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FOREWORD

The troubled Mideast continues to be a zone of bitter
antagonism and conflict among the regional interest groups
and nations of the area as well as a zone of competition
for influence by the United States and the Soviet Union.

To control this turbulence and reduce the risks of war,

should the U.S. be prepared to guarantee Israel's security
within the framework of a new Mideast status quo? If so,

what form should such a guarantee take? How can it be made
fully credible? What conditions should precede willingness

to extend such a guarantee? These are reasonable questions,
perhaps crucial to the future of the Mideast as now structured
politically.

In January of this year the Georgetown University Center
for Strategic and International Studies published a monograph
by Roger F. Pajak on "Soviet Arms Aid in the Middle East,"
which outlined one major destabilizing elemernt in the Mideast.
This study by Mark A. Bruzonsky examines the constructive
diplomatic and political role the United States might play to
offset Soviet influence and bring an end to the periodic Arab-
Israeli wars and a beginning of a peaceful settlement in what
is now surely the world's most explosive strategic region.

The question of a United States guarantee for Israel will
undoubtedly be a subject of growing importance as further
efforts to resolve the tensions and conflicts of the Mideast
continue. It is a question that has to be answered after the
November Presidential election, if not before. This monograph
analyzes the alternative policies and their strategic
implications in a systematic, enlightening way. It provides
the basis for a thoughtful view on the controversial and often
emotionally clouded issue of a clearcut U.S. security guarantee
for Israel.

Mark A. Bruzonsky, the author, is a recent graduate of
Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School of Public and
International Affairs. He has studied law and earned the J.D.
degree at New York University School of Law, where he was a
Root-Tilden Scholar. During the past year Mr. Bruzonsky has
written extensively on the Mideast conflict in both Israeli
and American journals and magazines. This monograph was
edited for publication by Ms. Nancy Eddy of the CSIS staff.

Ray S. Cline
Executive Director of Studies
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CHAPTER I
THE BACKGROUND

1. The Guarantee Ides

The conflict between the Arabs and the Israelis has in-
volved the great powers ever since the turn of the century
when both Jewish and Arab nationalists sought European support
for their conflicting aspirations. Today, the Middle East
conflict remains one of the world's most intractable.l Even
more ominously, the regional conflict undoubtedly contains the
potential for global cataclysm. Less obvious, however, is
that potential resolution of the conflict may also require the
continuing involvement of the great powers, especially the
United States.

The purpose of this monograph is to consider one form
of such continuing involvement -- the concept of an American
guarantee for Israel's security. Such a guarantee could
follow a settlement reached by the parties to the Middle East
conflict, or it might accompany a settlement imposed upon the
parties. As a third possibility, a guarantee could be ex-
tended to Israel as a means of assuring her of continual
American support and as a means of deterring further military
assaults against the Jewish State.

Even if various forms of international or multilateral
guarantees accompany a new status quo in the region, only an
American guarantee has any likelihood of being credible to
the Israelis. Furthermore, there is a widespread conviection
that only U.S. willingness to offer Israel such a guarantee
would make defensible continuing American efforts to prod
Israel toward militarily dangerous concessions, however much
such concessions seem otherwise reasonable. There is also a
group of strategists who base their support for extension of
a U.S. guarantee only partially on encouraging Israel to make
concessions. More crucial in their view is the need to con-
vince the Arabs that Israel's survival is not negotiable. A
U.5. guarantee, this group argues, is capable of setting the
stage for a settlement which might otherwise not be forth-
coming.

Much of the American political community has remained
so shaken by the turbulence of the 1960's and early 1970's
that objective examination of the potential roles the United
States might constructively play in the Middle East has been
rare. Public opinion, Congress, the academic community and
the foreign policy professionals have yet to engage in a



serious dialogue strictly on the merits of competing pro-
posals and strategies. When American society is prepared for
a comprehensive attempt to evaluate how the Middle East bomb-
shell might, at a minimum, be defused, it is hoped this study
of what can be termed the "guarantee idea” will aid in un-
tangling the complex issues involved.

2. The Guarantee Idea Today

There is a growing realization that American policy after
the October 1973 war may be leading toward an attempt by the
U.S. to strongly encourage and possibly impose some kind of
quasi-settlement in the Middle East. A quasi-settlement would
be one reached indirectly and without the establishment of
normal relations between the principal parties and one less
stable than the usual peace agreement where all issues are re-
solved and a binding peace treaty concluded. If this specu-
lation is valid, U.S. willingness to guarantee such a quasi-
settlement might act both as a major incentive and also as a
justification.

Many would consider such a development a most pre-
carious situation. It would be, they think, an unstable and
false peace for which Israel would be required to make major
concessions and assume unacceptable risks. Forcing Israeli
withdrawal from the occupied territories and allowing the crea-
tion of some form of Palestinian entity -- all coupled to an
American guarantee -- would only result in furthering Arab
hopes that over time Israel's fate would be sealed, they would
argue.

For others, the idea of an American guarantee for Israel
has become, however uninviting, the only foreseeable way of
attempting to bring some stability to the Middle East -- an
area where the level of mistrust and fear makes all but im-
possible a settlement reached by the parties themselves.

While obviously not as desirable as a full settlement, a quasi-
settlement is far preferable to no settlement.

Regardless of one's perspective within this debate, the
logic of current American Middle East policy -- whose origins
pre-date the Yom Kippur War and can be traced back to the
policy of 'bven-handedness” first heralded by special envoy,
now U _N. Ambassador, William Scranton in 196g -- will pro-
bably continue to require concrete Israell concessions in ex-
change for far less concrete Arab concessions. The process
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of negotiations in the past few years has positioned the U.S.
squarely in the middle. America has become much more than a
catalyst for indirect negotiations. More and more the Ameri-
can role is that of an umpire -- one with the power to impose
some decisions should no other alternative allow the step~-by-
step process of negotiations to continue.

As Israeli dependency upon the U.S. becomes more estab-
lished, American influence over Israel clearly increases. As
the Arab world becomes economically and politically stronger,
American interest in maintaining good relations with Arab coun-
tries grows. Add to this the American need to counter Soviet
influence in the entire area and the multi-faceted equation
of American Middle East interests begins to take shape.

Even this most sketchy overview of contemporary American
involvement in Middle East affairs helps explain why American
and Israeli interests, never as linked as the Israeli lobby
would have everyone believe, are seriously diverging. What
Israel can be reasonably offered by both the Arabs and the U.s.,
in exchange for continual concessions, obviously becomes the
central unresolved question. And it is at this point that U.S.
guarantees fit directly into the future of Middle East nego-
tiations, with the U.S. potentially exercising the umpire's
power.

3. The Guarantee Idea Historically

In 1970 when Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee J. William Fulbright proposed a United States treaty
with Israel to guarantee her security, the guarantee approach
to settling the Arab-Israeli conflict became a matter of some
discussion in American foreign policy circles. During 1974
and 1975 the idea of a guarantee for Israel resurfaced in a
variety of forms, and more importantly, for a variety of rea-
sons.

Historically, guaranteeing Israel's existence through
international or bilateral commitments was hardly a novel no-
tion back in 1970. Zionism's founding father, Theodore Herszl,
had long before contemplated outside protection for any Jewish
state. "We should as a neutral state remain in contact with
all Europe which would have to guarantee our existence," Herzl
wrote in Der Judenstaat.

In 1950, two years after Israel's birth, there was in
fact the Tripartite Declaration by Britain, France and the



United States pledging opposition to a Middle East arms race
and to "immediately take action, both within and outside the
United Nations, to prevent” future warfare. The three Western
powers declared "their unalterable opposition to the use of
force or threat of force between any of the states in that
area."5 The U.S. had stood by and watched Israel's struggle
in the late 1940's, but once she established herself as a
nation, American sympathies tended toward protection of Israel.

In 1955 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles publicly
broached the idea of U.S. participation in more formal inter-
national guarantees. By 1957 what became known as the Eisen-
hower Doctrine pledged American support for the “éndependence
and integrity of the nations of the Middle East.” But the
overall motivating factor then was the Cold War and the con-
tainment of international communism. The Eisenhower Doctrine
never was a pledge to defend Israel against the Arabs. For
one thing, not until the 1970's has there actually been such
a perceived need.

There was, however, one special commitment made by the
Eisenhower Administration. In 1957 the U.S. appeared to be
committing itself to the assurance of freedom of shipping
through the Straits of Tiran. However, in late May of 1967,
the various types of international commitments which the U.S.
promoted collapsed.? This was symbolized dramatically by the
abrupt withdrawal of the U.N. Emergency Force, followed by
President Johnson's reluctance to act in accordance with the
U.S. commitments regarding the Straits of Tiran. As a result,
Israel's security was, for a few years, not considered in
terms of outside assurances.

The Israeli predicament, however, soon caused the
United States to search again for a way to stabilize the con-
fliet. Beginning with the Four Power Talks and the Rogers
Plan, both in 1969, a shift back toward the "guarantee idea"
became evident. Resolution 242's® ambiguity in.using both
the phrase “secure and recognized boundaries® and withdrawal
"from territories occupied in the recent conflict” had
actually set the stage for a potential schism in U.S.-Israeli
relations. Today this is often forgotten. An accurate sum-
mary of developments in those years can be found in a study

#See the Appendix for the text of U.N. Resolution 242
of 1967 and Resolution 338 of 1973.
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published by The Hebrew University in Jerusalem:

While Israel placed the emphasis on the word
*secure,' meaning natural and defensible bound-
aries, the United States placed emphasis on
'recognized boundaries,' i.e. boundaries which
the adjoining states would accept and which
would be guaranteed by the great powers. Thus
the recognized political boundaries called for
by the resolution should not, according to the
U.S., reflect the weight of congquest, and should
be confined to insubstantial alterations. But
in Israel's view, outside guarantees could not
serve as a substitute for the essential secu-
rity which natural boundaries -- such as a river,
a range of hills, or a stretch of land provide....
By late 1969 there were signs that the differ-
ences between the United States and Israel were
leading to a crisis of major §§§§§§§§§§$ in
relations between the two countries.

Two developments in 1970 averted such a crisis. The
first was the refusal by both the USSR and Egypt to accept the
Rogers Plan,? and the second was the influx of Russian per-
sonnel into Egypt. Violations in August 1970 of the agree-
ment ending the war of attrition (when missiles were secretly
moved up to the Canal enabling, three years later, the Yom
Kippur crossing) followed by Soviet encouragement a month
later of Syria‘'s attempt to invade Jordan, both contributed
substantially to an easing of American pressures upon Israel.

But after Sadat’'s expulsion of the Russians in the
summer of 1972, various strains in the U.S.-Israeli relation-
ship began to reappear. It is fair to say that after the
Yom Kippur war of 1973 the severe tensions which existed in
1969 began to return. But this time Israeli dependence upon
the U.S. had become immensely greater.

4, New Focus on Guarantees

What actually has emerged since October 1973 are three
alternative approaches to the idea of a U.S. guarantee for
Israel. Today's discussion is considerably more complex than
that of earlier years. More than ever before, the entire sub-
ject is premised not simply on a regional calculus of mili-
tary forces but on a world matrix of economic and politieal



forces and on future projections of military strengths.

