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CHAPTER I

THE BACKGROUND

1. The Guarantee Idea

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 resclution of the conflict may alsoc 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
asgaults 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 likelinhood of being credible to
the Israelis. Furthermore, there is a widespread conviction
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 alsoc g
group of strategists who base their support for extension of
a U.5. guarantee only partially on encouraging Israel to make
concessions. More crucial in thelr 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 politieal 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 jdea Today

There is a growing realization that American policy after
the October 1973 war may be leading toward an attempit by the
U.3. 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 Israell
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 Arad
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.

Wnile 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 Arad concessions. The process
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published by The Hebrew University in Jerusalem:

While Isrsel 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 gusranteed by the great powers. Thus
the recognized political boundaries called for
by the resclution should not, according to the
U.5., reflect the weight of conguest, and should
pe confined %to insubstantial slterations. 3But
in Israel's view, cutside gumrantess could not
serve as & substituie for ithe 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
lesding %o 3 crisis of major §?§§§?§%§ﬁ$ 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 ths
Rogers Plan.? and the second was the influx of Russian per-
sonnel into Egypt. Vielstions in August 1970 of the agree-
sent ending the war of atirition {(when missiles were secretly
moved up to the Canal enabling, three years later, ths Yom
Kippur crossing) followed by Soviet encouragement a month
later of Syria’s attempt 1o invade Jordan, both contributed
substantially to an easing of American pressures upon Isrsel.

But after Sadat’'s expulsion of the Russians in the
summer of 1972, various sitrains in the U.S.-Israzell relation-
ship began to resppear. 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 Igraelil dependence upon
the U.5. had become immensely greater.l0

%, Hew Focus on Guarantees

¥What actuslly has emerged since Ocicber 1873 are thres
alternative approaches to the idea of a U.5. guarantee for
Israsl. Today's discussion is considerably more complex than
that of earlier years. HNore than ever befores, the entires sub-
ject is premised not simply on = regional calculus of mili-
tary forces but on a world maitrix of economic and political



forces and on future projections of military strengths.

Since 1978, in the completely altered environment ini-
tiated by the events of Ccteber 1673, the overall theme of a
U.3. guarantes for Israsel has gained considerabls support from
a variety of guartsrs. Eeasons and motlves differ, but s
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 Eagt conflict and the desirable role for the U.3. in
encouraging a peageful seolution are allied in propozing guar-
antess.

Furthermore, the indication by the Sovisl Union in April
E%?ﬁ of willingness to "guarantee Israsl's soversignty”™ with-
in the pre~-1967 lines has raised considerably the political
visibility of the guarantee approach. 4 number of Arab leaders,
as well, nhave spoken favorably of guarantees for Israel once
she gives up "2l occupied territories® and agress to ths re-
storation of the “"full rights of the Palestinian people.”

Reflecting the spreading emphasis upon guarantess, the
January 1976 Securiiy Council resolution, vetoed by the U.S.
for other reasons, specified guarantees for the sovereignty of
ail siates iﬁ the area as a central feature of any overall
settiement.® This clause was the focus of considerable atten-
;g%&; uniike the mention of guarantees in 1987 in Rescliution

E#

5. Isrsell Anzieties

Mevertheless, all gusraniee proposals -- whether in the
form of U.S., Soviet Union., joint great power, or intsrnational
commitments -~ have continusd to be received with the greatest
of skepticism by the Isrselis 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 guarantess are contemplated as even
a partial substituie for Isrmeli ability to defend herself or
as g replacement for a de Jure Arab-Iisrasell gg?%%ﬁﬁﬁt hased
upon $§$§i§§$ and i&ggi%ig compromiges which would give mean-
ing to, at minimum, a3 non-belligerent co-existence.

*3ee Appendix for the text of this resclution.
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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
gquestions 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 poliey..."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
nands of others. Hebrew University professor Joseph Dan simgiy
notes that *The word 'guarantee' has a bad smell in Israel,”i3

Second, the current emphasis on guarantees is itgelf
thought to be a serious political danger. Widespread public
acceptance of the guarantee idea in current circumsiances
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 guaraniees 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 1is central o the
Israeli approach to her current predicament. The {Jctober War,
in many Israeli eyes, has now been shifted %o 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 morse c¢b-
vious battlefields. When it comes to gquestions of security,
Israel iz 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.3. seems incapable of a coherent,
long-term foreign policy.

6. Guarantee Offers and Public Opinion

The first Israeli 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, belleves
there is a clear need %o 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 bressure upon Israel for
concessions. In Israel‘s eyes, this later group is dominant,
and those truly concernsd 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 tharaugh studies of the various forms a
U.S. guarantee could take.l



7. American Guarantees: Three Approaches

For most Israelis and for many Americans, Soviet will-
ingness to guarantee Israell sovereignty remains at best un-
reassuring in view of apparent Soviet interests and the oppor-
tunistic elements which permeate Russian forelgn policy.
Purther, Arab willingness to entertain guaraniees 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.5. would seem Qques-
tionable compensation for risky territorial and military con-
cessions.

Gonsequently, only American guarantees actually have
potential or theoretical credibility and it is on American
guarantees that those seriously contemplating the guarantee
Tdea focus their attention. Here even Israell apprehensions
are mixed with signs of some interest. There is indeed
skepticism concerning the willingness of the U.5. to extend
meaningful guarantees as well as about American eredibility,
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.3.
guarantee might be if Israel continues to make further con-
cessions under U.S. pressure.t

Such speculation leads directly to a consideration of
the three alternative approaches American strategistis 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 chaplers are each con-
cerned with one approach;they can be labelled as follows:

4. 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 Jjustifiable 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 Israeli skepticism and widespread Amer-
ican Jewish anxiety concerning all three approaches become
clearer in the process of this examination.



CHAPTER 11X
THE SUPPLEMENTARY APPROACH

1. Until the QOctober 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 which
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 purpasefullg vague and not the
subject of primary emphasis at the time,1l® Resolution 3138
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 ireaty
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engagements to prevent or thwart any effort by
either side to alter by force the [agreed | boung-
aries. I hope that other couniries would be will-
ing to join in such a securiiy 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.3. contemplated guarantees as secondary to an
actual territorial and political compromise.

In February 1971, Joseph 3isco, later the Under Secre-
tary of 5tate for Political Affairs, renewed this understand-
ing in conjunction with the Four Power Talks then in progress.
"We have agreed 1o begin preliminary talks on the question of
supplementary guarantees," he gazid.

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 su§§crt of the agreement between the
parties.

However, 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 1o 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, etec. During this period Kissinger is now
sald 10 have been a *"hardliner® privately endorsing Israel’s
aspirations to retain significant portions of the occupied
territories.1%

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 might not get through geographical acquisition”
{emphasis added).€VU The recognition of the centrality of the
new ceasefire lines to Israeli security was there, but there
wag as well the thought that outside guarantees might some~
how substitute for regional security.

The triangular trade-off between territorial security.
Arab-Israell settlement leading to security, and outside guar-
antees providing for security was becoming established. BRut
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 z Settlement

In January 1972 Secretary Rogers reiterated the U.S.
position, specifically ruling out a unilateral U.S. commit-
ment. Responding to a guestion 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 major 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 z 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.

. G 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 guaraniees for Israel must
continue to be thought of within this framework.



