An interview with Israel’s ambassador to the U.S.

Let Us Talk Face to Face

An interview with Simcha Dinitz conducted by Mark

Bruzonsky, Worldview associate editor, on the eve of

Israel’s recent election.

I want to begin by asking you to give an assessment of
what President Carter has so far said on the Middle
East. To my undefstanding he has talked about a
three-part Middle East settlement, and although he
hasn’t speeified exactly what he means, he has out-
lined what he means. I understand he has talked
about minor adjustments from the 1967 borders, a
Palestinian homeland probably in some of the oc-
cupied territories that Israel would withdraw from,
and a real, meaningful, lasting peace. How do you
assess the president’s views?

President Carter spoke of three components that are
essential for peace in'the Middle East. The first one is
peace and the essence of peace. The second one is the
question of borders. And the third one the Palestinian
question. The underlying thought behind all these state-
ments was that he is not making judgments for the
parties. The parties themselves must arrive at an agreed
definition of all these components as a result of the
negotiations between them. The final determinations are
up to the parties, and I think this is an important point.

Why do I say this? Because, after ail, if it is to be
enduring, if it is to be just, if it is to be lasting, peace
miust be between us and the Arabs and not between us and
the Americans—with all the respect that we hold for our
American friends. When all is said and done we will have
to live in the Middle East with Sadat, Assad, and Hussein
and not with President Carter and not with Brzezinski
and Secretary Vance. Secondly, any solution that is not
the result of the innermost dialogue between lsrael and
the Arabs is bound to be not only artificial but fragile,
because it will not come out of the consensus of the
parties but, rather, out of an imposition of an ouiside
factor. If it is to be preserved in spite of the will of the
parties, it will have 1o be preserved by force—which will
immediately be a question of an American involvement
in the preservation and the execution of the arrangement,
not only in giving its good offices for peace implementa-
tion. I don’t think this is something that either Israel or
the United States wants to see—a direct American
involvement in the dispute in the Middle East in terms of
physical involvement. | think the important thing is that
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the president has emphasized that what we all must strive
for—and this is in a sense the precondition for any
meaningful solution—is that we know what we are
talking about. What is peace? Because **peace’” can be
the vaguest word in the English language, or for that
matter in any language. .

If we are talking about peace, does the other condi-
tion, withdrawal with only minor medifications....

You don’t think that [ will not get to it. Peace, a
settlement, in order to be conceivable at all, has to be
based on the understanding, 1 repeat, of what we are
trying to get, what is the aim. Peace as defined by
President Carter is peace that is not only a declaration—
definitely not merely a cessation of a state of war, an end
to the state of war—but rather peace with components of
realism in it; of open borders, of exchange of trade, of
cultural exchange, of exchange of people, of exchange
of tourists, of diplomatic exchange, etc., etc.

Why? And this is something I want to emphasize if |
may. It is not because, with all due respect to our
neighbors, Israel cannot survive without trading with
Egypt or without cultural relations with Syria or without
tourism from Saudi Arabia. The pointis, if we are trying
to understand the core of the issues, that we are living ina
very transitory Arab world; an Arab world that can have
@ poticy of accommodation today and a policy of con-
frontation tomorrow. And we have aniple historical
experience 1o go by. Therefore, if we are to assure that
the State of Israel’s permanence, not its fact but its
permanence, is acquiesced to by the Arab people, by the
Arab world, then something realistic has to happen,
something that the man in the street in Cairo and
Damascus and Amman will feel has happened to the
Middle East—not merely a sign of purpose, or not
merely a proclamation of good intentions. Only then will
it be, not impossible, but difficult, for any subsequent
Arab leader to change this reality by reneging on a
commitment he took. Because the facts of the situation
will speak for themselves. This is why for us, as [ am
happy to see for the President of the United States, it 13
such an important thing.

Now with regard to the other areas. We have always
said and will continue to say that the question, the basic
question between Israel and the Arab states, is not the
territorial question. One has to ask himself why we are in
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the two together. They sit opposite cach other. They’l)
talk to each other. They'il make peace with cach other.
And that is the purpose of going to Geneva.

You disagree, then, with two American policies, as 1
understand it. You disagree with Secretary of State
Vance, who has stated that before the PLO can come
to Geneva it must change its charter. And you also
disagree with U.S. policy of upholding Resolution
242, Apparently you agree with Crown Prince Fahd
that 242 must be changed.

" You are getting me into trouble, I see, with a lot of
people. No. Let me say this: You can do it in Geneva or
you can do it before Geneva. Let's have the Israclis do
exactly the same thing we ask from the Palestinians.
Before they go to Geneva let the Israclis say, **Yes, I
recognize the existence of a Palestinian national state
that has the right for a state in Palestine equaling the
West Bank and Gaza.”

But what Israel says is what? **These people do not
exist. There is no room for the Palestinian state in
between my borders and Iraq. There is only room forone
state, which is Jordan, and they can disappear within
Jordan.”” Israel says two diametrically opposed things.
She says peace should not be imposed from outside, and
yet before the Palestinians sit at the table she has
imposed her conditions on the Palestinians, There has to
be give and take. If she doesn’t want anybody to impose
conditions on her, she should not impose conditions on
others. And I think the issue, frankly, Mark, is fess
complicated than what the Isruclis say. And Lthink in the
final analysis they'll come to i1

They’li be forced to it, or they’H come to it?

They will come to it. Because in the final analysis we,
too, have been set upon by a lot of people to recognize
the fact of Israel, to make peace with Israel. And we have
been saying that now. They, oo, must make peuce with
themselves. And they must make the decision that the
only way that a Jewish state can live in the area is to live
with the area and not against the area or on top of the
area. How to co-live with us, the Syrians, the Lebanese,
the Jordanians, and above all the Palestinians, who will
share with them formerly mandated Pualestine and who
must live in peace and harmony together.

Let’s go back to Africa. What is it about what’s
happening in Africa that has caused such a change in
Egyptian policy? What is it you are afraid of?

Well, we need security. We want to feel sure that we
are not being surrounded by enemies.

By whom, the Soviet Union? Who else could threaten
you?

Look at what’s happening with Qaddafi attacking us,
sending people to destruct and kill. Apparently Qaddafi
has found an ally in the Soviet Union, which has been
giving him assistance. We don’t want this. We want the
best of relations with the Soviet Union. We want the best
of relations with our Arab brothers. We have no reason to
quarrel. But we don’t want to continuously rise up every
morning to find a bomb exploding in the heart of Cairo.
You do not want it in your country, we do not want it in
ours.

And the Israelis do not want it in theirs.

Exactly. This is why I say that we should go to peace
with Israel and that Israel should not keep the situation
allame. In Africa, too, we want Africa to be for the
Africans. We don’t want meddling from outside into the
affairs of the area. 1 speak of: everywhere. European
colonialists have gone and feft us. And we want to see
Africaremain free, independent, sovereign, where it can
cooperate with everyone. | think it is essential that the
Soviets have economic ties, but they should not help
countries or regimes that can be destructive to other
countries. That does not sit right with the policy of
co-hiving and peace.

One final question. President Sadat has described the
psychological dimensions te the conflict with
Israel—a total lack of frust, a total lack of under-
standing. Hf you had the possibility of addressing the
Israeli people, in view of the psychological problems
and realizing the possibility that your two ceuntries
might sometime soon be engaged in a war that could
mutually destroy each other, what is it that you would
say to them to convince them of your sincerity? You’ll
remember that at Sadat’s Washingten press confer-
ence the lsraeli correspondent asked, ‘““What has
changed the situation?” What would you tell the
Israelis that might convince them to begin the road to
peace rather than the road to war?

Well, T think it is going to be to their own benefit and
to vur own benelit, to the benetit of their own future
generation and ours too. | would like 1o see my own son
having peace, tranquility, and harmony with sons of
Israchi counterparts of mine such as Simcha Dinitz.  was
the colleague of Yosef Tekoah [formerly Israel’s U.N.
representative} at Harvard, and we sat in the same class
of William Langer, who taught Modern European His-
tory. Look where the situation has developed since 1947,
I would like o see peace replace war, where, if we could
not talk to each other—Yosef Tekoah and I, who were
schoolmates—because of the unhappiness of what hap-
pened between our two states, | would like to see that
disappear so the new generation can then find it easier o
co-live, to talk 1o each other.

Not just the new generation. Does normalization
mean that you and Yosef Tekoah, the next time |
come to talk to you, can talk to me together?

No, [ don’t mean that peace is for the next generation.
You tell me how to convince them. I am telling them the
fruits of peace for both of us in this generation,

And the three of us together talking?

Why not? Why not? Down the road 1 could see that
taking place. If Israel withdraws from our territory
totally and does not say this bit | Hike und this bit I don’t
like. And if the Israelis would recognize that they must
live in harmony with the Palestinians and in peace. And
then we cuan, yes, down the road, we can see normaliza-
tion taking place between all the countries in the area,
where normal conditions require normal behavior.

Thank you,
Good luck,
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the Sinai, why we are in the Golan Heights, why we are
in the West Bank. Because one bright Sunday morning
we decided to take a stroll? We are there because we were
attacked in these places; once, twice, three times, or we
wouldn’t be there. Mr. Assad would not have a problem
explaining to the world today that he is prepared to have
demilitarized zones had he kept the demilitarization of
these same zones before 1967. Mr: Sadat would not have
a question of trying to get us out of Sinai had he not
attacked us from Sinai. And the same thing with King
Hussein. He knows very well that in *67 he got a message
from us that if he does not touch us, nothing will happen
to him. But instead he shelled us, and instead he attacked
us. As a result he lost the West Bank. Now what are we
going to do on the question of the territories involved?
Are we going to return to the situation exactly as it was,
the same fragility and the same vulnerability that existed
until 1967, the same vulnerability that produced all these
wars? Or are we going to say, let us have what Security
Council Resolution 242 calls for, secure borders?

But that does not seem to be President Carter’s
interpretation.

T will getto President Carter. You are interviewing me
now, not President Carter.

No, I’m not asking you for your interprefation. 'm
asking you how you feel about what the policies of this
administration are.

But to tell you how I feel about the policies of this
administration I have to tell you what my understanding
of them is. And I don’t see any contradiction so far
between what 1 was telling you and what President
Carter’s siatements are.

Some of my readers may.

Well, that is why, if you will allow me to finish, they
might not. That is why we are talking about secure
borders—and this is what Resolution 242 is talking
about, and this is what President Carter talks about. We
are not trying to reconstruct the *67 situation, neither
does President Carter. What the changes should be—as
President Carter defined them at one point, minor ad-
justments, or, as we say, changes that must be decided
by the parties in the course of negotiations, or no changes
at all, as some of our Arab neighbors demand—that is
something that has to be negotiated.

1 do not think that President Carter, by calling what he
believed to be minor adjustments, has specified what sort
of adjustments they should be. Because minor adjust-
ments to one person might mean one thing and to another
person another thing. For us it is not a question of trying
to grab territory or trying to stay in territory. Forusit’s a
question of making those territorial changes that are
needed to assure our security. And I believe that on this
we do not have disagreement with the president.

On the question of the Palestinians. As with President
Carter, and before President Carter, we have indicated
that that must be an ingredient of the final settlement of
the dispute between Israel and the Arabs. We do not
believe that there could be an overall lasting peace unless
‘a seitlement is made of the Palestinian question. The

question is how. And on this we believe there are certain
things that, if done, will be detrimental to Israel and, | ;
also believe, to the interests of other Arab countries in

" the area. There are other realistic approaches in solving

the situation.

Before you stop me I'll say to you with regard to
Carter’s phrase of **homeland’’: He specifically said the
following day that he preferred this to be in conjunction
with Jordan. :

No, I think that’s inaccurate. His phrase is that he
conceives of such a homeland in the context ‘‘of
Jordan or by some other means.”’ So he clearly has
something else in mind as a possibility.

Why, because he said “‘or’’?

““Or by some other means.”’ Besides, you and I both
know that a Palestinian state is an option being
considered by the American Government. ‘
What you and | know, this is a matter for us to discuss
in a minute. The president said a Palestinian homeland in -
the framework of Jordan or in other means. By this you
draw the conclusion that he definitely had other means in
mind. I think you have to take back the statement -
because he did not rule out the possibility, but he did not
definitely say by other means. :

i think he does have other options, and that’s why he
said ‘‘by other means.” :
Yes, he doesn’t foreclose the other options. But you
can’t say that if he says preferably by Jordan or by other
means that he doesn’t consider the option of Jordan. You
know, we are talking about what the president said. You
might have different opinions, which [ respect, or do not
respect, but it is your opinion, and you should not take
such a distinguished partner as the president of the
United States and make him a partner to your opinion just
because you happen to favor them over the other options.

Mr. Ambassador, with all due respect, after talking
with officials of the United States administration I do
not think you have accurately summarized the op-
tions the United States is considering.

First of all, T haven™t summarized the options ol the
U.S. Second, you will believe me that | also talk 1o
American officials. If you want to discuss what some
officials told you, I will discuss what some officials told
me. One important official said it publicly, that a
homeland doesn’t have political connotations. He said
it, a statement. Maybe you are deciding that this is not an
important official, or you do not like this declaration, but
he said it. That was Dr. Brzezinski. He said it to the
press. I hope you will not succeed in convincing him to
change his mind. But that’s what he said.

In fact, Dr. Brzezinski in late 1975, as you might
remember, specifically came out for a Palestinian
state, which would be ruled by the PLO.

In 1975 Dr. BrzezinsKi was not the head of the
National Security Council. And the president of the

(Continued on p. 35)
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United States also said other things when he was not the
president of the United States. So, [ mean either we are
talking about official statements or we are talking about
the opinions people had at various times of their lives.

You’ve focused on the quality of peace and the nature
of peace. I want to jump right inte that question
because that seems to me the central issue between
Israel and the Arabs at this peint. I want to quote
what President Sadat said to a group of journalists on
April 6 and I want to ask you what your differences
are with this conception of what you could discuss at
Geneva: ““*You must have misunderstood my saying
that peace will be postponed for the next generation. I
didn’t say at all it will be postponed for the next
generation. I am for full peace, permanent peace, and
then everything will be normalized. For instance, the
issue of the beycott automatically will be finished
because whenever we sign the peace agreement every-
thing is going to be normalized. For instance, now
Israeli cargo passes the Suez Canal. But after the
peace agreement, sure, the Israeli ships can pass the
Suez Canal because we have solved the whole prob-
lem.”’ He also went on to say that “*when we sign this
agreement, then it is O.K.” for there to be an
exchange of journalists between Egypt and Israel.

With this statement | believe President Sadat has
opened up the kind of dimensions—maybe net
enough, but at least the kind of dimensions—that
you’ve been asking for. What specific differences do
you have with this conception of how you can begin to
define a peaceful relationship?

I have two difficulties with this answer. First of all,
unfortunately, later during his visit here in Washington,
when specifically asked what does he mean by normali-
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zation, he said no more than cessation of the state of
belligerency. And therefore I simply do not think he has
in his mind what normalization—or at least he did not
disclose—not to us and, on the basis of my conversa-
tions with high American officials, not to them—what
the ingredients of normalization are. It could be that he
has shown some opening and. some preparedness o
discuss them—that we would welcome very much. But
obviously we would not be able to satisfy ourselves with
general statements that all these things or some of these
things can be discussed. We have to find out what they
are.

At the present stage the only—based on my conversa-
tions with the American officials who spoke to him—the
only opening they saw in Sadat’s approaches to the
question are two: That he did not say any more that it
must be accomplished within a generation and that he
understands his narrow definition of a mere cessation of
belligerency is not sufficient. So, obviously, if Sadat
will accept the definition of President Carter on what
peace ought to be—even in your quotation those ingre-
dients are not included—then we would have a meaning-
ful change of the position of Egypt on this point.

You don’t think that offering three specifics—an end
to the boycott, Israeli ships being able to pass freely
through the Suez Canal, and Israeli journalists being
able to go to Egypt—are a beginning of the kinds of
concessations you are loeking for?

I say that if tas s what he really mcans—1 don’t
know....

It is what he said.

But he said other things following this quotation. [ do
not know whether this is what he really thinks, because,
unfortunately, he has said subsequently the opposite
things, and these things, of course, are not the full

w4
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picture. If he would begin to think in these terms and
augment them, then it would be an important thing.

I'told you I had a question from Ambassador Ghorbal
that was volunteered, 1 did not request it, I want to
quote him specifically: *“We go now for the full peace,
the total peace, which, when i geis to be established,
then like any peace between countries that have had a
state of war for a long time it brings them into an
atmosphere of normalization. Normalization leads to
what could be expected between two states that have
normal conditions between them. What is impossible
today may not be impossible tomorrow. I certainly
would want to ask the question to my counterpart,
Simcha Dinitz; here it is: The Egyptians are commit-
ting themselves not only to full peace, but beyond full
peace to what the full peasce will lead to in terms of
normalization. I would like to hear from the Israelis,
from Simcha Dinitz, that they commit themselves
equally vis-a-vis their own obligations about with-
drawal, and about the existence of a Palestinian-Arab
state side by side, living in peace and harmony with
the Israeli state. I would like an equal commitment in
the same kind of language.”

The same kind of language it wouldn’t be difficult for
me to give because it’s absolutely vague. But in terms of
a concrete answer, with all due respect to my colleague
Ambassador Ghorbal, 1 think this dialogue would be
more effective if he allowed it to be direct. If Mr.
Ghorbal can ask these questions of me, either publiclyvor
privately, I think we would go somewhere. | think it
would be as umportant as any of the ingredients of
normalization. But. .,

When the Ambassador says he’s for full peace, total
peace, normal peace, the kind of nermal conditions
that exist between states, | think we have something
more than just a vague statement.

No, because for him **full peace’ and **total peace’”’
is cessution of hostilities—because he tells you here
that he is prepared to go beyond full peace. So that
means that for him full peace is merely an end of state
of war. But he’s prepared, if you read it very carefully,
beyond the full peace to think in terms of normaliza-
tion. When we sit and negotiate and he outlines for us
what are the ingredients of normalization that he's
prepared to go, we will outline for him what are the
territorial adjustments that we are prepared (o make. At
the present time he shows intentions. We also show—
I show very good intentions: Israel is prepared o with-
draw subsiantially from the territories that we hold at the
present time as a result of negotiations for a full and
meaningful peace, with all the ingredients thereof.

Tgave Ambassador Ghorbal this analogy, that not too
long ago in history there was a confrontation between
Germany and France, where the two countries were
constantly at war and had no normal relations.
asked him if he could conceive that relations between
the Arab world and Israel, and specifically between
Egypt and Israel, could follow the patterns that have
been achieved between France and Germany. He

responded, Yes, that that was a good example, in
fact, of what normalization is. New I may be
wrong—other peeple may inferpret it differentiy—
but it does seem to me that we are getting the kind of
definitions of normalization that are worth discus-
sing. And somehow I hear from you that they are net
really offering anything more than an end to the state
of belligerency. )

At the present time, yes. But that they are worth
discussing, definitely yes. So I don’t understand what we
are really arguing about. So that you will understand that
I am not inventing, let me offer an exchange between
President Sadat and Barbara Walters from the sixth aof
April on ABC News. President Sadar: **1 am for full
peace, but not the interpretation of Israel for full peace.
My definition of peace is this. Let us end the state of
belligerency. Let Israel have whatever guurantees she
asks for from whatever body she agrees to. We shall not
oppose even to the extent of a defense pact with the
U.S5. We shall not oppose it.”

Barbara Walters: **This is very important, Mr. Presi-
dent, because President Carter, when talking about full
peace, seemed to be speaking of the same kind of peace
Israel did. What about diplomatic relations, exchange of
students, exchange of tourists, exchange of journalists?
Will that be part of peace?”’

President Sadar: **This is not at all. 1 mean, an
argument about full peace, as I told you, it is imposing
conditions—they are old Isracli conditions that they
could not even impose after 36, or after their very
glorious viciory in '67 they couldn't tmpose these
conditions on us. "

Barbara Walters: **Mr. President, in a press confer-
ence you talked about normalization of relations. It may
very well be interpreted that by normalization of rela-
tions you mean full diplomatic relations, exchange of
students, ete.”’

President Sadai: **For me myself, on my part, | have
no objections at all. But let’s be practical. The climate is
not ready.”’ )

Barbara Walters: **But you said that after Geneva it
would be. And then came the question, Mr. President,
are you talking about full normalization, and you said
you were. ™’

President Sadar: **Yes for sure, when I say full
normalization it means that the state of belligerency that
has prevailed since the creation of Israel, for twenty-nine
years uatil this moment, will end.”’

Fdon't know whether I have to read Sadat of that quote
or Ghorbal of yesterday or what Sadat said here in
Washington. When we sit and talk we will find out from
him exactly what he’s prepared to do. And therefore |
don’t understand what is the purpose of our discussing
here what is discussable or not. Everything is discuss-
able. We will sit, in answer 1o my colleague the ambas-
sador, we will find out what they mean in terms of peace,
and they will find out from us what we mean in terms of
boundaries and in terms of a Palestinian solution.

There’s one other element in discussing peace. The
guestion of Zionism. Are, in fact, the Arabs prepared
to live with the Zionist Jewish State of Israel? I asked



Ambassador Ghorbal about this and he said: “As |
said, we are ready for a full, complete peace with
Israel. And Israel is a Jewish siate, We are nof
guarreling with that. But nol a growing, expansionist
Jewish state. Yes, we will live in pesce and in
harmony with a Jewish state, bul nel with an
expansionist sfate.”” What are veur commenis?

Zionism never was a policy of expansionism, and
Israel never was an expansionist state. Israel has fought
wars of survival that were launched on i since 1948 by
the Arubs. We huve commitied a great sin. We won these
wars. And we have transferred the war to the enemy
territory. For this we don't need to apologize. I the
Arabs are prepared to make peace, we will make peace
on agreed borders. But there is not s question that Israel
ever expanded in the past, and Israel has no ambitions
expand in the future.

Do yvou not have parties in Israel, in fact a number of
major parties, that advoecate the retention of the
entire West Bank? And could net this be considered
an expansionist feadency in Zionism?

it could be considered a party platform of certain
political purties. There are some parties—unforiunaiely
st partios, bevause there sa't o domocraey o e
Arab world—who would say to vou that they don"t want
the very vestige of a Jewish state anywhere in the Middle
East. Just yesterday | read a statement from a prominent
Saudi represeniative, who said that it is ridiculous to
believe that we can have peace with any segment of
fsrael.

Who was that Saudi?

i can find that quote for vou.™ Today | saw a statement
from a Libyan representative that our struggle would
continue until the last inch of Israel’s existence s any
part of Palestine will remain. You have the PLO walking
about the elimination of Israel by stages. So, | mean,
you’'re telling me that there are some parties in Israel that
want 10 retain the West Bank. First of all, this s not 2
sign of expansionism because they have aot expanded in
the West Bank because they wanted 1o tuke it 1 was
Menachem Begin in the cabinet of Levy Eshkol whoe
joined in a statement 1o Hussein, on the tirst day of the
*67 war, that if you don’t move, nothing will happen o
vou. So that doesn’t exactly show signs of expan-
sionism. But, on the other hand, you have in the Arab
world still today, within the Arab countries bordering
israel and other Arab countries, those who demand the
complete annihilation and elimination of every vestige
of Jewish independence.

What major Arab leader supports the policy you just
stated? What lmportant Arab leaders support that
poliey?

i don’t know if you think Qaddaf} is important or not
important. He just endowed a chair at Georgetown
University.

In addition to Qaddafi?

I said Qaddall is one example, and 1 think that Assad

still does not talk about scquiescence 1o an independent
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Jewish state in Israel. He has said that Syria s not
obliged to recognize Israel or 1o have peace with i even
if Israel goes back to the 767 lines. The leaders of Irag
are another example. In fact, Sadat talks about
recognizing Isruel as a {act but does not alk, so far,
about a full, meaninglul peace with Israel

Sadat’s ambassador is now on record as having talked
about that, If in fact that is their psolicy, then do you
consider that a major change?

As §said, if this is their policy and it will be expressed
in the various ingredients during the course of negotia-
tions,  will consider it a very important change. Pvesaid
it three times, but Pm prepared o say it four times.

I want to talk about U.S.-Iyrael refations. You've
been the ambassador for Israel since the Yom Kippur
War and through the period we call the “*reassess-
ment’ of American Middle East policy. Many people
would say that Jimmy Carier, in fact, represents the
continuance of this reassessment, Many people would
also say there are strains in the U.S.-Israel relation-
ship. Last vear, as an example of these straing, a
broad cress section of political people issued what
was cufled “the Brookings Report”™"7 In this report
two majer differences with Israell policy were out-
tined. The Broekings Repert called for, as President
Carter has called for, first, miner changes in the 1967
houndaries. And, second, it called for Palestinian
seif-determination.

A second example of the strains is George Ball’s
tead article in our moest important journal of foreign
affairs, which appeared in April. In this articke
George Ball saysthat the strainissogreat that only an
imposed seitlement can be a proper policy for the
11.8., and that he further believes that unless the U.S.
takes the initintive fo impose a seitiement, the parties
themselves will never reach ene. In view of these

* Ambassador Dinitz luter mdicated that he was refurming o
Crown Prince Fahd, who has stated thut his country will oot
agree o any policy mo approved by the PLO. And the PLO,
{hmitz juntber mdicated, ealls for the climination of
Isracl —AMAH

**The Brookings Report referred o is entitled Toward Peare
in the Middle Fast. It was published in 1975 by the Brookings
instirution. The moembers of the study group that prepared the
repurt-—cach acting in his or her personal capacity—included
Morroe Berger of Princeton University, Robert R, Bowie of
Harvard University, Zbigniew Brzezinski of Columbia Usi-
versity, Joha C. Campbell of the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, Najech Haluby, a New York attorney, Rita Hauser,
attorney, Roger W, Heyns of the American Council on Educa-
tion, Alan Horton of the American Universities Field St
Malcolm Kerrof UCLA, Fred Khouri of Villanova University,
Philip Kistzaick of Klutzaick Investmens, William Quandiof
the University of Pennsylvania, Nadav Safran of Harvard
University, Stephen Spiegel of UCLA, A.L. Udovigh of
Princeton University, and Charles W, Yost of the Brookings
fnstisution. The affilistions are those of the participants at the
time the report was publivhed. (For discussion of the repornt
see Mark Bruzonsky, U S.-Ismel Policies: Reading the
Signs for 777, Worldview, September, 1966 )—F4d.
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developments what is your assessment of the condi-
tion of U.S.-Israel relations?

Sometimes [ am more fascinated by your introduction
to the question than the question itself. Because you are
making certain sweeping suppositions. You are not
questioning me but are asserting them. I doubt whether
President Carter would agree to define his present
policies as a continuation of the reassessment.

My second response is to the presentation of your
question, saying there is a strain in America-lIsrael
relations. My answer to this is that there is no strain in
America-Israel relations. We work very closely and very
intimately with the United States. We do not have
agreement on every subject under the sun. But we do
have basic agreement on both strategy and tactics, and
therefore 1 cannot accept the assertions you made regard-
ing the strain of relationship.

Third, to illustrate the strain you have brought in Mr.
George Ball, who is known to be a protagonist of the
Arab cause. I disagree with his thesis as expressed in the
article he wrote in Foreign Affairs magazine, and in
many articles he wrote before, on two or three basic
grounds. First of all, I do not believe that for peace to be
durable it can be imposed. | don’t think either we or
the Arabs are children, that peace must be conceived and
imposed upon them by others. I’'m happy to see this is
also not the position of the U.S., and George Ball does
not represent the position of the United States Govern-
ment, 1o the best of my knowledge. Therefore don'tsee
why I should take this model as an example of strain in
the relationship. On the Brookings Institution Report,
this is also a private report, which I'm quite willing to
comment on. The Brookings Report does not say—with
all due respect to you—what you said. It does not talk
about a separate Palestinian state.”

P’'m sorry, I did not say that. Palestinian self-
determination.

I don’t have the Brookings Report in front of me. But
the Brookings Report talked of two different options
about how to solve the Palestinian problem. One in con-
junction with Jordan and one as a separate entity. We
favor the first one and reject the second one. Were there
other elements, I'm quite prepared to answer them.

Yes, the Brookings Report favors a return to about
the ’67 borders.

The Brookings Report does not favor the return to the
*67 borders.*™ The Brookings Report says there should be
some changes or minor changes—I don’t have it in front
of me—but it does not talk about the *67 borders as the
formula. Again, as [ said to you earlier in the answer, we
believe there are certain changes in the '67 lines that
have to take place for the borders to be secure and for the
peace to be permanent. We are quite willing and pre-
pared to discuss these changes when we negotiate peace
with our neighbors.

I wonder what your response is to this quote from the
pro-Israeli New Republic: ““The conflict between
Israel and the United States could well come over
just how much change is to be demanded of the PLO

before it is accepted as a party to the negotiations.”
Do you think that such a conflict is foreseeable, is
possible?

First of all let me take exception to your adjectiviza-
tion of a journal as pro-Israel or anti-Israel. There are |
many articles in the New Republic written by different
people whom [ disagree with. There are some 1 agree
with. And therefore I don’t think it is fair to that ¢
magazine. I think as one journalist, you, especially,
should be very careful in labeling generalizations about
magazines, whether they are for or against.

On the substance of the question on the PLO. There’s ¢
an American position on the issue articulated every
Monday and Thursday, and this is that the U.S. will not
recognize, will not deal with, the PLO until the PLO
accepts Resolutions 242 and 338, recognizes the exis-
tence of Israel, and changes its covenant to eliminate
from it all those references to the destruction of the State
of Israel. I have no indication that there is any change
contemplated with this American position.

A number of Israelis—in fact, a former Secretary-
General of your Labor party and a highly respected
Reserve General—feel there are such indications.
In fact, they’ve been meeting in Paris with represen-
tatives of the PLO. This group of Israelis is advocat-
ing establishment of a Palestinian state and negotia-
tions by Israel and the PLO. How do you feel about
these efforts, and how do you feel about those indi-
viduals negotiating with members of the PLO?

I feel they have a perfect right as citizens, as free
citizens in a free country, to do whatever they think is
right. I think what they are doing is wrong.

Do you find Mr. Eliav and Mr. Peled respectable

members of the Israeli political establishment?
They are definitely not in the Israeli political estab-

lishment if you call establishment the government.

I don’t mean the government., Respected Zionist
Israelis?

I wouldn’t try to label them with any definitions. It’s
up to them. I think what they are doing is probably
well-intentioned, but I think they are wrong. And their
right to do it is, of course, guaranteed by law. But to the
best of my knowledge they have not said that they think
the changes that occurred in the PLO are sufficient. But -

*In its opening statement the Brookings Report includes
among the elements of a fair and enduring settlement this
reference to Palestine: **There should be provision for Pales-
tinian self-determination, subject to Palestinian acceptance of
the sovercignty and integrity of Israel within agreed bound-
aries. This might take the form either of an independent
Palestine state accepting the obligations and commitments of
the peace agreements or of a Palestine entity voluntarily
federated with Jordan but exercising extensive political
autonomy.’ ' ~Ed.

**On boundaries the Brookings Report states: “'Israel under-
takes to withdraw by agreed stages to the June 5, 1967, lines
with only such modifications as are mutually accepted. Boun-
daries will probably need to be safeguarded by demilitarized
zones supervised by UN forces.”’ -Ed.



why should I argue that point. I think that the whole
group is mistaken. I think their whole approach is wrong,
Trying to find, to attempt to reform a coalition of
murderers and make them the worthwhile represen-
tatives of people——rather than doing this we should find
alternate ways of dealing with the Palestinian question
through the vehicle of Palestinians who have in mind
how to settle women and children and not how to kill
them. I think this is basically our approach to the
Palestinian question and therefore to the PLO.

If before the end of the year the U.S. Government
were to grant a visa for a PLO official to work in an
information office in Washington, would you con-
sider that a major development, one that called into
question previous agreements between Israel and the
U.S8.?

I would consider it a wrong move on the part of the
U.S. because it would be subject to that sort of interpre-
tation that you are giving. I hope they will not do this.

Ambassador Ghorbal questioned the Israeli economy
yesterday, and I have one question for you on it,
He solved his own?"

He also has major problems. It’s a question concern-
ing which country has the greatest number of prob-
lems at the moment. My understanding is that the
Israeli budget at present is about 35 per cent for
militury purposes, und that if you add the interest of
the spiraling Israeli debt the total approaches some-
where about half the budget. I believe that since the
debt is mainly due to war-incurred costs, it’s fair to
add these two together.

Your country is receiving $2 billion in American
aid, plus aid from the Jewish communities in the U.s.
and elsewhere around the world. This aid is what’s
required to keep your economy afloat. A number of
distinguished economists in your country have stated
in fact that the country is potentially bankrupt, that
there’s even the possibility of defaulting on the Israeli
debt. Meanwhile, inflation is rampant, devaluations
come monthly, the standard of living is declining,
emigration seems to be going up. How long can Israel
carry a burden of using 50 per cent of its national
budget for purposes of war?

I think you are exaggerating a little bit, but there is no
need for you to exaggerate the heavy burden of defense,
because it’s there. There is no pleasure in devoting 33 to
35 per cent of your Gross National Product to defense.
Even the heroic people of Israel are not enjoying paying
taxes. But I think they realize that as long as we are
threatened by a hundred million Arabs surrounding a
population of 3.5 million people, that this burden will
have to be carried. How long it will be carried, as far as |
am concerned, the shorter the better. But let there be no
misunderstanding: If the burden will have to be carried
for a long time, we will do this. Because we have no
choice. We are not imposing this burden on ourselves
because it’s pleasant. We are imposing it because this is
the only way we can insure our continued survival as
long as there is no peace.
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How long do you anticipate the U.S. Government will
continue to supply—if my figures on this are
correct—approximately 50 per cent of our grant
military aid and approximately 25 per cent of our
grant economic aid to one country of 3.5 million
people?

Without actually entering into the question whether
your figures are right or not, it is substantial economic
and military aid that we get from the U.S. I think the
U.S., too, will continue to support us as long as they
realize that we find ourselves in this sttuation. Without
this inducement Israel and the U.S. are doing their best to
bring about the situation of peace. Among other things,
so this heavy load cun be dispensed with. But not only
because of this. Human lives are involved. And they are
even more dear than the cash grants. So I believe that
with all the effort we are putting in in order to find a
settlement to the dispute the U.S. will aid us, so | hope,
as long as we find ourselves in the predicament in which
our existence and our survival are threatened.

One further question on the PLO. The direc-
tor-general of the foreign ministry, Shlomo Avi-
neri, last year on Israeli radio indicated that ““there
is no reason to rule out in advance coming to an
arrangement that might include a West Bank-Gaza
Palestinian state.”” ““There is no reason,” he con-
tinued, “‘to rule out in advance, in any event, negotia-
tions with the PLO.” This may have been before he
became director-general, but apparently you dis-
agree quite vehemently that there is no reason to rule
these two things out?

That is correct. And not only I, but I'm happy to see
that Professor Avineri too disagrees with it, if you see
some of his recent statements. A recent speech was
devoted to indicating why there cannot be and ought not
to be a separate Palestinian state and why the PLO cannot
be the conduit by which to do i,

What has changed Dr. Avineri’s views in two short
years?

I think that, like every scholar, he develops and
matures as he studies the situation more deeply.

You recently stated, when talking about territories,
that Israel must have defensible borders and that
major portions of the territories occupied in the 67
conflict would contribute to these defensible borders.

Fnever said **major portions’’ of them could contrib-
ute to these borders.

So you believe that major portions.... :

I said to you carlier that 1 believe that for true peace
major portions of the territorics now held by Israel could
be returned. | never said that major portions of the
territories would have to be incorporated. Vice versa, |
said that major portions of the territories now held by
Israel could be returned in peace agreement negotiations
between us and the Arabs,

Then defensible borders in fact might well mean
minor adjustments? :
This all depends how you define minor adjustments,
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The State Department defines it as limited to a small
number of kilometers and not including Jerusalem.
It never defined it to us in any way. Not in minor, not
in major, not in tens of kilometers and not in a few
kilometers and definitely never defined it as including
Jerusalem. Never did. Maybe to you, but not to us.

Where do you find political support among con-
stituencies in the U.S. and among member nations of
the U.N. for the position that Israel must have
defensible borders and should not return to some
approximation of the 1967 borders?

[n the U.S. I find great support for it in the general
public, in the labor movement, in the Congress, in some
parts of the media, and even among some members of the
administration. Outside the U.S. 1 would admit that the
majority of the member nations of the U.N. do not think
0. And I can also analyze at length why, but this was not
the question,

Could you tell me your own views, after being here for
so many years, about the reasons the U.S. and Israel
have a relationship of such a special character. What
is it? Is it Israel’s strategic importance, Israel’s
democratic nature, the Holocaust? What is it that
makes for such a special relationship?

[ think it’s a combination of several factors. Firstofall
it is a question of kinship, which is based on similarity of
moral, ethical values. I think there is a kinship between
democracies. Unfortunately, the U.S. has not been
blessed in recent years with too many allies that are free
societies, especially not in our part of the world. Second,
I think there are strategic and geopolitical interests on the
partof the U.S. ina Sirong, safe, secure Isracl. Because
it is not only providing a bastion of democracy and
stability in that region, I think it increases America’s
position and leverage in the Arab world as well. A weak
Israel can very easily be a liability for the U.S., but a
strong Israel is an asset for the U.S. and for its position in
the Middle East. If you just view, in recent years, how
the U.S. has progressed in its position in the Arab world

because of its strong ties with Israel, while other coun-
tries that have severed ties with Israel or weakened their
friendship with Israel have lost their position and influ-
ence in the Arab world, I think that this by itself would be
a very telling lesson.

Secretary Vance and President Carter have indicated
that the U.S. is preparing what is termed ‘‘sugges-
tions’’ about the kind of settlement the Arabs and
Israelis might try to reach. Do you welcome these
“‘suggestions”’? Are you looking forward to these
suggestions?

We always welcome suggestions between friends.
What we object to is imposition. We have had sugges-
tions in the past, and we will probably have suggestions
in the future, and we will consider it in the spirit of
exchange of ideas between friends. But if somebody is
trying to impose—and 1 don’t suggest the administration
has this in mind—this is something we would not
welcome.

In the past, when there were suggestions from the
U.S. as to what a settlement would look like, it was
called the Rogers Plan. There seems to be a presump-
tion that once the U.S. goes on record with sugges-
tions, that by the very nature of going on record, we
have something more than suggestions. Don’t you feel
this is true?

Yes, | feel it is true, if your interpretation is true. The
reason the Rogers Plan was not suggestions, but a plan,
is because it was a publicly articulated plan, which is
exactly the sort of thing that we would not welcome and
we think will not contribute to the efforts of peace. On
the other hand, suggestions have been going on through-
out the course of negotiations for the last four ycars,
since the Yom Kippur War, between Israel and the U.S.
Many of them were constructive, and I am sure that this
dialogue will continue between Israel and the U.S. in the
future.

Thank you very much.
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It’s quite clear that during the last few years Egypt
has decided that its major foreign policy initiatives
would be made with the United States and that you
are attempting to solidify your relationship with the
U.S. and expecting certain things from us. I would
appreciate it if you could be specific about these
expectations: economic aid, military aid, and most
especially the political initiatives you are expecting
from the U.S. in the next year or two.

To start with I think we have reason to rejoice that at
leastthe state of polarization has ended and that the U.S.
and Egypt have become much closer. An ambassador is
always lucky when he has 4 visit from his head of state
once during his tenure. [ have been lucky in having, so
far, two. And you notice 1 say “*so far.”” I still hope 1o
continue here in Washington for more years and 1o help
President Sadat also continue his visits to the U.S. We
definitely ook forward to g visit by Prestdent Carter,
who has received an invitation from the president.

We also face and know the realities. As has been said
by President Sadart, the U.S! Bis 99 per cent of the cards
in its hands. The relationship that the U.S. has with
Israel is a unique relationship, a special one. You
provide Isracl with all kinds of support—political, mili-
tary, economic, moral.-And thus it is very essential that
we-have close relations with you 1f we are 1o convince
you of the soundness of our thests, of our point of view.
We expect that you will ¢laim equally a-major role in
convincing the Israchs of that soundness.

We:are not naive in the sense that- we do not believe
that you are going to side with us against Israel. That is
notan the cards, nor 18 it our intention. But we undeér-
stand, and we expect, that the weight of our arguments,
convincing as they should be, should be carried forward
by the U.S: toward Israel. Then your weight will be felt.
The Israelis understand the ‘equation well. Fine, that's
exactly what-we want if we are going to make peace with
cach other; which is our intention. We want the 1sraelis
to understand us, as we are trying our best to understand
them and to co-live. Unfortunately, we still find in the
Israelis the philosophies of gain; territory speaks louder
tharanything else o therr mind We doaot believe it s
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the case. | think that the U.S. believes it is not the case.
And thus we expect that you, the U.S., will deploy your
own clforts with Israel, your weight with Isracl: Go
make her uiderstand.

Economically, again, as we come closer together, we
have been grateful for the fevel of assistance that the
U.S_ has been giving us. We would Tike it maintained for
a number of years, until we are out of the jungle of
economic difficuluies that we are in. Our Arab col:
leagues, brothers,; have been helping us tidy our shoit-
tern debt situation. "You have given us some assisiance
there: We expect that you will keep the level of assis-
tance oL $1 billion, as it is now, for at least three or four
more years,

Militarily, againwe are realistic; We're realistic in the
sense -that we do- not expect that you go overbourd
vis-i-vis the past. But we would expect that you would
start o build up-a relationship based on the trust and
confidence that is developing, ‘We can’f havé trust and
confidence on one side and lack of confidence on another
stde—trust and confidence in thut the peace is really our
intention,

We are ready fo do it We have ‘made a lot of
compromises in order to achieve it And lack of trust—
saying that if we give youx, 'y, and z, you Il turnm around
and use ivon Israel—ivjust doesn’t fit with the equation.
But we understand that there we have a psychological
problem. We bear with that psychological probleny. We
try to convince you. And Lbelieve that the time has come
forall-of us; we who are in the area, you who are outside
the area but deeply involved inthe area, 10 getrid of these
psychological barriers, these complexes, and get into a
more sound relationship.

We have not been receiving any assistance from the
Soviet Union. Yes, we have been trying to get it from
other sources, But you are a primary source. If you are
going to play, as you tend and as you must play, u very
ettective role, politically and economically, you must
also help militarily,

There’s the question of expectations. When King
Hussein was here a couple of weeks ago, he stated
quite clearly that those Arab leaders who were lead-
ing public opinion to think that there would be major
progress this year were playing with fire. Many of us
think he was addressing President Sadat, who has
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publicly indicated a great deal of optimism, saying
that much can be expected from the U.S, Do you
share the worry that your expectations of what is
possible from the U.S. could backfire in the sense that
public opinion in Egypt could turn against Sadat if he
can’t deliver?

Well, each one of us has his own constituency, and
you must deliver to your own constituency the promises
you make, the expectations you have and they have. Itis
an obligation that each leader has to his country, wher-
ever he is. ] think King Hussein appeared Kind of gloomy
because of what he saw as Israell intransigence. 1 talked
with King Hussein and he said, **Look at what comes out
from Israel. It just doesn’t give an indication that these
people understand the lesson, understand the realities,
are willing to réally go to peace and make the gamble to
peace as we are all willing—with excellent odds for both
of us.”’

The Israclis, unfortunately, are trying to bank on the
unknown—that maybe sonichow, somewhere, some-
thing will change that would render the situation differ-
ent, and thus they can hold onto the territory forever,
That is what we call gambling, gambling on the un-
known, on the negative, while you have the ingredients
here to make the peace in a positive, effective manner
and with chances that have never been as good as today.
King Hussein, 1 think, toward the end of his visit here
was more optimistic than when he came. | think the
result of his talks with President Carter and with the
secretary of state and congressional leaders gave him
better hopes.

Let me ask the same question in a somewhat different
way. An Egyptian journalist recently told me that
President Sadat’s optimism, almost an excessive
amount of optimism, was mainly designed for Ameri-
can ears, a subtle form of pressure on the Americans.
But he stressed that the Egyptian Government is not
fully counting on the U.8. to deliver and is, in fact,
preparing other options for itself. What might these
other options be?

Leave it to the press people, they always know the
secrets, more of them and faster than the officials.
Sadat may be giving, as we his representatives, an
added degree of optimism. But it is what we call the
logical reading of the situation. Any man in his
senses, whether he is on the lsraeli side or on the Arab
side, should not fail to see what are the beautiful
chances today that we should not throw away for the
unknown. Let’s do it. We can do it.

Didn’t we have the same beautiful chance in 1971 and
1972, and didn’t vou rely then on the Americans to
deliver?

No, the Americans then were totally polarized toward
Israel to the degree that, when the whole world in June,
1973, voted in the Security Council to order a total
withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Arab-occupied
territories, the only negative vote was that of the United
States.

When President Nixon took office we had the Scran-

ton mission, we had the Rogers Plan. Today what
President Carter is saying is being compared to the
Rogers Plan. What makes you so optimistic that
things have changed? What makes you so optimistic
that the Israeli policies and the Israeli forces within
the U.S. are going to be defeated this time?

Several things. Nixon and Rogers did not continue on
the same line as they started. The Rogers Plan was
introduced, but then it disappeared. Second, the polari-
zation then was much deeper and further than now. I was
told by people in the State Department that the U.S . isthe
lawyer for Isracl and the Soviet Union is the lawyer for
Egypt.

Today the situation is different. Why? Because yoy
have become more enlightened, Why? Because we saw
to it that you got to be more enlightened in the October,
1973, war. You were sold a bag of winds (forgive the
expression) by the Israelis, that **never mind, just freeze
the situation, the Arabs will yell, scream, and signon the
dotted line.”” We did not yell or scream or sign on the
dotted line. We kicked the Israclis off the Canal and off
the Bar-Lev line, and they ought to have learned from
that a lesson that there is no such thing as defensible lines
in occupation, that there is a real powderkeg of an
explosion in occupation,

1 think you have learned the lesson, and I think Henry
Kissinger was immediate in grasping the proper reading
and the chances. And we have moved since the October
war {0 teach the lesson, but also to sue for peace
immediately from the 16th of October. 1 was there in
Parliament when the president spoke, President Sadat,
and opened up the road to Geneva—way, way in the
beginning, when the war was at its peak and when the
Egyptian forces were advancing in Sinai and we had
opened up our communications to you. I think you have
fearned the fesson, And | think some of the Israchis have.
I hope the rest will. ,

This is what has happened and what has changed. And
mind you, today we say the Arab world is not weak—is
not meek, is not poor, and is not unsophisticated. It
knows how to handle war, it knows how to handle oil, it
has enough money to buy the most sophisticated
weapons, and it knows how to handle them. With all of
that we say we don’t want war. We want 1o go {o peace
because war is sick, its not going to achieve anything for
the Israelis or us except destruction. ‘

Let’s talk about that peace. This is what President
Sadat said when he was here a short time ago: **1
didn’t say at all {that peace] will be postponed for the
next generation. I am for full peace, permanent
peace, and then everything will be normalized. For
instance, the issue of the beycott automatically will be
finished because whenever we sign the peace agree-
ment everything is going to be normalized. For in-
stance, now Israeli cargo passes the Suez Canal. But
after the peace agreement, sure, the Israeli ships can
pass the Suez Canal because we have solved the whole
problem.””

1 think with this paragraph President Sadat opened
a new dimension to the possibility of a full peace. And
P’d like you to elaborate on it if you can, The president



indicated that within five years of an agreement that
might be signed at Geneva a full, complete peace is
what Egypt is werking for. Does this peace include
the concepts of open borders, trade relations, tourists
visiting each other’s country, and possibly at seme
point even an exchange of diplematic representa-
tives? Is that the kind of peace President Sadat is talk-
ing about? You know the Israelis are very, very
concerned that this hasn’t been spelled out.

I'm glad that you recorded what Sadat said, because |
think what he said is very important, very significant in
giving the true temperature of what our intentions are. In
building the two disengagement agreements Henry Kis-
singer helped us build with the Isruelis we were deter-
mined to make of these a beginning of the establishment
of real peace—is it working, is it do-able, and is 1t
possible to continue this way? And I think it proved that
it is.

So we go forward now for the whole works, which is
the total peace, which is the full peace, which when it
gets to be established, then like any peace between
countries that have had a state of war for a long time it
starts to bring them into an atmosphere of normalization.
And normalization leads 1o what could be expected
between states that have normal conditions between
them. What is impossible today will not be impossible
tomorrow, but will become possible. And I think Presi-
dent Sadat gave you the temperature, examples of what
could be done, examples of what could be expected.

Now | certainly would like the question to be asked of
my counterpart, Simcha Dinitz: “"Here it is, the Egyp-
tians are committing themselves not only to full peace
but beyond a full peace to what a full peace will fead in
terms of normalization....”

What can I tell Ambassador Dinitz? Can I tell him
that your concept of full peace includes the things I
outlined-—trade, open boundaries, tourists, jour-
nalists?

I justrold you that what is impossible today because of
the existence of the state of war with them would, as a
resuit of full peace, then become possible and then would
become achievable.

Including these elements?

But I would like to hear from the Israelis, from Simcha
Dinitz himself, and from Peres, or whomever will be the
leader of the Isracli people, that they commit themselves
equally vis-a-vis their own obligations about withdrawal
and about the existence of a Palestinian-Arub state side
by side, living in peace and harmony with the Israeh
state. I would like 1o {ind an equal commitment in the
same kind of language that Lam saying. L hope they do. If
they do, then [ can say that three-quarters of the job to be
done at Geneva has been done.

