2| =~ LEBANON

Mudigeranpon T

“—§-Shaula
i A

- MARK R. BRUZONSKY




@%ﬁ@w

wrrit b
MARK A. BRUZONSKY

N
\ |

The American attitude toward the Palestinioms is changing

Not for 20 years, since 1956, have there been such
apparent strains in the United States-Israel friendship.
Prime Minister Rabin during his recent American visit
was reduced to telling Jewish audiences in New York
that he believes the U.S. will continue to support Yerael.
Newspapers are filled with reports indicating that “rarely
“have Israelis felt more frustrated and alone”—this one
from the New York Times last December 2nd.

What is in question is not a US. reversal of her
traditional policy of aid and sympathy for the Jewish
state—the reservoir of support remains nearly  filled
even though some leaks are detectable. Reduction in the
amount of that aid and the pressures for territorial and
political concessions which might accompany further aid
are the primary sources of today's apprehensions  and
anxicties.

Beleaguered Israel has never before been so utterly
dependent upon the United States. And American Mid-
die East policy is at this very time attempting & lasting
alliance with moderate Arab regimes ss well as with
Israel. How this geopolitical development of major world
importance will affect the U.S.-Tsrael relationship in
coming years, and how it will color US. perceptions
of her own vital interests in coming months are the
basic questions troubling Isracli strategists and planners,

Current concerns nearly all focus on U, thinking
about attempting to resolve “the Palestinian problem”
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and consequently on the U.S. flirtation with the PLO.
This problem now occupies center stage in the overall
confusion of various national policies, interests and
strategies, The fear among many of Israel's supporters
is not simply that the US. will one day. soon recognize
Palestinian “national rights," going beyond toyay's ace
knowledgment of Palestinian “legitimate interest.” Afier
all, nearly the entire world has already legitimized such
a formulation of the problem.

The real difficulty for those concerned about Israel’y
future is that this step might be taken without an un-
wavering insistence by the United States that the PLO
acknowledge co-existence with Israel as an acceptable
aim. Recent developments do in fact add up-io reasony
for fearing that the perceived U.S. need for at least the
appearance of diplomatic movement might result in g
watering down of this most basic condition. There are
as well, fortunately, reasons to hope that Kissinger's
State Department is aware how crucial and uncompros
misable this PLO concession really is. This realization
then will continue to necessitate unswerving insistence
that the moderates in the PLO take the plunge toward
mutual recognition in exchange for the likelihood of g
Palestinian state, |

The Saunders statement must be the starting point
of any attempt to comprehend what is really going on,
If there are still those who think the Saunders statement
something less than a new American policy on “the
Palestinian problem,” subsequent events since November
12th, should have dispelied such doubts. ‘

Isracli protests when the statement was first made
before a subcommittee of the Congress were immediate
and vehement. Indeed, Israel's over-reaction elevated
the cautious American change of position o front-page
news in the U.S. as well as in the Middle East. Never-
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Secretary for %Eggg §§§§§§ and South Asian Affairs
Harold Saunders’ statement by releasing it as an official
statement of “Curvent Policy.” (Saunders has since been
promoted to direct the depariment’s Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research.) And then under the title “Depan-
ment gives position on Palestinian issue,” the statement
was included in the 1 December Department of Siaie
Bulletin, “the official weekly record of United States
foreign policy.”

Since these publications occurred & number of weeks
after the imitial Ysraeli furor, it became clearer in De-
cember that the depariment had nally decided fo begin
the process which might result in acceptance of the
PLO slong with the formula of “national rights.” This
might then lead 1o discussion of the idea of a West
Bank plos Gaza Strip Palestinian swate. US. tolerstion
of the Syrian gambit to link PLO participation in 8
Security Council Middle East debate with renewal of
the mandale §§§§§§§§§§§§§ﬁ§§§§§§§§§§i§ﬁw
came the next red flag for cautious Israelis. And then in
January the London Financial Times reported the US.
1o be involved in “clandestine diplomacy” with the PLO
through Connecticut State College history professor
Norton Mezvinsky. The State Department’s perfunciory
&g&i%g&i;gﬁgiggi%g%%m
front-page news in Israel