I. Coppenzsation for Israel

Apprehensions today sbout guarantees zre aitributabls
%fzgg_ié¥ to the overall context within which they have con-
gzz%gg%éﬂ been rgised. Former Senstor Pulbright, for instance,
f%ﬁéigéﬁﬁ o promots “greal powsr gggggg%zgs*f;§§§§,ggg T~
plicit sﬁzgg American trsaly gusranise of Israel” sz a way
of ?gfﬁaﬁg an end to what he calis Tsraell intransigence on
territorizl metters and égaﬁgi nian rights. Faor E%E%riiﬁfi
Filargel...iz = giﬁ%%g zrd with no %?€§£ concrete zg mind ex-
c2pt Lo g2t all the srms and money she can from the U.3.722

Loncurrence with Fulbright seems %o be growing « though
& mors bsliancsd §§§§$§§ than his also §§%$i$§ ?%f%%? BB~
basssdor io the U.H. and 1o %gvzgg Charles Yost, writes, "I
gugpect that, If and when Isresl iz sver persuaded 1o w ‘%w
drew fros %%gé of The territorissz §§§§§;§§ in 15567, it will
become more interssted in gusrantsez.® As the g$§£§£zaé 9.5,
element in =2 guaranise framewori he suggesis "z bilateral
treaty betwesn the United ;;gxgg and Israel whereby the former
would bing agzﬁé ==-1to 2end U.5, forces 4o Isrsel’s assis-

tance.®23 The new chairmen of the Senate Foreign Relations
ggggéiéggg Sohn Sparkman,. surprissd many when he publiely ade

yonated thse ??&ggiﬁﬁ of & Palestinian stete and indicsted that
%I think it would be Tine for %&E%f powsrs Io give Isrzel
assurances that ghe is safs within her borders in return for
Israsl’s surrendering some of the land, if not s11.72B

Many strategists and politic zgﬁg view zn American
guarantise a5 2 method by which Is T o e periisil -
nensated for territorial and §f§§:-3:' ;iﬁﬁéﬁﬁi%ﬁg* 3
some have writtsn ﬁzﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁgszgﬁé» 2t the 1ikslvy o

ard dangers inherent in emphasizine : guaraniss as
penssiion Io Israel, few have consi %&fﬁé the concept his-
agrzkgéég'ﬁﬁ in relation fo military and geographic realities.
Fewer still have aitempisd %o azsssss the psychological rami-

fications on both the Arsbs and the Israslis of such & new
American precccupation.

ﬁw
m

P

it camnnot be sald with absoluie ceriainty that Ameri-
can ;féz§§'gfi§§ the Yom Eippur War reflecis such z new
emphasis on guarantees, i§§§4%§§= Miﬁsiﬁgéf ?$§¢§?£§E“'égﬁzég
it in public. Yet the logis
and tactics since October 1973 E&gﬁg to the ggggégszgf §ﬂg?
U.3. now contemplatss not z formal, de Jure seitlement

gt
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guaranisses. §¥§.
nor the Isrssil |
American guarant

.

Bat now, §$§i§§ i%ﬁ

iz mesrching for some way out of his troubles,
= =

and in the p ??éiéigg he has ordered s study of
#n American guaranise of Es%géi = independencs
and secu %%%5‘ in return for an Israell withdrawal

to its 1967 borders. .... %.’%%?% he is trying
e Tind some wAY to ﬁ¥§§§ the diplometic con-
flirt betwesn Isras] and i éz&§$§g¥¥ Argd the
idea of an éﬁg?zssﬁ.giasggﬁ%*z of Israsl's
security seems now §%$ most relsvant, 17 4if-
figult, compromiss.

2. The Hew U.Z., Approsch

The current American postures resulis dirsctly from
American assumption of the go-betwsen role. A%t each step the
7.5, g*%&g the appssrance of taking on %ﬁ?ﬁ §§$§$§s*%§;z*“
for insuring the steps %:E%%ﬁg'ﬁﬁé*¥¥$§ and for 334§*§a§§3§§
the step-by-step process itself — a process which is re-

peatsdly =2id to be the very rationzle for American diplo-
g&i}ﬁ intervention in the ares.

i’“

& now well-Enown “ssnior Amsricsn officisl”™ 434 in
faot concede in Ssptembsr 1975 i ¥arilyn Berger that “the
placement of Americsn technicisns in the Sinsd mounisin
PEESER. .. 00u1d hecome §f$§§%§§i for & lavrgesr presencs in
Tuture Hiddls East sgresments.”™ &

R

the U.3. in the middle, direct negoiistions be-

=

ﬂ§§§£§§is%$ gﬂé a Tormal, de jurs _peace continue
T4 appssT distant. Tver g%gg%gg it Eﬁ%ﬁ% e ropeExnbered, in

for the Argbs 2 *%ﬁf&fﬁiﬁ% held under U.H. suspicss rathsr
than a direct political confron %€§§$ Additionally %

anti-Zionism U.¥. resclution has only stiffensd Israssli re-
s2clve to sisngd firg whils zaé;z? further into gusstion resl

Arab willingness to truly *§§§§§g%$ lasting pesaceful co-
sxiztence.

Faced with this situstion, it becomes increasingly con-
ceivable that the U.5. could soon become the pivoet in a guasi-
settlsnent siructursd on U.5. agresments with i‘g varicus

Arab parties and separastely with Israsl., The patiern has
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slready been set wiih the three disengscement sorsements singe
by .
. :

Humsrous or
T would ri izk substituiing not éggi ég f&%%% §£§§E for
the desired de jure pesce Dot sn unsisbls and explosive “poace”
A trerr——— =y Ey
2

. real peace Eiﬁgf in the process Isrsel would be maneu~
ﬂ&f&ﬁ ot of i% arritoriss and *33&3%3“‘31&% The §§§§§<§L§§

*%E#&%iﬁsgﬁ 3%3~ %E?gﬁéfﬁ §§>g?# zi“ ;%iﬁgﬁ ho gi&%
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It i =4 g?ﬁisgi aof & *#ﬁé 3. imposi-~
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antess., , us the risks involved
for EE?&EE %a & %E%ﬁ of §§ggi*$$2aigiéﬁﬁ <o if¥%¥i$§$§ %g
thears =Y EE%%E.E oo of o if;é.?,a‘.;%f%_;%ﬁ E
surd ies Such
e %%ﬁ%ﬁaai *gzﬁﬁié.zﬁ

o %%ﬁﬁ ‘Ei 5

$§§$§ EE%% of further concessions to

an risking the collapse of the whole

the garefully reb ﬁiéi §§¥§‘%f$§ friendships,

g
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haz sciuglly accomplished in fsras %fAifs% g%%%%%%&ﬁ toward
Isrsel. There iz considerable sXep .
*friend Henry" !
accept Zié legiil

iii*?ﬁéﬁﬁ io
h The $?s%§%§§§%§§$
the gdgsféazg S&%E*%ﬁi%?ﬁ of the Soy
; gnsaginess,

*m.m
M“

2 3%t Ihe very
- gince .5, and
d

o o
I 13 i : eptions do in fact 4i-
veErge, how osn Eszg&% éiég ﬁsz% ¥.3. support while saxi-
mizing her E¥*??§i§'§§%§§%$i$ ?32 a-viz an increasingly
poweriul and possibly svsn mors %Ea%fﬁ%g pomilition of Arsb

== T == TTIEFET x T Fham
3. H.3.-35B-i&rs® Fromoiion of Dusrenises

Inion, ths &rsh now
s%%s f%? iﬁgﬁa iz For th
Fer has =% ﬁggig'ggﬁ asiten per-
cies offer hope of a Middle ZEast
g U.5. soonomic srd political
Arab world. Since the U.3. iz now apparently

