on the battlefield or at
the bargaining table, on a one-to-one basis. Israel has found this to be
a highly successful or at least functioning way of defining its policy.

There is another large component of that policy which 1s
sometimes, if not forgotten, at least de—emphasized in Israel. This
second consideration is that truly the first line of defense runs through
Washington, DC, through the United States and through the political power
that Israel's friends can muster in the U.S. It seems to me that those
two doctrines, whether fully acknowledged or not, run through all recent
Israelil policy.

The economic crisis of the moment will preoccupy and consume
Israell society, precluding an adventuresome or well-defined foreign
policy coming from this uneasy coalition. I would submit, however, that
in the background and moving through Israell consciousness there must be
two large elements which bear on the definition of the next foreign
policy, whenever it emerges.

First, there is the so—called discretionary war. The notion that
the peace with Egypt can be exploited and cashed in for an effective
combination of military and diplomatic action in order to change Israel's
environment has been powerfully discredited. Whether that yet registers
in Israeli votes is obviously not clear, but I thinmk that in Israeli
consciousness anything resembling the Sharon approach to rattling the
table and shaking up the pileces and forcibly taking matters into our own
hands, is not going to be a lively option for a long time to come. I
think the wounds and the psychic scars of this war will affect the
definition of policy.

Second, even more controversial, in my judgement, is that Israeli
soclety is only very dimly beginning to realize that the view one has
toward Palestinians — as that finally devolves into an attitude about the
West Bank —- very powerfully affects the nature of Israeli society, and
goes right back, in the end, to the question of survival.

The slogan has been heard from a few in Israel that "We can
either be Jewish or democratic, but we're not going to be both if we
swallow this huge Arab population.”™ This may be simplistic, but Israelis
will discover that they're going to have to decide whether they want to
engage in apartheid and the brutalities that would be required to hold
down this population, or whether they want to give the Arabs even a
modicum of civil rights and stature inside Israel. Even if only 10% of
the Arab population were to become voters in Israel, judging by the
results of the last election, they would acquire the balance of power to
declide Israeli politics on many occasions. This goes to the heart of what
Israel will become, and I think it has been little understood or debated
in Israel so far. Those two trends —— the Lebanon experlence and the West
Bank reality —— will dawn on Israel only slowly, and on this government
only if and when it gets past the economic crisis.
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Every discussion that is well intentioned  towards Israel has to’
begin and end with security doctrine. I think the United States cam, at
given moments, decide that Israel is too strong or too weak for its own
good. At any moment, the United States can choose to resupply Israel with
military weaponry or instead to rescue the Egyptian Third Army, playing a
narrow power balance game so as to soften up each of them. But if the
United States hopes to influence Israel and bring its policiles into accord
with American objectives in the Middle East, the United States must always
look to this psychic sense of security that the Israeli population needs.
And 1if U.S. actions, whatever they may be, and however finely calibrated,
ignore that need, then the United States inherits nothing but trouble.
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Bookie just sent on this article fron The Economist, with
this note:

“Tt_:e- Economist article is first-rate ... & bit barsh but
accurate. It's based Very largely on the discussion I had
with its Washington correspondant. (It might be added to
items going out to chapter for their chapter discissions...
At least it might 8o ou‘b in regular f}.eld offica mailings.)®

cece Shula Bahat
Gary Rubin
' {larc Tanenbaum /
Gtene DuBow
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AMERICAN SURVEY

not in entering male-dominated fields but
in making some headway there. .

In almost every field, women have now
proved that they can get in and progress
to the middle. They seldom get higher.
Among white-collar waorkers, only 10%
of wamen are managers. In colleges and
universities, women hold only 25% of the
full-time faculty positions but about 44%
of the low-paid, non-tenured jobs. Al
though they account.for half of all law
students, few women become partners in
law firms. In the foreign service, the
Court of Appeals has found the State
Department deliberately keeping women
out of the programme-direction section
and assigning them to the consular corps,
which carries less prestige.

Certain fields, such as corporate fl-
nance, are virtually impenetrable

trusted to keep secrets. For reasons
comfort and ¢amaraderie, 88 much’as
outright prejudice, meny higher echelons
are, in effect, male clubs. Accepting
women in some token role is not difficul;
allowing them power, inside knowledge
or a place on the letterheud, the concomi-
tants to promotion, are altogether
different. F
Prejudice is not the only obstacle fuced
by women, Another is education. Wom-
en may crowd the campuses (at the Uni-
versity of North Carolina, in Chapel Hill,
as at the University of Indiana and the
University of New York at Plattsburg,
women now make up a majority at a
“male" college, and some trustees fear
for their future donations). But they still
tend to study soft subjects, the humanities
and the life sciences, which do not lead 10
the best paid jobs, There has been a
notable shift away from teaching and
towards business studies; but in the physi-

cal sciences and engineering, where only .

18% ,of graduates are women, several
programmes started in the enthusiastic
1960s specially to attract women have
been dropped for lack of interest.

Another obstacle is pure biology: the
fact that women, as the bearers and
rearers of children, are more likely 10
take leave from their jobs for pericds of
years. This dissuades their bosses from
promoting them, and in many cases dis-
suades the women from trying to get any
higher. Exhaustion takes its toll, and
stamina is needed to overcome the largest
obstacle of ull, the self-protective in-
stincts of men,

The Senta Clara decision, which im-
plicitly upholds any number of voluntary
plans that were in doubt before, may
encourage companies to make more ef-
fort to promote women. Yet there is also
a need for some example in high places.
Efforts 10 promote women in state and
federal offices seem to embolden private
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employers. Under President Reagan, re-
cruitment of women to government has
recently returned to its level of 1980 after
a sharp dive; about 15% of presidential
appointments are now women, and about
the same praoportion hold elected posts in
the cities and cabinet appointments in the
states.

The administration, however, refuses
1 countenance preferential treatment for
anyone. It fought on Mr Johnson's side in
the Santa Clara case as long as it could
and, having lost that one, is now trying to
insist on the enforcement of a Court of
Appeals ruling blocking racial quotas in
the hiring of firemen in Washington, DC.
If all else fails, says one officer of the
Justice Department, a new appointment
or two to the Supreme Court may be the

] yeway to turn the tide,
women, largely becayse they are still not/ 7~
7 Jews '

Diaspora divided

WAGHINGTDN, DE

“America, it now appears, may not be
your promised land." In a letter to the
Jerusalem Post, Professor Shiomo Avin-
eri, a respected lsracli political scientist,
contends that the dismay of American
Jews at Israel's bad behaviour reflects
their insecunity: their exile may be velvet.
lined but they still feel “as vulnerable as
Soviet or [ranian Jews", running for cov-
er to avoid, not in their case the police,
but the suspicion of divided loyalties,
American Jews, suggests Mr Avinen, live
with the fear of being shut out, once
again, from the high-powered, sensitive
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jobs they now command. Stuff and non-
sense, respond American Jewish leaders.
Mr Avineri, they say, is indulging in “an
intellectual temper tantrum™, American
Jews are outraged at the prospect of
defending an indefensible Israel, not fear-
ful of reawakened discriminstion against
themselves.

The intense preovcupation of Ameri-
ca’s 6m Jews with Israel makes rubbish of
the proposition, advanced by Mr Avineri
end by Mr Charles Krauthammer in the
Washington Post, that lsrseli viilainy
should be no skin off the community’s
nose. American Jews are Israel's bounte-
ous bankers, ardent ambassadors: identi-
fying lsrsel's Interests with America's
own, they have converted administra-
tions, Congresses and would-be elected
officials to the thesis. The charge of “dual
loyalty” breaks surface from time to time
and is stamped underfoot as anti-semitic,
notably in B vituperative exchange last
yesr between Mr Gore Vidal, who had
written 8 mischievous article in the Na-
tion, and Mr Norman Podhoretz, the neo-
conservative editor of Commentary, who
responded with ponderous fury.

The current agonising among Ameri-
can Jews is less introspective, Freshened
with anger, it could in the end lesd to a
less one-sided relationship between Israel
and its American Jewish supporters. The
Israelis, not the most modest of people,
take their benefactors’ uncritical support
disdainfully for granted. And the Ameni-
cans, in the greater interest of saving
Israel from its Arab enemies—and in
gratitude for themselves living in the
United States and not in Israel-=have
swallowed all lesser reservations. If Isroel
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has been criticised, for its policies in
Lebanon or in the West Bank, it has
generally been in a whisper, out of the
side of the mouth. “However much we
were disconcerted by [Israeli] policies,"
writes one Jewish leader in response to
Mr Avineri, “'we neither shrank from our
Jewishness nor did we waver in our sup-
port for [srael.”” Criticism from non-Jews
is disallowed, equated with a willingness
to let Israel go down the drain.

To a limited extent, this attitude may
be changing. Last month a group of 65
American Jewish leaders spent a week in
Israel, speaking their minds to their hosts
in a manner that was unusually blunt,
And they found, In the words of one of
them, Mr Hyman Bookbinder, that they
could say frankly what they thought of
Israel’s misbehaviousr and the world did
not collapse about them. Their boldness,
they beligve, could mark a significant
change in American-lsraeli relations.
Constructive criticism, after nearly 40
years of backing [srael right or wrong,
may tentatively be on the cards.

Thank Mr Jonathan Pollurd for that.
American Jews are upset with the Israelis
on several counts, but the Pollard case
takes precedence, Americans are out-
raged that an American Jew should have
been engaged by Israel to steal vast
quantities of ultra-sensitive American
military information, end insuited by the
Israeli government's equivocal reaction
to American indignation. The affair is
slowly unravelling in Israel. The resigna-
tion of Colonel Aviem Sella, Mr Pollard’s
principal handler, from the senior com-
mand post to which he had been promot-
ed, is, Americans hope, only a beginning.

A curious American addendum to the
affair is hanging in the air. Senator David
Durenberger, a former Republican chair-
man of the Senate intelligence commit-
tee, is up for re-election next ysar. Ap-
parently seeking to plesse some Jewish
activists in Florida, the senator let fall
that the Americans broke the rules of the
American-Israeli game first by getting a
disaffected Israeli officer to spy out se-
crets in the early 1980s. Confusion en-
$ued. iuciudin; denials from both sides
and an investigation by the Senate ethics
committee of Mr Durenberger’'s apparent
breach of confidence.

