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American Thinking About a Security
Guarantee for Israel

Mark A. BRUZONSKY*

Losking Back On The Guarantee Idea

When in 1970 the Chairman ol the Senate Forcign Relations Conee
mitice, J. Willian Fulbright, propuscd a United States treaty widh Israd
to "gunranive” hor seeurity, what can be calle (he suuriiiee approsch
to settling the Avab—Israchi conflici became a ratier ol widespread pub-
lic discussion. Since the Yom Kippur war tho wdea of o suarantee for
Isvacl has resurfaced in a varicly of forms, and, more importantly, Ly
a varicty of reasons,

There is a erowing beliet, in fact, that posi-Yom Kippur War Amer
iwan policy is leading 1o a precarious situation — 3 de facto and unsiihie
peace after substantial Isracli territorial withdiawal and the creation of
some form of Polestinian Staie with everything coupled 1o un Americ,
and possibly also a Soviet “guaranies™. The logic of American Middle Eas:
policy as directed by Hoenry Kissinger must continue o be Isyach con
cessions. The process will be one of imposition over time as Isracl -
pendency becomes more and  more established. American and  Isvach
interests, ncder as linked as  the fsracti Jobby would huce eceryvone
belicve, are maw clearly divergent. What Isracl will be uifered by ‘both
the Arabs and the US. in exchange for continual concessions remains ihe
unresobved question. 1t s at this point that “guarantees” fit into 1ih.
scheme of negotiations and PrOSsures.©*

s

o

s MLPAL BDL constliunl on microaagdonal affaire i Washingsion! During - (hy
pastovesr be has published o nombor ol acticles dealing with the Middie Easgon
bsrach and Amcrican publications, e is curicntly. co-unthoriog  book 1o be titked
Let There be Peace, which discusses Palestinkin nationalism, Zionism and the posai
bility ofwo Palistinian Siate.
TR This essuy s was completod bolore the appearance in - Foreign Policy magazing o
Edvard R P Shechun's Grtiele “How Kissinger Did 01" v the Sprog 1976 issue
Shechan's  rescarch lends considerable: support 160 the view 1hat USipalicy has
dramatically altered since the Yo Kippur War. Further, thie concept ol guarantoas
as.d-means of both imposing and Justilying somo kind of a selilcirent upon the
Israclis apparently has been specil ically on Kissinger's and Ford's asenda
According 1o Shechan, the early 1975 “reassessment” of Middic East policy led
o thice policy options, The first and preferred was as follows: “The United Sian s
should aspounce 18 conception- of o Tinsl settlement in the Middie East, based ‘on
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Historically, susranteeing Isracl's existence through international or
bilateral commitments was hardly a novel notion even in 1970 Even in
conception, ITsracl’s founding father Herzi contemplated outside protec-
tion. “We should as a neutral Siate remain in contact with all. Europe
which would have to guarantce our existence”, Herzl wrote in The Jewish
State’. Two years after the State’s creation there was the Tripartite
Declmztion by Britain, France and the United States pledging apposition
{6 a Middle East arms race and to “take action, buth within and outside
the United Nations, against any attempt to violate fronticrs or armistice
lines”. In 1935, Sccretary of State John Foster Dulies publicly broached
the idea of U.S. participation in more formal international  sudrantees.

Bv 19537, what became known as the Eisenhower Doctrine pledged
American support for the “independence and integrity of ‘the nations of
the Middle East”. But the overall motivating concept then was the
containment of international communism. The Eisenhower Doclrine was
not a pledge 1o defend Isracl from the Arabs For one thing nof untd
the 1970s has there actually been such a ?%f?i%fi%ié nce.

There was, however, one special commitment made by the Eisen-
hower Administration. In 1957, the US. appears § 103 be assuring frocdom
of shipping through the Suraits of Tiran. But wi it ihe coliapse
1967 of what were in fact various types of international commiiments —
symbolized so dramatically by the abrupt withdrawal of the UN
Emergency Force — Isracli security and regional stability were no longer
reatistically contemplated in terms of cutside “guarantees’.

The Isracli predicament, however, soon caused the United Sia
{o search again for a way to stabilize the conflict. Beginning with i%;
Four Power Talks and the Rogers Plan, boih in 1969, a shift bmk
toward the “guaranice idea” became evident Resolution 242's ambiguity

the 67 fromfers of Israel with minor modilicstions, sl contmining sirong guarsn:
tocs for Isracls sccurity. The Gesova cesierones shauhl be roconvencd: the Sovict
Uinion should be escournged 1o cooperaic in the guost o vesolve all Conistanding
questions  (including the status of Jorusalem which should be defined iy appro
prime componenis and addressed in separate subeommitioss™

“¥i was ihe Israchi lobby”; Shechan writes, "ibat deall’ renssessioent iy coup
de grace”. Resuming sicp-bysicp was then the oaly: choice and | Kissinger - docided
o reserve the ophon “ihat ai some futwre daie, when il Peesidont sl stronger.
when his prospecis were more auspicious, be might go 107 the peophe with a0 plas
for pesce based upon the Tirst uption™.

“In formulating the first option”, Shechan discoveral, - PRisshiger’s advisers
cavisioned  Tord going ‘to the Americen “people; esplaiping fecidiy and s engih
on television the issucs of war and peace in b Middie East, pleading the sedessaty

of Ysrach withdrounl in oschange for the strongest gumrantees”, pp. 359
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in using buth the §§§;§§f§ “sectire and  recognized  boundarics” and
withdrawal “from territories occupied in the recent conflict” had actually -
sefothe stage for o %zggg%g schismo in BS—Israchi relations. This
uften forgotien today cven though Ambassador Scranton’s March 1976
U.N. speech condemning Isracli sctilements in the occupicd territorics
{including Jerusalem) may be the harbinger of a similar conlroniation.
An accurale summary of developments in those years can be found in

2 study published by The Hebrew: University in - Jerusalen:
“While Israel placed the emphasis on the word ‘securc’, mwaning
natural and defensible boundaries, the  United Eales placed emphasis
on ‘recognized boundarices’; Lo boundaries which the adjoning states
would accept and which wouid bo §§§§§§§§§:€f§§§§ the great powers.
Thus the recognized political boundarics called for by the rosolution
should not, according o the US, reflect the waight of §{}§§{§§§§3§§
and should be conlined fo hsubstantia]l aliwrations. Bat in Israels
view, sutside suarpatees could not sorve oS 3 substiioice for the
~essential security which patural boundavies — such as a river,
a range ol hills, oroa siretch of lnnd provides By lne 1969 thore
Cooywere sipns that U ihe differonted betwoeen the United Siates and
fsraol wore leading 1o0n orisis of malor proportions between ihe

fwo countrios™

Two dovclopmoents in 1978 averiod such 3 orsiss Thoe st was e
refusal by buth the USSE ond Egypt fo accept the Rogers Plas, and
the second was the influx of Russian personnel into Egypt. Violations
in August 1970 of the agreemient ending the war of attrition {(when
missiles were secretly moved up i the Canal enabling, three years
fnter, B¢ Yom Rippur crossingd followed by Soviet encoursgement o

canonth later of Syrin’s attempt i invade Jordan, bouith coniributed

substantially 1o an cading of Americah pressures upon Israel

But afier Sodat’s expulsion of %%a Russisns i the summer of 1972,
various siraing in the US.—Israeli relationship began fo reappoarn. It s
fair to sayv that after the Yom Kippur War of 1973 ihe severe fensions

~which existed in 1969 began o return. But this time Israch dependence

upon the U.S. has become immensely greater.

What has now emerged in the 1970s is o series of new approaches
to the idea of o US: guarantee Jor Israel. These current approaches arc
ather differentiable from the past, howewer. Today's guaranice ideas are
predicated not on Israel’s strength, but on its weakness; based not on
# regional caleulus of military Torces, but on a world mairix of cconomic
and political Jorces; structured not on {sracli desires and urgings but on
a curious convergence of separalc Amecrican and. Arab perceptions and
goais. In the past two years, in the aliered cnviroamont %i%%i%%ia,{i by the
Yom Kippur War, this theme of o US. guarantee for Tsrael has zaine

o
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considerable support. Reasons differ, but a great variety ol American
policy suggestions have the common thread of guaraniees. Paradoxically,
cven those with differing assumptions about the basic naturc of the
Middle East conflict and the desirable role of the US. in encouraging
a peacelul solution are allied in proposing “guarantees”, no matter how
divergent the motives.

Furthermore, the indication by the Soviet Union in April 1975 of
willingness lo "guaraniee Isracl’s sovercignty” within the pre-1967 lincs
has raiscd signiticantly the political visibility of the guarantee approach.
In February of this year, in a speech 1o the 25th Party Congress,
Soviet Leader Leonid Brezhnev further indicated that his countiy is
ready “To participate in international suarantees ol the security and
inviolability of the fronticrs of all Middle East countries, cither in the
U.N. framework or on some other basis'™. As well, a number of Arab
leaders — with their own motivations and goals of cowrsc — have
spoken favorably of guarantees for Isracl once it gives up ‘all occupivd
(erritories” and agrees to the restoration of “the full rights of the
Palestinian people”.