EEEgL ﬁéi&ﬁ; to =matisfy Isrgsel’s sscurity concsrns by slliowing

any significant territorial gains, and cannot satisfy these
concerns with Arab aﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁg§; The U.3. oy fiyd herssif
: little gi{%g% but to e ?zggéég offer American guap-

coupled with promises of military and econ §§¢§ gid in
gsgﬁz*“ amountz. For unless the U.5. g¢an zgﬁ ahout
igggsﬁiﬁﬁg it iz unlikely = Arsh ﬁfg?gg will cone
0 ;E&g he zame by American %Eééﬁg in & s=nss this
E ot -

e the %?}g iﬁ%ggﬁ of Gotober 1873, Lonssgusnily,
Isras]l is %?‘dg oming wit

”

coneessione, the T.E2. ocopld
o use Amer gg? $§§§§§i§ a*é and ﬁ%i;i:ggg f§§§ ot BE
ot gﬁgﬁgz For isrse iz should e 4 i

= g?ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ?g fﬁi%ﬁﬁigg %%g %&fﬁz

+

soonamic %%ggéfgzzﬁﬁ into Ths

muaﬁéf‘f end Westerm duminsnce. French

om Lhe sres after ¥Worid Bar IZ ==

%f*? *ﬁ% %zgiﬁfzggé prelude To Amperican with-
istz can af ord to wait and see if the deli-

éi %§$?E§§§ diplomacy can actuslly be conducted
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' ?ﬁf §$§?$2$§*'§3§§&? #f§ ‘25 he iﬁgéﬁﬁéﬁ %E%%Ef%i&% aﬁgﬁ_Jﬁﬁ

i interests; the ov %ggéi need in the ¥iddle Bast is to counter

CBowist ?%g;gﬁgé gﬁ%z fons 43t Et back te Feter the Oreat and
the 17%h g&f*% To attenpt this at this time with variocus 0 o0
omestic §ﬁ€$%§$E§§$ on purely g&i zg¥%ﬁéhg§ igiizgéz“§s§-é”§5mhtj_f~
o S« must openly befriend both the Arab states and Israsl -« R
"{ggz%ﬁ a Teat, fﬁzs may be why i§ %gg €¥§£§ $E§¥$$$$§i§f__ R

o attempted before. iﬁggﬁigﬁfi

'5}ffZEE%.2 ie’ "iﬁfz%aggiﬁ ﬁ%ﬁ%*igﬁéﬁéﬁﬁgﬁ iz & 'gggéﬁgngj'fJf
theoreticsl ressoning iz guite sound, ite practicaliiy

 must await long-run developments. Meanwhile, it is g policy 8

‘-Fggégfzgg of Israel the kinds of concessions and rizks which

omake Tor §§%§E§£§§§§¥ and continual frietion. fazﬁﬁﬁé Eg;fﬁﬁsﬁj:

gzéﬁfﬁsg regent Israsli bitterness ?%ﬁ%ééagg'ffgg the TIzurdsrs

j'é§$¥§%§ »35 and the Decémber 1975 Teuding over FLO participa~
cEionin the ignga%%‘§$§§§z§ are §E§%E§E§§§. Indications of
“The mulliplying strains §§§§§§ Israsi ard her big pover §§§*a*

S tector. One. *%&f%%%}g th contactis at %li'%zgngﬁz levels

_of the State Department ﬁgzigg_ nat *relations. %g‘ﬁﬁgﬁ the
"  §*§*_§?§ Eﬁ?ﬁ%§s¥;%§¥$ deteriorated ig a chronic crisi ﬁ§§%_'”

&E%%% g%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ*% %?E%ﬁ?* gg%fﬁ iﬁég %%s §%£“§§ ngg %gﬁ

. as arms §$§§%$;¥§'§§§ since the majority of the Aral states

are ﬁﬁ%;géag far more §§§$§%§”$ to HWestern sulture snd socnomic.

© - involvement than to Sovist Imperial Eiﬁ%?%ﬁgg and copmunist
-, ?334§§$§§% §Eg$3€§&§§s gzﬁ?gg.%_%zgﬁz ‘well hazve i*ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ*ﬁ%i%
. f§$§12§_ In attempting to. lmplement zi he has increasingly
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“implications of cosrced Israell complianes 1T %gigsggfzg %g

entice many of- %i% Arab states we %s%%gzgéégAﬁg§§ ;. Sapdi

CCArabia and Jordan <« into an acesptances of ‘his grerd. ﬁ&%%”%

<2y §%3§§§ Ay *';_]f

o In addition, he has once or twice Tiexed

coo-garding possible ULS. military action gﬁ'%i% there e a’
U danger of Feirangulation™ due to an ol €§§”§§ to raise

- fears of possible U ;;g_zg Egz?éﬁ '%g zfgg ggﬁ %%% ﬁgg%ﬁ as

”> 3§§EE as E?%ﬁ Egﬁagé;

: &Eﬁﬁiﬁgﬁf is $$§$§333E¥'3§§%§§§§$§ in gagg L He %ség

© Sadat ‘soon after the Yom Eippur #War that "We look upon you as
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" 31tself the neW'elament‘- What is new is the ﬁ Sa attempt to

”5T5ally with Israel and simultanecusly with the moderate Arabs = .
“at the time when,zsrael‘s very'existenca has been breught 1ntoﬂ] R

" guestion and the Arab world is gatherirg immense economic and

'T.ﬂpnlxtzcal leverage in addition to military power. - Neverthema'fff5“3"ﬁi"

less, Kissinger may well be right that this new situation is

° . an historic opportunity and his pgllczes a nacessary rssult rffifj{]fff-

: : f;9f ch&ngxng canﬂltlﬁnsogg';-u--

't3ffi§ Dlvergent G S »Israelx Natmﬁnal Intﬁrests

For the U S,, Israeli securlty is Gniy'ane &f ‘B vast

"5,array of interests and worrises.  Consequently, the U.S. may

‘be gquite w1111ng to take certain caleulated risks with Israel*

"Liuﬂfuture while still sincerely endorsing the Jewish State’s sur»*f"'

-,-{'vlval‘_ Any. §atent1al settlement, from the U. S. viewpoint, L
‘need not necessarily be balanced -- it 31m%§y must be aeﬁepwv;'

Ry table ‘to the Arabs and 1mpaseable on Israe

What many Amerzcans have cam& ta envzslan is nat a

';hfﬁetélem&nt at any price, but rather a forced agreement, lf

” ”1fneed ‘be, based on U.S5. perﬁepticns ‘of American interests. ratheri3fQ; ,;f

~ - than Israel's geographic seaurzty coneerns or &merlaan Jewzgh

':_Qanx1atles abaut the future.;gﬁ

Suah a qu&sz«setﬁlement waulﬁ be degzgnaé 1n Washlﬁgt&n

"hfcfté'praviéa 2 politieal environment for tempers to cool and’ mareﬁ*f?-f'

'7~ prograss t0 be made toward what could then be sventually molded

'7} 31nte a lasting peace, even if it did not begin as such. ﬁanwanjgjl ff f
ffsequantly, any ereﬁenﬁe given 4to the notion of Arasd destruatlom,,*-:'

- of Israel in stages2? must be discounted by referencea tor T
ather, mcﬁerate statements of- Arab’ syakesmen There is aiways _x'~~*

“enough ‘said to pick znd choose. But to grant even minimum

' '71;v&l1d1ty to the Arab-expounded theory of stages leading to = = ..
‘Israel’s eventual disxntegraﬁzan would . zmyly 8 yotantlal Sell~5»f"

. out of Israel and raise storms of protest in the U.S. ﬁﬁly

'f3fflw1th the" @resumﬁtlan of ‘Arab, ‘and not just Egyptian, gaed
s falth inca new. wzll&ngness tﬁ accept Israel's g&v&relgnty as -

