U.S.-Israeli Policies:
Reading the Signs for 77

Mark A. Bruzonsky

he real crunch for Israel will probably come

during 1977 if Ford is elected—it will be

delayed by only a few months if a Democratic candidate

wins.”’ So writes Wolf Blitzer, editor of the “*Jewish

lobby’s’” Washington publication Near East Report, in a
recent issue of the Jerusalem Post.

With the same sense of urgency Abba Eban insists that
““Time is of the essence, and unhappily for us, time is
running out. We ought to grasp the central issues now
and involve the United States in resolving them.”” He
and a growing number of his colleagues fear that should
Israel not choose to “‘cooperate’” with the U.S., the
Americans might run right over Israel on the road to
Geneva and some form of imposed settlement.

Arie Lova Eliav, a former Secretarv-General of the
dominant Labor Party and probably Israel’s most re-
spected ““dove,"” sadly reflects on his recent American
tour: If 2 U.S. peace initiative *“is rammed down Israel’s
throat, it will not be good for us....But given the present
relation of forces, I am afraid that this is what is likely to
happen.””

Even one of Israel’s most respected Arabisis,
Yehoshafat Harkabi. publicly cautions that **it does not
seem reasonable. . [from a pérspective of real historical
considerations, that Israel can withstand this pressure for
long.” Israel muist make major political concessions, i
only for tactical and public opinion reasons. Harkabi
believes. Among the changes must be a willingness to
contemplate 4 separate Palestinien state. The 3l
imiporiant guestion, of course, is who will represent the
Palestinians. “"Theonly obvious Palestinianbody now is
the PLO,"" Harkabi recently wrote, shaking up many
Israclis who have come to view his words as near gospel
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on the inescapable *'Palestinian problem.””

No matter who occupies the White House and who
runs Foggy Bottom in 3 few months” time, 1977 s
shaping up as a year of possibly unprecedented political
confrontation between Israel and the United States. The
necessity for repeated public denials by both sides only
serves to substantiate the likelihood of the impending
clash. :

The rough framework of an American peace plan more
imaginative ‘and carrying more momentum than the
Rogers Plan of 1969 has already emerged in
Washington. State Department officials are currently
completing various option papers—the bureaucratic
foundation from which a newly elected President could
take decisive steps in an attempt to break the new Middle
East stalemate.

In Israel

Of course many Israelis are hoping for a further
reprieve. After all, the American-Israeli tug-of-war has
been going on ever since the “evenhandedness’ report
of Governor Scranton at the time Nixon first assumed the
Presidency—and the Israelis have managed so far'to gat
by. Now the Lebanese civil war (which has enveloped
the Palestinians) and the Hkelthood of 2 new American
President and Secretary of State (bound 1o the strongly
pro-israchi Democratic platform) are used 1o argue that

Contemporary Israch toughness, however, actuaily
masks the spreading awareness that the Jewish siate il
sooner of Iater be forced to alter hasic polltical posttions.
Many i the Israeli Pesce Movement and in associsied
American Jewish groups are frving fo prepare both
fsrzeli and American Jewry for policies hitherio conuid-
ered izntamount 1o national suicide. While writers for
Commentary magazine fear and criticize the alleged
American ahandonment of Isrsel,” others are st s
desperately atiempling fo convince Isrzells that a joint
1.5, -Jsrael posture is essential. Such s united spproach,
the argument goes, must Be hased on ceriain Israsl



af §§§§§§§§§§ ;%{g:& w §§”§ §§§r i%?;%%a w %ég at §§3 same
time ‘assuring the continuance of overall U S. support.