Would you say that the analogy between France and
Germany might apply to the Middle East? There was
a time when France and Germany were total an-
tagonists without any relations.

Why not? If we talk about peace, we are nof double-
tuthing, We kunow what peace catinds . And we know what
peace leads to. It is only normal to expect what normat

{Credin: Embussy ol Egyph)

conditions will lead to. But don’texpect me 1o say 1 ove
and hug and do everything when | am being pushed by
the other side continuously through the determination to
talk about the annexation of certain parts of the Arab
world, the negotiating of the territories, the giving up of
some but definitely not of all. There is no such thing as
fulfillment of uil obligations on one side with no equad
fulfilhnent of obligations on the other. The gudd requires
apro guo, and we are ready with the guid fully. Are the
Israclis ready with the pro quo fully? | hope so.

Your foreign minister, Mr, Fahmi, has repeatedly
stated that Israel must alter some of its Zionist
principles, such as the Law of Return, in order for
there to be a full peace. What is your opinion of
Zionism? Do you agree with the foreign minister on
that point? .

Well, let me go back one step and repeat what | said.
We are seriously prepared to achieve full peace, and we
expect the Israelis are too. The Israelis go into every
minute detail like the Code Napoleon about the obliga-
tions on the Arab side. We would like to be assured that
they will not sign a peace agreement today that, because
of force mujeure, they will have o renege on.

What will the force majeure be't Lebensrauni . How'?
Because of the influx, continuous influx, nto little
Israel. They will say, **We have no more room to hold all
these people and thus we need to go into a larger space in
the area to hold more people.”” When you contract the
peace, then you must do whatever you need to do in terms
of action and policy commensurate with that contract.

It sounds like you are saying that Zionist ideology
must change.

{ am saying that the Israclis must have another look at
lots of their policies, One of the Zionist ideologies was
tor a state from the Luphrates to the Nile, Now are the
Zionists going to keep that kind of policy, or are they
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going to adopt another policy in order to live in peace,
which they would sign freely, as we would sign? What
do they want? Do they want peace or annexation? If they
want peace, and for them to respect it and for us to
respect it, they will have to do certain things, as we will
have to do certain things.

Let me ask it somewhat differently. I had breakfast
this morning with the deputy finance minister of
Saudi Arabia, Dr. Mansour al-Turki, and he said, on
the question of Zionism, that, No, he did not oppose
and his country did not oppose the concept of a Jewish
state, which he understands is now widely supported.
But he did oppose the expansionist nature of what he
thought to be Zionism. If that definition is wrong, if
in fact Zionism is the concept of a Jewish state willing
to live within set boundaries, then it is possible for the
Arab world to make peace with a Jewish state of
Israel. Is that also your view?

That’s exactly the same view. As | said, we are ready
for a full, complete peace with Israel, and Isracl is a
Jewish state. We're not quarreling with that. But not a
growing, expansionist Jewish state. Let us not forget that
we want to get the Isracli army receding from the Arub
territories it presently occupies and into the Junc 5
[1967] lines, and that these lines be respected. We do not
want to subscribe to a policy that will see these armies
again leaving these lines. And as a consequence, yes, we
will live in peace and in harmony with the Jewish state,
but not with an expanding Israel.

So we are talking about a clarification of Zionism at
the Geneva conference, not a total giving up of what
Zionism is to many Jews?

If we have the positive elements that would fit in with
the making of peace, there is no quarrel.

Let me return to the problems of Sadat and your
expectations. A well-known American journalist vis-
ited your country a couple of months ago, and he
returned to write this about the situation: ‘‘Nearly
everything seems to be going sour. His economic open
- door policy has brought in no massive productive
investment—only play things for the rich that mock
the poor. The army is strangled for weapons. Sadat is
welching on his promise of democracy. If his greatest
gamble of all falls through—his reliance on the U.S.
to wrest Sinai from Israel and get him peace—Sadat
will have failed utterly and will not even be in a good
position to recoup by starting a war. This year there is
real doubt in Cairo whether Sadat will stay in office
into next year. One admirer said he may find himself
hanging from a lamp post.”” This is a rather bleak
forecast for the future. I wonder what your comment
is. :
He just looked at things very gloomily and with great
nervousness and emotion. Sure, we had problems on
January 18 and 19 of this year, as a result of our trying to
tuke some stringent economic measures that have been
recommended (o us by international organizations and
even by our friends in the Western countries and some
Arab countries as well. But it has been abused by some
segments that wanted to topple the regime.

Well, the regime did not get toppled. The regime is
strong, sound, and Sadat proved that, the government
proved that. Sadat came here as the first Arab leader to
come to America, to be invited. And, 1 think, we in
Egypt are still in the forefront to take the necessary steps
to bring about peace. We havé remedied the financial
situation. Our Arab friends have given us $2 billion to
tidy our short-term debt. You have helped us. Other
European countries and Japan have extended help too. |
think, as far as the economic problem, we are getting out
of the woods, as 1 say, into a clearer situation.

Before you go on let me give you another summary.
This one from C.L. Sulzberger of the New York
Times. He writes: “Today Egypt is flat broke. If Mr.
Sadat succeeds in all he forecasts he can retire early
with a clear conscience. But the program outlined is
Herculean. Is Sadat Hercules?”’

Well, Ldon’t think it is Herculean. That is an exagger-
ation of the situation. The problems are immense. But
the solutions are there. They have already started.
People forget that we have a tremendous built-in
capability—the Canal, the oil wells, the great huge
industrial capabilitics that only needed a few things to
produce and to export. And I think most important, if
peace is achieved, then much of the money that is being
invested in defense could be directed and channeled to
economic developments and economic programs.

Let us not forget that Israel has an even more Hercu-
lean probiem, where inflation is over 30 per cent and
where devaluation (that has not taken place in Egypt) has
been taking place continually in Israel, regardless of the
fact that the U.S. has been giving Isract a budgetary $2
billion and nonbudgetary monies through all the mil-
Hions, the hundreds of millions of dollars that are sent by
the United Jewish Appeal and other agencies.

You think Israel’s economic problems are even worse
than yours?

Worse. And | can assure you they are in a much more
difficult situation than we are. The only thing they have
1s that they are banking on continuous support from the
U.S. And there they ought to be warned, because they
detect, I think, as we detect, that people are saying,
“Why should we invest all that money in arms, which
will be wasted. Let’s bring them to peace and invest it all
in economic and regional development.” | think that is
the case.

So, in short, it’s a gloomy description of the situation.
It is secing one incident and putting it in huge, big
dimensions. It is seeing it from one side and not from
both sides. And I think we have passed that stage. The
most important thing now is to get to Geneva, to get to
achieve in Geneva what we want, and the economic
problems will disappear as well as the security problems.

During Sadat’s visit here, for the first time he empha-
sized the Egyptian role in Africa. In fact by some
estimates, 30 to 40 per cent of the time spent in
conversation did not deal with the Arab-Israeli con-
flict. What is it that Egypt sees happening in Africa
that requires a shifting of Egypt’s attitudes and
maybe even of Egypt’s military capabilities? Re-



cently you began sending pilots to Zaire, and tremen-
dous anxiety has been expressed about what is hap-
pening in Ethiopia.

Mark, let me backtrack fora second. 1 want to answer,
in addition, one point about the last question. I said what
we need to do inorder to achieve what we want. Butif we
don’t, then the economic situation in both Isracl and
Egypt and everywhere will deteriorate. And the security
situation not only between them, but in the whole region,
will really explode. And the energy crisis there is going
to be an even bigger intlannmable crisis,

That sounds like a threat.

No, no. This is not a threat. But if you have no
progress in the Middle East, you're going to have an
explosion. And if you have an explosion, everything
explodes. There isn’tan assurance that one thing isoutof
the equation, the rest i$ in the equation. We are all in it
together. That's why [ say that it is very important that
we get on with the job of making the peace. It has never
been so achievable, and the chances are immense. Why
would we, because of stubbornness on one side, throw
the whole thing into Mames—the cconomy, security, and
what not?

We’re not all in the same boat yet. In fact, the Israelis
do have a legitimate worry that a peace with Sadat’s
Egypt today may not be a peace with wheever runs
Egypt if Sadat does not continue. How do you reas-
sure them?

How are we to be assured ubout the ones who will sue
for peace, contract for the peace in Israel? How are we
sure that Menachem Begin would not come in and then
say, | disagree with everything that Peres has done and |
am going back to the old theory of the Luphrates to the
Niie?

Is the only choice to rely on U.S. guarantees?
Well, this is why we say guarantees for both sides.

A treaty with Israel and assurances to you that Israel
would not be allowed to expand?

That could be one way. And we are serious about
peace. The peace is not being signed by Sadat and Peres
alone. The peace is the commitment of the country. Is the
country ready”? Yes, the country is ready on our side.
There isn’1 such a thing as a Sadat policy that is different
from the country’s policy. What Sadat is saying is what
the country is saying.

If you are serious, it appears to many observers that
y s
you were rather unsuccessful in attempting to con-

" vince the Palestinians that it was time they alter their

ideological opposition to living with the Jewish State
of Israel. You did not succeed in that policy, and yet
your president insists that the Americans open a
dialogue with the PLO, the same PLO that refuses to
follow the positions that you’ve outlined. How is this
consistent?

You are not reading the Palestinians right. You have
not read—and if you've read, then you've not read
carcfully—the decisions of the National Palestinian
Council, There you have seen what they have said, that
they are ready to go to all the conferences and the
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meetings at the international level that deal with the
Palestinians’ future.

But we’ve both read the Palestine National Covenant.
We know what the covenant says.

Sure, I've also been reading about the Zionist Cove-
nant. Now, how do you want me to read #t?

What Zionist Covenant?
Well, the Euphrates 1o the Nile, The Zionist Declara-
tion.

That’s not on paper.
Well, sure it is on paper.

When I was in Egypt I was told that there was a map
in the Knesset that shows Israel wants to expand from
the Euphrates to the Nile. I went to the Knesset and
asked for it, It’s not there.

Tell them to take it out from the Library.

But the PLO Covenant is there.

Has there been a repudiation of what the Israelis have
been saying about the annexation of territories uatil this
minute? No, there hasa’t,

The Israelis have not formally annexed any ter-
ritories except for eastern Jerusalem.

But what are they doing with the settlements in the
different Arab terrttories?

According to the Labor Party platform, the Israelis
are now prepared to discuss withdrawal from all of
the occupied areas.

How about the rest of the parties? How will 1 know that
the rest of the partics would not come m alter the
clections and be the governing and ruling party later? We
can go into an endless discussion. What | say is this: |
think the Palestinians have moved immensely. They’re
talking about agrecing with a resolution of the U.N., of
the General Assembly, which spells out theirrights in the
proper form. They are not going to be treated simply as
refugees—refugees could be settled anywhere according
to some other resolutions of the United Nations. But this
is a nation. And for the first time, thank God, un
American president speaks about the right of that nation
to establish a homeland.

Well, he called them refugees.

Yes, but still he talked about homeland. He’s made
progress, and America’s made progress. I’'m not going to
deny that. But that doesn’t mean the end of the road. The
U.S. must still continue the road in giving them their full
rights, in recognizing them, in entering into a dialogue
with them, in bringing them to Geneva to give them their
rights, but equally to convince them of their own obliga-
tions.

What is their obligation? It is to live side by side with
an Isracli Jewish state in Palestine within the June 5,
1967, boundaries. That's what we have been saying.
And that’s what we hear from many Palestinians that
they are ready to do. But they ask, what is the quo if they
give the quid? Quid pro guo . There isn’tone without the
other. Israel asks for recognition {rom the Pulestinians
and the Palestinians ask this same question of the
Israelis. 1 think it could all be settled very easily. Bring
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Israel’s No. 1 Dove

Lova Eliav Speaks With Mark Bruzonsky After the Sadat Visit

Arie (Lova) EliavisIsrael’s number one
dove -1t is widely agreed he is the most
respected figure in Israel calling for a
Palestinian state.

From 1970-72 Eliav was secretary-
general, the number two position after
prime minister, of Israel’s then ruling
Labor party.

Then he broke with Golda Meir and
publicly endorsed creation of 4 Palestin-

ian state in the West Bank and Gaza ifa
comprehensive peace settiement could
be reached.

Beginning in 1976 Eliav and other
dovish Israelis began holding meetings
with PLO representatives.

In the May, 1977, Israeli election
Eliav headed a new party—Sheli— -
which now holds two seats in Israel’s
Knesset:-~MB :

Bruzonsky: Can you define what you are? What does
Sheli mean today?

Eliav: I'm supposed to be the number one Israeli dove.
I am the chairman of Sheli. I am one of the leaders of the
Israeli realists, moderates who are preaching for the last
ten years that Israel should go a different way, an entirely
different way on its road to peace.

I am saying in essence two things. Israel should have
declared—and this was said ten years ago—thatin return
for full-fledged peace Israel should return the territories,
but for minor adjustments agreed on both sides, to all
parties concerned. And, two, that Israel should recog-
nize the rights of the Palestinians for self-determination.
These are the two basic things we were saying for the last
ten years.

And 1 collided head-on with Golda Meir and the
Establishment. 1 'was one of them; in the political
hierarchy I was number two to Golda. When she was
prime minister she was number one. And secretary-
general is number two in the party hierarchy—not in the
governmental hierarchy, although I was a minister. |
collided with her on these issues the last ten years.

What’s changed because Sadat came here?

Israeli society is a drug-addicted society. It's addicted
to political drugs, unfortunately. Especially from the
Six-Day War on. Even before.

Look, you take three million Jews from a hundred-odd
countries with their traumas, with their suspicions, with
their two thousand-year-exile mentality, ghetto mental-
ity, you take them and bring them in. You put a hundred
million enemies, Arabs; around them. Then you havea
society that doesn't behave normally. What Zionism
wanted was that they be normal. We are far from it. The
founders of Zionism—my teachers, Ben-Gurion's
generation—they didn’t bring us up on drugs. They
brought us up on reality, about things we can do, we
cannot do, and not on hatred, and not on illusions. It was
a very good upbringing. | brought my generation up to be

good soldiers, good pioneers...not empire builders.

From the Six-Day War on-—there were some traces ;
before——but the Six-Day War was a military and thena ./
political LSD trip. Really it was. Both the people and
their: leaders—headed by Golda and Dayan and Lj
company—went on a high trip. The people, after the |
Six-Day War, were in a euphoria. So were the drunken
leaders, drunken with glory. And they thought they got
not only a country, a homeland, but an empire. And as
Arik Sharon [now minister of agriculture in charge of
settlements in the occupied territories for the Begin
government] put it in a flamboyant way: *'We can take
Casablanca, only we’ll have to refuel the tanks in
Algiers.”’ And Dayan was not far from him.

InThe Land of the Hart {1972} 1 tried to call out that
the status quo is not good, that time is not working for
Israel. Then we had the Yom Kippur War. And from a
dose of uppers we went into a dose of downers. Every-
body was shocked, againin an exaggerated way, because
there was a military victory. Then the body politic—the
psychology of the people—needed a shot in the arm. So
Entebbe was a dose of heroin.

I'wrote to Brzezinski-on the first of November, after]
visited him in the White House, that the Israelis are so ¢
trauma-ridden and their suspicions so deep that only a
direct hit in their hard core would maybe shatter their
rigidity, which is based on the hard-core suspicion that
there is nobody to talk to on the other side. In writing to
Brzezinski, by the way, | suggested that Sadat will meet
top Israeli people in the open. I quoted the letter I wrote
to Brzezinski in the Knesset, saying furge you that Sadat. |
meet top Israeli spokesmen in the open because I tried to
meet PLO and other moderate Arabs in secret and it was
no good, people didn’t believe us.

Sadat came. He gave the Israelis another trip. His trip
was a high. People had again a euphoria. Six-Day War
high. Yom Kippur low. Entebbe high. Now people are
on a high again. He scored a bull’s-eye in hitting the
myth that there is nobody to talk to. And patterns of
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thinking, clichés, demagoguery that the Likud built
on—Golda cemented them and the Likud built on thenia
second und third story: and got the. votes—are being
shattered now; they are -falling apart.

But I'm afraid that...that....I'm afraid to say it.

Please say it.

Even thiy ultry, ultra dramatic visit was not yet strong
s bl Tong Tasting eoongh to shatier the wlivhég,
the rigidity completely so that people will start rethink-
ing.

Which is; of course, my real question. What do you
expect Mr. Begin and the people who run this country
to do in response?

i don't know. Now I don't know. I know one thing is
sure: Begin didn’t give, to my mind, didn’t give Sadat
enough leeway and didn’t meet him halfway.

He didn’t meet him at all, did he, in his Knesset
speech?

Well, he could have said * Don’tcome, " Sohe did go
some distance.

It looks to me like something is happening in the
Labor party regarding the Palestinian problem.

Shimon Peres | leader of the Labor party, who lost o
Menachem Begininthe May 1977, election)came tome
after his Knesset talk |the same day Sadat spoke] and
said, **Lova''—I was his secretary-general—""you sce |
even veered from the Labor platform about ‘your’
problem."’ [The Palestinians are supposedly my prob-
lem! Golda said I invented the Palestinians. Eight years
ago she said, “*Lova invented the Palestinians.”

So the sentences in Peres’s speech about the Palestin-
ians were very serious sentences? |Peres had stated:
ssf_ ¢t us not hide from it, let us not disregard it, weare
aware of the existence of the Palestinian identity.
Every people has the right to decide its own identity,
and this does not depend on the authorization of
another nation.””|

They were serious sentences. | think Peres sees that he
has to do something, he has to say something. They're
not good enough, but they are already something.

Is there a possibility that Labor could return to the
Yariv formula of agreeing to recognize and talk with
the PLO if the PLO will agree to recognize and talk
with Israel?

Actually, this was my formula.

Is there a possibility that somebody in this
“country—Sheli already does, but Sheli is only two
votes—that somebody in this country is geing to
accept the idea of Palestinian nationalism?

Some in the Labor party do. First of all Mapam does in
a weird sort of way, in a weird sort of way....

There are ideological doves, a minority, Sheli. There
are ideological hawks, a small minority, not even all of
Gush Emunim-—zealots who say we are ready for Mas-
sada to kill ourselves and our children and our wives on

the rocks of Nublus or Shehem or whatever. There are
other zealots who sit in the coffee shops of Tel Aviv and
are ready to march once in a while into the West Bank
as long as my son is guarding them as a captain of a tunk
brigade. What kind of hawks are these? They are coffec
shop hawks. Ldon’t count them.

In between you've got what | call “"hawks by de-
fault.”” hawks out of desperation, pessimism, trauma;
SPhere’ s nobody o0 alk 1ol Y There s will never be
peace’ 'y AlLLhe Arabs are Killers ==l the bramwash-
ing and the clichés and the horrible demagoguery that
was poured on them for ten years. All these are hawks by
default Sadat did something 1o them=—nol 1o the

“ideological hawks, who will never change.

Where does Begin fit in?

I don’t know. | don’t know. He didn’t give Sadat
leeway, he didn’t give him rope, he didn’t meet him
halfway, not even a quarter way. He could have made ten
different gestures, but he never made one.

If Labor were still in power, what concessions would
they have made?

They would still be sitting in their councils and
fighting. Peres would fight Rabin, Rabin would fight
Péres.  And L don’t think they ‘would give Sadat any
answer of any kind because of their internal rivalries and
the big shadow of Golda, which is still dominating.

Nothing happens in Labor without Golda?
Not yet.

Has she changed her views at all on the Palestinians?
No, she insists | invented them. People don’t change
at my age, and definitely not at her age.

What is it in this country that makes it so difficult for
intelligent people to accept in principle the obvious
existence of a Palestinian national movement?

I told you. We are a paranoid, schizophrenic society.
We've got all the right to be—all the right to be paranoid
and schizophrenic, We have to be treated—because of
the 2,000 years, because of the traumas, and not less
because of the horrible attitude of the PLO. Instead of
trying to help people tike met..

I think I overcame the traumas. And | don’t want
people 1o throw at me the Holocaust. When Abba Eban
speaks ubout the Holocaust, | abhor it. Fdon't want the
Holocaust throws at me; not atmy generation. Maybe
you were not born then. But my wifeand I, we don’t want
the Holocaust thrown at us. She was in the death camps
and | saved her from the death camps as a soldier. So |
suw. the Holocaust. And I'think I overcame. But muay
didn't; And I don’t blame them. Now the PLO, instead of
enhancing my hand, the hand of people in Sheli and the
Council [for Israeli-Palestinian Peacel—the fsraelt
doves—they did us a horrible turn when we started
meeting with them. Instead of giving us some rope, they
did to us what Begin is doing to Sadat. They didn’t give
us an-inch.

What did they do?
They denied the talks! Whenever 1 satd Fmet [lssam]



Sartawi—and he's 2 good man and he’s ready to meel
mic halfway on two states, fwo peopies, (wo natins, fwe
pational movements—Kaddoum came and said |don’t
know who Sartawi is and we 'l never meet with Zionists;
the talks didn’t take place. They discredited us before the

*

election hormibly. ;

But their job wasn’t to further your movement.

Their job.... Why did Sartawi start meeting ga?He was
sent by Arafat to meet us halfway. And then because of
internal rivairies, and because they don’t have in their
midst & consensus, and because they don't have feaders
or siatesmen-—they ve got peily politicians—they made
our work a Sisyphus kind of work. You push a stone up”
and it falls back on your head.

¥ou sound quite hilter.

With them? I'm ready to go to Paris and start it all over
again. The road to peace will be very fong, very Iofuous.
Out of every ten wells that we'll drill toward peace, ke
in the desert, nine will be salty and dry. It was asalty hole
we found. So we'll start again.

From my point of view 1 look at the ideoclogical
statements and the positions of the PLO and { see
tremendous change,

No doubt. No doubt. But you are not working here.
¥ou are hot rzumatized. You are sol schizophreaic,
You're an onlooker. People here have to have tangible
proof. I should have brought a picce of paper. signed,
saying O.K let'scallit guits— 67 borders, two peopies,
full peace. They never gave me that. They couldn’t.

You don’t seem very sensitive to their own idesiogical
and political problems.

I'm very sensitive. So what? Out of my sensitivity |
got two members of Knesset. So what? The PLO, for
their own good, could have changed the political arena in
Isracl. They didn’t, because they are governed by (&}
internal rivalries and {b) by extremists. As we are.

So there's symmetry. Every day that Begin puls &
settiement on the West Bank it's a field day for Hubash
and other extremists. Every day there is 2 Ma'alot of
Kiryat Shemona it’s a field day for fsrachi extropusis;

fihe PLO had acfed inthe way you wanied o how
many votes would your party have gotten?
i dan’t know Many.

Would you have gotten ten seats in the Knesset?
Ah, ten people and we would have changed the whole

face of Isrucli polities!
And you think you would have had that?

Sartawi predicted to a friend of mine you wonid get
that many Knaessel seats.
But he didn’t give me the tools!

And what did he say to you when you told him that?
He wepl

{iterally?
Luerally.

And said what?

And he said he couldn’t, he couldn’t deliver. I don’t
have anyihing against hun personally. On the contrary.
He was nearly stoned to death in Cairo [in March at the
Palestine Nationa! Council meeting] because they said
he's 4 traitor and he's giving Israelis a good name and
he's running around with Zionists. But Be coulda't

How do you view the U.S. role in these PLO efforis?
Did we encourage them properiy?

What should we have dene?

People in the Sute Department.... 1t took them—
dumb as they were—it took them a iong, long period,
through the Johason, Nixon, and part of the Ford
sdministrations—it took them a long time, like a de-
nosaur, to recognize the importance, the crucialness, the
centrality of the Palestinian problem.

But the Palestinians came to the U.S. in November,
1976, shortly after you started meeting with them,
and they started openming indirect talks with the
United States government. Did we mishandie that
opportunity?

What did we do wrong?

First of all, they mishandled it. They went to the
wrong people. You mishandled it because you dudn’tput
iton a very high level. You putitonavery fowievel i'm
taiking about the Ford administration. When Sartaws
first came to America, Carter was ~“hmmy who? " Then
Carter had other things on his mind. Sartawi was s
treated in America by everybody. Hecame o Cairowith
his pants down. Nobody took him seriously n
America—ncither the Jewish doves.. .

{ think he made many mistakes himself because Be wis
new.

Should we have given them the office they wanted in
Washington? '
sot to Sartawi——should have told them you have o
behave differently, you have to spell it out, you haye o
talk differently. Then maybe, just maybe, vig grossure
on them, they would have talked gifferentiv amithenihe
political arena would have been different. But you dida't
do it. You didn't press them, you didn’t press us. You '
gsed silken gloves,

1 think the administration would say they sirongiy
urged the PLO to make the kind of positive gestures
thut would silow the U5, to open 2 dialogue with
them.

Naot sirong enough. Not stroag enough.

What should the 1.8, do now vis.g-vis the PLOT



Meeting Sadat

Whether or not Mohamed Anwar Ei
Sadar will sventually be pdged & great
man, he Has accepied the responsibility
for doing great things.

Sadar is 1 relaked, amiable man, full
of Middie Eastern conviviality. My for-
tune in meeting him resulted from hav-
ing spent three weeksin Egypt in Octo-
ber: Thus I had the right contacts to
return as emissary of the New Ourook
Intermational Peace Symposium, which
brought hundreds of Middle East ex-
pens to Tel Aviv for five days—days
that overlapped with Sadat’s Jerusalem
visit

bcame across the Allenby bridge from
Jordan into Israel on November 9, the
very day Sadat spoke 1o his parliament
procisiming his willingness to go o
fsruel’s Knesset That evening Sadar’s
speech wias seen in Israsi through Jords-
nign TV, A Sadar’s image fwith un-
transisted Arshic) infreguently caught
our atiention, Dy Usi Arsdiand Tex-
changed political perspectives unil the
curly morsing-—u Babit we had picked
ep together ot Princeton 2 few vesrs
ago-—anaware of the diplomatic revaly-
tion then boing bors.

The sxditement gt the New Dutioot
mapazme office the nex: morning made
me guickly sware | had missed some-
shing spectaculer Wihinhourslwason
my way back 1o Cairs, fetfer for Sadat i
hand. Afier a guict evening in Larnucs,
Cyprus, arrived in Cairo 1 the early
houts of November {2,

“TE g wrifing o v g fow Boarsalioy
vour recent specch on peace inthe M-
diz East was reported on Israehi rudis
and inthe Isracli press.” Simha Flapan,
chairman of the gpcoming symposiam
and long-time editor of the Left-
intelfectoal English-language monthly,
ready created an cnormious stir among
the Israeli public,”’ Flapan added. He
then detailed the nuature ‘of the sym-
posium, the impressive list of partici-
pants from Isracl, the West Bank, and
abroad, and extended Sadat an invita-
tion to designale a representafive or

it was, of course, a wild gamble, but
it turned oul o present Sadst with an
Dr. Morst Saud Eldin, chairman of the
State Information Service, who has
since sérved as Egyptinn spokesman for
the Cairo conference, Dr. Butras Ghali,
then Minister of State, who wassoon o
bBecome ascting forsigs musister, and
BMrs Bihas Sadat; L hed by midnightan
appointment fo see the president ot Bis
country home outside Cairo on the af-
grmoon of the 141h

Sadat and [ mer 3 fow hours befors
Walter CUronkute Brought the Egyptian
president aad the Israeli prime miniier
together, hastening Sadat’s Jerusalem
travel plans. OF course 1 was elated
during our haif-bour discussion that
Sadat sooepied the invilation and would
Be sending the first commercial wele-
gram from an Arsb couniry o bsreel o
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the ‘symposium. [ was ' so excited, on
fact; that | didn"t take the opportanity o
query Sadat whether he considered him-
self g modern Saladin, the: Egyptian
hero who, in 1192, afier defeating the
Crusadérs and captining Jerusalem,
sourneyved fo what was then southem
Palestine 1o codciude peace with
Richard the Lion-Heanted,

The following dav, via Athensfre-
wre of Sadst and me mesting appoared
on the front pepe of most Egypiins
sewspapers—a finoff for the coming
message, The selegram itself amived,
vig Cyprus, 5t the repelar Isrecl fele-
gram servics the morsing the syme
American embassy or third-parny
facilities was guickiy ending.

Sadat’s message was ihe fop ncws i
fsrzel thar day, aad the wlégram was
srominsnily pictured 52l lsrsel:
sewspapers the nextmoming. Latertha
day {ithe 7R} the only mews was of
Sadat’s impending arnival just twn duys
0 the fuure —Murk Bruzpasiv

The tragedy is that the PLO are making their own
mistake. They are caught in their own Catch 22, as we
are, as our government isi All through the Palestinian
national movement's history they missed their boats,
they missed their planes. The Mufri said all or nothing,
and he got nothing. Husseini said all or nothing and got
killed. Shukairi said all or nothing, and he was demoted.
They cannot come out of it as yet.

But the PLO has offered, behind the scenes, to accept
242 with reservations on the national question, if the
U.S. will support a Palestinian state.

But they're not doing what Sadat did. They didn’t
have a daring man, and they don’t—like Sadat—who
wiil speil it ot

What do vou want them fo say clearly?

i want them to sav that for full-fledged peace we are
ready and willing to recognize Isnel—net s right
exist. Who wanis # from them? Recognize Israel, con-
clude full-fledged peace, and make our siale inthe West

Bank and Gaza somehow federated with Jordan, and
then this is the end of it the end of the conflict; no more,
this is il

When vou say federated with Jordan, if they want to
have their own state, passports, flags....
It’s their own business.

Ideologically, what you are asking is like Israel being
asked to give up the Law of Return. You're asking a
movement that has practically been slaughtered und
battered around for years to give up everything that it
stands for at a time when nobody is offering any
return for it. The 1.S. offer: only that we'll falk 10
you. Israel insists they will never, under any circum-
stances, deal with the PLO. There are a few people
fike vou who 1alk sense....

But they would give me the influence to be fen and
then fifteen and then twenty. They're committing hlva-
kiri, that's all. From 2 mililary point of view they are
pull. They are being dragped and pushed by ali the Arsb



governments like a football. And they cause with their
stand. another tragedy first of all to themselves.

Will Sadat make a separate peace with Israel?

No, I don’t think he will; he can’t. Let’s say he won’t
and there’ll be another war: If there will be, what will the
Palestinians: gain? They'll be the first lambs to be
sluughtered. You're muking spoechen to me about their
ideology—but they 'rerisking the lives of a millionanda
half people, the remnants of their own people. :

What do I'want from them? A Yariv formula, that’s
all. If Israel will recognize us, we'll recognize Israel.
That’s all I want from them: What is it? Isit a very big
sacrifice? They’ve got a million people under military
rule.-If there will be another war, they’ll have tens
of thousands of killed and hundreds of thousands of
refugees.

Did you read the Barbara Walters interview with
Arafat? Didn’t Arafat speak of a final settlement
here?

He never said anything. He’s a small, petty man. He
should have used the Yariv formula and recognized
Israel in return for a state in the West Bank and Gaza. He
never said it. Not to Barbara Walters and not to anybody
else. If anybody knows it, I know it. They are juggling
with words. They are being kicked by all Arab gov-
ernments and they know it. They are being cheated by all
Arab governments, they know it. They are playing with
the lives of a million and a half people. The whole thing
isatragedy, a Greek tragedy . 1t'$-a double vicious circle.
We are to blame. . they aré to blame.

So I'm small. Because I'm small in-number the U.S.
government and the PLO don’t give enough'weight tomy
political view and then-1 get smaller. And this is the
tragedy. And if I had gotten not 27,000 votes but
270,000 votes—it could have been done by this act that
" Sadat has now done~-then I would change the face of

Israeli politics.

Can’t you still do it?
Sure, if your government will be daring enough.

To do what?
To help me.

How?

To spell my name. To say this kind of stand of Eliav
and his colleagues is good. They should enhance my
hand. American Jews like yourself should enhance our
hand, the PLO should enhance our hand, then I could
change things, especially now after Sadat.

Sadat gave me already credibility here—more than all
your government and American Jews combined. Be-
cause the people who meet me now in the street, the
people who are filling my car tank—people who all voted
for Begin-—are shaking my hand. They say we looked at
‘television and Sadat was nearly kissing you-—which he
did. He said two sentences: I am following you with
great sympathy, and I admire what you do.

When you come to Washington you have access to the
top people, don’t you?
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I do. But these top people are afraid of the Jewish
lobby, who is with the Israeli government, who has got
the majority because of the traumas, etc, It’s a vicious
circle. Nobody comes out of it

And then one day they will say, oh, the whole thing is

atragedy and the story of human folly. Why didn’t we do
something?

What’s your view of the Carter administration? Does
Carter know what he’s doing in the Middle East?

I think that the Carter administration—1 told this to
Hamilton Jordan when [ saw him-—that what you're
doing I'm preaching ten years. He laughed. They’ve
adopted the Sheli platform, which is good. They do it
because they think it’s good for the U.S. I think it's good
for Israel. ’

I said it ten years ago when Carter was growing
peanuts. But they've adopted it.

1f for the next few months little progress is made, is it
up to the U.S. to gently but firmly tell the parties;
especially Israel, that the time has come and there’s
going to be a settlement?

Yes. They're doing it anyway, but they should doitin
a positive- way, not in-a negative way. They should
enhance the hand of the Israeli ideological doves.

How? They already meet with you, they talk to you,
they have a position very similar to yours. What more
can they do? They can’t make a speech and say Sheli
is the party they’d like to have ruling Israel.

I'can be helped by the American administration, part
of the American Jews—not all of them-—the Palestinians
themselves: Maybe Sadat has given me-—not me
personally—some leverage for the first time.

Sure, whenever I'm in Washington | can come to the
White House. But that’s all. With that it’s finished.

Don’t be that naive. An American administration that
thinks that the Middle East is the most explosive area;
that the terrible fuse of all the world is the conflict
between the Israelis and the Palestinians, could do more
to enhance the hand of thesé people whom they know
think like them—even if for different reasons.

Does the administration really know what it wants in
the Middle East?

Generally, I think they think in the right direction.
They are doing many, many tactical mistakes, 1o my
mind. But when people do things, they make tactical
mistakes. Their general direction is my direction, What
can 1 say more? | did many tactical mistakes; they do
many-tactical mistakes.

1 said when I first read the Brookings Report,® *“This
is my platform.”’ This was two years ago. They are
generally going along with the Brookings Report.

What do you think about the American Jewish com-
munity?

*The Brookings Report (1975), drawn up by a list of influen-
tial people, outlined the elements they regarded as leading toa
fair and enduring settlement in the Mideast.
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There are many closet doves, many realists. When |
came, | talked my head off from Boston to Los Angeles,

But you're doing yourself a terrible harm, and the
Israeli hawkish stand is doing you a terrible thing: A
by-product of the Israeli hawkish stand is that it's the
first time in 4 hundred years that American-Jews are
fucing the very pruve visk vl going out of the Ameriven
national consensus. And it’s a very grave risk that the
Isracli government is taking and American Jews. For no
good reason.

‘You’re suggesting anti-Semitism?

No, no. American Jews were within the limit of the
national consensus most of the time of the Zionist
enterprise—the last eighty years—until maybe a few
years ago. Now we are pushing you to the edge of an
abyss for no good reason.

We are playing on the guilt feelings of American Jews,
filling them with horrible equations that PLO are Nazis,
Atafat is Hitler: the Covenant is Mein Kampf, the whole
thing is annihilation. So if PLO are Nazis and all
Palestinians, or most, say they are PLO, then the whole
syndrome in American Jews creates terrible guilt
teelings.

We in Israel are playing on the annihilation syndrome.

And so American Jews are saying, What the hell, we
are sitting in the nice villas, the suburbs of New Yorkor
Connecticut and these people are going to be annihilated.

But this is not true! We are not going to be annihilated.
We are the strongest military power in the whole Middle
East and getting stronger, military-wise.

isn’t there a fear that should there be a peace
settlement, should Israel have to recast its claim on
Jewish sympathies in a different way, that American
support and American money would be called into
question?

It’s another horror what you are saying now. Because
if Israel is basing all its sympathy on pictures of wounded
soldiers.. ..

Only Israel living in peace, or on the road to peace,
will gain a new magnetism for young Jews like
yourself—not only to sympathize and love it, but even
some of them to come and live there.

You don’t expect too many to come and livein Israel?

Not in thiskind of Israel, butin' my kind of Israel that |
wrote about inLand of the Hart—sure, Fdo, and many.

When Israel will be the kind of Israel I wart it to
be——the most modern, service society in the neigh-
borhood, serving and helping and integrating on the
crossroads of Asia, Africa, and Europe—it may be much
more intéresting to many.

I don't know how many. If our magnetism is deter-
mined by the helmets we wear or the tanks we use or the
guns we have, it’s not magnetism,

Where did your 27,000 votes come from?

They are intellectuals, élite. Among the 27,000 we
have maybe 3,000 university professors and lecturers.
People’ in kibbutzim, some very good soldiers: Our
dovish stand is nothing comparable to the Vietnam
analogy, because in every tank you'll find doves, hawks;
it’s not draft dodgers. Elite!

What's the practical program of your party for
gaining greater support?

if we'll have Sadat and the PLO helping us and the
American administration helping us and reality helping
us, we 'l make a breakthrough.

Then we can join hands with Labor. I don’t want to
resmmin s a small party of twos We can close handsy
eventually, with others who will conie to suy more or less
the things I'do,

But that will take another Sadat, and maybe Arafat,
and then the Ameérican administration, and a change of
the arena. It can be done, T don'tknowif Dl sec it ormy
young colleagues will see it, but some will.

Why won’t you, like Nahum Goldmann [former
president of the World Jewish Congress] and George
Ball say clearly that the U.S. should impose a settle-
mert in the Middle East?

Ldon twantit! I want to come myself as a proud man.

But you’re not coming yourself. Your country, some
think, is moving in the wrong direction with Begin.

So what do you want me to do? Plead with Carter that
he'll come and press us? Nol

If you were not Israeli, If you....
But-I'm 1israeli!

But if you were not Israeli, were just anintellectual, a
politician....

But I'm not an intellectual! You’re not listening. 1
fought more years for this country than the years in atl
your life—forty years! What are you talking about? Noll
will not come to Carter to plead that he press us! I wantto
do it from my own free wiil!

But this country is not doing it.

Soyou doit! You go and have people talking like you.
And Goldmann’s people. They'll help us. But not me. |
want 1o be a proud man and a proud Zionist. And I think
me, and people like me, are the proudest Zionists. To
come and plead to Carter, ' "Please press us. Please don’t
send us money. Please don't send us arms....""

But the reality of your arguments seems that, emo-
tionally, you can’t say that but, objectively, you're
arguing for that.

But who stops you from saying it! Go ahead and say it!

But I want to understand what you are thinking.

I'm telling you that the whole essence of Zionism was
not to crawl before the courts. By the way, the hawks do
it. They crawl on all fours. And they’ll start retreating to
the 67 borders on all fours.

This is the most horrible thing that can’happen to us as
a national liberation movement, a renaissance move-
ment. | don’t want it! | want to say this is good for Jews
and for Zionism, and when we come and share our land
with them—that it’s also their land—and from then on
we' 1l start a new era that will be the most glorious era of
Zionism.

That's the way [ want to speak! Not to crawl before the
goyim and say, '‘Please press us,”’ or Pleuse make us
go there.”’ No, | won’t say it!



WEST BANKERS

UPPORT PLO

The Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza feel that President
Sadat has offered too much and has received nothing in return, Dr
Nafez Youssef Nazzal told Mark Bruzonsky in a wide-ranging
interview. Dr Nazzal (left in photo), who is Director of the Middle
East Studies Centre at Birzeit University in the West Bank, insisted
that the population of the occupied territories recognise only the
Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) as their legitimate rep-
resentative and would accept no alternative.

O] What do people here in the West Bank
think of what Sadat has done and about the
possibility of a peace settlement?

OMost Palestinians here in the West Bank
are confused about Sadat’s visit . .. Most
people would like to end the Israeli occu-
pation. I think this is a priority. But as far
as other issues are concerned — the establ-
ishment of a West Bank state, the establ-
ishment of a mini-Palestinian state in the
West Bank and Gaza — there are many
viewpoints . . .

What the mayors say sometimes reflects
what the people think. The mayors were
elected by the people because of their pos-
ition with respect to the PLO. However,
they are individuals and each has his own
political views.

If you ask Elias Freij, the Mayor of
Bethlehem, about Sadat’s visit he would
speak very highly of it because he’s think-
ing in terms of a peaceful settlement which
will end the occupation and which will
bring about the establishment of a Pales-
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tinian state. And then if you come to the
north and visit Karim Khalaf, the Mayor of
Ramallah, he feels that Sadat’s initiative is
a sell-out as far as the Palestinians are con-
cerned. He thinks this way because he is
convinced that the Israelis are not planning
to withdraw from the occupied territories.
Therefore, he feels that Sadat gave too
much and did not get anything.

Now, if you talk to people in the West
Bank about Sadat’s visit, the spontaneous
answer would be: “If God wills it, his
initiative will bring peace.” And this, I
think, shows that the West Bankers want
an end to the occupation and want aut-
onomy.

But what kind of autonomy is an issue
that needs to be discussed. Unfortunately,
no one has done a survey of the political
attitudes on the West Bank. I'm planning
to do that, but I'm really scared, more or
less, to do it.

O Why?

O Because I might not be permitted to do
it by the Israeli authorities.

00 What would you find, do you think?

O 1 think I'd find that it varies. I hate to
predict, but I think a majority of people
would want a definite end to the military
occupation. I think I would find that most
of the people would say that the PLO is the
sole representative of the Palestinians.
This, of course, would be a threat to Israeli
military rule in Palestine.

I think it's understood that most Pales-
tinians look at the PLO as the institutional
framework within which things must be
done. However, it will be difficult to find
out to what extent the people here are wil-
ling to accept a state. What kind of state
would they be willing to accept?

They have suffered a great deal. After
1948, although we were leaderless, we
suddenly came under Jordanian rule.
There is no doubt that 19 years of Jor-
danian rule have demoralised the people.
We were not allowed to have our political
leadership or our parties.

{1 The Jordanians attempted to integrate
the West Bank into the Hashemite King-
dom?

D Yes, they integrated it, but they failed
to consider it as part of Jordan. So if you
look at the West Bank you will see that it
suffered severely industrially, agricul-
turally and economically.

Politically, we were deprived of lead-
ership. All parties were dismantled. And
this process made it easy for the Israelis to
take over and continue the process — 10
control the people on the West Bank.

Of course, people look upon Jordan dif-
ferently from Israel. No matter how badly
they were treated by Jordan they would
tend to forget the past, look at their pre-
sent and say they are badly treated by the
Israclis because, after all, Israel is their
enemy.

As far as Sadat’s visit is concerned, most
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Palestinians believe that Sadat’s initiative
is not right. They feel that he mis-
understood the issue.

The people in the West Bank do not
believe that the issue is to end the psy-
chological barriers that exist between the
Arabs and the Israelis. They feel that the
issue is the legitimate rights of the Pales-
tinians. True, there are psychological bar-
riers, but they are a result of historical
events.

Most Palestinians in the West Bank feel
that the issue is one of dispossession. One
group, the Israelis, have dispossessed the
other, the Palestinians. They became
enemies. As long as they are enemies, as
long as one is dispossessing the other, the
dispossessed, of course, are unwilling to
recognise and speak to those who caused
this.

The West Bankers feel that Sadat’s visit
to Israel gave more legitimate recognition
to the Israelis, to the occupation. Of
course, they felt that the visit would bring
peace. It reminds me of the way we treat
each other. Usually, if two individuals are
in conflict the one who initiates the peace is
paid double. For example, if we are in con-
flict and haven't been talking to each other
for a long time and I initiate the con-
versation it is expected, according to our
culture, that you double that initiative. If I
move one step forward you have to
respond by taking two steps forward.

So, Sadat’s visit was expected to produce
a miracle. We expected Israel to go all the
way, sign a peace settlement and withdraw
from the occupied territories. I know for a
fact that many people expected the Israelis
to release political prisoners — at least a
few of them. When this didn’t happen and
Sadat went back with practically nothing
they felt that Sadat had given too much.

Personally I don’t feel that Sadat’s inten-
tion was to take something back with him.
Sadat is a politician and his initiative was
aimed at ending the Israeli myth — I
should have not said myth — allegation,
that for the last 30 years there have been
no Arabs to talk to. [t is true. For the last
30 years the Arabs were unwilling to talk
to the Israelis. And this is understandable.
As long as Israel is occupying the land of
the Palestinians, as long as we have a Pales-
tinian issue, it is . .. was very difficult for
the Arabs to talk to the Israelis.

Now the Israelis can no longer allege
that there are no Arabs to talk to. Eighty
per cent of the Israelis are convinced Sadat
means well, that Sadat wants peace. Unfor-
tunately, I feel, the Israelis continue to dis-
trust the Palestinians and some of the Arab
countries. This makes the situation more
difficult because as far as we are concerned
in the West Bank it is important for the
Israelis to trust us, to recognise us. As long
as they continue to mistrust us and fail to
recognise us there will be no peace.

Continued on page 33
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0 Why don’t you West Bankers form a
political leadership to go to the Israelis and
say you want to negotiate the creation of a
Palestinian state?

O Because most Palestinians in the West
Bank don’t feel that the issue is just the
West Bank and Gaza. The issue is Pales-
tine and the Palestinians. We are insepar-
able from the Palestinians outside. We are
inseparable from the PLO which is the rep-
resentative of the Palestinian people.

If we go back 14 years, to 1964 (before
the creation of the PLO and the Israeli
occupation), then it would have been much
easier for all of us to talk about solving the
problem by creating a Palestinian state in
the West Bank and Gaza. But now it is
many years too late because there are more
nations who recognise the PLO as the sole
representative of the Palestinians than
countries that recognise the state of Israel.

To separate the PLO from the Pales-
tinians in the West Bank and Gaza is essen-
tially an attempt to solve only part of the
problem which in the long run would not
succeed.

O But that's exactly what’s happening.
Brzezinski has said “bye-bye PLO”. The
Israelis and the Egyptians are trying to find
an alternative leadership. There were West
Bank Palestinians in Cairo when I was
there at the end of December — arranged
by Israel and invited by Egypt. So, it looks
very much as if the PLO is going to be
pushed out, doesn’t it?
0 1 don’t believe it. I don’t believe that
the people in the West Bank would accept
this. We are just taking the position of
“wait and see”’. Nothing is very clear about
what is happening between Sadat and
Isracl. They are talking of an overall set-
tlement. Sadat did say that his position is
for Israel to withdraw from all the occupied
~ territories and for a Palestinian state to be
set up in the West Bank and Gaza. As far
as we are concerned, this is acceptable.

But the other issue is can the problem
be solved without the PLO? The people in
the West Bank and Gaza are against this.
We don’t want peace with Israel only to be
confronted with the Palestinians outside.

I think most Palestinians in the West
Bank and Gaza would be against the cre-
ation of a West Bank-Gaza Palestinian
state if the Palestinians outside the
occupied territories are not for it. We are
awaré that although we are 1.1 million
Palestinians and we are in a Palestinian
land, nevertheless, you must remember we
are not armed. We are sympathetic to the
PLO. The PLO is our representative.

U Do you just say that, or do you mean it?
0 We mean it. We say it, and we mean it!
We are under occupation, so many people
will be afraid to tell you that they are for
the PLO. They’ll tell you that the PLO is.
the sole representative of the Palestinians,
but if you ask them: ““Are you a member of
the PLO?” they will tell you “No” because

it is an offence to be a member of the PLO
in the occupied territories.
O But the Israelis tell me that the West
Bankers are afraid to say they don’t sup-
port the PLO because they’re afraid of
what will happen if they try to assert an
independent political position.
O We support the PLO, but our support is
different from the support of the Pales-
tinians outside the occupied territories. We
support them emotionally. We support
them by saying that they represent us.
Beyond that we cannot do anything, while
the Palestinians outside the occupied ter-
ritories — those who support the PLO —
can go beyond this and become members
of the PLO and carry on with the struggle
of liberation.

To suggest that we should form a lead-
ership in the West Bank and Gaza to deal

The Palestinians in the West Bank were
adopted by Jordan. They were given
passports. Many of them had oppor-
tunities, like myself, to carry a Jordanian
passport to go and travel as a Jordanian, to
get educated; while the Palestinians out-
side, the Palestinians in the other Arab
countries, have been deprived of all these
privileges. They have been sacrificing a
great deal for the return to their homeland.
We are in our homes, after all.

(0 But the people on the outside came
from places like Haifa and Galilee. They
didn’t come from the West Bank.

O Exactly. So what does it mean to them
— a state in the West Bank and Gaza?
That's why we say it means nothing to
them and it's very important they should
be included as part of this solution in order
to regain their identity, even if it is not in

.. most Palestinians in the West Bank
don’t feel that the issue is just the West
Bank and Gaza. The issue is Palestine and
the Palestinians. We are inseparable from
the Palestinians outside and the PLO.”

with the Israelis . . . Of course, if the issue
was just the West Bank and Gaza this
could very easily be done. But this is not
the issue. To solve the problem of the West
Bank and Gaza is to solve only part of the
problem.
[0 Let me clarify this. The issue is not the
creation of a secular state anymore, is it?
The issue is the creation of a Palestinian
state which will also solve the problem of
the Palestinians not living in the West
Bank and Gaza.
O Yes, this issue is the creation of a Pales-
tinian state in the West Bank and Gaza for
all the Palestinians. What the Israelis are
trying to do is to isolate the PLO and to
solve the problem within the context of the
population of the West Bank and Gaza.
O Not just the Israelis — the Americans,
the Jordanians, maybe the Egyptians, and
maybe the Saudis.
O Well, I don’t know about the Saudis
because the Saudis would have more to
lose if they tried to isolate the PLO from
the Palestinians in the West Bank and
Gaza. We are not a threat to the Israelis
because we are not armed. And we are not
a threat to the Saudis — we can’t go there.
But the Palestinians outside, who are
armed, could be a threat to the Saudis and
to the Egyptians.

