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&5 there such 2 thing 22 3n Americsn
3ideast policy atmed not 2t sizlemate

‘Bt at osettiement—a policy carryving
enough bureaucratic thrust and popn-
far consensus 1o he put into effect sgsf
§§§ slection, i not hefore?

Plainly, the Isrseli government %{%&
Bot. Prime Minister Babin has made 5o
secret of his ludoment thet Ioraels best
bet = 1o heng on unil 97 and then
cope 35 well 23 possible. One does not
have 1o suspect be s merely bowing fo
fisrce Israell domestic political pres

-sures Given continued Arsh unwilling.
nest 1o make the kind of commitments
ie peace that counid esse Israell anyie
ties, there B8 good resson for Borael Just
tobrviotough Baut,

fthink however that there sauch 2
thing 25 an American setiloment policy,

and that the Israelis a7e going 1o have
todeal with ¥ soonner or later, refuriant
&s they znd pany of thelr American
Jewishsupporiersmavbeiofacsup o
the fact
 Evervbody knows the basie enuation
of such 2 seitiement policy: territery
for peace. It surfaced as the Rogers
Plan in 1970 3s the Brookings §§§§§§:
Honreportafew months ago.

Indeed according to Mark Bruzon:
skv, a _percepiive YOURg Washingion
?g?éi? who read ihe Tdward sbechan

*‘?{gsigg Poliey™ T artivie z?%%%%f than the
Test of Us, The Uniied Siates was head-

ing toward nubiic sistement of that
i ?%%ﬁg%%é i iis Mioesst Creassess-

enT last vear.
To get zround the expected opposi-

Hion sneonen RIGle, RINSnEET S a0V

ETEENVIEONSD FOT ZOIRE 10 1he Almer

L3 Deone . . gﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁg ihe necessity”

& %%% sfsg% SrEws o exchange for

ihe Sges uaraniees, Du ihe May
g%%ggsg Titer of 18 seniiors pined

thal oplion. LBsinger decimed aecord.
ing io Sheeban, (D DUl Al LHEL DpIOR 10

"some Tuiure Lune Shen 1he Preaaent
is su siropeer, wien nS ofoanscls are

e ausoio i . ...

m %‘;ﬁ’g’sg in Interchange. 2
publication of & sTall AMETICEn Jewish
group called Breita falternative), adds:

_“Ine fetier from ihe /b SORALOrS May
well prove 10 Bave DPoh & Timiake.
%ﬁ T siopped ihe verhal articniation

of Americe: (onieooon O 4 Manie
East peace, io ihe conlusion of
Evervone, & G 5oL si0p s imnemen-

istion. n
IRAGE 1§ easier 107 RISSINEET SiNCe it
Venis [sracl supporiers (70 € .é%% Tig-
ing the Tuncamoeniais of Ameriean polh
¢y, forcing inem io 10CUS o0 ihe Siow
2ng suniie DEnlesalon: o [HESUre
WhICH BEVE Pen gTOW g Sinte

BT, laradl s geiLng & 7
DICH 16 00000 |, 9oyl the Benalit
ol 28 aricusien OVeraL DoLEY 1 thab

Gage™

iouid the man slected President
next November decide to revive thy
“option 1% Ceriainly the ssme ohise
tive condBions—the cilewallen Amerd
¢an sconomic and political intersst In

| the Arsbworld. the higher S22 hilllon s
‘yepripost-1978 cost of supporting birael,

the interest in-Soviet-Asnerican dotonte
—wil be there pressing on sny new
, President. So will be many of %ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%
" bureaucrats. B is wrong io think that
oniy a2 Bepublican President and onlyz
Secretary of Bizte of 3 porticuisr sort,
would choose or be compellsd i% sﬁ‘
dresssuchoonditions,

In my view, %%&%?&%?%i?%%ﬁ :

way Brael can gain some assursnes
that the inlted Sistes wor't continue
isaning on #—in the name of 2 ille
ment plan, vhether snuncisted openly
or not—io make concessions ¥ deeply
fearstomake That s of cowrse for i
fzel to procieim the territory B wil

yield up for peace and on that basis

art, ine lelier mav %3?2

seek o eniist Amerloan support for i
pian.

I think that Dreel & mush mors
Hiely to regain and hoid the firm oo
termn American support # desperziely
needs by aking the Initiative—on the
Palestinions 23 well a5 op ferritory—
then by sticking in the cramped shrink.
ing bargaining posture that the Habin
government currentiv B in That s the
way Isrzsl can best get the United
Siates i demand concessions §§:§§z
Arabs as well as themselves 158 ¥ yon
will, the way to put the monkey on the
Arzbs’ back,

i 2m not taiking sirictly shout morsd
factors, atthough the morslily that
Americans peresive In vzl poliov &
of tremendous bnporiance 19 2 nation
fike Israel which seeks American sup
port on the basis of 2 presumed morgd
stand. Being 3 vigorous working de
mocracy, which Iirsel & s one sspent
of this stand. Tresting the Palestinians
fairly, f and 35 they trest Isrsel fairly,
is 3 second aspect,

But one must %sigﬁgéﬁégg as well
the realpolitik of the sifuation. As long
zs Isrzel is oot seen io be taking sdvan-
tage of o the avenues 1o peare nossibly
open 1o it, then the breadth and depth
of the Americen commiment are
bound 1o erade. Toresl and many Amer-
fean Jews might ke 1o see the United
Biates zocept Isrsel 23 7z mvmbol of
American steadizstfiess” In James
Schiesinper's words Byt Israels wouid
be foolish to think that “Anwriean
stezdfastness” will be mobilred regard-
lessof what Israsldosson Hsown,
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On the Way to 77

Stephen S: Rosenfeld
The Ford administration’s Middle

1976 political campaign progressed.
The slowdown came not merely out of
the presidential candidates’ expected
reluctance to risk alienating Jewish
voters, organizers and contributors by
confronting issues on which American
and Israeli perceptions do not always
coincide. President Ford's whole for-
eign policy had slowed for a variety of
reasons, not least the erosion of the
internal power and external credibili-
ty of Secretary of State Henry Kis-
singer. The Israel government, eager
for a respite from the rigors of Ameri-
can diplomacy, and the various Arab
governments, preoccupied by such

in Lebanon, shared a willingness to
let some time slip by. There was no
consensus anyway on the step or even
the forum needed to continue the
process which had produced the Israel-
Egyptian disengagement agreement of
September 1975. Clearly only a new
American administration, with a
mandate and purpose of its own,
could move on.