In essence, the Israell Govérnment i subhornly
fighting and Iosing 2 number of political bantles A fow
israelis—ihose mosisensiiive tothe worldwide lineup of
politica! forces—advocaie conceding a numberof admis-
tedly mmporiant batties and then regrouping behind more
§§§§s§%§ political positions for battles yet o come ig
the ongoing struggie. ?gg §§§§§ smce we shall y
catled for today )’ gé ié%i §$§§x

The Rabin government, however, Is sislemated and
unable totake any mitmtives on the crucialiemitorial and
Palestinian issues——which Eban has in mind when he

advocates a joint Israchi-U.8. front—other than to
and the competing Peace Movement now hold eachother
iri check and challenge each other with street marches.
“*Between Gush Emunin on the right and Moked on the
left,”" one Isracli journalist Writes, ""most of the public
vacillates from side to side because it ?ﬁés difficuity
choosing between the two opposing poles.”” The Israclis
do, of course, want peace, butthey are totally divided on
how it might be accomplished, and their leadership has
failed them:

The role of Prime Minister in Israel has become more
like that of 'a group chairman than of the American
President. Rabin 'is simply ‘unable to take the required
bold initiatives urged upon him by so many at home and
abroad. 1n fact, a chorus of well-known academics,
politicians, and journalists is éngaged in increasingly
urgent efforts to convince the government that it must
finally face today’s predicament—one caused partiaily
by the pressures building within the American Govern-
ment, but also partly the résult of the serious decline in
Israeli economic and political fortunes since the Yom
Kippur War nearly three years ago.

Domestic Israeli politics has paralyzed the govemn-
ment, and-—ironically——threats of zn imposed settle-
ment from outside’ seem only to strengthen the more
intransipent elements. Today s growing sicge mentality
within Israel may vet backfire on U.S. policy-makers,
whose sirategy cenfers on the belief that continual and
i Sing care will slowly produce flexibility as it
did §§§§§ the Sinai negotistions. At leasta few highly
gix;ﬁ%aé American Jews argue against using American

economic and military sid as astick on the 3?{}%{;&% that
§§{*‘?§§%§§ pressure - will st §§§§§§§§§ fsrael’s refusal o
follow the 1.8, lead, This remains the case eventhough

£ §§a§‘$§’§§ nuiber of thede same Jews éii%?%}%%%é%f

the drift of American §§:§ ies toward the ’?&ée&égiggg

é?i; i {%;gg sition 1o Israell sentloments in 1he ocoupied
territories:

Though there s some hope that Israclis are beginning
fo appreciaie the dynamics of the U 5 <israsl
relationshin—for instance, the Jerusalenm Posf hascome
0 the realization that “We can no longer sfford the
foxury of granting primacy to considerations of internal
poiites e way to actual political reform remains
ancharted, even with Yigal Yadin'sadvocacv of a ol
aoverhaul of the political system.

US-BRACLIPOIICES /B

Former Minister of Information Ahsron Yariv, 2
icading member of the ever stronger chorus, recently
returned from sn American visifio warn his countrymen
that the 115, & hecoming dangerously frustrated and
might decide o recognize the PLO and support the
creation of 2 Palestimian stafe. “"They are getting fod
up,”’ he bluntly and correctly informed the Traeli pub-
Hc. TUme dav they mipht Iust Iay B down the Hinc o us:
Take § or leave it....We've gof o decide what we
wani " Facing the domestic political nighimare now
seems preferable 1o continuing inaction, Yanv scems o
have concluded, publicly informing Rabin that "We
might as well have it out at lasts we're tearing curselves
apartanyway. " And since Yariv s commentsearlier this
year, Rabin’s position has deteriorated further, Butsf
there are 1o bold initiatives on Israel’s bmmediate polite-
cal horizon, there are guite afew singular volces suggest
ing the way.

Cabinet Minister of Health Victor Shemtov, admit-
tedly ‘a dove of long standing. believes that "'The
Government must stand up before the people and tell 1t
the truth. We have to wake up from our delusions.
... There is no avoiding returning most of the territories
in-order to find a solution.”” The respected young
chairman of Tel Aviv University’s history department,
Shimon: Shamir, sees the urgency here: “lsrael desperately
needs a more positive position through which she could
offer all elements in the Palestinian world an entrance
into political discussions on the Palestinian problem
aimed at bringing peace to the Middle East.”” ' 'Some of
Rabin’s statements,”” he has announced, ‘seem so
divorced from the present reality in the Middle East that
it was difficult to believe that he meant what he said.””