This is why we don’t want to be victims of
a plan to separate us from those outside.
The Palestinians who are outside are the
ones who have been struggling, who have
been carrying arms, who have sacrificed a
great deal. What did the people in the West
Bank lose, honestly? Look at the situation.

their own homeland — Jaffa, Haifa, and
what have you.

O So, this brings us to Menahem Begin’s
plan. Begin says that you can have “aut-
onomy”, you can have “self-rule”, that
after five years he will re-evaluate. And
apparently the Egyptians aud the Ameri-
cans are willing to discuss this, thinking it
could be the beginning of something that
will solve the Palestinian problem. What
do the West Bankers think?

O We rejected this. The Palestinians
rejected this three years ago when this
question was discussed. When the Israeli
Government proposed this there was con-
fusion as to what people felt, so the Israelis
decided, with the assistance of the US, to
have a poll. They permitted the West Ban-
kers to have an election. The platform of
most of the mayors at the time was **No
home rule, yes to independence and
sovereignty” and they won.

I think the Israelis are trying to keep the
situation as it is. We already have **home
rule”. What is the ““home rule”” Begin is
suggesting? He's suggesting that we run
our own affairs. Well, to a certain extent
this is what's happening. The
municipalities are running their own
affairs. Of course, they are checked by the
military governor.

“Home Rule” does not mean anything
to us because as long as there is an Israeli
military presence it is not “home rule”.
What kind of ‘*home rule” is it when the
Israelis insist that the settlements continue
to exist? You know that the settlements
were not established to create goodwill
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between the Arabs and Israelis. They were
established for strategic purposes, and they
are sited to surround the heavily populated
Arab areas.

So now we are mihtarily, economically
and politically at the mercy of the Israelis.
Even if the Israelis give us “home rule”,
even after the Israeli army is withdrawn,
we will continue to be at Israel's mercy
because of the settlements. The Israelis.are
going mad and establishing settlements like
it is going out of season. They are doing
this purposely to insure their presence in
the West Bank and Gaza.

I have visited most of the settlements
and 1 don’t believe that they were con-
structed to be deserted in the event of
peace.

O Isn’t it possible that there could be
peace with some settlements of Jews living
in a Palestinian state?

O Yes, I don’t mind. I don’t think this is
the issue. There is no objection to having

O Of course, no doubt about it. We
haven’t been permitted to have our own
institutions. If the Israelis feel insecure
about such a state then there is no reason
to reject the idea of autonomy for us as
Palestinians — not as Arabs of Israel — for
a five-year trial period in which we can
organise ourselves and establish our own
institutions.

[0 With the participation of Palestinians
not living here?

O Of course! This is the whole point —
autonomy not as the West Bankers or the
people from Gaza, which Begin refers to as
Arabs of Israel, but autonomy for the
Palestinians. And I don’t believe that the
PLO would reject this idea — a five-year
trial would give us time to rethink and
develop our institutions.

0 Some people would say that’s what
Begin is offering.

O No. Specifically when he says ““ Arabs of
Israel” it is not what he means.

“Unfortunately the world is unwilling to
realise that we are capable of deciding for
ourselves and that we are people deprived of
our human rights. We are asking the world
to give us our right for self-determination.”

Jews living in a future Palestine. But this
has to be decided later, because the set-
tlements that are being constructed now
are, as I said, strategic. Their function is
not to enable the Jewish people here to
integrate and communicate with the Pales-
tinians. As far as the Palestinians are con-
cerned, these settlements would have to be
dismantled and afterwards, when peace is
achieved, I don’t think there would be any
objection to Jews living anywhere in the
Arab world, including Palestine.

[0 There’s something strange here. The
whole world is talking about the Israeli
plan for peace, about Begin’s offer of
‘“self-rule” for the Palestinian Arabs (the
Arabs of Eretz Israel as he calls them).
And you are telling me there’s nothing
new?

O You see, if Begin was willing to rec-
ognise us as Palestinians, and not as Arabs
of Israel, then the issue would be
altogether different. I think the whole
world is missing the point. We are not ““the
Arabs of Israel”, we are Palestinians, and
we want home rule as Palestinians, and as
Palestinians we are inseparable from the
PLO.

0 Which means inevitably an autonomous
state, with UN membership . . .

O Yes, with an army . . .

O How big an army?

O A symbolic army, of course.

0 There would have to be demilitar-
isation.
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O He says you are Arabs of Israel; you say
you are Palestinians. If you have self-rule
you can be Palestinians.

O We insist that he should recognise us as
Palestinians.

O But that’s just ideological.

O No, no. It means a great deal to us
because we don’t want to be separated
from the Palestinians outside the West
Bank.

O So what you are saying is that Begin is
offering the West Bankers self-rule but he
hasn’t offered the Palestinian people a
process by which they could develop their
institutions and form a state.

O Yes, and he’s isolating us from the
PLO. We believe there will be no peace
without the PLO. While we would very
much like to see an end to the military
occupation, and would very much like to
have autonomy, we don’t want this to be at
the price of the Palestinian cause. Whether
Israel and the world like it or not, we con-
stitute the majority in the West Bank and
Gaza. So what are the Zionists trying to
do? They are trying to deny the fact that
we exist. Are we or aren’t we the majority
in the occupied territories?

O That’s why they are willing to give you
self-rule.

O But our self-rule must not be supervised
by the Israelis. We should have the right to
self-determination.

0 What about Jordan?

O This is not our problem.

0 Both Sadat and Carter have repeated in
the last few months that they believe that
the Palestinian entity must have a link with
Jordan.

O Yes, we agree to this. But we say that
we would like to have our independence
and then decide. Why should Begin, Sadat
and Carter decide what is best for us? We
are saying that we want to decide for our-
selves.

We are asking the world to give us our
right to self-determination. We are not
against Arab unity. Our dream is to have a
united Arab nation. So, no doubt the
Palestinian nation would work for Arab
unity. I don’t think the Palestinians would
be against federation with Jordan or with
Lebanon or Syria or Iraq. But this has to be
decided by the Palestinians and this deci-
sion must be based on self-interest. If it is
in the interests of a Palestinian state to
have a federation with Jordan then they
will decide that.

Unfortunately the world is unwilling to
realise that we are capable of deciding for
ourselves and that we are people deprived
of our human rights. We are asking for our
human rights without attaching this to
other things which might be achieved.

O If Sadat makes an agreement with Iscael
which gives Egypt sovereignty over Sinai
and talks vaguely about how the Pales-
tinian problem will be solved and how the
Syrian-Israeli problem will be solved, how
will the West Bankers view Sadat? Will
they consider him a traitor?

O Sadat is already being viewed as a man
who’s bankrupt. So far he has nothing from
the Israelis.

O He has Sinai.

O 1 don’t think Sadat needed tgcome to
Israel in order to get back Sinai. Sadat
could have done this without any trouble.
And I don’t think Sadat’s aim is to get back
Sinai. He could have done this without
risking his own life by coming here.

O You think he’s very serious, that he will
hold out for a Palestinian state, that he
won’t compromise with Begin about self-
rule.

O This is what he said publicly. Of course,
1 don’t know what is going on behind the
scenes, but he has stated over and over
again that he is not interested in a separate
settlement. 1 think he’s interested in sol-
ving the problem once and for all. How-
ever, the problem is that Israel is not
responding to his initiative.

O And he’s being pushed into a corner
from which he may have to make a sepa-
rate accommodation — which is the feeling
of many people in Cairo.

O Why don’t you look at it the other way
around. Let's say that after a while Sadat
may look at the situation and say: “Well, |
have done enough, I came to Israel,
talked to the Israelis, and the Israelis are
adamant about not letting go of the
occupied territories.”
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‘A Voice of the Egyptian Left

Mark Bruzonsky and Judith K§§§e§ Sgeaii With Mohamed Sid-Ahmed

most prominest and ?ﬁ%?fﬁ § isf
crities. His Affer the Guns Foll Silens .
published in 19760 was sf;%g iy
seciaimed sy the single most §§§§§§§§§£
Arab statement on the Middle East erisis
since the ‘October, 1973, war. Sid-
Ahmed argued that peace was at last
possibie, for. the 'October war had
chinged the regional situation and dé-
tente aliered the global environment.
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How has the Left in Egypt respondcd to the various steps
Sadat has taken?

Its basic critical stand mward the trip has not changed. The
Left now believes that the small degree of reciprocation by
Begin is proof that the party was right.

The Left party believes that the euphoria that began with
Sadat’s trip is built on issues that are not solid. This state of
mind is a bit similar to that during the January riots of 1977 In
both cases it is an expression of deep dissatisfaction with the
everyday life of the Egyptian people and the economic difficul-
ties they 're living with. The basic difference is that in January
this state of revolt exploded dgainsr the president, and this
time it was the presideat who used the state of revolt to get
support for his irip by idenstifving peace with 2 promise of
prosperity and an ead 1o the everyday difficulties.

What one shosld be afruid of is that) if hopes do nut
materialize, we Could have 2 third edition of the lunuary
events. The first edition is one that can be repeated, while the
second edition is one that is difficult o repeat.

How long do you think Sadat will hold back from a separate
peace while frving to bring the other Arabs into the
process?

i Sadat gets something completsly satisfaciory on Sinal,
then there will be 2 real dilemma. A step forward toward this
might oocur 5t this juncture. Bui thers will be another moment
in between, He would frst muke an atlempt 31 28 Arsb summit,
What he is keeaonisto get snoughon the Palestinian issue st
o satisly the Palestinlans or o smisfy he PLO  but ro satisfyz
certam number of Amsb countries who will heatake care i the
Palestinians.

Mazx BRUZONSKY is an Associate Eduor of Worldvizwand z
Research Assoviate st Georgetown University’s Center for
Suategic and International Studies JupiTs Kiperwr is g writsr
and analyst of Middle Fasters aifairs.
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Untifafow yeart age Sid-Ahmed was
in charge of the cditorial page of 4L
Akram  Egyvpt'smostrespecred daily. A
Murzist sinve 19488 he hud lonp been a
feading fGigure onthe Bgypuan feft and
was imprisoned by both Farouk and
Nasser. Following hisrelease in 1964 he
helped establish the Marxist review
Al-Talia and was one of the key menm-
bers of 4l-Ahram s Center for Political
and Strategic Swudies.
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Which Arab countries specifically?

Saudi Arabia first. Jordan, of course. Lebanon doesn’
count and depends on decisions of others. And there will be &
bit of wooing Assad as much 4s possible. For some timé now
the Palestinians have been viewed by many Arab parties—
especially since the Lebanese war—as 4 threat 1o them, not just
1o the Israclis. What happened in Lebanon is being viewed by
these new, powerful, conservative Arab regimes 45  threat to
their stability. They worry that the phenomena of Lebanon
could be extended.

So it is most important for these regimes to be offered
something for Palestine that 23%&3; think could resalt in oz
compatible solution. The bargain is this: * You lsraclis give us
something on the Palestinian issue so they wiill not be an
clement of subversion for us. And we will guarantes Tully that
they will not be an element of subversion for you.»

Isthe PLO indecline” Isthe PLO out of the ballgame now?

Even if Sadat looks for pther leadership than the PLO, thisis
not vet acceptable to other relevant Arab parties. The auempt
since the Rivadh and Cairo summits affer the Lebaness war
was {0 iry 1o produce from within the PLO 3 leadership that
would consider the interesis of thess countries befors e
basic, traditional Palesunian requirements.

That effort having failed. ...
i dida 't fadl. Something more imporiast came #p—Sadut’y
frig. B dadn v imil wasn tested. Butstleast this wat the Arab

What now?

Now 3 further step. Now vou onter into the real Siffioainies
concerning the PLO aad fsrsel, PLO or 5o PLO. vou mug
cbizina aumnum on Palestine sothat voucan be sure there are
sefevant Arsh parties who will stand wih vou agaisst the



Palsstinians” basic demands—and who are ready io
crush... Even the Syrians were ready to crush the PLOm 2

What is the minimum?
For sure what is being offered by Beginas “geif-ruie’ isnot

Where do we reach the point that the Palestinian issue
really becomes negotiable?

Pronably it will be somewhere around this institutional liak
with Jordan.

So it’s the old 1972 King Hussein plan, with twe par-

Yes, if you like. Let's put if this way: 2 formula by which
Sordan will replace whay Israel is now requining as direct
presence within the Palestinian entity.

Egyptisbackinthe leadership role in the Arab world, even
though there is a rift and split. Can Egypt today correct its
negotiating stance and exert the kind of pressure on Israel
that will give it the bargaining power te produce results?

It looked. at one moment, as if Egypt was comering
everybody. Butitisavery risky situation, one in which Egypt
can be completely cornered. The sort of things | think help
correct the situation are the following:

Lat’s begin with one 1 bave already spoken about. 1
overcame a taboo in the Arab world. Now you overcome a
taboo, that is, deal directly with the PLO.” This would be
reciprocation, real reciprocation. 1£.Sadat were 10 accomplish
this. then nobody could defend the Palestinians if they insisied
on not coming. And Sadat’s position would be extremely
sirong after that

Another thing. Sadat made an cnormous psychological
breakthrough. So now let’s be consistent. Sadat could say.
“§§:8., stop the pipeline 10 israel. Completely. Make asign.a
gesture. Everybody knows that the only party who's able to
tight is the Israelis, that the disbalance is already enormous.
No need 1o increase it further. Give a sign of hope to the other
partics that a negotiating process is possible and that there’s
sot ihe threat of war, which has become worse than ever since
Egyptisout.” Sucha gesture would not appear to be addressed
io Sadat but to the others, 1o the whole region. That's point
1w,

Point three. A thing for Isracl. *° Stop changing anyihing
autside the "67 borders. Stop the settiements, stop the changes
in Jerusalem, stop the building in Golan, in Sinai, in the West
Rank . and in Gaza. Give us a sign, at iezst, that this is really
neégotisble and thit you re¢ not just winning Lme by nogotia-

Sutr § don't sec anvihing of this sort being brought up.

What, basically, does the Left want for Egypt?

The basic attitude of the party is for peace. But we believe
that the peace now being achieved will not bring stability tothe
region. It is a peace thatis not creating favorable conditions e
which all the peoples i the region can achicve their national
sspirations and IApIOVE their backward conditions. It’s doing

What i« happening nowW is power politics, arm twisting. The
very ides that when Leome o an sgreement with Israch E
Arab pantics have 1© follow——that's power politics. It'snot a
fagic of natioaal sspirgtions. Power politics 152 right-wing
poticy by definition. {efiswing policy ishasedon fighting for
given rights—your powser i shignment of forces 1o sohisve
cerain aims. The game 60w alaved will not schisve siabic

pegos and seitivment St the Lefl party dous Sooep the
principle of peace. This is something that distmpuishes e
Egypriun, who is Mo gwan of the lusued thun nthersin e
Arah world, In the Arab workd, yes, there are i slogans ot
war—though they know very well that sehieving wat Bl
Lei'sputitthis way. Waris cerainiy porthe best way yoile
‘gohieve sational sspirations. Us she coafrsry. #ocould orvaw
cataciysm sad catasirophe the region. Peuce, oa the oiher
hand, also dossa 't achieve the aspirations of zii the partics.
fet's go fariher. To be specific, P dea’t think that ihe
Palestinian-lsraeli issue, which is at the fisars. can e solved
soday. wilinotbe salved when the only experience betwoen,
_ Pulssiinipns and israciis Bas been one of soal antagonism.
There must be another monwntl o definitely sulve this issuc—4&
moment of peace, of intercourse between these two peoples so
they will know what arg their altimate motives. The sltimate
philosophy and motive of sither side are notdeveloped enough
for a solution atf this junclure.
This is the logic that Fve been defending ail the time: That
you should not twuch she ultirate motives at this jusciure
becsuse they arce sol mature cnoagh o be solved &t thistune.

W

L&

So what should you do now?

All you do at this junciure is replace modes of contlics that
are muiually antagonistic and detrimental. We aeed detenie.
institutional change, mutually acceptéd in advance. The peace
agresment is precisely 0 devise these rules of the game. And
then there will be another historical process for g period o
come. And finally, then it will be possible to see what is
relevant and what is nol relevant i all that the parties are
bringing up as slogans today.

[ belicve that the slogans of all the parties will not be the
realities of tomorrow. But 1 can’t talk about that, | have no
right to talk sbout that: today—nobody knows. The ‘main
reason there is blockage today is because they are taking
irrelevant issues and making them refevant. And the relevant
ones they 're making irrelevant.

When you 1alk about s secular state, which is a dream of the
future, or the Zionism of Isract as it is juoked vpon wday—
these are not the issues. The real issue is that we pass from an
antagonistic mode of conflict o a aunantagonistic mode of
conflict: fight your way in social terms with dealings between
the two peoples.

Seunds like what Sadat is doing.

No, heisnoidoingiins palanced way . I think thatthe way
Sudat is acting now is creating a form of normuiization that,
couner or fater, and npecessarily. will silow Egypuan
®ore has Been given by Egypt than hias Been received Sotha
is why it will impinge—even it scopomic build-up will
impinge—on Egyptian soversizaty. §t wen't B mutiaily
Beneficial in un cgqual way. Thut's what [ reproach. Al
what s Being done is done in isolstion from the other Arib
parties. I don treproach the prinvipieof aurmalizagion, You'nd
giving Isracl its basic desive. el i couniorpari, your hasa

You know, in power politics the Palestinian msue ivoihe
weakest Hnk Whatisthe Paicsinian issues—ust 3 smadl pree
she confiict. the Palcsiinian issue isthe hesn H lopkson
mous. H cas only be dealt with properiy in the logic of the
ganuine, justifiable aspirations of the various parties who are
5t the origins of ihe cosilict

The guestion & 801 what yvou formulawe bul what you
achieve. 1don’t think the peace that s heing sehinvednuw 2
peace.

5
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BREAKING TABOOS

Neither Egypt nor Israel is seeking a separate peace agreement,
but it may come to that in the end, Muhammad Sid-Ahmad
(above), one of Egypt’s most prominent leftists, told Mark
Bruzonsky and Judith Kipper during a discussion in Cairo. Sid-
Ahmad, author of After the Guns Fall Silent, analyses the role of
the superpowers and Saudi Arabia, the position of the Palestinians
and the aims of the left in Egypt (photos by Mark Bruzonsky)
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O] What's changed now that Sadat has
gone to Israel and Israelis have come to
Egypt?

O Before Sadafs trip, all parties to the
negotiation process were subjects to the
negotiations with the exception of the
Palestinians, who were the object of the
negotiations. Since Sadat’s trip, the sub-
jects to the negotiations have become
Egypt and Israel. Whatever Egypt and
Israel decide the others have just to follow
— that’s making them objects.

But Egypt is a subject only to the extent
it becomes an Isracli object. Egypt will
have bargaining power to the extent that
this bargaining power is bargaining power
for Israel.

Egypt wants its occupied territory
returned. Israel would have an interest in
restoring this territory in so far as restoring
it or not is 2 way to manipulate other recal-

what could finish up by being objectively a
separate agreement, and what, in the inten-
tion of the parties, is not. I think the inten-
tion of both parties is still not a separate
agreement.

1 The Israelis are not pushing for a sepa-
rate agreement?

O Of course if they can get a separate
agreement, that’s useful, but it would also
be useful to use Sadat to go beyond the
separate agreement. If what has occurred
with Egypt now could be used in order to
obtain something more that an agreement
only with Egypt, all the better.

) What would be the something more?

O An arrangement with Syria, too. An
acceptance throughout the Arab world of
some arrangement of the Palestinian prob-
lem.

O You contemplate this on the basis of
what the Israelis are offering?

“There is something new about
Carter's recent declarations.
For the first time . . . he is
taking a stand on substance.”

citrant parties. This is the formula by which

Egypt’s bargaining power becomes Israel’'s

bargaining power.

To use Carter's expression, there are
three basic ingredients for a breakthrough
towards peace. In order of importance for
the Arab side they are recovery of the
occupied territories, the Palestinian prob-
lem and normalisation of relations.

For Egypt, before the erusalem trip, the
issue of normalisation was to come five
years after a settlement. Since the trip, the
issue has come before a settlement in a cer-
tain way. A process has been initiated that
gives the promise and the assurance of
future normalisation without the other
things.

(] Everything you have said implies that
the new agenda is on how to reach an
accommodation between two countries
and not how to reach an overall settlement.
O No, not necessarily. It might boil down
o that. One should distinguish between

O No, what has been offered up till now
does not promise that at all. 1 doubt
whether it even promises an agreement
with Egypt.

O How do you interpret the recent
policies of the American Government? Is
the US still pushing for a comprehensive
settlement or has it resigned itself to a
bilateral Israel-Egypt agreement?

O There is something new about Carter’s
recent declarations. For the first time it is
very obvious that he is taking a stand on
substance. Up till now he has tried, as far
as possible, not to be precise concerning
issues of substance. He has been saying
only that what the parties agree upon we
agree upon, and that the US can help speci-
fically on procedure.

Now for the first time, on the issue of the.

Palestinian state, he is taking a stand on
substance. It is not that he hasn’t said simi-
lar things before, but that it is said at this
moment, when the issue is basic to the

actual negotiating process, and that Begin
has a stand on this and Sadat has a differ-
ent one.
Carter's position has been interpreted by

both parties as being on one side.

0 What do youn suspect the American
motivation to be in finally taking such a
stand?

O One possible interpretation is that the
Americans believe the only issue which can
be solved in the foreseeable future is bet-
ween Egypt and Israel. Another possibility
is to think beyond Egypt and Israel; the US
is very keen on other parties coming into
the process. But both Carter and
Brzezinski have, in one way or another,
said farewell to the PLO. Now this extends
beyond the PLO into the Palestinian prob-
lem in general.

[0 But the “homeland” concept was “the
American Balfour Declaration” according
to Brzezinski.

O It could have been, but not necessarily.
If a “homeland” is interpreted in terms of
Begin’s proposals it is not, and it carried
that possible interpretation from the very
beginning. He never said ‘Palestinian
state”. He never said “self-
determination’’. He did make some prog-
ress by saying ‘‘Palestinian rights” in the
US-USSR joint statement.

0] Carter also said that the “PLO repres-
ents a substantial part of the Palestinians”,
and he privately said, through his National
Security Adviser, that the US had made a
Balfour Dedclaration for the Palestinians.
So, doesn’t it seem to you that there’s been
an abrupt shift?

O Tt is obvious that if he was once moving
in one direction towards the Palestinians
he’s now moving away frfn what are con-
sidered by the Arab parties to be the relev-*
ant Palestinian representatives,

T Wouldn’t a good interpretation of why
he acted in this way be that he was for
merly seriously pursuing a comprehensivi
settlement, but that, in light of what Sada
has done and what Begin has told him, he’.
no longer doing so?

O 1 wouldn’t want to be that categorical.|
do not think the US would so easily reduc
the issue of a Middle East settlement to &
Egyptian-Israeli affair. It's too costly. |
have another reading of the situation.

Two years ago when I wrote After Th
Guns Fall Silent 1 predicted a breakthroug
towards a completely different pattern i
terms of the impact of internationd
detente and its new rules on the Middls
East. Since then an issue has come Ul
-which is very important.

There are social and economic problem
which have changed the whole mechanisr
of the Middle East issue. Specifically, ther
is a new, vested interest in stabilising struc
tures that has acquired a central impor
tance. This is linked to the oil and to th

”
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new petrodollar wealth which has created
parties who seek stabilisation and for
whom there are two forms of destabilisa-
tion that they would like to avoid — con-
tinuation of ‘“no peace’”, and peace on
Israel’s terms. But these two things, though
feared, are not issues of immediate urgency
for them. They are a danger in the long
un.

For Egypt the issue is different for two
reasons — the staggering economic situa-
tion, which cannot continue indefinitely,
and the fact that Egypt can decide on peace
or war. Egypt is in a position to go further
than the others would dare to. In a certain
way, what Sadat has done is taking the new
situation to some logical conclusion.

Of course, 1 would say it is a “‘right-
wing” peace, a conservative peace. It is a
peace for stabilisation of oil privileges. Itis
, peace that is motivated by conservative
1 ] interests. It is peace that is provoked more
S ' class and social issues than by national

requirements. )
' 0 If this is the kind of peace, wny are the

Saudis so reluctantly supporting Sadat?

0 The Saudis are not ready to go as far as

Sadat. For them, the issue is not that sim-

ple. The new economic situation could

propel them in this direction, but there are
also ideological considerations. You can-
ot change the ideological outlook that

Zionists are our worst enemies and sud-

denly, because you want stabilisation of

your profits from oil, forget that.

To the extent that this new factor has
come in — this new social and class incen-
tive — it has deranged the previous set-up,
not only in Egypt.

g ] Egypt is not the key oil country, it’s not
s the key rich country, it's not the country
the US is most interested in. Oil is a global
srategic issue. It goes beyond the Middle
East and the Arab-Israeli conflict. The
West is interested in stabilisation of oil
fow. The rich Arab oil countries are
iterested in stabilisation of oil profits.
Both are for a certain form of stabilisation.
0 What do the Saudis want now that
Sadat’s imitiative has fundamentally
cunged the status quo?

0 The Saudis are for stabilisation, and
Sadat's going too far with Israel could be a
destabilising  factor. Moreover, if they
stand too much with Sadat it could provoke
other forms of destabilisation that could
threaten them with the rejectionists of the
Arab world.

So, they arc between two fires. They
want unanimity of the Arab world. They
want to get the parties together. They do
wt like a rift in the Arab camp. But the
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eir;: basic is‘sue in both cases, the mo.ti.vat‘ing
bere factgr, is not Arab rights, but stabilisation
ruc- of oil profits.

por- 0 What role do you see for the superpow-

ers?

b the

O The superpowers already had a position
before this began. The Soviet-American
joint statement (in October) was a sign of
superpower policy. Kissinger might, in a
certain way, be closer to the logic of things
now — it's a different category of “‘step-
by-step”. The Soviets are ousted, but Car-
ter had to come to understand — not only
for global reasons but also for regional
reasons — that it was better to have the
Soviets in on the negotiating process than
to run the risk of having them liberated
from all commitments.

The whole logic of Geneva was to build a
system of mutual commitments between
the various parties. This was the logic of
the unified Arab delegation including the
Palestinians. The aim was to try and solve
the maximum procedural problems
beforehand. That was the American stand,
not only because of a certain increase in

Geneva has receded almost beyond view,
what role do you see for the Soviet Union?
O 1 don’t think the Soviet Union has given
up on (UN Security Council Resolution)
242. The Soviet Union is not in the posi-
tion of the most radical Tejectionists. It is
not in the position of Iraq. One of Asad’s
arguments in Tripoli — when he was pres-
sured to follow Iraq — was: **You see, if I
have not openly accepted 242, 1 have
openly accepted 338. And because of 3381
got my disengagement on the Golan and
help from the Soviet Union. I can’t afford
not to get help from the Soviet Union
unless you, Iraq, are ready to replace it.”
But, at the same time, the Soviet Union
will stand very staunchly on the side of the
Arabs and denounce Sadat on the grounds
that he has broken Arab solidarity which is
a basic card in negotiations with Israel.
0 You are one of the most prominent

“The Saudis are for stabilisation,
and Sadat's going too far

with Israel could be a
destabilising factor.”

dealings with the Soviet Union but also for
regional considerations. To the extent that
Geneva seemed to be a receding reality,
the Americans sought to bind everybody
more by commitments.

What Sadat did was just the opposite.
He made an arrangement, he came to a
certain mode of mutual dealing with Israel
going beyond anything expected, but at the
same time he freed all other parties of their
previous commitments.

0 But now there is a clear split in the Arab
world between Soviet clients and Ameri-
can clients . ..

O Yes. Detente has produced two formulas
— one that was desired and one where
things got out of hand. The one that was
desired is what happened in Europe. The
one that got out of hand is what happened
in Africa, and the Middle East has adopted
the Atrican model.

[J Now that the Soviets have been freed
from the binding process you spoke of, and

members of the leftist party here. What
was the initial reaction of the left to Sadat’s
initiative and what has been the reaction as
negotiations have gone forward?

O Initially the reaction was hostile — not
because the left is opposed to a peaceful
settlement: there is no argument about the
need for a peaceful settlement — but to
produce a peaceful settlement a balance of
power is needed between the two parties.
[ How has the left responded to the vari-
ous steps Sadat has taken?

O Its critical stand towards the trip has not
changed. The left now believes that the
small extent of reciprocation by Begin is
proof that the party was right.

O What is the strength, the influence, of
your party today?

O There are two problems: the problem of
the Egyptian people and its state of mind
today, and the Arab world and its state of
mind. The left believes that the euphoria
that existed after the Jerusalem visit was
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built on issues which are not solid. This
state of mind is similar to what happened
during the January 1977 riots. In both
cases it is an expression of deep dissatisfac-
tion with everyday life and the economic
difficulties.

The basic difference is that in January
this state of revolt exploded against the
President but that this time it was the Pres-
ident who used the state of revolt to get
support for his trip by identifying peace
with a promise of prosperity and an end to
the everyday difficulties. If hopes do not
materialise we could have a repetition of
the January events.

What does Israel want from Egypt and
what does Egypt want from Israel? Israel
wants a promise of normal relations, an
acknowledgement of its right to exist in the
region. Sadat has given these two things.
Now Egypt has to get something in return,
for the situation is unbalanced. Egypt's
bargaining power now depends on Israel.
O You objected to the trip beca

initiative?

O That it should be agreed upon by all the

concerned Arab parties.

O That’s impossible. You are effectively
saying that Sadat’s trip should never have

happened.
O Not necessarily.
[0 There was no way to get unanimity.

O I want to show you how the issue is one
of substance and not just procedure. This
conflict is something special, not like other
conflicts. The fact of dealing directly with
Israel is an issue of substance not of proce-
dure. And this is acknowledged by the

international community and Resolution
242 and 338. Point 3 of 242, for instance
is to bring in a representative of the UN a
a go-between. Why was there a question o
a go-between?

[J It was 11 years ago that 242 was passed.

O Never mind. It's part of the dynamics of
the situation. The point of departure was
that you have an implanted body that you
do not recognise and that the day you go

and deal with it you have already playe

your trump card. What does Israel basi-

cally want? What's the trump card that th

Arabs have with Israel? It's recognition.

What else do they have?

They have no other card. In the power-
balance Israel is militarily superior. By war
the Arabs have never been able to achieve
anything. The trump card is normalisation.
This is the maximum they can give, and at
least a promise of this was given away by

Sadat.

0 Why not say it clearly? You on the left
are unequivocally against the strategy
being followed by Sadat and after achiev-
ing Arab unanimity would you have
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use Sadat
didn’t ask for a good price in advance.
What would have been your minimum
requirements to make this an acceptable

“The PLO is the only
Arab party for which
dealing with Israel is
an asset and not
a liability.”

S

S
f

approved of it.
O This is not correct logic; it is formalistic
and simplistic. I said there are serious
changes in the region, and there is a certain

contacts with Israel, but Israel is not
interested in contact with the PLO. The
PLO is the only Arab party for which deal-
ing with Israel is an asset and not a liability.
(] The PLO were never really offered any-
thing by anybody until they were invited to
attend the Cairo conference. They turned
it down. Where do we go from here?

O 1 don’t give much significance to ‘their
absence from Cairo. If anything was
offered to them I am sure they would not
lose the opportunity, but Elissar even
required that the name should be removed
from the table and the flag removed out-
side.

Egypt could say to Israel: “For me to
meet with you is taboo, but I have done it,
and now you sit with an Arab party. It's
taboo for you to sit with the PLO, so that
should be the reciprocity. You should sit
with the PLO.”

If this could be done, I believe the PLO
would agree. The PLO’s failure to come to
Cairo should not be seen as an irrevocable
decision.

[ So far the initiative has not produced the
reciprocity you spoke of. What results can
now be obtained?

O There is a chance that he will get some-
thing from Israel. But this doesn’t mean he
has solved the problem, only that he has
put it into a different context. It depends
on Begin. Sadat wants withdrawal from
Sinai. And Israel wants security. It may be
possible to replace one mode of security
with another.

Egypt has staggering economic prob-
lems. Egypt's market is one of the biggest’
and most interesting in the Middle East,
but it is also the most shattered. It has no
immunity to foreign inygsion, for an
open-door policy means readiness to
import whatever capital and investments
want to come.

Israel could say: “The open-door polic
hasn’t worked. Now we are ready to help
We don’t have money but we could be
intermediaries, brokers. And we can be
guarantors. But if we are guarantors we
must also be sure that the money is put it

logic in Sadat’s initiative. 1 didn’t say that
his trip was an abnormality, an accident.

In my book After The Guns Fall Silent 1
talked of detente, which is very important.
Detente is arms. You cannot arm beyond a
certain level because of detente. The Rus-
sians would not give arms which would
threaten detente and even the Americans
take detente into consideration in giving
arms to Israel.

What do you mean by unanimity? There
has never been unanimity. What is needed
is at least a consensus between the relevant
parties, whether you want this or not.

O Including the PLO and Syria?

d

€

is the only Arab party interested in direct

O Including the PLO and Syria. The PLO

the right place. This will achieve two thing
— a boost to the Egyptian economy anl
security for us. This will give us the oppor
tunity to acquire leverage in Egypt.

One reason withdrawal will be slow i
because of the need to negotiate othe
conditions of security, namely the takeove
of key positions in the economy. If they an
clever, and I believe they are, they will ge
so far as to make their presence in key pos
itions of the Egyptian economy coup
proof, and this is not impossible. There art
many precedents for this sort of thing. The
political regime can change, but certain key
factors are permanent.

This means an organic link between the
Israeli and Egyptian economies which
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O Certainly what is being offered DY

as “‘self-rule” is not the min?ihu,@.

[ At what point does the Palestiniam issue
become really negotiable? T,
O Probably it will be somewhere around an
institutional link with Jordan.

O So, it’s the old 1972 King Hussain plan,
with two parliaments . ..

O Yes, if you like. Let's put it this way: a
formula where Jordan will be replacing
what Israel is now requiring as direct pres-
ence in the Palestinian entity.

0] And is it conceivable that a Begin Gov-
ernment can ever offer this?

O I don’t think so.

[ So, if that’s the minimum and its imposs-
ime, but there would first be an attempt to | ible that Begin will ever offer it where does
@l an Arab summit. Sadat wants to get | this leave Sadat?

enough concessions on the Palestinian { O .....

issue, not to satisfy the Palestinians or the | (I I’s the first time I’ve seen you speech-
PLO, but to satisfy a number of Arab | less ... Are the wars over?

countries who will then take care of the
Palestinians.

0 Specifically which Arab countries?

0 Saudi Arabia first. Jordan, of course.
Lebanon depends on the decisions of

would be presented to the rest of the Arab
world as a model involving Jewish genius
and Arab abilities.

This will look like peace with prosperity.
But there are loopholes. 1 mean, other
problems may result. Israel will extend its
geographical presence inside Egypt not
only into Sinai but into a whole social
sratum in Egypt which would become
Israeli-oriented.

0 Do you think Sadat will hold back from
a separate agreement trying to bring the
other Arabs into the process?

0 If Sadat gets something really satisfac-
tory on Sinai then there will be a dilemma.
A step towards this might take place at any

«J don't see that the US
is exerting pressure in
the right direction.
In the past there was
certain progress in
the American stand.”

Asad. For a long time the Palestinians have
been viewed by many Arab parties —
especially since the Lebanese war — as a
threat not just to the Israelis. What hap-
pened in Lebanon is seen by these new,
powerful, conservative Arab regimes as a
threat to their stability.

It is most important for these regimes to
be offered something for Palestine which
they think could result in an acceptable
wolution. The bargain is that Israel should
give something on the Palestinian issue to

! prevent them from becoming a subversive

< force in the Arab countries, and the Arabs

 will guarantee that they willnotbe a threat
to Israel.
01s the PLO in decline?
0 Even if Sadat looks for an alternative
leadership to the PLO this would not yet
be acceptable to many Arab parties. An
attempt has been made since the Riyadh
and Cairo summits after the Lebanese war
to produce a Jeadership from within the
PLO that would put the interests of these
countries before basic Palestinian require-
ments.

O That effort having failed . ..

O It didn’t fail. Something more important

came up — Sadat’s trip. It didn’t fail, it

wasn't tested. But this was the Arab stand.
0 What now?

O Now the real difficulties begin concern-
ing the PLO and Israel. PLO or no PLO, it
i essential to obtain a minimum on Pales-
fine to ensure the support of some relevant
Jirab parties to oppose the Palestinians’
ssic demands and be ready to crush them.
ven the Syrians were ready to crush the
O at a previous stage.
) What is the minimum?

O Yes, I think the wars concerning Egypt
are od thus the wars are over in gen-
eral. The Bhmwbe an Isracli war, but
that's another ques!

 Either Sadat is in a procesS'¥ehere he can
reach some-agreement or he’s going to end
up in a position of possibly having to fighta
war again, isn’t he?
O No, the logical alternative is something
completely different. Why should the
Israelis feel pressured to offer historical
shifts in their positions when Egypt has
ruled itself out of any future wars? That's
one major argument of ours, you know. I
think that wars are out as long as Sadat has
things in hand.
O If the present process produces no
results, is the war option out?
O 1 think there’s a general awareness now
that the military imbalance is such that no
Arab party can contemplate war in the
foreseeable future.
01 So, where is the pressure on Israel?
O That's precisely why I said that the
initiative of the Jerusalem trip is based on
such an imbalance of power that it is coun-
terproductive. It will not produce the
minimum Arab requirements.
(] What can the US do to continue to merit
Arab confidence?
O But is the US ready to do anything? 1
think that there is already a discrepancy
between the present negotiating process
and what the Americans are interested in.
The Americans are interested in a situation
that will not be counterproductive for them
in the Arab world in general. They are not
interested only in an agreement between
Egypt and Israel.

They're interested in stability all over
the region. They know very well that sepa-
rate agreement between Egypt an Israel
would expose the Arab world to eflérmous
upheavals. So this is an issue on which they
would not like to give in.

] In Cairo, anti-Palestinian sentiments . . .
O Yes I have a whole interpretation of this.

Egypt is very frustrated with the Arab
world due to the fact that Arabs are iden-
tified with the Arab rich who are humiliat-
ing Egypt. They are a source of vexation
and frustration for Egyptians, not only in
their own countries, where Egyptians are
treated like second-class citizens, but even
in Egypt today, where Egyptians are also
treated as second-class citizens compared
with Saudis and other rich Arabs.

So, from this point of view, there is a
class issue. But what has happened with
certain propaganda in our official press
during recent years is the confusion of
these frustrations with the rich with the
frustration of all, including militant Arabs,
with the general situation.

Certainly there are justifiable reasons
for humiliation and vexation in the Arab

world, but against whom should we turn
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our gun first? Against the Palestinians or
the Syrians or those who were with us dur-
ing the October war? Or, should we turn it
on those rich parties who, instead of giving

us what we needed, kept us on a leash, not-

giving enough to radicalise us or enough
for a take-off? The sums we have received
from these countries may look enormous
but they are very, very limited in terms of
what they have and what is partly due to
us.

The old conflict is still there, though it is
not openly spelled out, between Egypt and
Saudi Arabia. It was expressed under Nas-
ser as the Yemen war. Then Sadat said this
was a mistake, but today when he goes t0
Israel and considers a deal on technology
it's a way of saying to Saudi Arabia: “You
had a chance to help us but you didn’t help
us enough”.

It's not said explicitly, but the logic of
events contains this.

O1 Is this Sadat’s way of reasserting political
control in the Arab world, of taking control
away from the Saudis?

O At least it is perceived by the Saudis as
such.

O Isn’t this the reason for their reluctant
support of Sadat? Is it not their concern
that the political power they wielded dur-
ing the Lebanese war is now back in the
hands of Egypt?

O Yes, they feel this. The Saudis were the
masters of the Arab world. That's why they
were so furious that Sadat acted without
consulting them. This had a greater signifi-
cance than going to Jerusalem. It meant
Sadat would dare to take options outside
their orbit. Their main concern had been to
keep Egypt in their orbit, on the leash.

I don’'t know to what extent this was
intended, but even if it was not conscious
and Sadat acted under other urgencies, the
Saudis have taken it that way.

O Egypt is back in the leadership of the
Arab world even though there is a split.
Can Egypt correct its negotiating stance
and exert the kind of pressure on Israel
that will give it the bargaining power to
produce results?

O Tt looked, at one moment, as if Egypt
was cornering everybody. But it is a risky
situation in which Egypt can be completely
cornered. I don’t think Egypt is now behav-
ing in the right way to correct the situation.

The correct way would be to insist on
Israel's dealing directly with the PLO. This
would be a real reciprocation. If Sadat
were to accomplish this, then nobody could
defend the Palestinians if they refused to
come, and Sadat’s position would be
extremely strong after that.

Sadat has made an enormous psycholog-
ical breakthrough, so he could say to the
US: “Stop the lifeline to Israel completely.
Everybody knows that the only party really

ble to fight is Israel and that the imbal-

ance is already enormous. No need to
increase it further. Give a sign of hope to
the other parties that negotiation is poss-
ible.

Sadat should demand that Israel should
stop changing anything outside the *67
borders. Stop the scttlements, stop the
changes in Jerusalem, stop the building in
Golan, in Sinai, in the West Bank and

_Gaza. Give a sign, at least, that these things

are really negotiable and that Israel is not
just winning time by negotiations.

O Are you hopeful that the US will step in
and put pressure on?

O So far, I don’t see that the US is exerting
pressure in the right direction. In the past
there was certain progress in the American
stand.

If you could achieve something accept-
able to both the Palestinians (and I mean
the PLO) and Israel — and I believe that is
not impossible — the other issues are
automaticaily solved. As long as the Pales-
tinian issue is not solved, the Arabs will
never accept full normalisation — I'm talk-
ing of the Arab world as a whole. Carter
has only given half on this, but it is progress
compared with the previous US stand. But
I now see even this receding.

O De you think that the US-Soviet state-
ment provided a basis for a proper super-
power role? And do you think it is now
possible to go back to the statement as a
basis for negotiations?

O 1 don’t see that it would be easy 10 go
back to the joint statement. It is a bad
model of detente, the American style, not
the European style.

] Before we end, can you explain who is
the left in Egypt and what basically does
the left want?

O The left comprises Marxists, Nasserites
and liberal left elements. There are also
religious elements — both Copts and Mus-
lims — who are against fanaticism on
either side.

The basic aim of the party is peace, but
we believe that the peace which is now
being achieved will not bring stability to
the region. It is not creating favourable
conditions for the peoples in the region to
achieve their national aspirations and
progress from their backward condition.
It's doing the opposite.

What is happening now is power politics.
The very idea that all Arab parties have to
follow an agreement with Israel is power
politics.

Power politics is right-wing by defini-
tion. Left-wing policy is based on fighting
for given rights — and power is the align-
ment of forces to achieve certain aims.

The game now being played will not
achieve stable peace, but the left party
does accept the principle of peace. In the
Arab world there are still slogans of war,
though they know very well that war is not

easy and perhaps not even possible.

War is certainly not the best way to
achieve national aspirations. On the con-
trary, it could create cataclysm and catas-
trophe in the region. Peace, on the other
hand, also doesn’t achieve the aspirations
of all the parties.

To be specific, I don’t think that the
Palestinian-Israeli issue which is at the
heart of the problem can be solved today.
It will not be solved while the only rela-
tionship between Palestinians and Israelis
is total antagonism. There must be another
moment of peace, of intercourse between
these two peoples so they will know their
ultimate aims.

The ultimate aim of the Palestinians is in
terms of a given historical experience of
total antagonism. The Zionism of Israel is
definitely antagonistic to the world around
it. The philosophy and aims of either side
are mature enough for a solution at this
juncture.

[] What should be done now?

O All that can be done at this juncture is to
replace these models of conflict which are a
loss for everybody to various degrees. New
rules of the game along the lines of detente
and institutional change are what is
needed. The peace agreement is meant to
devise these rules, and then there will be
another historical process for a period.

I believe that the present slogans of all
the parties concerned will not be the
realities of tomorrow. But T can’t talk
about that today — nobody knows. The
main reason for the blockage today is
because the irrelevant issues are being
made relevant, and the relevant ones are
being made irrelevant.

The formation of a secular stage, which is
a dream of the future, or the Zionism of
Israel as it is today are not the issues. The
real issue is that we must pass from an
antagonistic mode of conflict to a non-
antagonistic mode of conflict.

O That sounds like what Sadat is doing.
O No, he is not doing it in a balanced way.
The issue of normalisation is, of course.
coming up. The only reservation 1 woul
have is that normalisation must ensure the
security and sovereignty of Egypt. It mus
not impinge on the sovereignty of the par
ties.

I think that Sadat is now creating a forn
of normalisation which, sooner or later.
will violate Egyptian sovereignty because it
is not balanced. More has been given than
has been received. Even an economic
build-up will impinge on Egyptian
sovereignty. Tt won’t be mutually benefi-
cial.

You know, in power politics the Palesti-
nian issue is the weakest link. What is the
Palestinian issue — just a small piece of
territory? In the dialectics of the conflict
the Palestinian issue is the heart. o

W
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- MORE THAN
RHETORIC

Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Israel all have a common interest
in a moderate solution to the Middle East conflict, Joseph Sisco,
former US Assistant Secretary of State for Near East Affairs (left
in photo), told Mark Bruzonsky in one of the rare interviews he has
given since he left his post as Henry Kissinger’s Middle East
trouble-shooter. The discussion touches on the position of the
Palestinians, the US attitude to Saudi Arabia and the ‘“‘special
relationship” with Israel. (Photos by Mark Bruzonsky)
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O When you were Assistant Secretary for
the Near East and then Under-Secretary
for Political Affairs at the State Depart-
ment did you ever envisage that, within a
few years, we would have either Menahem
Begin as the Israeli Prime Minister or
Anwar Sadat recognising Israel by a
dramatic visit to Jerusalem?

O I never assumed that the situation would
develop in a way that the Likud Party
would supplant the Labour Party in the
leadership of Israel. But I think a more
interesting response to your question is
that Menahem Begin himself never
expected to be Prime Minister. I spoke
with him shortly afterwards and we
focused, very briefly, on the matter. He
had been in opposition 29 years and found
himself in this very critical position at a
very important time.
*0 And Sadat, did you ever think he would
take the steps he did?

O 1 don’t think any of us either predicted
or thought that we would ever see the day
when a major Arab leader would take the
kind of initiative that Sadat took last
November. However, knowing Sadat as
well as [ do, I think it’s clear when you look
at his pattern of leadership that he has
normally taken the unexpected, the
unusual step.

Moreover, you can see this kind of
characteristic in his method of negotiation.
His method is to take the broad, strategic
decisions and leave the details to his Fore-
ign Minister, in contrast, by the way, to the
negotiating method of Asad.

Asad, in the 33-day talks which cul-
minated in the Syrian-Israeli agreement,
negotiated every inch of that withgrawal.
And Tl tell you an interesting story. The
Israelis, every time we came back with the
latest Syrian position, raised questions
about how Asad could behave in this way.

The implication of what was said at these
lighter moments was that Asad really had
no business negotiating the same way that
the Israelis negotiate.

0 Amazing things have happened since
you left office. Do you think that the peace
process, which you were so much a part of
in the last decade, is on track today? Are
you generally hopeful?

O At present there is an impasse. But the
peace process is not at an end. Both Sadat
and Begin have underscored the impor-
tance of maintaining contact, and I think
there are some very good reasons for this.
Sadat started his initiative in November,
and for him to declare the death knell on
that initiative would face Egypt with some
very, very hard and difficult and critical
decisions as to the alternative.