January’s Security Council veto of a resolution whick
would have sctually sanctioned & Palestinian state has
not alicred this now fundsmental LS. counse. American
policy continues to be aa attempt fo influence the PLO
toward a position which can be said to warrant some
form of US. recognition. Then the next siep would be
to bring about some form of actual negotiations, if neces-
sary by dragging both the Israclis and the PLO mod-
erates down the road of posdble co-exisiznce.

fn the ranks of 1he PLO the debale over 8 rosponsc
to US. probings has not as yet yielded any clearly
recognizable response. 1f the conflict in Lebanon is
now stabilized, though, it is certain that the various fac-
tions of the PLO will continue 1o assess the w&éz
implications of U.S. Rirtatiousness. The result remains
obscurzd by the considerable disarray within the PLO
and by tremendous ideological, political snd historical
barriers all but preventing any unambiguous conces-
sions which would imply a willingness 10 accept the
legitimacy of the Jewish state.

Some observers though have concluded that the
PLO's role at the recent Securily Council debate was
influenced by US. overtures. The Washingion Post
points out that “The resolution endorsed an ‘indepen~
dent’ state, not a secular one; and a state ‘in Palesting’
as opposed 1o ‘of Palestine’—a formulation meant 1o

leave room for pre-1967 Isracl.” According o the Post’s
anglysts, “The resolution was perhaps the most con-

‘structive pro-Palestinian resolution ever to come out of

the United Nations.” And the Jordan Times implics
that the vetoed resolution was sctuslly an aitemspl 1o

- reach out toward s position acceptable to the US. if

not Israel. “The Palestinians have isken & major siep
forward,” said the paper which refiects official Jor-
danian thinking. By accepting the clause that every na-
§§§§§§§§§ﬁ§§§%§§§§§§ s%%%%% terri-
torial integrity and political indepeadenc * ths paper
feels the Palestinians have shown “an %iaé%g recogni-
tion of the right of an Israeli state to exist.”

Al this remains, however, highly debatable. The §§§§
§§§§§§§§%§§§§§§§§§§§§§§W§§
lacking the necessity to vote on the final resolution the
PLO cannot be said to have approved of it. Centainly
most of the writings by political spokesmen as well s
Security Council representative Khadoumi's verbal ub
terances can reasonably be said to lead o the opposile
cOonc: 1500,

Even if the more optimistic interpretations of what
%ﬁ;ﬁﬁ%;&%&%&ﬁ%%&%?ﬁ%%
the U.S. are not anywhere near being satisfied with each
other. All that can be said for sure is that the courtship

is continuing and has possibly been sirengthened.
In Israel

Many in lsrael are not blind to this US-PLO ro-
mance, There was & report in the Jerusalem Post & fow
days after the Saunders earthquake indicating that his
boss, Assistant Secrctary Alfred Atherton, had told
Jewish leaders in Washington that Saunders had “erred.”
Yet more seasoned American watchers know which way
the wind is reslly blowing.

One of the best, M. K. Aharon Yariv, former Mis-
ister of Information, recently returned from s US.
mission to wara Israelis of U8, pressure for an over-
all seitlement which would involve maximal temitonal
concessions but would be weak on the content of peace.
... They are getting fed up,” he bluntly told Israclis
“One day they might just lay it down the line 1o us:
take it or leave "

What is not agreed upon by even the pro-Palestinian
moderates in Israel is how best to respond to all of
these developments. Should there be continuing stiacks
on the PLO possibly coupled with renewed overtures
to West Bank moderates; or maybe quiet diplomacy
with the Americans coupled with & more positive Israeli
attitude; or maybe an Israeli initiative which could tum
§§§§*§§§§%&§%§§§§§§§%§%§M
affair?