Beyond individual pleas for basic changes in political
posture; a significant new organization that goes beyond
party lines has been creatéd—the Israel Council for
Isracti-Palestine Peace. It is a conglomeration that, to be
candid, has linle political clout, but whose principles
and  platform command attention. With a number of
establishment figures and headed by Arie Lova Eliav, 2
man with impeccable Zionist credentials, this Council
has issued a direct challenge to government doctrine in
the form of a twelve-point “Manifesto. The Knesset and
the coalition have both completely overiooked the chal-
ienge, but political effect goes Bevond political power in
this cass.

Besides advocating 3 separate Palestinian state on the
West Bank | the group calisfornepotistions withthe PLG
““on the basis of mutual recognition.”” "The heartof the
conflict.  isthe historical conffoniation between e two
peoples of this Iand . the people of Israsl and the
Palestinian Arab people.”” This is 'z posilion nearly
identical 1o the formulstion by Siate Department
spokesmian Harold Ssunders before 3 subcommities of
the Congress Iast November—testimany that the Israeli
Government has foudly and repestedly attacked, though
with Hile effect upon the Siate Department’s new

Isracii journalist Mani Golan, author of the just
released The Secres Conversations of Henry Kissinger,
sums up the situation well in as article in the
April issue of the American Zionist monthly Midstrea




““Mr. Rubin hus ust sbout used up the time he has been
ableto gain.”” Golun concludes. " Forwhile he was basy
counting the moaths and weeks. [ the Arzhs wers
assiduously using the same time o acquire broad politi-
cal support, even from formerly unsympathetic places.
And so Isras! has arrived unprepared 2t the time of
decision... israel has arrived st hermoment of truth

But there i+ corrently 5o Ben-Ourion in the Jowish
state with sumthority to call 2 retrent from antenshis
on how to proceed has shifted to Washingion, leaving the
Israelis girding for an American-inspired political thun-
derstorm whose rainfall will be welcomed by some,
however damaging the accompanying political destruc-
sion. The likely necessity for determined American
efforts—including the possibility of some form of an
imposed quasi-settiement that could at least defuse the
conflict—is shared by some of Israel’s friends along
with many of Isrsel’s detractors,

Inthe 1.5

American journaiist BEdward Sheshan, whose tmpor-
tant expose “How Kiunger Did BY recently appeared
in Foreigs Policy, hes revesled the most comprehensive

The Middle East gquagmire, Iersell pavalysis and

for Middic East settlement developed during the 1975

“reassessment i, in Sheehan'swords, an bnpersiive
that will vonfron! the nexi Pretident of the 157 His
conclusion that ~the nex! sdministration will he unable
1o avoid the wrgency of ¢ genersl pesce” has become
cantemporary wisdom in'many gusriers in the Muddie
East and Washington: " That pedce.” Sheshan writes,
Twill perforce be based upon the 1967 boundaries,
butiressed by gusraniees Tor Isrzel that can include 2
defense treaty with the 115 should Isrnel require Turther
assgrance of her securiiy.”

More recently, Sheohan has spoken of 2 pian that

inciudes join U3 -USSR gusraniees of 3 new Middle
East status guo. Renewed Isrseli interest In réstablish-
ing relntions with the Soviet Union mieht make such s
plan feasible. In fact, the Soviets sre reportediy prepared
o rencw formal contact once Beraelallows wome formof
separaie Palesimian repredeniation at the Geneva talks,
And the troubled Israelis mav well plav their Bovicicard
shouid 13 5 oressure become unbearsble Doing 30
‘might give them a greater degree of maneuverability at
Geneva, sven though the price might he 3 hasd and
difficelt reorieniation of worldwide Jowish aititudes
eward the Soviet Union) especially on the sensitive
sssue of Soviet fewry.