On the Israeli side, regardless of the fact
that the negotiations on a face-to-face
basis are really stalled, they have a very
strong interest in assuring that the peace




have to be some Israeli withdrawal. What-
ever is returned should return to Jordanian
sovereignty, and Jordan and Israel should

wants, in my judgement, is to be left out

process is not declared at an end. This
of the peace process if it makes progress.

would be saying that Sadat has been lost as

r
f a partner in the peace process. And that As for the extremist elements within the
. too has implications in the area, because as PLO, 1 think, within the whole Palestinian | negotiate the specific agreement on the
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d rent against a possible resumption of hos- Palestinian national movement? issue of The Middle East with Professor
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day these predictions time and time again. I should not be 2 radical solution which pronouncements, Were at great pains not to
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last these predictions have been historically that that kind of leadership would be 2 and the PLO. That is the political enviro-
L a8 overdrawn. serious threat to his own security, that | ment one is operating in, but, 1 think, the
ook President Sadat has an obvious firm | those guns could just as well point east-’ issue remains unsettled.
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the assume that, if the peace process were atan The parallel interests of Jordan and | and Israel in assuring that the West Bank is
end, this would mean that Sadat’s position Israel, which are manifested on a day- | nota threat to the security of either, Jor-
d of of leadership in Egypt had come to an end. to-day basis by de facto co-operation over dan, Israel, Egypt and Saudi Arabia are
tion. I dor’t believe that there is any known, the years in preventing violence and ter- | not without influence in this situation.
tegic viable alternative to President Sadat’s rorist attacks in the West Bank, are bul- Let's assume for the purposes of dis-
fore- leadership. No one can predict for certain | warked by the parallel interests of Egypt cussion that we have negotiations between
othe what might happen in circumstances where and Saudi Arabia. This makes it possible Israel and Jordan and they are able to work
his vulnerability would be increased. But 1 | for the principle of withdrawal to be appl- out an agreement including a contractual
. cul- was struck that his initiative in November icable to the West Bank subject to specific | peace, withdrawal and return of some ter-
ment, really reflected very, VETy strong and deep negotiations on borders and specific | ritory, and an agreement on borders. Let’s
rawal. yearnings for peace on the part of the peo- negotiations provisions to meet the needs | assume that this comes along with a
/- The ples on both sides — in Israel as well as in | of security. specific agreement between Egypt and
1th'the Egypt. 0 So, you favour a West Bank, at least in | Israel as well. Political vieys are not
stions 1 believe that people in the area are the majority, returned to Jordan? immutable. It would produce a different
s way. absolutely sick and tired of war and that, in O.First of all, the interpretation of (Sec- environment.
t these this respect, the people have been ahead of urity Council Resolution) 242 given by the I can’t believe that there aré no Pales-
ly had the governments. 1 think that the kind of | Begin Government is unsustainable, and, tinian leaders who would be disposed to
ay that public reaction that we've seen 10 the | in my judgement, is contrary not only to the | co-operate inan agreement which returned
. events that surrounded the November position of the Carter administration but territory and provided an opportunity. But,
1 since initiative are basically a reflection of the | contrary to the position adopted by the again, 1 emphasise that Jordan, Israel,
e peace psychological mood of the people. The | Labour Party over the years — Golda | Egypt and Saudi Arabia are not without
part of broad masses of people on both sides want | Meir, Yitzhak Rabin, Shimon Peres, Yigal | influence on the political evolution.
y? Are to find a way to achieve 2 just and durable | Allon . .. O You seem to differ with President Car-
peace, and 1 dor’t think this is just rhetoric. | O But perfectly consistent with the plat- | ter and his National Security Adviser,
But the O Does that include the Syrians, the PLO | form Begin won on. Brzezinski, about 2 «Ppalestinian home-
hSadat and the Palestinians? O Yes, and, moreoveT, in 1970 he actually land”. That hasn’t been mentioned by you
1mpot- O No. With respect to Syria, 1 would | resigned from the Cabinet on this par- at all as what's coming or what should
I think include the Syrian people. As for Asad | ticular issue. But what I'm trying to say is | come.
for this. himself, his posture is t0 wait and see on | that the security concerns of Israel are | O My own feeling has been that the ter-
vember, the sidelines. He, obviously, has serious entirely understandable. The Labour Gov- | ritories from which Israel withdraws in the
.knell on doubts, and has expressed them publicly, ernment position was that some portion of West Bank would be linked to the Hashe-
ith some about Sadat’s initiative. But, if that initia- | the West Bank would be returned to Jor- | mite Kingdom of Jordan. And this is a
critical tive should lead to an agreement between dan and that it would be under Jordanian proposal that Jordan and Egypt have
Egypt and Israel, if it should bring Hussain- sovereignty. talked about. It is also a position which —
into the negotiations, I think Asad will There’'s no doubt in my mind that if | prior t0 the present position enunciated by
show that he has kept all of his options there is to be achieved an accommodation Prime Minister Begin — was spoken of by
e a very open. The last thing that President Asad | between Jordan and Israel there is going to the Israeli Government. There was, before

he peace
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Begin, an open-minded attitude on this in
Israel itself.

O Self-rule, you think — the ‘“autonomy”
that Begin has come forward with — is of
no real significance?

O The ““self-rule” proposal does represent
a step forward on Begin’s part, particularly
when you compare it with his position dur-
ing the political campaign. The question is,
however — and I think the individual who
has raised it in the most specific sense is the
former Israeli Foreign Minister, Abba
Eban — if self-rule were applied, what
does this mean geographically and demog-
raphically for Israel?

If this means that thousands of Arabs
would remain under Israeli rule, what does
this mean in terms of the fundamental
character of the Jewish state of Israel?
How many Arabs — and I'm not sure 1
know the answer to this question — could
Israel absorb and still retain its fun-
damental Jewish character?

T3 It will become bi-national you mean?
O Yes. But, even so, I don’t think the self-
rule proposal will prove viable, even
though, as I said at the outset, it does rep-
resent a step forward.

O You seem to be saying you do not
believe self-rule for the Palestinians under
Israeli sovereignty is a concept that can go
very far, for a number of reasons. But,
self-rule — some kind of local autonomy
— within the Hashemite Kingdom does
raise for you the possibility of a solution.
O A possibility. And certainly an impor-
tant and significant step forward beyond
the present position.

[0 And when you speak of moderate ele-
ments in the Palestinian movement I
gather you do not have in mind any major
element within the PLO or Arafat’s Fateh?
O No, I do not. I believe there are parts of
the Palestinian leadership in the West Bank
that have an interest in retaining leadership
in the West Bank and have no interest in
being supplanted by Palestinian interests
from Lebanon or other parts of the world.
O So the 2 million Palestinians outside the
West Bank and Gaza — 1 assume you
mean Gaza, too — would have to find
some way of settling, on a permanent basis,
in the countries they are now in?

O1T very much doubt that many Pales-
tinians would move from their present
locations. In Kuwait the Palestinians are
doing well. In Syria it is a satisfactory situ-
ation from their point of view. »

The Palestinian problem is critical in one
place — Lebanon, where they were a state
within a state. The Syrian intervention
weakened the PLO both politically and
militarily. The Syrians moved into Leba-
non, in my opinion, for one principal
reason — they were afraid that Palestinian
guerrilla action might draw Syria into a
one-front war with Israel. The same over-

... there are parts of
the Palestinian leadership
in the West Bank that
have an interest in retaining
leadership in the West
Bank and no interest
in being supplanted by
Palestinian interests from
other parts of the world. ..

riding consideration, I think, explains
Syrian restraint when Israel moved into
southern Lebanon militarily.

As long as Sadat continues to say that
the peace process is still alive, Syria only
has the prospect of a one-front war against
Israel. In other words, as long as there is
some hope there is no united Arab front
focusing on the possible resumption of hos-
tilities. I do not believe that these are
imminent, but I do believe that the Sadat
initiative means the end of the no-war,
no-peace situation in the area. Either there
will be practical progress toward peace, or
we will be seeing in today’s circumstances
the early beginnings of the fifth blood-
letting in the region.

U Why does Sadat continue, time after
time, to emphasise that there must be
Palestinian self-determination — he often
even says “Palestinian state’’? And what is

it that you are proposing for the half-
million Palestinian refugees scattered
around Lebanon and Syria and elsewhere?
O The problem is most difficult, as I indi-
cated, in Lebanon itself. There is no alter-
native, so far as Lebanon is concerned,
other than to continue to develop the
capacity of the central government. Leba-
non today does not have the ability to keep
its own house in order. And as long as that
is the case it will have a Palestinian prob-
lem.

O You can say it the other way — as long
as there is a Palestinian problem the
Lebanese central government will never
have the authority to control the country.
O Yes, you can put it that way, but I'm
more inclined to the first for this reason.
Whatever force the Palestinians have
within Lebanon is affected by the fact that
there has been no significant practical
progress toward peace. That’s the issue
that the PLO seeks to exploit. The situ-
ation in Lebanon is intimately related to
the question of practical progress towards
peace — progress that moderate Arab
governments are willing to commit them-
selves to. This can, in time, have an impact
on the situation.

But there’s no doubt in my mind, it will

be an extremely difficult period because
the situation in Lebanon is such that it's
fractionalised today as a result of the civil
war; the centralised authority is insuf-
ficient. Therefore I don’t assume that, even
if agreements are achieved, the situation in
Lebanon will not offer serious difficulties
in the future,
00 Why does Sadat keep focusing on the
need for Palestinian self—determina‘gon?
O Well, I think that here one has™o dis-
tinguish between the rhetoric and the real-
ity. All of the Arab states, in public pro-
nouncements, essentially take the same
line on the Palestinians. But what strikes
me is, if you take an event like the Leban-
ese civil war, it proves that each one of the
Arab states is, in the first instance, pur-
suing its own national interest.

And I happen to believe that each of the
Arab states will pursue their own perceived
national interest in negotiations. For this
reason, given the present political envi-
ronment, there will be continuing state-
ments made in the public domain, but I
don’t take these public statements as the
final position in the actual negotiations.

Now, I'm not saying there can be peace
in the area by disregarding the legitimate
interests of the Palestinians. There is a
Palestinian movement in the area — that’s
a reality. . . .

[0 Whose legitimate interests are what?

O That's what the argument is all about.
O But in your view?

O In my opinion there ought to be an
opportunity for choice — a negotiated set-
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k and looks enormous, he added. He felt that

tlement that returned part of the West
Bank to Jordan. A negotiated settlement
that gives Palestinians an opportunity to
participate in the governing of such a ter-
ritory, it seems to me, goes 2 long way
towards meeting the legitimate interests of
the Palestinians.

0 Does this include the possibility of the
Hashemite Kingdom’s becoming a demo-
cracy, in which case the Palestinians would
have their state? They would by far be the
majority of such a state.

O That's something for the Jordanians to
decide. I don’t think they have that result
by right. We're talking about a political
process. Look at the number of Pales-
tinians already in the East Bank. The ques-
tion of the form of government within Jor-
dan — whether limited to the East Bank or
including some part of the West Bank is for
the Jordanian people themselves to deter-
mine, and that includes the Palestinians in
the East and West Banks.

O If you squeeze the Palestinian move-
ment into the Hashemite Kingdom aren’t
you setting up the conditions for a resump-
tion of the 1970 civil war, especially if you
assume the USSR will continue to play a
destabilising role within that kind of semi-
settlement? One day you could wake up
with the PLO in control of much more than
the West Bank.

O Sure. Moreover, there is no doubt in my
mind that at some point the people who
reside in Jordan — including the East Bank
and whatever portion of the West Bank is
returned — are the ones who really have to
determine their way of life and their gov-
ernmental structure. But that is a political
process which would not only be influ-
enced by developments in the West Bank
and the East Bank, but would also be
influenced by the nature of the peace rela-
tionship and what it had evolved into as a
matter of day-to-day practice. It would be
influenced by the political situation in
other parts of the Arab world — Saudi
Arabia and so on.

This is not a static political situation.
And it's not a situation that carries with it
no risk. There is no solution to the problem
that can give absolute security and absolute
assurances as to its ultimate outcome.

00 Are you saying that a Jordanian-
Palestinian entity and a Middle East
framework where stability is more likely is
a better risk than some sort of Palestinian
self-determination on the West Bank? Are
you saying this because you don’t believe
Palestinian self-determination in the West
Bank would be a stabilising influence,
although you recognise the movement’s
existence?

O T would put it a little differently. The
alternative to the kind of possible solution
that we'te talking about is continual tur-
moil, which in time would not only carry

... one leading Israeli has
often said that the more
friends the US has in the
Arab world the better it
is for Israel. ..

the risk of renewed hostilities, but also the
risk of a radicalisation. This is the real
threat, bringing with it danger not only to
Jordan but to the kind of moderate regimes
that we have today in Egypt and Saudi
Arabia. There are no easy alternatives as
you well know.

O Are you saying that you don’t think the
PLO can be tamed by offering it halfa loaf
— a small state in the West Bank and
Gaza? Are you saying that what the Carter
administration got involved in last year was
a bad idea and it’s good that the US didn’t
enter a formal relationship with the PLO?
O I'm more comfortable with the present
Carter Administration position — the Pres-
ident has said explicitly that a PLO state in
the West Bank and a part of Gaza would
be destabilising and a threat to the security
of Israel. I would add that it would also be
a potential threat to the state of Jordan.
1 One final question about the Palestinian
problem. In the last issue of our magazine I
interviewed Muhammad Sid Ahmad — 1
believe you know him — and he said that
in power politics the Palestinian issue was
the weakest link. The Palestinian issue is
just a small piece of territory, but in the
mechanism of the conflict it is the heart

it could only be dealt with properly in the
logic of the genuine, justifiable aspirations
of the various parties at the origins of the
conflict. How do you respond to this?
O My response is that in the last analysis
the Palestinian problem is primarily an
Arab problem. Obviously its an Israeli
problem in the sense that the very heart
and the security of Israel are involved. But
we're dealing with a political force in the
Arab world and we're seeing a tussle,
essentially, between political forces in the
Arab world that are ready to seek an
accommodation with Israel on the basis of
recognition and forces who are basically
unwilling to make that accommodation.
Tt is also a tussle between elements of the
Palestinian movement itself as to what
would satisfy their legitimate interests and
aspirations.
[0 Muhammad would probably say that the
peace you are advocating is a conservative
peace, linked to the oil interests and
privileged class interests — a peace which
in itself would not stabilise the Arab world
but would do the opposite.
O No, I wouldn’t agree. You imply that
those who hold this view are in the major-
ity as far as the Palestinian movement is
concerned. The attitudes within the Arab
world are not static. Not only are they
influenced by what happens within the
Arab world itself; they are also influenced
by what happens in Israel and what hap-
pens in these negotiations.
There is a substantial force on both sides
that wants a stable, peaceful relationship
based on coexistence? And I would argue
that this represents the preponderant
thrust and force of a majority of the people
in the area. +*
0] Some three weeks ago Crown Prince
Fahd made a statement, which was little
reported in America. He spoke of Saudi
recognition of Israel, opening this up as a
possibility. Did you interpret this state-
ment as potentially an ideological break-
through for the Saudis?
O Saudi Arabia has been playing a quiet
role in support of the peace process. Saudi
Arabia has no interest in a radicalised
Middle East because it would be a threat,
and Saudi Arabia has been giving support
—_ material and otherwise — to Egypt and
Jordan. While it has never pursued an
intrusive policy in the peace process, it has
intervened at the critical moments, for
example, in helping to bring an end to the
Lebanese civil war and in giving support to
the kind of initiative that Sadat has taken.
The Saudis will continue to exercise their
quiet influence to this end. And a state-
ment such as Fahd’'s does represent an
evolution. It also reflects what I said a
moment ago, that the preponderant major-
ity in the Arab world are ready to try to
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negotiate a settlement.

[ Does Fahd’s statement, to the best of
your knowledge, represent an opening to
normalisation of relations between Saudi
Arabia and Israel as well as between Egypt
and Israel?

O That’s very prema‘ture in my judgement. :

O But is it now conceivable?

O1 think it’s now conceivable because I
don't really think that normalisation is
going to prove the major stumbling block
in these negotiations, even though it is
going to take a long while. And Saudi
Arabia will tend to follow the Egyptian
lead in this regard.

[1 What would you say are the major dif-

ferences between the Carter-Brzezinski

approach to reaching a Middle East peace
and the Ford-Kissinger-Sisco approach?
O Well, first of all, the interim agreements
that we achieved in the last three years of
the Nixon-Ford Administration helped to
create the minimum conditions in the area
which kept open the option for diplomacy
and made it possible for the Carter
Administration to move from the
piecemeal step-by-step approach to an
overall settlement. This objective was
broadly agreed on not only by the US, but
by the Israelis and the Arab states. So con-
ditions had changed and it was possible to
begin to move diplomatically towards an
overall settlement.

The major difference came with Sadat’s
November initiative, which has made poss-
ible for the first time face-to-face negoti-
ations at the highest level. Therefore the
Carter Administration can direct itself
more than under the previous Administ-
ration — because of the changed envi-
ronment — to facilitating these discussions.

This doesn’t mean that the role of the
US in seeking to reconcile differences has
changed. T think that the new Administ-
ration had an opportunity — and took it —
to try to get the parties together to the
maximum in the aftermath of the
November initiative. But it’s obvious that
there have been impasses and that the US
is still the only party acceptable to both
sides. Our mediation role is a reflection of
continuity, not of differences.

[ Last year, when this Administration
came into power, it not only supported a
“Palestinian homeland’’, but the President
said that “the PLO represents a substantial
part of the Palestinians”. And behind the
scenes it was trying to get the PLO to
accept 242, in return for direct dealings.
The implication was that the PLO would
be recognised by the US as the political
representative of the Palestinians and poss-
ibly invited to Geneva. Was that the major
difference compared with previous policy?
O Well, there’s no doubt there was a tre-
mendous evolution in the position of the
Administration on the Palestinian ques-
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... the Sadat initiative
means the end of the
no war, no peace situation.
Either there will be
practical progress towards
peace or we will be seeing
the early beginnings of
the fifth bloodletting . . .

tion. The Soviet-American memorandum
talked in terms of the “rights of the Pales-
tinians” whereas the previous Administ-
ration limited its public expressions to

“legitimate interests”. And these are code,
words as you well know. At no time had

the previous Administration supported
either the concept of a “homeland”, an
“entity” or a ‘“Palestinian state”. All of
these pronouncements obviously go well
beyond the position of the previous
Administration.

But the previous Administration was
approaching this problem in small steps,
interim steps, piecemeal steps, and there-

fore there was absolutely no need to define
positions on the substance of an overall set-
tlement.

The peace process has been carried for-
ward. After all, the Israelis have made a
very far-reaching proposal on Sinai — they
have indicated a willingness to return Sinai
to Egyptian sovereignty. Granted, the set-
tlements have proved to be an obstacle in
this regard. There has been further evolu-
tion by all the parties concerned — Egypt,
Israel and the US — simply because dip-
lomacy has been directed at an overall set-
tlement.

O Do you think Carter and Brzezinski
have rethought their Palestinian policy and
have returmed to the policy you were
involved in?

O There’s been an obvious change. In the
first months of the Administration the
President talked in terms of a “homeland”
and indicated that if the Palestinians were
willing to accept 242 the Administration
would take another look at its position.

Now the Administration is opposed to a
PLO state. There has been a drawing back
of Carter’s position with respect to the
Palestinians — a drawing back from what
he expressed in the early months.

0 Do you consider the Joint Statement in
early October to have been a mistake on
the part of the Administration?

O 1 think its timing was unfortunate. Only
the US is acceptable to both sides. Neither
Israel nor Egypt wants the Soviet Union to
play a role. The Soviet Union is still a
power in the Middle East and no peace is
possible without at least Soviet acquies-
cence, because their presence is a reality.

On the other hand, Soviet diplomacy;in
the Middle East is diplomacy with one
hand behind its back. It has relations with
only one side. And even then the US has
more influence than the Soviet Union in
Cairo, Amman, Jedda and Lebanon.
Moreover it has at least as much influence
as the USSR in Damascus, in spite of the
military assistance relationship between
Syria and the Soviet Union.

President Asad is a strong Syrian
nationalist. He is not going to be a tool of
either the Soviet Union or the US. While
the Soviet Union can help Syria with arms,
there is a broad perception in the Arab
world, including Syria, that it’s only the US
that can help achieve peace.

This was brought home to me in the
clearest way during the 33 days in which
Dr Kissinger and I negotiated with Pres-
ident Asad on the Syrian-Israeli dis-
engagement agreement.

O Has the US-Israel relationship ever
been as strained as it is today?

O Oh yes. I have seen more difficult
periods — Suez, for example, in 1957
when Golda and Dulles negotiated the
Israeli withdrawal. But the seriousness of
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the present situation must not be dis-
counted.

O But in 1957 our relationship with Israel
was still evolving and had not reached the
intimacy of recent years.

O Well, these things are very hard to com-
pare, but the comthitment to Israel's sec-
urity and survival is firm. The strain isin an
environment where neither side believes
that war is imminent. The strain is in the
context of differences within a negotiating
framework. Not that anybody can be
totally retaxed in this situation, because
ultimately the risk of a resumption of hos-
tilities becomes great in the event of the
failure of the peace process. But this strain
in relations is based on very explicit dif-
ferences about Israel's position in the
negotiations. There’s been no threat to cut
off military assistance. Take, for example,
the period of so-called “reassessment” in
March 1975. There was very deep feeling
at that particular juncture.

[J Were there threats then?

O There were more threats at that time. 1
don’t know of any official threats, but the
environment was one of threats.

[ Has Begin, as a man representing
Revisionist Zionism, exacerbated the ten-
sions or would they have existed anyway?
O 1 think it's enough to say there’s a clear
Israeli-US difference on two critical issues:
the settlements and withdrawal in the West
Bank. The Begin proposal of self-rule pre-
cludes withdrawal and precludes the return
of any territories to Jordanian sovereignty.
Since these two positions are viewed by the
Carter Administration as a retrogression
from positions held by previous Israeli
governments, obviously one has to assess
who has contributed what to the strained
relations.

After being in the State Department for
25 years and knowing how difficult it is to
take these decisions under the gun, one is
not prone to level critical broadsides at
policy-makers.

The differences the US has with Israel
are honest differences. I have no hesitation
in saying that I'd like to see the Israeli
Government alter its positions on the set-
tlements issue and on 242, because 1 think
it's required in order to get on with the
face-to-face negotiations.

Those of us who have lived, breathed,

worried and dreamed about this area know
that it has been a history of lost oppor-
tunities. And I just don’t want to see this
best of opportunities lost at the present
time.

O Xf the joint statement was a mistake,
what about the idea of linking Israel’s sup-
ply of arms to the supply of arms to Egypt
and Saudi Arabia? Doesn’t this alter the
“special relationship”?
O No, 1 do not think it does. These are

for the US to pick and choose which part of
a relationship it wishes to pursue. The F-5s
for Sadat are primarily psychological.
They re obviously no match for either the
Phantoms, the F-15s or the F-16s. The
F-15s and F-16s for Israel are a con-
tinuation of the special relationship that
exists and our continuing commitments to
Israel’s security and survival.

The arms commitment to Saudi Arabia
is intended to meet what is a primary Saudi
Arabian concern: its security in the Gulf
and the Arabian Peninsula.

I do not believe that there is any realistic
way for the US to avoid provision of some
F-15s to Saudi Arabia. It is a risk. But in
the overall interests of the US there is not
only the commitment to Israel but also the
question of the need for continuing

... those of us who have
lived, breathed, worried
and dreamed about this area
know that it has been a
history of lost opportunities.
And I just don’t want to
see this best of
opportunities lost. ..

friendly relations with the moderate Arab
states in the area.

This is an example of where there are
parallel interests in Israel and the US, but
they are not totally identical. Israel under-
standably looks at this question of arms
from the point of view of the region itself
and its own immediate problem of 3 mil-
lion people surrounded by Arab gov-
ernments and states which are viewed as
inimical. The US has to view this from a
global position. .

I don’t find anything inconsistent in the
special relationship and pursuing a policy
of friendly relations with the Arab states.
And I don’t see how that policy can be
pursued with Saudi Arabia without the US
being at least modestly responsive to Saudi
Arabian military needs.

There is no absolute guarantee that
these planes cannot be used at some time
in the future on the Israeli front. But, in my
judgement, on balance, itisin the interest of
the US to provide these’ planes. There are
some appropriate safeguards against
third-party transfer which can give some
assurance — not absolute assurance.

Moreover, I think it's important to bear
in mind that Saudi Arabia does have
legitimate self-defence and security needs,
and these planes are intended to help meet
these needs. If we don’t it will be met by
others. And I think that it is prudent for us
to try to meet them, as the Administration
is trying to do, with minimum impact on
the balance of forces in the area.

01 But the Israelis are incensed that should
the Congress take a different view on arms
to Saudi Arabia or Egypt the Administ-
ration will not supply Israel either.

O You've got to remember that our rela-
tions with the Arab world in the ggst few
years have evolved. Moreover, in térms of
the definition of our own interest in this
situation, one has to be fairly blunt about
it. In the overall national interest the ques-
tion of continuing friendly relations with
Saudi Arabia, particularly in the aftermath
of the 73 embargo, has taken on an added
importance.

What I'm suggesting is, if this rela-
tionship is to be maintained, in our mutual
interests — while the package might be
conceivably delayed by the Congress (and1
can also conceive of the Congress deciding
to increase the numbers on the Israeli side
and decrease them on the Saudi side) — I
just don’t believe it is possible for any
American Administration today, given our
overall interests, to avoid entirely the ques-
tion of supplying military assistance to
Saudi Arabia.

O But if we’re going to be candid as you
said dom’t we have to admit that the
Administration’s primary interest in put-
ting everything into a package is to get
round the fact that the Jewish lobby might

individual commitments. It isn’t possible |
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block the Saudi sale if they were to put up
simultaneously but independently.
O Well, I suppose there is a tacical ele-
ment in relation to the Congress. On the
other hand, in perhaps a broader and a
more fundamental sense, it is also a reflec-
tion of the state of matters in the area. We
are having to4ook at the situation on an
overall basis and are trying to pursue a pol-
icy of arms assistance which does not
weaken either the commitment or the sec-
urity of Israel but at the same time deepens
the friendly relations that exist between
ourselves and friendly Arab states.
Moreover, this has an impact on the
peace process itself. Saudi Arabia has been
helping to keep Egypt and Jordan on the
peace process track and, though 1 don’t
want to put any Israeli leader on the spot,
one leading Israeli had often said that the
more friends the US has in the Arab world
the better it is for Israel. I happen to
believe that the special commitment to
Israel and the policy of friendship with
Egypt and Saudi Arabia and Jordan are
complementary rather than conflicting.
0 Does this mean that the special rela-
tionship might evolve into a security treaty
—- something that was discussed by Pres-
ident Carter and Prime Minister Begin in
March?
O'1 think it's altogether possible. And the
interesting thing is that if one talked in
terms of a security relationship between
Israel and the US 10 years ago the reaction
in the Arab world would have been
strongly, firmly, categorically negative. But
there is a new realistic perception and
understanding in the Arab world — and
when I say the Arab world remember I'm
focusing on Egypt and Jordan and Saudi
Arabia, the “moderates” — that such a
treaty relationship (and this has been said
to me directly by a number of these lead-
ers) would really be a reflection of what the
real US-Israeli relationship has been and
is.
And I don’t think that there would be
any significant adverse reaction in the
Arab world if — as part of an overall set-
tlement and as part of the assurances that
would have to be given — the US and
Israel entered a precise, more formal sec-
urity arrangement.
After all, consider the kinds of com-
mitments that the US made in connection
with the interim agreements. They weren’t
formal treaties, but they were submitted to
the Congress; they were reviewed by the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. And
the commitment to Israel and Israel’s sec-
urity is bipartisan in character. I think you
would find that it would not be a major
problem in our Congress, because of the
bipartisan commitment to Israel’'s security,
even in this post-Vietnam environment.
These concerns are directed at other parts
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...there has been a
" drawing back of Carter’s
position with respect to
the Palestinians —
a drawing back from
what he expressed in the
early months. ..

of the world — Angola, the Horn of Africa
and so on.

[ Would you say there would have to be
some sort of American presence to make
such a security treaty really meaningful?
O Not necessarily. I don’t preclude this as
a possibility, but I think both Israel and the
US would want to weigh very carefully any
concrete element in such a security
arrangement which would call in time of
peace for an actual American presence.

One of the things that would have to be
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weighed is whether this would bring pres-
sure on the other side for a Soviet pre-
sence.

O For years you've been the primary advo-
cate of the thesis that only a strong Israel
— one militarily confident in its own milit-
ary credibility and confident of its rela-
tionship with the US — could be psy-
chologically prepared to risk the kind of
settlement that we’ve discussed.

O Yes, I've long held this view.

{1 Some think this view is not accurate.
The US has its special relationship with
Israel, it continues to arm Israel at a much
higher rate than ever before, yet, the result
has been the hardline Likud Government.
O We've pursued this kind of a policy over
the years, and we achieved two withdrawal
agreements in the Sinai and one on the
Syrian-Israeli front. I'm absolutely con-
vinced that only an Israel that feels reason-
ably secure would risk peace negotiations
for peace. And I don’t conclude that this
approach has failed. There is an inherent
assymetry in the situation. You've got 3
million people in one state surrounded by a
number of states with a considerably gre-
ater population. The basic idea that one
hears in Israel time and time again — that
Israel can only afford to make one fun-
damental mistake — is more than just
rhetoric. .

Therefore I feel that the policy which
made a reality of the commitment to the
security of Israel is one that has produced
concessions in the past, and I think that the
interim agreements are examples of" this.
I'm not convinced that a policy which
sought to cut off arms would be effective. 1
think that such a policy carries the risk that
Israel and the Israeli people would feel'fso-
lated, and that might lead to less ration-
ality.

O Do things look different to you from the
perspective of President of an American
University?

O No, things don’t, because I'm still very
close to it in every respect. 1 follow
developments very carefully. I am for-
tunate enough to be located just a few
miles from Foggy Bottom and therefore I
get an opportunity to see all the principal
leaders from the area as they make their
frequent trips to Washington.

Therefore, although I'm no longer in
office T have an incurable disease and I fol-
low developments on the Arab-Israeli dis-
pute as closely as I did when I was in the
State Department.

The one critical difference is that I have
no official responsibility. The decisions are
being made by others. From time to time, I
look back with a little nostalgia but it
doesn’t last very long. When you've been
actively involved in decision-making, at
periods of heightened tension, you miss the
action.

A
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Mark Bruzonsky Speaks With Joseph Sisco

A Worldview Interview

| Worldview Associate Editor Mark
Bruzonsky spoke with Joseph Sisco in
Washington. D.C., inearly April. Sisco
served as Under Secretary for Political
Affairs in the Department of State from
February to July, 1976—the No. 3 post
in the State Department and top career
post in the Foreign Service. As Assis-
tant Secretary for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs from 1969 to 1974,
he was principal advisor and deputy
negotiator on Middle Eastern issues to
Secretary of State Kissinger. Sisco is
now President of American University
in Washington and. he says, follows
‘*developments on the Arab-Israeli dis-
pute as closely as...when [ was in the
State Department.”’

When you served in the State Department, did you ever
envision that within a few years we would have either
Menachem Begin as the Israeli prime minister or an Anwar
Sadat recognizing Israel in a dramatic visit to Jerusalem?
[ never assumed that the situation would develop in such a
way that the Likud party would supplant the Labor party in the
leadership of Israel. But I think a more interesting response to
your question is that Menachem Begin himself never expected
to be prime minister. [ spoke with him shortly after he became
prime minister and we focused, very briefly, on the matter. He
had been in opposition twenty-nine years and now found
himself in this very critical position at a very important time.

And did you ever think Sadat would take the steps he did?

[ don’t think any of us thought we would see the day when a
major Arab leader would take the kind of initiative that Sadat
took last November. However, it’s clear, if you look at his
pattern of leadership and pattern of operations, that he has
normally taken the unexpected, the unusual step.

Moreover, you can see this in his method of negotiations,
which is to make the broad, strategic decisions and leave the
details of the negotiation to his foreign minister. In contrast, by
the way, to the method of Assad. Assad, in the thirty-three-day
negotiations that culminated in the Syrian-Israeli agreement,
negotiated every inch of that territory and every inch of that
withdrawal. And I'll tell you an interesting story. The Israelis.
every time we would come back with the latest Syrian position,
would raise questions about how Assad could behave in this
way. And in the lighter and more jocular moments the
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implication was that Assad really had no business negotiating
in the same way that the Israelis negotiate.

Amazing things have happened since you left office. Do you
think in general that the peace process, which you were so
much a part of in the last decade, is on track today? Are you
generally hopeful?

At present there is an impasse. But the peace process is not at
an end. [ am struck by the fact that both Sadat and Begin have
underscored the importance of maintaining contact. And I
think there are some very good reasons for this. Sadat started
his initiative in November. For him to declare the death knell
on that initiative would face Egypt with some very, very hard
and critical decisions as to what the alternative would be.

And the Israelis, regardless of the fact that the negotiations
on a face-to-face basis are really stalled, nevertheless have a
very strong interest in assuring that the peace process not be
declared at an end. That would be saying that Sadat has been
lost as a partner in the peace process. As long as Egypt and
Israel maintain that, regardless of the difficulties, the process
has not come to an end, the focus is still on discussion, and this
remains a deterrent against a resumption of hostilities.

I wonder if maybe we’re not taking Sadat seriously enough
now. The Egyptians are telling people, especially in pri-
vate, that they feel they have very limited time, maybe only
months, to make progress. And yet you're giving me the
impression that the peace process is only barely alive and
not going anywhere at the moment.
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[ do not believe that it is necessary at this time to try to
estimate the time limit we have in regard to the peace process
or to speculate about how much time Sadat has in the event
there isn’t much progress. I have seen these predictions time
and time again in the past. [ don’t want to take anything lightly
in the present situation. but these predictions historically have
been overdrawn. That's been my experience in the last decade.

President Sadat has an obvious firm interest in his own
survival. And I do not make the assumption that a possible end
to the peace process is synonyvmous with an end to Sadat's
position of leadership in Egypt. [ don't believe that there is any
Known. viable alternative to President Sadat's leadership in
Egypt. I was struck that his initiative in November really
reflected what I think are very, very strong and deep yearnings
for peace on the part of the peoples on both sides of the
issue—in Israel as well as in Egypt.

['happen to believe that people in the area are absolutely sick
and tired of war and that in this respect the people have been
ahead of the governments. And I think that the kind of public
reaction we've seen to the events that surrounded the
November initiative—and I don’t want to overdraw this—are
really basically a reflection of the psychological mood of the
people. The broad masses of people on both sides want to find a
way to achieve a just and durable peace. And I don't think this
is just rhetoric. I think this is a deep feeling that exists in these
countries.

Does that include the Syrians, the PLO, and the Palestin-
ians? -

With respect to Syria, yes, I would include the Syrian
people. As for Assad himself, his posture is wait and see, on
the sidelines. He obviously has had the most serious doubts,
and has expressed them publicly, about Sadat’s initiative. But
if that initiative should achieve progress, if it should lead to an
agreement between Egypt and Israel, if it should bring, within
some broad framework of principles, Hussein into the negotia-
tions, I think that you will find that Assad’s watchful waiting
posture has been intended to keep all of his options open. The
last thing that President Assad wants, in my judgment, would
be to be left out of the peace process if, in fact, that process
were making progress.

Within the whole Palestinian movement you've got some
real divisions. There are some Palestinians who are prepared to
proceed and negotiate. who are prepared to recognize Israel,
and who are prepared to adopt a live-and-let-live attitude.

You mean within the PLO, within the Palestinian national
movement?

Within the Palestinian movement itself. But there are a
number of other elements that remain unreconstructed. whose
objectives continue to be the destruction of Israel. who are
deeply committed by conviction to the Covenant, and there-
fore are not willing to proceed either to negotiations or to
accommodate themselves to the continuing existence of Israel.
And the difficulty is that some unreconstructed elements are
likely to remain even if peace were achieved.

The critical question today is: Are there Palestinian elements
residing primarily in the West Bank with whom, in the first
instance, Jordan and Israel could work cooperatively? [ happen
to believe that Jordan and Israel, and I would add Egypt and
Saudi Arabia. have a common interest—whatever is estab-
lished in whatever portion of the West Bank Israel ultimately
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would agree to withdraw from—that there not be a radical
solution, that any solution not jeopardize the security of [srael
and Jordan. Because Hussein knows that a radical leadership
would be potentially a serious threat to his own security, that
those guns could just as well point eastward toward Hussein as
they could westward toward Israel.

So my own feeling has been that with this parallelism of
interests. in the first instance of Jordan and [srael—which by
the way manifests itself on a day-to-day basis by the de facto
cooperation that has existed over the vears in preventing
violence and terrorist attacks in the West Bank—that that
parallelism of interest, bulwarked by a parallelism of interest
on the part of Egypt as well as Saudi Arabia, makes it possible
for the principle of withdrawal to be applicable to the West
Bank, subject to specific negotiations on what the borders are
and specific negotiations with respect to provisions to meet the
needs of security.

So you favor a West Bank, at least most of it, returned to
Jordan?

First of all, the interpretation of Resolution 242 given by the
Begin government is unsustainable and. in my judgment, is
contrary not only to the position of the Carter administration
but to the position adopted by the Labor party over the
years—Golda Meir, Yitzhak Rabin, Shimon Peres. Yigal
Allon....

But perfectly consistent with the platform Begin won on.
Yes, what he won on. And, moreover, in 1970 he actually
resigned from the Cabinet on this particular issue. But what
['m trying to say is that the security concerns of Israel are
entirely understandable. But the Labor government position
was that some portion of the West Bank would be returned to
Jordan and that it would be under Jordanian sovereignty.
There’s no doubt in my mind that if there is to be achieved an
accommodation between Jordan and Israel, there is going to
have to be some Israeli withdrawal; whatever is returned
should return to Jordanian sovereignty; and that Jordan and
Israel should negotiate the specific agreement on the borders as
well as the security arrangements. '

You mentioned only the West Bankers—Iless than a third of
the Palestinian people. But the opinion on the West Bank
among the great majority of the people seems to be: first,
that they cannot separate their identity from the broader
concept of the entire Palestinian people; second, that
although they have some tactical and personality differ-
ences, the PLO remains their political representative; and
third, that return to Jordan is not satisfactory because it
doesn’t provide for any kind of self-determination. How do
you respond to these widely held views?

Well, I don’t take these as the final views.

Take, for example, the recent elections in the West Bank.
Most of the Palestinians who were elected were at great pains
in their public pronouncements not to draw any distinction
between themselves and the PLO. I think that that is the
political environment one is operating in. But I think the issue
remains unsettled. Given the parallel interests Jordan and
[sracl have in assuring that whatever remains in the West Bank
notbe a threat to the security of each side, Jordan and Israel and
Egypt and Saudi Arabia are not without influence in this
situation.
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Let's assume for the purposes of discussion that we have a
negotiation between Israel and Jordan and they are able to
work out an accommodation that includes a contractual peace,
includes withdrawal involving the return of some territory,
includes an agreement on borders. And let's assume that this
Kind of agreement comes alongside a specific agreement
between Egypt and Israel as well. Political views are not
immutable. Now that's an environment different from what we
see today and have seen in previous years, where, quite
frankly, it’s been an environment in which no such progress
has been made.

[ can’t myself believe that there are not Palestinian leaders,
presently there, who would not be disposed to cooperate in an
arrangement that returned territory and provided an opportu-
nity, economically and otherwise. But again, [ underscore,
Jordan and Israel and Egypt and Saudi Arabia are not without
influence as to what the political evolution is or may be in the
future among the Palestinians that reside today in the West
Bank.

You seem to differ with President Carter and his National
Security Advisor, Brzezinski, about a ‘‘Palestinian home-
land.”” You haven’t mentioned what’s coming or what
should come.

My own feeling has been that the territories from which
Israel would withdraw in the West Bank would be linked to the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. And this is a proposal that
Jordan has talked about, Sadat has talked about, and it is also a
proposal that—prior to the present position enunciated by
Prime Minister Begin [the self-rule proposal]—was spoken of
by the Israeli Government. There was, before Begin, an
open-minded attitude on this in Israel itself.

Self-rule, you think—the ‘‘autonomy’’ that Begin has come
forward with—is of no real significance?

The “*self-rule’” proposal does represent a step forward on
the part of Begin, particularly when you compare it with the
positions he expressed during the political campaign. The
question is, however—and [ think the individual who has
raised it in the most specific sense is former Foreign Minister
Abba Eban—if self-rule were applied, what does this mean
geographically and demographically for Israel? If this means
that thousands of Arabs would remain under Israeli rule, what
does this mean in terms of the fundamental character of the
Jewish state of Israel? How many Arabs—and ['m not sure [
know the answer to this question—could Israel absorb and still
retain its fundamental Jewish character?

It will become binational you mean?

Yes. But, regardless, [ don"t think the self-rule proposal will
prove viable, even though, as I said at the outset, it does
represent a step forward.

You seem to be saying that self-rule for the Palestinians
under Israeli sovereignty is a concept that cannot go very
far, for a number of reasons. But self-rule—some kind of
local autonomy—within the Hashemite Kingdom does raise
for you the possibility of a solution.

A possibility. And certainly an important and significant
step forward and beyond what the present position is.

And when you speak of moderate elements in the Palestin-

ian movement, I gather you do not have in mind any major
elements within the PLO or Arafat’s Fatah.

No, I do not. I happen to believe there are parts of the
Palestinian leadership in the West Bank that have an interest in
retaining leadership in the West Bank and that they have no
interest in having themselves supplanted by Palestinian inter-
ests coming from Lebanon or other parts of the world.

So the two million Palestinians outside the West Bank and
Gaza—I assume you mean Gaza too—would have to find
some way of settling, on a permanent basis, in the countries
they are now in.

I doubt very much that very many Palestinians would move
from their present locations. In Kuwait the Palestinians are
doing well. In Syria it is a satisfactory situation from their
point of view. The Palestinian problem is critical in one place,
namely, in Lebanon, where at one point they were essentially a
state within a state. The Syrian intervention weakened the PLO
both politically and militarily. The Syrians moved into Leba-
non, in my judgment, for one principal reason: They were
afraid that Palestinian guerrilla action might draw Syria into a
one-front war with Israel. And the same overriding considera-
tion, I think, constitutes the primary explanation for Syrian
restraint in the more recent developments, when Israel moved
into southern Lebanon militarily. As long as Sadat continues to
say that the peace process is still alive, this confronts Syria
with only the capability for a one-front war against Israel. In
other words, as long as there is some hope to this process you
do not have a united Arab front focusing on the alternative to
the peace process, namely, the possible resumption of hos-
tilities. I do not believe that these are imminent, but [ do
believe that the most significant aspect of the Sadat initiative is
this: It means the end of the no-war, no-peace situation in the
area. Either there will be practical progress toward peace, or
we will be seeing in today's circumstances the early begin-
nings of the fifth bloodletting in the area.

Why does Sadat continue, time after time, to emphasize
that there must be Palestinian self-determination—he
often even says Palestinian state? And what is it that you
are proposing for the at least half-million Palestinian
refugees scattered around Lebanon and Syria and
elsewhere?

The problem is most difficult, as I indicated, in Lebanon
itself. There is no alternative, so far as Lebanon is concerned,
to continuing to develop the capacity of the central govern-
ment. Lebanon today does not have the capacity to maintain its
own house in order. And as long as that is the case there will be
a Palestinian problem within Lebanon.

Or you can say it the other way: As long as there is a
Palestinian problem the Lebanese central governmunt will
never have the cohesive authority to control the country.

Yes, you can put it that way, but I'm more inclined to the
first way, for this reason: Whatever force the Palestinians have
within Lebanon is importantly affected by the fact that there
has not been significant practical progress toward peace.
That's the issue the PLO seeks to exploit. The situation in
Lebanon is intimately related to the question of practical
progress toward peace—progress that moderate Arab gov-
ernments are willing to commit themselves to. This can, in
time, have an impact on the situation in Lebanon.
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Lebanon is fractionalized today as a result of the civil war:
the centralized authority is insufficient. Therefore I don't
assume that, even if agreements are achieved, the situation in
Lebanon will not offer serious difficulties in the future.

Why does Sadat keep focusing on the need for Palestinian
self-determination?

Well. I think that here one has to distinguish between the
rhetoric and the reality. All of the Arab states, in public
pronouncements, essentially take the same line as it relates to
the Palestinians. But what strikes me is, if you take an event
such as the Lebanese civil war, what it proves is that each one
of the Arab states is, in the first instance, pursuing its own
national interest. And [ happen to believe that each of the Arab
states will, in the first instance, pursue its own perceived
national interest in negotiations. For this reason, given the
present political environment, there will be continuing state-
ments made in the public domain. But I don't take these public
statements as the final position in the actual negotiations.

Now I'm not saying there can be peace in the area and at the
same time disregard legitimate interests of the Palestinians.
There is a Palestinian movement in the area—that's a real-
ity....

And the legitimate interests of the Palestinians are what?
That's what the argument is all about.

But what in your view?

In my judgment there ought to be an opportunity for
choice—a negotiated settlement that returned part of the
territory of the West Bank to Jordan. A negotiated settlement
‘that gives Palestinians an opportunity to participate in the

governing of such a territory, it seems to me, goes a long way.

to meeting the legitimate interests of the Palestinians.

Does that include the possibility that they might decide one
day that the Hashemite Kingdom should become a
democracy—in which case the Palestinians would have
their state? They would be by far the majority of such a
state.

Yes, but that's something for the Jordanians to decide. I
don’t think they have that result by right. We re talking about a
political process here.

After all, look at the number of Palestinians you have
already in the East Bank. The question of the form of
government within a Jordan—whether we are talking of a
Jordan limited to the East Bank or one that includes some piece
of territory in the West Bank linked to it—that's for the
Jordanian people themselves to determine, and that includes
the Palestinians in the East Bank and the West Bank.

What I'm suggesting is that if you squeeze the Palestinian
movement into the Hashemite Kingdom, aren’t you setting

up the conditions for a resumption of the 1970 civil war
there? Especially if you assume the Soviets will continue to
play a destabilizing role within that kind of semi-
settlement?

Of course that is the critical question....

One day you could wake up with the PLO in control of
much more than the West Bank.

Sure. Moreover—and here we've in very iffy territory—
let’s assume there was an agreement basically along the lines
you and [ have discussed—a linkage with Jordan. There is no
doubt in my mind that at some point the people who reside in
Jordan—and here [ am including East Bankers as well as that
portion of the West Bank that might be returned—they are the
ones who really have to determine their way of life and their
governmental structure. But that is a political process that is
not only influenced by what would be going on in the West
Bank and in the East Bank, it would be influenced by what the
defined nature of the peace relationship had been and by what it
had evolved into as a matter of day-to-day practice. It would be
influenced by what the political situation and the political
attitudes were in other parts of the Arab world—Saudi Arabia
and so on.

This is not a static political situation. And it's not a situation
that carries with it no risk. There is no solution to the problem
that can give absolute security and give absolute assurances as
to what its ultimate outcome will be.

Are you saying that to create the Jordanian-Palestinian
entity and hope for the best while also creating a Middle
East framework where stability would be more likely is a
better risk than to allow some sort of Palestinian self-
determination on the West Bank? And are you saying this
because you don’t believe Palestinian self-determination in
the West Bank would be a stabilizing influence in the area,
though you do recognize the movement’s existence?

I would put it a bit differently. The alternative to the kind of
possible solution that we're talking about is an area in con-
tinual turmoil, an area of instability that in time carries the risk
of another resumption of hostilities. But also under those
circumstances there is the greater danger of a radicalization of
the area—meaning particularly the Arab world—bringing with
it a danger not only to Jordan but to the kind of moderate
regimes that we have today in Egypt and Saudi Arabia and
elsewhere. And so that’s what concerns me. There are no easy
alternatives, as you well know, in this situation.

You seem to be saying that you don’t think there can be a
taming of the PLO by offering them haif a loaf, a small state
in the West Bank and Gaza. You seem to be saying that
what the Carter administration got itself involved in last
year was a bad idea and that it’s good that the U.S. didn’t
enter a formal relationship with the PLO.
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['m more comfortable with the present Carter administration
position—where the president has said explicitly that a PLO
state in the West Bank and a part of Gaza would be destabiliz-
ing and would be a threat to the security of Israel. And. /
would add. a potential threat to the State of Jordan as well.

One final question about the Palestinian problem. In the
April issue of Worldview 1 interviewed Mohamed Sid
Ahmed—I believe you know him—and he said the following:
**...in power politics the Palestinian issue is the weakest link.
What is the Palestinian issue—just a small piece of territory? In
the dialectics of the conflict, the mechanisms of the conflict,
the Palestinian issue is the heart: it looks enormous. [t can only
be dealt with properly in the logic of the genuine. justifiable
aspirations of the various parties who are at the origins of the
conflict.”” How do you respond to someone like Mohamed who
feels that what you're outlining just won't work, noris it right?

My response is that in the last analysis the Palestinian
problem is primarily an Arab problem. Obviously it's an
Israeli problem in the sense that the very heart and the security
of Israel are involved. But we're dealing with a political force
in the Arab world and we're seeing a tussle—and, this is
admittedly somewhat of an oversimplification—we’re seeing
atussle, essentially, between political forces in the Arab world
that are ready and prepared to try to find an accommodation
with Israel on the basis of recognition and a live-and-let-live
policy, and forces that basically have been unwilling and are
unwilling to make that accommodation.

[ see it in those terms. It is also a tussle within the elements
of the Palestinian movement itself as to what would satisfy
what they consider their legitimate interests and aspirations.

Mohamed would probably say that the peace you are
advocating is a conservative peace, a peace linked to the oil
interests and the privileged-class interests, a peace that in
itself would not stabilize the Arab world but would, in fact,
do the opposite. What do you think of this view?

I wouldn't agree that we're creating such a peace. Your
statement would imply that those who hold this view are in the
majority as far as the Palestinian movement is concerned.
Again, I think that the political dynamics in the Middle East are
not static. The attitudes within the Arab world are not static.
Not only are they influenced by what happens within the Arab
world itself, but they, obviously, are influenced by what
happens in Israel, what happens in these negotiations. And the
question is: Is there a substantial force on both sides of this
issue that wants to try to find a stable, peaceful relationship
based on coexistence? And I would argue that this represents
the preponderant thrust and force of a majority of the people in
the area.

In this context, in March Crown Prince Fahd made a
statement. There were ifs and buts and whens, but he spoke
of the concept of Saudi recognition of Israel, opening this
up as a possibility. Did you interpret this statement as
potentially an ideological breakthrough for the Saudis?
Saudi Arabia has been playing a quiet role in support of
keeping the peace process on track. Saudi Arabia has no
interest in a radicalized Middle East because it would be a
threat to Saudi Arabia. And Saudi Arabia has been giving
support—material and otherwise—to Egypt and Jordan. While
they have never pursued an intrusive policy in the peace
process, they have intervened at the critical moments, for

example, in helping to bring about an end to the Lebanese civil
war and in giving support to the kind of initiative that Sadat has
taken.

The Saudi Arabians will continue to exercise their quiet
influence to this end. And a statement such as the one you've
indicated by Fahd does represent an evolution. [t also reflects,
as [ said a moment ago, the fact that the preponderant majority
in the Arab world are ready to try to negotiate a settlement.