Reflecting  the spreading emphasis upon guarantecs, the January
1976 Sccurity Council resolution, vetoed by the LS. for other reasons,
specified ‘guaraniees for the sovereigniy of all stales inthe area as i
central feature of any overall scttlement. This clause was the focus of
considerable attention, unlike the mention of guarantees in 1967 in
Resolution 242. :

Israeli Anxieties

Novertheless, all guarantee proposals — whether in the form ol US.,
Soviet Union, joint Great Power, or international commitments — have
continued to be received with the greatest of skepticism by the Israclis
themselves. They and their American supporiers often and well articulate
the nnacceptability of and dangers inherent in such third-party guaranltees.
This is thought to be especially the case il puarantees wre contemplated
as a substitute for Isracli ability to defend itself or as a replacement fo1
a true Arab—Isracli sctilement establishing a tangible path to al least
a non-belligerent co-existence. )

Two basic rationales explain contemporary Isracli apprehensions.
First, of course, an historical analysis of “guarantees”, be they bilateral
or international, is completely unreassuring. A recent Isracli study which
surveys the history of Great Power “guarantees” reaches the conclusion
that “in view of the inhcrent limitations of international guarantees, the
prognosis for their applicability 1o the Middle East conflict is poor’™.
A similar attitude is reflected in a second study. While recognizing thu
“it is widely accepted and expected that any peace settlement in the
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Middle East will be accompanicd by some form of American guarantee”.
this second study questions {he very nature of guaranices by concluding
(hat “Even treatics must be viewed as mere policy statements. They
refleet valid - indeed solemnly accepted — policy of the moment ol
their adoption, but their future implementation will “he dependent. on

¥ES

the shape of future policy.. .

Morcover, both Jewish and Isracli history do wsrrantoa profoundly
skeptical connotation o the very notion ol placing modern Jewry's
political and cultural fate in the pands of others, Hebrew University
professor Juseph Dan simply notes that wrhe word ‘guaranied’ has a
bad smell in Isracl™. .

Second, the current wave of guarantee proposals is itself thought to be
of serious political danger — 6., widesprend acceptance ol the guarantee
idea in current circumsiances risks the creation of unhbearable: prossure
that might crush {sracti ability to resist an imposed geo-political settles
ment, Such an unstable “p e might result in future years. it is feared,
in military danger more serions than ever belore {or the Jewish State.

In this way, the perceived interaction between guarantee formulas in
{he coming months and possible future vounds of military onstaughts i
the coming yoars is central to the Israchi approach o its current predi-
cament. The October War, in many Isracli cyes, has now peen shifted to
the political front, politics being but a continuation of war through
diplematic chicanery. Guarantees are feared as devices allowing the Arabs
{o achicve territorial and military coals without having to give substantial
political retums endine the state of war. ‘The Israclis are as derermined
not to be weakened by polatical dobacies as they arc determined 1o win
on more obvious battleliclds, When it comes 10 questions of security,
Tsrach is unwilling o gamble or be a test case tor gm—puiiticnl slrategists:
This is all the more true when it appears that much of the international
community is hostile to sracl and when the U.S. seems incapable ol -u
coherent, long-term foreign policy,

Images of Moderation

The first Isracli coneern is strictly realpotitik. The secomil s more
political in terms ol public attitudes and whether [l appears reusons
able or intransigent.

The public jockeying for position in anticipation ol future rounds ol
step-by-step diplomucy or of “eventual resumption ol the Geneva Confe-
venee tov ol o combination of both) involves the creation ol Tmages o
moderation. In the negotiating contest, a willingness by the various pais
{ies 1o “guarantec” Isracl's survival (however shrunken and vulnerable
it might emerge from political surgery) is meant gencrally o deflate the

7
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value of Israch insistence that the Arab slates gwve direcily io Isncd sume

reasonablc guid pro guo. The guaranice e Bas onotoonly aduvostaids
serioushy convinced that it has important pierits but alse advocates who
see 1 was 2 oway o nmanipuisie increasing prossures upon soad for come
cessions. Beyond such pressuies, the public stalements concerning
possibility of guarantees hawe been buitressed by very cautions consider
ation in various capitals, including Jerusalem, of what a US. andlor
international guarantecs could moean — & ncrutiating proposals in inler-
national diplomacy as well as potentially as fact. Scoreiary of - Siatc
Kissinger and Prime Minister Rabin are both said to have ordeied tho
rough studics of the various form a U.S. suarantee could take!

Meanwhile, Soviet willingness to guanmice farpell seavrelpniy e
mains al best unrcassuring in view of apparent Soviel i e
{unistic clements which permeate Russian orcign  pulicy. And . Arab
willingness to eatertain “guaraniecs” appears Lo many as only the public
face of an claboraie Arab strategy 1o achicve present Arab territonal prwed
political aims, whaiever the ultimate goals visdmvis a Jewish State i the
Middie East. With “peace” a decision gnly lor Tiature gencrations”,
“eyarantees” do not ring the bell of what Isracl hos continually sought
for risky ferritorial and military conpessiens.

Conscquontly, it is on American suarantees  that those seriasiy

i

Tt
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contemplating the guarantee idea focus their atiention. Here even bsraehi
apprehensions oe saived with substaniml iniofost There & skepticism
concerning the willingness of the % 3o oxiond menningiul puanaives
as well as over American credibility, but there is also interest inoseein
whether or not o sl pusranise relationship is politically feasible. Som
anaivsis have oven gone so far as to indicate that Isracli insistence upon
the Sinai technicians amd the Congresshenal debale which ratifned 1w
second Sinai agreement with Egypl had o do with a tosting of the wataers

ol Bo furiher dows i rond

e

*u

1o determine how visbie o US. guaranice mi
afier malor Israch erritorial concessions®

Three Approaches To Guaraniees:

The central purpose ol this analysis is to examine the many regent
Amecrican proposals urging a U.S. guarantee for Isracl snd o ouline i
differing assumptions and motivations boehind them. Canvesiontly, s

i. A guaraniec fo supplemoent a settlement reached by the partivs

"’“»“w

2. A pupranide 10 BOCGIMPpAny and mack possible an imposed sci
tioment.

3. A puaraniee to cstablish a foundation upon which a roal peace
might become possible.

is




purposce throughout this analysis is o clarify the

An pdehitionad
reasons for Israchi skepticism and widespread American Jewish é%%iifi?
concerning all three approaches to a US. guarmnice for % smels fature,

I. SUPPLEMENTING A SETTLEMENT WITH GUARANTEES

It is of special noteworthiness that aeither the UN. Rosolution sym-
bolizing the consensus of the international community after the Six-Day
War, 242, nor §§;§ through which an ond was imposed fo the Yom
Kippur War, 338, calls for outside guaranices as a major clement in
repching o §§§§, East settlement. Resolution 242 calls for negotiations
fcading o territorial withdrawal to borders which will be buth sccure
s recognized. And this is to be accomplished only in conjunction with
the establishment of a just and lasting peace, an end 1o the siate of
Bellmorenoy, o %{§§§§§§’§ 1 the Palosiinian §§§§§§g and the vight ool al
vty o § veoin ponoe free Drosw thrcsts o aois of force. Roselution 338
adds aspeciiio ool for s settlomont achivved by the giveand-take process
of §§§§§§§§ 1w Thetween the parties”? and for e implomeniabion of
Resoiution 242 i "all” of &v parts, The referesces in 282 o puaraatoss
wore aimost gratuitous it scoms

v

Until the Yoin Kippur War, the basic pusition of the LS scomed
i be one oof firm adberence 1o ihe ;iigg;i* manis outlined intibese rosobs
tions, Accordingly, discussion of suarantees for Isracl was within il
context of sireng % gégg &ofruc §§§§§§§§ ¢ setifoment encs roached by
Iarring Misshsn, the Four Power Tallis) and the Hogers i} L — B,
overall, it was thought undesirable to push a potentially unsiablc setthe-
mient promised upon vuiside assursace and sooalied g;zzzggg s To do so
many thought might drag the Great Powers even more dangorously into
3 potentinl conlreniation while only whitowashing the deep o §§§§{§§ ard
aninponisms that would continue 1o shmmer n the voglon, Recently B has
Bieen reveniod by Isrsell opposition leadey Menochem Bogin that Prosident
Nivon weat so for oas (o assure Prime Ministor Meir by letter that e
.5 wonki definitely not prossore Il for maor torriorind withdrawals
uniil a oroal opesce seitloment was reached botween Isracl and the noighs
horing Arsb Swicso Looking back on the past 1w vears, howover, post-
Yom Kippur War American policy has diverged almost nakedly from that
promise

£
it

“Mot g Subsilisic for a Peace Agreement”
As carly as 1935 John Fostor Dulles indicated that

“Prosiient Bisenbower hus suthorized me fo sav that piven o sole
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tion i the other problems, he would recommend the US. join in
formal treaty engagements o prevent or thwart any effort by cither
side to alier iw force the (agreed) boundavies. | hope that other
countrics would be willing to join in such a sccurity guarantee, and
that it would be sponsored by the United Nations™.
As dor the teiritorial dimensions of the foreseen scttlement, Dulles in-
dicated that the 1949 cease-five lines (the same as in 1967) “are not de-
signed to be permanent [rontiers in every respect” and he spoke of a
negotiated agreement 1o "boundary lines ol salety” to precede any trealy
Grgnaninice arrangemenis’ oo