There remains widespread skepticism in Israel that
there really are PLO “moderstes” when it comes o

the possibility of s lasting and peaceful co-existence
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with Israel. Still, various factions even within the ruling
Labor coalition have competing ideas about how to pro-
ceed. There is near-universal agreement that Tersel must
make sure the US. holds true (o the promise, given
when Israel agreed to the second Sinai disengagement,
that the U.S. will coordinate iis Palestinian policy with
the Israchis. But how in view of the Saunders beginning
and the likelihood that the US. will keep on probing?

More and more within Israel there is support for
whal is now known as the Yariv-Shemtov policy toward
the PLO. This approach basically offers the PLO a
role as representative of the Palestinians at Geneva in
exchange for recognition of Israel, renunciation of ter-
rorism, and acceptance of resolutions #242 and #3138
as the basis for negotiations.

But anyone familiar with internal Isracli politics and
with the generally shared Isracli misgivings about any-
and everything involving the PLO knows that even this
scemingly reasonable policy would be one fraught with
political traps, domestically and internstionally. Move-
ment toward such a policy——and there have been cau-
tious efforts by some since the initial recovery from
the Yom Kippur War—is akin to feeling one’s way
through a minefield. Rabin’s coalition has approximately
reached the point of no return—there's no going back
to the old Golda approach (ie., “The Palestinians . .
Who are the Palestinians?") but there is no agreement
on how to proceed forward either.

Domestically the country might explode should Rabin
accept the liberal-dovish approach. And internationaily
Rabin is risking a resl tear in the fabsic of U.S.-Israeli
refations should he hold fast. Then sn top of every-
thing else there are basic diplomatic considerations.
Once Israel says “Yes, if” 1o the PLD, what leverage
will the U.S. have if she then main ains her present
stance and demands the same concessions as Israel?
The US. is now supposed io be “even-handed™ If
Israel says one thing, the US. is st leust capected to
be more moderate. And finally there are the realpolitik
considerations. Once Israel says “Yeg, if” how can she
make sure the PLO and the Soviet Union will noi force
themselves through the open door with waves of diplo-
matic hot air? Israel might then find herself unuble to
hold the door only slightly ajar and unable to achieve
the minimum conditions thought necessary o risk giw
ing up the ferritories and contemplating 8 neighboring
Palestinian state?

While many in Israel quietly acknowledge all these
dilemmas and risks, support for easing forward through
the political minefield does appear to be growing, And
much of this support is traceable 1o & belief that Israel
should be firm but not unreasonable. The Yariv-Shemiov
formula has become for many the test of reasonableness,
It may as well be the test which Foggy Bowom will use
W determine if Rabin’s government has the BECessary
flexibility to continue as a partner in U.S. efforts or if

the only way to make progress. This was, after all, the
case just last year when the “reassessment™ brought
about a more conciliatory lsrael after a few months of
arm twisting,

Even Chaim Herzog, currently Israels UN Ambas-
sador, and a pre-Yom Kippur War advocate of policies
in accord with the Yariv-Shamiov approach, continues
1o be in favor of an Isracli efiort to make the US.-PLO
alliance triangular. “1 am not free today,” Herzog re-
cently said rather coyly, “to express my opinion on this
issue,

“But I can mention a recent article by Shafig al-Hut,

4 top PLO official in Beirut. In it he wrote that

Yariv’s proposal came as s thunderbolt to the PLO

snd caused deep rifis within their ranks. The re-

moval of the proposal, al-Hut added, came 23 a

biessing from heaven.”

To sum it all up, the heat is on in Israel because
Yariv is essentially correct in his realization that the
U.S. might soon seriously consider attempts to mapose
some kind of negotiations upon Israel. Such a day might
not be that distant unless Isracl shows some signs of
being able 1o take some initistives of her own. S

In Washington meanwhile the previous complets
solidarity within the American Jewish community is rec-
ognized to be dissolving and this gives the administra-
tion more domestic leeway than ever before. Even g
number of Jewish leaders, most of whom seek anonym-
ity, have begun discussing the need for increasing pres-
sure on an Israeli government paralyzed by domestic
politics and a somewhat myopic vision of Arab and
Palestinian attitudes.