. a Jewish state can this American approach since the Yom Klppurff f_ﬂ  “f

“War be made acoeptable to much of the Ameriecan- publxc, and

= '-'-:"_-;fjallavxate the gr&wzng apyrehens;cng with;.n Israel, L

Seargtary af Stasﬁ Kassinger éses aﬁﬁempﬁg in. faﬁt to ; ?_., o

 ﬁ3ué%1fy nis policies with the assumption of a revslatlanary

; © ehange in Arab outlooks, ‘In a Jerusalem Press Conference on.

u'f{f*l? June 1Q?ﬂ far 1nstance, éarlng Presxdent szan 8" vlsxt tc 7;; fm3* :



. Isracl, Kissinger stated,

~ It is-our conviction that for the first time -~
““.inl%heﬂexiStenaegaf“Isragl;j%hejﬁrabjstatesy,jm;;3:ﬁ_-q
©.even the more radical ones like Syria, sre =~
. talking about a continuing State of Israel and -
.qJ]f.ﬁhat;sgmefaf_thefArabﬁstatesy$éem~to,haveﬁmadejgi_Vhrf
“. . a rather crucial decision to seek to work out .
"médalitieSyof;cc?existénce;witﬁfthe-State“af'-,j'  S

T jit*is;f6f ¢buﬁsé;jthisfpfésaﬁptioﬁféfja[haSicfaﬁéfhisa; f¥j{f_fj-.

:ﬂ'Wéfﬁ5~0ffﬁrab”gﬂﬁd'faiﬁﬁ'%»:which Israel'éﬁd}m&ﬁY?af.hér“iLiﬂr'

‘supporters insist must be put to the test of actions and facts

'"-;before~15raelzmakes territorial and political concessions.

' :7Emrthermare;Tif anlAmericaniguaranteé_iSJﬁe_make reagonable - .

Israel's assumption of the security risks necessary to test

Arab intentions, it must be a guarantee whose credibility -

'"’3f6;ffxiéSEhgéf?é'PufpdééfulfAmbig&iiy*:j§f  jf"”'

”;fﬁ,ThéfSééﬁétafyfhiméeiffhaé7bééﬁﬂéxﬁfemel$_éaﬁtious5iﬁj 'ﬁf-I17f~t“"

‘“;=ﬁéntioﬁingg%helrcle,afﬂ.Siﬂguarantae*might}playcin;his-QVerf,*

 fq.a1l*strategyf*jHejis_ﬁe_ﬁoubtjq&italaware-sfjthe-pctentiaijf-ffff[-g;
“ooootorrent of critigism'that-ééuid:desCend.upangtha-?Qrdﬂééminis~*ff[f';'7
ctrationtand himself;persanallyﬂsﬁeuléghis-gradual'shift,tswardﬁ::-_;' N

~what appears an imposed peace with guaraniees become less -

gﬁf ;ambigucus“than-iﬁLis,_jWﬁatjﬁé}must_feapfmgrg'thgn;anyghiﬁg:f:;fy 7ffV-
Efﬁﬂelsejis:wiéespreaé,publié_agreementﬂwithfﬁans.Mcrgénthaa‘s Lo
' yconclusicnS'tﬁatuthis-newzu;sngOSture”may*bé;1gaéing'tQ ﬁT;“

- Israel's "piecemeal dismemberment." =

. Consenuéntly, Kisstheer has some oub of his iy 45

'”ff;méké~it-appEarjthatjguarantéésuare,%ﬁgughtﬁofggnlya35{ﬁiciﬁg*f};: '-h“_
g Gﬁtthe-ﬁake;5f33'h9-?ut'it“in[an-inﬁerViQleast;ye&r;withtthé;l:;Wwf”'

E:'".'_-''caxxi_,_i“{:'rorg'.::;;__f_.T{m."E\Isazw-_'_-Rie*;;’s.i"i:rlic’:.'-1_-_-_'.:2_?_}13_-'m,a;gaz’_:i.-_ne'-*L'irxer;.._wem:._c::arz-_'ﬂ:s:';v :
~eriticize any thought of using the deception of guarantess

'kfftcfimpose;a;settlem&hﬁ*upennisraei_-wgile ;gayigg:the-ar¢hi5:@iQ, j7Fp

| tect of this new policy unscathed.Hl |
v ffﬂﬂBﬁt éS‘6ﬁé"éf £héfﬁdétfﬁércéptiﬁéféﬁﬁméntétgféfégf;h;L-'-'”

~ Kissinger's Middle Bast strategcy, Theodore Draper, has written,
. this Kissinger formulation is neither in accord with a number

" ?¢£§€arligrﬁremarks}ner,wit§:the*appatéﬁt{reaiifiesfaf_hisf
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:ijlﬁﬁ?ltable - alsng wmth a new. and taugher
- oll sgqueeie, wxﬁespread finaneial chaos. and"

‘the most serious thr&at %0 warl& ﬁeaae in dew,ﬁ;”f7~”:“"”':'“

;gﬁcaées.a-a-:_

"“f,FGr him, ”Th& key issue 1n?alves %he terrltﬁrlas that Israal
:ﬁceaquerad in the 1967 war." He too favors campensatz&n too
Israel in the form of. guar&ﬂtaes which would, he elaims, “"only

' - foorma11ze a 1éng~stan§1ng cammltment “{-”Tha ﬁ 3.,” he wrltas, .ff:_:fE

S 'shﬁuid s;gn a fgrmal mzlxtary pact with Israel
o making it clear that we would regaré an attack.
.~ on Israel proper as an attack on the U. S. and
oo that we waulﬁ gend Amerlcan troops to defend - _
“Israel.... ‘Come what may, we should never aban«
~don Isrsel, But ﬁefen&zﬁg 1%& conquests 13 qui%&
*ﬂmwﬁmrmmﬁwn o R R B

S '-Frafﬁsser Nadav Safran nf Harvard wrlteS “A reselutlan T
f:J;of the Arab-Israeli conflict has become...an imperatzv& neceswﬁf'fkﬁ“-
o o8ity for o all the outsiders that have been involved in 1t," -

‘and ‘he fenews his 1971 e¢all for a "mutual defense “treaty” to

'°Zbe entered into *after Israel and the Arab states had szgned

'cf]fa peace treaty based essentizlly on the Arabs® own proposals; . -~
~and it would be geen as the means by whlch Israel was hraugh% R

' V,tg agraa to thase prspcsals ”@5

‘A Harvard. calleagae, ?rafessar Rebert Baw1e, concurs..[{*”

”,H“A &antlnﬁlng stalemate is- daﬁgeraus to everyane,? he argues, 5 ;]}“"=7

_}A new aathreak sf hcsﬁ;l;tles waulﬁ hot iny

~disrupt the region, it would once more risk

o UiSi=Soviet cenfrantatlan, 3eapardlzlng the. R
- flow of oil, and split the U.S. and its alllesa,.,Fb
oo Thusoan ﬂ&tSlﬁé initiative seems both necessary .

and proper.. .. . Some will, of course, sirongly

object to 'imposing’ a settlement on the gartles,__“;ii',_"”

S The: Gbgectlan seems to me uﬁgustzflable;

' Ga1umb1a ﬂnlver$1ty s Zblgnzaw Brzezlnskl reaahas

"fﬁ131mllar coriclusions though with greater ﬁlfﬁngpﬁctlﬂn Coemhe

'"Zneed tosolve that conflict is now more acute than ever; nsﬁ.iu['ﬁlfin

- only because of its threat to world peace, but because of- 1ts-u7‘7

'.j'polafizlng effert on American relations with the- rest of the
oworld.t Brzezinski explalns that his approach, in which: %he

;,; “guarantées are somewhat disguised, would only: fsllaw a r&al
'*QQsattl@ment._ Essentlaily, hcwever, his guarantee prapasal




. ment and protection also."