B has beoome evideni in Washington these past
months—with the Saunders sigtement, the fizesl 1977
aid cut) the Ford flveat 1o veto transitional aid the arms
relationshipdevelopmp with Eoynt (sofaraniv £-130s,
the Scranton LN aftack on Israell policies In the
oocupied orvitories and in Jerusalem . and the pereenti-
hie decline in power of the Irsel Jewish lobhy—it has

become evidentwithali thisthat Ford, Kissinger, andthe
Fogpy Bottom professionals have s definiie policy divec-
sion, They have been rather skillfully muncuvering o
position the 1.8, for the possible imposition of 2
seffiement on Israe!l and the varous Assb parties, includ:
ing the Palestinians. Should the U5, finally pursoe this
course] most of the tangible concessions will have 1o
tng cicarer that the maor Arsh confrontation daftes and
Umoderae T plementtinthe Pl Omisht e prepurimng for
SIEI0T FElurn COnCEssions,

Theanxicty feltby miany in Isrseland inthe American
Jewish community ahout Arsb intentions and American
ability to pugranies any seftlement iz qustifiable. {Two
monographs have recently beenpublished inthe U S on
= UL 8. guaraniee for Israel’s security, The first, by this
author, i titled A4 Unired Srafes Guaranies for Iovasi?
{Washington: Center for Soratepic and International
official, NUA, Peloovits is titled Securiny Guaraniess in
a Middle Eavt Sertiemen: [Beverly Hills: SAGE, The

But the fact remains—and is now widely recognized—
that U.S. diplomatic pressure will escalate in the postelec-
tion period regardless of the election resulis. ““Scoop”
Zackson may have been the last bope for those in Tursel
counting on a retrenchment from the new American policy
orientation that emerged From the Vreassessment

Even Prime Minister Rabin hus confinmed, thoush eans
tiously, that serious trouble is now visible. In an Indepen-
dence Day TV Interview Inearly Moy be told the Isrselis
that “H i not to be ruled out that I8 1977 we shall see
tendencies to concessions. . namely ermsion inthe U5,
position on the Palestinias issue In the Geneva peacs
talke.” The Prime Minister didd not nolnt out, however, that
such an erosion would imply American willnsnews 1o
contemplate 3 Palestisnian siawe under cortaln vetiohes
specified conditions, That Rabin took this unprecedented
sigpof avingsuchwmlor U S Tarsel differencesinpiblic s
surely 2 sign of deepening sloom in Jerusalem.

p

The “*Reassessment’’ in Review

To really understand what has been happening and
will probably occur shortly after the beginning of the
aext sdministration, IS necessary 1o refocus on the
BMarch, 1975, Treassessment” Those monthe now Seem
almaost a3 Torgotten ae the Vietaam war, which was
reaching its imevitable conclusion during the very
months of American Middle Bast rethinking . Sonmewhat
more than & vesr ago, in ;B May, 1975, the resulic of
this “‘reassessment’” had fo be temporarily shelved—
along with its predecessor, the Rogers Plan—largely for
domestic political ressons. Bur 2 new view of hasic
American Middle Fagst interests and options became
firmly estzblished within the American Government,
and this view remaing very much alive.

The “reavsessment™ was) in fact an excuse for
the public presentation of new policiesthat had flowed from
foreign policy shifts begun in the days of the Yom Kippur
War. These shifis account for the continuing U.S.-
Egvptian fHrmion and for the coutious bt undeniable



U.50% %szga towand recognition of Paleaminn national righis,
What has happensd to the Ureassessment’' 7 Sheehan
§§§¥%§§f a large part of the answer. Realizing the
domestie constraints on American Middle East efforts,
and failing 1o achieve a major American iniliative after
months of mancuvering, Kissinger decided 'in May,
1975. that **at some future date, when the president was
stronger, when his prospects were more aaspicious; he
might go 1o the people with a'plan for peace based upon
the first option.”” This is what is likely to occur in 1977
regardiess ‘of .who is at the helm of Ameérican foreign
policy. The logic of things has taken over, propelled by
the relentless fears of what 4 tragedy another Middle East
war could ‘be for American strategic and economic
interests throughout the Middle East.