One such leader who has publicly spoken out is
Rabbi Henry Seigman, Executive Vice-President of the
Synagogue Council of America. Writing in Momens
mugazine Secigman boldly asserts that Isracli attempts
to maintain current political positions “may contain the
seeds of disaster.” And he terms as “mindless dogma-
tism” the way in which the American Jewish commu-
nity has traditionally “suspend(ed] its own critical judg-
ment entirely when it comes to Isracli foreign policy.”
There is, sccording to Seigmun, an “irrstional vowill.
ingness 10 look 8t new realities™

But these new realities are becoming impossible 1o
overlook. To many Americans Rabin appears simply to
be attempting to “tough it out”—io usc & phrase remi-
niscent of his 1972 choice for the American presidency,
His coalition is too fragile for any bold policy changes
and the November American election makes increased
American pressure unlikely, he has probably concluded.
Even if pressures do build, both Kissinger and Ford
miy 5ol be sround In s faw monthe ‘

Yet, it is becoming increasingly unlikely that Rabin
will manage to avoid a major debate within his owng
country, this time with a serious challenge from the
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doves. And it is increasingly doubtful that the U.S. will
tolerate continuing stalemate. Ford and Kissinger mean
what they say on thig issue. Moreover, the new percep-
tion of U.S. interests goes beyond this administration—
a new president and secretary of state will find the
same coalition of forces, pressures and interests.

In lsrael, with the Committee for an Isracli-Pales-
tinian Peace (Eliav, Pa'll and Avneri among others)
openly advocating s Palestinian State on the West Bank
and in Gaza, joint Israeli-Arab municipal administra-
tion over Jerusalem, and negotistions with “a recog-
nized and authoritative body of the Palestinian Arab
people,” the Rabin coalition plan to at least wait until
1977 (if not the passing of the “seven lean yean” the
Prime Minister used to discuss) is under the greatest
internal challenge ever. Even Abba Eban and Itzhak
Navon, Chairman of the Kaesset's important Defense
and Forcign Affairs Commitiee, are increasingly speak-
ing out for policy changes toward the PLO similar to
those advocated by then Minister Yariv in 1974,

And while within Israel those pushing for an oversll
peace initiative remain rather isolated, no matter how
articulate, in the U.S. those supporting American de-
termination to push forward are growing in numbers.
Returning from a two-week visit to Israel sponsored by
the pro-Isracli American Professors for Peace in the
Middle East, Georgetown Univessity's Government De-
partment Chairman, Dr. William O'Brien, recently
summed up American seatiment. “I'm afraid we're just
stuck with the PLO as thie representative of the Pales-
tinians,” he told a gathering of Jewish students at his
university, “Israel simply has to negotiate even though
the odds are against her”

In short, Yariv did read American attitudes rather
well during his visit. The U.S. is moving towards some
form of PLO recognition. The State Depariment has
made itself clear that what the U.S. requires 8 a less
ambiguous willingness by PLO moderates to acocept 2
Palestinian State solution. Put diplomatically, this means
just what Saunders testified in November. “What is
needed as a first step, he then asserted, “is a diplo-
matic process which will help bring forth a reasonable
definition of Palestinian interests—a position from which
negotintions on u solution of the Palestinian supects of
the problem might begin. . . . It is obvious,” he con-
tinued, “that thinking on the Palestinian aspects of the
problem must evolve on all sides.” Read together with
what the lsraclis consider Saunders’ grestest blunder—
his opening assertion that “In many ways the Palestinian
dimension of the Arab-Israeli conflict is the heari of
the conflict”—American §¥§§§§‘§§§§%§ to enterinin the
possibility of a Palestinian state is reasonably beyond
doubt, Kissinger's way of prevesting a Palestinien state
from ¢oming under Sovier dominstion might be o offer
the Palestinians American sponsorship under the right
conditions.