“ftaa'ié7éisa”éééigneé”féqfen&er{inéffécfiveLzsréézi.prstésts?;:”?f>‘ |

"-_for?iﬁgshnuld-bé:obVibus”ﬁhatﬁany-Q;S;“itemiziﬁgfin-publicVof;tn"'”

,-j-?what.shauld”be-&cﬁe~by113rael.bcr&érs%gn:impGSiticngupgﬂffsrael;g;"v-3“

- .The choice would be between agreement and complete isolation. R

_.:AndcscggBrZézingki'ﬁﬁescribés;[ﬂft*wéuléjbéf&&?iaable;-aﬁd'r_q_5*j5=.--~
ﬁtimelygﬁf&r'thefﬁ;S@-tc'Spellnﬁutaépeﬁl?that{itfcansiders-tﬁ'.~ﬁ"'

s-?befthe;genéral=buﬁlines_éfgavéegiﬁablelsettiement3anQQt0 i§&if-f

~ cate that it would be prepared to guarantes it."i8

__,“Rj Thé;b¢uﬁdéry}1iﬁé;Tih'fa¢£;jbéﬁweenffne i¢goéiti¢ﬁ:aﬁéj,_39'_,m...
R lproach]anéﬁtﬁe_eariiergu;Sg~13raeli;relatisnship;fbased'cnjthe*”%
"h;two~a;N,uresolutiensqwiﬁh-cnly;suppiementaryLguarantEes;-is“- o

o difficult to draw. ~But it can be said to be where the U.S. -~

"}might;atﬁémgﬁctaTyérsuadéflsra61Itgﬁfdllcw;cértaiﬂ policiesf]-”f* ”“"”

””~f,butfwculdirefrainyfromﬁaatimg;indegeﬁéeﬁtlyfandfplaciﬁg ﬁref;f;;if f ff

”f.m&ndéus,préSSura1upqnuJerusalemg;3um_

 ;7   fStiil;7m£n?}ﬁffiﬁbééﬂwh0 éfé”EeéiﬁahtTtb éiféét1yfiﬁ#;ff?ﬁﬁff.fﬁ'T

f;pgse;azsétglgment upcn_1srae1.doyappeaffto be leaning toward

'i;coef¢ihgﬂthe,pérties';nt9133settlem@ﬁt*ﬂhicﬁ,wouid'be]anahs#adf”fff“"'”

“-in’guarantees of one Kind or another. Professor Stanley

”fl]Hcffman;sfcrginstance;-believes that "The settlement itself . -

55W111 n9tﬁﬁé?ﬂég5ti3b1§be_théfparties]aléné;ﬁather §¢wers,wiii“j j S
g'rhavafta,playjbrakersjané;yat;pressuresgon the_partiQSr':If:_};lg_;.;,_~
- there should be 3_Séﬁtlemeggffit,?i11HSQQQirs_§xtermgl enforce~- ..

9 s U S Rethlni{;ng A§‘ter ’th&{}ctﬁber War : |
0.5, poriey atter the Yon Kipbur Ver 16, it 1o tiue

"".fpértlyfthé_fesulﬁaof Israel’s failure te)show'a*way:out»of‘the_;ii”f ﬂH7

:':wkﬁMiédle_Eastadeadiockt "It is part of the political price

1zsﬁaél*iszsti11Jpayingafﬁrfthe‘militarygfailare.to[repelﬁzhef e

'°L_Arabzarmiesfoh_6'Gétaber, PTheﬁpest;i§?B'situaticn as.genErallyfff%3flhw

. Pperceived in the U.S. is one, to again use Stanley Hoffman's e
Jowords, dniwhich oo o0 TR SRR TEREEER B

--ﬁaﬁreturnfto_tha-earlier-pelicy Wasjimpassibleb“¢[_,,,ﬂﬁ.5_n
 merely to provide Israel with weapons. without -

HQ?Upregsing'towafdfamSettlement*woﬁlé have meant '
'~“theﬂcertaintygaffmcre,wars,-né@jeanfrsntatidnsf

'{.with,MpSéﬁw;;aTsplenﬁidfoppeftunity;fsrﬁthe”vj::ﬁ,}:“
-'$Qvietsﬁtc1expandftheiriinfluenaeﬂiﬁvthelMi&élé ST
_ “Easﬁ,'aLWi&eningh%reac§~wiﬁh'Western-Eurcpexand__H;ﬂﬁbgj ,_
- ;_1;Japgh'(i;e;fnc5§3s3ibilityfoffa-enmméﬁgail'Sirataf;'.;"
'-=_regy;undér-&48;3léadership}ganduthé}sacrifibe'V””' S

'L:{,0f¥U,Sg;Posiﬁians:iﬁﬁfriegdly &fa&.¢cgntries;5? }i§ ;fﬁ’V7--”“”



&s wellg ef cﬁurs&, the new § S straﬁegy 15 premlﬁed

ﬁTfan the ‘hope that Arab moderation will someday soon result in } 559

Ciruly algnxflcant §e}1tzcal #nd military concessions to Esraal.-;ff5;; 

. But this premise remains controversial for the Arabs. Kriow

:ffft&at the scales are now. begznnzng 10 be heaviiy wezght&é on

. their side. Though territorial withdrawal %to the 1967 lxnes_f”**

'3 g1s beyond question the primary ‘Aral goal at this time, what

'*} 1w1l1 result after such an Esr&ell retreat is Qpaﬂ to ﬁmestlaﬁ.f: ff§,

S The Ara%s have sucseeéeé in maklﬁg the "return of ail
‘territories" appear to be the only major. ~central issue, and’

;. f'thay ‘have, ag a regalt, guccesded in. branding Israel rather
o than themselves as 1ntranszgen%*; Few stop anymore to ask e
" what the centrdl issue was in 1967 when therse were no. "ooous-

'k7_§1ad terrztsrzes.? “Few understand such pleas as that by Lord RS

' Caradon, principal author of Resolution 242 and one known for S

"1f§rcwérab attitudes, who insisted in Lebanon last year that
-~ "had we requested iz

© o would have been wrong. I “know these lines. ?hey are not
. feasible., They must be modified.”5l 'Few realize that the -
_-fql§é? lines are merely: the unzntanded resnlt of 1549 éawelep*.-gj___
.__;;ﬁgments and are. agtly éegcrlbed 1n Israel as. a “s%rateglst’ T

o fn;ghtmare‘“ ,;_ _ e ; _ _ - Py e

n 2427 the return to the 1967 lines, we: j f,f.“' :

L As for the Palestznlaﬁ prgblem, there IS§-§GF1§¥1§@§ -f” ﬁ f _
Tan’ unéeﬁlable pelief that a Palestinian state is & just demand =

 7 ;and that territorial withdrawal might open the door to such aigV-ﬂ~f“5

;.-de?elsgment, There is much optimism that such:a tweustate Lﬁefj ~-w*;-
;;j;.farm&la nght actually evolve into a real compromise between o
*f{‘J&Wlsh ‘and Palestinian nationalism. Consequently, few ponder .. -
what is 1mplzeﬁ historically by the phrase “restoration of tﬁe':}lﬁ o

w',full national rights of the Palestinian. people" or. ﬁhe talk

T3 1s§ a “Palestinaan enﬁ;ty“ ac¢a§table “far new,*_;;_

L ?he hlstarical eanfllct between Zzan&sm and P&lestinzan-i]f'
o Arab nationalism is dimly understood outside the actual arena . =~ -
of conflict. Those close to the aanfizct séem more. yassxm;s«Jfffi“"'”