I February 1971, Juseph Sisco, then Assistant Secrctary of State Tor
Political Affairs and the highestranking American official most dircctly
and consistently involved in recent years in Middle East policy, renewed
this understanding in conjunction with the Four Power Talks then in
progress. “We have agreed to begin preliminary talks on the question of
supplementary guaraniecs”, hesaid, continuing,

“However, let me make clear that the principal tocus has (o be the
negotialions under Ambassador Javring’s auspices. The discussion of
supplementary gunranices Jin the Four cannot be asubstitute Tor
negotintions, Guarantees cannot be a substitute for a peace agreement
between the partics. The principal element of sceurity lor both sides
must be a binding agreement... But if a common understanding can
he achieved on guarantees by the Four, it would add, as a minimum,
an important psychological and political support of the agreement
between the parties”™

Sonie questions did, however, arise as to the basic U.S. view of guar-
antees. T s unlikely, ins fact, that there was o single well-thought-out
basic view., What there was instead was belicl in the centrality of U.N.
Resolution 242 and in the need Tor the Arabs to meet Israel’s legitimate
security needs il they expected withdrawal Trom territories protective of
Isracli population centers und ocecupicd in response to serious provoca
tions in 1967, Just & month alter Sisco’s statement, President Nixon
himsell raised-some anxicties regarding “guarantees”. “We are preparved”,
heindicated, 1o join other major powers, including the Soviet -Union,
in guwrantecing any settlement that is made, which would give Isracl
the sccurity of its borders that it might not get hrough geographical acqui-
sition”", The recognition of the centrality of the new cease-fire Hnes 1o
Isracli sccurity was there, but there was, as well, the thought 1that outside
guarantees might somchow substitute for regional “security.

The “trinegular trade-off between 1dérritorial security, Arab=<Isracli
selttloment leading o ﬁcmirii},; and oulside guarantees providing for secu-
rity was becoming established. But still, with the focus on o' negotiated
settiement, the basic yoleol any guaranices would have 1o be to strenathen
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the fabric of such an agreement rather than to substitute for the {abric
itself.

T hrough 1973, Guarantees Only After A Settlement

tn January 1972, Seerctry Rogers reiterawed the US. pusition, spe:
cifically ruling out w unilateral US. commitment. Responding lo o ques
tion about “the prospect of the US. actually offering a guiruntee ol any
borders the two sides agree on”, Rogers said, I don’t thnk that the Us.
individually as a nation would underioke thai. [ think that the US. will
consider possibilities of some kind of UN. guarantee™ . Whether this was
meant as a way ol decmphasizing guarantees or as pegative statement
of U.S. views regarding a formal U.S-lsracl alliance s uncertain, Wha
dues seem quite clear is that until 1973 guarantees were dedinitely nol
the major focus ui a strategy by anyone, least of all the US.. fur reaching
a Middle East peace. They were most usually thought of as o way ol
capping an agreement rather than a way of lorcing one where the under-
Iying instability ol unresolved conflict would reniain, U.S. otficials alwavs
stressed thied concepts when guaranices were mentioned:

1. Thev could only come alter a seitlement reached by the puarties
of the various subsiantive issues between them,

2, They could not substitute tor regional security, oaly supplement
security arvapgenents reached by the parties.

3. They were most feasible as an expression ol international com-
munity and Great Power approval of the settlement and consequently ol
willingness to support it

Il. IMPOSING A SETTLEMENT BY “GUARANTEEING" IT

Israchi apprchensions about guarantees are attributable primarily to
the context within which they bitve bugun to bu radsed. As o 1970, jormey
Senator Fulbright continues to promote “great power guaiunices.. and
..an esplivit, binding American treaty guarantee of Israel” os o way of
coercing an end to so-called Isracli intransigence on tervitovial matters and
Palestinian “rights”. For Fulbright, “Isracl.. is stulling, and with nothing
concrete in mind except to get all the arms and money she cap from the
U.S.

Concurrence - with Fulbright scems ‘to be growing, though o muoc
balanced approach than his is olten cvidenic Former ambuassador: 1o
the UN. and to- Syria, Charles Yost, writes, L suspect tha, il and
when Israel is cver persuaded to withdraw from most of the territorics
ocecupied in 1967, it will become more interested in guaranices”. As the
essential US. element in a guarantee framework he suppests "o bilateral
treaty between the United States and Israel whereby the Torer woukd
bind Sitself.. 1o send U8, forces o Isracl’s ussistance’™. The curvent
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chairman ol the Senate Forcign Relations Committee, John Sparkman,
surprised many when he pubiicij advocated the creation of a Palestinian
state and indicated that “I think it would be fine for major powers
to give Isracl assurances that she is safe within her borders in return
tor Isracl’s surrendering some ol the land, if not all”,

Many strategists and politicians  view an Anmierican - guaraniee as
a method by which Isracl is to be partially compensated for territorial
and political concessions. While  some have written  comprehensively
about the likely benefits and dangers inherent in cmphasizing - this
guarantee as compensation o Isracl, few huave considered the concept
historically or in relation to military and geographic realitics. Fewer
still have attempted to assess the psychological ramilications on both
the Arabs and the Israclis of such a new American preoceupation.

It cannot be said with ubsolute certainty that Amcrican policy alier
the Yom Kippur War reflects such a new emphasis - on guarantees.
Secrctury of State Kissinger repeatedly denies it in public, Yet the
logic of American policies, straiegy, and tactics since October 1973 leads
to the conclusion that the US. now contemplates not a formal, de jure
settiement between the parties but a de facto, quasi-settlement built
upon the American relationship with all-of the partics”, Such a concept
could result in an Isracli withdrawal 10 approximately the 1967 borders
and pussibly a Palestinian “vatity” on the West Bank and Gaza Stript

Acceptance ob such a new status quo by Isracl is extremely unlikely
without a complete change of attitude by the Arab stules (not-to nn-
tion the Palestine Liberation Organization) or without an unprecedented
and highly credible commitment by the US. that no military assoult
against Isracl would ever again be tolerated.

This latter possibility, at least in relatioa to the formuer, scems the
‘more likely. Even if Arab moderates should be willing to otfer some
concessions to Isracl, it is extremely unlikely that un acceptuuee of the
legitimacy of the Jewish State can be expected in the coming lew vears®
It is also not realistic to expect that the level of trust could in-any
short period rise to a point where even such a stated willingness on
the part of a few Arab leaders would suffice for the Israclis.

The policics pursucd by Sceretary of State Kissinger seen to many
observers to clearly reflect this new preoccupation with puarantecs. i
true, all three of the earlier concepts which together cast an undebatably
supplementary complexion on the idea of guarantees scem Lo have been

altered il not overturned, The current American approach — one ap-
parently supported il not nurtured by at Jeast somc ol the Arab
leaders — seems to be one of using “guarantees” as political tech-

nique for eventual insistence upon {sracli territorial withdrawal, how-
ever risky this might be and without fulfillment by the Arab parties
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of the requirements laid down in the two UN, Resolutions.” Such o
shift, il it is occurring, would be a substantial political  deleat for
Isracl. 1t cannot be said with cither certainty or proof thai post-Yom
Kippur War American policy has taken such a definite . Yer the
logic of American policies and tactics does reasonably fewd 1o such a
conclusion.

For many in the US., this new American “even-handedness” seems
only rtalistic based on the totality of American interests. America has
become the go-between and at cach step appears: to take onmore respoir-
sibility for insuring the sieps already taken and the process which must
continue. America has  become already the substitute Tor direct nego-
tiations and de jure peace. It s becoming more and more logical that
it will eventually offer itself 48 guurantar of a scttlement which will be
4 prace made not between Arab parties and Israclis but between Arab
parties and the U.S. and Isracl and the US. OF course, NUIMCTous Critics
have concluded that this new American  approach substitutes not  just
de facto peuce for the desirable de jure peace but an unstable and am-
biguous peace for a real peace. Since in the process Isracl wWill be munue-
vered out ol the territories and Pussibly into the aceptance of a Palestin:
ln State, Isracl's luture would become hostage o Amcrican credibility
and American resolve, Moreover, some critics have cuncluded thut this
approach is dangerous 1o Isracl because it Tosiers the growth of US
Arab relations upon a basis that must hecessarily result in greater and
greater strain in the U.S.—Isracl relationship. As the process  continues;
the desirability of one urther concession rather than visking the col-
lapse ol the whole strategy and of the carcfully rebuilt 1S —Arab
triendships  becomes vnly. reasonable, Meanwhile, Isrucel’s dependence
upon the US. is becoming near totally resulting in severe psychologicul
ufeasiness”,

The New U.S. Approach

It is not denied that present American policy involves a U.S. role as
intermediary between Isracl and the Arab parties. Thut this is a role
which jeads immediately to de facto and possibly later 1o de jure guaran:
tees of the results of this process ol indirect, third-party negotiations iy
ol course denied, Vagucly though, the now well-known “senior American
ofticial” did admit in Seplember 1975 that “the placement ol American
lechnicians in the Sinaj mountain passes... could become aprecedent
for a larger presence in luture Middle East agreements'™ . The new US,
policy is one of maximum pressure upon Isracl, minimun pressure on
the Arabs, and much hope that the regional contlict can be Kept simmer-
ing below the boiling point. Post-Yom Kippur War US. policy séems
more and more drawn (o pushing Isracl into what may prove to be an
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illusory agrecment with vague guaranices replacing secure and recognized
borders, negotintions between the partics, a real end to the siate of
belligerency, and the beginnings of true peace.