Since 197%, in the completely altered environment ini-
tiated by the events of October 1973, the overall theme of a
U.S. guarantee for Israel has gained considerable support from
a variety of quarters. Reasons and motives differ, but a
great variety of American policy prescriptions contain the
common thread of guarantees. Significantly, even many of
those with differing assumptions about the basic nature of the
Middle East confliet and the desirable role for the U.S. in
encouraging a peaceful solution are allied in proposing guar-
antees.

Furthermore, the indication by the Soviet Union in April
1975 of willingness to "guarantee Israel's sovereignty"” with-
in the pre-1967 lines has raised considerably the political
visibility of the guarantee approach. A number of Arab leaders,
as well, have spoken favorably of guarantees for Israel once
she gives up "all occupied territories™ and agrees to the re-
storation of the "full rights of the Palestinian people.”

Reflecting the spreading emphasis upon guarantees, the
January 1976 Security Council resolution, vetoed by the U.S.
for other reasons, specified guarantees for the sovereignty of
all states in the area as a central feature of any overzall
settlement.® This clause was the focus of considerable atten-
§§§§¥ unlike the mention of guarantees in 1967 in Resolution

5. Israeli Anxieties

Nevertheless, all guarantee proposals -- whether in the
form of U.S., Soviet Union, joint great power, or international
commitments -- have continued to be received with the greatest
of skepticism by the Israelis themselves. They and their
American supporters often stress the unacceptability of and
dangers inherent in such third-party assurances. This is con-
sidered especially true if guarantees are contemplated as even
a partial substitute for Israeli ability to defend herself or
as a replacement for a de jure Arab-Israeli agreement based
upon specific and tangible compromises which would give mean-
ing to, at minimum, a non-belligerent co-existence.

*See Appendix for the text of this resoclution.



-F=

Two basic rationales explain contemporary Israeli appre-
hensions. First, of course, an historical analysis of guar-
antees, be they bilateral or international, is completely un-
reassuring. A recent Israeli study which surveys the history
of great power guarantees reaches the conclusion that "In view
of the inherent limitations of international guarantees, the
prognosis_ for their applicability to the Middle East conflict
is poor."ll A similar attitude is reflected in a second study.
While recognizing that "it is widely accepted and expected
that any peace settlement in the Middle East will be accom-
panied by some form of American guarantee,” this second study
questions the very nature of guarantees by concluding that
"Even treaties must be viewed as mere policy statements. They
reflect valid -- indeed solemnly accepted ~- policy of the
moment of their adoption, but their future implementation will
be dependent on the shape of future policy..."12 Moreover,
the tragedies evident in both Jewish and Israeli history
warrant a profoundly skeptical reaction to the very notion of
placing modern Jewry's political and cultural fate in the
hands of others. Hebrew University professor Joseph Dan simfly
notes that “The word 'guarantee' has a bad smell in Israel.” 3

Second, the current emphasis on guarantees is itself
thought to be a serious political danger. Widespread public
acceptance of the guarantee idea in current circumstances
risks the creation of unbearable pressure that might crush
Israeli ability to resist an imposed geo-political settlement.
Such an unstable peace might result in future years, it is
feared, in military danger more serious than ever before for
the Jewish State. And guarantees might in the future prove
far less workable than they seemed during the period of
negotiations.

In this way, the perceived interaction between guar-
antee formulas now being discussed and possible future rounds
of military onslaught in the coming years is central to the
Israeli approach to her current predicament. The October War,
in many Israeli eyes, has now been shifted to the political
front, politics being but a continuation of war through diplo-
matic chicanery. Guarantees are feared as devices allowing
the Arabs to achieve territorial and military goals without
having to give substantial political returns ending the state
of war. The Israelis are as determined not to be weakened by
political debacles as they are determined to win on more ob-
vious battlefields. When it comes to questions of security,
Israel is simply unwilling to gamble or be a test case for
geo-political strategists. This is all the more true when it



appears that much of the international community is hostile
to Israel and when the U.S. seems incapable of a coherent,
long~-term foreign policy.

6. Guarantee Offers and Public Opinion

The first Israell concern is strictly realpolitik. The
second is more political in terms of public attitudes and
whether Israel appears reasonable or intransigent.

Israelis know that a distinction must be made between
what is said for international consumption and what are the
realities of international life. Today's jockeying for
position in anticipation of future rounds of step-by-step
diplomacy or of eventual resumption of the Geneva Conference
(or a combination of both) involves the creation of an image
of moderation. To date, Israel has not fared well. In the
negotiating context, a willingness by the various parties to
guarantee Israel’s survival is seen to be an attempt to de-
flate the value of Israeli insistence that the Arab states
give directly to Israel political, military and territorial
quid pro guos of formal peace. Israel, however, believes
there is a clear need to de-emphasize guarantees in order to
maintain the requirement that the Arab world, tangibly as well
as verbally, finally give up its crusade to eliminate Jewish
sovereignty.

The guarantee idea has not only advocates seriously
convinced that it has important merits, but also advocates
who see it as a way to put increased pressure upon Israel for
concessions. In Israel's eyes, this later group is dominant,
and those truly concerned with safeguarding Israel's security
too easily bend to those primarily interested in territorial
withdrawal.

Nevertheless, the various public statements on guar-
antees directed to the gallery of world public opinion have
been reinforced by very cautious consideration,in both
Washington and Jerusalem, of what a U.S. and/or international
guarantees could mean. Consideration is being given not only
to what such guarantee offers would mean in the context of
negotiations, but also to what guarantees could mean in reality.
Secretary of State Kissinger and Prime Minister Rabin are both
said to have ordered thorough studies of the various forms a
U.S. guarantee could take.l



7. American Cuarantees: Three Approaches

For most Israelis and for many Americans, Soviet will-
ingness to guarantee Israeli sovereignty remains at best un-
reassuring in view of apparent Soviet interests and the oppor-
tunistic elements which permeate Russian foreign policy.
Purther, Arab willingness to entertain guarantees appears part
of an elaborate Arab strategy to achieve present Arab terri-
torial and political aims without real concessions. With
"peace" a decision only for "future generations,” according to
Egyptian President Sadat, one of the Arab world’'s most moder-
ate spokesmen, guarantees even from the U.S. would seem ques-
t§§§§§zé compensation for risky territorial and military con-
cessions.

Consequently, only American guarantees actually have
potential or theoretical credibility and it is on American
guarantees that those seriously contemplating the guarantee
idea focus their attention. Here even Israeli apprehensions
are mixed with signs of some interest. There is indeed
skepticism concerning the willingness of the U.S. to extend
meaningful guarantees as well as about American credibility,
but there is also interest in seeing whether or not a real
guarantee relationship is politically feasible.

Some analysts have even gone so far as to speculate
that Israeli insistence upon the Sinai technicians and its in-
terest in the Congressional debate which ratified the second
Sinai agreement with Egypt had to do with a testing of the
waters. The desire may be to determine how viable a U.S.
guarantee might be if Israel continues to make further con-
cessions under U.S. pressure.l5

Such speculation leads directly to a consideration of
the three alternative approaches American strategists have
taken to the guarantee idea in recent years and of the moti-~
vations behind each of the three.

In order to examine the many proposals, it is essential
to study the different assumptions and motivations behind
them. To do so, each of the three approaches needs to be con-
sidered separately. The following chapters are each con-
cerned with one approach;they can be labelled as follows:

A. The Supplementary Approach: A guarantee to supple-
ment a settlement reached by the parties themselves.
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B. The Imposition Approach: A guarantee to accompany
and make justifiable an imposed settlement.

C. The Deterrence Approach: A guarantee to establish
a foundation upon which a real and lasting peace might become
possible.

The reasons for Israell skepticism and widespread Amer-
ican Jewish anxiety concerning all three approaches become
clearer in the process of this examination.



CHAPTER II
THE SUPPLEMENTARY APPROACH

1. Until the October War

It is especially noteworthy that neither U.N. Resolu-
tion 242, symbolizing the consensus of the international com-
munity after the Six Day War, nor U.N. Resolution 338 whieh
imposed an end to the Yom Kippur War, focus on great power or
U.N. guarantees. Resolution 242 calls for negotiations lead-
ing to territorial withdrawal to borders which will be both
secure and recognized. This is to be accomplished only in
conjunction with the establishment of a just and lasting peace,
an end to the state of war, a solution to the Palestinian
problem, and the right of all parties to live in peace free
from threats or acts of force. The mention of guarantees in
operative paragraph No. 2 was §§r§$sef§§Eg vague and not the
subject of primary emphasis at the time.l® Resolution 338
adds a specific call for a settlement achieved by the give-
and-take process of negotiations "between the parties” and for
the implementation of Resolution 242 in "all®" of its parts.

Until the Yom Kippur War in 1973, the stated position
of the U.S. (even in view of the Rogers Plan of 1969) seemed
to be one of firm adherence to the strict requirements out-
lined in these resolutions. Accordingly, discussion of guar-
antees for Israel was within the context of strengthening a
true compromise settlement once it was reached by the parties
to the dispute.

There was admittedly some ambiguity in the U.S. posi-
tion regarding the Jarring mission, the Four Power Talks, and
the Rogers Plan -- but, overall, it was thought undesirable
to insist upon a potentially unstable settlement premised
upon outside assurances rather than regional arrangements.

To focus on outside enforcement it was generally thought might
drag the great powers even more dangerously into a potential
confrontation while only papering over the deep conflicts

and antagonisms that would continue to simmer in the area.

2. Not a Substitute for a Peace Agreement

As early as 1955 John Foster Dulles indicated that

President Eisenhower has authorized me to say
that given a solution of the other problems, he
would recommend the U.S. join in formal treaty
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engagements to prevent or thwart any effort by
either side to alter by force the [agreed] bound-
aries. I hope that other countries would be will-
ing to join in such a security guarantee, and

that it would be sponsored by the United Nations.

As for the territorial dimensions of a settlement, Dulles
indicated that the 1949 cease-fire lines (the same as those of
1967) "are not designed to be permanent frontiers in every re-
spect."” He spoke of a negotiated agreement to "boundary lines
of safety"” to precede any treaty or guarantee arrangements. 17
Clearly the U.S. contemplated guarantees as secondary to an
actual territorial and political compromise.

In February 1971, Joseph 3isco, later the Under Secre-
tary of State for Political Affairs, renewed this understand-
ing in conjunction with the Four Power Talks then in progress.
“"We have agreed to begin preliminary talks on the guestion of
supplementary guarantees,” he said.

However, let me make clear that the principal
focus has to be the negotiations under Ambassador
Jarring's auspices. The discussion of supple-
mentary guarantees in the Four cannot be a sub-
stitute for negotiations. Guarantees cannot be
a substitute for a peace agreement between the
parties. The principal element of security for
both sides must be a binding agreement....

But if a common understanding can be achieved
on guarantees by the Four, it would add, at a
minimum, an important psychological and poli-
tical sa§§§rt of the agreement between the
parties.

dowever, some questions did arise as to the basic U.S.
view of guarantees, although there probably was not a single
basic view. What there was instead was an American belief
in the centrality of U.N. Resolution 242 and in the necessity
for the Arabs to meet Israel's legitimate security needs.