South Africa, and immigration, too

If it had not been for the Pollard affair,
other American-laraeli disputes might
have been more readily covered up. As it
is, there is an accumulation of differ-
ences, and [srael’s friendly relations with
the South African government tops the
heap. On April Ist, the State Department
issued the report that Congress had asked
for when it passed the anti-apartheid
sanctions law last year. This partly classi-
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The sky has not yet fallen

fied document lisis the countries that are
still selling arms to South Africa in defi-
ance of the 1977 embargo "with 3 view ta
terminating military assistance to these
countries”.

Arms dealers in several NATO coun-
tries, including Britain, France, West
Germany and [taly, plus Switzerland, are
believed to be still selling weapons to
South Africa. Since none of these coun-
tries receives American military aid, they
can be embarrassed by the report but not
punished. Israel is in a separate category:
it is by far the largest single recipient of
American military help—now running at
$1.8 billion a year—and it is said, unoffi-
cially, 1o make up to $800m a year from
its secret  government-to-government
sales of weapons and. in particular, mili-
tary technology to South Africa.

Nobody expects Isracl's military aid to
be cut ofl: an escape clause will, never
fear, be found. But to make the¢ escape
smoother, and to case the awkwardness,
the Isreeli government announced on
March 19th that it would not enter into
any new military contracts with South
Africa. It would, however, honour all
existing contracts. There were two curi-
ous aspects to this announcement. It was
the first time that the government had
acknowledged that any such contracts
existed, And it was still kept secret how
long the present contracts had yet to run
before they expired. As an act of self-
denial, it was less than convincing.

A growling dispute over Soviet Jewry,
which encapsulates the underlying resent-
ments that Israelis and American Jews
feel towards one another, may have been

resolved by reports that the growing num-

ber of Jews allowed to leave the Soviet
Union will, in future, fly direct to Israel
by way of Romania (s¢e page 28). In the

AMERICAN SURV!

past, their first stop has been a we
Europesn country, Austria or ltal
where they have besn able, by claimir
refugee status, to choose the Unitc
States as their final destination in prefe
ence to fgrasl,

Most Soviet Jews do choose Americ
and American Jewry supports their fre
dom of choice; Israel, which wants mo
Jewish immigration, claims that no Je
who i8 free to come to Israel is entitled t
call himself homeless or a refugee. Onc
Soviet Jews reach Israel, they acqun
Israeli citizenship and lose the short-ct
route: if they still want to come 10 Amer
¢a, and have no family there, they 'ar
obliged to join a long queue of Israelis.

The scares, turmoil and agonising ¢
the past few months have not reduced th
Israeli lobby's authority. It is probably a
fanciful as ever to see Congress cuttin
the huge share of foreign aid that goes -
Israel, with Egypt attached by tow-line
Yet things are, perhaps, changing. Amer
ican Jewry has shown that it can say bo
to Israel and survive the day without th.
sky falling in.

Sovlet sples
Lonely Lonetree

The elite Marine Corps is going through :
bad patch. Entangled in the Iran-contre
affair are several of its members anc
former members, including Lieut-Colo
nel Oliver North; the former national
security adviser, Mr Robert McFarlane;
and Mr Donald Regan, who until recently
ran the White House for President Rea-
gan, Now the Marine Corps itself, which
since 1948 hag provided guards for Amer-
ican embassies around the world, is in
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NATIONAL UNITY PRIORITIES
(Press Summary-September 16, 1984)

Three days before the expiration of the extended mandate given Shimon Peres to
form a government, he succeeded in presenting to the Knesset his national unity.
cabinet of 25 ministers, supported by a record number of Knesset members (97
versus 23), including Labor-Yahad (40 Knesset members), Likud (41), National
Religious Party (4), Shas (4), Shinui (3), Agudat Yisrael (2), Morasha (2), and
Ometz (1). Accordingly, Labor and the Likud have 10 ministers each in the new
government .

" Left in the opposition corner are Mapam (6), which broke away from its part-
nership with Labor in the Alignment; Hatihiya (5), Hadash (4), Ratz (#), the
Progressive List Party (2), Tami (1), and Rabbi Meir Kahane.

In interviews last week with Israel's major newspapers, Priﬁe'Hinister.Shimon
Peres acknowledged that the newly formed national unity government's priorities
would be to deal with the country's economic situation, especially to bring
under control the 400 percent inflation per annum, and to bring cbout an early
withdrawal of Israel's army from Lebanon.

Both Israel's economy and the unresolved situation in Lebanon were the major
issues in the recent national election campaign. In the new government the
Likud's Yitzhak Moda'i, 57, is finance minister and Labor's Yitzhak Rabin, 62,
is defense minister. Moda'i is the leader of the Liberal party faction of the
Likud, whereas Rabin is a former Israeli army chief of staff, ambassador to
Washington and prime minister. These two ministers are the ones directly
responsible for carrying out the policies that Mr. Peres has made his govern-
ment's. priorities.

1. The Economy.

Shlomo Ma'oz, writing in Ha'aretz (September 14), describes Mr. Moda'i as
"close" to both Mr. Peres and Mr. Shamir. "Yitzhak Moda'i's economic theory
- objects to a large devaluation (of the shekel) that leads only to further
inflation.... In his opinion, every subsidy or support of basic commodities,
fuel, electricity, education and health must cease," Ma'oz notes. Such sub-
sidies are currently between 40 to more than 100 percent of those basic and
other commodities. But Moda'i "supports the linkage of wages to the index,
while objecting to the sophisticated system of linkages that otherwise neu-
tralize the government's ability to conduct effective (economic) policies."

Ma'oz predicts that Mr. Moda'i will choose to implement a "total economic
program" rather than step-by-step measures, thereby serving "to neutralize the
public's expectations that (contribute to the) rates of inflation." This
program, Ma'oz adds, would include selective investment in economic growth
through increased, but not subsidized, exports.
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Finance Minister Moda'i is described by associates as a "scintillating person"
whose greatest enemy is himself, writes Ma'oz, adding that Mr. Moda'i's "im-
pulsive temperament” would "be best restrained by a staff of advlsors."

Avi Temkin, writing a "news analysis" on the front page of the weekend Jerusalem

Post (September 14), entitled, "Nation's economy will be in volatile hands,"

notes that Israel's "next finance minister, Yitzhak Moda'i, has a reputation for
being unpredictable. Those who have tried to forecast his next steps have found
it a risky matter."

Temkin reviews Mr. Moda'i's ideas on Israel's economy during the past year,

beginning with an interview in the Jerusalem Post in September, 1983. At that

time, Mr. Moda'i "said that he had some ideas about ways to rescue the economy,
adding that they would involve the use of some administrative measures to
diminish the budget deficit." A few days ago, Temkin adds, ‘Mr. Moda'i "again
hinted at administrative measures when he said that, temporarily, some anti-
Liberal moves would be needed."

Temkin speculates what those moves may be and suggests that they include "a wage
and price freeze, a proposal common to almost every economist in the country.
Although Moda'i has gone on record.... in favor of a large budget cut, a freeze
in social services and a slash in public spending, he seems to have reservations
about the benefits of trimming the budget."

Citing Mr. Moda'i's temperamental nature, Temkin recalls the period when the new
finance minister was energy minister in the Likud government. During a strike
by workers of the Electric Corporation in August 1979, Mr. Moda'i warned "we
will sit in the dark, refrigerators will not work and there will be no water,
but we: shall not give in to every pressure group that lays its hands on the
economy's throat." Two weeks later, Temkin adds, Moda'i granted almost -all of
the workers demands and the strike ended.

Accordlng ‘to Zvi Zerachya, writing in Davar (September 14), published by the

Labor party, "the most wanted commodities in the finance ministry are two
articles, published some seven months ago in the press ("Yediot Acharonot" and
"Ma'ariv"), and written by the new finance minister, Yitzhak Moda'i...." Thus,
Zerachya notes that Mr. Moda'i's economic programs are not new since he had
personally made them public in the past. They consist of price and wage
freezes, a monthly devaluation of the shekel at the rate of the monthly cost-
of-living index, with wages linked to the monthly index.

The same publicized programs, Zerachya indicates, should also put to rest the
fears shared by labor union leaders regarding unemployment that could result
from recession-like measures that many expect. Apparently, Mr. Moda'i opposes
unemployment. "In his opinion, unemployment causes great losses to the economy
and, in addition, leads to large payments of compensation for dismissal that
interfere with the control of inflation," Zerachya writes. Nevertheless, Mr.
Moda'i is known to favor a reduction in the civil service staff, he adds.

Zerachya predicts that very soon "it will be possible to begin to measure the
intensity of the tremor that will accompany the entrance of Moda'i to the post
he spent years preparing for."



2. The War in Lebanon. ST S L e

"The promissory note that the the Alignment signed when it alloted six months
for the exit of the IDF (Israel Defense Force) from Lebanon has now been
presented to Yitzhak Rabin for payment " writes Michael Garti of Ha'aretz
(September 14), in an article entitled "The first note."

Garti writes "that the Israeli public -- constituents of the Alignment, the
Likud and all the others, wants an end to .the wretched chapter in the military
history of the IDF.... (when Israel's) soldiers became the contents of a
training bag, which boxers of all Lebanese. communities and political streams
have been punching." : :

In one sentence, Garti sums up the tragedy of the Lebanese war: "Twenty-seven
months, 595 killed and 3,500 wounded, following (Ariel) Sharon's declaration of
a 48-hour war; two governments after (Menachem) Begin's claim, following
consultation with his government's ministers, that if 50 soldiers will fall in
the operation this will be a disaster -- it appears that also those who sup-
ported the war with all their hearts, want to see in Rabin that defense minister
who will pull the IDF out of the Lebanese mire." -

But Garti fears that "the public's yearning to get out of the Lebanese mire, and

the trust that the public places in Rabin, the chief-of-staff of the (1967) Six. -

Day War, have the makings of bitter disappointment." This assessment is based

on the assumption that the IDF cannot unilaterally withdraw entirely to the o

international boundary without first guaranteeing the safety of Israel'
northern border. .