Does Fahd’s statement, to the best of your knowledge,
represent an opening to normalization of relations between
Saudi Arabia and Israel as well as between Egypt and
Israel?

That's very premature in my judgment.

Is it conceivable now though?

I think it's now conceivable because I don’treally think that
normalization is going to prove to be the major stumbling
block in these negotiations, even though, as a practical matter,
normalization is going to take a good long while. But as a
matter of formal commitments in the first instance, [ don’t
really think it's going to be a major stumbling block. And
Saudi Arabia will tend to follow the Egyptian lead in this
regard.

Let’s go to U.S. policy. What would you say are the major
differences between what I'll call the Carter-Brzezinski
approach to reaching a Middle East peace and what I'll call
the Ford-Kissinger-Sisco approach?

Well, first of all, the interim agreements that we achieved in
the last three years of the Nixon-Ford administration helped
create the minimum conditions in the area that kept open the
option for diplomacy and made it possible for the Carter
administration to move from the piecemeal step-by-step ap-
proach to the objective of an overall settlement.

This objective was broadly agreed on, not only by the U.S.,
but by both the Israelis and the Arab states. So conditions had
changed, and it was possible to begin to move diplomatically
toward an overall settlement.

The major difference comes with the November initiative of
Sadat, which has made it possible for the first time for there to
be face-to-face negotiations at the highest level. It's not that
there weren't face-to-face negotiations between Egypt and
Israel and even Syria. If you go back to the interim agreements,
it was necessary for the Egyptians and the Israelis, and the
Syrians and the Israelis to get together at Geneva, admittedly at
a low, usually technical level. But the decisive difference is
that this initiative has made it possible for there to be face-to-
face negotiations at the highest level.

Because of the changed environment the Carter administra-
tion can direct itself more to facilitating these face-to-face
discussions. Basically, we were in licu of direct negotiations.
Now that doesn't mean that the role of the U.S. in seeking to
reconcile differences has been different. I think that the new
administration has an opportunity, and has operated on this
assumption, to try to get the parties together to the maximum in
the aftermath of this November initiative. But it's obvious
there have been critical junctures at which impasses have
resulted, and it's obvious that the U.S., as in the previous
administration. is the only party acceptable to both sides. And
so our mediation role is a reflection of continuity more than
difference.



You've hinted at what seems to me the major difference
between the Kissinger-Sisco approach and the Carter-
Brzezinski approach. Last year, when this administration
came into power, it not only came out for a *‘Palestinian
homeland,'* but the president went so far as to say that
“‘the PLO represents a substantial part of the Palestin-
ians.”” And behind the scenes they were even dealing with
the PLO, trying to get the PLO to accept 242, and telling
the PLO that when they did that we would start dealing
with them. Our implication then was that they would be
recognized by us as the political representative of the
Palestinians and possibly invited to Geneva. Is that or was
that the most major difference?

Well. there’s no doubt there was a tremendous evolution in
the position of the administration as it relates to the Palestinian
question. And what you're describing is precisely accurate. In
the Soviet-American memorandum they talked in terms of the
“‘rights of the Palestinians, " whereas the previous administra-
tion limited its public expressions to the *‘legitimate inter-
ests.”” And these are code words, as you well know. At no time
had the previous administration come out for the concept of a
“*homeland’" or an **entity"" or a **Palestinian state.’’ So that
all these pronouncements obviously go well beyond the posi-
tion of the previous administration.

But I think, by the same token, one has to say that the
previous administration was approaching this problem from
the point of view of small steps, interim steps, piecemeal steps,
and therefore there was absolutely no need or attempt made to
begin to define positions relating to the substance of an overall
settlement.

The peace process has been carried forward, frankly, in the
definition of respective positions on both sides. After all, the
Israelis have made a very far-reaching proposal as it relates to
the Sinai. They have indicated a willingness to return the Sinai
to Egyptian sovereignty. Granted, the position on the settle-
ments has proven to be an obstacle in this regard. But there
have been definitions and further evolutions by all the parties
concerned—namely, Egypt, Israel, and the U.S.—simply
because the diplomacy has been directed at an overall settle-
ment rather than the piecemeal step-by-step approach that we
were involved in.

Do you think Carter and Brzezinski have now rethought
their original Palestinian policy and have returned pretty
much to the policy you were involved in?

Well, there's been an obvious change. Because, as you say,
in the first several months of the administration the president
talked in terms of **homeland’” and in terms of “‘entity,’" and
he did indicate that if the Palestinians were willing to accept
242, the administration would take another look at its position.
Now, I think, they're very explicit in terms of their current
position. Namely. the administration is opposed to a PLO
state, which it would consider to be destabilizing. So I think
there has been a drawing back of Carter's position with respect
to the Palestinians—a drawing back from what they expressed
in the early months.

Do you consider the Joint Statement in early October to

have been a mistake on the part of the administration?
I'think its timing was unfortunate. And on the substance [ am

struck with the fact that only the U.S. is acceptable to both
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sides. Neither Israel nor Egypt wants the Soviet Union to playa
determinant role. Still. the reality is that the Soviet Union is a
power in the Middle East. No peace is possible in the Middle
East without at least Soviet acquiescence, because their pres-
ence is a reality.

On the other hand. I'm equally struck by the fact that Soviet
diplomacy in the Middle East is a diplomacy with one hand
behind its back. It has relationships with only one side. And
even with that side, my own view is that the U.S. obviously has
more influence than the Soviet Union in Cairo. more influence
in Amman, more influence in Jeddah, more influence in
Lebanon, and [ would even add, at least as much influence as
the Soviet Union in Damascus, even though there exists an
ongoing military assistance relationship between Syria and the
Soviet Union.

The reason I believe this is that [ believe President Assad is a
strong Syrian nationalist. He is not going to be the tool of either
the Soviet Union or the U.S. While the Soviet Union can help
Syria with arms, there is a broad perception in the Arab world,
including Syria, that it's really only the U.S. that can help
achieve peace in this situation.

Therefore we are influential in Damascus because Damas-
cus is keenly aware that progress toward peace is dependent
notonly on the attitude of the parties but on the U.S. role. This
perception was brought home to me in the clearest way in the
thirty-three consecutive days in which Dr. Kissinger and I saw
President Assad and negotiated with him on the Syrian-Israeli
disengagement agreement.

The relationship with Israel—the U.S.-Israel relationship.
Has it ever been as strained as it is today?

Oh my, yes. [ have seen periods that have been even more
difficult. Suez, for example—1957. The period in which
Golda and Dulles negotiated the Israeli withdrawal. Much
deeper feelings than at the present time. This is without
discounting the seriousness of the present situation.

But except for ’57. Our relationship with Israel was still
evolving then and had never reached the levels of intimacy
of recent years.

Well, these things are very hard to compare. But the
commitment to Israel’s security and survival is firm, in my
Jjudgment. The strain is in an environment where neither side
believes war is imminent. The strain is in the context of
differences of view in a negotiating framework. Not that
anybody can be totally relaxed in this situation, because
ultimately the risk of a resumption of hostilities becomes great
in the event of the failure of the peace process.

But this is a strain in relations on the basis of very explicit
differences on what the substantial positions of Israel ought to
be in the negotiations. Note, there's been no threat of a cut-off
of military assistance. Take, for example, the period of
so-called “‘reassessment’’ in March of 1975. There was very
deep feeling at that particular juncture.

Were there threats then?

There were more threats at that time. [ don't know of any
official threats, I should say quite clearly. But the environment
was one of threats.

Has Begin as a personality and as an ideologue and as a man
representing Revisionist Zionism—has he exacerbated the
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tensions, or would they have existed anyway?
[ think it's enough to say there’s a clear difference on two
critical issues, first, the settlements and second , withdrawal in

the West Bank. The Begin proposal of self-rule precludes -

withdrawal, precludes the return of any territories to Jordanian
sovereignty.

These two are very critical differences between the Begin
government and the U.S. One has to say this. Since these two
positions are viewed by the Carter administration as a retro-
gression from positions held by previous Israeli governments,
obviously one has to assess who has contributed what to the
strained relationships in light of these two very specific
differences between the present leadership and the past leader-
ship of Israel.

That’s a diplomatic way of saying it, isn’t it?

Well, I don't know how diplomatic that is, but I'm reminded
of what someone said to me recently in a jocular vein. [ had just
written a 250-word article for a magazine and I thought it was
very statesmanlike. And they liked it. But the message that
came back was that Joe Sisco had left the State Department but
the State Department had not left Joe Sisco. I took this as a
compliment in this sense. After you've been in the State
Department for twenty-five years and you know how difficult
it is to make these decisions under the gun, you are not prone to
level critical broadsides at policymakers.

The differences the U.S. has with Israel are honest differ-
ences. | have no hesitation in saying that I'd like to see the
Israeli Government alter its positions on the settlements issue
and on 242, because I think it’s required in order to get on with
the face-to-face negotiations. Those of us who have lived and
breathed and worried and dreamed about this area know that it
has been a history of lost opportunities. And I justdon’t want to
see this best of opportunities lost at the present time.

If the Joint Statement was a mistake, what about the idea of
an arms package—the idea of linking Israel’s supply of
arms to the supply of arms to Egypt and Saudi Arabia?
Doesn’t this in concept alter the ‘‘special relationship”’?

No, I do not think it does. These are individual commit-
ments. The fact of the matter is thatitisn’t possible for the U.S.
to pick and choose which part of a relationship it wishes to
pursue. The F-5s for Sadat are primarily in the psychological
category. They're obviously no match for either the Phantoms
or the F-15s or the F-16s. The F-15s and F-16s for Israel are a
continuation of the special relationship that exists and our
continued commitment to Israel’s security and survival. The
arms commitment to Saudi Arabia is intended to meet what is a
primary Saudi Arabian concern, namely, its own security in
the area of the Gulf and in the area of the Arabian peninsula.

I do not believe there is any realistic way on the part of the
U.S. to avoid some provision of F-15s to Saudi Arabia. [tis a
risk. Butin the overall interests of the U.S. there is not only the
commitment and the special relationship to Israel but there is
the question of the need for continuing friendly relations with
the moderate Arab states in the area. This is an example of
where there is a large measure of parallelism in the interests of
Israel and the U.S., but they are not totally identical.

Israel understandably looks at this question of arms from the
point of view of the region itself and its own immediate
problem of three million people surrounded by Arab gov-
ernments and states that are viewed as inimical. The U.S. has

to view this from the point of view of its global position. |
myself don't find anything inconsistent between the special
relationship and pursuing a policy of friendly relations with the
Arab states. And [ don't see how that policy can be pursued
with Saudi Arabia without the U.S. being at least modestly
responsive to Saudi Arabian military needs.

There are no absolute guarantees that these planes cannot be
used at some time in the future on the Israeli front. But, in my
judgment, on balance, difficultasitis, itis in the interest of the
U.S. to provide these planes. There are some appropriate
safeguards against third-party transfer that can be taken and
that give some assurance—note I say ‘*some’’ assurance, not
‘*absolute’" assurance. Moreover, [ think it's important to bear
in mind that Saudi Arabia does have legitimate self-defense
and security needs and interests. And these planes are intended
to meet these particular needs. If we don't meet them, they will
be met by others. And I think it is prudent for us to try to
meet this situation in a way such as the administration is
trying to meet it, with a minimum impact on the balance of
forces in the area.

But the Israelis are incensed that they’ve been told by the
administration that should the Congress, for whatever
reasons, take a different view on arms to Saudi Arabia or
arms to Egypt, then the administration will not supply
Israel either. And that’s something very different from
what you and Kissinger ever did.

You've got to remember that our relationships in the Arab
world in the past few years have evolved. Moreover, in terms
of the definition of our own interest in this situation one has to
be fairly blunt about it. And that is that in the overall national
interest the question of continuing friendly relations with
Saudi Arabia, particularly in the aftermath of the "73 embargo.
has taken on an added importance. I just don’t happen to
believe it is possible for any American administration
today—given what our overall interests are—to avoid entirely
the question of supplying military assistance to Saudi Arabia.

But if we’re going to be candid, don’t we have to admit that
the administration’s primary interest in putting everything
into a package is to get around the fact that the Jewish
lobby might block the Saudi sale if they were put up
simultaneously but independently? The concept of linkage
in this case has to do with getting around political pressures
in this country, doesn’t it?

Well, I suppose there is a tactical element in relation to the
Congress. I think that’s probably right.

On the other hand, we have to look at the situation on an
overall basis and to try to pursue a policy of arms assistance
that does not weaken either the commitment or the security of
Israel, while at the same time deepening and nurturing the
friendly relationships that exist between ourselves and friendly
Arab states.

Moreover, this has an impact on the peace process itself.
Saudi Arabia has been helping to keep Egypt and Jordan on the
track. And, though [ don’t want to put any Israeli leader on the
spot, one of the leading Israelis has often said that the more
friends the U.S. has in the Arab world the better it is for Israel.
I happen to believe that the special relationship and the special
commitment to Israel and the policy of good friendship with
Egypt and Saudi Arabia and Jordan are complementary rather
than conflicting.



Does this mean that down the road the special relationship
might evolve into a security treaty relationship, which is
something that was discussed by President Carter and
Prime Minister Begin in March?

I'think it’s altogether possible. And the interesting thing is
that if one had talked in terms of a security relationship
between Israel and the U S ., Say.ten years ago. the reaction in
the Arab world would have been strongly, firmly, categori-
cally negative.

My judgmentis that there has been a new realistic perception
and understanding in the Arab world—and when [ say the Arab
world. remember ['m focusing on Egypt and Jordan and Saudi
Arabia. the so-called **moderates’ —that such a treaty rela-
tionship in the eyes of many (and ['ve had this said to me
directly by a number of these leaders) would really be a
reflection of what the reality of the U.S.-Israeli relationship
has been and is. And I don't think there would be any
significant adverse reaction in the Arab world if—as part of an
overall settlement and as part of the assurances that would have
to be given—the U.S. and Israel would enter a precise, more
formal security arrangement.

The kinds of letters and the kinds of commitments that the
U.S. made in connection with the interim agreements weren't
formal treaties, but they were submitted to the Congress, they
were reviewed by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
And the commitment to Israel and Israel’s security is bipartisan
in character. I think you would find that it would not be a major
problem in our Congress because of the bipartisan commitment
to Israel’s security even in this post-Vietnam environment.

You’re saying that the Congress and public opinion would
basically be sympathetic to the idea of a security treaty in
the form of a NATO-type treaty, for instance, where the
U.S. would commit itself to come to Israel’s aid and the
U.S. would symbolize this by maybe basing the Sixth Fleet
out of Ashdod or Haifa or maybe by some sort of mili-
tary presence in Israel. It wouldn’t be credible otherwise,
would it?

['wouldnt go so far as to define at this particular juncture the
precise nature of the commitment. When you talk in terms of
the NATO commitment, the critical commitment is that an
attack on one is an attack on all. Whether the U.S. would want
to go that far in a security treaty [ think is something that would
have to take the most careful study. I think a more likely
formulation—and this is quite speculative—would be much
more along the lines of SEATO and others, where the principal
operative element is the commitment to consult in certain
circumstances. But no one need make any judgments on this.
It's quite premature.

But would you go so far as to say there would have to be
some sort of credibility factor, some sort of American
presence in one way or another, to make such a security
treaty really meaningful?

Not necessarily. [ don’t preclude this as a possibility. But I
think both Israel and the U.S. would want to weigh very
carefully any concrete element in such a security arrangement
that would call in time of peace for an actual American
presence. Because one of the things that would have to be
weighed is whether this would bring pressure on the other side
for a Soviet presence. Remember that while the Arab-Israeli
dispute is a regional dispute, it's global in character in the
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sense that the U.S. and the Soviet Union obviously have vital
interests in the area, so that the kind of commitment that is
made in any security arrangement not only has to be evaluated
in terms of its impact regionally, both on Israel and the Arabs.
but has to be examined very, very carefully for what the
political impact would be in a global context and. more
particularly, in relationship to the Soviet Union.

For years you’ve been said to be the primary advocate of
the thesis that only a strong Israel—one militarily confi-
dent in its own military credibility and confident of its
relationship with the U.S.—could be psychologically pre-
pared to take the kinds of risks involved in the kind of
settlement that we’ve discussed.

Yes, I've long held this view.

There is some thought that this view hasn’t been accurate.
The U.S. has its special relationship with Israel, it con-
tinues to arm Israel at a much higher rate than ever before,
yet the result has been the Likud government and re-
trenchment from former positions.

Well, we've pursued this kind of policy over the years. We
achieved for the first time two withdrawal agreements in the
Sinai and one on the Syrian-Israeli front. ['m absolutely
convinced that only an Israel that feels reasonably secure
would risk peace and negotiations toward peace. And I don't
conclude that this approach has failed. There is an inherent
asymmetry in the situation. You've got three million people in
one state surrounded by a number of states with a considerably
greater population. The basic notion that one hears in Israel
time and time again—that Israel can only afford to make one
fundamental mistake—is more than just rhetoric.

Therefore I feel, for example, that the policy that makes a
reality of the commitment to the security of Israel is one that
has produced concessions in the past, and I think that the
interim agreements are cogent examples of this. I'm not
convinced that an opposite policy, which seeks to cut off arms,
would be effective. I think that such a policy carries with it the
risk that Israel and the Israeli people will feel isolated. That
might lead to less rationality.

Do things look different from your perspective as president
of American University than they did from Foggy Bottom?

No. Things don't because I'm still very close to them in
every respect. I follow developments very carefully. I am
fortunate enough to be located right here, justa few miles from
Foggy Bottom, and therefore I get an opportunity to see all of
the principal high-level leaders from the area rather regularly
as they make their frequent trips to Washington. Therefore.
while I'm no longer in office, I have an incurable disease, and
that is that I have as much interest in and am following
developments on the Arab-Israeli dispute as closely as | did
when [ was in the State Department.

The one difference is a very critical difference—I have no
official responsibility; the decisions are being made by others.
From time to time, I do admit, I look back with a little
ambivalence, but it doesn't last very long. I think the word is
nostalgic, really. When you've been so actively involved in
decisionmaking, at periods of heightened tension you miss the
action. But it doesn't last very long, I find.

Thank you very much.
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COVER STORY

Many people believe that the
Middle East conflict will not be
decided in the Middle East
itself but in Washington. For

this reason the battle between
the Jewish and Arab lobbies for

the support of Congress takes

on considerable significance. |

The power and success of the
Jewish lobby is well known and
in the past it has faced little
opposition from any Arab
counterpart. Now, however,
there is evidence that the
Arabs are becoming aware of
the importance of this theatre
of operations with the
revamping of the National
Association of Arab Americans.
It is largely because of the
efforts of this organisation and
its new Public Relations
Director that Congress passed
the controversial arms package
including planes for Israel,

Egypt and Saudi Arabia. It may |
only have been a narrow |
victory, but in view of the big |

guns brought to bear by the
Jewish lobby, it was an
important one and may be a
pointer to the future.

THE NEW BATTLEGROUND

The American Israel Public
Affairs Committee (AIPAC)
has long been an influential
body in the US Congress
supporting policies favourable
to Israel. Now it is being
challenged by an Arab
organisation, the National
Association of Arab Americans
(NAAA), which could in time
counter the pro-Israeli bias in
the US Congress which AIPAC
has brought about. Mark

Bruzonsky, in Washington, looks
at the aims and methods of
both groups.
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A few days before the US Senate
endorsed the Carter Administration’s sale
of military aircraft to Saudi Arabia, Egypt
and Israel, a unique event with consider-
able symbolic importance took place on
Capitol Hill.

Testifying and being questioned together
on the arms package before the Senate
Foreign Relations committee, two lob-
byists faced the divided senators.

One was well known — Morris Amitay,
Executive Director of the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), the
Washington umbrella for over 30 Ameri-
can Jewish organisations which has earned
the title **the Jewish lobby™.

The other was a newcomer, John
Richardson, Director of Public Affairs for
the National Association of Arab Ameri-
cans (NAAA) — the only Arab American
organisation devoted to political affairs
and registered to lobby the Congress.

For the first time, the once invincible
“Israel lobby” — ““We've never lost on a
major issue,” Amitay told The New York
Times in 1975 shortly after taking his job
— was required to share the stage with an
upstart Arab American counterpart. This
symbolism reflects what the National Jour-
nal, in a major review of the Jewish lobby,
termed ‘‘fundamental shifts in attitudes
and perceptions”” regarding the Arab-
Israeli conflict.

“I hope we are becoming known as ‘the
Arab lobby’,” NAAA's former President,

| Joe Baroody, said a year ago. The NAAA,

though still unable to mobilise the two-
and-a-half-million-strong Arab American
community as efficiently as AIPAC enlists
American Jews, has in the past year
become an embryonic Arab American
counterpart whose activities are beginning
to be felt, and in some quarters, including
the White House, appreciated.




John Richardson (top): -
from left, Hisham Sharaki, Sen. James
Aburezk and Joseph Baroody:

AIPAC boss Morris Amitay (bottom)

*The voice of the Arabs is heard more
clearly in the corridors of power today,” a
recent lobby comparison in Atlantic
magazine concluded. “But their lobby
remains a distant second to Israel’s when it
comes to size, efficiency and fire power.”

During the days of the Senate’s historic
debate on the arms package in early May,
both NAAA and AIPAC held their annual
membership conferences. The contrast
between the two was striking.

For NAAA it was only its sixth annual
convention. It holds the convention every
other year in Washington, and this year's
was held in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. With
less than 2,000 members, only 300 of
whom assembled in Pittsburgh, its grass
roots support is weak. More important,
NAAA's membership — largely of Leban-
ese Christian ancestry — is politically con-
servative and rather unsophisticated about
the Washington scene.

Although NAAA's leadership and staff
are more politically astute, John Richard-
son felt it necessary to warn even his most
active members: “If we can’t deliver this
constituency for which we speak, we're
going to look like a paper tiger. AIPAC is

effective because when Morris Amitay tes-
tifies on the Hill he has a constituency
whom he represents and which will back
him up.”

Baroody and Richardson have been the
key architects of NAAA's recent success.
Previously it had primarily been an elabo-
rate social club concentrating more on joy-
ous “haflis” than brutal “realpolitik™.

Shortly after becoming president in
April 1977, Baroody purged the Executive
Director, Michael Saba, and engaged John
Richardson, (formerly President of the
American Near East Relief Agency, a
Palestinian relief organisation) as Public
Relations Director. Throughout his tenure,
Baroody had directed an exhaustive search
for a good Executive Director — a position
now redesigned to handle mostly organisa-
tional affairs. Jean Abinader, a young, per-
sonable and energetic specialist in intercul-
tural communications, was selected at the
Pittsburgh meeting from a group of five.

leadership, NAAA has now established

| itself in a modest suite of offices and has

raised its operating budget beyond
$200,000.

AIPAC's Annual Policy Conference,
attended by some 700 delegates, was its
19th and was held, as always, where the
power is in Washington. With about 10
times NAAA's membership, AIPAC is
able to enlist the efforts of dozens of well-
established American Jewish organisa-
tions, their staff and their members. Its
research capabilities and organisational
facilities are unmatched by any Washing-
ton foreign-policy organisation. Atlantic
concluded that AIPAC, with an annual
budget of around $750,000, continues to
create “an impact that others could not
achieve with millions more™.

While the NAAA conference was partly
an exercise in public relations — the press
was eagerly courted and all meetings were
open — AIPAC's affair was a highly politi-
cised, unusually secret gathering. The press
was barred from most sessions and only
AIPAC members were allowed to pass
special security guards.

It was a difference of style reflecting the
political realities facing the two competing
lobbies. NAAA is still feeding on publicity

and operates with a candour befitting a’

political group whose fortunes are on the
upswing. AIPAC’s leadership, on the other
hand, has developed a somewhat paranoid
vision which neatly divides the world into
‘‘us against them” — ‘‘them’ being
everyone, press and presidents included,
except the hard-core applauders of Israeli
policies.

Since Amitay’s takeover, AIPAC's hold
on the American Jewish community can be
compared to the more recent Likud grasp
on Israeli politics. Neither has majority

Thanks largely to Baroody's decisive |
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support but both maintain control by
appealing to emotion and fear and lack any
populist opposition.

Amitay has become inaccessible to the
press. His abrasive personality and belli-
gerent views have earned him a rather
sinister reputation. Hyman Bookbinder,
representative in Washington of the
American Jewish Committee, and one of
the most respected Jewish *‘diplomats”
there, has indicated that Amitay ‘“‘has per-
sonal qualities which are outrageous and
very harmful to the cause we all share™.
Even more cutting are the recent public
remarks of Senator Abraham Ribicoff —
Amitay's former employer. He told The
Wall Street Journa: that AIPAC does “‘a
great disservice to the US, to Israel and to
the Jewish community”. Upon hearing this
Amitay was said to be uncontrollably
enraged.

With the crisis felt by American Jewry in
the wake of the arms package sale. the
opposition to AIPAC's leadership and
attitudes may become less soft-spoken.
But, the American Jewish community has
little tradition of removing entrenched
bureaucrats. Other officials — such as the
Executive Director of the President’s Con-
ference, Yehuda Hellman, whose job it is
to lobby the White House — are widely
criticised but remain in power. Amitay's
grasp may therefore remain firm.

Ironically, many American Jews may
privately agree that NAAA may be one of
the main beneficiaries of Amitay’s continu-
ing reign. Richardson’s calm, reasoned

| attitudes are in such contrast to Amitay's

behind-the-scenes, fist-pounding approach
that there is bound to be an effect as issue
after issue pits the two against each other.
Furthermore, while NAAA is reaching out
to embrace a large network within the
Washington scene, AIPAC is increasingly
turning inward, refusing to breathe the new
atmosphere of “even-handedness™.

In time AIPAC could become the victim
of its own inbreeding — its once expansive
base of support seriously eroded. Fear of
such a development may be leading to a
basic transformation of the ‘‘Jewish
lobby", with various functions being
divorced from AIPAC without an actual
purge of the organisation’s leaders.

World Jewish Congress President Philip
Klutznick may have had this in mind when
he told The Middle East last month: “I
think the worst lobbies are those that
become known as such. The best lobbies
are the ones that do their work and don't
become identified.”

With registration as a lobbyist a few
months ago, Richardson has increasingly
given NAAA the task of acting as
AIPAC's nemesis, NAAA’s entrance into
lobbying was best symbolised last
December by its co-ordination of the first
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meeting between Arab Americans and an
American president. Then came its major
effort on Capitol Hill on behalf of the arms
sale package.

In endorsing the sale, NAAA indicated
“that much of the opposition to the Arab
portion of the proposed arms sale is an
attempt to thwart a shift in American polit-
ical relations in the region rather than fear
for the military security of Israel”. It was a
truthful deflation of AIPAC's primary
argument.

Taking a long-term view, NAAA added
a call for the Administration *“to build into
its arms policy a schedule for systematic
reduction in total transfers to the Middle
East over a 5-10 year period and to seek
commitments from other major manufac-
turers to do so too”. NAAA's statement
showed an awareness of congressional
anxieties about the ever-increasing Ameri-
can role as arms arsenal and was an
imaginative move designed to build credi-
bility.

NAAA's most recent major effort
involves a court challenge to block Ameri-
can arms to Israel until Israel completely
withdraws from southern Lebanon. The
suit, filed in a US District Court on 11
May, names Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance and the US Government as defen-
dants. It seeks a halt to all further arms
sales or deliveries until Israeli violations of
the conditions under which it receives arms
have ceased — meaning that Israel must
move back across its northern border.

With Israel now pledged to do so, it is
unlikely that the NAAA action, even if it
should survive in the courts, will have any
effect. But here, too, NAAA has given
Israel notice that there are vigilant and
capable opponents able to exploit the
American legal and political systems to
thwart Israeli designs.

There is concern in Washington that the
arms package defeat may make AIPAC
especially determined to prove itself in the
next few tests of strength on the Hill. In
April 1977, The Middle East quoted a
senior American journalist, Joseph
Harsch, to the effect that the new Ameri-
can president would have to face up to
‘the Jewish lobby’" as all former presidents
had tried to do.

Middle East policy “really comes down
to a test of strength in Washington between
the White House and the Israeli lobby,” he
noted. “The lobby has won most rounds
since the days of Lyndon Johnson. Which
will win this new round? It will be a fas-
cinating test of Carter's political skill and
strength.”

To the surprise of many, Carter has won
an important round, but the real test of his
abilities will be whether he can enlist Con-
gress to support his overall peace plan —
now being formulated for public presenta-
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tion within a few months. He would also
need agreement on a strategy for nudging
the parties to accept it, and there is consid-
erable doubt here that his arms victory por-
tends dethronement of the still potent Jew-
ish lobby to such an extent.

One early sign of Administration
squeamishness came a few days after the
Senate vote when Vice President Mondale
addressed the American Jewish Congress.
He deleted from his prepared text the
statement that America’s *‘commitment (to
Israel) will never be properly defined by a
single or monolithic lobby”. Domestic
political considerations apparently caused
him to feel constrained about publicly pro-
nouncing in diplomatic phrases what has
become a constant White House refrain.

One of the Administration’s greatest
anxieties is that the Jewish community will
turn to the Republican Party, which is
already running advertisements in Jewish
newspapers outbidding everyone in
allegiance to Israel. Here too there is a
considerable irony, for Morris Amitay,
only two years ago, led the Jewish com-
munity in a major effort to defeat Ford and
bring Carter to power.

As for NAAA's importance in this
White House-Jewish lobby wrestling
match, so far the going has been easy.
“People are looking for an Arab point of
view: it's great,” Richardson recently
exclaimed. But NAAA'’s influence will not
become really significant until Arab
Americans act upon the realisation that
they are up against a commitment far sur-
passing their own.

While NAAA members were enter-
tained by the Royal Jordanian Folk Troupe
and wined and dined by Alia Airlines,
AIPAC members were attending two con-
gressional receptions and spent an after-
noon deluging congressional offices with
home-town constituents. Whatever one
thinks of the Jewish lobby, the dedication
of its broad-based membership is to be
admired and remains completely
unmatched by that of NAAA.

With Joe Baroody's resignation and
Hisham Sharabi’s election as NAAA pres-
ident, there is, however, a sign of maturity.
Baroody represented a kind of Arab-
WASP image — he is a member of a prom-
inent Republican family and heads a public
relations company. Sharabi, who holds an
endowed chair in Arab Culture at
Georgetown University’s Centre for Con-
temporary Arab Studies, is of Palestinian
origin. He remains highly active in Palesti-
nian intellectual and political circles and is
editor of the well-respected Journal of
Palestine Studies. Sharabi brings to NAAA
a much more visible ““Arab image” and
probably a more positive attitude towards
the PLO than the organisation has hitherto
been willing to express. O

NAAA vs AIPAC

The Arab
lobby
tunes in

The NAAA has scored one suc-
cess in its fight for a more
even-handed Middle East policy
on the part of the US. But it has
a long way to go before it can
match the efficiency of its Jew-
ish counterpart, AIPAC. Mazin
Omar assesses the NAAA in the
light of the US’s traditional sup-
port for Israel and discusses the
reasons for the impotence of
other pro-Arab groups.

It was coincidental, but the fact that the
Senate vote on 15 May allowing President
Carter to go ahead with his sale of
advanced war planes to Saudi Arabia,
Egypt and Israel fell on Israel's 30th
anniversary celebration jolted the Zionists.

Another anniversary was also dampened
by the precedent-setting decision. Three
years ago last May, 76 senators sent a let-
ter to President Ford urging him *‘to make
it clear, as we do, that the United States,
acting in its own national interests, stands
firmly with Israel in the search for peace in
future negotiations, and this promise is the
basis of the current reassessment of US
policy in the Middle East™.

The so-called “‘reassessment” came on
the heels of Secretary of State Henry Kis-

.singer’s failure to make any headway in his
“shuttle diplomacy”, when Israel was
blamed by both President Ford and Kis-
singer for the stalemate.

Thus the senators’ letter, an observer
wrote, “‘was a stunning triumph for the
(Jewish) lobby, a capital rebuke for Kis-
singer in Congress”. In effect it nipped in
the bud the much-trumpeted reassessment
which was the Administration’s way of
inducing Israel to adopt a more moderate
stance.

But not this time. The tables have been
turned. American policymakers have
argued convincingly in the furious debate
over the sales of the F-15s to Saudi Arabia
and F-5Es to Egypt that it is now necessary
to work with moderate Arab forces if
peace is to be achieved in the Middle East.
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Top White House aide, Hamilton Jor-
dan, said, according to his one-time Jewish
assistant, that the Administration’s com-
mitments to Egypt and Saudi Arabia “are
as strong as US commitments to Israel’".

But it would be foolhardy for the Arabs
to see this admittedly severe blow to the
formidable Jewish lobby as the abandon-
ment of pro-Israel sympathies or the
weakening of Jewish influence in the US.
After all, Carter was supported by only 28
of the 61 Democrats who voted, the other
votes coming from the 26 Republican
senators, many of whom were influenced
by business interests.

US support for Israel

US support for Israel has been stagger-
ing. In the last four years US military and
economic assistance totalled $10 billion —
more than for any other nation. Of total
US security assistance proposed in next
year's budget, 42 per cent of aid, 48 per
cent of military sales credits and 56 per
cent of all military grants are for Israel.
Repayment on half those credits, which
total $1 billion, is waived. **That's a benefit
enjoved by no other nation on earth,
“declared Vice President Walter Mondale

i

Mondale reassured Jews (Central Prss)

to Jewish leaders meeting in New York
shortly after Carter’s startling victory in the
Senate.

The influence of the Jewish lobby and its
abrasiveness cannot be over-rated. In a
speech during the debate on the arms sales,
Senator Mike Gravel, a Democrat from
Alaska, said that he understood this vote to
be “the litmus test” for many Jewish indi-
viduals and groups. *“This vote, if it is not
done properly, kisses away in the future all
kinds of financial support ..." He con-
tinued: *‘I think this will be the watershed
year of Jewish influence in this country.
When you deliver an ultimatum you cannot
deliver it twice or three times.”

Senator George McGovern, warned
“Israel's most outspoken American advo-
cates” not to press their case ““to the point
where America loses its capacity to influ-
ence the Arab leadership towards the

peace table’. This could ‘“‘set in motion a
backlash both in the Middle East and in the
United States that can only harm the
Israeli cause,” he said.

I. F. Stone, a respected Jewish journalist
and recipient of an Israeli medal for his
coverage of the 1948 Arab-Israeli war,
wrote that whenever he spoke up for the
Palestinians he found himself ostracised.
*On the Middle East, freedom of debate is

contributors. American Jews have formed
an important part of the Democratic
Party’s “‘constituency” since the 1930s,
however, and Carter is obviously keen to
retain as much of his support as he can.
Vice President Mondale was quick to reas-
sure the Jewish community of continued
US support for Israel. “*Let no one doubt
this nation's commitment to the strength
and survival of Israel. It was forged in 30

The White House . . . Arab lobby winning more influence (Camera Press)

not encouraged,” he said. “Much ill will
has been piled up on the streamroller tac-
tics of the hardliners.”

Seth Tillman, a former congressional
aide of ex-Senator J. Williams Fulbright,
has no illusions about the power of the
Israeli lobby. “*It's fear of political repris-
als, loss of funds — in some cases just fear
of abuse and unpleasantness.”

Of the 12 Democratic senators running
for re-election this year, only three voted
for the sales, all from states without signif-
icant Jewish populations. According to the
Washington Post, four to six senators pre-
pared to vote with President Carter for the
package deal if their votes were crucial, in
the event they voted against it.

How then did Carter score his triumph?
No doubt the concessions — an increase in
planes for Israel, and restrictions on the
Saudis — were a factor, and there were
also contradictory, signals from Israel on
the package.

When the senators were told that accord-
ing to lIsraeli Foreign Minister Moshe
Dayan Israel wanted the planes even if
Saudi Arabia and Egypt got their share,
the opponents of the package lost one of
their major arguments. Many legislators
were convinced that there would be havoc
in the Middle East if Saudi Arabia and
Egypt were denied this symbolic gesture of
American support.

Jewish support for the Carter Administ-
ration is falling. John C. White, chairman
of the Democratic National Committee,
has acknowledged that the Administra-
tion's Mideast policy has resulted in a
decline of financial support from Jewish

years of partnership under seven American
presidents. It is a special relationship and it
will not be undermined.”

The pro-Israel lobby, unlike the Arab
League’s five information centres and the
newly-founded information office in
Washington of the Palestine Liberation
Organisation (PLO), is not “a foreign
agent’. It does not have to register with the
Justice Department and to face periodic
Government scrutiny.

Jewish lobbyists have over the years
established excellent access to people in
Congress and within the administration.
They deny the common belief that they are
like “*a monolithic giant with agents scurry-
ing around Capitol Hill.”” But one lobbyist
was quoted as saying, ~"We can get to see
them (congressmen) when we want to, and
if that's clout then we have it.”

AIPAC, with its budget of $700,000 and
an unrivaled research library, reportedly
keeps a computer list of **key contacts™ for
every congressman, and they will be called
upon whenever there is a need to apply
pressure. Often support for Jewish causes
can be orchestrated through a recently
revealed device called telegram banks.
Under this system, American Jews and
their friends allow AIPAC and other Jew-
ish groups to send telegrams on their
behalf and charge the cost to their indi-
vidual telephone bills. So whenever a pro-
test is deemed necessary, the bank is activi-
tated with the result that thousands of tele-
‘grams descend on the key official.

When Senator Charles Percy said in
early 1975 after a tour of the Middle East
that Israel was being unrealistic in avoiding
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Stone . . . aide in trouble (Camefa Press)

contacts with the PLO he was flooded with
some 20,000 letters and telegrams.

Among those who receive AIPAC's
undivided attention are aides of key con-
gressmen. One of them is Stephen Bryen, a
former aide to pro-Israeli Senator Clifford
Case, and at present an assistant to Jewish
Senator Richard Stone who heads the Near
East and South Asia subcommittee of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
Bryen is now in hot water. He is being
investigated by the Justice Department
because he was overheard at a Washington
hotel coffee shop offering classified Pen-
tagon documents on Saudi air bases to four
Israeli Embassy officials.

The power of key aides to mobilise opin-
ion on Capitol Hill can hardly be overesti-
mated, the Congressional Quarterly says.
In 1975, for example aides like Bryen and
Richard Perle, an assistant to pro-Israeli
Senator Henry Jackson, were credited with
mustering the support that stalled the sale
of Hawk missiles to Jordan. Bryen, Perle
and Michael Kraft (Senator Case’s foreign
affairs specialist) have been described as a
volunteer army crusading for Israel in the
halls of Congress.

AIPAC's strength, one analyst noted,
comes from the cohesiveness of the Jewish
community, and the ability of many Jewish
opinion-makers to equate the slightest
reservation about Israeli policy with blat-
ant anti-Semitism. Zbigniew Brzezinski,
National Security Advisor to President
Carter, said recently: “‘If you don’t agree
with us' they are saying, ‘we're going to
stamp you as an anti-Semite’.”

Vice President Mondale told Jewish
leaders in New York in an emotional pas-
sage: ‘““We will never reach the goal (of
Middle East peace) if every step demands
new proof, not of the rightness of our
cause, or the rationality of our judgment
but of the purity of our intentions.”

The political muscle of the Jewish lobby
can best be measured by the forces that
were rallied against it in the acrimonious
Senate debate. It took the prestige of the

American President with his Secretaries of
State and Defence, the King of Saudi
Arabia (who sent Carter a letter on the eve
of the vote) and three of his cabinet mem-
bers, senior Administration aides, and lob-
byists beating on the doors of 100 senators
to deal a resounding blow to Israel's sup-
porters.
The Arab case

The Arab case has been presented in the
US in recent years by groups of all shades
and persuasion. Probably the least effec-
tive of all are the Arab embassies and the
Arab League's five information offices.
With a budget of about half a million dol-
lars, an inarticulate staff of political
appointees and lack of direction (they have

McGovern ... a warning (Camera Press)

no telex lines to their head office in Cairo),
the League can hardly do more than place
occasional advertising, send lecturers from
the Arab-American community to speak
before student groups and publish a colour-
less newsletter. Its impotence is illustrated
by its publication called Palestine Digest, a
reproduction of favourable articles that
appear in Western publications.

A newcomer to this field is the Palestine
Information Centre in Washington opened
by the PLO in early May. But it cannot
expect to do much better if its budget con-
tinues at its present level of only $80,000.

One articulate Arab American group is
the Association of Arab-American Uni-
versity Gradutes (AAUG) which was
established after the June 1967 war.
Ideological purity reigns supreme, a factor
that sometimes hampers its effectiveness.
Nevertheless the AAUG, whose member-
ship of over 1,000 is mostly composed of
academics, has been successful on cam-
puses and in eliminating misinformation in
school textbooks as well as in preparing
position papers on various Arab ills and
raising the consciousness of the Arab
American community. Its recent campaign
on behalf of Palestinian human rights has
attracted wide press coverage.

The objects of the National Association

of Arab Americans (NAAA), however are
different. NAAA saw itself from the
beginning as a lobbying group, seeking
friends and influencing decision-makers
in Washington, but its labour pains have
been excruciating. It has changed executive
directors three times in three years. Its
finances are pitiful, depending mainly on
membership dues and advertising revenue
from its convention programme, and its
annual budget is only about $200,000.

NAAA is as significant to the Arab
American community as it is on Capitol
Hill. The politicisation of the community,
NAAA leaders acknowledge, has been an
uphill fight. Immigrants from the Arab
world, according to one Democratic
Arab American legislator, were interested
mainly in becoming wealthy Republicans.
But the fact that Hisham Sharabi has
accepted the presidency of NAAA this
year underlines the potential of this group.

The appointment of John P. Richardson,
as public relations director was another
milestone. The timing of the appointment
could not have been better, considering the
changes in the political climate in Washing-
ton, and NAAA has never before had as
much press coverage.

Richardson says that his object “is to
make it possible or necessary, or both, for
the United States to practise its political
ideals in Middle East policy”. He believes
NAAA and the Arab American commun-
ity “*have a unique opportunity to contri-
bute to this cause™. He sees NAAA as dif-
ferent from the Jewish lobby as its * politi-
cal centre of gravity is here while Israel's
lobby is there”. That is why Richardson,
who has no Arab ancestry, says he can
work with NAAA.

Although the hiring of prominent
Americans like former Senator Fulbright
or Frederick G. Dutton, a top liberal polit-
ical adviser, to help the Saudis to get their
F-15s has been rewarding, says a veteran
congressional aide, nothing can match the
grass-roots operation which the NAAA
could ultimately provide. “It's a waste of
money,” he said, “‘and besides the prices
are too steep.”

In Richardson’s opinion there has been a
change in the country. **Until recently it
was heretical to be sceptical about the poli-
tics of Israel,” he said, **but now the degree
of scepticism on the Hill is far greater than
surface manifestations would indicate. The
bloom is really off the rose.”

Senator Abourezk, one of the most
forceful speakers on Arab concerns in the
US, told a group of visiting Arab
businessmen: *““The battleground is not in
the Golan Heights or the Sinai Desert — it
is in Washington, DC. And the reason the
Arabs have lost those battles in the Middle
East is because they have lost them previ-
ously here in Washington.” O
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SHARABI: STRENGTH
IN RESTRAINT

“After 30 years,” Dr Hisham Sharabi told The Middle East’s
Forum Editor Mark Bruzonsky, “I’ve learned that the most
dangerous thing for a Palestinian to do is to submit to his emotional
sense of moral outrage. His greatest strength lies in restraint and in
giving reason full play in dealing with this problem.”

Sharabi now wears three important hats in Washington. His
newest and most politically visible is that of President of The
National Association of Arab Americans (NAAA) — the mush-
rooming Arab lobby, featured in The Middle East in July.

Sharabi has taught at Washington’s Georgetown University for
the past 25 years. He entered the US from Palestine in 1947,
received his Ph.D in history from the University of Chicago, and
worked for a brief time at the UN Secretariat in New York. Sharabi
holds an endowed chair in Arab History at Georgetown Univer-
sity’s Centre for Contemporary Arab Studies. He is also editor of
The Journal of Palestinian Studies.

In coming years, he said, he plans to give all his energy to the
Arab American Foundation, which he is now helping to establish
and which will work with NAAA. (Photos by Mark Bruzonsky).
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Bruzonsky: You recently said that you
think the US Government should be heav-
ily invelved financially in rebuilding Leba-
non. What do you have in mind?

Sharabi: Yes, 1 did. And hisis a matter we
in NAAA are going to pursue with all our
energy. Lthink'the US has been, if not cyn-
ical, “certainly -insensitive " in its ‘policies
towards  Lebanon. Except for some
peripheral aid in food and for refugees the
substance of American supportto Lebanion
has been in the form of a $100 million arms
grant,

What Lebanon needs — besides rebuild-
ing its security and-armed forces - is to
rebuild the economic infrastructure of the
country. It needs expert advisers which the
US could ‘provide; material aid, and it
needs good faith where political issues are
concerned.

0 Don’t you: think the American people
think the Arab world is rich enough to take
care of Lebanon — that it’s not an Ame;i-
can responsibility”

O The US is helping Egypt to the tune of
$750 million. And Lebanon has been a
long-standing friend of the US. It dﬁservg:s
at least equal treatment.

If the US did come up with substdmmf
cconomic-aid to Lebunon, that would g;yn
the necessary political reassurance to some
of ‘the oil countries to- participate. Now
they are undecided whether the country is
politically stable enough to put whatever
aid they might give to proper use.

L1 When Sadat decided to go to Jerusalem
on his *sacred mission,” did you support
him?

O On the emotional level 1 did. A large
number of Palestinians and Arabs, though
apprehensive about the final outcome of
the step, were hopeful that it might indead
constitute a breakthrough and bring about
an acceptable peaceful settlement. Inu.iiec-
tually, however, 1 was sceptical from the
very beginning as to the wisdom'of the step
and the lIsraeli reaction 1o it Unforty-
nately,” my. scepticism has proved to he
more well-grounded than my emetwn&!
expectations.

£3-So you see the Sadat initiative as havmg
failed?

O'A failure in what it mtsnded and what
people expected it to achieve, namely, to
initiate a process that would result in a set-
tlement of the Arab-lIsraeli coafhct and the
Palestinian problem.

U Did he accomplish anything? :
O Two things, [ think; both on the
psychological rather than the political l::w.i
—although this will have some 1mpac;t
politically. First it showed that the Arabs
are. indeed sincere in  wanting  peace.
Although Sadar did this on his own, the
gesture was perceived correctly as-an Arab
gesture. Had he been better received by
the Israelis he would have had more open,




more articulate, Arab backing.

03 From what countnes"

O From allover the Arab world. Certamly
from all the Arab governments described
as*‘moderate’ or ‘‘non-extremist”’; includ-
ing . Syria.. Sadat’s - gesture considerably
chang:d the image of the Arabs in the US
and also in Western Europe.

The second thing is'a new perception of
Israel's true posture on the question of
peace and war in the Middle East. Sadat
put Israel to tife test and showed that the
Israelis are more interested in preserving
territory than achieving peace. As long as
they have military superiority they will not
accept peace with the ‘Arabs except on
their own terms, which are very close to
unconditional surrender.
0-Do: you think that 2 Labour Govern-
ment would have “acted like Menahem
Begin’s Government?

O Yes 1 do, except probably with more
cleverness, with greater ability to mystify
the issue than Begin who is a sincere, out-
spoken person for which, as:a Palestinian,
P most grateful.

0 Don’t you have some anxiety that the
Egyptians will forget the Palestinian cause
because of their own problems and accept
a separate arrangement with Israel?

O 1'doubt that,

1 But supposing the Israelis under Ameri-
can pressure did provide some sort of
five-year plan, some concept of Palestinian
participation in their own future? Might
not the Egyptians see this as enough to go
forward with an agreement with Israel?

O No. Why assume what already is obvi-
ously not forthcoming. The Israeli Gov-
ernment has said very clearly that it will
not withdraw from the West Buank and
Gaza and will not give the Palestinians the
right to self-determination ~ two condi-
tions on which Sadat has been very adam-
ant and consistent.

{1 Joseph Sisco said a few months ago in a
Forum - interview that Sadat’s stated
attitude towards the Palestinians was really
just a cover and that he was prepared to
make a separate arrangement with Israel if
it would offer the things the US is telling it
to offer.

O'1-don't know where Sisco gets his infor-
mation “about Sadat’'s true -intentions. 1
have no reason to believe that Sadat or the
Egyptian Government are lying.

[1Then how do you make sense out of
American policy which seems to want only
very marginal concessions from Begin?
Carter said in May that the Begin plan
could be the basis for an agreement bet-
ween Egyptand Israel. Are the Americans
operating in complete ignorance of what is
really possible with Egypt?

O:As time goes by, | can make less sense of
American policy and of Carter’s position
on the Arab-Isracli contlict. His interview

with Trude Feldman that you referred to is
quite contradictory to statements he made
earlier. He has been wavering, but now he
has entered a new stage in which he is tak-
ing contradictory positions.

1 hope that the Carter Administration
will stick to its initial position that a'settle-
ment of the ‘Arab-lIsraeli conflict must be
comprehensive and based on the solution
of the Palestinian. question. This ‘means
Israeli - withdrawal' from occupied  tor-
ritories and  the  Palestinians “having a
homeland of their own in part of Palestine
where they can determine their future.

3 Arafat  recently “said  he no . longer
believed that President Carter supports
any kind of real Palestinian homeland.

O Fdon’t know what Carter really believes.
Al m trying to say is'that T wish to give

**As time goes by I can
make less and less sense of
‘American policy, and
nff Carter’s position on the
L Arab-Israeli canﬂut.
He has been wavering but
now he has entered a new
stage in which he is taking
contradictory positions.”

hi& the ‘benefit of the doubt. Maybe I'm
befng too gencrous.