A negotiated partial withdrawal, it was thought, should be
exchanged for various agreements as to demilitarized zones,
observation posts, etc. During this period Kissinger is now
said to have been a "hardliner® privately endorsing Israel’'s

aspirations to retain significant portions of the occupled
territories.l9

But just a month after Sisco's statement in 1971, Presi-
dent Nixon himself raised some anxieties regarding guarantees.
"We are prepared,” he indicated, "to join other major powers,
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including the Soviet Union, in guaranteeing any settlement
that is made, which would give Israel the security of its bor-
ders that it mi§ht not get through geographical acquisition”
(emphasis added). The recognition of the centrality of the
new ceasefire lines to Israeli security was there, but there

was as well the thought that outside guarantees might some-
how substitute for regional security.

The triangular trade-off between territorial security,
Arab-Israeli settlement leading to security, and outside guar-
antees providing for security was becoming established. But
still, with the focus on a negotiated settlement, the basic
role of any guarantees would have to be to strengthen the
fabric of such an agreement rather than to replace the fabric
itself.

3. Guarantees Only After a Settlement

In January 1972 Secretary Rogers reiterated the U.S.
position, specifically ruling out a unilateral U.S. commit-
ment. Responding to a question about "the prospect of the
U.S. actually offering a guarantee of any borders the two sides
agree on,” Rogers said: "I don't think that the U.S. individ-
ually as a nation would undertake that. I think that the U.S.
will consider possibilities of some kind of U.N. guarantee.' 21

Whether Rogers was reflecting U.S. weariness because of
Vietnam, had meant to de-emphasize guarantees in general, or
was making a negative statement about any formal U.S.-Israel
alliance is uncertain. What does seem quite clear, even with
the significant differences between Israel and the U.S., is
that through 1973 guarantees were not the ma jor focus of the
U.S. in attempting to reach a Middle East peace. They were
usually thought of as a way of capping an agreement rather
than a way of coercing one where the underlying instability
of unresolved conflict would remain. U.S. officials always
stressed three factors when guarantees were mentioned:

A. They could only come after a settlement reached by
the parties of the various substantive issues between them.

B. They could not substitute for regional security,
only supplement security arrangements reached by the parties.

. C. They were most feasible as an expression of inter-
national community and great power approval of settlement
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and consequently of willingness to support it in general.

Most Israelis and most American supporters of Israel
continue to insist that even after the developments of recent
years international or American guarantees for Israel must
continue to be thought of within this framework.



CHAPTER III
THE IMPOSITION APPROACH

1. Compensation for Israel

Apprehensions today about guarantees are attributable
primarily to the overall context within which they have con-
sistently been raised. Former Senator Fulbright, for instance,
continues to promote "great power guarantees...and...an ex-
plicit, binding American treaty guarantee of Israel” as a way
of forcing an end to what he calls Israeli intransigence on
territorial matters and Palestinian rights. For Fulbright,
"Israel...is stalling, and with nothing concrete in mind ex-
cept to get all the arms and money she can from the U.S."22

Concurrence with Fulbright seems to be growing, though
a more balanced approach than his also exists. Former am-
bassador to the U.N. and to Syria, Charles Yost, writes, "I
suspect that, if and when Israel is ever persuaded to with-
draw from most of the territories occupied in 1967, it will
become more interested in guarantees.” As the essential U.S.
element in a guarantee framework he suggestis "a bilateral
treaty between the United States and Israel whereby the former
would bind itself...to send U.S. forces to Israel's assis-
tance."23 The new chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, John Sparkman, surprised many when he publicly ad-
vocated the creation of a Palestinian state and indicated that
"I think it would be fine for major powers to give Israel
assurances that she is safe within her borders in return for
Israel's surrendering some of the land, if not all."24

Many strategists and politicians view an American
guarantee as a method by which Israel is to be partially com-
pensated for territorial and political concessions. While
Some have written comprehensively about the likely benefits
and dangers inherent in emphasizing this guarantee as com-
pensation to Israel, few have considered the concept his-
torically or in relation to military and geographic realities.
Fewer still have attempted to assess the psychological rami-
fications on both the Arabs and the Israelis of such a new
American preoccupation.

It cannot be said with absolute certainty that Ameri-
can policy after the Yom Kippur War reflects such a new
emphasis on guarantees. Secretary Kissinger repeatedly denies
it in public. Yet the logic of American policies, strategy,
and tactics since October 1973 leads to the conclusion that
the U.S. now contemplates not a formal, de jure settlement
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between the parties but a de facto, quasi-settlement built
upon the American relationship with all of the parties.25

Such a concept could result in an Israell withdrawal to approx-
imately the 1967 borders and possibly a Palestinian "entity”

on the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

Acceptance of such a new status quo by Israel is ex-
tremely unlikely without a complete change of attitude by the
Arab states (not to mention the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation [PLO])or without an unprecedented and highly credible
commitment by the U.S. that no military assault against Israel
would ever again be tolerated.

This latter possibility, at least in relation to the
former, seems the more likely. Even if Arab moderates should
be willing to offer some concessions to Israel, it is ex-
tremely unlikely that an acceptance of the legitimacy of the
Jewish State can be expected in the coming few §§3§§¥§§ 1t
is also not realistic to expect that the level of trust could
in any short period rise to a point where even such a stated
willingness on the part of a few Arab leaders would suffice
for the Israelis.

Hence, an American guarantee for something less than a
complete settlement, becomes a logical element of American
thinking -- especially since such a quasi-settlement is the
only one on the horizon in many minds. Unless this is so,
the entire strategy being pursued by the U.S. seems highly
guestionable.?

Discussion of U.S. preoccupation with an American
guarantee for Israel has become so widespread that when Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs Joseph Sisco appeared
in late February 1975 on "Meet the Press," the very first
question to him was: "Mr. Sisco, is the United States now
considering a mutual defense treaty with Israel in order to
guarantee Israel’'s security and survival?" Sisco's answer de-
emphasized the guarantee approach, but when he was then asked,
"Then you do not rule out an eventual defense treaty with
Israel?" even his ambiguous response was telling. "I am
saying,* Sisco responded, "that this is something which is
quite far down the pike. It is something that obviously we
will §%§% to look at in the context of a political settle-
ment.”

About the same time, columnist James Reston outlined
the changes overtaking Foggy Bottom's thinking about
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guarantees. "Until recently,"” he wrote, "neither the U.S.
nor the Israeli Government has shown much interest in an
American guarantee of Israel’s independence and boundaries.”
But now, Reston continued, Mr. Kissinger

is searching for some way out of his troubles,
and in the process, he has ordered a study of

an American guarantee of Israel's independence
and security, in return for an Israeli withdrawal
to its 1967 borders. ....In short he is trying
to find some way to break the diplomatic con-
flict between Israel and the Arabs.... And the
idea of an American ‘guarantee’ of Israel's
security seems now §§§ most relevant, if dif-
ficult, compromise.<?

2. The New U.S. Approach

The current American posture results directly from
American assumption of the go-between role. At each step the
U.S. gives the appearance of taking on more responsibility
for insuring the steps already achieved and for safeguarding
the step-by-step process itself -- a process which is re-
peatedly said to be the very rationale for American diplo-
matic intervention in the area.

The now well-known “senior American official® did in
fact concede in September 1975 to Marilyn Berger that "the
placement of American technicians in the Sinai mountain
passes...could become a precedent for a larger presence in
future Middle East agreements.”30

With the U.S. in the middle, direct negotiations be-
tween the antagonists and a formal, de jure peace continue
to appear distant. Even Geneva, it should be remembered, is
for the Arabs a conference held under U.N. auspices rather
than a direct political confrontation. Additionally the
anti-Zionism U.N. resolution has only stiffened Israeli re-
solve to stand firm while calling further into question real
Argbtwillingness to truly contemplate lasting peaceful co-
existence.

Faced with this situation, it becomes increasingly con-
ceivable that the U.S. could soon become the pivot in a quasi-
settlement structured on U.S. agreements with the various
Arab parties and separately with Israel. The pattern has
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already been set with the three disengagement agreements since
the October War.

Numerous critics have already concluded that such a
gambit would risk substituting not just de facto peace for
the desired de jure peace but an unstable and explosive "peace"
for a real peace. Since in the process Israel would be maneu-
vered out of the territories and possibly into the acceptance
of a Palestinian state, Israel's future might become hostage
to American credibility and American resolve.

It is this creeping process of a gradual U.S. imposi-
tion which carries with it the new focus on American guar-
antees. For only if the U.S. can justify the risks involved
for Israel in the kind of quasi-settlement contemplated is
there any likelihood of convincing, or indeed even of pres-
suring, Israel to acquiesce. Such Jjustification would also
be necessary to prevent major domestic turmoil within the U.S.
The Israeli lobby has already done what it could to discredit
Kissinger and to worry Ford. The possibility of a new con-
frontation is real. Consequently the administration is un-
likely to take further steps until after the November election.

But the creeping process of a U.S. imposition is now
being institutionalized. U.S.-Arab relations are now being
constructed on a basis that must necessarily result in an
increasing strain on the U.S.-Israel relationship as long as
Israel retains any of the occupied territories. As the pro-
cess continues, the desirability of further concessions to
the Arabs, rather than risking the collapse of the whole
strategy and of the carefully rebuilt U.S.-Arab friendships,
becomes only reasonable. Meanwhile, Israel’s dependence
upon the U.S. has become nearly total resulting in severe
psychological uneasiness. The Israelis know how their ability
to resist U.S. pressures is swiftly eroding.31

And so it can be argued that there has been a funda-
mental alteration of U.S. policy in the Middle East. It is
a basic change still in the process of consolidation and may-
be one not quite as clear-cut as this analysis suggests. But
there is definitely a new emphasis on much more concrete
American involvement leading to major if not total Israeli
territorial withdrawal and some form of unprecedented Ameri-
can assurances.

. The big question mark, and of course the one issue most
crucial to Israel’s supporters, is what Secretary Kissinger
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has actually accomplished in terms of Arab attitudes toward
Israel. There is considerable skepticism that Sadat's
“friend Henry"” has achieved any tangible Arab willingness to
accept the legitimacy of the Jewish State. The instabilities
of the Arab world and the uncertain aspirations of the Soviet
Union in the area only create further uneasiness.

It is this multifaceted anxiety which is at the very
core of Israel's contemporary dilemma -- since U.S. and
Isrzeli policies, interests, and perceptions do in fact di-
verge, how can Israel fully maintain U.S. support while maxi~
mizing her security interests vis-a-vis an increasingly
powerful and possibly even more determined coalition of Arab
adversaries?