- tie than those who view: 1t from afar. Por the U.5., how mach:“"

oo better-an imposed. "peace" than the cgntlnuzﬂg deadlock. For |

- -the Israelis, an imposed “peace" may well be no peace and

” _er}1anee on the United States may. weil prava leas satlsfacteryjjf

'*f, than rel;anae en 8 weakaneé seift-:;

-.Lhe 19?5 ?ﬁassessment ﬂf ﬁmet;eam %1&&1@ East palz&y

"jf:was'aeﬁually an attempt to formalize and publicly present the: B
©. new American approach. to th& entire gonfliet.  The. “re»'ﬁ'._.
~ﬁ,_assessment” was the res&lt ef ai}ageé lsrael; sﬁubhern@ss



H 7i§ur1ng a raund sf shuttie dlplamacy; but zt was aisa in antzwmii:;,_,;.:

_f"ﬁlpaﬁlan of either a resumed Geneva Conferénce or aantlnuzng
- bilateral agreements brsught about thraagh the good foiﬁé%

"Hof the United States.  Though the Israeli lobby. ﬁelzvereé

ke coup de’ graee“SE to this first reassessement, little has

T ”fjreally ‘changed in the econditiong which briought’ 1% about.” $hefe f:f

“oomay well be & senond and a third, each time initiated by B

- specific act of Israeli refusal but each stemming. frsm iarger'

B 53:can$1§era§1ans sf funéamental &m&rzcan zﬁterests,ﬁ;,s

'”: 51§; Guarantees ﬁaw $enﬁral iﬁ t. S ?alxcy*

%he rale af guarantees xﬁ thzs fanéamen@&ily al%ere&

Q;.ﬁ§93t 1??3 American strategg is much more’ crucial ‘than at any
otime in thes past. It might even be fair to conclude that the A

_;'fguarantee plan has become & central feature of American §allcy;¢_;vgg,-
U though no doubt a fesature Secr&tary Xlsszngar wzll &eilberateiy;-'"'

"_cantlnu@ to Gbseure‘_,r.'_

S Thls faaus an guarantees potentlally renéers 1naffect1ve -
_Esrael’s two unagmp?cmlsable raqu;rements*. first, that there

oo be gpecific deeds and ma jor concessions, in- a&éltlcn to Sl
,3_“jrhetmr1e§ leading to an end to the state of ‘wary and, seecnﬁ,;f'*’
co-that the Arabs be wzlllng to enter into direct ﬂegatlatlans R
~ooooleading to a compromise territorial: settlement ané ‘a’ mutually.“;f'
' ;;_accegtable salutzan to the ?a}estznlan prahlem = -

S ;'“?%eaésre Erayer sums a; “the meanlng Qf the c@nﬁemﬁarary f ;fjj:f g
'-, ;50¢33 an gnarantees qumte sacc;natiy - R _ e

S f%et us.: be. elear abaat one ihzng;.the lasae,*,ﬂﬁyr’"'
© o is not whether: %ese}utleng 242 ‘and 338 are . geaé
.or bad.  The issue 1§ whether they are being ™
ogutted... It should nnw be. suffzc1ea%ly eiear -
L Why & guarantee hag, ‘in’some minds, been pro--:ﬂf
moted from 4. suFQEE%ant to . a 3ubst1tutﬁ‘_ It
chas emerged as ‘the most seductive waiy ol ﬂetﬁ;ﬂg

."fjareund the canﬁ1%1&ns set forth in. Res&lutlmns.fnff~ﬁff”1”3 ”

o 2hk2 and o 338.,0 While everyone. continues to pay
St lipeservice to. beth resolutions, they are in
. danger of being eviscerated. Nelther ressla»*
~tion said anythlng about. guaramtees % 11 the
~oresolutions were lived up to, guarantees wﬁuié
~onot be st urgent or would at most be: regar&eﬁ e
Cooas useful relnfarcemenﬁs,- The riew prominence ,;;~ "= '
r.,-ef gaarantaes 15 a sare szgn that the balanae '

S Bfap%f 15 Tn error. ﬁesslutlan 242 éoes mentlga guarantaes:*;jf-"”"
'“Lf  in an, amhlgnaus way SR - : : o
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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 occupled after June 5,
1967, alone, but also poses a deep and severe
blow to Igrael’'s future, although this is not
gvident now. FPor 1if the Arabs succeed in 1ib-~
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
vear, 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 le%rn
from the enemy how to move step by step.0%

Most recently, in his book The Road to Ramadan, Heikal con-
cludes that future war "is inevitable. 63

When considering the theory of stages, it is instruc-
tive to recall that Bernard Lewis as early as 1964 outlined
the basic goals of Arab diplomacy regarding the Jewish State.
Unlikely to achieve Israel's liquidation 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, Soviel arms would wield the knife, while Western
diplomacy administers the anaesthetic."®¥ 1In this sense,
guarantees today are designed, many have concluded, as the

method of resiraining the patient (vietim) while the anaesthe-~
tic takes effect.

Many of those opposing the new U.S. diplomacy clearly
believe that Arab aims have not baslcally changed concerning
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Israel and that the U.S. is becoming an accomplice to a
weakening of Israel which might, in time, prove to be fatal.b65
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 asg
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 i1s desperately needed is an unflinching
American determination to see the Middle East
confliet through on the basis of Resolutions
242 and 338.... 1If American pressure is de-
signed to extort substantial concessions only
from the Israelis, it will not result in a
durable and peaceful compromise.®7?

The trouble with simply arguing for a return to earlier
policies today is that there is considerable cpposition even
within the U.3. Sueh 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 actuslly neutralizing Israel's only re-
maining protector, will continue to levy economic and political
pressure upon the Americans. The Israelis, fearful of U.S.
unwillingness to fully back Israel, will prepare for the worst
and will remain determined %o trade territory only for real
political concessions which are unlikely 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 ides.b5

A ﬂ.S: return to the earlier policy, after all that has
occgr?ed, w;i} no longer offer the hope of creating a stable
political-military foundation from which moderate Israelis and
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.gf%y §ra§&sa1*‘ﬁis almeé net at aehzevlng
S0 'peace’ in’ the serise of fermal reaggﬁxﬁlan e
jﬁrand treaties -- at least in the short r&ny;:;a'~if"'”
oIt is aimed ‘at creating a foundation of
_]F-seearzty upan,whlah eventnaily, formal :

. peace might be built. It is aimed at takxng
- the pﬁsszbzixty el Esraﬁl & destruction out R

-~ of the day-to-day yalmtzcs of the Arab: states,.g -
'm0 that Arab leaders who want. to o coexist with:
o Israel will not always fesl forced to esea}~.=
o ate theilr anti-Israel rhaﬁar&c te aambat ﬁhaﬁ
Lof rzvai §aiat1¢1ans*,;“

S : - Esrael has beccme sameﬁhzng af a éepenﬁeney af the
-;ﬁ S anﬁ %hls new post-Yom Kippur War relationship requires
-_'same%nlng more than the earlier political support ‘and arms.
ggles. In ghort,: Israel’a abzllty to deter Arab attack shart

oo of nuclear weapons is now something determinéd as much in- -
oo Washington as in Jerusalem. The more peggential American rew

- golve Tor Israel's survival, the mara tha% fesalve naaés ta

:7  f3be &emeﬁstrateﬁ umamb;gacusly,-

The first §range has alr@aéy been élscusseﬁf ?he'1

;fjélfference between those of the 1mposzt19ﬁ/3u3tzflgataan schselu'
“and ‘those advocating a éeterren&e—mctlvateé guararntee 1is one