"The meaning of such a withdrawal is. to depend upon the .Southern Lebanese Army
(SLA), and such dependence is strictly very limited. If IDF forces leave all of
Lebanon, the SLA will be unable to accept full responsibility for the peace of.
the Galilee -- and at the most could only prevent the massive deployment of
(Palestinian) terrorists," Garti writes. Consequently, Garti argues that_the
IDF can only make a partial withdrawal to a new line of defense that would take
into account the 22 kilometer range of Katusha missiles and their threat to -
Israel's northern population. Missiles with.a longer range, Garti adds, are not
very mobile and cannot be easily introduced surreptitiously to an area that is
subject to investigation and controls.

In Garti's view, withdrawal of the IDF to new lines in Lebanon, especially on
the western front, will not lead to a reduction in Israeli casualties since ex-
perience has proved that "the grenade throwers and those who plant .explosive
charges" have been following Israeli soldiers south after each transfer of
responsibility to the SLA by the IDF.

Garti recommends that Mr. Rabin, "whose analysis regarding the situation in
Lebanon is the best that has been made, must understand that he cannot allow the
public to see him as an all effective magician... this obligates him to tell the
truth to the public, and it is best that these things be said before the.
expectations develop to the extent that the fall from them will hurt..."

The Jerusalem Post's defense correspondent, Hirsh Goodman, in an article
entitled "A difficult legacy," also notes that "Rabin's optimistic words this
week that he could get the IDF out (of Lebanon) in six months will undoubtedly
come back to haunt him." .
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The situation continues to get worse, Hirsh writes. "There are an average of 10
attacks against IDF personnel in Lebanon each week.... There is increased
fundamentalism and anti-Israeli sentiment is building up among the Shi'ites.
There is also a gradual but persistent PLO build-up in the Bekaa and along the
Awali, where the Druse have been lax, a bolstering of Syrian positions in the
Bekaa and growing political pandemonium in the north."

Others, however, believe that the continuing war in Lebanon has a solution, but
not one that the new national unity government of Israel is likely to undertake.
This view appears in an article by Alex Fishman, entitled "A doctor without
access to the medicine cabinet,” in the weekend Al Hamishmar (September 14),
published by the Socialist Mapam party.

The doctor is, of course, Yitzhak Rabin, and the "medicine cabinet" is the
Palestinian problem that must be solved, according to Fishman, -if Israel is to
live in peace with its neighbors. But "the conditions that led to the esta-
blishment of the national unity government, the composition of that government
and its policy guidelines, create.a very clearly defined area in whose framework
the tenth defense minister of Israel can operate... The question, therefore,
will not be what does Yitzhak Rabin want to do, but what can he do," writes
Fishman.

Fishman claims that Mr. Rabin has-"prescriﬁfgbns for the illness. A territorial

compromise and talks with (Jordan's King) Hussein according to a very strict
timetable are at the top of (Rabin's). priorities. More than once he told
limited forums on the eve of the elections, that if he does not succeed in
bringing Hussein to the negotiating table in the course of 1985, he will see
this as the fallure of his policies in the defense system, as well as the
failure of the entire government, requiring new elections."

Fishman writes that under the circumstances of the national unity government, in

which the Likud has parity with Labor, "Rabin is 'as limited as his predecessors,
and will only be able to deal with the symptoms of the illness." But Fishman
does not agree with those who are convinced that Mr. Rabin cannot rapidly
achieve Israel's withdrawal from Lebanon. He cites Mr. Rabin's repeated

determination to bring about such withdrawal within four to nine months and

predicts that this will happen accordingly. Among the reasons Fishman offers is
the Labor party's "need for a quick political achievement, while showing off its
abilities in terms of action before another round (of elections)" that Fishman
foresees. In the words of Yitzhak Rabin, "the Lebanese problem is the least
important of all the problems that are presented in the confrontation regions of
the State of Israel where quiet has been maintained for ten years. We have to
remove the Lebanese problem from our national agenda."

Fishman sincerely hopes, as do many others, that the new defense minister "will
enter history as the resurrector of the defense theory of the State of Israel --
(that) the solution of political problems cannot nor should not be solved
through wars. War is the last alternative and the worst for solving political
problems."

LA B S
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date March 17, 1986

to Area Directors and Executive Assistants
from  George E. Gruen, Director, Israel & Middle East Affairs
subject Proposed U.S. Arms Sales to Saudi Arabia

The basic points in this background memorandum were approved by the
Steering Committee of the International Relations Commission this
morning and by the Board of Governors at its meeting this afternoon. It
was decided not to issue a formal public statement at this time, but to
authorize the officers to issue a statement expressing our disapproval
of the proposed arms sales to Saudi Arabia at their discretion,
dependent upon the outcome of present efforts to reach a compromise
between the Administration and Congressional opponents of the arms
package.

The following points may be helpful to you in case you receive
inquiries as to the issues we believe need to be considered in regard to
the current proposal:

The American Jewish Committee shares the concern of the United
Government to wmaintaln the free flow of oil from the Arabian
Peninsula and Persian Gulf, to support the security and stability of the
pro-Western Gulf states, to oppose radical forces in the area and the
expansion of Soviet influence into the region. We have serious ques-
tions, however, about the wisdom and efficacy of certain planned
Administration actions intended to achleve these strategic goals.

The Reagan Administration notified Congress on March 11 that it
proposes to sell Saudi Arabia $354 million worth of additional sophis-
ticated air-to-air, air-to-sea, and ground-to-air missiles in the belief
that such action would advance these interests and that the sale was
made urgent by the recent successes of the Iranian forces against Iraq
and the potential threat this poses to neighboring Kuwait and eventually
to Saudi Arabia. The Administration contends that failure to meet the
Saudi requests at this time would harm bilateral Saudi-American
relations and hurt the credibility of the United States with the rest of
the Gulf Arabs.

The Administration further contends that these arms are needed for

Saudi defense, can be absorbed within the Saudi military, and "do not
represent a threat to Israel," since "this sale will not threaten
Israel's qualitative military edge nor change the balance of power in

. the Middle East." The number of missiles being offered for sale, the
~ Administration argues, are only one-third of the number originally

requested by the Saudis.
-over-
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The American Jewish Committee believes that this sale should not be
seen in isolation, but within the context of Saudi Arabla's overall
program of acquisition of large quantities of the most advanced aircraft
and missiles. We believe that before deciding whether or not to approve
the present Saudi arms request, the Congress should carefully examine
whether these additional missiles are in fact needed in view of the
large stockpile already present in Saudi Arabia. Indeed, the current
Saudi ratio of missiles per plane greatly exceeds that of the U.S. and
Israell air forces. In any case, their delivery should be made
contingent on the depletion of existing supplies as they are expended in
training and through attrition.

Moreover, in view of the limited number of serviceable planes
available to the Iranian air force, there is considerable doubt .as to
how much of a realistic challenge they pose to Saudi Arabia, which
already has numerous planes and missiles, as well as the effective
advance warning and electronic support provided by the four U.S. Air
Force AWACS currently stationed in the country. The recent Iranian-
successes against Iraq have been achieved .through massive infantry
attacks and not through airpower. The missiles are also no barrier to
the propaganda and subversion campaigns being mounted by Iran against
its conservative neighbors.

Finally, Congress should weigh the Administration's request in the
context of the Congressionally mandated requirement that the Saudis must
provide "substantial assistance" to the United States in promoting peace
in the region. We note with deep concern that Saudi Arabia continues to
furnish financial assistance to Syria and the Palestine Liberation
Organization to enable them to carry on what it calls the "armed
struggle" against "the Zionist enemy." Moreover, the Saudis have in
recent months proclaimed their "categorical solidarity" with Libya
-- including a pledge to replace losses resulting from American economic
sanctions. At the United Nations last December and at the Islamic
Conference Organization meeting this past January the Saudis sponsored
resolutions calling on all states to sever their ties with Israel and
laying the groundwork for expelling the Jewish state from the United
Nations.

Congress should also keep in mind the potential danger that until
Saudi Arabia stops supporting the enemies of Israel, any weapons -- and
particulary such ideal terrorist weapons as the Stinger handheld
anti-aircraft missiles -- may at some point be diverted to use against
Israeli or American aircraft by radical forces such as the PLO, the
Syrians or the Libyans.

cc: Board of Governors
Steering Committee
International Relations Commission

86-580
9385-IRD7
3/17/86 /sm



THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date March 17, 1986
to Area Dlr.ectors and Executive Assistants
from ~ George E. Gruen, Director, Israel & Middle East Affairs
subject Proposed U.S. Arms Sales to Saudi Arabia

The basic points in this background memorandum were approved by the
Steering Committee of the International Relations Commission this
morning and by the Board of Governors at its meeting this afternoon. It
was decided not to issue a formal public statement at this time, but to
authorize the officers to issue a statement expressing our disapproval
of the proposed arms sales to Saudi Arabia at their discretion,
dependent upon the outcome of present efforts to reach a compromise
between the Administration and Congressional opponents of the arms

package.

The following points may be helpful to you in case you receive
inquiries as to the 1ssues we believe need to be considered in regard to
the current proposal:

The American Jewish Committee shares the concern of the United
Government to maintain the free flow of oil from the Arabian
Peninsula and Persian Gulf, to support the security and stability of the
pro-Western Gulf states, to oppose radical forces in the area and the

© expansion of Soviet Influence into the region. We have serious ques-
tions, however, about the wisdom and efficacy of certain planned
Administration actions intended to achieve these strategic goals.

The Reagan Administration notified Congress on March 11 that it
proposes to sell Saudi Arabia $354 million worth of additional sophis-
ticated air-to-air, air-to-sea, and ground-to-air missiles in the belief
that such action would advance these interests and that the sale was
made urgent by the recent successes of the Iranian forces against Iragq
and the potential threat this poses to nelghboring Kuwait and eventually
to Saudi Arabia. The Administration contends that failure to meet the
Saudi requests at this time would harm bilateral Saudi-American
relations and hurt the credibility of the United States with the rest of
the Gulf Arabs.