3. U.S.-USSR-Arab Promotion of Guarantees

The Soviet Union, the Arab States, and the U.S. all now
have various reasons for emphasizing guarantees. For the
United States,Secretary Kissinger has strongly and often per-
suasively argued that his policies offer hope of z Middle East
settlement that will safeguard U.S. economic and political
interests in the Arab world. Since the U.S. is now apparently
unwilling to satisfy Israel's security concerns by allowing
any significant territorial gains, and cannot satisfy these
concerns with Arab assurances, the U.S. may find herself
having little choice but to eventually offer American guar-
antees coupled with promises of military and economic aid in
ever-increasing amounts. For unless the U.S. can bring about
Israeli concessions, it is unlikely the Arab states will con-
tinue to play the game by American rules. In a sense this
should be the prime lesson of October 1973. Consequently,
unless Israel is forthcoming with concessions, the U.S. could
decide to use American economic aid and political support as
the tools of coercion. For Israel this should be the prime
lesson of the 1975 "reassessment® following the March 1975
breakdown in shuttle diplomacy -- a breakdown which both
Kissinger and Ford publicly blamed on Israel.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union continues its search for
a method of political and economic penetration into the Middle
East which could eventually end Western dominance. French
and British withdrawal from the area after World War II was,
the USSR hopes, only the historical prelude to American with-
drawal. The Soviets can afford to wait and see if the deli-
cate game of American diplomacy can actually be conducted
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successfully. In the meantime, Russian talk of guarantges is
conducive to an image of reasonableness and moderation. It
also sets the stage for an American-Soviet condominium in the
area or for Soviet insistence on Soviet guarantee forces to
match American ones.

The Russians know they can always play the role of
spoiler if necessary. This is why such persons as Nahum
Goldmann, Lord Caradon and George Ball insist that America
must join with the Soviet Union in bringing about a settlement,
not attempt a Pax Americana throughout the region.33 Soviet
public discussions of guarantees for Israel have to be viewed
within this framework.

The Arabs, in this case with considerable unity, seek,
at this moment in history, a weakening of Israel through
territorial return. Eventually, many undoubtedly hope, they
will be able to assert Arab hegemony upon Israel itself. Even
the most moderate of the Arab states, Egypt, remains something
of an enigma when it comes to lasting co-existence with Israel.
Moshe Dayan has recently responded to the question "Do you
think Egypt is now willing to coexist with Israel, or is her
goal to reduce Israel to indefensible borders as a prelude to
future attack?" with a sober assessment of Egyptian strategy.

It is not a simple either-or-situation. I be-
lieve that Egypt still wants, above all, to see
Israel disappear altogether. But realistically,
the Egyptians have already fought four wars
against us and lost all four of them.... They
prefer [now] to conduct a political offensive

in the hope of extracting large concessions from
Israel.... They have succeeded in getting the
American State Department to put political pres-
sure on Israel. They are exploiting the various
interests of the Americans, the Russians, and
the Arabs, coupled with the threat of an oil
embargo.... Not a showdown of tanks against
tanks, %gi political warfare to achieve the same
result.

: With the American, the Arab and the Russian three-way
interest in promoting the guarantee idea, it is easy to appre-
ciate why the subject has become so pervasive.
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L, U.S.-Soviet Competition for Hegemony

For Secretary Kissinger, as he assesses historical U.S.
interests, the overall need in the Middle East is to counter
Soviet regional ambitions dating back to Peter the Great and
the 17th century. To attempt this at this time with various
domestic constraints on purely Machiavellian initiatives, the
U.S. must openly befriend both the Arab states and Israel --
quite a feat. This may be why it was never successfully
attempted before Kissinger.

While the Secretary's even-handedness is a strategy
whose theoretical reasoning 1is quite sound, its practicality
must await long-run developments. Meanwhile, it is a policy
requiring of Israel the kinds of concessions and risks which
make for considerable and continual friction. Viewed in these
terms, recent Israeli bitterness resulting from the "Saunders
Document”35 and the December 1975 feuding over PLO participa-
tion in the Security Council are significant indications of
the muliplying strains between Israel and her big power pro-
tector. One journalist with contacts at the highest levels
of the State Department writes that "relations between thg
U.S. and Israel...have deteriorated to a chronic crisis.?>

Since Moscow's primary entré into the region has been
as arms merchant, and since the majority of the Arab states
are actually far more receptive to Western culture and economic
involvement than to Soviet imperial interests and communist
philosophy, Kissinger's approach might well have considerable
merit. In attempting to implement it he has increasingly
staked his own reputation, in addition to continuation of Arab-
American cooperation, on bringing about Israeli concessions.
He continues to use U.S. economic aid, arms agreements, and
implications of coerced Israeli compliance if necessary, to
entice many of the Arab states -- especially Egypt, Saudi
Arabia and Jordan -- into an acceptance of his grand design.
In addition, he has once or twice flexed U.S. muscle (re-
garding possible U.S. military action should there be a
danger of "strangulation” due to an oil embargo) to raise
fears of possible U.S. imposition of terms upon the Arabs as
well as upon Israel.

Kissinger is especially interested in Egypt. He told
Sadat soon after the Yom Kippur War that "We look upon you as
the principal Arab leader and our purpose is to strengthe%
your position -- in Egypt and throughout the Arab world.">7
President Ford's recent rebuff of the Israeli-Jewish lobby
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and his decision to go ahead with arms to Egypt, even in
this election year, indicates this friendship with Sadat's
Egypt continues as a major leg of American Middle East policy.

Unfortunately for Israel, former Senator Fulbright was
largely correct in his keynote address to the Middle East
Institute Convention when he said that "the commanding Ameri-
can interest in the Middle East is access to oi%8 Our in-
terest in Israel is emotional and ideological." But this
is too simple. The Arab world's importance has been greatly
multiplied by both its oil deposits and its new wealth which
has resulted from the OPEC cartel's exploitation of Western
dependence on Middle East oil. But, in addition, the U.S.
has immense political and geographic interests in the Arabd
world and its more than 100 million people. The resurgence
of Islam was always bound to place tiny Israel in proper per-
spective.

That the new U.S. role as Middle East middleman even-
tually implies some kind of guarantees is undeniably logical,
however politically dangerous for Israel and difficult for
America. As far as the Arab-Israeli conflict is concerned,
the Arabs need not, of course, be too concerned with U.S.
credibility, will, or guarantee potential, for it is they who
stand to make gains which do not require guarantees. Israel
is the subordinated party. The promise by the U.S., implicit
or explicit, to deliver Israeli-held territories has become
something of a hostage for Arab friendship.

As the U.S.-Arab relationship grows, the costs of its
shattering become commensurately greater. If the U.S. de-
livers, Israel will at best be more vulnerable geopolitically,
psychologically and economically. If the U.S. fails, the
Arabs will be in a good position for war -- politically,
militarily and from the standpoint of public opinion. Then
the whole cycle could be begun again. Playing the U.S. off
against the Soviet Union continues to be an Arab option. As
one Arab spokesman recently put it, "good relations with the
Soviet Union are one of the main political cards of all Arabs.”
Sadat's gamble in siding with the U.S. now requires Western
willingness to arm Egypt and to aid that country's desperate
economic situation. There is a higher and higher range to
how far the U.S. can be pushed once the relationship becomes
accepted, and of course, this is the Israeli fear.

_ Sipce the Middle East has for centuries been a region
of imperial contests, Soviet-American competition is not in
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itself the new element. What is new is the U.S. attempt to
ally with Israel and simultaneously with the moderate Arabs

at the time when Israel's very existence has been brought into
question and the Arab world is gathering immense economic and
political leverage in addition to military power. Neverthe-
less, Kissinger may well be right that this new situation is
an historic opportunity and his policies a necessary result

of changing conditions.

5. Divergent U.S.-Israeli National Interests

For the U.S., Israeli security is only one of a vast
array of interests and worries. Consequently, the U.S. may
be quite willing to take certain calculated risks with Israel's
future while still sincerely endorsing the Jewish State's sur-
vival. Any potential settlement, from the U.S. viewpoint,
need not necessarily be balanced -- it simply must be accep-
table to the Arabs and imposeable on Israel.

What many Americans have come to envision is not a
settlement at any price, but rather a forced agreement, if
need be, based on U.S. perceptions of American interests rather
than Israel's geographic security concerns or American Jewish
anxieties about the future.

Such a quasi-settlement would be designed in Washington
to provide a political environment for tempers to cool and more
progress to be made toward what could then be eventually molded
into a lasting peace, even if it did not begin as such. Con-
sequently, any credence given to the notion of Arab destruction
of Israel in stages39 must be discounted by references to
other, moderate statements of Arab spokesmen. There is always
enough said to pick and choose. But to grant even minimum
validity to the Arab-expounded theory of stages leading to
Israel's eventual disintegration would imply a potential sell-
out of Israel and raise storms of protest in the U.S. Only
with the presumption of Arab, and not just Egyptian, good
faith in a new willingness to accept Israel's sovereignty as
a Jewish state can this American approach since the Yom Kippur
War be made acceptable to much of the American public, and
alleviate the growing apprehensions within Israel.

Secretary of State Kissinger does attempt, in fact, to
justify his policies with the assumption of a revolutionary
change in Arab outloocks. In a Jerusalem Press Conference on
17 June 1974, for instance, during President Nixon's visit to
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Israel, Kissinger stated,

It is our conviction that for the first time
in the existence of Israel, the Arab states,
even the more radical ones like Syria, are
talking about a continuing State of Israel and
that some of the Arab states seem to have made
a rather crucial decision to seek to work out
modalities of co-existence with the State of
Israel.®0

It is, of course, this presumption of a basic and his-
torical change in Arab attitudes -- the presumption in other
words of Arab good faith -- which Israel and many of her
supporters insist must be put to the test of actions and facts
before Israel makes territorial and political concessions.
Furthermore, if an American guarantee is to make reasonable
Israel's assumption of the security risks necessary to test
Arab intentions, it must be a guarantee whose credibility
will be beyond doubt.

6. Kissinger's Purposeful Ambiguity

The Secretary himself has been extremely cautious in
mentioning the role a U.S. guarantee might play in his over-
all strategy. He is no doubt quite aware of the potential
torrent of criticism that could descend upon the Ford Adminis-
tration and himself personally should his gradual shift toward
what appears an imposed peace with guarantees become less
ambiguous than it is. What he must fear more than anything
else is widespread public agreement with Hans Morgenthau's
conclusions that this new U.S. posture may be leading to
Israel’'s "piecemeal dismemberment.”

Consequently, Kissinger has gone out of his way to
make it appear that guarantees are thought of only as "icing
on the cake," as he put it in an interview last year with the
editors of The New Republic. The magazine then went on to
criticize any thought of using the deception of guarantees
to impose a settlement upon Israel, while leaving the archi-
tect of this new policy unscathed, 41

But as one of the most perceptive commentators on
Kissinger's Middle East strategy, Theodore Draper, has written,
this Kissinger formulation is neither in accord with a number
of earlier remarks nor with the apparent realities of his



-25-

complex undertaking. "If there was a cake," Draper points
out, "icing would seem to be, in the circumstances, a luxury
that could well be spared. The truth is that guarantees look
more like icing without the cake.®” And, in the form of a not
very disguised warning, Draper adds, "The consequences of
attempting to impose a one-sided setilement on Israel,
covered up by a less-than-convincing guﬁrantee, would be
traumatic for both Israel and the U.S."%2

The harsh Ford letter to Rabin after the March 1975
breakdown in shuttle diplomacy (which was in turn followed by
the letter of support for Israel from 76 Senators) may have
been the opening shot at the onset of such a confrontation.
More recently The Christian Science Monitor in a page one lead
story stated bluntly, "There is a crisis in relations between
Israel and the United States,” and went on to suggest that a
new U.S. policy toward the PLO may well be the next step iﬁ
the U.S. march toward gradual imposition of a settlement.¥3

However, since it is in the interests, s¢ far, of both
Israel and the U.S. to minimize differences, the battle is
largely being fought with forced smiles and within diplomatic
circles.