If there has indeed been such a fundumental alteration of approach
by the US., it has been made possible by the combination of greatly
increased Isracli dependence upon the US., US. fecognition of the necld
{o find ways lo counteract growing Soviet influcnce in the Arab world,
thie astute Arab use of the vil weapon and prupaganda techaigues, and
the adeptness of Henry Kissinger in juggling scemingly irteconcilable
interests and policies.

To achicve his sizture with the Arabs, Sccretary kissinger has pro-
bably had to imply il nol actually give virious promises. While Isracl has - -
continued fo receive urms, the Arabs e been given firm reasons 10
expect awar-otal Israch territorial retrem on top of U.S. cconomic and
U.S-pius-Western European military aid. What Kissinger hus gotten in
retum fromm the Arabs i less velinnog, for the present at feust, on Moscow
and the potential of signiticant US. influcnce throughout the region. But
the big question mark, and of couise the issue mest ¢rucial 1o Israel’s
of the Arab—Isracli conilict. There is considerable skeptivisne thut Sadat’s
“fricnd Henry” has achieved any tangible Arab willingness to coexist with
the Jewish State®. The instabilitics of the Arab world sani the uncoriain
aspirations of the Seviet Union only provide further fuel for worry. 1t
is this multifacered anxicty which s at the very core of Isrpel’s dilonuna —

since US. and Isracli priorities, interests and pereeptions do in fact
diverge, how can Israch fully maintain U.S. suppurt while maximizing ils
security inferesis vis-ievis an increasingly strong and possibly cven more
determined coalition of Arab adversaries?

A Coalition of Interesis All Converging on “Guaraniees”

The Sovict Union, the Arab States and the US. ail hove their com-
peting reasons fur fucusing on “guarantees”. In short, Secretary Kissinger
desires, and reasonably so, a Middle East seitlement that will safeguard
US. cconomic and political interests in the Arab world. This may be
viewed as a settlement tha will restrain the influcnce of the Sovict
Unici in the arca. Since he cannot satisty Isracl’s security concerns with
Arab assurances, he must instead offer American assuraiices coupled with
military and cconomic aid in eve <increasing anmounts. Unless he can
bring about Isracli concessions, it is unlikely that the Arab States will
cuntinue to play the game by American rules. And unless Isracl will be
forthcoming with contessions, the US. must use Anserican cconomic aid

and political support as the tools of coercion. The logic of the situation
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is not as ambiguous as the Secreiary of Stule has oiten imphied.
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Mognwhile the Sovie §f§§§‘§ continges 1o search for o omihod of

political and coonomic poacimtion into the Middie East which would
dethrone Woslorn daninanoy § he fﬁ%.%%i;i% can o siford o wall and soc d
the delivate game of Amcrican diplomacy cun actually be o conducied
successfull, In the meantime, ik of zuaraniess is only conducive 1o
an imaze of ressonsblioness aad moderstion. And the Sevivts know that
they can abvays ploy e role of spoiler H necessary, This 5 wihy such
persons as Nobus Goldmann sad Lord Coradon msist ihat America must
join with the Sevict Usnlon in bringing sboul wosenilement, not atiomnt
& Pax Ameriesna throushout the Middle East™ Sovier public discussions
uf pusrantees jur lsroel must be viewed within s framowork
The Arabs, inken s o whole, seek, a woeskening of Israel and ihe
mmereased ability fo assort Arab %{g-;%iiéi’i? throushont the Muddic Bast —
and vventunihy o ‘§ foged, upon Isrnel Bves the most modoruie of e
Arzb Siates, By §§§ isoyanv somothing of on enigmn when i Conws o
cockistonce with Isruolo As Moshe Doysn bas recently rospumded 1o the
guestion “Do you think that Egypt Is now willing o cooxist with Isracl,
or is its goal to reduce Israel o indelensible burders as a prolude 1o
future atiack?” .
“H is not @ simpie citheror situation. § belivve that Egypt sull
wants, above all, o see Isruel disuppear altvgether. But realistically,
the Ezvptians have already fought four wars sgainst us and lost all
tour of theino They profer fnow) 1o combuct o poliical oifensive
in the bBope of oxiraciing lurge doncessions from Israell They have
suceesiied in goning the Ameritan § fute Department fo put poliial
pressure on Isruel. They are exploiting the various interesis of ihe
Amoricans, the Russinas, and the Arabs, coupled with the threat of
an uil cmburgo.. Not o showdown of tanks against taaks, but poli-
tical warfare 1o achicve the same vesult™,

Soviet—-American Competition

i1 s of course, the 118, inferest in gg*’é‘zg% gos o which deseorves ihe
greatest consideration, since the only potentially acceptable guaranices
will in oot Bave to0be s%?ggi*g;%g; For Scorctary i‘a%& inser, s Be assesses
historioal S vteresis) the overall noed nothe Middie Bast i 1o counter
Soviet regional ambitions dating back to Peter the Great and the 1Tih
century. To aticmpt this at this time with various domestic constraints
on purely Machiavellian initiatives, the US. must openly belriead both
ihe Arsh Siates and lsrpel — quite 3 fosr, which muy be why § was nover
successfully attempted before Kissinger. Nevertheless, the Seeretary’s
even-handedness is a stratepy whose theorctical reasoning Is quite sound
thoush iz praciicalisy §§§§ wait lonprun developments. Meanwhile,
is a policy requiring of Israel the kinds of concessions and risks gs%g%

&
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muke for considerable und continual Iric
recent Isracli bitterness as a resull of the **ﬁiiggiégié; Document
feuding over PLO participation in the Security Council are oocurrences
within the logic ot divergent overall approaches 1o the st Huation.

Since Moscow’s primary entrée into the region has been as arms
merchant, und since the majority of the Arab States are actually far more
receptive to Western culture and cconomic involvement than (0 Sovict
imperial interests and communist philosophy, Kissinger's approach might
well have considerable merit. In attenipting to implement il he has in-
creasingly staked his own reputation on the continuation of Arab—Anw-
rican cuoperation. He has used U.S. cconomic aid, arms Lgreements, and
implications of coerced Isracli compliance il necessary, 1o enlicd many
of the Arab States into an acceptance of his grand design. And in addition,
ha has once or twice fexed US muscle (rhetorically on oil) 1o raise fears
of possible U.S. imposition of terms upon the Arabs as well as upon
Isracl. Unfortunately, now citizen J. W. Fulbright is largely correct in
his assertions %if%}i‘?: the Middie East Institute Convention that “the
commanding American interest in the Middie East is access to oil Our
interest in Isrmels % vmutiunal and Rleolopioal™

That the U.S. role as middicman obviously implies some Rind o
puaraniees is %2%%%?%3%3%%& The Arabs noed not be oo concerned with
U.S. credibility, will, or guaranice potential, for i is they who stand o
make gains which do aut reguire suarantees Clearly Isract i ithe sub
ordinated party. The promise by the US, implicit or explicit, to delner
Isrucli-held territories has become something of a hostage tor Arab Iriend-
ship. As the US.—Arab rointionship grows, the cosisoof s shatioring
become commensurately greater. I the U8, dedivers, Israel will ot Bost

Bea

£ Thie stasemwn: has  Boen o termcd By Uongressmisa . Lee Hhamiiton [L5 e
Sf the subtormmmittes bolove which B was made} Tibe st comprohoibne shuviost
Pohave ever seen By the DS GovernmonmtT oonodw Palestiman  preblonn lowas
grighmily delivered on howember 120 BT By Doputy Assistand Sooraisty ol Biate
for Near Essiers und South Asian Alfiirs Horold Suunsders, hefore il Specal
Subcommitioe on  Investigations of the Cummilice on Foreign  Relutions of e
House of Representatives {Saunders has sinee been prumoted o0 dirder the Burciu
of Intelligence und Rescarch ot the State Depactment). “la mmny ways” Saunders

testitied, “the Palestinion ditgension of - the conflict is il heart of the conthict™

The Isracli Forcign Ministry was cnraged and the Psraeli Cabinet st ol denounoe

the statement, Nevertheless, the Depacimont released e doctment - asan ol ficial
statement of “Current Policy” and then, iuthe Decvber 1 1975 Depariment of
State ‘Bulletin' {“the official woekly record o United States forcign policy”) pub
lished the docunwnt under the heading “Déparimont gives pusitivn o Palestinian
st See SWASIA ({(World Council of  Churches, Now o Yorkd Decombed 19 and
25, 1975, for ihe test of the stafomwnt uand nuachons o it
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be more vulacrable geo-politically, spiritually and ceonomically. H the
US. fails, the Arabs will be in a good politicabmilitary as well as world-

opinion posture for war and then the whole cycle could be begun again.

Plaving the US. oll against the Soviet Union is always an Arab option.
As one Arab spokesman recently put it “good relations with the Soviet
Union are onc of the main political cards of all Arabs”. There is a higher
and higher limit to how far the U.S. can be pushed once the relationship
is accepled.