The Administration further contends that these arms are needed for

Saudi defense, can be absorbed within the Saudi military, and "do not
represent a threat to Israel," since "this sale will not threaten
Israel's qualitative military edge nor change the balance of power in
the Middle East." The number of missiles being offered for sale, the

- Administration argues, are only one-third of the number originally

requested by the Saudis.
-over-
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date March 14, 1986
| to Steening Committee, International Relations Commission
trom _ | Geefge E. Gruen, Direetor,‘ ‘Israel & Middle East Affairs
subie'ct: 'I -Propeeed 0.5, Arlns Sales to Saudl Ar.abia

" The ﬂne;'ican Jewish Committee shares the concern of the United
States Government to maintain the free flow of oil from the Arabian
| Peninsula and Persian Gulf to support the security and stability of the
.,pro Western Gulf states, to oppose radical forces in the area and the
explansion of Soviet influence into the region. ‘We have serious ques-
Itions, however, about the wisdom and efficacy of certain- planned
Administration actions intended to achleve these strategic goals.
_ The Reagan AdniniEt r 2t TORNGETY Led Congress on March 11 that it
proposes to sell Saudi Ara'b'ia $354 millilon worth of additional 'sophls-
‘ ticated air to-air, air- to- sea, and ground-to-air missiles in the belief
-that such action would advance these interests and that the sale was
made urqent by the recent successes of the Iranian forces against Iraq
-and the potential threat this poses to neighboring Kuwait and eventually
to Saudi Arabla. The Administration contends that failire to meet the
Saﬁdi" reqeests 'Iat tnie tine we'i.:'ld' ha-rm‘ bilei:eral Saudi-American
| -r-e.letio'nls- and hurt the credibility of the United States with the rest of
tne Gul f Ar_abs. The Administration fu_rthef _COntende that these arms are

 needed for Saudi defense, can be absorbed within the Saudi military, and
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"do not represent a threat to Israel," since "this sale will not
threaten Israel's qualitative military edge nor change the balance of
power in thg Middle East."

The American Jewish Committee believes that this sale should not.be
seen in isolation, but within the context ﬁf Saudi Arabia's overall
program of acquisition of large quantities of the most advanced aircrgft

.and missiles. We believe that before deciding whefher or not to approve

the present Saudi arms request, the Congress should carefully examine.

whether all these additional missiles are in fact needed in view of the

large stockpile already present in Saudi Afabia. Indeed, the current.

Saudi ratio of missiles per plane exceeds that of the U.S. and Israeli
air forces. In any case, their deliverylshould be made contingenf on
. the depletion of exist;ng supplies és they ére expended in training and
through attrition. ) -

Moreover, in view of_the limited numbef of serviceablg plaﬁes
available to the Iranian air force, there is considerable doubt as to
how much of a rgalistic'chal}enge they pose to 5audi Arabia, which
already has numerous planes and missiles, as well ;s the e%fective
advance warniqg and electronic support provided by the four U.S. Air
Force AWACS currently stationed in the coum‘;ryl. Tﬁe recent Iranian
successes against Iraq have been achieved through massive infahtry
attacks and not thrqugh airpower. The missiles are_éiso.no barrier to
. the propaganda and.subve;sion campaigns being mounted by Iran against
its conservative neighbors. |

Finally, Congres; should weigh the Administration's request in.the
context of the Congressionally mandated requirement thét the Saudis must

provide "substantial assistance" to the United States in promoting peace
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in the region. We note with deep'concérn that Saudi Arabia continues to
furnish financial assistance to Syria and the Palestine Liber#tion
Organization to enable them to carry on what it calls the "armed
struggle" ‘against “the.Zionlét enemy." Moreover, the Saudis have in
recent months proclaimed their "categorical solidarity" with Libya
-~ Including a pledge to replace losses resulting from American economic

sanctions. At the United Nations last December and at the Islamic

Conference Organization meeting this past January the Saudis sponsored

resolutions calling on all states to sever their ties with Israel and
layina the groundwork for expelling the Jewigh state from the United
Nations.

In view of thils record, it 1s crucial that the United States insist
on verifiable safequards to insure that any arms it furnishes -- and
particularly such ideal terrorist weapons as the Stinger handheld
anti-alrcraft missiles -- be available exclusively for defense of Saudi
territory. They must not be allowed to be diverted to use against
Israeli or American aircraft by radical,forceélsuch as the PLO, the

Syrians or the Libyans.
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. THE PDSITiDN OF THE "BLACK HEBREWS" IN ISRAEL
An Examination of the Complex Issues Involved

By George E. Gruen
1

i

As elections approach in Israel, the future of the "Black Hebrew" community

has once again become a hgadline issue in the Israeli press. Who are these

'pebple, why has their'presence_in Israel aroused so much controversy and what

are some of the issues that need to be addressed?

1. Who are the Black Hebrews?

While popularly knoﬁn in fsrael as the BlackIHebrews, this messianic sect
officially cails_itself the "Drigiﬁél African Hebrew Israelite Natioﬁ of
JEfusalem." Abcording-to a bésip study by Dr. Morfis Lounds,-Jr., a Black
sociologist, the group, appears to have arisen in.the'ﬁlack ghettos of Chicago in
fhe earlf 1960's, at a fime when "there wére a-nuﬁbér of Black Jewish cult

anups in Chicago advocating a form of Judaism blended with Black nationalism."

(Lounds, Israel's Black Hebrews: Black Americans in Search of Identity Washing-

ton, D.C., University Press of America, Inc. 1981.) Most of these groups, soon

A

disintegrated and the remainder did not seriously consider emigration from the

United States. The Black Hebrews, however, did. -In the summer of 1967 a grbup of

" some 170, mosfly from.Chicago, left -- not for Jerusalem, but for Monrovia, the

capital of Libéfia.



2. How were the Black Hebrews Received in Libefia?

Initially they were welcomed by the Liberian Govérnment, in accordance with
its policy of encouraging immigration, eSpeéially of American Blaéks.'They were
given rent-free housing for three months and a monthly allotment of $60 per
person. They were also offered a 300-acre site to develop into farmland, as they
had requested. Relations soon soured. The Black Hebrews cnnfend that-the land
was not suitable and that they were being discriminated against because they
.would not work on the Sabbath. The Liberian éqthurities denied the charges,
noting that they were also given housing in Monrovia and that the Constitution
specifically exempted Sabbath-observers from working on Saturday. Some of the

disillusioned members of the gfoup returned to the United States.

After two yéars, in November 1969, Liberian Attornéy General James A. A.
Pierré instituted deﬁortation proceedings againsf éﬂme 75Iremaining members of
the Black Hebrews on thé_around that they were "undesirable aliens" and "withoutl
any appareﬁt intention of working or becoming useful to'the-country." (Liberian
§ﬂ¥1£, Nov. 4, 1969.) Moreover, Mr. Pierre pointed out thaf-the-Governmgnt had
repeatedly offereq them citizenship but had asked them to spread out gnd be
assimilated into the general population of the country, which had péen founded

by freed American slaves in 1847. The Black Hebrews had refused to apply for

citizenship and had rejected the Government's request.

Mr, Milt Greaves of the Liberian Department of Information made a scathing -
comment: "When they arrived in Liberia, they stated that there were others in
Chicago also interested in coming to settle in Liberia. The basis of identiti-

cation then was that we were all 'Black soul brothers' who had to stand to-



n

B

gether.... When They discovered that Liberia, a devéloping country, cuuld ill
aFFsrd parasites merely because they were 'soul brothers,‘ they-decided to seek
greener pastures. The logical place was Israel. Where they will go next is a’
little harder to determine . . . Their dissatisfaction with Liberia stems not

from discrimination but from the false picture they had of the country as a

country flowing with 'free' milk and honey!" ("America's Black Jews in Israel,"

. Israel, March 1970, p. 36.)

1\

3. When did the Black Hebrews first arrive in Israel?

A few weeks later, on Decsmbei 21, 1969, a group of 39 Black Hebrews landed
at Lydda International Airport, and asked to be granted immediate immigrant
status under Israel's Law of Return and be given land to establish a kibbutz, or
communal farm, near Tel Aviv. The Israeli immigratisn authorities said that the
question of whether they were.in fact Jewish was to be determined by the
government in consultation with the rabbinical courts. The authorities.granted
them tourist status for three months, as is offered to any American visitor
entering on a valid U.S. passport. In addition, the group was settled in the
Negev development town of Dimona and given assistance in obtaining housing,
employment, Hebrew language instruction, .and other support usually provided to

new immigrants.

Shortly thereafter, the rest of the Hebrew Israelites from Liberia arrived
in two groups and joined their brethren in Dimona. At first relations with the
general communit}, mostly composed of recent Jewish immigrants, were fairly -

amicable. Dimona's dynamic young mayor, Israel Navon, was quoted as saying that
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"we've got jobs for 600 more, if we had housing for them." The Black Hebrews'
colorful, individual clothing, their eagerness to learn Hebrew, their sense of

community, all were at first seen as positive factors.

While their beliefs aroused cﬁx_'iosity, they did not encounter discrimina-
tion on the basis of their race. Indeed, many of their Jewish immigrant neigh- .
bors had come from India, or North Africa, and their skin color was in some

!

cases just as dark as that of the Hebrew Israelites,

( W
- 555 bid race have anything to do with -the treatment of the Black Hebrews?