C1 Might it be deliberate ambiguity, for
demestic political reasons?

O At an-earlier stage we all agreed this
might be a possible explanation, but now |
really wonder.

O Perhaps he’s waiting for Begin to col-
lapse politically or physically?

O 1 50, then it would be asad comment on
Carter’s policy. If ‘he’s reduced 1o that,
then one cannot reasonably expect any
fruitful result.

{1 Do you think the time has come for a
Palestinian government-in-exile?

QI think i's probably premature. The
establishment -of a4 provisional
government-in-exile would hardly change
anything today, ‘Unless the Palesunians
have something to gain by taking this step,
why take it?

Do you think the time has come to
amend or repeal the Palestine National
Charter?

O If it-were helptul to-do that | would
advise it But I don’t think-itis_helptul. It
will ‘change nothing, ‘and therefore “I'm
against -changing anything in the Charter.
The Palestinians have nothing to gain by
any further unilateral gestures. 1 think the
PLO has gone very far in trying 10 get
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accepted, in making concessions on sub-
stantial political issues. :

Unless these are met with congrete pos-
sibilities ;. like a willingness by Israel to
make similar gestures as the ones being
required of the PLO..,

C3If the Israelis agreed to negotiate with
whatever - Palestinians - are willing to,
negotiate with them, wounld you then con-
template revising the Charter? ~
© Then there would be some reason to!
consider the problem.

[J What if the Americans said they would
recognise the PLO if the Charter were
revised?

O Again this is another kind of step that |
think would be necessary before the PLO
made further political concessions. Since
the 1973 October war the “Arab countries
and the PLO have made concession after
concession. The Israelis’ positionhas
become more inflexibte.

Consequently, I think, the Arab gov-
ernments and the PLO — all the so-called
moderates — have their backs to the wall.
1 you don’t think that political or
ideological changes should be made by the
PLO, what is the PLO’s strategy?

OThe PLO and the confrontation states;
including ‘Saudi Arabia, cannot maintain
their ‘present position for long. The way
that Israel has held on to hard and inflex-
ible -policies regarding peace has put all
these governments ina position where they
will soon have to take a more aggressive
attitude,

0 Are you d;plomaucally predicting
another war?

O That at least

3 ' What more?

2 Resort to-some sortof . ..
options.

O Actions against  the  West? -Against
Israel’s ~supporters? ~Economic attmna.
Kinancial?

O All possible options including the milit-
ary-one; including the oibone. . .- Other-
wise these governments will 'be’ hard-
pressed to justify their position. They will
be eroded from within.

Cl'But with Begin in power wouldn’t that
play right into Israeli hands? And all milit-
ary analysts agree that the Arabs would be
destroyed in another war.

C Yes, but if we take the assessments given
to us prior.to the October war everybody
said war wasn't-possible and: the Israetis
thought so too. What I'm saying is I'm not
willing 1o rule out the military ‘option on
this basis:

1 How much time do the Arab govern-
ments have before their positions begin to
be eroded?

O It's beginning already, | think: If nothing
comes through by next autumn Tthink we
will enter into a new phase in the Middle
East.

the other
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1 Do you think Sadat’s repressive steps at ’ Practically, it would have been impossible

R

home are a means of tightening his eroding
position?

O Probably, although with Sadat you never
know. The logic behind his actions is.not
always apparent.

{3 You sound very critical of the actions
he’s taken.

O 1t is more sad than anything else. The
democracy he is now dismantling was piti-
ful to start with. His actions are empty of
content. He's+ like someone - confronted
with a fatal disease who addresses himself
to treating a cold.

3 Do you think he’s lost touch with
domestic political realities?

O You're assuming that he was in touch in
the first place.

{3 1t's no secref now that Carter made the
PLO an offer last summer. He told them
the US was prepared to talk with them and
to advocate a chair for them at Geneva if
they would accept 242. Did the PLO miss
an historic opportunity?

O-As far as L know, there must have been a
change of heart on the American side. 1
was in Beirut at the time and the atmos-
phere among the PLO was very positive.
They were almost certain that this hurdle
had been overcome in August last vear:
But then something happened, the details
of which 1 do not'know. President Carter
stated in Plains, Georgia, that the US had
been informed by a third party that the
PLO was ready to accept 242,

] Were the Saudis the third party?
O That's right. Carter -added,

national - rights rather
refugees. And, he said this i1s okay with us.
I think this was the apex of the process.
After that there'was a freezing of the situa-
tion.
{1 The Americans say the PLO then
refused to recoganise 242, and that
Washington felt betrayed.
O On the contrary."The PLO feels this.
{1 But why dide’t the PLO recognise 2427
O They wanted recognition by the US of
their status - the status of the Palestinian
people as a people with national rights and
not as refugees. This is absolutely crucial to
them.
(3 But Carter said he was prepared to tol-
erate a reservation as long as 242 itself was
recognised.
O 'The reservation as I understand it, was
to be made by the US. All the PLO wanted
was for the US to link Resolution 242 with
a statement by Carter like those he had
made previously that the Palestinian peo-
ple have the right to their own homeland.
This did not come. And when they asked
the Americans, ‘suppose we accept 242;
what will you give us? The answer was,
“we promise you nothing: All we give you'is
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that - the
Palestiniuns wanted  to - insist - that “they [
should beconsidered as a people with
than as ‘mere !

{

i

“The establishment of a
Palestinian
government-in-exile would
hardly change anything
today. Unless the
Palestinians have something
_to gain by taking this step,

: why take it?”’

agreement to discuss the issues.

{1 But the Carter Administration says it
offered to begin negotiations for talks bet-
ween the US Government and the PLO
and was willing to move in the direction of
American support for PLO participation at
Geneva, Didn’t the PLO really miss an
opportunity and wouldn’t it jump at such
an offer if it were made again?

O My feeling is; in retrospect — 1 have no
evidence 1o base it on — that the US came
under great Israeli pressure as the Carter
Administration appeared  to- be moving
towards a greater understanding with the
PLO ‘and probably recognition in late
summer or early autumn, last year. Carter
buckled under the pressure as he did after
the October Soviet-American agreement,
the homeland statement, and so manyother
positions that he has taken which elicited
strong Israeli opposidon.

O 'Fhere  was another  chance - last
December when the PLO could have gone
to the Cairo Conference and put the
Israclis on the spot.

O Theoretically -this - is ‘probably correct.

for the chairman of the Executive Commit-
tee of the PLO to send a delegation 1o
Cairo. Politically he couldn’t do it, given
the psychological apprehensions, the feei—
ings of betrayal, and so on.

1£'s very easy to say that they would have
been clever 1o do'it; but they couldn’t have
done it.
3 H you were to see President Carter in
your capacity as President of NAAA, what
would you tell him about the Palestxman
problem?
O:1 wish [ could have the opportunity to
see him privately and 1o have his ear on
this issue. I would first try to convince him
of the sincerity of the Palestinian and Arab
leaders for peace. 1 would also try to show
him how- impossible it is that any kind of
stability in the region could be attained by
mystifying the Palestinian issue; that the
Begin plan’ has absolutely no' hope' of
acceptance by any Palestinian or Arab
leader or government; that the principles
for a just and reasonable and internation-
ally acceptable resolution must be based on
what has world consensus, that is, Security
Council Resolution 242, Israeli withdrawal
from the  West Bank and Gaza, and
implementation of the principle of self-
determination for the Palestinian people.

To deny these principles or 1o try to go
around them is not ~merely counter-
productive but can result in the breakdown
of ‘the first genuine opportunity. that 'we
have in: 30 years for a comprehensive set-
tlemnent of the Arab-lsraeli conflict. This
could thrust the entire area into a new era
of instability and probably war and chaos:
{J You’ve not always held the view that
there should be a Palestinian state in the
West Bank and Gaza, Arab recognition of
Israel and co-existence with Israel. When
did you reach this conclusion?
O When'| became convinced that if such'a
state were not established then the rest.of
Palestine would:be absorbed by the Zionist
settlers ‘and that the Palestinians would
lose any hope of ever getting back any parz
of their homeland.
[1 But the Israelis believe that you want to
get what's possible now and maybe all of
Palestine later, say in 10 or 20 years when
the Arab world is stronger. i
O Pm o not going to- give guarantees (o
Israel of myor my people’s hopes and fears
for the distant future. No enemy can ask of
his opponent to mortgage - his soul and
mind for 30 years. This is absurd. What
Israelis saying is said in bad faith to distort
the issues. f

1t's said to prevent a peace settlement, to
gain time; to do precisely: what I'm afraid
might happen, to be able to maintain the
status quo-long enough to take the land
from the Palestinians who have remained
in the eccupied areas and 10 face the world




and the Palestinians and the ‘Arabs with a
fait “accompli as they did after they
occupied and conquered the area of pre-
1967 Israel in 1948-49,

£3 Well, what kind of relations would you
envisage between a Palestinian and Israeli
state, assuming that some of the people in
Israel who support a Palestinian state ever
came to power?

O 1 used to make assumptions quite freely.
Now I cannot. I've really lost confidence
that there is any substanual group in the
mainstream of Israeli life who want peace
on the basis that I think is mimmal from
the point-of view of the Palestinians.

1 think  that overwhelming ~military
power, the zealous policies of the ruling
coalition, the hesitation and even weakness
of the American Administration in dealing
with Israel have led them to: believe that
they do not have to make substaatial con-
cessions. :

(3 Earlier you said ‘that the Arab states
were prepared for real peace and normal
relations with Israel if the kind of settle-
ment we've been discussing could be
brought ‘about. But you don’t seem to
extend this to the Palestinians.

G Why should 1 when’ the Palestinians
have ‘been denied all recognition. They
barely exist for the Israelis! The Palesti-
nians are constantly asked to' recognise
Israel and its-right to exist, to agree to dnd
have normal relations. But what good will
this ‘do the Palestinians?

0O Zionist leader Nahum Goldmann
recently stated that the Israelis should tulk
to the PLO, that Israel should accept the
right of the Palestinian people to self-
determination, and that there should be a
Palestinian state. Who in the Palestinian
camp is saying comparable things?

O Officials of the PLO like Hammani and
others! Officials of the PLO have said that!
He said that we accept-a Zionist Israel and
are willing to co-exist with Israel as it is:
0 You've been quoted many times saying
Zionism is racism. If you believe that,
would it net be difficult to co-exist with a
racist state?

O'In order to get my own state, for the
Palestinians to get their right to national
seif-determination. in Palestine .. this
could-be a price’ that has to be paid. It
doesn’t mean that I'like it. There are many
thingsin life we have to accepteven though
we may be opposed to'them,

I hope, and I think history:will make it
inevitable, that before too long the Jews
themselves in Israel — in a situation that
has been pacified —— will get rid of Zionism.
I'mean Zionism as racism. That is, those
aspects -of the Israeli-Zionist-Jewish state
that are racist. By racist 1 mean very simple
things like the Law of Return.

{J But that's absolutely crucial to the Jew-
ish state.

Lo
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O It is crucial to the racist attitude of the
Israeli-Jewish state, the way they are treat-
ing the people in the Negav today. They
treat poor bedouins as “bush ‘natives™.
‘Their treatment of these people is Nazi =
more than Nazi because itis not an aberra-
tion as it was the Germans who were tem-
porarily seized by that madness,

But what we have in Israel is 30 years of
trampling over the Palestinians as a people,
of treating them like dirt, of killing their
men, women and children as if they are
flies.

O The US is not asking Israel 16 end the
Law of Return, nor is the United Nations.
O Well; the Palestinians are, believe me!
{3 So ‘regardless of any. territorial settie-
ment and the establishment of 4 Palesti-
nian state the Palestinians will demand an
end to certain aspects of Zionist ideology.
O They're making no such démands. I'm
giving you my own feelings about Zionism
and my hopes about the future of Zionism
and the future both for the Palestinians and
for the Jews living in Palestine. If we are
going 10 live together in other than a'sus-
picious, hostile existence, Zionism has to
go!

{1 Does a Jewish state stay?

O Yes, anything. | don’t know how the
operation; the excision; is going to take
place and keep this body — whatever body
— they want to keep, I want the racism
out! Because this is the barrier between
Jews and Arabs in the Middle East today
and as long as it lasts. Until they get out of
their _minds: this racist attitude . toward
Arabs there will be an unbridgable barrier,
an element that will never allow the Middle
East and the Arabworld to be secure home
for the Jews. Because, until this happens,
the Arabs will feel that the Jews in Israel
and elsewhere in the Arab world'are notin
their homes.

1 But knowing what you know about
Israel and American Jews do you have any
real ‘expectations that the State of Israel
will become a non-Zionist state in the fore-
seegble future?

O 'Not in the near future, but definitely in
the foresecable future.

0O Pm not trying to find a philosophical
divicding line between what you accept and
don’{ accept. Do you accept the concept
that if Jews want (¢ be 2 nation, want {o
call themselves a nation, that’s their deci-
sion? But in their relations with the Arabs
they cannot be allowed to have racist
aspects to the policies of their Jewish state?
O If they want to live among Arabs, pre-
cisely that.

8¢ it’s not Jewish nationalism you’re
questioning. 1t's the way that nationalism
interacts with ‘the Arabs living in and
around Israel? You accept a Jewish state
with g different psychological = attitude
toward it’s  minority Arab citizens and
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neighbouring Arab states?

O Yes, The issue is how that nationalism
expresses itself as Zionism.

T Won’t your Palestinian state have a Law
of Return? Won't you, as an American
born in Palestine; or your child, have spe-
cial privileges to return to the new Palesti-
nian state?

O Yes, but without excluding everyone
else.

{3 8o, it’s the exclusivity you object to, not
that it’s ‘made eusier for Jews to become
israelis.

O:Precisely. 1t's the-exclusivity,

2 You've lived in the US for 31 years and
have been an ‘American citizen for 16
yeuars, Would you contemplate going back
and living and building a Palestinian state?
O Certainly. Of course.

{J'And would ‘most of your colleagues in
the US do the same?

O Many of them would.

{1 The professional and personal sacrifice
would be tremendous. You're a tenured
professor at a major vniversity here, the
head of “an important “Arab American
organisation. What would this new Palesti-
nian state offer you?

O It offers me a homeland, a-home which 1
haven't had for 31 years!

{1 Would you give up your American citi-
zenship? X

O-1 don'tnecd 1o, You know, many Israelis
have . ..

{(J'But that's a special case. I'm not sure it
would be extended to the Palestinians. 1
don’t think you can be both a Frenchman
and an American.

O Well, if it came to that, yes T'would give
itup.

T1-1s this frue that, at least in the beginning,
there probably wouldn’t be a great influx
of professional and middle class people?
O'Yes. 10 probably true. Butstill it would
make a tremendous difference to them to
have a Palestinian state even if they didn't
g0 to it. To be able to have a Palestinian
passport, To be able to go there, say, in the
summer or whenever you want and feel
that you dre in your home.

{1 Where would the capital of the Palesti-
nian state be?

QO1n Jerusalem:

3 Do you envisage it as an open city with
the Jewish part the capital of Israel and the
Arab part the capital of the Palestinian
state?

O Yes. Everything can be worked out.
Onee we get to that point there will be no
probleimn that can’t be workd out.

{1 Is President Carter beginning to lose the
trust of the Arab American community?
O'He's certainly béginning to lose mine,
But by and large the Arab Anierican com-
munity is- politically -unsophisticated -and
they like the Teader:

{1 Do you draw much hope from the

“Peace Now” “movement's growth in
israel?

O -But 'l hear very little even from- these
people about the real conditions of peace.

They should say: " God damn it We've
been cruel to these people. We've been
heartless “to these people “for 30 years,
Human decency, political - interests, the
iuture “of our children; our place in the
world, all require it. Ler's stop the Zionist
crazies like this man on top and take the
bull by the horns and solve the Palestinian
problem.”

{J Don’t you have some hope when Israeli
establishment figures like Harkabi break
with Israeli policies?

O Harkabi is a man who speaks with bad
faith. He is a paranoid; former chief of
intelligence; who-has all “the basic racist
attitudes toward the Palestnians. He may
think ' that he's being - just, benign and
fair-minded. But take the “body of his
works and-put them together. They show
the ‘mentality of a4 settler who s perhaps
less ideologically zany than people like
Sharon or Begin ...

{1 But what about Peled, Eliav, Avneriand
Yitzhak Navon, who has always advocated
talking to the Palestinians and is now Pres-
ident of Iseael?

O the Peleds; the Avneris; the Eliavs
were i the government, if their ideas were
supported by the mainstreani, fine, would
change my argument. But they're not.

[ Are Hamimami’s ideas supported by the
mainstream of the Palestinians?

O No, but when you asked me: whether
there ‘are persons in the Palestinian ranks
to--correspond - with the moderate and
fair-minded people in Israel ranks I-said
yes there are.

L3 But that's my point. There are such peo-
ple in both, but neither have major politi-
cal importance.

O ‘With 'one basic difference. The Palesti-
nians are the victims and the Israelis are
the victimisers. What you expect, what'you
demand. from one does not with logical
symmetry apply to the other,

1 How do you rate the Western media as it
reporis on the Arab-Israeli conflict?

O L must admit that the media in the West
has  become  more fairsminded: in s
attitude. 1t no longer dismisses out of hand
the Arab-Palestinian position. It no longer
—and this is perhaps more important —
accepts: -uncritically - Israeli . positions,
attitudes and - statements. Even'in this
country (the US).

Fothink we are at the beginning of un
irreversible development. The process of
demystitication has set -in. It cannot be
reversed. And 'l think Israel, Zionism and
the ‘pro-Israeli position  can’ no - longer
dominate the definition of the situation.
[ If a settlement were reached and the US
were to offer the Israelis a security guaran-

tee — a treaty which two-thirds of the
Senate would have to ratify, would your
organisation support of oppose it}

O I 'wouldn't oppose anything out of hand.
After 30 years 've-learned that the most
dangerous thing fora Palesunian todois to
submit to his emotional sense of moral out-
rage. And that his greatest strength liesin
restraint and-in giving reason full play in
dealing with this problem:

{1 Hasn’t the PLO violated that by return-
ing to terrorism, The bus incident in March
for example?

O Yes, 1 don't want to-go into that now,
but 1-do not want to leave you with the
impression: that the Palestinians are
apologetic about their use of violence: Ter-
rorism as the Palestinians have used it was
created and perfected by the people now.in
power in lsrael.

What you call terror has- been used
against them when they were totally vul-
nerable; when they had no way of protect-
ing themselves. Just read the accounts of
what they did to the Palestinian people!
Deir Yassin is just ‘one of the incidents.
Deir Yassin is.not'the exception: It is'more
and more a sort of a pattern.

U'm against the use of terror because itis
counter-productive. It puts'the Palestinians
exactly where the Israelis want them, mak-
ng it possible to portray the ‘Palestinians
by an image which is conmipletely false.

P'm against terrorism because innocent
people suffer, they shouldn’t. But I'know
that in a situaton such as ours innocent
victims, unfortunately, will have to pay for
what they were not responsible for in the
first place.

CI'You've just ‘become  President of the
NAAA. What are your main goals for the
coming year?

O First, to build up the organisation so that
it'will have a national character by increas-
ing the membership to between 10,000 and
15,000 this year. On the political fevel |
would like the Association to take a more
aggressive attitude to Administration posi-
tions on the Middle East.

[0 Do you think NAAA has become the
main Arab lobby opposing the American
israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC),
the ““Jewish lobby™" in Washington?,

O I'do, provided that NAAA is not consi-
deredsolely as a lobby. We're interested in
all sorts of activities conceening the Arab
American community. We are concerned,
for instance, with cultural aspects and the
question of “Arab.image”. An. Arab
American Cultural Foundation will - be
established. Although not a subsidiary it
will- co-operate with NAAA. L inend 1o
give it-all my energy when it is established
and when | complete my present tenure as
NAAA president. We are more like the
Jewish commiunity as a whole, engaged in
all sorts of activities,than like AIPAC. -3
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URI AVNERI TALKS OF:
Arafat - doing a good job
‘Begin - losing public confidence
Carter - everything wrong
Weizmann - transformed

Palestinian people”, Israeli publisher and political activist Uri
Avneri told Mark Bruzonsky. Since 1948 Avneri has advocated the
two state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian confrontation. In 1950
he purchased a then family magazine, Ha’olam Hazeh (This World).
Today this weekly is a mass-circulation news magazine combined
with a forum for aggressive political exposes of economic and politi-
cal corruption. It has also become a champion of the Palestinian
cause.

Avneri established contact with senior PLO officials in 1974,
when the PLO’s posture was shifting toward the two-state approach.
He became one of the leaders in the Israeli Council for Israeli-
Palestinian Peace which established official contact with the PLOin
mid-1976. In March 1977 he helped create the Shelli Party, which
gained two seats in the 1977 elections. As the third candidate on
Shelli’s list Avneri will return to the Knesset under a rotational
scheme adopted by the party. When he was in the Knesset from
1965 to 1973 he was a thorn in the Labour Party establishment.
Golda Meir oncé took the Knesset rostrum to declare “Iam ready to
mount the barricades in order to expel Avneri from the Knesset.”
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Bruzonsky: How' do  you characterise
IsraeP’s political environment today? What
is the strength of Likud and of the Labour
Party? |

Avneri: Begin has lost the confidence of
the upper class in Israel, by which I'mean
the well-educated, established people: These
people are becoming extremely disillusioned
by Begin — not only by his politics, but
also by his personality. :

Of course ‘Begin is not, and never ‘has
been, a real Israeli in the sense of having
an Israeli style in thinking and in talking.
This “is now becoming -much more pro-
nounced ‘in the last few months. The style
of ‘Mr Begin is irritating a bigger and
bigger number of Israetis. This, by the way,
finds its - statistical ~expression in public
opinion polls where Mr Begin, while still
commanding a great’ majority, is steadily
declining.

What this means in political terms is
difficult to~ forecast. Likud - together
with its allies — has a -majority in Parlia-
ment and this is reflected in Knesset votes.
But this doesn't really mean anything at all
beyond - day-to-day = practical  politics,
because the question is how will this major-
ity stand up in a real political crisis. For
example, if public opinion in this country
reaches a point where enough people real-
ise that -Begin has personally become an
obstacle to peace how will this influence his
standing inside the Likud blog; inside the
government coalition and inside the coun-
try at large? :

As long as things go on as this —=ithere’s
noreal ‘American  pressure, and people
still- are not quite conscious of ‘a crisis
with Egypt — then Begin can go on as he
does. He’s being attacked and he reacts,
A lot of people have their doubts about his
mental stability now, but this can go on:

But if dny of these things assume crisis
proportions - things ‘may happen. -There
can be a kind of civilian public uprising.
This has happened in Israel before, 1t's
one - of the characteristics ‘of ‘Israel that
in certain  situations -the public. becomes
disgusted with: the political establishment
and starts to make peaceful, non-violent
protest -demonstrations  which  somietimes
have a very interesting and big impact on
political life. '

{71 It is generally argued that if the US
were to create ‘or let be created a political
crisis ‘with Israel — ftry to push Israel or
impose on Israel — this would unify Israelis
behind the Government, not bring it down.

O Either ‘thing can happen. You can’t
plan. It depends how it looks to  the
public and how the public reacts to- this.
If it’s done in a brutal and harsh way the
public may say we can’t let our government
be pushed around. ‘

The peculiarity of this kind of thing is
that " it’s quite " impossible to calculate
what ‘will happen in advance because ol
the ‘many impondérables. First there’ is
a - crystallisation ' of public opinion in ¢
certain  direction - under . the fmpact. o
events. Then politicians “react 10 publi
opinion. Everybody. thinks its.now popula;
to do this and not to do something else
And thén the political establishment; i




some ‘way not easy to forecast, adjusts
itself to the new public climate.

For example, when this new movement
started, the “'Peace Now" movement, it
looked like the beginning of this kind of
process. ‘It had -a big momentum. Then,
for some reason which 'is very difficult to
analyse, it 'suddenly got bogged down.
And today it is bogged down. It’s not the
same as it was two or three months ago.
Now tomorrow this may change again.
{1 Assuming there were a crisis and Likud
and Begin did lose public confidence com-
pletely, what is the state of the Labour
Party? Is it capable of taking over and
asserting  a more flexible leadership?

O First of all, losing confidence in Begin
and losing confidence in Likud are two
different. things."In the Likud you have
Ezer Weizmann, you have the Liberal
Party. The Likud is not a unified party, it’s
a bloc with many different components and.
the change may: first of ‘all try to take:
expression in the Likud itself.

For example, if Mr. Begin for some
reason, let’s say for reasons of health, was
compelled to lay down power, the whole
process would happen differently than if
Mr Begin were there ‘in full’ command.
1 Before ‘talking further about Weizmann
and other pontential Likud leaders, what
is ‘the state of the Labour Party?

O The Labour Party was in a very sorfry
state after its tremendous election defeat
— totally demoralised and disjointed. The
first year after nothing happened to change
this. There is-no new leadership ‘in the
Labour . Party “at all. Nothing new is
emerging there — not one new leadership
personality has emerged since the defeat.
There are no new groupings or realign-
ments inside: the Labour Party. Everyone
has - ‘been - totally = demoralised, even
ideologically.
There was no real criticism of Begin
during this year. Some poked at Begin
from: the left, others from the right. As a
matter - of - fact, -the Labour Party has
criticised’ Begin for being too eager fo give
Sinai to-Sadat, for beingtoo ready to giveup
the Jewish settlements in. North Sinai.
They’ve even criticised Begin’s so-called
“administrative autonomy’’ proposal  for
the West Bank as being dangerous because
it might lead 10 a Palestinian state. It
means they have tried to outflank Begin
on’ - the " right, something absolutely
ridiculous! And they ‘are still continuing
with this line. It shows the total disorienta-
tion of the party. They thought that the
country had been shifting to the right and
that they must shift to the right with it
otherwise they’ll lose even more.

[} But “you've implied that Labour is im-
proving now.

O Yes, all this has been partly changed
by the recent Kreisky initiative. Austrian
Chancellor Kreisky brought Labour leader
Shimon Peres to Vienna and got him 1o
meet Sadat. And ‘when Begin reacted the
way he did the Labour Party became, to.a
certain extent, revitalised. It got a new
confidence. Peres himself, who is a very
shifty kind of fellow, suddenly sees himseif
in the role of an elder statésman, with 4

“Ezer Weizmann is now the
best choice for Prime
Minister . . . I would say that
he is perhaps the only ane in
Israeli Government circles
wha really grasped the
historical significance of
Sadat's visit ., "

new political line. This concept of terr-
torial compromise is nonsense by itself, but
still looks more moderate than the Begin
stand. 1t's nonsense beciuse not one single
Arab who I ' know would agree to what the
Labour Party callsa territorial compromise.
But it’s not nonsense in the sense that
this ‘might be a siep forward in getting
negotiations going again.

0 You have just written a rather positive
article abhout Ezer Weizmann for Der
Spiegel. Why does someone like you who's
known for advocating Israeli withdrawal
from the occupied territories and creation of
8 Palestinian state he?e for Weizmann to
take over from Begin?

G One has to start with the assumption
that there’s not going to be a revolution in
Israel in the near future, that the program-
me of my party, Shelli, has no chance of
becoming overnight the majority opinion
in Israel. “And therefore we are looking
inside the existing ‘establishment for ‘the
best choice there is.

Weizmann, to my mind, is now the best
choice. because he has undergone a trans-
formation since the Sadat visit. [ would
say he is perhaps the only one in Isragli

FORUM

government circles who really grasped the
historical significance of Sadat’s visit, who
really understands the historical chance of
achieving peace.

{1 Which brings up the guestion what are
Egypt’s minimum- goals, what is the bottom
line for Egypt in making a settlement just
supposing there was a Weizmann negotia-
ting with Sadat?

O Exactly ‘nobody knows for sure. If
Ezer Weizmann could make a separate
peace with Egypt leaving the West Bank
in Israeli- hands he probably would. But
if - Weizmann comes to the opinion ‘that
the West Bank cannot remain in Israeli
hands if he wants a peace with Egypt he
will become flexible on the West Bank and
look: for ‘solutions which, to his miind;
safeguard Israeli security while not keeping
the West Bank as Israeli territory.

This raises the question, what will Egypt
really ‘do, how far are they committed in
not making a separate peace in practice as
distinguished from "theory and  rhetoric?
That they are looking for some statement
of intentions in order to bring the West
Bank theory into the framework of an.
Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty is clear. The
question -is, ‘s this  enough; ‘will "they be
satisfied with this or will they really want
to make an Israeli-Egyptian peace con-
ditional on a real solution for the West
Bank and the Palestinians?

T'hope they do, because; as an Israeli, |
do not believe that a separate  Israeli-
Egyptian peace is valuable in the long-
term, or that it’s in Israel’s intérests to
have a separate peace. 1 believe that itSin
the interests of Israel to utilise the present
situation in-order to get a general solution,
In this I am a heretic in Israel because the
general opinion is, of course, the opposite,
It would be stupid for Israel, 1 think; to
make a separate peace solving only one
thing, becausé this one thing will not
withstand thetest of time if the conflict
itself is not liquidated.

To put it in practical terms. Assuming
for a minute that we do achieve a separate
peace, but that the general turmoil in the
Arab world continues, that the Paléstinians
remain the radicalising factor in the Arab
world, that the Arab-Israeli conflict con-
tinues. Can one really believe that Egypt
could stand outside this process, or do wé
have to believe that Egypt will be drawn
into it sooner or late whether it wanis'it or
tnot? - Let’s not - forget that Egypt was
drawn into the whole thing in 1948 against
its wishes. All the pressures of the Arab
world are operating on Egypt and in Egypt.
This will happen again, even if not 1o-
morrow. It will happen in five years or 10
years — the whole thing will start again.
(1-Is there a solution short of a Palestinian
state?
~O L don’t think so. I think a Palestinian
state is the solution. And [ believe it’s agood
solution for “Israel. This is heretical in
Israel to most people; but by no means 1o
all people including some in official circles.
[} That'’s intereésting. Who in {srael is in
favour of a Palestinian state assuming that
you are able to find Palestinians to talk to

and to work out security arrangements with?
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O Without mentioning names I know o! in Israel much easier. And he is under~

two or three extremely important army
officers — present and past. Some of the
most important strategic thinkers believe
that this is the best solution for lsrael —
that an independent Palestinian state which
will have to safeguard its own independent
interests will be bound to be an element for
peace in the Middle East and an element
for security.
711 assume you are talking about negotia-
ting for such a state with Fatah?
O I 'mean a state in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip which I'believe would have to
be negotiated with the PLO, which means
practically Arafat.; And [ believe that such
a state will- terminate the radicalisation
process -of the Palestinian people. Once
they ‘have achieved a minimum state in
which they can live and solve their prob-
lems they will have an interest, like every
people in: the world, to safeguard their
national institutions ‘and their national
identity.  This will ‘be a normalisation not
only of the Palestinian people, but also a
normalisation of ‘Israel and & normalisa-
tion of the status quo in general.
O How - many.  Knesset - members, not
mentioning names, do you think could be
brought to favour creation of a Palestinian
state?
O Depends when, Today, there has been
such a - demonology created around the
PLO and the idea of a Palestinian state
that very few people “would be willing
publicly to admit that they are in favour
of it. Today you have only the five com-
munist members and the two Shelli mem-
bers. ‘And there are a small number of
people in Mapam and the Labour Party who
would subscribe - to  this half-heartedly
today. But when you speak with people
seriously and privately you find that there
are a much greater number of people
who are open-minded about this, who say
that if the PLO really changes its public
stand it ‘can make it ‘possible for people
in Israel 1o mention the PLO without im-
mediately invoking - the  association - of
terrorism: and the idea of the liguidation
of ‘Israel. Then they would be able to
advocate a Palestinian state.
[ You were one of the Israelis that started
meeting with the PLO in 1976, Lova Eliav
was another - and - he  now  feels = very
negatively about Arafat’s leadership of the
PLO. He has even called him a “petty,
fittle man”. What do you think about Arafat
and the present state of the PLO?
O 1 started to have contact with the PLO
long before this. I was in contact with the
late Said Hammami in London from late
1974.-And, of course, for me this was not
the ‘beginning of something, but the con-
tinuation of something, because 've been
in favour of ‘4 Palestinian state since 1948.
In the fifties 1 .drew up and published a
plan for a Palestinian state.

Now with-all respect to my friend Lova,
I don’t ‘think he’s an expert on the Pales-
tinian ‘question. 1 think he doesn’t realise
the terms of reference of Yasser Arafat.
Lova looks at it from the Israeli side only
and thinks that if ‘Arafat would have done
this or that, he would have made cur job
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standably angry at Arafat for not doing
these things. But-if you look at- things
obijectively, dispassionately, unemotionally,
10 think what is the situation of the Pales-
tinian- people, what is the situation of the
PLO, what is the situation of Fatah inside
the PLO and Arafat inside Fatah —if you
take all ‘these practical, political things
into ' consideration you ' cannot  really
criticise Arafat. I think he’s done a remark-
able job asa person who has created some
kind of Palestinian consensus in the most
incredible - circumstances. - And - he has
further been up against the manoeuverings
of ‘all the Arab states, each one of whom
has promoted  a different - section of the
Palestinian people - in ~order 1o achieve
different aims,

Holding things together is already ‘a
remarkable achievement. Surviving as the
leader of this consensus for such a long
time is a remarkable achievement too. And
of course for the Palestinian people the
consolidation of recognised and accepted

“I'm quite sure that even
today, if you really could talk
heart to heart with the 120
members of the Kuesset .. .
and everybody would do what
a politician never does -
candidly say what he really
believes in — you have in this
hnesset a dovish majority.”’

natioftal mstitutions inthe: situation they
zre in is such an important and overwhel-
ming- thing that one has first of all to
judge leadership in respect to this achieve-
ment.

1 What specifically should the PLO do?

O The PLO will have to achigve a consen-
sus which makes it possible for its leader-
ship to say that whatever the historical
circumstances were, “whatever ~happened
in this country, now it is a fact that there
are two peoples, two nations, living in
what used to be Palestine. Neither of these
can remove the other and, therefore, both
have to live with each other. They abso-
lutely ‘cannot live in the same state and
therefore there has to be two states and
therefore the national aspirations ‘of the
Palestiniun people will have to be realised
in - the framework of ~an independent
Palestinian “national ‘state in the Waest
Bank ‘and Gaza. Since this can only ‘be
achieved in agreement with Israel, direct
contacts and peace negotiations will have
to happen sooner or later. Therefore, if
they criticise Sadat they should make it
clear that they do not do so because he
recognises the fact of ‘lsrael and wants to
make peace, but because, as Palestinians,
they may think that Sadat shouldn’t have
acted without ‘the Palestinians.

The question, then, is could Sadat have
acted with the Palestinians? They did not
really make it possible for Sadat to start
his negotiations with a Palestinian partner.
So i think ‘they must make clear in the
most unequivocal terms that the historical
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objective of preventing Israel from coming
into being and then to destroy Israel has
10 be openly abandoned and ‘a new ob-
jective adopted. :

1 Two months ago in Forwn, Hisham
Sharabi outlined the possibility of such a
two-stage historical compromise, but he in-
sisted that the Zionist, racist attitudes in
Israel would have to end before full peace is
achieved. Yow're one of the few Isrgelis’
famous in the Arab world because your
book, Israel Withour Zionists, is on many
Arab bookshelves. What are your feelings
asbout Zionism today? : E

O The term has lost its exact definition, no
one quite knows when one says “I'am a
Zionist” or “Lam an anti-Zionist” what it
means. If Zionism means Israeli patriotism,
or the belief in ‘the continued existencg of
Israel I certainly am a Zionist. i
{1-As a Jewish state, a Jewish homeland,
with the Law of Return and a special Jewish
character? F
O A-state which is as Jewish as France is
French ‘or Gérmany is German, Which
doesn’t mean that the Germans have a
particular privilege in that state. Citizens
must be equal, whatever their backgrounds.
But as a state which - more or less allows a
nation (0 express its personality in their
own state. I want Israel to exist — though
I advocate many reforms including changes
in - the relationship between Arabs and
Jews inside Israel ~ as a state, the majority
of which is Jewish and, therefore, ‘expresses
a Jewish personality. This 1 am for and if
this'means Zionist 1 am a Zionist.

If Zionism ~means the belief that 15
million Jews will one day gathér in Israel;
1 don’t believe in it, I think it’s obsolete:

{1 What is your reaction to this statement
by Hisham Sharabi? “If we are going to
live together in other than a suspicious,
hostile existence, Zionism has to go”. Then
I asked him, “Does a Jewish state stay?”
And he added, *“Yes, anything. I don’t know
how the operation, the excision, is going to
take place and keep the body — whatever
body -~ they want to keep, I want the
racism out. Because this is the barrier
between Jews and Arabs in the Middle East
today.”? :

O T agree this is what many Arabs think.
But this is an  immensely  complicated
subject, Israel is a state born in unique
circumstances, the outcome of 'a great
historical: movement with an ideology of
some very good, and let’s admit, some very
bad “points. Credting a state which has
continued in war for more than 30 years
now, can you say that there are inherent
attitudes that cannot be changed? Or do
you rathér have to say that once you have
peacemost of these attitudes willdisappear?

Not without a struggle; of course. But
you must rely on us’in Israel to fight our
own battles and you niust say that if you
have a state of peace — if Palestinians and
Israelis live together in two states, but in
the same country with lots of relationships
and daily contact — then people “like
myself will have a chance to fight for those
reforms which we want to fight for and we
have a far bigger chance 10 succeed.

I could say exactly the same about the
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Palestinians by the way — I could say that
we can never live together until the Pales-
tinian - people ~ eradicate from  themselves
the - terrorists “and  the ulira-chauvinistic
elements —— people whose slogan is the
liquidation -of ‘Israel. -1 don’t say' this
because T understand the Palestinians, as
they are a: result of their own historical
experience. I'm sure once there is a Pales-
tinian state living in peace; the existence of
this state will change a lot of things in the
Palestinian " people 'putting an end  to
certain - tendencies which ‘have been the
outcome of a state of war.

[1 Let me shift to the US. How do you
assess: the - Carter “Administration’s perfor-
mance since the Sadat initiative?

O Of course I car’t help being extremely
disappointed by the Carter Administration.
Either they don’t do what should be done;
or if they decide to do it at long last they
don’t do it the way 1 think it ‘should be
done,;

Of "course one realises ‘the domestic
problems of the American Administration
when one realises the  pressures  being
exerted. Therefore, it's easy to understand
why- they don’t do what they should do
and.why they are doing things which
perhaps they should not do:

I believe it ‘was wrong for Carter to
celebrate ‘Begin when he came over the
first - time “and therefore Carter gave an
enormous push to Begin at a time when
the Israeli- public was still doubtful ‘about
Begin and a little bit afraid that Begir’s
chauvinistic attitudes were going 10 ¢ause
damage 1o Israel,

) “Not' to mention American  Jewish
attitudes?

O Exactly. When Begin came back 4s the
victor in triumph from America he got the
power base  which now enables him to
reject American . initiatives, I never quite
understood: why it was done unless they
had the most curious misconceptions about
Begin.

] What has the US done wrong in the last
year and a half?

Ol think everything.  Absolutelyeverything.
They should have made it quite clear what
the: American -attitude “is. They should
have used ‘American influence - and, of
course, America has an enormous influence
upon Israel — by keeping a very clear
line: we want this; this is how we see the
future, “this' is what  American interests
require.

] Well, not everything. Carter came into
office pursuing’ the policies outlined in the
Brookings - Report, - advocating 2 “Pales-
tinian homeland’’,

O Same as with Nixon if 1 may mention
the name. Nixon came to power. After a
year or so there was the famous Rogers
Plan — which was an exiremely good plan;
And: then when there was a Jewish and
Israeli opposition he just forgot about the
whole thing.

Here came Carter, ‘He said for the first
time candidly things which had to be said
about a Palestinian homeland. And then
he said he didn’t mean jt all, that he meant
something- quite different. You can’t

. "l think Arafat has done a

. remarkable job as a person

iwha has created some kind of

| Palestinian consensus in the

' most incredible
circumstances.”

Israeli public to treat America seriously if
the American line changes every two days
because some senator says something.

] What about the joint statement with the
Soviet Union on 1 October 19777 Was that
not the right thing to do?

O That was a curious thing, because, what
did they do? They made a statement with
the Soviet Union ~— which on the whole
was a-good statement. Then they immedi-
ately retreated by making a joint statement
with Israel saying something quite different.
[T Well, they say there was a revolt against
the US-USSR joint statement in the US.
C OK. If you are a politician eithér you
make an assessment before hand and say
that this is a policy I ¢an’t conduct and
therefore let’s not announce it. But if you
do announce a policy then you should be
ready to sustain it and fight for it

One thing the Americans have incommon
with the Palestinians, with the “Arabs, is
the tendency to think Israel is a monolithic
thing, acting like one ‘man who happens
to be the prime minister at any given time.
Perhaps -they come “to  this  conviétion

command respect and really compel the
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because they look at American Jews who

monolithically support — or used to any-
WAY  ~— -any.prime - minister.

But if you believe a certain policy is’
good then your policy should be formed.
in'such a way that you encourage the
elements in Israel which are working for
this kind ‘of solution and discourage the
kind of people working against your
policies. What the Americans are doing,
and also our Palestinian friends; is exactly
the opposite: |
(]'What now in Israel? How do you now view
Begin? You wrote a few months alter
Sadat’s Jerusalem ‘visit “The big question
now is: What will Begin do if peace cannot
be reconciled with his ideology? The fate of
the Middie East... may well depend on the
answer, It is a battle that will have to be
fought in the heart and mind of Begin
himself. On the one hand, the temptation to
make peace is immense. If he achieves this,
his name will be inscribed forever in the
annals - of ~Jewish  history: Ben-Gurion
created the State of Israel, Begin gave it
peace. But equally great is his loyalty to the
cause, the teachings of Jabotinsky, the
land of Israel.” ‘

O The question has had a final answer.
Begin ‘has not been able to change his
historical - objective for a  newer, much
more important one. Therefore we must
now think how to remove Begin and what
to do afterwards. This now is the big
question, {
I'm rather sorry about this. I've always.
had a certain respect for Mr Begin. But I,
must draw the conclusion that he’s not a-
big ‘enough personality to adjust himself
to 4 totally new historical situation, which’
is exactly what Ezer Weizmann has done —
perhaps- because “he’s- younger, -less: dog-
matic, because he’s a military man and used
to adapting himself to new circumstances,
There's absolutely no hope "that” Mr..
Begin will change his opinion. He is now
the great obstacle to movement towards
peace and must be removed. :
You quoted me about Begin. ‘I would
now change this quotation, enlarge on it.
I said at that time that the decisive battle
was being fought inside the mind of Men-
achem Begin. I would say now that the
decisive battle is really being fought inside.
the mind of the Israeli people. The more
that can be done to provide ammunition’
and reinforcements to the forces inside the-
Israeli mind willing to take the great leap
into peace, into unknown territory, the
more chances it will really happen:
I'm quite sure that even today, if you
really could talk hedrt to heart with the
120 members of the Knesset and everybody
would do what a politician never -does’ ~—
candidly say what he really believes in —=
you have in this Knesset a dovish majority.
I"have absolutely no doubt about it and'{
know all the 120 people quite well. There
is a majority of 60-70 out of the 120 who
ordinarily you would call doves. But they
are dominaied by & political structure
which is commanded today by Begin. If
you had an equally strong leadership by
somebody “else’ you wouldn't ‘need new
elections in Israel 1o have a different kind
of government. a




~ BEGIN'S TRIUMPH,

cnmn's AND sAoAr's
© . GAMBLE

Eric Rouleau, Middle East Ed1tor of Le Monde,” was one of the
keynote::and - summation speakers at - the - Middle East:
Institute’s annual conference in Washington recently. Forum
Editor Mark Bruzonsky discussed with him the reasons for
and the meamng of the Camp Dav1d agreements., S

1

i

Bruzonsky: What’s the meaning in the
large, histori¢ context of: the - Arab-
Israeli conflict of the ‘Camp David
agreement? How are we going to look
back on Camp David? What does it
mean?

Rouleau: Whatever the consequence of
Camp David — whether it leads to an overall
settlement or to no settlement and war — I
think Camp David is a turning point. It’s
the very first time since the- Balfour
Declaration that a responsible Arab govern-
ment is signing a peace agreement with
Israel. It’s also a turning point because the
biggest Arab country is getting out of con-
frontation with Israel in spite of the
opposition of the other Arab states and
without a resolution of the Palestinian pro-
blem.

It could be an even more important event
~ a real watershed - if it does lead to a
solution of the Palestinian problem.

O What does it mean for the US role in
the Middle East? ‘

© Camp David is a manifestation of the pax
Americana which the US would like to con-
clude in the Middle East. It is also the proof
that some Arab leaders have been saying —
that the Americans have a decisive ‘in-
fluence in Israel and therefore the moderate
Arabs should turn-to the US and abandon
reliance on the ‘Soviet Union - that this is
wrong. The Americans have demonstrated
that they do not have much more influence
on Israel than say France or Europe or even
the Soviet ~Union. -In -the- eyes .of many
Arabs,: Camp ‘David " is proof:that Sadat’s
belief that the Americans have 99 per cent of
the cardsisnot true, .- =% .-

0 Is .Camp David-a trlumph for Begln

‘over ~ Carter, . especially. - in . view - of

Carter’s polxcxes when he ﬁrst came
intooffice? ... cvias

O:I:would say: yes Carter was agalnst a

separate peace because he realised it didn’t
serve American. interests.. The US ‘came‘to
the. conclusion that a:quick.and overall
peace was the goal because:they thought,
and they still think, that strife and conflict
in.the Middle East is a potential threat.to
their interests in the area. ‘And they believed
and still believe that never in the history of
the conflict: have the objective . conditions
been so favourable to an overall settlement.
O But now .they risk the overall settle-
ment for the separate peace. . "

-0 This is'why it’s a victory for Begm Slnce

1967 I've heard from many Israelis that a
separate peace.with Egypt was possible and
was their objective; their dream - to cut off
Egypt. I remember.in. 1973 just- after the

'October war I'met General Bar-Lev:and he

told me, to my great surprise, that Israel had

very strong indications that there was a good

chance for a separate peace w1th Egypt And

| 1just could not believe him.

‘But my argument'is,. what is the use of a

i1 'separate :peace? Of course it reduces the .

possibility of pressure by the Arabs. But it’s
not leadingto the kind:of settlement whlch
can be stable in the Middle East. -

O So why did the Americans do 1t‘7 If

-Carter- believes - that stablhty isso

essential, he’s. - now rlskmg that
stablllty" Lo
O He’s taking a- blg gamble But I don’t
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think he had another way of doing it, for two
reasons: His two guests, Begin and Sadat,
having a confrontation under his own eyes,
were of unequal strength. Begin came-to
Camp David saying it’s not the last chance,
we can still wait though we would like to
reach an agreement. He really felt this, it
wasn’t just propaganda, because he was
coming from a position of force. Begin
wasn't threatened if Camp David failed. On
the contrary he could go back and say to the
Israelis that they were trying to force me
into a settlement jeopardizing the security of
the State of Israel. And few Israelis would
have then turned against Begin.

The person who was really threatened by
the collapse of Camp David was Sadat. He
had promised his people that if his initiative
failed he would resign. Failure would have
put him in a very difficult position. And if
he did not want to resign he could have put
up a show by saying he was now going to try
other means -~ in other words go back to the
Arab fold, to the people he dislikes, Syria
and the PLO and especially the allies of
those people, the Soviet Union, for which
Sadat has an allergy. > - .- .- -

As a matter of fact,” I think one »f the
reasons which took Sadat ‘to- Jerusalem in
November was that he wanted to break up
the - possibly - approaching = Geneva

conference where he was going to find the

‘Soviets. .. :

So. Sadat was in a far {zvealker/po'sirti‘(;)n:7 ‘

than Begin. He had to get something out of
Camp David. Sadat was coming without the

support of the 'Arab world and taking an in- . :
dependent “path, .-reduced his -strength. ‘|

Egypt’s strength is not:only because of its

geography ' and ‘. demography but because :
Egypt. traditionally has- been the leader of -
the Arab world and had the support of at :

least parts of the Arab world in:which the
Western world has interests: Egypt, coming

to' Camp *David ‘without . the- Arab world

" supporting it explicitly, had been reduced to
'a minor power — important, but still-minor.
So that also made of Sadat a weak person. .

+2iNow,* to -come : back to your ({uefstipn.‘:
e facing -

.Carter .was having these two peop
‘each other.and one of them was giving in to

“the other.- He.could not ‘be more" royalist

.than.Sadat. He himself was'also in a weak

position_ because ‘on one ‘side.-he had.the.
pressures of the domestic.groups — who ‘are .
unconditionally for the policies "of. Israel -
‘and on:the other he had Arabs'who did not-.

exercise-enough pressure on him. Of course,

.the Americans'perceived a:potential threat -
from the Arabs.. But thatthreat was not .

there, it wasn't real at the time.. :;

. These -abstractions, I .think, do reflect .
‘reality. And:Carter maybe thought that for -
‘his:own good — because his image in the US:
:would improve and because-he couldn’t ex-~

ercise any more pressure.on Begin anyway
_and  because maybe ‘he .thought why not,
Jlet’s try it, even a separate peace might lead

to a.comprehensive  settlement: — for these

reasons we have had Camp David: ;.