This did not mean, however, that
nothing of importance was happening
in Washingron, or for that matter in
the “country, -bearing on the Ameri-
can approach to the Middle East.
Quite the contrary. By mid-1976 ex-
tremely important stirrings in the
American political outlook and speci-
fically in ‘American Jewish opinion
were evident. Difficult as they were
to analyze, difficult as they were for
many to accept, they nonetheless
constitured. a - major political fact al-
most sure ro affect the Middle East
policy. of the administration  that
will ‘take office in January 1977. In
brief, the prospects were that a new
administration would ‘be under more
pressure from the general public, and
under less restraint by American Jews,
to push ‘more vigorously for a compre-
hensive Middle East settlement—

East diplomacy all but expired as the

complications of their own as the war -

Amcrican people ..

Stephen S, Rosenfeld; a columnist and
editor for the Washington Post, describes,
discusses and analyses developments in
Washington for Present Tense.

despite the certainty that such a
push would severely tax - the complex
relationship between Isracl and: the
United States.

Phe fact essential to understand-
ing these new possibilities is that in
1975 the Ford administration, with-
out ever explicitly saying so, ‘took a
bold decision to try to promote a
Middle East solution. This decision
was based on a particular reading of
the lessons of the 1973 war. Previ-
ously the United States government
had believed——wrongly, 1 would con-
tend in hindsight—that it could af-
ford indefinitely and fairly cheaply to
support the Israel government in its
post-1967 posture of holding on to
the ‘war-won . territories until the Ar-
abs met Israel’s terms. for entering ne-
gotiations.

After the 1973 war, the U.S. pov-
ernment came to- the conclusion
that its policy had to change—for
economic reasons (oil, arms sales,
trade, investment); for strategic rea-
sons (to moderate if not to reduce or
eliminate the Soviet role) and for po-
litical reasons (ho Middle East sectle-
ment was possible without Arab coop-
eration). The *“reassessment” of
American policy announced with some
fanfare early in 1975 was the key sig-
nal, though a deliberately muted one.
This was made clear in Edward Shee-
han's -controversial and authoritative
article in Foreign Policy magazine.

By early 1975, the State Depart-
ment was leaning toward public an-
nouncement of an American concept
of a final sectlement based on the
1967 frontiers with minor modifica-
tions, and on’ new security guarantees
for Israel. To get around the strong
opposition to such an “imposed” solu-
tion that could be expected from Is-
racl and its Amecrican Jewish support-
ers, Shechan wrote, “Kissinger’s ad-
visérs envisioned Ford ‘going to the
. pleading the ne-
cessity for Isracli withdrawal in ex-
change for ‘the strongest guarantees.”
But the May 1976 pro-lIsrael letter of
seventy-six senators seems to have
scuttled that plan.

As Washinpton writer Mark Bru-
zonsky concluded in a recept article in
Interchange,  “While [the letter]
stopped the verbal articulation of

Amierici’s conception of a Middle st

peace, to - the confusion: ot everyone,

it did not stop-its implementation.
In fact, the letrer ‘may have made it

easier for Kissinger since it prevents

Isracli supporters from chailenging_ﬁe
fundamentals of American policy, forc-
ing them to focus on the siow and
subtle ‘manifestations ~of pressure
which have been growing since March
1975. In effect, israe[ is petting all
the pressure . . . without the benefit
of an articulated overall policy to

challenge.”
These “‘manifestations of pressure”
included: Ford’s and Kissinger’s public

criticism of Israel for not accepting
the first version of the Egyptian dis-
engagement accord; the State De-
partment’s “Saunders statement” of
November 1975, giving prominence to
the Palestinian question; Ford's rebuff
of Jewish leaders who demanded that
he not sell C-130 airplanes to Egypt;
the veto of an aid bill including the
extra “fifth quarter” sum of $550 mil-
lion for Istael for 1976, and the reduc
tion of the aid requested for Israel in
1977; the statement by United, |-
States Ambassador William Scranton
criticizing Israeli settlements in the
occupied territories, and so on. Thus
the baseline on which the next ad-
ministration will start building 1ts
Middle East policy represents a consid-
erably greater diminution of tradi-
tional down-the-line ‘American sup-
port for Israeli policy than either the
general public or the Jewish communi-
ty may yet have recognized.

These and other “manifestations of
pressure” have been vigorously pro-
tested by the organizations which
generally speak in the name of Ameri-
can Jewry. Chief among them are the
Conference of Presidents of Major
Jewish Organizations, an umbrella
group including thirty-odd national
organizations, and the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee (AIPACY),
the Washington-hased domestic lobby
that concentrates on ‘influencing
Congress, which it regards as generally
more sympathetic to Israeli interests
than the bureaucrats of the Execu-
tive branch “downtown.”

But it is perfectly obvious to ev-
eryone but the most obtuse Wash-
ington observer that the broad polit-
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