Israeli officials point out that the exceptional measures to aid the group were
Special Seas; hvity foward
undertaken largely because of Israel'gApersons who had suffered discrimination
Ih Coancern

and also t&md—-e-peeﬂi—eeﬂ-si—t-nﬂ?y—beweide—}bwqpam to avoid any possible

uspicion of racism. They emphaSﬁiF that had a similarly bizarre sect of white
persons come with the claim that they wereﬂorlglnal and only true Israelites

they would have been barred entry and summarily deported .‘/

The question of the human rights of the Blal.;k Hebrews in Israel ws in-
vestigated in January 1981 by a delegation of prominent American Black civil
rights leaders, including 'Bayard Rustiﬁ of the’A. Philip Randolph Educatilon
- Fund; Alexander J. Allen, Vice President of the National Urban League; Lewis J.
Carter I1I, National Labo-r Director of the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Cc;lored People; and Mrs. Arthur C. Logan, National Council of
Negro Women. The delegatioﬁ in,;ensely investigated tHe question of whether
official racism was involved in the Black Hebrew problem, raised the question

with each person the delegation met and "spent considerable time with non-white

groups which we felt would be most sensitive to any such problems." The



delegation stated that "Ben Ami Carter, leader of the Black Hebrews, told us
that he does not consider that his community's prablems spring from official

racism."
In its report, the delegation stated:
From all the evidence we have heard, including that from the Black Hebrew

Community, we conclude that official racism plays no part in this sensitive

problem. The initial welcome given to the Black Hebrews and the offer of

conversion clearly support that conclusion. The general agreement is that the

- &
official difficulties stem from deep-seated E%igioué, philosophical and politi-

cal differences.

5. Are the Black Hebrews Jewish?

Black Hebrew leaders have taken conflicting positions about whether they
claim to be‘Jewish. Hiskiyahu Blackwell, who led the first group of arrivals,
told reporters at Lydda airport: "All we ask is to be allowed to live here in
Israel and work and study. We are Jewish. We have always been Jewish, and we

have come to Israel for the same reason any Jew comes here." (New York Times,

Dec. 23, 1969.)

Rabbi Dar'i of Jaffa, a native of Morocco, who had aiscovered'"lost Jewish
souls" in Arab families and helped them return to Judaism, became interested in
the Black Hebrews and sought to help them with the authorities. Upon investi-
gation he found that they readiiy admitted that before coming to Israel there

had been considerable intermarriage with non-Jewish Blacks, some had been

-

Y



married in church; some had been baptized. Dr. Lounds found that many of their
rituals also departed radiéally from Jewish tradition, for example their
absolute fasting every Sabbath, their strict vegetarianism,'and their assertion
that the holy days "are meﬁorials, of less importance for devotional acts for

Hebrew Israelites than for Jéws." (Lounds, Israel's Black Hebrews, p. 61.)

While the Biblical exodus from Egyptian slavery has always been a.unifying
theme ahong all Jews, the Black Hebrews have chosen to disassociate themselves
from Israel's Jewisq community in the observance of Passover. Whereas Israeli
Jews, both Ashkenazim and Sephardih, observed the holiday in Nissan (corres-
ponding to mid=April this year); the Black Hebrews'are.observing their "New

World Passover," a month later on May 17-18.

Rabbi Dar'i recommended‘that they undergo formal Orthodox conversion to
Judaism and accept the normative Jewish practices. They would also have to stop
the practice of polygamy. (israel has outlawed polygamy except for those who
had lawfully contracted multiple marriages before the coming of the law into
effect.) Several Black Hebrews were éonsidering the route of formal conversion
to Judaism when Ben-Ami Carter, "The-Righteous Teacher," came from Liberia with
.47 additional followers from Chicago and strenuously rejected formal conversion

to Judaism. (Israel, March 1970, pp.38-43.)

Carter now began to expound a view of history and theology that was bound
to antagonizelthe Israeli authorities. Typical waé the statement thatlthe
Israeli Jews "are mostly European converts who adopted the ways of the ancient
Israelites. There is no link between these people and the Biblical Israelites

who were Black." (Jerusalem Post, Jan. 9, 1973) Carter and other Hebrew
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Israelite leaders predicted that a war of Armageddon wold occur shortly in which

their antagonists would be destroyed and the Hebrew Israelites would assume
power, to usher in the millenium. (Lounds, op. cit., p.3.) In a 1975 interview,
Asiel (Warren Brown) the "International Ambassador" of the Hebrew-Israelites,

told Black World:

By 1977, the lands and the institutions now being controlled by the
illegal government occupying that land [Israel] will be in the hands
of Black people from America, with the authority of the Original -
Hebrew Israelite Nation from Jerusalem. (Quoted in "The Black
Hebrews," by Roberta Elliott, Newsview, Feb. 14, 1984.)

After the rabbinicai authorities had decided that the Black Hebrews were -
not Jewish and the Minister of Inferinr began expulsion proceedings against
Black Hebrews who had either entered the country illegally or whose residence
permits had expired, the Black Hebrews went to court. During the trial, they
did not claim to be "Jéws," but arqued tHat the law should apply to anyone who
regarded himself as a Hebrew by nationality or birthright. The Eourt1ruled that
since the Hebrew Israelites were not Jewish they could not benefif from the Law
of Return. The Ministry of the Interior therefore was écting within its rights
to expel Black ‘Hebrews who were living in the country illegally. Significantly,
1iQe Court recommended that all those Hebrew Israelgtes alreédy residing in the
country -- then estimated ét a few hundred souls -- be allowed to reméin in |
Israel. (Lounds, op. cit., pp. 49-50 and 161-62. For description and analysis

of the court case, see the Jerusalem Post, Jan. 9, 1973.)

6. What factors have exacerbated the problem? .
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THE -BRAIN-WASHING OF THE ANTI-ZIONISTS
by S. Zalman-Abramov

JAN 13 1986
(this article has been translated from Ha'aretz, January 1,
1986, by The American Jewish Committee as a public service.)

MISSIONARY ACTIVITY IN ISRAEL IS NOT AN OFFENSE UNDER THE LAW
EVEN THOUGH THE ULTRA-ORTHODOX TRY TO PRESENT IT IN SUCH A
LIGHT.

There is no need to mince words over the scandal caused by the
anti-Zionists with respect to the Jerusalem branch of an American
university founded by the Mormon sect. For some years now,
this branch has been operating here as an academic institution
in all respects and no complaint has been heard against it.
Following the dying down of the scandal of the assaults on the
work of the archaeologists, and revocation of the rabbinical
ban, with respect to ancient graves in Tiberias, Agudat Israel
activists have now picked on an American university to agitate
the public. Their claim is for a halt to the construction of
this university since, in their view, it is designed to convert
Jews - in other words: to engage in missionary work.

The leaders of Aguda are not unaware of the fact that there
is no legal possibility for complying with their demand.
Nevertheless, they have set this campaign in motion and, sur-
prisingly enough, even some non-orthodox have joined the fray.
The leaders of the nation, however, have remained silent and
have not had the civic courage to tell the people the truth

of the matter. The result of their failures: distortion and
confusion. ;

While expressing no confidence in the Government, in the Knes-
set on December 24, 1985, M.K. Avraham Shapira, speaking on
behalf of Agudat Israel, claimed that since this university

is a mere camouflage for missionary activity, its construction
should be halted and its functioning prohibited. He was fol-
lowed by M.K. Rabbi Drukman, who called for "a fight to prevent
missionary activity with the aim of convert#mng us”.

Appearing for the Government, Minister Moshe Shachal pointed
out that this university had obtained all the authorizations

as required by law, including that of the Ministry of Education,
then headed by Zevulun Hammer, by the Ministry of the Interior,
then headed by Minister Yosef Burg, and by the Ministry of Fo-
reign Affairs, headed by Minister Yitzchak Shamir, as well as:
by the Town Building Committee and by the organs of the local
Government in which representatives of the ultra-orthodox and
the religious faction participated, and did not protest at the
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granting of the authorizations. Since this university has

complied with the requirements of the law, the construction
cannot be halted. The Minister said further: "There is an
international aspect to this issue, since the Mormons have in-
fluential supporters, among them senators and administration

- representatives, whose support is important (for us). It was

not for nothing that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Mr.

- Shamir at its head, attributed importance to strengthening

the connection with the Mormons, and it should alsc be mentioned,
by way of intimation, that world public opinion will not be

- happy with an arbitrary action on this subject nor will world

Jewry derive pleasure from it".

It would have been fitting had Mr. Shachal made do with the
following weighty arguments: the obligation to uphold the
law on the one hand, and general Jewish and national interest

~on the other. Any Zionist would have found these satisfactory.

But the Minister, for some reason, also wished to satisfy the
non-Zionists, and so, raised another point. He said: "There
is a written undertaking by the Mormons not to engage in mis-
sionary work in Israel.: The students, faculty and staff as-
sociated with the institution will not be permitted to engage
in activities of religious conversion in Israel."

LEGALLY PERMISSIBLE

This statement is most supprising as it implies that missionary
activity in Israel is prohibited and that, therefore, all those
associated with this institution have been required to make a
commitment not to breach this prohibition. It must be made ab-
solutely clear that the law in Israel doces not prohibit missionary
activity. For 150 years now many Christian institutions have
been engaging in this activity and, despite the meager results,
they continue to seek converts for their religion. A number of
years ago, members of Agudat Israel launched an anti-mission
campaign and under their pressure, the Knesset enacted a law
entitled "Penal Code Amendment (enticement to change religion)
Law", 1977, which provided that "whosoever gives to a person

or promises to a person money Or money's-worth or other material
benefit in order to induce him to change his religion, or in
order that he may induce another person to change his religion,
is liable to imprisonment for five years". So far no person has
been prosecuted under this law.

There was no justification for Minister Shachal to refer to
undertakings from the students, teachers and employees of the
Mormons' university to desist from missionary activity. Such
an undertaking has not been asked from other Christian insti-
tutions active in Israel. It is illegal for Government to
request that a person desist from a legal act. It is easy to
imagine the intensity of the reaction of the Christian world
to a prohibition against religious propaganda and the effect
of this reaction on the standing of Jews in the Diaspora.

It is also easy to imagine the reaction of the Mormons if they
realize that the prohibition applies only to them and not to
other Christian sects.
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The freedom to persuade - persuasion, not enticement - is one
of the principles of a democracy, and just as it is legal to
persuade people to change their philosophical, social and po-
litical outlook, so is it legal to persuade them to change their
religion. .