The Brookings Report

Thefirstof the three options (o emerge from the 1975

“reassessment’ turns ot 1o be remarkably similar o
what Washinpion's prestigions Brookings Instifution put

forth last December in the form of a short report entitled
“Towzard Peace in the Middie Easst” The report re-
ceived considerable atiention in the Middle Bastas an
American outling for 3 Muddle East settlement (which 't
153, but forvarious reasons B achieved insaflicient noties
st home. For one thing, Brookinss released the report
rather cautiously, with %%%%z fanfare -and: follow-up
promotion. Even s, o aper termed the
report Unificially sanctoned)” is @ growing

Tandd thers i
reziization thal the report mmy be the most significant
surfacing of bBasic American thinking since the Rogers
Plan seven vesrs ago this December—the Brookings
report resalting from the Yom Kippour Waras the Rogers
Plan had stemmed from e Six-Day War
in hrief, the Brookings Report coniains these
principles: an Isrpelt withdrawal to the 1967 borders:
recognition of “‘the principle of Palestinian self-
determination”’; resolution. probably at Geneva, of all
outstanding issues, including Jerusalem, thus Igading o
peace between all of the parties; implementation of the
agreement in stages over a number of yvears: and some
arrangement of multilateral and bilateral guarantees,
with the U.8. probably playing a unique role.
it fadt, it can now he said with considerable assurance
that the restlts of the now reemerging “reassessment’”
are nicely camouflaged within the pages of the Brook-
ings pamphlet. Rather remarkably. the report is signed
by a number of well-respected and influential Jewish
community - leaders—most notably Philip Klutznick and
Rita Hauser. One representative of a major Jewish
organization, however, refused to sign the document
Bertram Gold, Executive Director of the Amerncan
Jewish Committee, was the only participant in the
Brookings study group who later felt constrained by his
organizational affilistion from signing the report. This
mist be inferpreted as reluctance by even this indepen-
dent and moderaie Jewish organization fo endorse al
teast some of the study s indings. It isknownthat Israch
Ambassador Dinitz personaliy iobbied hard to stopoiher
Jewish members of the panel from signing.
The simple truth, as Sheehan accurately reporis, is
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that “*Relations between the Uniied Siates and Ismuel,
which began to erpde during the October War, have
deteriorated to 2 condition of chroaic crisis——dramatized
by Kissinger's recurring clashes with Israeli leaders and
Israel’s American constituency. T thereareanv i
ing doubis about the seriousness of these clashes, !
Golan’s Secret Conversations and Shechan’s soon to
be published The Arabs. Israelis and Kissinger should
end the debate. The 1975 ‘reassessment’” wis in 4 sense
an initial climax in this continuing crisis. It began with
President Ford's blunt and harsh letter to Prime Minister
Rabin in late March insisting that Isracl be more flexible.
More recently it has included—to list the major public
feuds once again—the Saunders statement acknowledg-
ing the Palestinian problem to be ‘‘the heart of the
conflict’” {the Israelis remain enraged about this), Ford's
rebuff to American Jewish leaders over the C-130s for
Egypt, the %‘%é%éa?i{%%% in §§§§§% éié %}g §i?§§ in ?iiig

?ﬁgsiﬁ attackson §§§§§ i%i?éi%ééffi? §{§§,z o gggggé
ferritories as i T and “‘an obstacle to peace.

Wolf S%ii%f% § § %a;i for 1977, guoted arthe
Washingion, ’§§§§ S E;%a%g}g Presidency could have
changed things, snd 2 comprehensive Israell peace
initisfive conld sl py the U .S  and Isvaci Back on a
morsunited course {at leasi forpwhile) Bur Abbabban,
Lova Elav, Yehoshafut Harkabi and Mani Golan s
essentiaily right in saving that time s guickly ranning
out for Israell The road shead, as Secretary Kissinger
had the courage io tella Jewish audience in Baltimore in
Moy, “is almost cerininly more difficulb—but §§}§§%’f§’§s
Iegs inescapahle——than the steps we have Inken sofar.”
*We donot prove our friendship by ignoring the realines
we both face.”” Kisginper insisted. “We do oot under-
estimate the dilemmas and risks that Isrsel facesin a
negotiation. But they are dwarfed by a continuation of
the status guo.