7. U.S3. Siratesv Dominant

O0f a3ll the parties with interests and influence in the
region, the U.S. still remains the most powerful. And it is
the U.S. choice of strategzy that consegquently may well deter-
mine the outcome of Israel's struggle for existence as well
as of the Soviet-American competition for regional supremacy.
While some have concluded that the Kissinger implementation
of even-handedness is a forward-looking policy, others con-
tinue to insist that only a return to firm U.S. support for
Israel and a determined attitude toward both the Kremlin and
the Arab states can actually maximize U.S. long-term interests
while assuring Israel's long run survival. Only then, it is
argued, would a U.S. willingness to guarantee Israel really
be both meaningful and credible.

What is so paradoxical is that even among those with
manifestly divergent assessments of what should be U.S. Middle
East strategy, there appears to be agreement on the notion
that a U.S. guarantee for Israel is desirable and possibly
essential. This is a paradox best explained by considering
more closely the different perceptions and assumptions which
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lead the pessimists as well as the optimists to propose a U.S.
guarantes,

At the conclusion of this chapter, the position of those
who can generally be considered optimists and who view a guar-
antee in the framework of an imposed settlement will be con-
sidered. In the next chapter a new school of deterrence-
guarantee advocates, led by Richard H. Ullman at the Council
on Foreign Relations, will be considered.

8. Advocates of an Imposed Settlement with Guarantees

Unlike Kissinger, many Ameriecan strategists who have
recently formulated proposals for the Middle East have more
candidly discussed the centrality of guarantees as compensation
to Israel for a more vulnerable situation after an imposed
or reluctantly-agreed-to settlement. The American military
alert and heightened fear of a future U.S.-Soviet confronta-
tion are uppermost in mind for many personages who have re-
cently joined the advocates of an imposed settlement with
guarantees. Many of them have actually done so as crities of
Kissinger's step-by-step diplomacy. Nevertheless, they are
united with Kissinger in that they feel pressure must be
applied upon Israel and in the belief that guarantees may sim-
ply have to substitute for a direct settlement.

For instance, former Under Secretary of State George
Ball has written:

The major nations of the world have an obliga-
tion not to stand passively by while a new war
flames in one of the world's most sensitive
strategic areas.... The danger that the Middle
East could become a2 Balkan-like situation in-
volving the superpowers in a nuclear confronta-
tion cannot be lightly dismissed.

Ball's conclusion is that an imposed settlement should Be
“guaranteed jointly by the U.S. and the Soviet Union."%

Taking much the same approach, Professor William Griffith
of the M.I.T. Center for International Studies warns that

Unless the United States takes immediate steps
to force an Arab-Israeli settlement, the explo-
sion of a fifth war in that tragic area seems
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inevitable -- along with a new and tougher
0il squeeze, widespread financial chaos and
the most serious threat to world peace in de-
cades.

For him, "The key issue involves the territories that Israzel
conquered in the 1967 war.” He too favors compensation to
Israel in the form of guarantees which would, he claims, "only
formalize a long-standing commitment." “"The U.3.," he writes,

should sign a formzal military pact with Israel,
making it clear that we would regard an attack
on Israel proper as an attack on the U.S. and
that we would send American troops to defend
Israel.... Come what may, we should never aban-
don Israel. But defending its conguests is quite
another matter.

Professor Nadav Safran of Harvard writes "A resclution
of the Arab-Israeli conflict has become...an imperative neces-
sity for zall the ocutsiders that have been involved in it,”
and he renews his 1971 call for a "mutuzl defense treaty"” to
be entered into “after Israel and the Arab states had signed
a peace treaty based essentially on the Arabs' own proposals;
and it would be seen as the means by which Israel was brought
to agree to those proposals.*#6

A Harvard colleague, Professor Robert Bowie, concurs.
"A continuing stalemate is dangerous to everyone,"” he argues.

A new outbresk of hostilities would not only
disrupt the region, it would once more risk
U.S.-Soviet confrontation, jeopardizing the

flow of o0il, and split the U.S. and its allies....
Thus an outside initiative seems both necessary
and proper.... Some will, of course, strongly
object to 'imposing® a settlement on the ;g?éésg*
The objection seems to me unjustifiable.b

o

Columbia University's Zbigniew Brzezinski reaches
similar conclusions though with greater circumspection. "The
need to solve that conflict is now more acute than ever, not
only because of its threat to world peace, but because of its
polarizing effect on American relations with the rest of the
world." Brzezinski explains that his approach, in which the
guarantees are somewhat disguised, would only follow a real
settlement. Essentially, however, his guarantee proposal
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too is also designed to render ineffective Israeli protests --
for it should be obvious that any U.S. itemizing in public of
what should be done by Israel borders on imposition upon Israel.
The choice would be between agreement and complete isolation.
And so, Brzezinski prescribes, "It would be advisable, and
timely, for the U.S. to spell out openly what it considers to
be the general outlines of a desirable settlement and to indi-
cate that it would be prepared to guarantee it."48

The boundary line, in fact, between the imposition ap-
proach and the earlier U.S.-Israeli relationship, based on the
two U.N. resolutions with only supplementary guarantees, is
difficult to draw. But it can be said to be where the U.S.
might attempt to persuade Israel to follow certain policies
but would refrain from acting independently and placing tre-
mendous pressure upon Jerusalem.

Still, many of those who are hesitant to directly im-
pose a settlement upon Israel do appear to be leaning toward
coercing the parties into a settlement which would be anchored
in guarantees of one kind or another. Professor Stanley
Hoffman, for instance, believes that "The settlement itself
will not be negotiable by the parties alone; other powers will
have to play brokers and put pressures on the parties. If
there should be a §§%§E§§§§§§ it will require external enforce-
ment and protection also."49

9. U.S. Rethinking After the October War

U.S. policy after the Yom Kippur War is, it is true,
partly the result of Israel's failure to show a way out of the
Middle East deadlock. It is part of the political price
Israel is still paying for the military failure to repel the
Arab armies on 6 QOctober. The post-1973 situstion as generally
perceived in the U.S. is one, to again use Stanley Hoffman's
words, in which

A return to the earlier policy was impossible:
merely to provide Israel with weapons without
pressing toward a settlement would have meant
the certainty of more wars, new confrontations
with Moscow, a splendid opportunity for the
Soviets to expand their influence in the Middle
East, a widening breach with Western Europe and
Japan (i.e. no possibility of a common oil strat-
egy under U.S. leadership) and the sacrifice

of U.S. positions in friendly Arab countries.50
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As well, of course, the new U.S. strategy is premised
on the hope that Arab moderation will someday soon result in
truly significant political and military concessions to Israel.
But this premise remains controversial for the Arabs know
that the scales are now beginning to be heavily weighted on
their side. Though territorial withdrawal to the 1967 lines
is beyond question the primary Arab goal at this time, what
will result after such an Israeli retreat is open to question.

The Arabs have succeeded in making the "return of all
territories® appear to be the only major central issue, and
they have, as a result, succeeded in branding Israel rather
than themselves as intransigent. Few stop anymore to ask
what the central issue was in 1967 when there were no "occu-
pied territories." Few understand such pleas as that by Lord
Caradon, principal author of Resolution 242 and one known for
pro-Arab attitudes, who insisted in Lebanon last year that
"had we requested iiﬁ 2427 the return to the 1967 lines, we
would have been wrong. I know these lines. They are not
feasible. They must be modified."5l Few realize that the
1967 lines are merely the unintended result of 1949 develop-
ments and are aptly described in Israel as a “"strategist's
nightmare.”

As for the Palestinian problem, there is, worldwide,
an undeniable belief that a Palestinian state is a just demand
and that territorial withdrawal might open the door to such a
development. There is much optimism that such a two-state
formula might actually evolve into a real compromise between
Jewish and Palestinian nationalism. Consequently, few ponder
what is implied historically by the phrase "restoration of the
full national rights of the Palestinian people"” or the talk
of a "Palestinian entity" acceptable "for now."

The historical conflict between Zionism and Palestinian
Arab nationalism is dimly understood outside the actual arena
of conflict. Those close to the conflict seem more pessimis-
tic¢ than those who view it from afar. For the U.S., how much
better an imposed "peace" than the continuing deadlock. For
the Israelis, an imposed "peace” may well be no peace and
reliance on the United States may well prove less satisfactory
than reliance on a weakened self.

The 1975 reassessment of American Middle East policy
was actually an attempt to formalize and publicly present the
new American approach to the entire conflict. The "re-
assessment” was the result of alleged Israeli stubborness
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during a round of shuttle diplomacy, but it was also in anti-
cipation of either a resumed Geneva Conference or eggtz§§z§g
bilateral agreements brought about through the good offices

of the United States. Though the Israeli lobby delivered
the''coup de grace'32 to this first reassessement, little has
really changed in the conditions which brought it about. There
may well be a second and a third, each time initiated by a
specific act of Israeli refusal but each stemming from larger
considerations of fundamental American interests.

10. Guarantees: Now Central to U.S. Poliecv?

The role of guarantees in this fundamentally altered
post-1973 American strategy is much more crucial than at any
time in the past. It might even be fair to conclude that the
guarantee plan has become a central feature of American policy,
though no doubt a feature Secretary Kissinger will deliberately
continue to obscure.

This focus on guarantees potentially renders ineffective
Israel's two uncompromisable requirements: first, that there
be specific deeds and major concessions, in addition to
rhetoric, leading to an end to the state of war; and, second,
that the Arabs be willing to enter into direct negotiations
leading to a compromise territorial settlement and a mutually
acceptable solution to the Palestinian problem.

Theodore Draper sums up the meaning of the contemporary
focus on guarantees quite succinectly:

Let us be clear about one thing; the issue...
is not whether Resolutions 242 and 338 are good
or bad. The issue is whether they are being
gutted... It should now be sufficiently clear
why a guarantee has, in some minds, been pro-
moted from a supplement to a substitute. It
has emerged as the most seductive way of getting
around the conditions set forth in Resolutions
242 and 338... While everyone continues to pay
lip-service to both resolutions, they are in
danger of being eviscerated. Neither resolu-
tion said anything about guarantees.* If the
resolutions were lived up to, guarantees would
not be so urgent or would at most be regarded
as useful reinforcements. The new prominence
of guarantees is a sure sign that the balance

* Draper is In error. Resolution 242 does mention guarantees
in an ambiguous way.
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of the resolutions has in practice tipped dras--
tically against Israel and that something has
to be improvised that would appear to right

the balance.53

Those who view current developments in this way in-
sist that what is popularly perceived as Israeli intransigence
is in fact the direct result of Arab intransigence. The
Arabs, having apparently convinced U.S. leaders that the only
U.S. policy capable of furthering U.S. geo-political and
economic interests is one which forces Israel to accept far
less than what she would be entitled to if Israeli security
were paramount, believe they need not be generous with their
concessions. Again, according to Draper,

The old concept used to be that there could be

no peace in the Middle East unless Israelis

and Arabs come to terms with each other. The

new concept is for both of them to come to terms
with the U.S., It is only one step from this to

the concept that the U.S. must come to terms with
them by, if necessary, imposing its terms on them....