The attempt to interfere with legal missionary activity will

- hurt not only Israel's image abroad, but will encourage those

who seek to undermine our sovereignty over the city that is holy
to three religions, each of which has rights and interests of
long standing. If we fail to respect these rights and fadil to
refrain from harming Christian institutions, we shall be ac-
cessories to those who demand the suspension ¢f our sovereignty
over Jerusalem.

The anti-Zionist has indeed managed to brain-wash many members
of the public into thinking that missionary activity is prohibited
by law and that there is a real danger of apostasy because of

the work of the mission. These two claims are groundless and

are no more than a demogogic exercise that, because of the

failure of the leaders of the State, has achieved its objective;
it has sown confusion and increased xenophobia. Even if this
campaign dies not achieve its objective, as may be assumed, it
could nevertheless undermine the friendship of many of our well-
wishers among non-Jews, and arouse deep concern among our brethren
in the Diaspora as regards the image of our state and the quality
of its leadership. '
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT---NOT FOR PUBLICATION
The Saudi Armed Forces: _ 48

'a_source of stability or instability ®
I, ¥ -
by Mordechai Abir 5 :

~ The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia has an area of over 860,000 square
miles. Its coastal }ine.is over 2,000 miles'long:and its population
is generally estimated to be between 7 to 9 miliion people. Yet,
the bauai government censﬁses, cohducted_ih 1903 and 1974, indicéte__
thét the country had less then 4 million citi;ens. Most scholars
believe, however, that the present poﬁuiation of 5audi Arabia is
aboﬁt_& million. Of.these,4.5 million are Saudis-and 3.5 million are
foreign residents .~ . | ’(the Saudi workforce is made up of over’

. 2.5 million‘foreigners and only 1.1 million Saudi s),

Dggtabi;izing asymmetries

¥t is somewhat ironic. that about- two thirds of the western
' world'é proveh_oil reserves are located in the Gulf area, historically
_onglof the poorest, most bacikward and lezst populated in tne kicadle
East. kore than 25 percent of the Western world's proven reserves,
moreover, are to be found in Szudi arabia's eastern province alone.
But the latter, the wahhabl klngdom s nearly sole source of wealth,
| hds a Shi'i population, estimated at over 300,000 out of a total
indigenous population of 700,000.

Al—Hasa‘(ﬁhe eastern province) is typical of fhe.many asymmetfieé
Iwhiéh prevail in the region. Indeed, all ‘the oil Fiek city-states
of the Gulf with thir tiny population_have substantial Sni'i |
minorities or ﬁhi‘i majorities of their population. The gravity of

tnis situation has surfaced following the rise of the Shi'i

" *) The author wishes to thank the woodrow wilson International Center .
g for Scholars for a fellowsnip (1982/3) which facilitated the
research for a book on socio-political dynamics in Szudi arabpia,
which I am writing. This paper is based on an article which 1 intend
to publlsh soon ana is not for quotation., ' :
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fundamentaliét revolutionary regime in Teheran. Iran, moreover, has
40 million citizens, about ten times the indigenous population_of
Saudi Arabia and nearly twice that of éll the Arab Gulf countries,
including Irag, put together.

The o0il wealth of Saudi Arabia and its neighbors igs immense.
Yet, all lack most of the components necessary for the aevelopment
of diversified economies. Their ?opglation is so sﬁall that to
modernize, or industrialize, o they dre, forced to import
a vast foreign workforce, which in many cases outnumbers the
indigenous one. | _

haturally the regionzl anomalies and the weakness of_its
anachronistic regimes is conducive to internal instabiliity and
regional conflict. but even though the Soviet Uhion may have
sufficient energy resources for the coming decades, tne very Tfact
that the western industrialized countries are so dependent on the
Gulf oil makes the area a target for Loviet strategy.

Security of the whole of eastern aArabia, notwithstanding the
US-western naval presence in the north-western part oi the indian
Ocean, revolves around Saudi Arabia. Yet, it is doubtful (to say
the least) whether Hiyadh is capable of handiing the complex
challenges gener.ated by the asymmetries mentioned above, not to
mention its structural weakness and the social chagge generated by
wealth and tne rapid moaernization which the wanhabi kingaomw is

undergoing.
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The house of Saud was relatively successful in the past in
walking the tightrope between the kingdom's Wahhabi puritan
priuqiples and its evolutionury modernization, ana between the
nationalist, sometimes léftiat, aspirations of its new elites and
the conservatism of the traditional elites and the Ulama.

Riyadh succeeded as well in walking the tightrope between the

different camps in the Arab world by strictly adhering at least

B 2 i

verbally, to the Arab consensus. ©

- 4

Yet, the "affair of Mecca" in October 1979 was an indication
that neo-lkhwan tendencies were spreading and that the fundamentalist
‘wave in the Muslim world, sparked by Shi'i-Iran, is having an impact
‘on Saudi Arabia. Theré{are indications, moreover, that Ba'athist
énd other-aocialist ideoldgies are making increasing inroadé-into
the ranks of the Saudi workers: : in the oil fields and the young
university graduates _ . returning from stuaies in
Europe and the United States.

In the weak disunited arab camp of the early 1430's, Saudi
Arabia remaincd secure in the leadersaip, as long as it did not
dévidte too far from the Arab consensus. |
Events in Lebanon and the growth of Iranian power and.influenCe in
the Gulf”region '+ may, however, undermine the relative stauvility
which riyadh has been enjoying. The struggle for powef witnin the
ruling class could acceierate the process, yet the house of Saud in
the past1ﬁnded to élose itslfanks whenever its monépoly‘of power in
vaudi Arabia wés at stake. The Future staoility of tne kingdom, if
not its secﬁrity from external threats, will depénd A o

largely on tne loyalty and stréngth of the Saudi armed forces.

-
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_ Throughbut the 1950's and early 1960's the Saudi arwy znd
lational Guurd, both volunteer fqrces; reméined small and approximately
6f equal strength (15,000-18,000,. 1ln reality the wational Guard,
independent 0f the ministry of defense, was more respected ana
enjoyed superior manpowef and the trust of the royﬁl,family. Kegular
Guard units were stationed in all the main towns and the 0il fields

~and were responsible for the secufity of the royal family, Volunteeré
tb the Yuurd units came mainly from Najdi settled and noble bedauin
elements. The armed forces (officially established in 1960), however,
recruited their volunteers from among secondary tribes, the urvan
unemployed, the offsprings of slaves und even foreigners. They were
commanded by memvers of the najdi apisfocracy and important families
from other provinces. Occasionul abortive coups in the 1950‘3 and
1960's and the .desertion of airforce pilots to Egypt and Yemen in
the early 1960's, reinforced tne distrust in which the armed forces
were held by the daudi ruling class. Thus, army units were ﬁormally
stationed on the kingdom}s border and the airforce was kept_éhort
of fuel.

Jhe rise of Arab nationalism and iasser's massive involvement
in the lemeni civil war in the 1960's conviﬁced sing Faysal (1964-
197-) of the need to expand and upgrade his arméd forces. By the
mia-196u's, theretore, tne US was requested to help'modernize and -
nearly double the size of the armed forces (to 30,000).

in December 1967 rukY's harxist regime was established. 4
Soviet flotilla appeared in the Arabian Sea shortly aftéf'the.british
aecision to evécuate the Gulf oy 1971. 1n 1967, moreover, israel
defeated tne Arab arwies ana captured bast Jerusalem and otﬁer
territories. Riyadn realized by then that its new role in the Arub

and kMuslim. lezdersnip would necessitate a more active involvement
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in the struggle against Israel. is Kiyadh gradually assumed a key
role in the Arab camp facing lsrael and its contribution to Arab
political and military efforts against the Jewish state after 1973
increased dramatlcaliy, its apprehen31on about Israeli retallatlon
began to grow. :

The cecline of US creaibility, following tue fail of the Shah, and
the impact of lran s fundamentalism and its victories over Iraq (end
of 1981, caused panic in Saudi Arabia. Riyadh'increaséd-its militafy
purchases. At the same time, to coerce Washington to support its
"pax Arabica ." and to demonstrate its independence, Riyagh diversified
the sources of Saudi military purchases and assistance..ﬂut the
Fahd government also came to believe that the crisis in the Gulf
completely overshadowed the Arab-Israeli conflict. The war in Lebanon
further convinced the Saudis of the need to solve the Arao—lsraellconiilct
but Syria's resistance to a peaceful settlement and the further
decline of American credibility in this relatlon, caused the timia
Saudis to move further into the arms of the arab consensus and to
aguin examine the strength of ‘their arweu.forces.

2. DThe development of the Saudi armed forces

Ine traumatic developments in the arabian reninsula in 19067,
followed by three successful wilitary coups in 4ibya, Suuan and
Somalia and two abortive coups instigated &?ﬁaiiiieggdof the Sauadi
airforce in 1909 shook the Saudi royal family. But sing Faysal
became more determined to proceed with the modernization and
expansion of his armed forces. Thus, by 1976 the Saudi army
numbered 35,000 men, organized in four brigades with artillery, Sl
and tank units and a small airforce composed mainly of British planes.
Notwithstanding the tension in Saudi-US relations following the Yom

Kippur War ana the oil émbargo, kiyadh accepted Washington's "Peace

Hawx Prograp" for the reorganization of its ministry of defense, the
upgréding of its airforce and navy, and’the creation of a. five-to-ten
year master-plan for the development of the Saudi armed forces.
hiyadh's wiilingness an& ability to invest heavily in ambitious
defense plans were taken for grantved. lndeed, aefense receivea the

highest budget compared to any other single item in the Saudi second




development plan (1975-1980).