Afier the November election the U.S. will probably
consider applving hmmense pressures upon beleagnered
Tsrael for concessions over terriiories and for Palestinian
seif-determination. Though It is unhikely Israel reallv is
waiting to be raped {or soat least one of world Jewry's
most important leaders has described it to high officials
in the State Department), the situation in Israel has
become almost intolerable-—stalemate is exactly what
the U.S. has declared unacceptable. Rabbi Alexander
Schindler, president of the umbrella organization linking
nearly ‘all major American Jewish organizations, re-
cently returned from meetings with Isracli leaders saying
that they ‘‘would almost be more comfortable, for
domestic political reasons, if the decisions were imposed
rather than articulated and sccepted from within.”’

In this overall setting the Brookings Report seems the
harbinger of an impending American peace plan whose
broad dimensions are now public knowledge. The re-
port’s approach is similar both in timing and in substance
o that of the Admmnisiration—but for Istael’s § supporters
the sting of Kissinger's pressure tactics is missing.
Largely influenced by former diplomat Charles Yost, the
report is written in carefully balanced style. Yet the
conciusions are unmisiakable, and they have Israeh




officials deeply troubled. Indeed, had the report not been
signed by so prominent an American Jew as Philip
Klutznick, it might well have been strongly attacked by
the American Jewish community acting as surrogate for
official Isracli protesis. Among the report’s fiflcen other
i?%‘é?é%?if% srEr §§%§€f§§ﬁi§ §§;§§;§§§ii§ HE {éggé"ﬁ%g %Fg%;g;“

{*é on §§§§§§§ §§§§}§a§ §§§ Xg;é% }é?é‘é’% %gs’% égéé

Those Three Options
According o Sheehan, whose facmal

not %%zg suhstantially challenged, the §§*
ment” viclded three options in order of
Forcefnl movement toward a comprehensive se
€2} Quasi-senlement with Egynt alone; {3} Reviv §§ {%%f
step-by-step. if nothing else proved politically feasible.
From Agpril throuzh early May, 1973 §§§£§g§§§
everyone Kissinger consulted favored the first option:
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The United States should announce its conceptionofa
final sertiement in the Middie East, hased onthe 1867
froptiers of Israel with minor modifications, and
containing strong guarantees for Israel’s security.
The {lencva conference would be reconvessed; the
Soviet Union should be encouraged to cooperaie in
é;s %%3 0 ?:i%é%‘;. § :‘Eg&%;%%é%g% guesiions §§§§§§~
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The lohby did, however, deliver o temporary ~coup
de grace” to these plans. ig%f%{%i%;&% by the then new
and since then controversial Executive Director of the
Morris Amitay, 2 Isiier was sent on May 21 from
seventy-six U.S. Senators to the President. This letter
strongly endorsed Ismael’s demand for ““defensible’’
frontiers aml massive gafgggggg and military assistance.
The message was orysial clearn Israsl would fight
through the Congress any 2 §$§%§§ by Kissinger and Ford
i consummate ;g?%i% the shift 22 American policy.
{The provicus month in g Comenen article Theodore
Diraper rather openly warned %% i%égg; siraiion é@g
“The consequences of siiempting 1o impe ne-sided
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Senators” letter heiped create a situation in which Is-
rael’s supporters were largely prevented from challeng-
ing the fundamentals of the new but cryptic American
policy and were, instead, forced to focus on the slow and
subtle manifesiations of pressure that have constantly
escalated during the past year (with some lull during
these election months}. Those whe truly believe Amert-
can g%%g:% has hecome misguided have not had fhe
§$§z§§ As one Israell newspaper reporied in April, the
11.5. is pursuing a policy of “"deliberate ambiguity  and
““shere is g widening guif between the Ford Adminis-
tration’s words and actions regarding Isrsel” Thisisan
raica ment, hut incomplete. Just as the infernal
potitical siuation I the lewish siae %%%%%fi severs
American politics become 2 §%§§‘§ T 0 §§§ §§§§§; pre-
sentation of new and evolving policies.