Both Kissinger and Ford have been pressuring Rabjn
hard to allow some form of separate Palestinian pres-
ence at Geneva. Rabin’s firm “no” represents his coali-
tion’s determination not to open the door to any possi-
bility of a Soviet-backed Palestinian state on Israel’s
eastern borders, U.S. policy nonetheless appears to be
willing to push a process through which both the PLD
and Jsrael would agree to some form of negotiations
that could have as an outcome the possibility of some
form of mulurl recognition. At least this is how one
highly influential person in the State Department re-
cently explained it to a group of visiting scholars. Ara-
fat's recent initiative through Senator Stevenson to have
Israel relinquish the occupied territories to the UN with
safety buffer zones along Israel's border—this 1o be fol-
lowed by PLO recognition of Isracl—can be interpreted
as & response to American probings. The Arafat gesture
may also be a response to Israel’s willingness to en-
courage the U.S. to inquire whether the Arab states
might be willing to consider an “end to the state of
belligerency” if not & full normalization of peaceful rela-

tions. But it is stll premature in the extreme to do
more than speculate about these recent developments.
Whatever, Rabin's basic unwillingness to consider any
schemes when it comes to the PLO may be more and
more only & facade attempting to mask how fragile
Israel’s “under no circumstances” policy has become.

The recently revealed cut in military aid to Israel Is
undoubtedly another American way of telling Rabin
what's up. Thig is true regardless whether the premature
anncuncement of the cut was purposeful or by érror—
recalling Kissinger’s back and forths about the Saunders
document it's 8 good bet the aid cut announcement was
more than a printer’s goof. And Congressional efforis
to restore the aid cannot remove the ever-increasing
issue of Israch §§§e§§§§s§

On Capitol Hll it is sven beginning 1o look s if
the lsracl’s lobby's efforis to bring about a “restora-
tion™ of aid fo fiscal 1976 levels may faill In the past
Morris Amitay, director of the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee {AIPAC is generally recognized as
the “Isracli” lobby in Washington) has shown pride
when indicating that “we've never lost on 3 major ssue.”
This might become the frst time—though, actually ¥
one goex back 1o 1957 there was at least one other.

One resson for the aid cutg and the relentiess pres-
surcs, beyond Israeli dependency, B8 that the State De-
partment i reasonably pleased with American reactions
to the Saunders arproach, Ounly the Wall Sireer Journal
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of the major newspapers counseled that “The US. is
moving 100 quickly.” And even so, the Journal noted
that Saunders assertion that the Palestinian dimension
is the heart of the conflict is “indeed true” while cor-
fectly adding that it is also true, as Israel iusists, that
“the real crux is Arab refusal to scknowledge their
state’s right o exist.” :

What the Israelis have not perceived as yet is that
this clection year it may well prove popuiar 1o give an
appearance al least of strong efforts to force negotia-
tions. The Washington Post recently added up the risks
and came to the conclusion that “This new policy sm-
phasis of cautious hospitality to Pulestinian moderates
holds out considerable diplomatic and political risk to
the Ford administration. So central is the Palestinian
question, however, that we think the risk prudent, even
essential 1o take.” Whether there actuslly are Palestinian
moderates and whether they will respond to U.S. over-
tures, it does seem likely the Ford-Kissinger adminis-
tration will continue the dance applying even more preg-
sure upon Israel for similar flexibility. A recent pro-
Israeli journal of opinion reports in fact that Ford is
“on a knife-edge about the PLO issue”