Since the Middie East has for centurics been a region of imperial
contests, Sovict—American competition is not itsell the new clement.
What is new is the US. attempt to ally with Tsracl and simultancously
with the Arabs at the very time when-Isracls existence has been brought
realistically into guestion and the Arab world is gathering immense eco-
nontic and pulitical leverage in addition to military power.

For the US. Iaracli security is unly one of a gread panoply of inter-
esis and wuiries. Conscquently, the U.S. may be quile willing 1o ke
certain calculated risks with Israel’s future while still sincerely endorsing,
the Jewish Stald’s legitimacy. Any putential agrecment, rom she U
viewpoiat, need nol necessarily be fajr — it simply must bBeomccoptable o
ihe Arvabs and imposcable on Israch What is envisioned is not o scttlement

_at any price, but rather 2 scttlement based on U.S. perceptions ot inter-

4

ests, not just Isyacl’s securily concern o Anserican Joewish anxicties
shout ihe fuie

Conscquently, any credence given 10 the notion of destroying Isreel
in stages must be discounted by references o other, moderate siaie
snents of Arab spokesmen. There is always enough said fo pick and
chouse. But io srant oven minimumn yalidity io ihe Arab-expounied
theory of stages leading 1o fsrael’s eventual disintegration would mmply
x potential sclbout of fsrael and raise storms of protest in the LS
Only with the presumption of Arab, and not just Egyptian, sl fnith
i o opow willinzness o soeept lsracl’s sovercignty and rightiul exsenoe
can this pust-Yom Kippur War approach be justified.

And this is indeed bow the Scerctary of State docs atiempt to justily
his policics. In a Jerusalem Press Conierence on 17 June 1974, during

President Nixon’s visil to Isrucl, Kissinger siated,

#

“It is our conviction that for the first time inih
Isracl, the Arab States, even the more yadical ones like Syria, e
talking about a continuing Siate of Israel and that some of the Arab
States scem to have made a rather crucial decision (o seck o work
out mudalities of co-existence with the State ol Israel™
It is, of course, this presumption of a basic and revolutionary change
in Arab attitudes — the presumption, in other words, of Arab good [aith —
which Israel and many of ils supporiers insist must be put to the test of
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actions and facls pefore Israch territorial and political concessions which

will be irreversible. And if an American guarantee is meant to provide the
security needed 0 test Arub intentions, jt must be & guaranice whose
credibility will be peyond doubt”,

OFf all the partics with inteiusis and influgnce in {he repion, e S
<iill remains the most poweriul and dominant And it is the 1.8, chuice
of strategy and factics that consequently may well determine the o
of Israel’s struggle for exisience 8% well as of the Soviet—American cont
putition for regional suprefaey. While some huve conciuded  that ihe
Kissinger implementation of even-handedness first vecommunded by Wik
fiain Scranton in the carly days of Nixon's presidency) is the most hopelul
policy 1or the US. and the best that lseacl can hope for, sihers huve
increasingly concluded that only 3 return o firm US. support for isract
and 2 determined attitude towards both the Kremiin and the Arab States
can give the U.S. a real fikelihood of maximizing U.S. jong-term interests
while assuring fgrpols longrun curvival. Only thes, it is argucd, would
5 118, gusraniée for 1srac really be poth meaningtul and credible.

RBui what is s¢ §§§§§§%§§ is thai, cven amung those with munifestly
divergent assessinents ol the reguirements of the currend situation, there
appears to be agreement on the notion that & 115, guuraniee for Isract is
desirable. This is @ paradox best explained by guthining the giffering
perceptions and assumplions which lcad both uptimists and pessimists
1o pruposc 8 1.8, guasranies The pessimisis belicve in i iird ap
proach, she deICTTCIRe approach, o 1% puarpRics while the optimists
pelieve in the second approach, the imposition approach.

Kissinger's Ambiguity

Seeretary Kissinget himsell has been extremely cautious in mentioning
she yuie contemplated U.S. guaranices e playing i his overnil siraisgy.
He is no doubt guitc aware of the potential forrent of criticism that could
descent upon the Ford Adminisiration and himsell personally should bis
gradual shift toward the imposition by guaranices approach become foss
ambiguous than it is. What he must fear more than anything ¢lse oW
spread public sgrecment with Hans Morgenthau's conclusion that 1his oW
.S, postury may e lending 10 fxravl’s “piccemeal dismemberment”. Cony
seguently Kissinger hus gond autof Risway te make it appuar that purnn
tees are thought of only as “icing un the cake”, as he put it in an interview
Jast year with the oditors of The New Republic. The magazine then went
on 1o oriticize aa¥ thought of using {he deception of puaranices 10 nnpuse
5 seitlement upon isracl, while leaving the architect of this new policy
singer’'s Middic East policics, Theodore Drapets has written, this Kissinger
formulation is in accord neither with a number of carlier remarks put
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with the apparent realities of #is conpios stralogy. Consequently, i

there was a cake.. icing would seem 10 be, in the circumstances, @ luxury

that could well be sparcd. The truth is that suarantees look more ke

Draper adds, "The consequences of aittempling lo imposce a onesided
5

covercd up 4 less-ihan-comvincing  guaranied,

“The Ford fetier to Rabin after the Aorch 1975 wreakdown o shultie

diplomacy, which heralded the “ressessment” and was followed by

he lester from 76 Sepators, may have been the opening shot in the onset
f such a confrontation. More yecently The Christian Gotence Monitor in
page 1 lead story stated bluntly, “There is a crisis in rolntions hebweet
fsracl and the United States”, and went on i sugprst that 3 BOW FEES
policy toward the PLO may well be the acnt siep in the US. march

v in the intcrests of

Guaranices as Compensation

Unlike kissinger, many of the Amepican siratesists who have recently

formulaied proposals for reaching a Middie East peace with yarying

Aoy

cliance on 1arving forms ol guarantees have more candidly discussed
he contralily of punrapioes &8 compensaiion 1o jsracl for a more vulne
ble situation post-imposed settioment. The American military alert an@t
cichtened fear of a future 115 —Soviet confroniatiop arce uppermost i
mind for many of the academic and political figures who have recently
joined the imposition school. Many of them have done sa as critics of
Rissingor’s step-bystop diplomacy. Nevertheless, they are united with
Kissinper in i prossule that they feel must be apphed upon Isenel sl
i ihe heticl ihat suaranices may simply have 1o substitute for a real

ki

scitfoment.
For instance. former Under Seeretary of State George Bail has
writien,
“The major nations of the world have an obligation not 10 star
passively by while a pew war ilames in onc of the worlds mos!
wensitive stratepic arcas. The danpey that ihe afiddle Eastogoult
hecome a Balkandike situation invplving tho suplrpowers in g omw
fear confrontation cannol be fighily dismissed’.
Haii'y conchusion: an imposed scitiement should Be “guarantecd faintt
by the US.and she Soviet Unton™ i

F=

Taking much the saaw approach, Professor witliam Gritfith of 1h

- BMIT. Center fof Inrernations! Sudics warns that

“Unless the United States takes immediate steps 1o force an Arab-
Israchi settlement, the explosion of a filth war in thal jragic are

-
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concessions Lo Isract bevond verbal moderation befure Western audiences.
The Arabs know that the scales are heavily weighted on their side and
that the U.S. s fearful of losing cverything in the entire region and
finding itsclt stuck with only one dependent country of thice wihion
Jows and no resourees. Not only the potential for collision with Moscow,
but the possible repewal of the oil embarge and the possible firstuse
of the sl growing petrodollar weapon have created legitimate anxietics
i the LS

On'tep of all thesd considerations, - the Avabs have suceecded i mak-
appear toobesthe central issue, and they

¥

e STt oloall territories
have as a rosult ol this suceeeded in branding Israch rather than them
selves avith the miransigent dabels Fow stop any more 1o ask o what the
contral Cissue was i 1967 when ttherd were no s Vodcupied s terdilonies’
Few understand such pleas as that of Lord Caradon, principal author
of “Resolution 242, who iasisted Jin o Lebanon last o vear thar - “had we
reguested (in 242y the rétinn to o the 1967 Hnes, wewould have “heen
wrong, [ kow these lines. They are not feasibles They must be modi-
fred” And bow ave willing 1o vealize thac the 9o Hnes e mercly ithe
uninended resubt ol 1Y developments ands are aptiy described dns dsracd
as- e Ustrateent's nightmare™

Tervitorinl withdrawal to the 1967 Jnies is bevond question the main
Avab goal atl thiv time, Creation ol Palestinione Soue insthe West Bank
and Gaza is a potential result within this Jarger context ol the Arab—
Isracti struggle. Consequently few understand what is meant or implied
by the phrase “the legitimate national rights ol the Palestinian people”
or talk of ta “Palestinian entity” aceeptable “lor now’,

The conflict benween Zionism and Arab nationalism is dimly under-
stood outside ol the actual avena ol conflict. It is smalb wonder, then,
that the US s in the process ol comploting the shitt in policies initaed
while the October War was still raging. The 1975 “reassessment” wis in
this sense onlv o an attempt to formalize and publicly present the aew
policies already putinto cffect Jinaaticipation of cither o resumed
Geneve Conference ceventuadly oo hikely fordm ol Janposttion i of o
bilateral agreements  brought  about  through  the cood oftices ol the
Unired States.