”ff af perc9§t10ﬁa regarding Arab aims, expectations: ‘of the sta~ e

© bility of an imposed settlement, yiews on the state of Amerlwif 
Cgan eredibility and reselve, and ‘outlook as to whatl- fur%her

"}ijSszet lnltlatzves can. be expecteé 1n the reglen,;~

?ﬁe $eaaﬂé gremise nag math te ﬁﬁ Wsth Ksraelz ayyre»'~f

“ hensions as well as with the interpretations that will be maéé”af*

et such a U.S. gaarantee by both the’ Savxet Union and the-
U cArabs. I1f & U.S. gaarantee pomes abcut as a means of fercang
~1srael. 4nto withdrawal it lacks the gense of permanence: wﬁzch

ig vital to its role. A gaarante@ to be effective must be

_ﬁﬁ :_una§terab1e over time and sure in its application. It must i
“ pe the product of- desire by both parties invelved. “IT g&ven
out ool ccns1éeraﬁlgn far the ties that exist betwesn two

e ecountries and after a careful process. of deliveration %hen zﬁ'f.-
~iis much more likely to be the kind of guaranﬁee that will be:ﬂﬁ
U hoth effective and yersuaglye ané Israal 1s much mare lzkeiy

'fﬂj;:tﬁ flﬁﬁ it aaeeyta@la

'5 és far the thlré §remzse; here 13 the m&zn ézvergence



fo,iﬁ:§érépééﬁi%é Eéﬁwé§ﬁft&a;iégqéiﬁiéﬁf??é?aﬁénﬁs,éﬁ&}§ﬁ8 jff; ffff R
ﬂ1ﬁeterreﬁcé %e1ie?ers3~'Ulimanfbeiie?eé.tﬁatﬂgeac&Qis'ngt,*.;',L:a __“,
- possible atJthis-msménﬁ,{?thefﬁyﬁamigs*cf pciitiss#énhbgthg“gr---w-'

'"fsiﬁes?_make-geaéex”VerygnéarlygimyﬁéSiblshin.preseﬁﬁféife*1;"”'

'-tﬁmStanceS?}-?ré31331§jhéé&asahthe”&rabg.are'ﬁét;ﬁenyinéeéj'

_.,iﬁthatfthey;havectsflive[witﬁjIgraeicanﬁ tkéfiéféelﬁécaﬁé;ngé":~ffgff¥ 
~.convinced that they can always count ‘on American. support: By . ..
o altering these. doubts on both sides the conditions for moder- -

:faté_léaéers:td;make'the-cempr&misesLﬁécaﬁSaryyfarErealfyeacaeﬁ3'”

[ﬂilfui_ca;exis%egﬁe;might'heCSme;realityg3:F?ﬁev§uryasegcf5§ut?-fﬂ J7*;
.. side guarantees, therefores, would in-effect be to remove the .

B b

__:'ESSQQ-sf-Isras&fsﬁ?ekistéﬁté?gfrﬁmﬁﬁﬁéﬁpaziéicshafjthe-érab i
'-x.wsrléﬂbyjggnfrsntigg.wit&_fcrﬁe_m&je&ré ﬁﬁﬂSé-Wﬁﬁfﬂ@ulﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁy:'

‘ Theseﬂaytimisés:whéﬁfaﬁér‘imFQSEng é*setéiement“believe*ﬁ*

*wu,gihatjtée'éraés;will_acﬁuiésej&n&-acceytsisraelfenee”th@reais~fj-jg;f“
_:tﬁ_a;returnmtgzthe*195?ﬁliﬁes;=thai?%hg_eénfiiét.tsﬁaysstems,fram;;gL;_ R
,;jTthe-ﬁgccupieﬁ.terfiﬁﬁriesg“_-%ﬁyftﬁeﬁ&rabsfaentinﬁe_t&ﬂsi?GSS'-_j]_ -_»
oo Mrestoration of the full n&tiénaljrigﬁtéﬁsf-the*?&léséﬁniaﬁ;f S

'“*jpeayle?Jeven'after;suchﬂa-raﬁurnfafjterritériéSQis~ﬁatjaéé#'

f.;Qaaﬁely}eﬁﬁlaiﬁeﬁ-sinée'ﬁn&ér.guehgciraumsﬁanees1tﬁe_graba‘

"VT}thems@i#escccuiéﬁﬁeci§e;abcat,afwastiEankagtate-if;thaz is what

'.  5%beyLare~wi§lingfﬁ§,SQttleffér,_ The basic differerce is that =

Ethe'im?csiiiﬁnﬂgraﬁyfsees,peQCeﬁpessiﬁie.néW'i£FESraelgwaa1é:J“

'”-jéaét:m&ké*caﬁcessiens,-while'theﬂéeterrencg-schﬁelkaﬁvacates’t*v‘f7'

Lgee Paaeé'asﬁsniy]peSsiklEjinj%hé;fﬁtare-aﬂﬁfgnly_théﬁ;ifjéﬁe”i-;:3f~
UL S, makes_&nequivoeal-it$,§3§mitm$ntut¢_;:evegt_zsraeifs ;g_Vj;ﬁ~-

- omilitary collapse. . .. -

- 6. Israeli Dependence

0 The fourth premise deserves special attention. If the

:;fstratégic anﬁ;pSyahéiégicéliargumsﬁtégare'ansénvincing;éqq;H:r'*,-
:ISraeliESkEptiss-eancﬁrningVevanﬂthe=§etefreﬁcé~a§prea¢%”tega'&

. fﬂ§;S;5g&aran%eé;.itjis;§0$Sible{thatﬁaﬁark scohoﬁic,ané-miiita?yff ff"“

S Israel ina seénse now lives through a de facto Amerdican o
 ;;_guéranteeg[LThe~l§?33wargtérmingté§:fsfaeiiﬁ?ﬁdepenéeﬁéa_acnsi+--
g:'déraﬁzyfmere“thaﬁ“the"zsraeiisfaregusuaiiy7§i11ing to recog~ o
.nize. . In the ?aStVth*yearsfIsraelQﬁasjbeéeme?Sametﬁiﬁg*éf13&;jT-
e ﬁmepiéaa~§rstectéraﬁé;;;?his;ig'harghTréali%yffsrfangeaplef:.‘ e
'jz5.whcsaeﬁatibﬁ&lism,has“its*arigins'iﬁfthe-ﬁesireufcr]inﬁepenfs-j'.ga
3'Q&encé-aﬁﬁjselféreiiaﬁee-after,céﬁturies'Qfﬁs§§f33§ianbanﬁ~z“““”'

' “ *;é¢miﬁati§ngt_Bat;Qiﬁgthre&ZSénses?fitais_trga::QpSychglégicall'}; ;ffT'



L .. e oA

E i

. *9 % wi
S .w&& o aﬁ

: iyt Ei u?&
SR o] g

i %,E,

ipwReERr R
% z E % mﬁ 1 = H

opd Hie X

%

Mk 4
i g,% :

(57 33

%w&%é&ﬁ
wod Al B
ERE-E Y "ot
g , w: |

E

e
e

RO
g - Ez ’

Hl sl
ik %m»

. i dad ﬁ; .

gy
LR T
Wit 3 hpof
ﬁ% B
: L
..,z S R
4 r, Ak bt
a?w_ % o SN T |
g_ T
&& .?.%
A
.;,_. I “ !
Rt g
2 5 \{ ;é ﬁ,

“?“”?