Amidst all of his maneuvering, Rabin came to Wash-
ington in late January insisting that “You cannot
achieve peace but from the standpoint of strength, It
cannot be done from a standpoint of weakness. With
a weak Israel no one will negotiate. Only in a strong
Israel can there be a hope for peace.” Yer strength is
undebatably more than military might and “defensible
borders.” Politically, Rabin should know better than
anyone else how weakened Israel has become in recent
maonths. Now the U.S. cut in aid coupled with unprece-
dented Arab political, military and economic strength
is putting Israel in the kind of position where another
Arab attack is thinkable, Since another war would seri-
ously further damage Israel’s political, economic and
psychological health, this is just the kind of situation
which might make war rational in the Arab perspective,
Consequently, a major peace initiative designed to im-
prove Israel’s overall posture of streagth (as well 8s to
fest Arab intentions) seems no mere risky than con-
tinuation of present policies.* Support for such & pesce
initiative may start coming from those whose preoccu-
pation is realpolitik as well as from the optimists. Such
a coalition will have a rather difficalt time deciding
just what (o say, but at leust thers would be enoupgh
support 1o say something new.

Even without a comprehensive initiative, Israeli poli-
cies toward the Palestinians and the PLO may not be
maintainable much longer. Rabin keeps trying 1o prop
up his sinking policies but he often alienates at least as

*A further explanation of the urgent wesd for & cosnprehen-

sive Israell peace-iniiintive & sutlised in “Depeadent larael:
Only Two Opticns” by Mark Bruzomsky and Toruel Singer in
the April imue of Worldvirw Mugazine.
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many as he convinces. Shimon Shamir, head of Tel
Aviv University's history depariment, recently wrote
that “Some of Rabir’s statements seem so diverced
from the present realities in the Middle East that it was
difficult to belicve that he meant what he said.”

It is a losing battle continuing to try to deny Pales-
tinian npational rights and some legitimacy 1o PLO
claims 10 representativeness, A new battle, after a tacti
cal political retreat, can however be successfully fought
over the absolute necessity for mutual recognition and
over what reasonable conditions Israel can rightly ex-
pect to be agreed upon during negotiations which could
lead to a Palestinian state. Unless ex-General Habin
recognizes the line-up of political as well as military
forces and realizes the .ecessity of retreat to more de-
feasible political batile lines he may lack the strength
and forces fo do so later.

The greatest danger facing Israel is not internal dis-
sension nor is it possible future discussions with the
PLO. More important than everything else is US. de-
lermination to insist that the PLO acknowledge the
aim of co-existence with Israel and consequently be
willing to recognize Iscael's legitimacy in exchange for
discussions about a Palestinian state and Israeli ac-
ceptance of the PLO as the representative of the Pales-
tinian Arab people, Shamir’s warning is the most crucial
one for Rabin. “It may be,” Shamir insists, “that this
is the last chance Israel will have to consolidate a posis
tion with the U.S. which would exchange PLO partici-
pation for meaningful and concrete concessions.” Un-
fortunately the strain in U.S.-Israel relations may make
this consolidation impossible. Already the U.S. is think-
ing of that formula of conditional PLO participation at
Geneva where the PLO would only have to agree that
a4 possible outcome of indirect negotiations might be
recognition of Israel. To prevent the US. from going
too far Ysrael must make sure, as previously mentioned,
to be both firm and reasonable. It is the reasonable-
ness of current Israeli policy which is under challenge
and the Yariv-Shemtov formuls would do much 0
undo the damage. If the deterioration of Isracl’s posi-.
tion continues however, the movement toward an e
posed settlement might become the only option open to
the US. '

A Washington Post editorial following the conclu-
sion of the recent Security Council debate perhaps hag
best summarized the sympathetic but determined Amer-
ican attitude which has developed toward Israel Hahin,
the editorial states, “will have to display great qualities
of leadership to start moving the Isracli mainstream
toward a position on the vital Palestinian issve con-
sistent with the world’s interest in a3 Middle East set-
tement. We think, nonetheless, that this is the direction.
in which Isracli s well as American policy must move.
. . A Palestinian state . . . will eventually have 0 be
established in the Middle Bast.” :
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