It was Sadat's strategy to make the U.S. the
center of the struggle.... An American guaran-
tee is perfectly acceptable to him because it
shifts attention away from anything resembling
an Arab guarantee.... What starts as a guar-
antee to Israel ends in reality as a guarantee
to Egypt. In the event of default, Israel has
no claim on Egypt; it must come to the U.S.
with its complaint, as it did, fruitlessly,
before.

And so, "The U.S. hﬁs become the main front in the Arab-
Israeli conflict."5

Though many of the American strategists pursuing this
imposition through guarantees approach may not fully agree
with this chapter's interpretation of policies and events,
it is likely most of them are aware of the risks Israel is
being pressured to assume. For many other Americans, whose
first priority in the Middle East is the security and welfare
of Israel, these risks seem far too great. And for still
others, morally committed to Israel yet quite concerned about
U.S.-Arab relations, there is a belief that Washington should
actually strengthen the commitment to Israel, building at the
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same time sound relationships with the Arab states on mu-

tually understood terms rather than relationships based on
expectations of more and more U.S. "even-handedness” grad-
ually weakening the Israel-U.S. alliance.

: The paradox, mentioned earlier, is that some of these
firm supporters of Israel are themselves promoting a U.S.
guarantee for Israel, though it is a very different approach

which they take, with different assumptions and a basically
different strategy.



CHAPTER IV
THE DETERRENCE APPROACH

1. The Attack on Kissinger

Within a few months of the Kissinger-Nixon changes in
U.S. Middle East policy in late 1973, substantial opposition
began to emerge. Professor Hans Morgenthau was for a time
the most vocal academic critic. U.S. policy, he asserted in
an open letter to Kissinger, was propelling the "U.S. into
pressing Israel to make ever more far-reaching concessions
until its very existence would be jeopardized." The U.S.,
he cautioned Kissinger, “must refrain from exerting pressures
which can only lead to Israel's piecemeal dismemberment."55
Questioned by William Buckley less than two months after the
war "Are you predicting the end of Israel?", Morgenthau
responded with typical realpolitik detachment.

I do not predict it, but I think it is more
possible now than it ever was since Israel was
founded as an independent state.... I'm not
serene about it but I have tried to accustom
myself to facing the facts as they are, however
disagreeable they may be in terms of my pre=~
ferences.5

Central to Morgenthau's perspective is the belief that “The
unchanged objectives of all Arab states, moderate as well as
radical, [is] to destroy Israel."57

This view is widely shared in Israel where

The basic assumption underlying the Israeli
political-military doctrine is the under-
standing that the central aim of the Arab
countries is to destroy the state of Israel
whenever they feel able to do so, while doing
everyghing to harass and disturb its peaceful
life.

2. The Theory of Stages

Whereas the imposed settlement school downplays the
Arab theory of the elimination of Israel by stages, the advo-
cates of the deterrence approach fear that a major part of
stage one is in fact to lull Western public opinion into a
belief that further stages are not contemplated. They
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further fear that this has already been partially accom-
plished.

For these more cautious strategists, the Declaration
that emerged from the Algiers Summit Conference soon after
the October 1973 War was in effect a cryptic restatement of
the theory of stages which originated in the aftermath of
the Six Day War of 1967 as the preferred manner to continue
the pursuit of Israel's eventual defeat. In Algiers, the
assembled Arab leaders declared

The struggle against Zionist invasion is a
long haul, [an] historic responsibility....
The process of Arab liberation [is] 1. Evac-
uvation by Israel of the occupied Arab terri-
tories and first of all Jerusalem. 2. Re-
establishment of the full national rights
for the Palestinian people. So long as these
two conditions have not been met, it will be
illusory to expect in the Middle East any-
thing but a continuation of unstable and ex-
plosive situations and new confrontation.

O0f course the Rabat conference in 1974 and the "Zionism is
racism" resolution in 1975 have only served to confirm, for
many, this ominous interpretation of the Algiers summit.

With Arab commentators continually predicting eventual
victory over Israel, and with Yassir Arafat's PLO unyielding
in its public position that the Palestinian Arabs will even-
tually rule over all of historic Palestine, the theory of
stages appears to many a rather reasonable explanation of
current Arab policies. The most recent restatement of this
theory by a high Egyptian official was in Lebanon in April
1974, There Dr. Kamel Abu al-Majd, then Egyptian Minister
for Youth, announced that

Egypt is now conducting a multi-stage policy,
that is to say, the first stage is to achieve
the removal of the consequences of the 1967
aggression, then we shall bring about the re-
moval of the 1956 aggression, and in the third
stage we wi%l act so as to remove the 1948
aggression. 0

Another source of evidence, Kissinger's critics in-
sist, is Mohammed Hussanein Heikal, the Arab world's best-
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known journalist. He believes that "total withdrawal" would
in fact "pass sentence on the entire state of Israel.” He
may even share the widespread perception within the Arab world
that the Yom Kippur War marked the beginning of the end of
Zionism. As Heikal put it during the war,

The matter no longer concerns the liberation

of the Arab territories occupied after June 5,
1967, alone, but alsoc poses a deep and severe
blow to Israel's future, although this is not
evident now. For if the Arabs succeed in 1lib-
erating the territory occupied after 5 June 1967
by armed forces, what will prevent them in a
later stage from liberating Palestine itself by
armed force?6l

In 1971, Heikal was even more specific.

There are only two specific Arab goals at
present, elimination of the consegquences of
the 1967 aggression through Israel’s with-
drawal from all the lands it occupied in that
yvear, and elimination of the consequences of
the 1948 aggression through the eradication
of Israel. The second goal is not, in fact,
specific, but abstract.... We should Egggg
from the enemy how to move step by step. z

Most recently, in his book The Road to Ramadan, Heikal con-
cludes that future war "is inevitable."03

When considering the theory of stages, it is instruc-
tive %o recall that Bernard Lewis as early as 1964 ocutlined
the basic goals of Arab diplomacy regarding the Jewish State.
Unlikely to achieve Israel's ligquidation by military force
alone, the Arabs have been consistently demanding, Lewis then
pointed out, even before there were any post-1967 “occupied
territories,” "an imposed settlement by the great powers --

a kind of compulsory surgery on the conference table in which,
perhaps, Soviet arms would wield the knife, while Western
diplomacy administers the anaesthetic."®% In this sense,
guarantees today are designed, many have concluded, as the
method of restraining the patient (victim) while the anaesthe-
tic takes effect.

Many of those opposing the new U.S. diplomacy clearly
believe that Arab aims have not basically changed concerning
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Israel and that the U.S. is becoming an accomplice to &
weakening of Israel which might, in time, prove to be fatal.65
This view is actually quite widespread and accounts for
pollster Lou Harris's findings that "American Jews now seem
totally possessed of a doomsday vision of what will happen

to Israel and what might happen to Jews in this country."66

3. Urging Return to Resolutions 242 and 338

The policy response to such a “"doomsday” vision has
usually been to urge a return to the earlier U.S. policy of
firm insistence that the Arabs reach a compromise settlement
with Israel, including directly negotiated borders and security
arrangements, and that in the meantime the U.S. continue to
supply Israel with the weapons necessary for deterrence as
well as defense. In effect, opponents of the new American
approach have repeatedly insisted that 242 and 338 be the only
basis for American policy. As Draper recently indicated in
the pages of Commentary magazine,

What is desperately needed is an unflinching
American determination to see the Middle East
conflict through on the basis of Resolutions
242 and 338.... If American pressure is de-
signed to extort substantial concessions only
from the Israelis, it will not result in a
durable and peaceful compromise.

The trouble with simply arguing for a return to earlier
policies today is that there is considerable opposition even
within the U.S. Such earlier policies seem to offer very
little hope for anything but war. Furthermore, the Arabs,
having tasted U.S. "even-handedness® and the possibility, some
have concluded, of actually neutralizing Isrsel’'s only re-
maining protector, will continue to levy economic and politiecal
pressure upon the Americans. The Israelis, fearful of U.S.
unwillingness to fully back Israel, will Prepare for the worst
and will remain determined to trade territory only for real
political concessions which are uniikely to be forthcoming.

As for acceptance of a West Bank plus Gaza Strip Palestinian
state, Israelis still seem totally unwilling, largely for
security reasons, to tolerate the idea.68

A §§§: return to the earlier policy, after all that has
occurred, §§E§ no longer offer the hope of creating a stable
§§§E§E§§E*§EEE§§?§ foundation from which moderate Israelis and
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truly moderate Arabs will be able to make progress. It is too
late to return to policies applicable only before the events
brought about by the Yom Kippur War and before American and
Israeli interests became so clearly divergent.

4, Richard Ullman's Outlook

In this context the paradox that a U.S. guarantee for
Israel is also promoted by some of those who oppose an im-
posed peace with guarantees can be understood. The primary
apostle to date of a U.S. guarantee for Israel to deter future
war is Princeton University's Professor Richard H. Ullman, a
past member of the National Security Council staff and cur-
rently director of the "Foreign Policy in the 1980°'s" pro-
ject of the Council on Foreign Relations.®9

In Ullman's view, American diplomacy since the Yom
Kippur War "is likely to produce the worst possible outcome --
a war in which the Israelis might suffer drastically and in
which the U.S. might very well find itself, willy-nilly, in-
volved." For Ullman, Morgenthau, and other critics, the very
ambiguity of current U.S. policy only encourages the Arab
stage-by-stage planning while creating ever greater fears in
Israel. What Ullman sees as likely to happen during the
coming years is a situation where the Arab states, after con-
tinuing to apply increasing pressure upon the U.S. with oil,
petrodollars, propaganda, and a possible turn toward Moscow
again, and after forcing the U.S5. to apply ever increasing
pressure for concessions from Israel, might resort to war.

Rather than U.S. "even-handedness” leading to peace,
it is more likely to lead the Arabs to see in American waver-
ing and Israeli weakness potential victory -- or at least the
possibility of further gains through war. At the point of a
future conflagration, the U.S. would be more than ever re-
quired to intervene on Israel's side and this could result in
the collapse of all the carefully cultivated American gains
in the Arab world.

Better now, the deterrence approach argument goes, to
make the Arab states unequivocally aware of the unyielding
American commitment to Israel and then attempt to gain Arab
friendship, rather than allowing that friendship to develop
under the false illusion that the U.S. can eventually be
turned away from Israel. As Ullman puts it,
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The relatively ambiguous nature of the pre-
sent American commitment encourages the
Palestinians along the road of irredentism...
induces Israeli military leaders and poli-
ticians alike to think in terms of worst-
case scenarios...and...does not deter those
in the Soviet Union who would pursue adven-
turist courses.

5. Premises of the Deterrence Camp

Advocates of a U.S. treaty alliance with Israel, an
alliance which would by necessity include the stationing of
some U.S. forces in Israel to demonstrate the validity of
this commitment (to the Americans themselves as well as to
the Arabs and the Israelis), do foresee Israeli territorial
concessions. In fact, in Ullman's second major article which
appeared in the summer of 1975,70 he implied that Israel
would have to agree to eventually withdraw to approximately
the 1967 boundaries for the guarantee to become effective.