Centrality of “Guarantees’ in American Policy

The role of ‘guarantecs ins this fundamentally alicred post-Yom Kip-

pur War American strategy appears nothing dess than contral I the case
of ‘the Middle East, political interludes between militiary encounters have
Beconw hnstitutionalized, going back o the 198 war and - UNC coase-tires:
The U.S. miav well prefer an unstable peace to no peace. And il in lact
the cuarantee approach hias become something of o pubhicopinion svvapon
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to neutralize those who might olherwise react vehemently against. mpos
sition ol an unstable and dapgerous “peace” upon sracl, its centrality

o current developmenty s more ¢leat than ever.

A focus on guarantees potentially renders inelfective T isracs o two
uncompromisable. requircments: Fivar, that there be deeds aivd steps,oin
addition fo rhetoric, leading to an ond 1o the state ol belligerency and

fo- sume ool minimal o coesisteny; and Csecond;that the Arabs b

willing to enter into divect negotiations leading 1o a ferritorial setttoment
e Palestivian problem. Theodore Praper

andanaceeptable solution to
cuarantees quite

cums up the meaniog ol e contemporary tocus on

succinetiy:
“1et us beoclearabout one thing;

{338 are wood o bad. The jssne isowl
Iy clear why o puarantee

(hi issddns 1 oot whether Resolu-
fions 242 an wiher they are
L1t should now be suflicient
{5, been promoted from supphl
[ as the most seductive way ol
dtions 242 and 3380 10 the reses

boig sutiee
fas, i Sune i fent Lo a subati
tutes T hasomeraed se{ting arvund
the conditions set forth in Resol
It puarantees woudd ot

ful reintorcements. The new pro:

futions were s Hved he sosurgentoor
would at most be regarded as use
aosnie sign that the balance mothe reso:

minence of guarantees is
and that

lutions has in practice
something has 1o he improvised

tipped  drastically apainst  Isracl
(hat would appear to vight the

balance™
1 (here is hieri i this analysis, what is populavly porceived as Israch
isoinofnel thedirect rosult of swhat mightmore properiy
The Arabs have apparently convincad
{furthering US. seopoliti-

oracl 1o uccept far less

miransigence
be termed as Arab nfransigence.
1S, Jeaders that the only U5 pal
Jomic interests is one which forees ]
airness and Israck SUCHITHY et

jcv capable o

caband eom
than what it would -be entitted 1ol
paramount Asatn, accurding to Draper,

“The old concept used 1o by that thore-could be o peace inthe

Middle Fastuniess Israelis and Arabs ocome tosierms with ecach

other, The new concept ds for patli o them to come 1o 1enns with

the U.S. T is only one step from this 1o the concept that the US:
st come to terms with them by, necessary, imposing isoterms
on thein.

SEwis Sadat’s stratepy o niket
An American gsuarantec s periectly acceptable 1o him because it
Jyifts attention away from anyl
What starts as o guaarantee o Taracl ends e real
to Enypt'

“The US. has become the main

he .S, the center ol the stru vafei

hing resembling an Arab Buaraiec.
e us oo auaraniee

And 8o, front o the Arab—lsraclivon-
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from all the lands it occupicd in that year, and elimination of the
consequences of the 1948 uggression through the eradication of
Isracl. The second goal is not, in fact, specilic, but abstract... We
should learn from the enemy how to move step by step”.

Most recently, in his book The Roud to Rumadan, Heikal concludes
that Tuture war “is inevitable,”

It is interesting to recall that Bernard Lewis as carly as 1964 out-
lined the basic goals of Arab diplomacy regarding Isracl. Unlikely to
achieve Isracl's liquidation by military foree alone, the Arubs have been
consistently demanding, Lewis then pointed out, even before there were
any post-1967 “occupied territories”, Yan imposed scttlement by the grear
powers — a Kind of compulsory surgery on the conference table in which,
perhaps, Soviet arms would wicld the knife, while Western diplomacy
administers the anacsthetic™. In this sense, “"guarantees” today are de-
signed, many have concluded, as the micthod of vestraining the patient
(victim) while the anacsthetic takes offect.

This is not the place to o {urther into detail on the theory of stages
and the current illusion of Arab maoderation™. Tt is enough 1o state that
those who are oposing the new U.S. diplomacy belicve strongly that Arab
aims have not basically changed concerning Isracl and that the U.S. is
becoming an accomplice 1o a weakening of Israel which might, in tine,
prove to be fatal. 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 Isracl and what
might happen to Jows in this country™™,

Return to Resolutions 242 and 338

Until recently, Morgenthau and others have called for a return (o
the carlier U.S. policy of insistence that the Arabs reach a compromise
settlement with Isracl, including negotiated borders and SeCurity arrange-
ments, and that in the meantime the US. continue to supply Tsrael with
the weapons necessary for deterrence as well as defence. As Draper
recently indicated,

-“What is desperately needed is an untlinching American determi-
nation to sce the Middle East couflict through on the basis ol
Resolutions 242 and 338... If American pressure is designed 1o extoint
substantial concessions only from the Iseaclis, it will not result in a
durable and peaceful compromise’™,

The trouble with arguing for a return to carljer policices is that there
is simply too much opposition in the U.S. Furthermore, the Avabs, having
tasted U.S. “even-handedness” and the possibility of actually neutralizing
Isracl's only remaining protector, will continue to amass economic and
political pressure upon the Americans. The Israclis, fearful of U.S. un-
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willingness to back Isracl fully, will prepare for the worst and will remain
determined to trade territory only for real political concessions which are
unlikely to be forthcoming. As for acceptance of o West Bank and Gaza
Palestinian State, Israclis still secem totally unwilling, largely for sceurity
reasuns, 1o wlerate the idea's A US. return Lo the winlier policy alter all
that has oceurred will no lunger offer the hope ol creating a stable
political-military foundation from which moderate lsraclis and truly
moderate Arabs will be able to make progress. It is too late to return Lo
policies applicable only belore the cvents brought ubout by the Yom
Kippur War and belore American and Isracli interests becamie so clearly
divergent.

Hard-Line Promoters of a U.8. Guarantee

In this conteat, the paradox that a US. guarantee lor Isracl is also
promoted by some of those who uppose the imposition by guarantecs
approach and who are more pussimistic about the depth ot the Middle
Eas: Conflict can be understood. The prinary apostle to date of the
deterrence approach to a US. guarantee fur lsracl is Professor Richard
I. Ullman, a past member of the National Sccurity Council statf and
currently Director of the Forcign Pulicy in the 1980's project ol the
Council on Forcign Relations®.

o Ullman's view, American diplomacy since the Yom Kippur War
“is likely to produce the worst possible outcome — @ wal in which the
Israclis might sufter drasticully and in which the US. might very well
find itself, willy-nilly, involved”. For Ullman, Morgenthau, and  other
critics, the very ambiguity of current U.S. policy only encourages the Arub
stage-by-stage planning while creating ever greater fears in Isracl, What
Ullman sces as likely to happen during the coming years is a situation
where the Arab States, alter continuing to apply increasing pressure upon
the U.S, — oil, petrodollars, propaganda, and a possible turn toward
Moscow — and after forcing the U.S. to apply unsuccessfully ever in-
creasing pressure for undeserved concessions from lsracl, will resort lu
war, Rather than U.S, “even-handedness” leading to peace, it is more likely
to lead the Arabs 1o sce in American wavering and Isracli weakness poten-
tial victory, or at least gains through war. At the point of a future confla-
gration, the U.S. would be more than ever required to intervene on
Isracl’s side (under unbearable domestic pressuie, of course) and this
could result in the collapse of all the carclully cultivated Americans gains
in the Arab world, Better now, the argument goos, 1o make the Arab
States unequivocally aware of the unyiclding Amcrican commitment 10
Isracl and then attempt to gain Arab {ricndship, rather than allow
that friendship to develop with false illusions that the U.S. can cventually
be turned away from Isracl. As Ulhinuan puts it,
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“The relatively ambiguous nare ol the prosent Anrerican commnut
ment encourages the Palestinians along the yond ofirredentisma
induces Isracli military leaders and politicians alike to think in ferms
of worst-case scenarios... and... does not deter those i the Souwet
Union who would pursue adventurist courses™.

Premises of the Delerrence Camp

Deterrence approach advocates ol a US. treaty alliance with Israch
which would of nccessity inclade the stationing of some US. %i}fs:“ in
Israel 1o demonstrate the validity of this commitment (to the Americans
themselves as woll s to he Arabs andothe lsraclis)y doloresee i%i&%;
territorial concessions. 1o fuct, in Ullman's sceond major article which
appearcd Jast sununer he implicd that o effectuate o US: guaraniee oifer
Israci %i};é% have o %i%%é;‘;;% £+ égé;};%%igégg% the %%gs? %iﬁ&%isgi fs %é;g
gitferent %‘zgg the perceptons §§ ihe §§§ 53] %;:%E %@ %%ig&g B ii% %g%g;‘
sition throush giééiéigiii% §§.§§§.§ L The errence approach Bobised upos
a number of differing promiscs:

i, An imposed “peace” would be d werously unstable and woukd
prubably vnly vacourage Arab dreams of eventual victory over Israck Arab
sims ol iii§§§§§§ destreving Isvachhove 5ot boon %ggg,é ghey %&%g g;é;
An §§§§}i§.§ peace would be seen as proof of the cliectiveness of the 1973
war and the use of Arab cconomic and political power.