%§§3§§§% factions in the Isracli sovernment are still
determined to force 2 confroniation with the U5, over
the Palestinian issue, the pooupied territories, and the
Geneva conference. They hope throush this threst 1o
possibly deter, or through sciual political bautle 1o halt,
%f%%%},g %‘é{%%%?i‘%i %:{%%%gé any §§§§§§%§f§ i§§§§§§fﬁ§i But

reoently §§§§§ %§§$§ in f%é %‘ %%%g%;%, %%%E%gﬂ o
Scranton’s LN, atiack on Israeli policies. Prime Mifis-
fer §:§%§§ went on television immediately fo declare at
Isrnel’ s soversionty %}zfgégg&gég% is an immutable fact.
And Foreign Minister Allon indicared that only the
sééxéiggégi 1.8, veto of the Security Council resolution
profesting Isrsell policies prev ented a “biz snd far-
reaching”” crisis between the two countries.

in Inter months, while the Jerusales Post was report-
ing an Israeli consensus that the 1967 border “'is cer-
1zinly unacceptable both as 3 foture bonder z:zg{% a8 %%%
Hmit of lewish settlement.” ihe New
editorialized that “*z direct clash between W é’g f’%{‘ég
and §§§§k§§§‘§§ lover Israeli sentlement policies]is ?%%i?%é

to occur and %% %‘é‘%ﬁ% s leaders must s
%3 %ﬁiéé;g* ‘éé‘%ig?% ;;%33 aggé z %:3;;?{%%:;;;@%: é;i&%% s

the

e Posz, which bluntly stated in 2 mid-May
editarial: “*Israelis who tell themselves—and others who
1}l Isrpatis—that they cun have grest chunks of pre- 1967
Arsh ferrifory and peace are g%éz;é?g;% in 2 cruel decep-
tion. A wise Isrsell govemment “would be positioning
But the evests of 1960 are not an adequate analogy for
the serious confrontation that could erupt between the
11.8. and Isracl. American leverage today is iIncompara-
bly preaterthan just a few years ago. Forone thing, Isras]
become something of 2 a U.S. dependency hoth
Hitarily and ?‘Es%%%{%gé%i&%%, Already suffering from

skyrocketing inflation and a declining standard of Hving,



fzrael’s foreign debt is now §§§3‘§} §E§§ 3
neariy five times that of any other o

taik of Israel defzulting on loans due ?E“éf R %s% £33
%é*‘%‘: smounis {é’ §§§§§§*§§§ i 5. ad are i’%’%%'gfé %:;
%%{igéx %?%i%% §§i§§§£§ %ﬁi‘}% 2 g{%%if %§§f§§§§§§§s
§§i§§§%§ this j%%fig §§ agz:% 2 siuation American influ-
ence, both through the purse and through the military
;g%f%g{ can §‘§ §§“§i’§§§§§; to e mmense g’i?%}?{%“%i{%?% %%

Ta §§E§ the Israeli response has been a relatively guist
one, but there have been i%.?‘%%f and snofficisl §§§§§
pramarily through the public speeches of Moshe Day
that Israel will wrn 1o nsuclesr weapo: . & §§§ ;}%
Commnentary by Professor Rebert Tucker last November
carried much the same threat. See “israe and the Uinkted
iiggix From %zfggéf?{% t Nuclear Weapons,

Israel’s Last Chance?

For over a vear now the Isrseli-American relationship
has been severcly sirained and has continually deterio-
sated. Foni's March, 1975, i%i?%%%%i% %:%g 2w %; %éfé-

%ﬁ;% g?ééggﬁ%é %é%%{?’i%:%% 2% & “‘dizaster’
poiitical influcnce in this country. Asd = §§‘§§ wee
fater, gt the time of Pord's threst to veto transitdonal a é
funding, the World Zionist Grpanization declared in 2
report from Jerusslem that “"Never before had an Amerl-
can President sdopied such 2 hostile Hae as that being
izken on the inferim ad. ™

AIPAC publicly reflecied 3%*%% é%%,% confidence %%g

““we've never lost on 2 major ; sue,” zgg;%égg% ;%:;égg:é
d for §§§§§“ years is no
wvea §‘§§{‘i‘i even in the
E%%%i%gggé%%:g on
if%‘i;%%‘}?