OMany people :have  talked. about:
““Palestinian - -participation’’. -~and.
“‘Palestinian :self-determination’’.; The |
even .
referred to the “Palestinian nation’’. Is:

Egyptian - ambassador.: has .

there any significant likelihood in your
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view _that out-of the Camp. David
framework will eventually come a real
Palestinian state? I know that there’s
always hope. But does it make any real
political sense? .* . ‘ s
OYou are right. Hopes mean. nothing.
Hopes can be expressed on both sides and in
contradictory directions. '

Let’s go back to the political basics. What
gives momentum? Momentum doesn’t
come out of a written text like Camp David.
Momentum comes from a push and a push
comes from political forces. The Camp
David agreement could evolve into a

positive momentum — and by this I mean a:

solution to the Palestinian problem — or it
could, on the contrary, be a momentum in

the other direction, a step backwards. It all

depends on the balance of power,
If the Arabs, to take a scenario, organise

“The Israelis are
prepared to give back
the Golan Heights to
Syria on the same
basis as Sinai to Egypt

—in other words
another separate peace
and then leave the
Palestinians to their
fate.”

.themselves, .unite, and exercise very strong
-pressures on the US, or if the Palestinians,

as  another ~example, = would organise

_themselves and put real pressures on Israel -

and pressures are not necessarily military,

they could be political or economic or social -
or, for instance, a general strike in the West"
Bank - then the Camp David agreement

would evolve into something else. It would

- no longer be Camp David, it would then be

Camp David plus.

O But you don’t think there will be such’
strong, united Arab pressures, do you?
OlIn the immediate future I don’t think it"

can happen. Because, let us take the factors
of pressure on the US and on Israel.

audi Arabia ' has - condemned . Camp.
David but has immediately, and in the very-

same communique, said it does not want to
interfere in Sadat’s getting Sinai back: This
means Saudi Arabia will go on giving money
to Sadat. The Saudis should be judged on
their actions, not their words. And in this
particular case there are just words of con-
demnation and real  acts in the other

-direction. Also, Saudi Arabia has consistent-

ly in the past few years repeated it would not
use oil as a political instrument. So: we
should exclude any pressure on the US of
that nature. =~ ¢ - ‘

" Jordan~also . has an ambivalent position.

Even Syria, although it has taken a very.
hard line in appearance, is keeping 'its’

channels of communications with the US.
And we know the Israelis.are prepared to
give back the Golan Heights to Syria on the

same basis as Sinai to Egypt — in_ other
words another separate peace and leave the
Palestinians to their fate. I don’t think Syria
will go as far as this, it’s impossible for many
reasons. But anyway, Syria’s position . is
‘really not a hard-line position, :
r1Isn’t there a potential for the Soviet
Union to put it’s foot down?

O Of course. This is the factor which hasn’t
been discussed very much and it’s very im-
portant. '

"The Soviet Union, because it has lost a lot
of its influence in the area, is thought by
many people to be finished. But, it’s not
finished, it’s still a factor in the Middle
East. It’s not only in Iraq, in Syria and in
South Yemen. It is also everywhere else in
the Middle East in forms which are not
obvious or visible.

More important, the Russians are on the
periphery of the Middle East. They have
good influence in Afghanistan and in
Ethiopia and maybe tomorrow in Iran, we
don’t know. It’s not out of the game.

It’s just being blind to say we can do it
“alone and without the Soviet Union. In fact,
it was this US administration’s point of
view in the beginning that it would be a
fatal mistake to exclude the Soviet Union.
The opinion of this adminstration was to
bring ‘in ‘the maximum of powers to
guarantee a peace. But again, tﬁe US has
given in to double :pressure — not only
‘Sadat who doesn’t like the-Russians, but

. also Begin. Carter seems to have departed

1 from his’ path under pressure from' his

‘minute allies, small countries such as Egypt
and Israel. - = ., R .

O Carter has returned to the Kissinger
approach hasn’t he — by saying he will
‘not -deal’ with the PLO, by trying to
keep the Soviets out and by accepting a
step-by-step process!- . - "
O1 think so, yes: - e
3So Henry is the real winner of Camp
David? - o
O Yes, you are right. The Camp David
agreement is just an  outgrowth of
Kissinger’s policies, a continuation of those
Kissinger policies which were condemned by
this administration. Yes,” Camp David
seems to go counter to what Carter has been
saying about a settlement, UL
0 You have warned of the risks of Camp
David saying we might regret what we
have done. What are these dangers and

risks? oo o

O If we have to look at the pessimistic side —
and I don’t say this will happen, but only
that there are real risks — the following could
happen: =~ -~ o ) : i

. 1. The complete isolation of Sadat — what
I call pushing Sadat ‘into the ghetto, the -
same ghetto where Menahem Begin is. In
-other words, a man and a country could be
burned and they could have played a very
important role as go-between between Israel
and the more hard-line Arab states. Sadat
could-have been much more useful to both
the ‘US and Israel-if he remained in a
middle-man position. His usefulness will be
~completely lost if he can’t convince other
states to come into the process. This is why I
say Israel is being short-sighted. They think
that cutting off Egypt is a good thing. But

they . should = have preserved Egypt’s



legitimacy: in the Arab world. The conse-

quences could be that Sadat’s regime could.

destabilise and fall.

2. The second risk is that of division of the
Arab world into two camps. As you know it
was decided at the Damascus
“steadfastness” conference practically to
create another Arab League outside of
Cairo. Let us suppose they are able todoit -
thus creating two Arab Leagues. When you
divide the Arab world, you make a settle-
ment with Israel much more difficult.
Because you create a polarised situation
where overbidding and exaggeration are the
rule as you have to demonstrate that you're
a better Arab than the next. We knew a
period like this in the 1960s. When you
polarise, in other words, you invite the big
powers into a struggle which would look very
much like the cold war. So, by doing this,
you are substituting from a situation in
which the big powers throughout the Arab
world were agreeing in principle to make
peace with Israel and conclude peace
treaties to a new situation in which you have
two Arab worlds — one so-called hard-line
linked with the Soviet Union and the other
so-called moderate linked with the US. So
you are postponing peace and opening the
way for strife and possibly military conflict.
If this does happen then it would be
preferable to have had no Camp David.

OIf you were Yasser Arafat, responsi-
ble for making decisions fateful for the

Palestinian people, how would you |

react to Camp Dav:d"

O Well, nothing is offered to Yasser Arafat

asa PLO leader, except, there’s one thing in

which he can play a role — the elections. ..
Now if, and'I say.if; those elections are

completely free, then I believe it is a basic

right of anybody, whether PLO or not, to

play the game of the elections. This is ot |

just an abstract democratic right. It is a way
of ‘'making the voice of. your own people
heard to the whole world. .

In this way elected persons mlght be able

to stand up and say they are for an indepen-

dent state..And-saying this would- be a
victory
belleve that this is the only solution. -

ODoes Begin intend to maintain Israeli
settlement rights and land purchase
rights in perpetuity? .. :

0 Of course he will try. His whole life has
been based on that. There was even an ex-
change of letters with Carter to dispute
terminology, Begin saying the West Bank
means Judea and Samaria. This made me
laugh. If they can’t even agree on.the name
of the West Bank it shows how deep the

conflict is. Begin is so adamant about it he.

even got Sadat to use the term Judea and
Samaria back at Ismailiya last Christmas.
So, Begin will try to keep Judea and
Samaria Jewish, not just settlements. He
may “also try to bring. back what he
suggested publicly in December — his plan

which contains the idea that the territories
will never be given back to the Arabs but the:
inhabitants will chose a nationality, some’

Jordanian and some Israeli, -

O About - the -settlements. Has Camp
David superceded 242 in the following
way —not legally but politically? Before
Camp David Israeli settlements were

“for those:like Yasser Arafat who-

‘“‘Carter maybe
thought that for his
owngood...evena

separate peace might
lead toa
comprehensive
settlement . ..”’

not only 1llegal but the terms of 242

implied withdrawal of  settlements

along with withdrawal:. from

- territories. After Camp David, we have

only discussion of future- settlements
and . no discussion  of ' present
‘settlements whlch implies * de - facto
acceptance. -

0 Not a definitive one. The g'reat success of.

Begin at Camp-David is to have obtained
acceptance. of the settlements for another

five years at least. What the Americans and’

the whole world were asking before was to
get the settlements\out right away. Today
there is a kind of legitimacy given to Mr
Begin’s policies. In a way this has
neutralised the 242 resolution, creating a
new legal framework superceding 242.

CEven though it would be denied.

because 242 is mentioned in the Camp
David formula..It’s:not a legal change,
but a political change?

OlIt’s more. It's a legal change for at least
five years. Nobody is going to ask Begin now

to take away those settlements for five years -
“at least.

Suppose that Begin agrees to freeze new
settlements, which is the maximum that he

-and . especially

; Carter

e/

can accept.- Then the trade-off is no new
settlements and for thoSe there nothing
more will be said.

And if negotiations don’t succeed i in five
years then things remain as they are. And
maybe theyll expand the settlements to
30,000 from today’s less than 10,000 settlers.
This will make it more difficult to reach a
settlement.

O What about Jordan? Do you conceive
of any circumstances under which the
Camp David agreements can be
modified with Israeli approval so that
Klng Hussain would take the risk of
joining the negotiations?

O First, there is no unanimity within
Jordan to get back the West Bank. Crown
Prince Hassan and others are telling the
King to forget about the West Bank, that it
will be a source of trouble and that Jordan is
doing okay now. Let the Palestinians be
Israel’s neighbour they argue.

The King himself though is interested in
the West Bank but he’s being very cautious.
The King cannot look as if he’s selling out
Palestinian rights. He can still envisage
himself at the head of a unified Jordanian
kingdom if he can get the minimum of what
the Palestinians are demanding today. But
you can’'t ask him to go against both
members of his family and parts of the Arab
world and then give him half of the West
Bank as the Labour Party wanted to
do and no East Jerusalem!

At this point, it is certain that he doesn’t
want to risk too much.

0 What’s - your judgement if the
Americans do decide’ to take Begin on
about the settlements issue? - ; »

O Well, it 'seems now :that many people do
consider this issue of a freeze on settlements
e right of any West Bank
autonomous government: to have a right of
veto over ttlements as the cruc1al test for

He tell you a story whlch I hold as
ic and which ‘came from very good

- At, Camp David :when Sadat called his

For ign Minister,. .Mr:Kamel, to say that he
was going to agree, Kamel protested He

Sadat’s answer was, well we have to

help President Carter who s been so good to
-us and anyway he’s given me his word of .
‘honour that he will stand on our side. and
ypress Begin into makmg more .concessions

leading to a solution in the West Bank and
Gaza. ‘And. 'Kamel's answer was that
however good the President of the United
States and however much we like him, we
cannot base the policy of the state of Egypt
and our future on the basis of the word of
one man, or trust in one man. And he
resigned. . -

In other words, I want to say, if Mer Carter
cannot get his own way on a freeze on settle-
ments, the whole basis on which Mr Sadat
agreed to sign the accord is collapsing. If he

can’t get this, how can he get anything ‘else

for Sadat or the Palestinians or the Jor-
danians or whoever it is. So it’s considered a
test case both by Sadat and Hussain and
probably by the Saudis and other Arabs.
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AMBASSADOR DEAN BROWN

Bruzonsky: Two years ago dJimmy
Carter came to the Presidency,
apparently with the right instincts
about the Arab-Israeli quagmire. But
now we have at best a separate peace
with little hope for more. How does one
explain what’s happened to the Carter
Presidency?

Brown: 1 think Carter was full of surprises
to us. I think we should step back a little
further and take a look at the campaign.

In the campaign Carter repeated a lot of
the slogans and rhetoric of Democratic
candidates running for President over the
vears. You remember him proclaiming that
if elected he would move the embassy to
Jerusalem immediately and a whole series of
things like that which led everybody ac-
quainted with the Middle East to sort of

it

Carter’s M.E. poliy: tria

throw up their hands and say, “Oh my God,
we have to go through this whole
educational process all over again”.

And then somehow during his first few
months in office a series of rather odd
speeches came out where the code words
were used in slightly different ways than
they had been used in the past.

He'd talk one day about secure boun-
daries and everybody would say, “Oh my
God, we've been trapped in something or
another”, but the way he'd say it would be
slightly different than said before. And then
he finally got to talking about the
Palestinians - “homeland”, “entity”,
“rights”, and then in the Joint Statement
with the Soviet Union, “legitimate rights”.
0 Which went beyond the former
American position of ‘“‘Palestinian in-

““It’s as if the last man in the
room is the one that has the
most influence’’ on US
President Carter, laments the
President of Washington’s
Middle East Institute,
Ambassador L. Dean Brown.

In a foreign service career
spanning 30 years, Ambassador
Brown has observed and
participated in American
foreign policy throughout the
zigs and zags of the Arab-Israeli
dispute. He arrived in Jordan as
Ambassador just before the 1970
civil war and served throughout
the October War. Then he
returned to Washington as
Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Management before
retiring in 1975 to head the
Middle East Institute. During
the past few years Brown has
continued to serve the US
Government in a variety of
capacities. Under President
Ford he was director of the
interagency task force for
Indochina and later special
presidential envoy to Lebanon.

In this wide-ranging
interview with Mark Bruzonsky,
Brown predicts that
the Saudis will
reassess their whole
relationship with the US.

terests’’ to a homeland.
O It went to the point where people could
say he stands for the creation of a
Palestinian state on the West Bank and
Gaza. That was that spring; then there were
some serious, curious things that happened.
When the Arabs all came here — Fahd,
Hussain, Sadat — all of them went away con-
vinced that Carter was really going to cope
with the entire Middle East problem, in-
cluding the question of a Palestinian state.
But something happened over the
summer. Because you got one flair of this
attempt to cope, the Soviet-American com-
munique, but other than that, nothing.
Somehow over the summer people began
to have a different analysis of Carter. And I
still don’t know what happened to Carter’s
plans,
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O That's the period when the dialogue
with the PLO that was just beginning,
ended.

O Everything, of course, was affected by the
Begin election and visit. In other words I
think maybe Carter’s ideas of what he would
be able to do with the Israelis were put off
the track.

O Don’t you think the Joint Statement
symbolises where Carter finally
learned that the power of the
Presidency was extremely limited?
Wasn’t that the break point?

O I'm not sure. I suspect the break point
came somewhere in the summer before that.
0O Brzezinski was still trying?

© Yes, Brzezinski probably thought: well,
let’s try it this way to see if we can shake
things a little bit loose since things have
been going to pieces. Remember before that
you were essentially moving rapidly towards
Geneva. What kind of Geneva? A Geneva
without a plan or agenda, where the United
States would be just one of the public
participants but not a leader. Carter seemed
to believe that if you can only get people in a
room together somehow or other there will
have to be progress cause that's the way
human beings behave.

O Are you suggesting that Carter has
been a trial and error President
engdged in on-the-job training when it
comes to the Middle East?

O I think so, very much so...I always
thought he thought that sweet reason would
be accepted by other people.

O You’re smiling as you say this. He is
the President of the United States.

O He is, that’s right. And he had and I
think he still has traces of the idea that
somehow since he’s a good man, an honest
man, people should understand. A lot of
other people think like that that are leaders,
as we know.

You might say that part of the problem
was the fact there was a deliberate policy in
the beginning to understaff the National
Security Council. That is to say they didn’t
want to replicate Henry Kissinger. I think
you've noticed they've sort of added a couple
of people since.

O Who does Carter have around him
whom he could really go to when the
going gets rough and talk about the
problems the United States has with
the Arab-Israeli conflict?

© He doesn’t have anyone. One of the
things that has always struck me about the
President, and I think this is reflected in
some of the odd statements we've seen
coming out of the President at different
times, it's sort of as if the last man in the
room is the one that has the most influence.
And usually the last man in the room is a
Jody Powell or a Hamilton Jordan or
somebody like that who is talking to him
about domestic things — how to make it look
good domestically, what will sell, as they
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used to say in Nixon’s days, in Peoria.

And this is not the way to deal with
foreign policy issues, as we know. By
implication, Carter believes that all people
in the intimate staff have equal access and
equal right to discuss all subjects, and by
implication, equal expertise. Which isn’t the
case.

That’s where I think he’s lost out and
that’s why we get some of these very odd
statements where he really went bad
historically because somebody threw a
wrong fact.

O Right after Camp David you in-

possibility of even doing that type of con-
sultation they need with their people if
they're going to make a major policy state-
ment that is in complete variance with what
they’ve been saying before.

I think that there was a window or a door
that was slightly open. I still think it’s true
that the Arab leaders didn’t have to be
negative.

00 But didn’t Carter lose his credibility
shortly after Camp David when he got
into this debate with Begin about the
settlement moratorium?

O Well, thisis true. ..

“We may think that it is a national interest of the US to

preserve the security and stability of Israel. But | don't

know if it is an accepted national interest of Israel to

enhance the security and well-being of the US”

dicated you thought the Saudis and
King Hussain would be restrained,
would ask for time but would not be
overtly negative. Why were you wrong?
O I'd hoped they’d be more positive. I
wanted them to be positive. And I suppose
that probably affected that judgement.
Looking back we can see that what we
didn’t do is give them the time they needed
to work out the type of consensus they need
when they’re making major policy decisions.
0O Did the US actually give them suf-
ficient policy?

O No, we didn’t. But the main point is we
didn’t give them time. What we did was
confront them with the Vance visit too
quickly. And the Vance visit required them
to say something because Vance was saying
things in the plane before he landed — such
as “The King owes us this one”. And then
this confronted both Kings with the im-

O And within a few days the Prime
Minister of Israel effectively called the
President of the United States a liar,
and the President of the United States
gave in and no letter exchange ever
took place about the settlements?

O And that’s when the door closed in a
sense, because that confronted the Arabs
and the Palestinians with an impossible
situation. What they were doing is, I think,
hoping against hope that somehow the
relationship of Sadat with Carter would
reopen that window, that Carter would lay it
out on the line.

00 Do you think Carter should have
stood up to the Israelis then?

O Yes.

0 And that would have made a
difference?

O I think it could have made a difference.

O Do you think there’s any way, as the



Camp David thing has evolved, that the
Jordanians can reverse their attitude
and participate in this process?

O No, no. There's nothing for them. Not
without something new. I mean if we’re just
relying on Camp David they’re not going to
take part.

0O Well, there’s not much chance, in a
pre-election period, that the Israelis
are going to give more to Carter now
than they’ve given him so far, is there?
O I doubt it very much. Unless Carter
wants to lay it all on the line, for the first
time, clearly and explicitly to the American
people what he considers the problem and
what he thinks the solution should be. And I
don't know if he’s going to do this.

Certain people who are involved and
closely wrapped up in the Middle East
might suggest this. Others who look at the
whole mass of problems tell him, “Since
you're not going to get too far with it, if you
want your SALT you may have to give up
on the Middle East”. This is one of the
essential types of compromises that
Presidents make.

0O That raises a problem which is not
often discussed in the press — the
question of whether the American
Government is effectively penetrated so
much by the Israelis that evolving such
a strategy on the part of the White
House becomes hampered simply
because you can’t even count on your
own people in the bureaucracies to keep
the secret, that the Israelis find out
about it fast enough to take counter
measures.

O Yes, there is a problem here. The Israelis
realise that the US is a key issue to them, so
the task of the Israeli foreign service is to
know as intimately as possible what the
currents of thinking are in the US. and the
Israelis are very good at anticipating where
America is going and when it is necessary to
get an ambassador in or have a telephone
call made. This isn't just on foreign affairs
but on economic matters as well. They are
pretty tough and dedicated in preserving
their national interest.

There’'s a confusion in people’s minds
about national interest and I think the
President suffers from this. I think he suf-
fered from it in dealing with both Sadat and
Begin. He assumes that what he considers
the global interests of the world, which are
essentially those that are also the interests of
the US, are shared by all other people.

But I don’t think that’s necessarily so, We
may think for instance that it is a national
interest of the US to preserve the security
and stability of the State of Israel. But I
don’t know if it is an accepted national in-
terest of Israel to enhance the security and
well-being of the US. Certainly it is not if
that adversely affects, in any way, the
security and prosperity and well-being of the
State of Israel.

O You suggested it was difficult to see
how the Camp David agreement
necessarily furthered American
national interests. I would assume that
as Camp David unravels you would
have an even more gloomy assessment.

O Very much so. The attitude taken by
Senator Church is a perfect example of what
happens as all this starts to unravel. The
fault somehow becomes that of the Saudis
and we should take their airplanes away
from them. A very interesting concept, a
naked power play that Senator Church
would oppose for any other part of the world.

“Carter believes that all
people in the intimate staff
have...equal expertise.
Which isn’t the case.”

R O T S ST B ok ey R TR 1]
O Is it possible that with people like
Senator Church beginning to try to
drive a wedge between the US and
Saudi Arabia, the Saudis are going to
get upset and back off from the US?

O Yes, I think it is. I think the Saudis will
be reassessing their whole relationship with
the United States, and I think they’re doing
it right now.

I think now with the collapse of Iran, with
the likely dissolution of the whole Camp
David process, and their interests in
Jerusalem and in somehow taking care of
the Palestinian problem, they seem to be
getting uneasy about whether this is the US
they had thought it was.

It's a good question to ask because we’re
not the self-confident nation, the almost
aggressive nation in trying to reform and
change the world that we were in the
decades right after World War II.

O When it comes to Egypt, is the US
creating a situation where a year or
two from now its promises aren’t going
to be delivered either economically or
politically, and Sadat is going to be
way out in a corner?

O I'm not sure that we can or will give
Sadat all he’ll probably need. I remember
briefing congressional staff aides before they
made a trip to the Middle East, who
brought up this point — “Why can’t we just
pick up the bill and take care of Sadat”.
And I said “Just pass authorisation for $25
billion for five years.” They said, “That’s
ridiculous”, and I said, “That’s the point”.

If you’re going to cut Sadat off from other
sources of aid, you're going to have to
provide this kind of money on a long term
basis. And if he signs this agreement now
with nothing further on the second
framework, even the Saudis will carry out
what was agreed in Baghdad, cutting off all
economic assistance to Egypt.

And I don’t think we'll match it. I don’t
think we can do it any more. I think that the
President of the US simply could not sell
this to Congress at this time, even if it made
sense.

00 The pressure on Hussain, I un-
derstand, has been quite extreme. I’ve
heard conversations where the King is
reported to have told the Americans
he’d rather give up his throne and die
than be the Arab leader that gave up
Jerusalem.

O I think that’s exactly right. King Hussain
to this day resents Camp David. The fact
that Jordan was mentioned without a
telephone call or a consultation with him of
any kind.

0O What are the Americans going to say
to him now? If Vance is ordered by the
President to try to save Camp David
he’s got to come up with something.

© That’s right, and what can he do? Is he
going to threaten? If he wants to threaten
the King, I think the King will only respond,
“I cannot accept these threats”.

O It’s a pretty hollow bluff on the
American part isn’t it?

O Well, I think it’s a hollow bluff now
because whereas at one time we were the
major provider of aid to Jordan, we're no
longer there, we're just one of the providers.
And actually the major amounts of money
and certainly the freer kind of money is
coming from the Arab states. And King
Hussain is now in the process of reinvolving
himself in the Arab nation.

0O Camp David looks like the place
where the US, in order to put off-trou-
bles with the Israelis, risked its
relations with the moderate Arabs and
brought about an alliance between
Syria and Iraq.

© Involving, by the way, Jordan, because
Jordan has very definite links with Syria.

0O Plus a rapprochement between the
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PLO and Jordan and the alienation, at
least to some extent, of Jordan and
Saudi Arabia. The US has risked
everything that it has worked for for
the last couple of decades in the Middle
East for the sake of not pushing the
Israelis in a way which broad segments
of the US intellectual community, ever
since the Brookings Report, have said
should be done.

O Exactly. And when we talk about the
alienation of Jordan and Saudi Arabia, what
we've done is silence their voices within the
Arab circles speaking the moderate, the pro-
American course of action. When they say
something it seems to be a fainter echo of
what’s being said by the tougher ones, the
Iragis, the Algerians, the Syrians. So we
can even say the US has recreated the left in
Lebanon. You have noticed the Shiites and
the Palestinians are now back together after
having been sharply divided for some time.
O Three or four months ago, President
Carter asked George Ball to draw up a
long term view of what American policy
should be toward the Gulf. Supposing
he turned to you, what would you tell
him?

O T'd tell him to get George Ball’s report out
and read it again, whatever waste basket it’s
in. I'd say read that again and let me know
what you think about it, and if you and
Brzezinski still think as you thought about it
at the time, then no thanks, I don’t want the
job.

0O How would you differ from the
Brookings Report? Or would you
basically tell Carter that’s still the
framework America should be
operating on?

© I think I'd still do that. I think I would
spell out a little bit more than the Brookings
Report did about interim steps to be taken.
The more I think about it, the less I want to
see a quick transition, a quick and dirty
transition, to a Palestinian state on the West
Bank and Gaza. I want a series of time gaps,
but not ones which allow the Israelis on one
side or the PLO or the Iraqis to say “Halt”. [
want some sort of involvement perhaps of
the Security Council or some kind of inter-
national group.

O You want an image of where it’s
going but then to do it in a step-by-step
way.

O In a step-by-step way with a certain
checking at each step but no great veto
powers built in to stop it from moving to the
next step.

O What would you tell the President
about the Palestinian problem and
about the Americans dealing with the
PLO?

© Iwould say that what we should basically
be doing is going to the Palestinians and
saying, “We are willing to deal with
Palestinians, Would you create a
mechanism that has more representivity

than the PLO”?

0O Carter thought at Camp David that
he could get around dealing with the
PLO.

O Well, one of the great problems of Camp
David’s West Bank framework is that it
talks about the inhabitants in the area. In
other words, it says that what we’re talking
about is those Palestinians who are present-
ly living in the West Bank, we’re not talking
about the million in Jordan, the 400,000 in
Lebanon, all these people who have to be in-
volved sometime in the Palestinian state.
One reason [ want a time mechanism is that

FORUM

recommend that the Palestinians
create a more representative body. In
reality the PLO is clearly represen-
tative.

O For public relations reasons. We are stuck
ourselves. Even the American people, sym-
pathetic as they are in general towards the
Palestinians as people, have no patience
with the PLO. The PLO by being both a
political and military and then guerrilla
organisation in the minds of the American
people has identified itself more with the
latter two things and more particularly with
the third. And I'd like to see the PNC take

“I'd like to see the PNC take some of these Palestinians

who exist throughout the Arab world,

including some here in the US, and get them into

an organisation which can think more along

political terms and present a different image.”

I want the people in the West Bank and
Gaza to be voting eventually. But I first
want time for them to decide who's going to
be living in the West Bank and Gaza. I don't
think you can run a vote where Palestinians
who are living anywhere can vote.

O But what about those in southern
Lebanon or Syria?

© Well, they may make the decision to go
back.

O Before the vote?

O Before the vote. In other words there has
to be a time period where people can decide
where they’re going to live and people can’t
make that decision overnight. If the gates
were open to Palestine, huge mobs of people
would be in there and then huge mobs of
people would be leaving fairly soon.

0O Let’s go back to that Palestinian
question. Why is it that you would

some of these Palestinians who exist
throughout the Arab world, including some
here in the United States, and get them into
an organisation which can think more along
political terms, strategic terms, and present
a different image.

O It’s March 1979. Carter has only a
few more months before he’s really
running almost full-time for President
again. So in that context doesn’t the
Middle East situation really get put on
hold until 19817

O If so, it could be disastrous. I don’t think
it can hold for ever. Now what does that
mean? I don’t think it means wars or
anything like that; T think the possibility of
war can never be dismissed, but in the
foreseeable future it would be accidental,
more than anything else. Unless it becomes
pre-emptive. O
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[zzy and the Other Zionism

Mark Bruzonsky

Shortly after Camp David, The New York
Review of Books blessed the Egyptian-
Isracli deal Jimmy Carter had stumbled on. I.F. (1zzy)
Stone's by-line heralding Camp David as “The Hope”
neutralized legions of skeptics. “This is the beginning of
peace between Israel and the Arabs and that is a prime
event of history,” lzzy proclaimed.

That issue of NYRB arrived just as | was leaving for
London, and 1 took it along on the flight. 1 was
impressed, though not fully convinced, by lzzy's en-
lightened prophecy. | had just written for Worldview
my own rather restrained judgment that “At best the
Carter-inspired formula is an uncasy, unstable begin-
ning to what might eventually become a firmer Middle
East accommodation. At worst it is a collapsible gamble
at a separate peace—one accomplished in exhausted
desperation and one that, if aborted, might create an
~ even more intolerable situation than existed before.”

But lsidor F. Stone, like few American writers, has
earned the right to have his opinions given considerable
weight. And thus my own partly cynical reaction to the
Carter “accomplishment” had been shaken by lzzy's
conversion from biting critic to applauder. The next day,
dining with an Israeli friend who works at London’s
Institute for Strategic Studies, I was doubly impressed
because Stone's epistle had already been read and
accepted there.

Rumor has it that lzzy is somewhat chastened now,
many months later and into a new year. Even his earlier
awareness that “We are heading into a kind of planetary
wrestling match, replete with the most frightful gri-
maces, exquisite howls, agony, and sudden eye-gouges
between, among and within all the far-flung capitals
involved” apparently had not prepared him for the
uncertainty that still surrounds the *‘process’ inaugu-
rated in September—and which will continue even if the
Egyptian-Isracli arrangement is soon implemented.

Whether Camp David in retrospect will again be seen
as itiating “a prime event of history,” Tzzy Stone’s
contemporary comments are undergirded by the length,

MARK BRUZONSKY is an Associate Editor of Worldview.
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depth, and compassion of his involvement in the Arab-
Israeli quagmire for over a generation.

It all began for him in the rubble of devastated Eu-
rope and with the remnants of his own people’s rebirth
from the ghastly horrors that European civilization had
unleashed. Stone dedicated his 1946 book describing the
Jewish exodus from Europe—*"the greatest in the histo-
ry of the Jewish people, greater than the migrations of
the past out of Egypt and Spain”—"To Those Anony-
mous Heros the Shelikhim of the Haganah,” who shep-
herded the DPs (“displaced persons,” for thuse who
have forgotten that sanitizing term) on their illegal and
often incredible journey to British-controlled Palestine.

He opened the book with a Jewish ex-partisan’s
simple truth: “The Germans killed us. The British don’t
let us live.” And he explained in a personal note: I did
not go to join them as a tourist in search of the pictur-
esque, NOr even as a newspaperman merely in search of a
good story, but as a kinsman, fulfilling a moral obliga-
tion to my brothers. I wanted in my own way, as a
journalist, to provide a picture of their trials and their
aspirations in the hope that good people, Jewish and
non-Jewish, might be moved to help them.” He then
added: “The plight of the Jews may be a minor affair,
but world indifference to that plight is of spiritual
significance for the future of us all.”

Stone was the first reporter to travel with the illegal
Jewish emigrants running the British blockade into
Palestine. His Underground to Palestine, now repub-
lished after thirty-two years, can still bring tears as he
passionately describes individuals caught up in historical
whirlwinds, seeking life and hope in a promised land few
had ever seen or even contemplated (Underground to
Palestine and Reflections Thirty Years Later [Panthe-
on; 206 pp.; $10.00/$3.95]). Stonc describes, for in-
stance, a young girl on the boat he eventually joined on
its fateful journey from [taly to Palestine. She was part
of the “nationalist awakening which was sending these
youngsters to a new and difficult country in a kind of
ficrce, proud reaction o the evenlts ol the Hhtler pen-
od.” ** *I never was a Jew before the war,”” she stoically
told Stone. ** *But now that six million Jews have been
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killed, I will be a Jew too,’ she said with an air of cheer-
fully stubborn defiance.”

And he recalls his conversation with the Jewish “Red
Army” major: “I'm a communist. I'm not a Zionist,”
the major insisted. “*But we must support the building of
Palestine. For many Jews in Eastern Europe west of the
Soviet border there is no other way.”

tone's enduring capture of the human

dimensions of the Jewish national rebirth

must be read by anyone who wants to understand Isra-

el’s origins or to probe Israel’s often irritatingly defiant

attitudes. But it is Stone’s political insights, then and

now, his provocative ideas about Zionism and about the

seemingly intractable Palestinian issue, that merit spe-
cial attention.

Three decades ago Stone was one of the few to recog-
nize that the “British are not playing a pro-Arab game. |
have heard the amused contempt with which British
officials in Cairo react to talk of Arab aspirations.”
Rather, “the British are trying to build an alliance with
the Moslem upper classes in the Middle East against the
Soviet Union, and also against France and the United
States. They want to keep the whole area under their
control and they are prepared to sacrifice not only the
Jews but the Christian minorities of the East in the
program.” In 1917 there were worldwide reasons for the
Balfour Declaration. By 1946 there were overriding
regional reasons for the British to clamp down on the
Jews und attempt 1o subordinate Arab aspirations.

There was, largely for this reason, a potential alliance
between Jewish and Arab nationalists against British
hegemony—which partially explains why the left wing
of the Zionist movement (including Stone) advocated a
bi-national, Arab-Jewish state encompassing Palestine
as well as Transjordan. But this possibility faded as class
rivalries succumbed. to a combination of religious and
nationalist chauvinism on both sides, and as traditional
British divide-and-conquer tactics prevailed.

Nevertheless, British designs soon crumbled as the
Empire found itself floundering to retain even a modi-
cum of influence in the area. After toying with a brutal-
ly repressive policy, it appears Whitehall decided on a
strategy of tactical withdrawal, hoping that the ensuing
chaos might propel British power back under a United
Nations shield. As Stone revealed then:

When I was in Jerusalem, [ was told by one of the best
informed sources in the Middle East that the British
military had drawn up a three-part plan which was to
culminate—if sufficient excuse could be found—in an
offensive operation designed to smash Jewish settle-
ments and cities. One high British military official
told a Jewish leader frankly—I assure the reader this
is not just gossip—"The world took the killing of six
million Jews and if we have to destroy half of Tel
Aviv, the world will take that too.”

It was within this atmosphere and with an awareness of
the grim possibilities that [zzy Stone took leave of jour-
nalism and became an advocate, took leave of impartiali-
ty and supported his people.

“I found myself reacting like a DP,” Stone admitted.
“I hope I may be pardoned if . . . | speak as one of
them.” He then cancluded his book with the following
plea:

I believe that full support of the so-called illegal
immigration is a moral obligation for world Jewry and
a Christiun duty for ifa friends. I believe that the only
hope lies in filling the waters of Palestine with so
many illegal boats that the pressure on the British and
the conscience of the world becomes unbearable.

And if those ships are illegal, so was the Boston Tea
Party.

et Stone’s personal identification with

Jewish suffering, and the fact that his

book was influential in promoting the Zionist cause, did

not earn him a secure position in American Jewish

circles. Within a few years, and ever since, [zzy Stone

has been something of a pariah. In a sense the second

part of Stone’s republished book—*Reflections and

Meditations Thirty Years After”—is lzzy’s self-defense
as well as his counterattack.

Stone committed two basic sins as far as American
Jewry is concerned. First, he refused to buckle under 1o
a newly imposed party-like *“‘discipline” that organized
American Jewry instituted as a reaction to its impotence
during the Thirties. And second, he always maintained
that whatever the pluses and minuses of Zionism, the
interests of the Arab population of Palestine were also
an important Jewish concern.

Part two of the new edition of Underground to Pales-
tine consists of two short essays that many readers will
already have seen in Harper's and in The New York
Review of Books: In the first essay, “Confessions of a
Jewish Dissident,” Stone lambastes the American Jew-
ish establishment. “Despite all these credentials,” he
notes after listing his Jewish ties, including a Haganah
medal, “I find myself—like many fellow American
intellectuals, Jewish and non-Jewish—ostracized when-
ever | try to speak up on the Middle East.”

Stone’s original sin was committed in a single
sentence in his book. After suggesting that *In a sane
and orderly world, the U.S.A., USSR, France and Brit-
ain would join in an international development scheme
for the Middle East and in a context of rising living
standards provide ample room for the Jews in Pales-
tine,” he suggested: “l myself would like to see a bi-
national Arab-Jewish state made of Palestine and Trans-
Jordan, the whole to be part of a Middle Eastern Semi-
tic Federation.”

Though later his name was specifically associated
with the Palestinian cause and later still with the notion
of a Palestinian as well as a Jewish state in historic
Palestine, in 1946 Stone made no further comment on
these issues. But when the book was published and
friends from the Zionist movement approached lzzy
about an advertising campaign, he put his foot down on
their polite insistence that the offending sentence disap-
pear. Recalling the experience half a lifetime later,
Stone notes: “That ended the luncheon, and in a way.
the book. It was in effect boycotted.”



Since then the name I.F. Stone has been harshly
treated in American Jewish circles. lzzy has been
unjustly vilified as a “‘self-hating Jew” and an anti-Zion-
ist, neither of which his friends have ever known him to
be. On the contrary, [zzy Stone has been and remains a
fine Jew as well as a dedicated humanist. Beyond that
he’s a rare erudite gentleman (though admittedly one
who dooa get snotty ut times) who undoerstunds und
accepts the central contradiction in modern Jewish life:
that there are now two competing and yet cooperating
centers of modern Jewish existence—Israel and the
United States.

The second essay, entitled “The Other Zionism,”
recalls various figures and groups within the Zionist
movement who were never antagonistic or condescend-
ing toward the Arabs, who always realized that Zion-
ism’s fulfillment lies in eventual acceptance by the
Palestinian Arabs. In assaulting Begin’s *“‘rigid, mono-
lithic policy totally unsuited to the great opportunities
opened up by Sadat’s courageous initiative,” Stone
recalls the schism in Zionism between Jabotinsky’s
Herut movement and the various Zionist groups who
have always accepted the legitimacy of Palestinian
nationalism. In reviewing the ups and downs of this
other Zionism, Stone rightly prophesies that *“To
impose the kind of self-rule Begin envisages on the
Palestinians is to put Israel into an endless sea of trou-
ble.” But “‘all else becomes negotiable,”” he adds, “if the
principle of self-determination is recognized.”

“The main current of Zionism has always nourished
itself on the illusion that the Jews were ‘a people without
a land’ returning to ‘a land without a people’ "--Stone
begins this second, concluding essay. “‘But there was
from the beginning of the movement another Zionism,
now almost forgotten, except by scholars, which was
prepared, from the deepest ethical motives, to face up to
the reality that Palestine was not an empty land but
contained another and kindred people.”

Stone adds: “They were a lonely handful then, and a
lonelier one now, when the pendulum of power has
swung to the far right, to the ultra-nationalists, with
their old leader, Menachem Begin, in office.”

fter a career as reporter, editorial writer,
and columnist for numerous American
newspapers, 1zzy Stone published his one-man newslet-
ter, I.LF. Stone’s Weekly, from 1953 through 1971, and
in the process turned himself into both legend and hero.
While wriung a dozen books, he scooped up journalisin
awards and honorary degrees. Since 1975 he has been a
distinguished scholar in residence at American Univer-
sity, studying the civilization of ancient Greece for its
historical truths. And last year The New York Times
Magazine paid Izzy a unique compliment by letting him
act as both questioner and respondent in a remarkable
interview to which they gave the title *‘Izzy on lzzy.”
No praise can testify so well to 1.F. Stone’s sui generis
contributions and visions as his own words that conclude
the new edition of Underground to Palestine:

No matter which the choice, the two peoples must live
together, either in the same Palestinian state or side

“I. F. Stone, like few American writers, has
earned the right to have his opinions given
considerable weight.”

by side i two Palestinian states. But cither solution
requires a revival of the Other Zionism, a recognition
that two peoples—not one—occupy the same land
and have the same rights. This is the path to reconcil-
iation and reconciliation alone can guarantee Israel’s
survival. Israel can exhaust itself in new wars. It can

commit suicide. It can pull down the pillars on itself

and its neighbors. But it can live only by reviving that
spirit of fraternity and justice and concihation that
the Prophets preached and the Other Zionism sought
to apply. To go back and study the Other Zionism is,
for dissidents like myself, to draw comfort in loneli-
ness, to discover fresh sources of moral strength, and
to find the secret of Israel’s survival.
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With the Egyptian-Israeli treaty signed and the process of implementation about to begin, Forum Editor Mark
Bruzonsky sought the views of three distinguished scholars at the Georgetown University Center for Contem-
porary Arab Studies: Michael C. Hudson, Director of the Center and author of Arab Politics: the Search for
Legitimacy; Halim I. Barakat, Visiting Associate Professor in Sociology; and John Reudy, Associate Professor of
Islamic History and Chairman, Program of Arab Studies.

HALIM BARAKAT

JOHN REUDY

MICHAEL HUDSON

Georgetown Profs dissect “'separate peace”

Bruzonsky: What are the overall
historical ramifications of the
Egyptian-Israeli treaty to the Middle
East region?
Hudson: It's a historic document and if it
remains in force — assuming there isn't a
revolutionary change in government in
Egypt — it will very much reshape the whole
international balance of forces in the area.

For Israel it really does mean that Israel is
there to stay. I wouldn’t have really believed
that up until now. But I think having
broken off the largest Arab opponent,
Israel’s long-term security and its future is
much brighter. If it were to last, I think it
would have these major consequences, on
the whole very positive for Israel. It’s an
economic foot in the door as well as a
tremendous security boost for Israel.

[ think it's much more difficult to see
what this means for the rest of the Arab

world. But it certainly will further weaken
the notion that there ever can be meaningful
all-Arab coordination — or obviously unity —
in as much as Egypt occupies that impor-
tant geographical position and is pretty
much out of the game now and marching to
a different drummer,

What it may mean is that within the
Asian part of the Arab world there will be
more coordination among regimes and
possibly more radicalisation. I would tend to
think, contrary to what the Carter
Administration is hoping and predicting,
that the treaty will not tend to bring others
along after they've gotten over their
emotional anger. I think that everybody —no
matter what his ideology — will feel in-
creasingly threatened. The situation will be
much more intense and will call for much
more Arab solidarity.

So I see the possibility that there could be

another smallish and localised Arab-Israeli
military conflict as a result. And that in turn
depends on an assumption that “autonomy”
— the whole process of doing something for
the Palestinians — has been so attenuated by
the treaty as it was hammered out that
Israel will feel no obligation to make
significant moves and Egypt will simply
wash its hands of it. Egypt will make a
strong stand and the Israelis will be un-
yielding and the Egyptians will say, “Well,
we certainly did our best. If the Palestinians
don’t want to play ball, then . . .”

Reudy: The cornerstone of Israeli foreign
policy is an effort to legitimise itself. As
early as 1949 there was an effort to detach
Egypt from the Arab coalition. There was a
fundamental assumption that with Jordan —
which was the only Arab winner in the 1948
war — it would be difficult to make peace
because there were basic territorial conflicts.
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But Egypt and Israel had no really out-
standingly difficult problems. And if one
could detach Egypt, the largest Arab state,
from the Arab coalition then Israel would be
secured.

It seems to me that this is a moment of
enormous victory for the Israelis. Israel has
achieved its fundamental foreign policy ob-
jective —apparently.

Jimmy Carter, I think, allowed himself to
get pulled down this road. He started out
with a very accurate perception that
American interests in the Middle East could
never be secured, as long as this Arab-Israeli
conflict continued to fester, given the fun-
damental commitment of America to the
preservation of Israel and the constant
potential of having to come to Israel’s
support and thereby alienating other
countries in the Middle East.

Carter, it seems to me, managed to get
himself into a situation of backing and
sponsoring a bilateral peace between Egypt
and Israel which in many ways could be
perceived as having created an Israeli-
Egyptian-American entente standing
against the rest of the Middle East.

If we can’t somehow change the image of

a tri-partite alliance against the rest of the
Middle East, then we may have done
ourselves enormous harm. And then we'd
have been much better off just letting things
go on as they were.
Barakat: From an Arab point-of-view, I
feel that the treaty is going to have several
results, but not lasting results in the sense of
introducing stability in the area, because I
don't think it attacked the basic problems
that originally contributed to what's called
the “Arab-Israeli question”.

The treaty did not address itself to the
Palestinian question seriously. It postponed
it. It's trying now to appease some
Palestinian elements and some Arab
countries by projecting some possibilities for
the future — that this is only the beginning,
not the end of the process, that there will be
further compromises. But the indications, as
I see it, do not point in that direction.

The other ramification as far as Arab
countries are concerned is isolation of Egypt
which means several things. One is the
diminution of Egypt itself in the Arab world.
The importance of Egypt in the Arab world
has been because it was the leader of Arab
countries. Now, by isolating Egypt, Egypt
itself is being undermined and its role will
diminish in the area. The importance of
Egypt is not in itself, but vis-a-vis the Arab
countries. And if it gives up this role of being
the leader of the Arab countries, I think it
will diminish in power.

But on the other hand, I believe that
making of Egypt another base for the West
means not only that Egypt will be a police
state of the area. It means, unfortunately,
that Egypt is going to move from the role of
being an instigator for change in the area to
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a role of maintaining the status quo in the
area.

This is a big loss for the Arab countries.
Egypt has been seen as a power for change —
a force for change. Now it will be seen, on
the contrary, as a force for counter-change,
not only in the Arab countries but in Africa
too.

Bruzonsky: What caused Egypt to line
itself up historically now with Israel
and the US and to break away from its
alignment with the Arabs?

Barakat: There has been an emergence in
Egypt of a certain ruling class that believes
they can do better economically by aligning

HALIM BARAKAT: “The West
has not been very concerned

about Arab rights and self-
determination...the US sees
the whole problem in terms of its

strategy vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union ... after losing Iran,
maybe Egypt will make up”
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themselves with the West and with the con-
servative Arab governments. I don’t know
how much they calculated the risks with the
conservative Arab governments, though,
because Saudi Arabia and Jordan have
many pressures on them which these
Egyptian ruling classes may not have taken
into account.

I don’t think these classes mean it when
they say there will be development and let’s
direct our activities toward development
rather than armaments. I don’t think this
will happen. And the fact that they are
seeking more armaments and that they
want to play the role of the Shah means they
will have increasing demands for arms and
the strengthening of their army.

But in any case I don’t think development
will happen. What will happen is that some

proportion of Egyptians will benefit from
the open-door policy and the link to the
West; but the rest of the population will not
share any fruits of development. Then there
will be more polarisation — not only between
Egypt and other countries but between the
Egyptian ruling class and its own people.
They are going to suffer more from poverty, I
think, and a greater gap between these
ruling classes and the masses of the
Egyptian people will occur.

Reudy: 1 don’t know that I'd agree totally
with Halim. He seems to be saying that this
is a function of certain capitalist-leaning
classes or Western-oriented classes. I think
there’s a little more to it than that.

Egypt commands a certain authority and
a certain respect in the Arab struggle with
Zionism - an authority which comes from
the fact that Egypt has borne a greater
burden than any other of the Arab states by
far. Not a greater burden, obviously, than
the Palestinian people, but a greater burden
than any of the Arab states. One has the
feeling that the Iraqgis and some of the other
states would fight for Palestine to the last
drop of Egyptian blood.

I think probably the critical turning point
was 1973. By then, if it wasn't clear before, it
was crystal clear that no power in the Arab
Middle East was ever going to evict Israel
from its foothold because the US was going
to stand behind Israel. There was the
massive rearmament of Israel (during the
1973 war) when the Egyptians were out
there in the desert and it looked as if they
might be able to break away into Palestine.
The US then came in.

I think Sadat suddenly faced reality.
Arabs could not destroy Israel. Arabs could
not force Israel to do anything that the US
didn’t want it to do.

From then on I think Sadat just got
drawn down the track, one step after
another. I don’t think Sadat started out to
make a separate peace. He started out for a
comprehensive peace and got himself finally
outmanoeuvered.

Bruzonsky: As late as January Dr
Brzezinksi was saying: “The Ad-
ministration is very conscious of the
fact that unless there is a rapid and
wider resolution of the Arab-Israeli
conflict then the continuation of this
conflict will act as a catalyst for the
more rapid radicalisation and for the
wider penetration of the region by
Soviet influence.”” What has happened
to an Administration which now has
made what you all seem to agree is an
unstable, potentially damaging
“‘peace’’?

Hudson: 1 think Brzezinski’s comment is a
basically sound one. And my reading of
what has happened since then is that the
US Administration has learned, or has con-
vinced itself, that it does not have the power
over Israel that theoretically one might have




thought it did have.

And so there has been a continual scaling
down of expectations in the face of very con-
siderable US domestic support for a tough
Israeli stand.

The US-Soviet statement of October,
1977, was quickly thrown into reverse. And
of course, the Administration also found
that it had brought the wrath of all the
hard-line  anti-Soviet and  pro-Israel
olements in the country on its head at the
same time.

But I believe that just as Sadat thinks
he’s not making a separate peace, I think
Brzezinski and the Administration are
totally convinced that this is not the end of
the process, that all they've had to do is
ndjust their tactical priorities a little bit to
pet the snowball rolling. They've been
willing to cut-back successively on linkage
and on what “autonomy’ really means. I
would guess that Brzezinski still means
what he says —and he certainly should.

Another element is — in their calculations,
ns Halim indicated earlier — that we feel we
have moderate friends in the Arab world.
And just as Sadat moderately placed
Kgyptian interests over Arab respons-
ibilities, I think there’s a feeling in
Washington that the Saudi elite and the
Jordanian elite and maybe even the Syrians,
in due course, can be brought into an accep-
{nble process.

Bruzonsky: But even if the
Administration has good intentions, do
they have a serious well thought-out
understanding of what a com-
prehensive peace requires?

Hudson: The farthest Carter ever went was
to talk about “legitimate rights of the
Pulestinian people.” He never really talked
nbout a state. In fact, he said he didn’t
mean a state. And Brzezinski said “Bye-bye
PLO.”