3. Isrsel has become something of a dependency of the US. and thin
new post-Yom Kippur War relationship requires sumcihing nore thun the
carlier political support and srms salos. 1 short, IsrooPs ability o dul
§,
=

Arab attack shorioof hudionr wo §§§§ s pow sumething Jdetermined G
much in Washington as in Jerusalem. The more cssentil American resobe

1o israels survival, the mure §§§ resulve needs to be demuustrated unaw-
biguously.

3. To be lully credible a gpuarantee for Israch must be given becaose
the U.S. positively doc %;% to do so, nol because of a negative, reluctant
decision to du so because it is the unly way 1o imposc a Aliddie Eastoset-
tlement.

4. Ouly an uncquivocal US. guaranice can create on both sides 1he
vealization that Isroel’s destraction is not o realistic pussibility now or in
the future, thereby establishing the long-terin basis for a compromisce
settienient. Neither the Soviets nor the UN. has the strengih, credibi
lity, or dosiie 1w é;i;i’?%‘é lish this soal. As Ullman pats i, "My proposal..

E}

is aimed not al achicving
froatios — af least v the short run 0is 2 aned at ¢ o o foundation ol
security upon which, cventually, formzl peace mig %‘i% %}z badin 1o amed

peace’ inthe sense of %i:f?i%%l%% recosnition uial
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at iaking the possibility of Ismel’s destruction outl of the day-to-day poli-
tics of the Arab Siates, so that Arab feaders who want 1o cooxist wiih
boracl will not always feet forced to oscalate sherr aniklsrach vheioric o
combat that of rival politicians™.

The first premise has already been claborated upou. The difference
between those of the impuosition school and those advocaling 3 doterrence
mwiivaled guaraniee is vne of perceptions regarding Arab ains, CRpOCly
tions of the stubility of an imposced settfement, views on ibo sioie df

merican eredibility and resolve, and outlooks as what further Soviet

*

e

‘The third premise has much 1o do with Isracli apprehensions as wel
as with the interpretations that will be mzde ol such o LS. suarantee
by both the Soviel Union and {he Arabs. Moo US) guaganioe comes s &
mcans of forcing Isracl into withdrawai, it Incks the sonse of pormanonoe
which is vital to its role. A guarantee to be ctfective must be unalterable
over time and sure in its application. 1t must be the product of desire by
buth parties involved. I given vut of considerzition for the ties that eXist
between two countrics and after a careful process of deliberation, then it
is much more likely to be found aceeplable.

As tor the Tourth premise, here is the oin divergence i perspeciive
between the imposition advocates and the deterrence  believers. Ullman
believes that peace is not pussible at this mument (“the dynamics ol po-
litics on both sides” make peace “very nearly iimpossible in present circum-
stances™) precisely because the Arabs are not canvineed that they have ‘o
five with Israel and the Israclis are not convinced that they can always
count on American support. By altering these doubts on both sides, the
conditions for muderate leaders o make the cumpromises necessary for
real peaceiul Ccoexistence might become reality. “The purpose ol vutside
saarantees, thierelore, would in’clfect be tu remove ghe issue of Israels
Arab world by conironting with foree
‘hose who faver imposing a scttlement

> fp

existence’ from the politics of the
majeure those who would denv 701
belicve that the Arabs will acquicse and aceept fsrach vnoe thure is
return (o the 1967 lines, that the couflict today stems from the “occupicd
erritories”, Why the Arabs continue (0 stress “epsioraiion of the full no
tional rights of the Palestinian people” ceven after return ol ferritorics
is not adequately explained, sinee under sueh circunmsianves the Arabs
thomsehes could decide about a West Hanh Siate §F ghad iowhat Hwy
are willing to scttle for, The basic difference v that ono group soos poiee
pussible now i Israel would jost make convessions) while the othor soes
peace as possible in the tuiure and unly then i the US: makes unvgaeivecal
Couniry.
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Dependent Isvael

I is the second premise, however, which deserves more probing atten-
tion. IT the strategic and psychological arguments are unconvineing 1o
Israeli skeptics concerning even the detertence approach tu a U, suap
antee, it is possible that cold cconomic and military analysis might be more
successtul. Istacl now lives through o de facto American guarantee: The
1973 war terminated Israch independence considerably amorethan - the
Israchis are usuudly willing 1o recognize, Bluntly, in the past two years,
Israel has become something of an American protectorate. This is harsh
reality for - people whose nationalists has its origins in the desive for
independence and seli-reliance atter centuries of oppression and dumi-
nation. But, in three senses, it is truth: the psychological detérrence
sense, the military balance sense, and cconomically. And it is this contest
within which o formal treaty alliance is advocated.

With the collupse of “Isruel’s purposclully fostered image ol invingi-
bility, its position in the Middle East has become one in which fuawure
buttles against it cun be realistically begun with hopes ol both political
and military success, For three decades Israel has striven 1o provent just
such perceptions by its cnemics. But, as New York Times military editor
Drew Middleton puts i, “Isrucl’s power is no longer great enough 1o
deter the Arabs... We may have seen the last limited war in the Middle
East.. In the future, the military odds against Israel will be longer than
they have been since 1948,

Many take issuc with this view and obviously the Israclis themsclves
will not publicly concur. Nevertheless, Rabin’s talk of an agreement Lo
refrain from striking at cach other’s citivs and the relerences by both
Rabin and Presideat Ephraim Katzir to nuclear weapons i need be”
belie the new anxictics which have gripped Isracl, Robert W, Tucker's
recent adi‘ucaz;y ob Isracli deployment of and reliance upon a nuclear
deterrent to free it from dependency on America has added considerably
10 the debate-over how o7 respond (o American pressures’s Deterrence
“is largely a matter of psychology. Isracl lost its ability totally to frighten
the Arabs in 1973, and, with political forces always sure 1o prevent un
Arub rout, the Arabs wre in a much loss deterrable posture than before
1973. A nuclear balunce of terror may in fuct become the resuli of such
a situation.

As for the objective military balance, Israel is econoiuicully being
drained for military defenses. For the first time in its history she requires
great quantities of militury grant aid to keep an adeguate balance of
forces. A few figures tell the story. Currently, Isracl is spending about
31% ol her GNP and approximately 40% of her budget for wmilitary
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military expenditures rose approximately 26%  yearly®* while its GNP
increased 8% und is GNP per cupita - only 5%, As Stanley  Helfiman
puts it
“Ieis imperative for: Israel's own Tuture thut the weight of  the
state-of-awar budget and balance -of - paviments’ be reduced. The only
alternative is o drastic reduction in the standard of living that would
both provoke serious-inner tensions i it goes too-fay and increase
the appeal of “hawkish' solutions””.

As lor-arms aid, in the two decades preceding 1973 the U.S. sold to
Israel (mostly through loans) atotal of about $1.2 billion in arnwm: In
1973 alone the US: allocated 1o Israel over $2 billion with the majority
i the unprecedented formeof grant aids The current requust tosthe 'US.
isfor just under $2 billion in mility aid and some threesquarter bithon
in cconomic aid, And the progaosis s at least lor requesis ol the sume
magnitude into the foreesable future,

While in earlicr years the Diaspora could make contributions -that
made quite a dilference to Isract, now, lorevery SEfrom American Jowry,
the UScgovernment gives more than 330 The US. is ono onger Isack’s
arms sulesman, it bas become Isracl's arsenal and military reserve. And
i addition, the decisions: made in Washington concerning military aid for
Israel have a tremendous  bearing onothe funds awhich CIsracl has tor
economic growth and social wellare. Abcut, for instance, of $500 million
in the aid requested from the U.Swould resalt in another 10,000 unenr-
ployed persons, amd this in an cconomy which currently has about 32,000
unemployed.

The econuinic situation is potentially ~disastrous, especially should
constant amounts-of - WS aid not be forthcoming. As- Finaoce Minister
Yehoshua Rabinowitz recently ‘stated before aoworkers' audience, “You
must wake up and realize whal has happened to this nation in the two
years since the Yo Kippur War.. Let's face it we must all drop to a
lower standard ol living™.

What all of this means s simply that Isvacl has now become a U8,
dependency both militarily and economicully as well as politically. Under
such conditions, discussions of a formal US. guarantee tor Isracl take on
a-different complesion from that before the October carthquake. Even
it Isracl - were to reach the 50% level of domestic arms production, a
goal recently set by Delense Minister Peres, the dependence on the US.

*oCloser w60 percent i debt servicing s included, the sdebt prinnarily due o
carlier defence spending:
2 This Figure is semewhat dnflged due o  high expenditures i 1974
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will continue to grow and the need for an arms airlift in the event of
a major war will not disappear. The Klir fighter plane is really more
of a spiritual Jift than a mcans of shifting the arms balance away from
unprecedented dependency. Tt s unlikely as well that a nuclear deter-
rent will suftice to alter the situation. Such a strategic deterrent mighit
prevent defeat but it would not be cifective against terrorist attacks or
conventional wars of attrition. As for her cconomy, Isracl’s coming years
will be successively trying and the need for American aid o larger and
larper amounts will becomue apparent.