But the motivating concepts of those who support
Ullman's analysis are quite different from the perceptions of
the situation held by those in the imposition school. The
dgterrence approach is based upon a number of differing pre-
mises:

A. An imposed peace would be highly unstable and would
probably only encourage Arab dreams of eventual victory over
Israel. Arab aims of some day destroying Israel have not
changed, they have only been stretched out in time and become
much more sophisticated in design. An imposed peace would
be seen as proof of the effectiveness of the 1973 war and the
use of Arab economic and political power.

B. To be fully credible, a guarantee for Israel must
be given because the U.S. positively decides to do so, not
because of a negative, reluctant decision to do so because it
is the only way to coerce Israeli concessions and accomplish
at least a quasi-settlement in the region.

C. Only an unequivocal U.S. guarantee can create on both
sides the realization that Israel's destruction is not a
realistic possibility now or in the future, thereby estab-
lishing the long-term basis for a true compromise settlement.
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As Ullman puts it,

My proposal...is aimed not at achieving
*peace' in the sense of formal recognition
and treaties -- at least in the short run.

It iz z2imed at creating a foundation of
security upon which, eventually, formal
peace might be built. It is aimed at taking
the possibility of Israel's destruction out
of the day-to-day politics of the Arab states,
so that Arab leaders who want to coexist with
Terael will not always feel forced to escal-
ate their anti-Israel rhetoric to combat that
of rival politicians.

D. 1Israel has become something of a dependency of the
U.S. and this new post-Yom Kippur War relationship requires
something more than the earlier political support and arms
sales. In short, Israel's ability to deter Arab attack short
of nuclear weapons is now something determined as much in
Washington as in Jerusalem. The more essential American re-
solve for Israel's survival, the more that resolve needs to
be demonstrated unambiguously.

The first premise has already been discussed. The
difference between those of the imposition/justification school
and those advocating a deterrence-motivated guarantee is one
of perceptions regarding Arab aims, expectations of the sta-
bility of an imposed settlement, views on the state of Ameri-
can credibility and resolve, and outlook as to what further
Soviet initiatives can be expected in the region.

The second premise has much to do with Israeli appre-
hensions as well as with the interpretations that will be made
of such a U.S. guarantee by both the Soviet Union and the
Arabs. If a U.S. guarantee comes about as a means of forcing
Tsrael into withdrawal it lacks the sense of permanence which
is vital to its role. A guarantee to be effective must be
unalterable over time and sure in its application. It must
be the product of desire by both parties involved. If given
out of consideration for the ties that exist between iwo
couniries and after a careful process of deliberation then it
is much more likely to be the kind of guarantee that will be
both effective and persuasive and Israel is much more likely
to find it acceptable.

As for the third premise, here is the main divergence
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in perspective between the imposition proponents and the
deterrence believers. Ullman believes that peace iz not
possible at this moment (“the dynamics of politics on both
sides” make peace “"very nearly impossible in present cir-
cumstances" ) precisely because the Arabs are not convinced
that they have to live with Israel and the Israelis are not
convinced that they can always count on American support. By
altering these doubts on both sides the conditions for moder-
ate leaders to make the compromises necessary for real peace-
ful co-existence might become reality. "The purpose of out-
side guarantees, therefore, would in effect be to remove the
issue of Israel's ‘existence' from the polities of the Arab
world by confronting with force majeure those who would deny
it.n

Those optimists who favor imposing a settlement believe
that the Arabs will acquiese and accept Israel once there is
a return to the 1967 lines, that the confliot today stems from
the "occupied territories.” Why the Arabs continue to stress
“restoration of the full national rights of the Palestinian
people” even after such a return of territories is not ade-
quately explained since under such circumstances the Arabs
themselves could decide about a West Bank State if that is what
they are willing to settle for. The basic difference is that
the imposition group sees peace possible now if Israel would
Just make concessions, while the deterrence school advocates
See peace as only possible in the future and only then if the
U.S. makes unequivocal its commitment to prevent Israel’'s
military collapse.

6. Israeli Dependence

The fourth premise deserves special attention. If the
strategic and psychological arguments are unconvincing to
Israeli skeptics concerning even the deterrence approach to a
U.S. guarantee, it is possible that stark economic and military
analysis might be more successful.

Israel in a sense now lives through a de facto American
guarantee. The 1973 war terminated Israeli independence consi-
derably more than the Israelis are usually willing to recog-
nize. In the past two years Israel has become something of an
American protectorate. This is harsh reality for a people
whose nationalism has its origins in the desire for indepen-
dence and self-reliance after centuries of oppression and
domination. But, in three senses, it is true: psychologically,
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militarily, and economically. It is in this context that a
formal treaty alliance is advocated.

With the collapse of Israel's purposefully fostered
image of invincibility, her position in the Middle East has
become one in which future battles against her can be real-
istically begun with hopes of partial political and military
success. For three decades Israel has strived to prevent just
such perceptions by her enemies. But, as New York Times mili-
tary editor Drew Middleton puts it, ''Israel’s power 1is no
longer great enough to deter the Arabs.... We may have seen
the last limited war in the Middle East.... In the future,
the military odds_against Israel will be longer than they have
been since 1948."

Many take issue with this view and obviously the
Israelis themselves will not publicly concur. Nevertheless,
Rabin's talk of an agreement to refrain from striking at each
others cities and the references by both Rabin and President
Emphraim Katzair to nuclear weapons "if need be'' reveal the
new anxieties which have gripped Israel. Robert W. Tucker's
recent advocacy of Israeli deployment of and reliance upon
a nuclear deterrent to free her from dependence on America has
added considerably to the debate over how to respond to
American pressures.’/2 Deterrence is largely a matter of psy-
chology. Israel lost her ability to totally frighten the Arabs
in 1973, and with political forces always sure to prevent an
Arab rout, the Arabs are in a much less deterrable posture
than before 1973. A nuclear balance of terror may in fact
become the result of such 3 situation, with potentially serious
ramifications for Israel.’

As for the objective military balance, Israel is
economically being drained for military defenses. For the
first time in her history she requires great quantities of
military grant aid to keep an adequate balance of forces.

A few figures tell the story. Currently, Israel is spending
31 percent of her GNP and approximately 40 percent* of her
budget for military purposes. This contrasts with only 9
percent of the GNP in 1963, 16 percent in 1967, 26 percent

in 1970, and 45 percent in 1973. For the decade 1963 -1973
Israeli military expenditures rose approximately 26 percent**
yearly while her GNP increased 8 percent and her GNP per
capita only 5 percent.’4 As Stanley Hoffman puts it,

* Since another 20 percent must be allocated for servicing debts
incurred during the huge military expenditures stemming from
the conflicts in 1967 and 1973, it can be said that 60 percent
of the Israeli budget goes for military expenditures.

%% This figure is somewhat inflated due to high expenditures
in 1973.
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It is imperative for Israel's own future that
the weight of the state-of-war budget and bal-
ance payments be reduced. The only alternative
is a drastic reduction in the standard of living
that would both provoke serious inner tensions
if it goes too far and increase the appeal of
‘hawkish' solutions.75

As for arms aid, in the two decades preceding 1973 the
U.S. sold to Israel (mostly through loans) a total of about
$1.2 billion in arms. In 1973 alone the U.S. allocated to
Israel over $2 billion with the majority in the unprecedented
form of grant aid. The 1976 allocation to Israel from the
U.S. was approximately $1.5 billion (50 percent in grant form).
The Israelis have come to see this figure as a yearly one.
Hence when the Ford Administration announced only a $1 billion
arms aid figure for fiscal 1977, Israel considered this a
great reduction in American support.75

While in earlier years the Diaspora could make contri-
butions that made quite a difference to Israel, now, for
every $1 from American Jewry the U.S. Government gives more
than $3. The U.S. is no longer Israel's arms salesman, she
has become Israel's arsenal and military reserve. In addi-
tion, the decisions made in Washington concerning military aid
for Israel have a tremendous bearing on the funds Israel has
for economic growth and social welfare. A cut, for instance,
of $500 million in the aid requested from the U.S. during 1976
could have resulted in approximately ten thousand additional
unemployed in Israel, a rise of more than 25 percent.

The economic situation is potentially disastrous, espe-
cially should constant amounts of U.S. aid not be forthcoming.
As Finance Minister Yehoshua Rabinowitz recently stated be-
fore a workers audience, "You must wake up and realize what
has happened to this nation in the two years since the Yom
Kippur War.... Let's face it: we must all drop to a lower
standard of living."77

What all this means is simply that Israel has now be-
come a U.S5. dependent both militarily and economically as well
as politically. Under such conditions, discussions of a
formal U.S5. guarantee for Israel take on a different complexion
than they did before the October disaster. Even if Israel
were to reach the 50 percent level of domestic arms production,
a goal set during 1975 by Defense Minister Peres, the depen-
dence on the U.S. will continue to grow and the need for an
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arms airlift in the event of a major war will not disappear.
The Kfir fighter plane is really more of a spiritual 1lift

than a means of shifting the arms balance away from unpre-
cedented dependency. It is unlikely as well that a nuclear
deterrent will suffice to alter the situation. Such a
strategic deterrent might prevent defeat but it would not be
effective against terrorist attacks or conventional wars of
attrition.76 As for her economy, Israel's coming years will
be successively trying and the need for even larger amounts of
American ald may soon become apparent.

7. Deterrence School Disciples

Ullman is not alone in promoting the deterrence approach
to a U.S. guarantee for Israel. Over two years ago William
Buckley suggested, in his characteristically semi-serious
manner, that Israel become the 51st state. Today, Buckley's
underlying analysis of the need to assure Israeli security
seems of considerable relevance.

More recently, former Naval chief-of-staff, Admiral
Elmo Zumwalt, suggested what he termed a “"practical, workable®
solution to head off a potential superpower confrontation. He
advocated the stationing of troops in Israel and the creation
of something resembling the dominion status now enjoyed by
Puerto Rico. During 1975 Hans Morgenthau joined the Ullman
way of thinking, at least to the extent of suggesting the
baszng of part of the Sixth Fleet in Israeli ports. He re-
mains, however, extremely skeptical about any "guarantees,k"
fearing all such schemes too easily manipulable by those who
advocate imposing terms upon Israel.

During the later part of 1975, Ray S. Cline, former
Deputy Director of the C.I.A. and former Director of the
State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research, advo-
cated inclusion of Israel within a new alliance network de-
signed to restore U.S. world posture and credibility.

And after returning from a visit to Israel sponsored
by the American Professors for Peace in the Middle East,
chairman of the Department of Government at Georgetown Uni-
versity, Dr. William O'Brien, told a gathering of Jewish stu-
dents at his university, "In the long run there needs to be a
new, revived commitment to Israel.... A U.S. guarantee is
obviously essential.” It will be a "major job,” he continued,
"selling the American people about the necessity for a guar-
antee based on a credible deterrent.”
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8. Opposition by Israel

But even though the deterrence approach to guarantee-
ing Israel is one far less odious to those concerned with
Israel's security, it has not gained the backing of Israel and
her American supporters. Though it is possible to consider
such a U.S. guarantee, if approved by Congress in the form of
a treaty, a Zionist triumph -- ranking with the Balfour
Declaration and the U.N. vote to legitimize a Jewish State in
Palestine -- this is definitely not how the proposal is viewed
by those who see themselves as the main supporters of Israel.
There are a number of reasons to explain this reluctance to
seriously contemplate even this approach to a U.3. guarantee.