§§:§§‘5§ weil-
axie §§:§§ % ving in Israel: "% you think x§§§}§ on the
%éi% e £§§§%

%xgsféx are éé §§§ on their own.” And :
known %}%z%é%?g el Congressman recently

0t from Isrsell ’%‘é ez, gven within
i%f %g%%?ggg E izh community, can no §§§§f§§ e
contained. In fruth, various Jowish § aders in the .5,
have %Efai‘%’?i increasingly anxious, and some are desper-
zie and on edge %§§§*}§§§ when the Israsiis will come
up with something other thas discredited slogans. Ther

US-SRARIIPOIICHKES [ 8

is even talk of the need for new leadership and tactics &t
AIPAC, Buwt only 2 few Jewish professionsls have
stepped forward publicly. One i Henry Slkegmas,
Executive Yice President of the umbrells organization,
the Bynapogue Council of America. Siegman has chal-
ienged Israeli policles, insisting that they ““may contain
the seeds of disaster.” and has challenged the American
Jewish communily to fgé 15 “mindiess dopmatinm”
and cease “suspendiing] #s own oritical g%é%?g?%% en-
tirely when #Hcomes o Israeli foreign palicy.” There is
an ““irrational §§%§§§§§§£§% 1o look at mew reaiities,”
Siegman states. and he is implving here the danger 1o
American Jewry i cosfronted with charges of ““dual
fovalty,”” which he sees as :ggs}ég §§§§§%x§}§ af the

E§§§§§ criticism {é é%.: §§§§5 §§§§§§§§ {%‘i § aitiudes
is now prevalens as well In Isracl. Even Harksbi has
spoken out bitterly: *°._nationsl thinking on'the conflict
is so shallow, and Isrsell diplomacy so unconvineing ™
Our “"hasic concern” should be o ensbie an en-
tightzned and honest person to support o, and | helieve
that many do want 1o support us, except that we our-
be that this is the Iast chance Israel will have 1o conscli-
date g position withthe U5 which woulde %;i%gzg*; PLO
participation for meaningful snd concrete conc

2% an ;giggx;g%

£ fad
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forth with a new §§§§§*§§ toward %ggzz zf% §%§ oocupied
territories, recognize the nations! rights of the ?;:égs%g’
ians, and develop an overall approach to a reasonable
settlement. .or risk 2 major schism with the Iaied
States. There is 2 real possibility of intense §€§§§:§§
confronistion between the %}?ﬁés {%‘ %‘%f §§§§ %}? ?1:
that, that an Isracli-lewish %}%%% %é% fry §§ §§i§ é{é@g
almost unbearable pressures from the U.S. in the hope
made to fight the bmplemeniation of new American
policies publicly, the American Jewish community will,
Siegman and many others fesr. In addition, s
decision would further exacerbate Jsrael fears of ol
isolation, increasing the Hkelihood that Tsrael would
implement the regiona! nuciesr balance-of-terror threat

The aliernatives for Isrsel, inconcent withthe 1.5 1o
attempt some form of gradus! pesce are hecoming
increasingly distastefal and dangevous. Even z former
Direcior-General of the Isracli Foreign Ministry, writing
in an sracli-sponsored publication In May, concludes
that some form of bnposed seitlement **is precisely what
may %é??f% § g;;;g §§§§%§§a‘ i ? iég%gs o gain
égggé igg;z} %z is ggai%% in §‘§§: gggéa that the
American President may “work out a seutlement’ and, in
=ffect, impose it Indeed, the column continues, "R is
taken for %gggi% that whoever is elected President this
coming %{&%é@%g whether e is 2 Democrat or Repuh-
lican, will not let matters drift as they have been for so
many years in the past.”

w«mmm
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