Others Have Joined Ullman

Ullman is not alone in promoting the deterrenve approach o a us.
guarantee for Isracl Over two years agu Williain Buckley suggested that
Isracl become the 5ist State. Though he was not taken seriously at the
time (not even by himsell), his underlying analysis of assuring Isrucli
security scemis appropriate today. More recently, the pust saval chict
of-staff, Admiral Elno Zumwalt, suggested what he termed o “practicad,
workable” solution to head-off a putential superpower conlrontation. He
advocated the stationing of troops in Isracl and the creation of sume
thing resembling the Dominion status now enjoyed by Puerto Rico. Hans
Morgenthau also has recently joined Ullman at least to the extent ol bis
ing part of the Sixth Tieet oul of Isracli ports, though he remiins o
tremely skeptical sbout any “wuarantees’”

Most recently Ray Cline, past Deputy Director of the CLA and past
Director of the State Depurtinent’s Burcau of inteligence and Roscuareh,
has advocated inclusion of Israel within a new alliance network designed
1o restore U.S. world pusture and credibility™.

Isvaelis Remain Opposed

But cven though the deterrence approach to guarantecing Israel is
one far less odious to Isracli security needs, it has not gatned the support
of 1sracl and her American supporters. Though it is possible to consider
such a U.S. guarantee, il approved by Congress in the torm ol treaty,
10 be a Zionist triumph ranking with the Ballour Declaration and the UN
vole to legitimize u Jewish State in Palestine, this is definitely not how
the proposal is vicwed by those who sve themselves as the main supporters
of 1sracl. Theie wre a number of reasons 1o explain this rejuctance by
Isracl and her supporters to contemplate seripusly cien this form of
U.S. guarantee.

First, the difterences in concepts and motivations ure not all that
clear in the proposials. A guarantee is awuarantee, with its strengths and
weaknesses, regardless of why it is promoted. Especially sinee Ullman
has himself hinted at how his proposal would “make possible” Tsrachi
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wrritorial withdrawals (short of an end to the state of belligerency), his
idea scems to melt all too readily into those put forward by the imposi-
tion sdvocates, The variable factors wre what would be required of
Israel 1o gain the suarantee and what the Arabs would be expected to
give befure Israel would be expected to withdraw from most of the
territories. Had Ullman clearly stated, as has Ray Cline, that he favored
granting, independently of other considerations, a unilateral guarantee
for Israel — while also returning to US. insistence on negotiations
leading to territorial compromise and full implementation of Resolutions
242 and 338 — then possibly the deterrence approach would have been
clearly demarcated from the others, His failure 1o do so and his un-
certain position on many of the ideas of the imposition schoul make his
guarantee idea far tou ambiguous, cspecially when contemplating what
happens to subtle ditferences when ideas are put before the public or
into negetiating agendas,

Sceond, Isracl faces at this moment in history serious political and
public opinion problems in determining its negotialing stance at any
future Goneva Condurence. What is surely feared is that by supporting any
hind of puarantees — cven the supplementary kind — Israch will fid
itsell at Geneva tacing a barrage of pleadings that it is intransigently
risking both regional and world peace with semuntic obstinacy regarding
the type of guarantees that it is willing to accept. The boundary between
imposition of a scitlement built squarely wround  guarantees, supplementing
4 real seitlement with outside guarantees, and creating the conditions for
a future settlement through deterrence-motivated guarantees, is one sub-
ject to too much confusion in public forums where rhetoric counts for
more than actions, With Geneva a forun “to exert Soviet—Arub pressure
on Isracl, and perhaps on the US. as well, to achieve an imposed solution
thut would contain neither peace nor security”, in the words of Princ
Minister Rabin, interest in any guarantee proposals is all too likely only
1o increase the chances of an imposed settlement and/or fsvaeli political
isulation.

‘Third, pulitical conditions within the US. are hardly receptive to the
rather bold idea ol a true deterrence commitment to Isracl in the form
of a treaty plus troops. America is doing much more than r assessing
Middie East policy — it is somewhat paralyzed contemplating its role in
world alfairs. So why, under these circumstances, give any support to

. an unworkable idea, consequently risking having such support misunder-
! stood as acceptance of the overall guarantee approach to a Middle East
settlement? Besides, what is crucial now is not public Isracli support
for the idea, but a broud-based realization in the US. ol the need for
strengthening  the US—Israel alliance to prevent lurther Middle East
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fighting and to allow America 1o build Arab—American relations on a
mutually understood basis,

The Israclis seem absolutely convinced that the guarantee idea under
current circumstances and however presented is a dangerous one for
them, Lately there has been some recognition of the need 1o strengthen,
especially in Arab eyes, the American commitment to sracl But attempting
1o do so with a guarantee scems far more risky than potentially truitful.
As Professor Amos Perlmutier put it in the 7 Februury 1974 issue of
Ma'ariy,

“Perhaps there is a need lor an explicit security guarantee from the
United States — but it would be insulficient by itscll as a condition
for Isracli withdrawal.. No guarantee by the US. could be a sub-
stitute for a substantive open change in the Arab attitude and trend
of thought concerning the political integrity and independence ot
Israel. ‘The past history of international relations shows that the
guarantee of Big Powers o small countries has never served ceffecti-
vely as a substitute for the sccurity of the small States — and, in
the end result, they were not honoured, either™.

Conclusion

Faced with such a defensive political posture, Isracl is ol course nut
luoking forward to an casy time at Geneva or wherever else the Middle
East debate is pursued. At best it scems that the U.S, will ramain un-
willing to consummate publicly the new imposition strategy and negotia-
tions will remain at a deadlock. Few in Isracl, or even in the U.S., really
believe a settlement is reachable at this time, though many woiry that
there is serious poteutial tor increused pulitical isolution of Isracl, public
upinion slippage, and even American neutralization. he Arabs muy well
use stalemate as the plattorm upon which to Lunch o campaign lor b
cl's expulsion from the UN. and them possibly another war. hoping lTor
even more world acquicseence and US. “even-handedness”.

fn anticipation ol such negative developments, this last and most
acceptable of the current approaches 1o a guarantee tor Isracl might be
deserving of more thought. How can Isracl turn the guarantee idea to
its advantage? Isracl needs desperately to go on the diplomatic offensive
and a plan for “a sweeping Lsraeli initintive”, as outlined by Stanley Hofl-
man and others, combined with interest in an Ullman-type  guarantee,
might succeed in throwing the Arabs on the defensive and turning the
tide of the diplomatic battle.

There weuld be risks in such an initiative, Most worrisome, the Arabs
might only appear to fullill certain Isracli requirements, leaving Israel
with untrustable guarantees and a valnerable geo-political situation. But
the political risks of Isracli inuction are growing and it is imperative for




Isracl 1o reverse the diplomatic pressure and regain a greater measure
of unwavering public support if it is (o lessen the dangers of renewed
warfure and derail what is sure 1o he the greatest effort since s creation
10 inpose an bnaceeptable scttlement. Risks BOW seem greater in attempt.
ing to maintain the status quo than in making broad propuosals for peace
and at least encouraging g rethinking of guarantees more along the fines
ol the. deterrence approach. Even should Isracl decide that it cannot or
sheuld not back these proposals publicly, it should find ways (o foster
this approach within the American pulicy,

The American guarantee jdea is, in the words of g Brookings Insti-
tation study titled “Toward Peace In The Middle East”, perhaps the most
controversial aspeet of the U.S. role. The 16 persons who formed the
study eroup, all well-known and influential, concluded that

“The Congress might... consider lavorably some form of guaraniee
of a comprehensive peace... If at any time it should appear that a
supplementary unilateral guarantee to Israel alone or to other partics
as well were essential 1o the conclusion of a settlement, we helieve
such a guarantee would be in the U.S. interest™,

But there is o contradiction in such reasoning, A guaraniees cannot
be both “supplementars™  and  “essential”, Robert Tucker is  correct.
“There is no escape trom the conclusion that an American guarantee is
either a deception, however UnCconscious, or a very serious undertaking™:,

I is this conclusion which should become the starting point of alf
future discussions concerning a polential American guarantee for Isracl.

* Authors pofe

As this article goos 1o press in the summer of 1976 an interesting study has
been published by NA. Peleovits, a rescarch fellow at The Johns Hophing School
of  Advanced International Studies in Washington. $ce Poleovits, N.A. “Seeurity
Guarantees in a Middie East Settlemoent”, Forcign Policy Papers, vol, I, No. 1, 1976;
Beverly Hils and London: Sage Publications.

Working under & Rockefeller Foundation arant, Dr. Pelkovits, a lormer State
Department olticial whaose last position was s director of U.N. policy  planning.
coucludes as follows:

“In sum, guarantees can provide supplementary insurvance that is usetul though
Aot worth & high premium - ad o one iy asking Isracl (o pay such o premium,
-. - Al this, however, is Jar down the pike, and i Israel has cause for HUIVOUSHOSs
it is because some have raised the issue of guarantees out of turn in the negotiating

process — exaggerating their utility and intensifying  pressures on Isracl 1o trade
off recognition and weure harders for bilaters) and international assurances, At the
i proper time, such guarantees could reinforec the settlement”,
f Unfortunately, Dy, Pelkovits' research docs a0t adequately deal with the stra-
wgic and deterrence argaments raised by Richard Ullman and others in view of
basic changes 1hat have occurred since the Yom Kippur War,
' Tuking 2 somewhat ditfcicns but as vet undefined approach i un ofganization
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