The kingdom's immense territory, long coastlines, sparae and
traditional population,‘and its‘oi;'wealth werelkey factors in
Saudi defense planning. American military experts assumed that, while
it will remain chronically short of manpoweryKiyadh will not lack
funds. They persuaded the Saudis, therefore, to focus on the development
Iof a powerful airforce ana air défensé system, ruther than waste
their meagerlnumuixesources on a large army and navy. The Saudi
-nxrforce is both capital and technology intensive &na is most
suitable to defend the country's oil fields and vast territories and,
'therefore.hiyéths (US) choice was logical from a policy standpoiht.
' |
l

By 1976 the Saudi airforce, with :-__ |
10,000 men (15,000 by 1983) and 95 British fighter planes,was receiving
delivefy of an additional 100 F-5 US made fighers and/aigﬁmved Hawk

SAM system. In additio%,the US corps of engineers was engaged in
modefnizing and expanding air-bases all over Saudi Arabia. lnaeed,

in this year along,Saudi gilitary purchases from the_US_(including
construction and training) amounted to 87 billion,(cbmpared to a

‘total of about $600 ‘million between 1950 and 1973).

Impatient with the sldw growth' and modernization of their armed i
forces Saudi_leéders and rlanners substantially | ' |
increased the allocafion for defense in their second fiﬁé—year |

when
deve:. opment plan (1975-1980). 4t was shortly afterwarus,/stlll
weapon
struggling to absorb previous/systems, that the Saudis, induced by
leading american officials,opted for the purchase of F-15 (4/B) ragle,

among the most advanceé planes then in American avionics. In addition:



Riyadh aéreed'to purchase a large number of Sidewinder and Maverick
air-to-air missiles. For Riyadh the F-15s and (Later on) the_AﬁACs
becume a test case both of America's friendship and of its own {
ability to influence washington.

As the Saudi defense budget began its upward spiral in the 1970's
‘it was folloﬁed by the rise of Sauai defense burchases in the United
States. In the -twenty wmonths follbwing October 1973 riyadh purchased

America weaponry ana services worth $14.6 pillion and betweeﬁ
1979 and 1982 about $25 billionsworth.(;ncluding services and.
construction).

As was the case with 0il, riyadh awarded generous military
contracts to different wWestern suppliers in order to prove ité
independence from washington and to coerce hésterﬁ nations to
‘adopt what it considered a balunced stance regarding the arab-israeli
conf%ictt Subsequently, in 197748, abandoning the Amcrican master-plan,
tne{ggggégd to accelcrate the modernization of their lénd Torces and
navy with the help of the eager West Europeans. Folloﬁing the
purchuse of 500 AMX-30 tanks from france in 1978, Frenqh advisors
were given control over half of the Saudi armored cérps ( the
other half was left to Americans). But to further demoqétrate their
independence and disapprovalof Washington's lideast policy (Camp
David) Riyadh awarded france a $3.5 billion coutfact for the
construction of'a fast missile carrying navy and, to all effect,
phased out the US naval progfamlsigned in 1972/3. Lhe british; who
won in 1977 a five yeaz‘extenkion of their contract for'training the
baudi airforce (now largely ;ade of American planes), won in 1978/9
a billion dollar contract for a separate communications network for
the National wuard. An attempt to purchase several hundred Leopard

tanks from the west Germans was aborted in 1980-1981 because of the




pressure of pﬁblic opinion. Dutch, German, Swedish, Japanese, South
Korean and Pakistani firms also won substantial slices of the vast
Saudi defense budget (seé appendix). Lthe diversity of suppliers {
created confusion which waé further exacerbatedlby Egyptian, Syrian,
ﬁordanian. Iragi and Pakistani militaery missions. lndeed, it was to
be expected that sucha.variety of experté, military'philosophies aﬁd
weapon-systems would reduce significantly the'efﬁeqtiyeness_of the
Saudi armed forces and contribute to tk%;; increasingly
hyﬁrid character.

Some experts and Arab leftist writers, each-for their own
reasons, have been strongly critical of the American-planned expansion
of the Saudi armed forces. They pointed out that ihe cost/benefit
of the vast Sazudi military expenditures, as far as Riyadh's military
capability was concerned, was‘only marginal. As much as 60 percent
of the military budgets was allocated to construction (including
wilitary cities, hospitals, schools, naval and air- bases)--whereas
training facilities accounéréor an additional 20 percent. Only the
remaining 20 percent went directly fo expanding the military stfiking
force.

Arap analysts accused Washington of misleading_ the Saudis
and intentionally, or unintentionally, decelerating the growth of
their military power. Progressive Arab writers claim, moreover, that
Riyadh never wanted to have a strong and efficient army, which coula
endanger the regime, "All it wished was to please its officers,
technocrats and Arab public épinion.

Be that as it may, one cannot ignore the impact of power
politics within the Saudi ruling class and the need of the rulers
to please their respective "constituencies". That would account for

much of the military construction and its cost in the last decade.




Patronage, moreover, is a key word in Saudi internal politics and
budgets are the fuel for patronage. _
Chronically short of all kind¥of manpower Saudi efforté to

create a "capital-intensive" military force and to diversify their
suppliers bf.weapon-systéms, has only exacerbated their need fof
skilled manpower. With no compuls?ry military service, fhe Saudi
military unevenly competed with the private sector and government.
Thus, the number of expatrlates in the ranks of the Szudi military,

‘contract,
‘on/secondment, or representing Western suppliers 1ncreablngly grev.

i

N
American planners should have been more-keenly aware of the

‘Baudi-manpower problem. The polyglot advisors' contingent (see ‘below)
and the hybrid character of the Saudi military. are partly the outcome

of "planned" over-expansion.

3. Manpower problem. _
By 1982 the Saudi zrumed forces manégéd to grow to about 58,000.
but the .army was .. - reduced to fecruiting volunteers among the
most peripheral and tragitional tribes and viiiagers and among
elewehts of questionablé Saudi natidnaiity. Thousands of expatriate
Arabs and Muslim officers, NCOs and technicians now serve in the
Egudl armed iorces on dlrect contract. -
" To attract lower mludle class candidates to military séhoolg,
a wide range of military and technical high schoois and colleges was
- establishea, by the ministry of defense, where students are granted
handsome benefits and are awarded acadercic degrees. Such.schools ana
technical institutions, howeter; aﬁpeal ohly tb the frihges of »audi
society ﬁnd thus_suppiy only a fraction of the teéhnicians, weO's ‘

and officers needed. ULniversity graduates, moreover, suun the services

. - :
and prefer to become respected administrators or "lumpen capitailstg.
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The upgrading and expansion of the Saudi aruwed forces caused
the military to turn increasing;y to the better educatéd_,and
sophisticated Hijazis and Al -Hasa Sunnis. Both elements were
previously ignored, as much as possible, because of their_'questiona.b.].e
loyalty to Al-Saud. in the service, however, they became frustrated
by the preference shown to the Najdis and the fact that the offspring
of the Saudi oligarchy moncyolize.all key positions. MOreove:, until
recently, corruption ana the practice of kickbacks among high-ranking
officers were taken for granted and tolerated. . |

The Hijazi officers' frustration about.reai,-or imagined,
discrimination, is well known. It is : associéted with a wide-
spiead feeling among Hijazis that once agaih (since Fzysal's death
in 1975)Najdisare given preferential treatment by the authorities.
.Hijazis were, moreover, involved in the abortive 1977 air force coup
and in the alleged January 1983 abortive fundamentalist, "midadle
class" coup. kevertheless,-it should be noted that feceht‘reforms
in the armed forces and improvements of service conuditions have had
a positive impact. 4ihe efficiency of the Amefican—tutored secret
services, moreover, is a factor that one cannot overlook.

» Compulsary military service has been widely debated in hiyadh
in recent years. Saudi nationalists consider . it essential for
the achievement_bf social integration ana dewocracy. rrince Suitan,
the minister of defense, indéed wishes to have a 1UC;OOu—strong
Saudi army. Tnough the government agreed in becember 1982 on "national
service regulations", it is unlikely that such & law will be
implemented in the near future because the ruling class is said to

be apprehensive about its far-reacuning social and political

ramifications.



4. Expatriates and the Saudi armed forces: The "polyglot region"

The correlation between vast military expenditures and the

dramatic .growth of-expatfiate'maﬁpowér in the kingdom has alreaay
been discussed. Even more strlkz.ng is the :met of the upgrading
of tne armed forces on the grouth of the Saudi "polyg¢ot ;eglon"
of adv1sers, mllltary personnel and experts made up of Americans
t30,000), Europeans (10-15,000), Pakistanis (10 OOUJ and several
other Arab and Nuslims

thousand /non-national/officers, WCO's and technicians. Tne baudl
army also has Egyptian, Jordanian, Syrian, lragi and other nilitary -
delegations attached to it for unspecified duties. - ' |

it woﬁld be futile to follow the actifities-of the many
other aliens involved in the expansion, upg radlng or reoréanlzdtlon
of the Saudi armed forces, mational Guard, = security services
and mllltary -industry. Suffice it to say that the more foreigners
th%:‘::%l‘;loy., irrespective of, or in connection with, the purchase
.of military equipmenf, the less returnlthey get for their immense
investment. ‘horeover, considering that the targets of American
planners were e;cess;ve in view of the kingaow's liwmited manpower
resources, Riyadh's decision in 1977 to abandon these targets and
diversify its sources of supply created chaos. he resuit is increased

Al

dependence on the host of foreign advisers and mercenaries of

-

different kinds.

The number of foreigners, especially Hesterners,lattached
to the Saudi-armed forces undoubtealy exacerbates the socio-political
probleﬁs faced by the military, producing tension if not xenophobia.
The presence and impact of so many Westerners in their count;y's
armed forces is a source of increasea agitation among the puritans

wnd nationalists, who also suspect wWesterners' intentions concerning

Saudi Arabia's o0il wealth.
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wowld
One wonders what * happen to the complex vaudi war machine

if all the foreign experts were to leave? Serlously, it should be of
great concern to the Saudi government whether the foreign experts
would continue tﬁ serve in the Saudi.armed forces if Riyadh became
involved in a :eﬁolution or in & war with one of its neighbors. would
Americans; Englishmen, Frenchmen and Pakistanis'fight the rebels or

the kingdom's foreign enemies?