ok :z_

i .Ei

o i

i ?, ot :

Wk JM

.4 ;3 ol % :

.”. e |

1k

;é&
¢ﬁ£;$§§
% Bl ponf o o
ﬁ.._ z“ -
; &w ;w‘f i

;_

g
It

R

.‘.E L

. “fw ] $yn
SRR

TRNE R EE bog R R O A L
m«i i ?;f L e &, RS
_&gggg_ T Ao e %s.gg
oAk 2 o By 4 ot _ﬁf WA e R
i e %& u_.,ﬁi;sgﬁ%ﬁiffn
O el L ? A ek R b Tl iy < oy ) A VTS Y
S| D i Lty e el (TR g N
Y bl g ik % ? SR g el ek bt O w4} 19 B
@?. R § B et 0 At g Aol
_,,_ A ?? o ,;i g :.i
:M?ﬁ z " P : ..ﬁz Bed R oy
L ¥ o R o il .
& W L ””‘,.% o *Mm__ % ﬁ iy g B 4
s am‘,, ] _%ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ,i £,
:.z. t i . .
e : SO & g P b e ) e
oy A D el BN el Tl el M&
§ ey I %E ot B e
% WS ;i. S ey u
;&i ] B o TR Bk o
it f b A bt frls
gl A0 wpd W R 4
,,\,g HE W FYE el AR 0 § ﬁ iy g s %
i Syl b - ot ,“ 0 E poid AR T R b R ,ﬁ o e
) et e W 5 vHEN .s Bl T el e B g B R A
L»géiiﬁ wzii g L el Q?QZ% i fhed
D e e A E q;: e wi W ﬁ
B LR R A SR REECRTE R AR TR
g%@%%gi M B fet e R
Wt ;?& i : Bk e
G otk Vo oy o e B A
ERRN P R R % " mn jan 3 _.E ot
RN A SR NN L Mmé
??ﬁ . e e O A é : ,g o % hd e
P il i i ‘“%« &My #..“% i % ..ii &%’ s&w..
e @b G B | Gl oM@ ;?; 4 g
S B W : ke O B e
: %%gzagzgsié O bRl BeRE
[ e e At k- Mmm_% v ﬁ_ b d 5 s m il ﬁ
M - Do %. byt ...éé s : g b R ¥ S
3 bd “? o ped AR gy vt &m& L
%.%. e _.._g TR R T
}zs_w% %zééi CUepd LW OBE W 3
oy CO e L B "e e s; S A ,,% B .;3 A wpd
T T m o e e - . S T R
SRR BB e A :i H ﬁ S R ju ;
_i AR R I I R S L m e R G W
i b ﬁ el g o n f:é < _z L

3
fo o - i, 3

g % T %EZ :

IR R
B ST Y I T
i B W e

sa s} i,é fﬁi ?i ?5 _i

o

or 8

..” : . b

& zllocared

__ Ced W o

Be.

i mﬁ& ; i
R I ]
M% [ 4
w2
R TR
Lk ﬂ%_ 3 .éw»
e BRI
mtﬁﬁa
N ?‘u ; ww._
b L w
AT
R I it
<o
el £l
g .ﬁ hn 2 .,:..}
i ? gy
w Mﬁ .,& R
k- o
o wﬁf i
: &m W
&.ﬂ CARE TR
T el
B
?‘w 3 W . i
;i b 0 A M

i ek el

4 g ﬂ;
il L
(AR ot :
HEt)
: e
=y gl

ﬁé_ﬁﬁs

e .ia{w

O gt e
i L
e

o .3 t& ol _.”. ..”;.w .%,. :




: 3 1Y %
fi A %. ]

apd § i_ ,;f,
ok %i

o

it f

R
5; %sﬁ ?s.*
o ﬁ& (]
EV %.

o ,ﬁ
H; W ki b

i ﬁé Ely b
et : "

"

) 9 o




£ 4
=) wi %_ J‘m % 4

W :é o
g By b gt
% f

tR
zﬁ,w %x %
et ]

it b
o

L]

with

f r? b % E e 40
T LT
% womom ol
Do O e £
%;4 brond gl
w
i} vk gk g gl
oot A

&,,‘* bl wrt mﬁ

T
% L
¥ Ei ﬁ,ﬁ i

L &;
t,ﬁ% nﬁw sw
ped OR f
ﬁ% LTI




i i

it
i a0

b
&

i
oy
L ES ...g,

i zﬂ
foy gl .“,

W,E sk E
W

e
i E u o
G e

AV

Eiiayr

ﬁ:

i 4 (;.:.* o g : )
e 2 Wf :z m,w(_ o
»,3 ik

i

?s s?ﬁ
ﬁ el i
i e
,,» B
} wof &

] s ..fu_
Al ﬁm it

wef W Bgg wS W W
‘g

ﬂ,., $iz
Gt o o i oy g
ol Vet Sl

i "
B T Y 1
o o Mﬁ Z,.il

i
L b R
i i




.,ﬁ i Bl bt
RN
m f "

* ‘. ot
”% ek vt

; ,
oo B

i

i
g o &
H

b
o ol i Ei

o R
ﬁm_ % i
L ww:_:i

s
o

,_iﬂ,

Tr
‘f 3 s

st Y
st Y Bl
£t et g
wid )
et o U
faly 1) 4
wa o #] “
iy pom
ﬂm,,v f,nxﬁ @w

i A

v §

L
Pl “_

0" o L
wed Oyt

I £y 2 et
wlk i h..i

‘i e i) E il

P (I
o o b o




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

l. The Israeli Predicament

Faced with an eroding, defensive political posture,
Israel is not looking forward to an easy time at Ceneva or
wherever else the Middle East debate is resumed. From the
point of view of most Israelis, maybe the begt that can be
hoped for is that the U.3. will remain unwilling or unable to
publicly consummate its new imposition strategy Negotia-
tions then mlght remain deadlocked. Few in Israel, and only
a8 minority in the U.S., really believe an overall settlement
is reachable. U.3. efforts to impose a quasi-settlement re-
main strongly opposed. There is worry, however, that there
is serious potential for increased political isolaﬁion 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 Israell 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.5. 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 Jewlsh 3tate 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 dlplomatic battle.
These moves might also strengthen the hand of these 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
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vulnerable geo-political situation. But the political risks
of Israell ilnaction are also growing.

It seems imperative for Israel to reverse the diplo-
matic pressure znd regain a greater measure of unwavering
public support if she is to lessen the dangers of renewed
warfare and derail what 1s sure %to be the greatest effort
since her creation to impose an unacceptable formula. Risks
now seem greater in attempting to mainitain the status quo
than in making broad proposals for peace and at least encour-
aging a retainking of guarantees more along the lines of the
deterrence approach. Even should Israel decide she cannot or
should not back these preoposals publicly, she might consider
attempting to foster this approach within the American polity.

2. The U.3. Quandary

The American guarantee idea is, in the words of a
Brookings Institution study titled "Toward FPeace 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.Bl

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 distinet approaches
and strategies to the proposal. For a guarantee cannoct 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 elther a decegtion, however unconscious, or a very
serious undertaking."® 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
2ll future discussions concerning a potential American guar-
antee for Israel.
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Malcolm H. Kerr, President of the Middle Fast Studies
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imbroglio that "The best way to begin a book about peace
in the Middle East is to acknowledge that this is not a
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{A1bany: State University of New York Press, 1975), p. 1.
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APPENDIX A

SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 242
November 22, 1967

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 territrories
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 politiecal 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;

¢) 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
representative 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
VETCED 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 (1973) 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
resolutions,

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,

1y 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;

¢} 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 2ll 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.