First, the differences in concepts and motivations are
not all that clear in the various approaches. A guarantee is
a guarantee, with its strengths and weaknesses, regardless of
why it is promoted. Especially since Ullman has himself
hinted at how his proposal would "make possible” Israeli terri-
torial withdrawals, his idea seems to melt all too readily into
those put forward by the imposition advocates. The variable
factors are wnat would be required of Israel to gain the guar-
antee and what the Arabs would be expected to give before
Israel would be expected to withdraw from most of the terri-
tories. Had Ullman clearly stated that he favored granting,
independently of other considerations, a unilateral guarantee
for Israel -- while also returning to U.S. insistence on direct
negotiations leading to territorial compromise and full imple-
mentation of Resolutions 242 and 338 -- then possibly the
deterrence approach would have been clearly demarcated from
the others. Ullman's failure to do so and his uncertain posi-
tion on many of the ideas of the imposition school make his
guarantee idea far too ambiguous, especially when contemplating
what happens to subtle differences when ideas are put before
the public or into negotiating agendas.

Second, Israel faces at this moment in history serious
political and public relations problems in determining her
negotiating stance at any future Geneva Conference. What is
surely feared is that by supporting any kind of guarantees --
even the supplementary or deterrence kind -- Israel will find
herself at Geneva facing a barrage of pleadings that she is
intransigently risking both regional and world peace with
semantic obstinacy about the type of guarantees she is willing
to accept. The boundaries between imposition of a settlement
built squarely around guarantees, supplementing a real settle-
ment with outside guarantees, and creating the conditions for
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a future settlement through deterrence-motivated zuarantees

are subject to considerable confusion, especizally in public
forums. With Geneva a forum "to exert Soviet-Aradb pressure

on Israel, and perhaps on the U.3. as well, to achieve an
imposed solution that would contain neither peace nor security,”
in the words of Prime Minister Rabin, interest in any guarantee
proposals is all too likely to only increase the chances of an
imposed settlement coupled with Israeli political isolation.

Third, political conditions within the U.S. are hardly
receptive to the rather bold idea of a true deterrence com-
mitment to Israel in the form of a treaty plus troops. Though
America is reassessing her Middle East policy, she is no longer
certain about her role in world affairs. 3So why, under these
circumstances, give any support to a possibly unworkable idea,
and risk having such support misunderstood as acceptance of
the overall guarantee approach to a Middle East settlement?
Besides, what is crucial now is not public Israeli support
for the idea, but a broad-based realization in the U.S. of
the need for strengthening the U.S.-Israel coalition to pre-
vent further Middle East fighting and to allow America to
build Arab-American-relations on a mutually understood basis.

The Israelis seem absolutely convinced that the guar-
antee idea under current circumstances and however presented
is a dangerous one for them. Lately.though, there has been some
recognition in the U.S. of the need to strengthen, especially
in Arab eyes, the American commitment to Jewish independence.
But, attempting to do so with a guarantee seems far more risky
than potentially fruitful. As Professor Amos Perlmutter con-
cluded shortly after the Yom Kippur War,

Perhaps there is a need for an explicit se-
curity guarantee from the United States ~--

but it would be insufficient by itself as a
condition for Israeli withdrawal.... No guar-
antee by the U.S. could be a substitute for a
substantive open change in the Arab attitude
and their trend of thought concerning the
political integrity and independence of Israel.
The past history of international relations
shows that the guarantee of big powers to
small countries has never served effectively
as a substitute for the security of the small
states -- and in the end result, they were
not honoured, either.80



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

1. The Israeli Predicament

Faced with an eroding, defensive political posture,
Israel is not looking forward to an easy time at Geneva or
wherever else the Middle East debate is resumed. From the
point of view of most Israelis, maybe the best that can be
hoped for is that the U.S. will remain unwilling or unable to
publicly consummate its new imposition strategy. Negotia-
tions then might remain deadlocked. Few in Israel, and only
a minority in the U.S., really believe an overall settlement
is reachable. U.S. efforts to impose a quasi-settlement re-
main strongly opposed. Tnere is worry, however, that there
is serious potential for increased political isolation of
Israel. Considerable public opinion slippage is possible, and
even potential American neutralization is no longer unthinkable.

The Arabs may well use stalemate this year as the plat-
form upon which to re-launch a campaign for Israel's expul-
sion from the U.N. This could be followed by another war with
the Arabs hoping for even more world acquiescence and U.S.
"even~handedness." The war could be said, after all, to be
justified by Israeli refusal to compromise and by various
United Nations resolutions, and the Arabs would have quite a
few supporters -- certainly more than ever before.

In anticipation of such ominous developments, the third
approach to an American guarantee for Israel -- the deterrence
approach -- might be deserving of further thought. How can
Israel turn the guarantee idea to her advantage? How can the
U.S. most credibly assure Israel's survival and defuse the
Middle East's potential for world cataclysm?

The belief seems to be growing, even in Israel, that
the Jewish State needs desperately to go on the diplomatic
offensive. A plan for "a sweeping Israeli initiative," as out-~
lined by Stanley Hoffman and others, combined with interest
in an Ullman-type guarantee might succeed in throwing the Arabs
on the defensive and turn the tide of the diplomatic battle.
These moves might also strengthen the hand of those in the PLO
arguing for a compromise settlement rather than perpetual con-~
flict.

There would be risks in such an initiative. Most worri-
some, the Arabs might only appear to fulfill certain Israeli
requirements leaving Israel with unreliable guarantees and a



..

vulnerable geo-political situation. But the political risks
of Israell inaction are also growing.

It seems imperative for Israel to reverse the diplo-
matic pressure and regain a greater measure of unwavering
public support if she is to lessen the dangers of renewed
warfare and derail what is sure to be the greatest effort
since her creation to impose an unacceptable formula. Risks
now seem greater in attempting to maintain the status quo
than in making broad proposals for peace and at least encour-
aging a rethinking of guarantees more along the lines of the
deterrence approach. Even should Israel decide she cannot or
should not back these proposals publicly, she might consider
attempting to foster this approach within the American polity.

2. The U.S. Quandary

The American guarantee idea is, in the words of a
Brookings Institution study titled "Toward Peace in the Middle
East,"''perhaps the most controversial aspect of the U.S. role”
in the region. The 16 persons who formed the study group, all
well-known and influential, concluded however that

The Congress might...consider favorably some
form of guarantee of a comprehensive peace....
If at any time it should appear that a supple-
mentary unilateral guarantee to Israel alone or
to other parties as well were essential to the
conclusion of a settlement, we believe such a
guarantee would be in the U.S. interest.8l

But there is a basic and fundamental contradiction in
this way of presenting the "guarantee idea." It is the very
contradiction which has allowed advocates to be lumped to-
gether when in fact there are at least three distinct approaches
and strategies to the proposal. For a guarantee cannot be both
"supplementary" and "essential" at the same time. This kind
of confused thinking explains why Robert Tucker insists that
"There is no escape from the conclusion that an American guar-
antee is either a decegtion, however unconscious, or a very
serious undertaking."8 Clearer and more searching thinking
is imperative in the U.S. about the realities of guarantees and
the responsibilities they entail.

These realizations should become the starting point for
all future discussions concerning a potential American guar-
antee for Israel.
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APPENDIX A

SECURITY COUNCIL RESOQLUTION 242 ;
November 22, 1967 b

The Security Council,
Expressing its continuing concern with the grave
situation in the Middle East,
Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition -
of territory by war and the need to work for a just and lasting
peace in which every state in the area can live in security,
Emphasizing further that all member states in their
acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations have
undertaken a commitment to act in accordance with Article
2 of the Charter.

1) Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles
requires the establishment of a just and lasting peace in
the Middle East which should include the application of
both the following principles:

i) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories -
occupied in the recent conflict;

ii) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency
and respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence of every
state in the area and their right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts <
of force;

2) Affirms further the necessity

a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through
international waterways in the area;

b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee -
problem;

c¢) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and
political independence of every state in the area, through
measures including the establishment of demilitarized zones;

3) Requests the Secretary General to designate a special S
Trepresentative to proceed to the Middle East to establish
and maintain contacts with the states concerned in order to
promote agreement and assist efforts to achieve a peaceful
and accepted settlement in accordance with the provisions
and principles in this resolution;

4) Requests the Secretary General to report to the
Security Council on the progress of the efforts of the
special representative as soon as possible.




APPENDIX B

SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 338
October 22, 1973

The Security Council

1) Calls upon all parties to the present fighting to
cease all firing and terminate all military activity immed-
iately, no later than 12 hours after the moment of the
adoption of this decision, in the positions they now occupy.

2) Calls upon the parties concerned to start immediately
after the cease-fire the implementation of Security Council
Resolution 242 (1967) in all of its parts;

3) Decides that, immediately and concurrently with the
cease-fire, negotiations start between the parties condemned
under appropriate auspices aimed at establishing a just and
durable peace in the Middle East.



APPENDIX C

SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION
VETOED BY THE U.S. ON
January 26,1976

The Security Council,

Having considered the item entitled '"The Middle East
Problem including the Palestinian Question,' in accordance with
resolution 381 (1975) dated 30 November, 1975,

Having heard the representatives of parties concerned,
including the Palestine Liberation Organization, representatives
of the Palestinian people,

Convinced that the question of Palestine is the core
of the conflict in the Middle East,

Expressing its concern over the continuing deterioration
of the situation in the Middle East, and deeply deploring
Israel’s persistence in its occupation of Arab territories
and its refusal to implement the relevant United Nations
resclutions,

Reaffirming the principles of inadmissibility of
acquisition of territories by the threat or use of force,

Reaffirming further the necessity of the establishment
of a just and lasting peace in the region based on full
respect for the Charter of the United Nations as well as
for its resolutions concerning the problem of the Middle
East including the question of Palestine,

1) Affirms:

a) That the Palestinian people should be enabled to
exercise its inalienable national right of self-determination,
including the right to establish an independent state in
Palestine in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations;

b) The right of the Palestinian refugees wishing to
return to their homes and live at peace with their neighbors
and the right of those choosing not to return to receive
compensation for property;

C) That Israel should withdraw from all Arab territories
occupied since June 1967;

d) That appropriate arrangements should be established
to guarantee, in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations, the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political
independence of all states in the area and their right to
live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries;

2) Decides that the provisions contained in paragraph
one should be taken fully into account in all international
efforts and conferences organized within the framework of
the United Nations for the establishment of a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East;




3) Requests the Secretary General to take all the necessary
steps as soon as possible for the implementation of the
provisions of this resolution and to report to the Security
Council on the progress achieved;

4) Decides to convene within a period of six months
to consider the report by the implementation of this resolution,
and in order to pursue its responsibilities regarding such
implementation.