2 Manéower problems: The changing face of the National Guardy

while the Saudi afmed forces tripled in size over the iast
25 yeurs, the Kational Guard, it is claimed, remained stable at
15,000-20,000" regulars and an unknown number df reserves (A highly
credible source claims that the active power of the regular Guard
is 5,000-~8,000, ﬁossibly with a similar number spread over the
countrysive in small units performing a "gendarﬁerie" role). Theore-
tical;y, the Guard is organized in 20-21 battalf%ﬁg:)whose_size
varies according to their tribal affiliation and the rate of AwuL
(always high) in each unit., As for the uuard reserves, these units
are purely tribal in their composition, organized 1n 24 "battalions"
(Eggggg)whose capability and size are a mystery. menbershlp in the
Guard's reserves, requiring minimal duties, is always paaded up by
every tribe to obtain additional payment from the authorities.

A decision to modernize the'Guard, at the cost of 3330 million,
was taken in 1972 after rrince Abdallah, its co;mander, exerted
consiaerable pressure on the regine. The decision was part of the
effort to placute the conservatives, led by abdallah, in the faée
of the rapid deciine of the Guard's power compared to thet of the
arped services.

Vinnell Corporation of California (related to a US feaeral

acency) was chosen for the job, but was not very successful. abaallah,
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known for hié anti—American;stance, was suspicious of the Sudeiris'
intentions and did not cooperate fully with the American compaqy.
Vinnell's objectiﬁe was'to.fransform the Guard into a mobile para-
m@litary security_force-to complement, father'than compete with, the
‘armed forces. To this end Vinnell pfopoéed to modernize fpur regular
Guard battalions. The Guard's beduin commanders and officers. did
not like their American instructbrs (75 officers aﬁd 308 contract
personnel in 1978) and were appréhensive about thé reorganization)
the new duties and the discipline which Vinnell wished to
institute. Abdallah, moreover, did not agree with Vinnell's
objebtives. Thus discipline remained lax, absenteeism very high,
and maintenance of new armoured cars and modern weapons very poor.
By the mid-1970's, Vinnell and Prince Abdallaih agieed on a
modus vivendi. abdallah wished his tribal army to continue as a
milifary bower, competihglwith the armed forces. Vinneli, because
6f problems in the US and given the huge sums budgeted for the
National Guard (83 billion in 1975), wanted "a piece of the cake".
It is unclear what was done with the ﬁational Guard between 1975
and 1978. the fuct remains that in the one instance when it was
needed (mounting tension with\fémen in 1979, the Guard's 46u afmored
cafs were found to be non-operational. -
The facts t.hat an ex-Guardsman led the "I'xer,zca.. incid.ent",l and
that weapons used by fhe febels came from ﬁational Gpard depots,
greatly disturbed Al=Saud. Guurd units brought to the Grand,hosgue,
moreover, seemed bewildered and did not perfbrm vefy.weii. However,
by the time the rebels were brought to trial, it became clear that
the incident wus created by a small fundamentalist movement with no
roots in beduin society or in tné Wational Gﬁard; |

"The development of the sutional Guard is, to a large extent,
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dictated by the rivalry within the royal house. Aware of the continuing
decline of power of "his" army, rrince Abdallah obtained in 1978 |
31-2‘billion for the reorganization of the Guard and tried in 1980/81
to purchase several hund:ed_Leopard tanks from West Germany. %t is
to be expected that Fahd's_government was delighted with Israel's
objections to this deal.
Unable to spendits budget ratlonally on weapons and tralnlng.

the uuard like the armed forces, spends a large part of it on
construction of camps, officers' quarters, training facilities,
and a communication system sep;rate from that ﬁf'the armed forces.
The Guard has just opened a 500-bed hospital'in Riyadh ("the most
modern in the world®) and is completing a network of hospita}é, clinics,

infirmaries and schools for Guardsmen and their families in

tue rural .areus.
while the modernization and training of the first four

battalions by Vinnell are still not complete, and their manpower is
.beneath standard, Vinnell is now beginning the modernization of an
additional four regular bpattalions. &Armored cars, scout cars,
helicoptors, sand-buggies, anti-tank and anti-aircraft missiles,
and other sophisticated but simple-to-operate weapons were acquired
in the United States. Yet even the die-hard supporters of abdallah,
who refuses to relinquish the command of the Guard, must have become
aware of the fact that this force can no longer compete with the
armed services. The Sudeiris are attempting to incorporate it in the
armed forces, and its pool of volunteers is rgpidly decreasing.
Recently a special_forée was established by the ministry of interior -
to protect important economic installations, previously a Guard duty.

_ The strength of the Lational Guard lies in its deployment in
- the kingdom's mas t sensitive nerve centefs, As was the case in 1962
and 1964, the Guard may assume an important role in the struggle over

the succession to the throne. The Guard's conservative character, its
presence in the towns and countryside, and its mobility also make it
the best security force to deal with dissatisfied expatriate and Shi'i
workers or with the new elites and groups of &m%exx military who

do not have the support of the army. Thus, even if somewhat archaic
and declining in power, the hational Guard will remain an important
asset for the bSaudi regime.
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Conclu é iongs

The sheer size of Saudi nrabia, its long shores and limited
manpower, make the kingdom's security policy exceedingly difficult.
- vaudi Arabia's defense is further coﬁplicated by the strategic and
economic ‘importance of its oil and tne fact that, aside from external
threats, Hiyadh is obliged to take-intd account factors affecting
its stability. befense coﬁsiaerafions (such as tne expansion oI the
military), moreover, are nbt always compatible with internal security
ones and vice versa.

rhe éomplex proolems affecting Saudi defense are reflectec
somewhat in ‘excessive diversity of the—kinngm's armed anc. security
forces (armed fofces, wational uuard, special forces, boraer and
- - coast gﬁard, police, Hajj police, moral and religious policé, ete.).
wut in the final analysis, on;y the armed forces are.meaningful to
the cowitry's defepse posture, while all the other forces, the
Quard included, relate to internal security. The structure of the
defense and security forces could be rationalized and wade nore
‘efficient if not for the strugglelfor power in the ruling class.
‘That, although the Guard is no longer a match for the expanded and
modernized armed forces. |

Tue snortage of manpower and the quality.of available hunan
Tesources were key issues for the Saudi government. American planners
in tne early 1970's, therefore, opted for the best cost/effective
solution--strong airforce and air defenses. their plans proveda to
be widely off the mark, liowever, because of unrealistig.ﬁanpowér-
projectibns m;de by the Saudis. loreover, hiyadh's decision to
diversify its supplyers; and inter—A}ab motivations arfecting tue
deve¢opment'of'the'5aﬁdi forces in the 1470's, 'changed the military

priorities. All that led to the emergence of a vast "poiygiot legion"

L
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of ‘foreign experts rather than a more powerful and efficient Saudi
Armed forces.

The presence in Saudi Arabia of a horde of foreigners iﬁ the
. military could prove socia;ly explosive and politicully dangerous
to the regime. Yet, Riyadh has resigned itself to such an anomaly.
.:'[s it conceivable that this is a safety measure againét nationaliist
elements in the armed forces as some progreséive Arab writers
claim? Could this be also part of the effort to estéblish a regional
defense pact (anti-Iranian? anti-Soviet? or anfi-Israeli?) for
which Egypt is gradually being brought back into the arab fold?
Is it also a safety measure against t?e new power of Uyria and the
radical camp?

’ armored,, mechanized and infantry
be that as it may, the six Sauai)fbrigades (all substantially

S4reagdh .
under r) r€ven when supported by a super-modern air defense

and (swmall) sir-force, operated largely by foreigners, are no matcn
for a Soviet threat of an lranian aggression. qﬁq%he Arab camp is
unlikely, for the time being,to serve as Biyadh's protector.
(incapable of doing so anywayy it will be the west (U, which, in
tue final analysis, will have to protect the Sauai regime. The
question is, of course, whether the west, relying so heavily on
naval power and on long range transportation for its kbr, will be
capable and willing to challenge the lranians or, if the case arises,
the Soviet Union.

In the meantime the vast quantities of sophisticated armament
which the Saudis are acquiring are cuusing apprehénsioh”in lsrael.
{t is clear that their contribution to Sauai power is limited. Yet,
in case of an arab-lsraeli war, the Saudi armed forces will add to
Israel's problems and would probably transfer some, or most, of

)
the advanced weaponry to the lurger and more militant arab countries.
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Economicully, moreover, lsrael cannot afford the arums-race with
Riyadh.

Finally, the question of the Saudi regime's stability must be

aadressed. The spread of neo-Ixkhwan ideologies in the kingdqm'is
a source of apprehension but its impact will remain limitea as long
as Ar>saud < continue$ to retain the loyalty of the beauins and
tae urbanized masses tnrough the extensive benefits, subsidaies and
social services wnich tuey enjoy. The power of tuc uew eilites and
af the nationalists is indeed growing by the annual infiux of
‘thousands of graauates of institutes of higher education. The ruling
._classes, rigntiy from their point ﬁf'view, continue to refuse to share
their authority and policy-muking power with them. but, given the
appetite of the ﬁajority awong the new flites for wezlth, rapid'
advancement and executive power, the Al-Saud government was able to
satisfy most ‘of them. kecently, hevertheless, due to the déc;iné in
ogudi oil revenues ano the more vociferous criticisa of the regime's
policy it looked as if tne,honequdn between the two may ehd. King
fuhd, however, wiseiy cnoée tolcontinue with ﬁbusiness as usual"
anc the deficits caused by dédiiniug 0il revehues were mwaae up by
drawing upon tue substantial petrodollar reserves ol tne kingdom.

The wide power-base of the al-3aud regime is étill the strongest
. 3 . would
guarantee for its stubility in the near future. Yet, ;t_m$éi e
wroné nét-lto observe tuat events in the kingdow, in the arab
camp and in OFLC are likely to erode this power-base. The struggle
for power within the royal_familj could'have accelerated- the process
if not for the comwon feur from the Iranian thre«t and for the future
of the house of Saua. Tue stapility of oaual arabia will degend,
therefore, on developments concerning the factors

already aiscussed. out, apove all on whetuer or not the bSaudi armed
forces will produce "Youug Turks" wno wiil lead the opposition to 4l sauu
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