S0 what I see as their ultimate vision of

where the road ends is a lot sooner than
where it would end for even relatively
moderate Palestinians. And I don't think
they're being duplicitious in following a road
to that point. I think they feel that if they
can do that then they’re doing OK and they
will pull along, reluctantly, the more conser-
vative ruling elites in Saudi Arabia and the
(iulf and even, possibly, in Syria which they
regard as really crucial.
Barakat: 1 believe, historically, that the
Arabs can judge that the West has not been
very concerned about Arab rights and self-
determination — ever since the 30’s.

There's always been two trends among
the Arabs. One trend led to peaceful
negotiations, to moderation and to realism
in attempts to solve the Palestinian pro-
blem. This argument in all instances has
failed by showing that the West is not really
interested in solving the Palestinian pro-
blem. Historically I think there is much
evidence to indicate that the West is not

going to go as far as supporting the
legitimate aspirations of the Palestinian
people.

Secondly, the US sees the whole problem
in terms of its strategy vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union in the area. It’s more genuinely con-
cerned with the Soviet Union than in solving
the basic regional problems.

This treaty, the isolation of Egypt, is seen
as a victory. After losing Iran, maybe Egypt
will make up. The concern is not with the
Palestinians as such.

Because of this treaty, Israel is going to be
much tougher in dealing with the question
of the West Bank and Gaza than with Sinai.

AN
JOHN REUDY: “Carter managed
to get himself into backing and
sponsoring a bilateral peace
between Eggpt and Israel which
... could be perceived as an
Israeli-Egyptian-American
entente against the rest of the
Middle East”

And even that was a very frustrating
situation for the US in its relations with
Israel. In the future it will even be more
gensitive for the US to pressure Israel
because the West Bank has a different
meaning to all the parties. The Israelis are
going to be less compromising.

Bruzonsky: 1Is this treaty, potentially, a
fatal blow to Palestinian nationalism?
Reudy: Potentially. I said last September
that I thought tactically it would have been
much wiser for the Palestinians to have at
least agreed to test the Israelis — to put them
on the spot then and find out what they
really meant by a process of autonomy —
instead of boycotting. I don’t believe that
the Palestinians, as any other people who've
ever existed, have any God-given right to
eternal existence.

_

Barakat: 1 don’t believe so myself. This is
another battle. It's a blow, but not a fatal
blow. The Palestinian community is well-
rooted and strong, highly developed relative
to other Arab countries.

And they have popular support all over
the Arab world. This increasingly is going to
mean that they have to establish better
alliances with the people in Lebanon and
Syria, in Jordan and Iran, and even Saudi
Arabia.

Reudy: Halim, I think there’s a fundamen-
tal error here on the Palestinian side, on the
Arab side, in strategy. The assumption for
years has been that time is with the Arabs
and against the Jews in this situation. I
don't agree. I think the Arab character of
Jerusalem and the West Bank is being
transformed daily before our eyes. There’s a
progressive erosion of Palestinian society, it
seems to me, as the product not necessarily
of dramatic things like confiscation of land
or the intrusion of Zionist settlements per se,
but of individual choices of young men
particularly and young women who see no
future in the Israeli-dominated areas.
Politically it may be interesting to try to
stick it out, but not in professional terms
and in terms of the one life one has to live.
The Palestinian diaspora grows and grows
and the Palestine in Palestine shrinks and
shrinks. This is the reality.

Hudson: 1would think that what Jack says
about the Israelisation of the West Bank in
terms of many things is certainly true
enough, but you still have a very rapidly
growing population there, a population that
is increasingly politicised to a far greater
extent than it ever was in the past. Even
Israeli Arabs who were quiescent for a long
time have now become very outspoken and
are starting to support the PLO. And I think
the salience of the Palestinian issue does not
diminish. And I'm inclined to think it won’t
diminish as a result of this treaty.

This doesn’t mean that the Palestinians

are an inch closer to getting anything tangi-
ble. Tangible gains do seem an awful long
way off. But I can’t see anybody saying
“bye-bye-PLO” or ‘“bye-bye Palestinian
rights or self-determination”.
Barakat: 1 see the Arab world as emerging.
Arab society is being transformed. It’s not a
declining society. And we have to see the
Palestinian society as part of this Arab
world.

I expect changes in Egypt and in North
Africa. And what’s starting to take place in
the eastern Arab world, the unity between
Iraq and Syria, these are responses to the
Israeli challenge and also to internal
challenges, contradictions, within the Arab
world.

So, I see the Arab world as dynamic and
the Palestinians as part of this. And that'’s
why nothing can be a fatal blow to the
Palestinians.

Bruzonsky: Do any of you think the
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autonomy process will go forward with
any significant participation by the
Palestinians resulting in any kind of
Palestinian self-rule?

Hudson: It's difficult to imagine any
politically credible Palestinians on the West
Bank standing for the elections that will be
conducted.

Reudy: One can’t ever close the door com-
pletely. But I'm very pessimistic. It’s not
just Menachem Begin who wants to hold on
to what he sees as “Eretz Yisrael.” It’s the
people of Israel. And if you look at public
opinion polls since summer of 1967, if you
look at the Allon plan, if you look at all of
the colonisation that was done almost a
decade before Begin came in; the
determination of Israel to hold on to the
territory and in fact to Israelise it pro-
gressively comes out of Israeli public
opinion; it’s the will of the people
overwhelmingly, and I don’t think that they
intend to let go. Perhaps they’ll agree to
create what's being called a “Bantustan” of
some type to solve the immediate problem,
but...

Barakat: Even if it succeeds at all, it’s
going to be a very limited autonomy. And
because of the radicalisation process it
means the Israelis have to be a stronger and
a more repressive force. They won't be able
to solve their problems with the Palestinians
on the West Bank. And as Michael in-
dicated, expect more radicalisation also of
the Arab Israelis, those who have lived
under the Israelis since 1948.

Bruzonsky: What about US-Saudi
relations a year and a half from now?
Hudson: The dilemma for the Saudis is
that they fear the rise of a radical ruler in
Egypt such as Nasser was. They remember
that Nasser had designs on Saudi Arabia
back in the 1960s. So it’s a cruel choice they
have to make.

But relations will be very stormy with the
US. There are and presumably will remain
internal factions in the Saudi government.
The US will be very concerned what is going
on in Saudi internal politics. It’s very hard
to predict what will happen, but it’s not
going to be the same old friendly
relationship that prevailed.

Bruzonsky: And why is King Hussain
so out-front, almost to the point of pro-
voking the US?

Barakat: 1 think this is because of the
emerging Syrian-Iraqi alliance, on one hand,
and the crisis between Saudi Arabia and the
US on the other. And also because of
Jordan’s assessment of what the Israelis will
give back on the West Bank — Hussain
thinks they are not going to give it back.
Hudson: 1 think the Jordanian rulers are
more advanced in the degree of their dis-
illusionment with the US than the Saudi
rulers are. Hussain has come out strongly
because he’s really made a decision that the
US is not able to or interested in delivering

on key issues, of which to him, in particular,
Jerusalem is very important. Hussain knows
there’s a long struggle ahead and he might
as well get his act together with his friends
to the north and the east.

He wants to try to reestablish his
credibility as the leader of the Palestinians.
And he’s trying to roll with the tide. He's
trying to improve his legitimacy in this way.
Bruzonsky: What kind of policy do you
expect the Soviet Union to pursue in the
area as the autonomy process con-
tinually disenchants everyone?

Reudy: This is very hard. But it's a very
important question. Obviously their policy

MICHAEL HUDSON: “The
Israelis and the Americans think
they've got the Palestinians in a
‘heads | win, tails you lose’

situation. If they accept. .. they
acknowledge the legitimacy of
the process and . . . the shadow
of Palestinian rights”

is to step in and exploit wherever possible
and to make every kind of effort to exploit
the disillusionment where it exists with the
American role,

Bruzonsky: Are the Saudis serious
about a possible Soviet relationship?
Reudy: We're beginning to think this is so.
This isn’t the strangest thing that could
happen. I don’t believe that ideology, fun-
damentally, holds people apart forever.
Common interest brings them together. And
the absence of common interest drives them
apart. I wouldn’t be at all surprised to see
very peculiar things happen.

Bruzonsky: What do any of you think
the Soviets could do? Where do they
have leverage? Where do they have in-
fluence?
Reudy: Well, 1 think

it's much more

difficult to envision basic, fundamental
Soviet development in Iran than it is in the
Arab world. Everything is against it in Iran —
the whole tradition of Iranian nationalism is
against a relationship with the Soviets.
They're just kind of hereditary enemies.
They've got to be. And Iran has got to hold
Russia off or there won't be an Iran.

On the other hand it seems to me that by

this kind of chess-board effect that we see in
the Middle East as well as in other parts of
the world a leap-frogging by the Soviet
Union down the Gulf makes sense.
Bruzonsky: Is there a serious
possibility of an Eastern Front against
Israel backed and armed by the Soviet
Union?
Hudson: Well, the Eastern Front, such as
it is, is now armed by the Soviet Union with
the exception of Jordan. I think the Soviets
will continue to draw the line before any
confrontation develops between their friends
versus our friend, Israel. They always have
drawn this line. Their priorities, it seems to
me, are pretty clear. The Soviets are pretty
cautious and consistent players, and they’re
pretty successful players on the whole in the
Middle East despite what’s happened in
Egypt. I don’t think that they will encourage
— if they have the leverage to do these
delicate things — the development of an eye-
ball to eye-ball situation between standing
armies. I would think their strategy is one of
making political gains.

The Soviets are well aware that they will
lose potential advantage and influence if
they overplay their hand. They must have
noticed very clearly that there’s a general
Arab consensus, one indeed in which Egypt
joins with everybody else, against South
Yemen. And the reason the Syrians and
Iragis are alarmed about South Yemen is
that it's just too controlled by the Soviet
Union. So I think the Soviets realise that the
Arabs don’t like to see any of their people
too controlled.

But short of that, | think there’s all kinds
of room to manoeuvre. One of the ironic con-
sequences of the treaty process will be the
opening up of all sorts of new vistas for the
extension of Soviet influence in the Arab
world — throughout.

Bruzonsky: Let's go back to
‘““autonomy’’ now. You were
suggesting, Dr Reudy, that if the

Palestinians were smart they might
keep condemning the whole thing
publicly but they might get in on the
action privately. You said you
suggested this last September. Do you
still believe this?

Reudy: 1 didn’t even say privately. I said
they should try the Israelis out and find out
exactly what they meant. I said I personally
would understand why they would not want
to trust the Israelis’ motives, but, fun-
damentally, had the Palestinians stepped in
last fall and challenged the Israelis to say
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Palestinian Prospects Now
Edward W. Said Speaks With Mark Bruzonsky

BRUZONSKY: What'’s your personal background? Were
you born in Palestine?

SAID: Yes, I was born in Jerusalem; my family is a
Jerusalem family. We left Palestine in 1947. We left
before most others. It was a fortuitous thing. My family
was in business in Egypt and so we moved between
Palestine and Egypt. I didn’t suffer at all. My immediate
family was affected only commercially. I was twelve
when we went to Egypt. Then I emigrated [to the U.S.]
when I was sixteen, but not my family.

Let’s turn to the Palestinian issue. What should the
Palestinians do at this historic time?

I feel that what is needed is a very clear enunciation of
a Palestinian political process around which people can
organize and work and significant advances can be
made. We need a clearer program for progress toward
peace—forthright statements of a two-state solution and
some indication of how this might come about beyond
slogans like “armed struggle,” “continuing the strug-
gle,” and so forth. We know we’re all going to continue
the struggle. The question is: How do you advance the
political process to your advantage, given the world in
which we live—a kind of post-Camp David world? The
armed struggle that was enunciated back in 1969 is not
the principal program of the Palestinians. Now, if that’s
the case, what is the political program? I don’t have an
answer. [t’s not something I can give.

But you must have some ideas.

Sure I do. But I'm simply talking about the need to
open a space for debate in the Palestinian community.
There’s a lot of surreptitious discussion that we need to
talk to the U.S., we need to do this, we need to open our
ties with Jordan, we need to do something to get the
Syrians off our back. I want this debate to take place in
forums that will give the possibility for these things to
happen, not just an occasional journalistic leak such as

EDWARD W. SAID is Parr Professor of English and Compara-
tive Literature at Columbia University. Born in Jerusalem,
raised in Egypt, and educated in the U.S., he is a member of
the Palestine National Council. Said’s recent book, Oriental-
ism, was reviewed in these pages in March.

MARK BRUZONSKY is Associate Editor of Worldview.

Arafat talking to Anthony Lewis and saying x, y, and z,
and then the whole thing is dropped the next time some-
body comes around. I want it to be embodied in Pales-
tinian political activity. That’s all I’'m saying.

How do you evaluate Arafat’s leadership of the PLO?
Are you indirectly criticizing his leadership?

No, no. I think that in the present circumstances he’s
the only person who could lead the PLO. That’s where [
begin. He is the figure who represents the Palestinains’
fate today. And I think that he now needs the support of
more Palestinians like myself who believe that what is
necessary is something more than just survival. We want
to try to translate the Palestinian dispersion and frag-
mentation into a kind of process that won't leave us al-
ways on the margins, attached to one power or another.

Why am I having such trouble getting you to tell me
something about this more concrete process?

Well, because, you know, it’s not something that an
individual can do.

Well, you told me the Palestinians should do more with
the Americans, and more with the Jordanians, that they
don’t have a clear enough program....

I think we should do it! That’s what I'm saying. I'm
saying we should do all of those things that need to be
done at this moment.

So what are the priorities?

I’ll tell you. First, we ought in some way to regularize
and institutionalize our relations with Jordan. Second,
in some way we should begin to address in a serious way
the U.S. If we believe the U.S. has interests and institu-
tions and things that it supports in the area, and that we
stand in an adversarial position with regard to these,
then I believe we should address the U.S. politically and
not leave it to an occasional statement rejecting [Resolu-
tion] 242 and then dropping everything. In other words,
I think that what we should do is something that we've
never done, and that’s to engage the U.S. politically.

You’re talking about showing the U.S. how a Palestinian
state could be in the interests of the U.S.?
Precisely. Not only in the interests of the U.S., but in



the interests of peace. In other words, demonstrating
that peace is in the interests of everybody who now has
interests in the area. If indeed what we're talking about
is peace that will be in the interest of our people, then I
think we should make that policy and our vision avail-
able to more people.

Then all you have to do is let the Carter administration
know youw’ll accept 242 with reservations.

But that’s not necessarily the way we perceive it.
That’s precisely what I'm trying to say. If we reject 242
with a reservation, what then is the alternative we
present? And so far there’s no alternative. But I can’t
outline the specific steps because then I’ll get into prob-
lems.

But don’t you continue to beg the question of what that
new clear policy should be?

Well, because [ myself am confused. I'm not clear just
what. our positions on these questions are. I don’t think
many Palestinians are. Look, the main thing is: Are we a
national independence movement or are we a national
liberation movement? In a certain way we're claiming
that we’re both. We're at the juncture where we have to
make a decision. What I'm really saying is that the
whole period of indecision between one alternative and
the other is pretty much at an end.

And when do you foresee this decision being taken?

I think within the year. And I would rather that it was
taken by us than, in a certain sense, imposed upon us.
Imposed by any combination of the Arabs, the Israelis,
and the U.S.—and even the Soviet Union.

What are the ramifications of the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty?

The general sense of disenchantment in the Arab
world with the U.S. will increase. The feeling that in a
sense Egypt has been transformed from an Arab state
into a new quantity that is generally unacceptable to the
Arab world will intensify.

Palestinian resolve, and with it Jordanian resolve, not
to be a part of this—in the present form at least—will
stiffen. In this sense Palestinian determination to pro-
vide a sort of alternative will become more crucial and
will, in the end, prevail on the Saudis. I don’t think the
Saudis can go along with this, not only because of the
separate peace thing, but also because the Israelis have
gone out of their way to spell out in no uncertain terms
that the “autonomy” is—as a recent article in the Jeru-
salem Post pointed out—an attempt to eliminate Pales-
tinian national aspirations and not satisfy them.

Another thing will be that the demarcation between
Israeli and U.S. intentions will grow. And U.S. inten-
tions may well be good.

Do you think there’s any significant likelihood that the
Americans and Egyptians will be able to prevail and push
this beyond a separate peace?

No, my perception of this—and also the general feel-
ing in the Arab world that [ sense—is that the treaty in

its present form has to be seen as an attempt 1o throw
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the clock back to the days before the revolution in Iran.
It seems like a throwback treaty that Dulles would have
promoted.

But you also said you think the Americans have sincere
intentions.

Yes, with regard to the autonomy. But sincere inten-
tions are one thing, and the detailed juridical modalities
of this treaty and its consequences will, I think, in the
end prevail over the intentions. Because what happens
is—as happened at Camp David—you get committed to
what you have. And as many liberal journalists—like
Anthony Lewis—have said, “Well, Camp David is all
we've got.” But when Camp David is pared down to its
working essentials, it turns out to be this kind of treaty
and then there’s very little you can build on except
what’s in it. The Israelis have the machinery, the men
and forces and resources on the ground in the West
Bank. And it seems to me that just American good
intentions are not going to budge them.

So a year from now, when the Egyptian populace realizes
they’ve been told things that aren’t happening—for
instance, Prime Minister Mustafa Khalil has said the
treaty means the Palestinians will come to control the
whole West Bank plus East Jerusalem—what will
happen in Egypt?

Exactly. And, by the way, Mark, I'm not even sure it
will begin in Egypt.

What will begin?

The instability and the oppositional current that will
grow. Maybe I'm giving too much credit to what may in
fact not exist in the way of oppositional elements. But a
lot of what’s in this treaty banks on the fact that the
regimes—especially the Sadat regime—are the prevail-
ing realities and will continue and that their people can
be made to swallow the line of the regime. So, I could be
wrong, but....

In this atmosphere is it conceivable that the Palestinian
leadership can make the clear choice you call for: to
choose between being a national independence movement
or a national liberation movement?

I don’t know.... I can't tell. It’s a very difficult ques-
tion now. I'm worried that the Palestinian movement
will be completely left out of whatever comes now.

And you’re worried that Arabs other than Sadat will
cooperate with the Americans?

Yes, of course, it’s perfectly possible that at some
point the Jordanians might enter in, that some Palestin-
ians might be found on the West Bank and Gaza to
cooperate. Sure.

What would be the reaction within the Palestinian
community if the PLO leadership decided to choose to be
a “national movement” rather than a “liberation move-
ment,” as you’ve suggested, and then came out with a
statement saying there would be Palestinian recognition
of Israel if the Palestinians get their independent state?

[ think...I think...if it came about within the context
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of moving the Palestinians out of the present morass....
In other words, I think it can be politically prepared for.
And if it were politically prepared for, then I think it
would gain much acceptance.

Even at the grass-roots level, from people living in the
area, in the camps?

Yes, by political preparation. What I as a Palestinian
would accept is not “Take it or leave it; this is a package
deal.” But, rather, if it appeared, as I think it ought to,
that this is part of the reexamination of the whole Pales-
tinian case, and the whole question of Palestinian rights
is being discussed in the context of peace—then I think
it would be an acceptable thing. If it were possible to see
this two-state solution in the context of a wider discus-
sion of the fate of those Palestinians—Iet’s say in Leba-
non—who are not from the West Bank.... How are their
national rights to be addressed, their lost property, their
national identity, their repatriation? Then there’s the
fate of the Palestinians inside Israel.

So if the overture toward peace was made in the
context of addressing all of the issues, I think it would be
willingly accepted. But if it’s always seen in the context
of “We’re going to solve the Palestinian problem once
and for all by confining all Palestinians on the West
Bank in a state that is dominated by Israel,” then
nobody will buy it. And that’s been the case all along.

You personally believe all those questions can be
addressed and the outcome can still allow for a viable
Israeli state somewhere within the 1967 boundaries,
professing to Zionist ideology in a moderate and nonex-
pansionist form? Or am I putting words in your
mouth?

You’'re putting words in my mouth. There is a Zionist
state. There is an Israel. I think we have to credit that
most Palestinians can see that there is a state and that
there is a society. We're not just talking about a collec-
tion of people who can be sent away tomorrow. Most
Palestinians, if they’re honest, see it as a state. There-
fore, what I also give us credit for is being able to see
that state and our state in the area reaching some kind of
modus vivendi.

Then why am I putting words in your mouth?

Well, all right. But when you say Zionist ideology, for
me Zionist ideology denies the existence of a Palestinian
people. Anyway though, that’s their problem, and I
don’t want to define for them what their ideology is.
What I’'m saying is that if there’s some recognition—
some accommodation—to the idea that there is a genu-
ine Palestinian national identity that has a right to its
mode of existence in the land of Palestine—which would
also mean for the first time that Zionism has made an
accommodation to this that it hasn’t done historically—
then that Zionism is quite a different thing from the
Zionism of today.

Would you agree with what Abu Iyad said in Eric
Rouleau’s new book: that when the Palestinians get their
state, the military struggle ends?

Yes, ends.... OK, I would basically agree.

Isn’t this really a three-state solution?
You mean with Jordan. Yes. Demographically, the
Hashemite Kingdom is part of this Palestinian entity.

So an historic accommodation to let the king live as long
as....

Now that I really can’t say; I really don’t know. |
mean, frankly, I don’t see any simple resolution of the
question of Palestinian nationalism versus Hashemite
nationalism at this point. They do seem to me in conflict
with each other.

When you talk of resolving your relations with the Israe-
lis, why can’t you resolve them with Amman?

There is a kind of overlap between the two, with both
making claims to the same constituency, which is quite
different from Israel and a Palestinian state. Most Pales-
tinians understand that a choice has to be made between
the monarchy and Arafat.

So in that context the kind of compromise we’re talking
about....

I don’t like the word compromise. It suggests there's a
median point. What I'm talking about is a kind of
engagement between opposing positions in which in the
end the just position will get the most adherents and
prevail.

What does that mean? I thought we’re talking about a
two-state and maybe a three-state compromise—I use
the word compromise—where the Palestinians will in
reality, if not in complete ideology, give up their claim to
70 per cent of what used to be Palestine....

I didn’t say they’re giving up their claim. I said that
claim will be addressed. There are 560,000 Palestinians
living inside Israel. Who's denying their claim? They’re
there. That issue obviously has to be dealt with. |
certainly don’t expect that 600,000 or 700,000 Palestin-
ians will be asked to go and leave Israel and settle on the
West Bank. ‘

No, I suppose they’ll be citizens of Israel or maybe some
will want to go to the West Bank.
Exactly, so that problem will have to be addressed.

Every time [ try to pin you down ideologically on what
we’ve talked about you do the same thing that the PLO
does. You won’t speak clearly about what you want.

Because we’re talking from two different worlds of
discourse. You’re talking about something that can be
arranged. But it’s not an arranged marriage. It’s some-
thing that has to be done u/timately by a confrontation
between two peoples.

Well, I'd say the Jewish bottom line is a Jewish state plus
peace. Wouldn’t you agree?

Yes, I suppose that’s what they want. Well, I'm not
asking to define their world. I want to be given the
chance to decide what are the minimal conditions for
me. That’s what the issue is now. We know what their
conditions are.



“Policy doesn’t mean you throw the
Palestinians autonomy and say that
they are entitled to participate in

determining their own future...”

But you may never get that chance if you don’t convince
enough people....

It’s not about convincing, you see, Mark. I'm saying
that we have a political position that is basically very
powerful, very potent. And a political position that we
have not yet parlayed into the political process which
would then force people—like the Israelis and the
Americans who have for years gotten along by ignoring
us—to engage with us. We have to make ourselves irre-
sistible. And I don’t mean attractive. I mean that we
have to be dealt with. And the way you do that is to say,
“Look, we're not going to just make remarks; we'’re
going to engage, we’re going to fight politically for a
program. And the program is clearly a state whose lines
are x, y, and z and whose provisions are a, b, and
Cisser

So I hear you saying that for the time being you need to
play the political game to get a state. This is tactical.
But I don’t hear you saying that you are assuming an
overall strategic, long-term posture.

No. It’s a definite political goal. We have to stake our
political activities on goals and aims for which we are
responsible. In other words, these can’t indefinitely be
left floating and vague. And if that means that we want a
state—one whose contours are clear and whose constitu-
ency is known and a state that also in some way engages
the whole problem of Palestinian national rights in
Israel, etc.—then we should adapt ourselves to that goal
and not leave to generalities the whole question of the
liberation of Palestine.... That period is rapidly coming
to an end.

Why hasn’t some Palestinian group—either on the West
Bank or out of the occupied territories—suggested a
suitable autonomy plan?

Exactly. That's what ['m saying.

Maybe the Palestine National Council should have when
it met in January.

I certainly think it should have. This is the place.
That’s exactly what I mean.

Let’s go to the Americans now. You live in the U.S. and
are an American citizen. And I assume you watch Carter
as closely as any of us. So how do you evaluate him?

I thought that his early statements were very encour-
aging and unusual. But what impresses me more than
anything else as time goes on is what strikes me as a kind
of total blank, I mean a human blank, where the Pales-
tinians are concerned. In other words, one can under-
stand that in an abstract way he wants peace and he
wants justice. But as to any sense from the administra-
tion that the Palestinians are a functioning, lively, politi-
cal society with a particular history, a particular culture,
a particular tradition, a particular predicament—there’s
none of it.

I’m surprised by what you’re saying. Bill Quandt is at the
White House. Brzezinski was on record even before
coming to office as favoring a Palestinian state that
would by necessity be PLO-dominated. And the presi-
dent is on record talking about a Palestinian people, a
Palestinian nation....

These are abstractions that, at the time, they probably
believed. I'm willing to grant the president that when he
began his campaign that’s really what he felt. But I'm
saying that when push comes to shove, when you have to
translate this into policy, there’s a sort of vacuum,
there’s a sort of blank. Policy doesn’t mean you throw
the Palestinians autonomy and say that they are entitled
to participate in the determination of their own
future—which at best allows for some vague thing
called “the Palestinians.” In some way you take serious
stock of what is everywhere happening before your
eyes—that there’s a people, that there’s an organization
that represents every Palestinian (and they know it as
well as anybody) and which you come to terms with.
There's been no coming to terms with the Palestinians.
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What you said earlier, though, implied that you’re still
hopeful for Carter. Or did I misunderstand you?

Well, I’'m optimistic in the sense that I believe in the
end common sense prevails. Certainly it seems to be
that, given what’s happened in Iran and what’s obviously
happening throughout the Arab world and Asia, these
kinds of arrangements, where we rely upon rulers who
seem to please us and give us the satisfactions that we
want, will change.

Sometimes you speak as an American and sometimes as
a Palestinian.
I’m both.

You’ve linked in your own mind Palestinian interests and
American interests in the Middle East?

No, no. Some American interests and some Palestin-
ian interests. All of us—all Palestinians and people who
live in the Third World. This is one of the interesting
antimonies, you might say, of modern political life.

There’s a genuine sense of idealism about America.
At the same time, there’s a very strong revulsion from
the American political empire. It’s perfectly possible to
understand the sense of idealism that people have
toward the ideals of a republic and the revulsion from
the practices of recent American governments. But |
don’t think it’s paradoxical to say that one feels a genu-
ine admiration for the people and the kind of society in
general in which one lives and the ideals that still find
voice in the republic. And that’s perfectly possible with-
in the American tradition of dissent. And that’s what |
think most of us can live with.

There’s another school of thought that sees Palestinian

interests linked up to Soviet interests. Is that just propa-
ganda?

Look, I can’t speak for other Palestinians, just for
people like myself. I grew up essentially in the West.
And there’s no question that historically and culturally
our ties are more intimate, more strongly linked to the
West.

And politically and economically?

Well, for me—and I stress just for me—those are
abstractions. I can -understand and I feel a kind of
sympathy with the Left. I consider myself a man of the
Left. But whether that necessarily for me means Bolshe-
vism, I would say, no, not necessarily. I have yet to
see—to my mind—a satisfactory translation of Euro-
pean Marxism into Arab or Third World terms. That
hasn’t come about yet. There is no successful Marxist
Arab organization. There have been attempts—noble,
valiant, heroic attempts, the Egyptian Communist party,
and so forth—but....

As for political and economic interests, certainly it's
not lost on any Palestinian that the Soviet Union origi-
nally supported partition, that the Soviet Union sup-
ports 242, does not support all our programs, does not
come to our aid (for example, in the invasion of the
south of Lebanon last March). And so on and so forth.
The Soviets are slow-moving, ponderous, difficult to
fathom as a political force. But it is a tactical alliance.

Now that we’re talking about tactical alliances, let’s talk
about Iran. Does the Iranian revolution really alter the
whole strategic and political equation over there? Or is it
just one of those passing things...?

Oh, no, it’s clearly not a passing thing. I think it's

“The Soviets are slow-moving,

ponderous, difficult to fathom as a

R political force...It is a tactical alliance.”




much more than that. I think most Palestinians are reac-
ting quite naturally and quite enthusiastically to the
symbolic spectacle.

As to what it might mean in the long or even the short
run, it’s much too early to tell. But it’s perfectly clear
that aside from what will take place in Iran in terms of
who comes out on top, what you see is that even the most
repressive, the most determined force—with a large
army and where there seemed to be no hope for
change—even that is not invulnerable. In other words,
it's a demonstration of political will that gives people
who struggle against what they consider to be oppres-
sion and injustice a hope for change. It also dramatizes,
in my opinion, even more importantly, the short-sighted
folly of U.S. imperial policy: reliance upon unpopular,
essentially minogity regimes.

What choice does a status quo power have? There’s the
king of Jordan, there’s Anwar Sadat, there’s the Saudi
royal family. You can’t hedge your bets and fully support
these regimes at the same time.

No, you can’t. If you continue to consider everything
as essentially bilateral, if you always think of the U.S.
and Egypt, the U.S. and Saudi Arabia, and so on—and
doing so consciously promotes conflict between states in
order to safeguard your position as the mediator of
everything—then that is what you're going to do. But
there’s no reason why that need be automatically the
way to proceed.

You’re suggesting a regional view?

Yes, a regional, a realistic focus. When you don’t deal
with the PLO, when you don’t deal with the Ba’aths,
you’re not making these things go away. What you're
doing is provoking a harsher cycle of events, which in
the end is not going to hurt you any less than it will hurt
the people in the region.

Your point about “common sense will prevail.” This
almost sounds like the Western liberal version of histori-
cal determinism—*“‘Somehow, it’s all going to work out
this way.”

No, I didn’t say that. Please. What I meant was the
sense that is common will prevail, the position that
acrues to it the most loyalties, the greatest sense of
justice, the greatest sense of commitment will prevail in
the end.

Well, in some ways that’s the opposite of what I thought
you meant. That means it is up to the struggling parties
to make the future. There’s no “common sense” solution
we can be sure of at this moment.

Right. Absolutely not.

You perceive that the Palestinian movement could act
badly and fail to get anything?

Yes, absolutely. You know, I like to say history’s on
our side. But history’s littered with “just” causes that
have just died by the wayside. It isn’t enough to have a
just cause. And it is perfectly possible that an overex-
tended Israeli state, including the West Bank and maybe
the East Bank too, will fall. But that by no means guar-
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antees that we as Palestinians will benefit from this fall.
That’s what I’'m trying to say.

So I'm the opposite of historical determinism. I don’t
believe in historical determinism. What I do believe is
that you have to mobilize for a political goal that you
feel committed to and which in the end will prevail if it
is a common view. It’s all a political process that involves
constant conflict and organization.

What creates the conditions where Sadat decides to go
against all past positions and accept a separate peace
with Israel?

The easiest thing to say is that he does seem to me a
rather strange combination of messianism and erratic
qualities. At one point in his autobiography he says, “I
am Egypt,” or something like that. He sees himself on a
very large sort of canvas. But at the same time, I think
that has not traditionally been his arena. So what has
happened to him, it seems to me, is a too rapid transla-
tion of himself from the small figure into the large
figure; and the erratic quality is the sense of disorienta-
tion—that he’s dealing in a world which, and I'm talking
about the West now, in which he’s not accustomed to be
patient and follow things out.

And the effect on Egypt if Carter does succeed in push-
ing Sadat into a treaty with Israel? Obviously the Egyp-
tian leadership doesn’t agree with your assessment about
them.

From the very beginning, when he went to Jerusalem,
I've always felt that one of the most tragic things about
Sadat is that he frequently doesn’t know what he's
getting into. And he only finds that out later. [ felt two
things very strongly when his Jerusalem trip was
announced. One was surprise, a sort of combination of
admiration and disgust at the theatrical quality of the
gesture. It’s imaginative in the sense that he prayed in
occupied Jerusalem. It’s very hard for me as a Jerusa-
lemite to understand that. That’s number one. Two, |
felt that he didn’t really know what he was doing. Had
he studied and found out a bit more about Begin and
about the political arena he was entering, he wouldn’t
have done it.

How come the Palestinian community and the Arab
community as a whole don’t have enough grip on Ameri-
can politics to be preparing the climate for 1981, when
there might be another shot at a real comprehensive
settlement?

They don’t know anything about it! Forget it! You can
literally count on your fingers (and this is something [
get into in my book).... There is no place in the Arab
world today—intellectual institutions, academic institu-
tions, even commercial institutions—that considers it-
self responsible for the study of the U.S.

This is what | meant also by the need for serious
Palestinian efforts. It's not enough.... When they want
to reject 242, it takes the Palestinians at the Central
Council three minutes to say “No.” And then they write
a little two-sentence thing. But when they want to
discuss something as between the rejection from_and

Fatah, it takes them nine hours to sit down and write a
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statement. There's something wrong here. You're deal-
ing with a country that is a political reality in the
region—the U.S. And this is part of what I said about
Sadat. It’s part of your responsibility as a political lead-
er, and above all as an intellectual leader, to know some-
thing about this country.

The level of knowledge about how the society func-
tions, how the political process works, how congressional
elections work, how a municipality works.... They have
no idea!

You’re suggesting that the level of naiveté...
It's not naiveté! It’s ignorance!

...that the level of ignorance in the Arab world of Ameri-
ca is even more than the level of ignorance in the U.S. of
the Arabs?

It’s a different sort. There’s ignorance, which my
book talks about, where you've got all the resources and
you study and go through the process and you produce
structures of myths that do what you want.

Then there’s the inverse kind of ignorance that comes
from the perpetuation of inequality and power—you’ve
historically been the poor man, the weak partner in the
relationship, and therefore you assume that you cannot
know, that you have to take things as they’re given to
you, you don’t make a determined effort to understand
the society with which you're dealing. And therefore
you say, “Well, the U.S. is simple,” and of course you're
lulled into thinking this. The Arab world has become a
consumer market and you think it’s all a matter of con-
sumerism. If you wear blue-jeans and drink Coke and
watch the “Rockford Files” you understand America.

Now, about your book....

It’s an historical and cultural account of the notion
that the world can be divided into two halves—one
called the Orient and one called the Occident—and how,
as a result of this division (which I call “imaginative
geography,” since there’s no ontological distinction
between parts of the world), there has been produced a
whole series of knowledges that I call “Orientalism.” All
of these knowledges—imaginative, scholarly, and so
on—essentially propose an imaginative conception that
the Orient is in some way fundamentally different from
the West, number one; and number two, that everything
in the Orient is Oriental and therefore can be reduced to
an ideal type.

Now, historically, I try to show this has never varied.
Whether it’s in the seventeenth century or whether it is
the postcolonial period—say, from the eighteenth centu-
ry on in France and Britain—whether it’s scholarly writ-
ings or novelists’ imagining, they essentially produce
and reproduce the same thing. And ultimately, this is
based on a sense of fear and distance from the Orient—
the Orient is something that seems attractive and where
you can be free because of sex and earthy delights. And
yet on the other hand there’s a feeling that the Orient is
threatening and dangerous and so on.

And within the midst of this complex thing there’s the
notion of Islam. Islam is the religion that in a certain
sense typifies all the antipodal views of the Orient. That

“The epigraph of my book is a
quotation from Disraeli in which he
says, ‘The East is a career.” ”’

is to say, on the one hand it is a fearsome competitor of
Christianity because, historically, the Islamic world has
been the only part of the East that did not adopt the
Western ways. Japan did, China did, India did. Islam
never did. It’s always challenged the West politically,
from the very beginning until now.

On the other hand Islam is essentially something that
is, to a certain kind of writer, highly attractive because
Islam seems to promote earthly delights, hidden sexual
pleasures, fantasies of pleasure and desire....

...and mystery.

Precisely. The inscrutable East. The epigraph of my
book is a quotation from Disraeli in which he says, **The
East is a career.” And the first part of the book is an
attempt to show how this essentially European legacy of
the Orient, which is principally embodied in the imperi-
al careers of England and France, gets transferred to the
United States, especially after World War II. And all
the Orientalist expertise that comes out of Britain and
France is deposited in this country and vulgarized by
social science and churned into the kind of parody of
stereotyping about the “Arabs” and *“Islam” that then
rules the popular imagination, the press, and policy.

How did you time the book so well that it comes out
when there’s so much interest in “Islam”?

Yes, fantastic! Amazing! It’s the most extraordinary
thing. One thing I don’t say in the book is what the
Orient really is. I mean I don’t think there is any such
thing as the Orient. I think you have to look at these
things without those spectacles. You can’t divide the
world into an Oriental part, or an Islamic part, or
anything like that. Those are self-limiting and canceling-
out tools and can never deliver what reality is.
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When Anwar Sadat announced his “sacred mission” to Jerusalem in November 1977, Ismail Fahmi resigned from
his post as Foreign Minister. Today, Fahmi is writing his memoirs from his memento-filled apartment overlooking
the Nile in the Cairo suburb of Zamalek. Next to Sadat only Fahmi knows the intimate details of how the world
powers conducted their Middle East diplomacy from before the October war until Egypt’s decision to make a
bilateral arrangement with Israel.

Ismail Fahmi rarely grants interviews. He has said very little in public since his resignation. But at the end of
April he agreed to discuss Middle East developments with Mark Bruzonsky.

EGYPT'S EX-FOREIGN MINISTER ISMAIL FAHMI

Bruzonsky: When President Sadat first
went to Israel, do you think he had in
mind what most people consider to be a
separate peace? Or did he realise later
that this was the most he could get?
Fahmi: One of the main reasons why I
refused to join President Sadat is that the
only thing which could come from such a
visit was a separate agreement.

O You had no hope in October 1977 that
there could be a psychological break-
through to a comprehensive settle-
ment? You foresaw this separate agree-
ment?

O Certainly, because there was nothing
else. People try to justify major political
steps on a psychological basis, but I don’t
believe that politicians become psy-
chiatrists.

As a politician I deal with things on a
pragmatic basis, especially when these
things affect human lives, the future of a
whole population, the national security of
nations, justice, international law, or
treaties. It was clear that the Israelis could
not risk their national security and their
philosophy just for a psychological effect or
to break psychological barriers.

All this is an invention to justify certain
actions, When I deal with things I deal with
them as they are. I don’t dream. This is a
new thing as far as I am concerned and I'm
not going to take part in it.

O You negotiated with the new Carter
Administration for almost a year before
you left the Egyptian Government. Why

- ME

do you think Carter agreed to a
separate agreement after insisting so
strongly that there should be a compre-
hensive settlement and a Palestinian
homeland?

O Right up to President Sadat’s visit to
Israel President Carter, Cyrus Vance and
their colleagues were working very hard to

have the Geneva Conference convened. And
they were going to succeed! There is no
doubt about it!

First they were going to have all the
parties go to Geneva and sit and negotiate
sometime in the last week of December
1977. And the Russians were going to
participate.

President Carter himself had prepared
the whole thing — procedurally and sub-
stantively. Concurrently, President Carter
and Cyrus Vance negotiated for a long time
with the Russians about a framework for
solving the Middle East crisis once and for
all. Then the Joint Statement came on the
first of October 1977. It was the real
framework for a comprehensive settlement,
with all parties concerned attending and the
two superpowers as co-chairmen.

And this is why President Carter and his
colleagues were reluctant at the beginning to
support President Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem.
They waited a little to watch things, but
when they examined the pros and cons they
had no choice but to support it.

Here is the biggest Arab country in the
area offering a separate peace with Israel, so
why the hell shouldn’t the Americans profit
from this, bearing in mind their own inter-
nal problems with the Jewish community
and the Jewish lobby?

O If Sadat knew that Geneva was to be
convened in a few months and that the
Americans and the Russians were
serious about pushing for a com-
prehensive settlement, he must have in-

‘] propose two-year

UN trusteeship for Palestine’

——‘
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tentionally set out to abort that pro-
cess.

O No, I don’t believe Sadat did this in-
tentionally, because Egypt was co-operating
with President Carter formally on the con-
vening of Geneva. We were not against it.
We even accepted the single Arab
delegation and the whole Carter formula.

O Is that how the PLO problem was
going to be solved with PLO people
coming as part of that one delegation?
O Exactly. And before that you may
remember again that President Carter in
August 1977 took the unusual step of pro-
posing a formula to the PLO leaders which
would enable his Administration to sit with
PLO people. This was to overcome the
difficulty resulting from Kissinger's agree-
ment with the Israelis in connection with the
second disengagement of the Egyptian-
Israeli front that the Americans would not
sit with the PLO without previously con-
sulting Israel.

This would have been the real
breakthrough between the American
Administration at the highest level and the
PLO. As a superpower the US should sit
with anybody, everybody, especially when
the problems involve war and peace, human
rights and justice.

I was the intermediary between the
Americans and the PLO. The process was
starting — the PLO proposed another for-
mula. And the Americans proposed a second
formula. So the process of negotiations
started through me. This was a major step.
0O You really think that in view of US
domestic politics Carter would have
been able to succeed?

O He took the initiative! I didn’t ask him to
do it. He knew exactly what he was doing.
And he repeated it even two months ago.

0 But he went back on the US-USSR
Joint Statement within two days by
producing the US-Israel ‘‘“Working
Paper’’.

O But this was a bilateral thing. The Joint
US-Russian Statement was intact and was
going to be respected by the Americans and
the Russians

0O Even after the American Jews and
the Israelis protested so effectively?

O T was sure of it because I saw President
Carter myself after that. Up to this very
minute I haven't heard any concrete state-
ment to suggest that the Americans were
going back on what they agreed with the
Russians. Ultimately, if there is any com-
prehensive peace settlement, it will be in
accordance with this statement.

O You consider that Statement such a
historic accomplishment?

O Yes, I may disagree with some parts of it.
But I am not a superpower. I am an in-
terested party. We don’t speak the same
language. Our vision is completely different
and our interests are different. Our com-
mitments are different. Our dedication to
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principles is different.

O The treaty has a large military com-
ponent and there has been some dis-
cussion that the Americans are plann-
ing to buttress their military potential
in the Middle East in three ways: by
strengthening Israel as a potential arm
of Western military might; by
strengthening Egypt as a potential gen-
darme in the Middle East and North
Africa; by a 5th Fleet and the

preparation of American contingency
forces.

O (long, unusual pause) So far as Israel is
concerned, I believe the Americans paid a

“Right up to President Sadat’s
visit to Israel, President Carter...
was working very hard to have
the Geneva Conference
convened”
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very high price. And this will appear in the
future, because it will backfire.

O How? Why?

O The only thing which really generates
peace is to have a balance between the
major countries of any region of the world. If
one of the superpowers is very weak and the
other much stronger, there would be an im-
balance in everything. There would be a big
temptation for the strongest to do whatever
it wanted.

The same applies on the regional level. If
Israel realises that Egypt alone, militarily
speaking, is not that weak and that in any
armed conflict between Israel and Egypt
there would be a lot of damage, Israel will

think a hundred times before launching any
pre-emptive war or ever threatening to use
force. Instead Israel would concentrate on
peaceful methods.

On the other hand, if Egypt is weak
militarily it will be in a very bad position to
negotiate peace. The result of negotiations
will reflect this weakness. Egypt would be
negotiating under duress, and Israel would
have the upper hand in negotiating about
the Palestinians.

This means it will never be a permanent
peace. Egypt, itself, when it gets stronger or
when things change, will say “No, 1 was
forced to accept this under duress, this must
be changed”, and the whole thing will start
again. There will either be another armed
conflict or some sort of massive pressure will
be needed to convince Israel to agree to new
Egyptian demands.

The military help which the Americans
are giving to the Egyptians now is far in-
ferior to what they are giving to the Israelis.
Take, for instance, the deal of the F-5s.
What the hell do I need with F-5s. They’re
obsolete. They are giving them to the
Yemen or to Ethiopia or Sudan!

The Israelis had F-5s about 10 years ago.
Now, they give Egypt, the biggest and
strongest country in the Arab world, 50 F-5s.
And they give the Israelis the most
sophisticated planes in the American
arsenal. This is a mockery!

0 If there were a new President in
Egypt, could Egypt once again seek
arms and political support from the
Soviet Union?

O If President Sadat or a new President
really applies a diversification policy, he
could certainly obtain weapons from the
Soviet Union which is a big source of
weapons.

Diversification does not mean that Egypt
only gets its weapons from France or from
the United Kingdom or the United States.
Diversification means that you get whatever
you need — the best quality at the proper
time and at the best price — all over the
world.

0 Do you see any likelihood of the
autonomy negotiations leading to any
solution of the Palestinian problem?

O It depends on what you mean by a
solution of the Palestinian problem.

0 A solution which will be widely con-
sidered . . .

O You are using very evasive words, Come
to the point. Do you want to ask whether I
believe autonomy will lead to a Palestinian
state?

O If that’s the only solution that you
see.

O Yes. I don’t see any permanent peace to
the Middle East crisis unless the Palestinian
problem is solved on the basis of restoring
the full rights of the Palestinian people in
the form of a homeland with territorial
boundaries.



Once this state of Palestine is established
I am not at all against this new state having
some relations with Israel. It's up to them —
federation, confederation, even if they
decide to unite in a secular state. If they
choose to have a political link with Jordan,
it's up to them.

But let us understand each other very
clearly. There will be no peace unless the
Palestine problem is solved on the basis of a
Palestine state.

O But the Israelis are hinting at a
somewhat different solution which
many Egyptians I've spoken with don’t
seem to object to too strongly. If Jordan
were controlled by the Palestinians
politically, Israel could argue that the
Palestinians had three-quarters of
Palestine — the East Bank of the Jordan
River — and the Jews, one-quarter —
everything to the West of the River.

© This means agression against the Jor-
danian state. It means the Arabs and the
Palestinians would relinquish their rights in
Palestine. More importantly, the result of
the Palestinisation of Jordan would be the
Israelisation of the West Bank and Gaza.
This is why the Israelis are promoting this
idea, but this is not the solution. This is
exactly what Begin and some American
strategists are trying to do. But they are
evading the main problem. This is impossi-
ble.

O Why?

O Because it attempts to solve the problem
of the rights of one people at the expense of
another people.

0O History’s full of examples of such
things. It might not be ‘‘just,”” but it
might be a solution.

O If this is a theoretical exercise I can
extend it to many more things. Begin and
his colleagues could go back again to
Poland, Germany, France and the United
Kingdom. Or, they could start shopping all
over again for new ground and go to
Madagascar or Libya or Uganda.

O Do you think the treaty has greatly
strengthened the Likud-Begin political
forces in Zionism?

O Idon’t believe that there is any difference
between all these pople. They have their old
testament. They are trying to implement it
by stages, by force, or influence all over the
world.

0O But don’t you see a difference
between Labour, Mapam, Likud . . .
O No difference. All this is semantics,
believe me.

O Are you afraid that after the treaty
the Israelis may seek excuses for
further expansion?

O You see, Israeli expansion can be in
different forms — war and armed conflict is
just one way. And history taught us that
they can create the conditions in which they
can justify through the media that what
they took was in self-defence. They can

either use physical means or complete
penetration through various slogans like
“peace,” “‘open frontiers,” “joint projects”.
And all what you hear now is this new
vocabulary.

O But it’s not unwarranted penetration
if Egypt welcomes these things. It’s not
Israeli expansion, it’s something that
the Egyptians — desire.

O Yes, but I don't believe that the
Egyptians do welcome this. I am sure that
all the Egyptians, if they understood exactly
what’s going to happen, would never have
accepted it. And the future will show you.

O What do you expect when the

“] was the intermediary between
the Americans and the PLO ...
The process of negotiations
started through me. This was a
major step”
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autonomy negotiations begin?
© The whole process is a non-starter for the
Palestinians. It is based on Begin’s plan,
which means, as you will see, that the
Israelis will try to change the demographic
composition of the West Bank and Gaza
and they'll try to establish a massive
number of new settlements. And this is why
the framework agreed upon at Camp David
is a non-starter, and is rejected by all the
Arab countries without exception.
O What about Sudan, Oman . . . ?
© No, no, no. No exception. Go to Sudan
yourself. Walk in the street. Speak to the
people of Sudan, the responsible people.
They will tell you exactly this.

The Israelis and the Americans claim that

they are very just and fair, that they believe
in international law and common sense. So I
have only one very simple proposal. Let us
agree to have the West Bank and Gaza
under international trusteeship, under the
United Nations trusteeship. I formally
propose a UN trusteeship for Palestine,
namely the West Bank and Gaza, for two
years.

O You don’t seriously think the Israelis
would be interested in such a proposal,
do you?

O I said before, if they are interested in
peace, in human rights, in justice, in inter-
national law, what is wrong with the UN
having a trusteeship on Palestine? After two
years there will be elections under inter-
national supervision. We give to the
Palestinians — like anybody else — the right
to say yes or no to their statehood. And I
may add, to assure the Israelis of their own
security. In addition, I propose that the new
Palestine state, once it is established,
declares its complete neutrality — another
Switzerland.

O No army, at least not a large one?

O A security force composed of, let us say,
50,000. A security force to control its own
territory and frontiers and so on. I make this
concrete proposal for, if the Israelis are really
honest, why should they fear an inter-
national trusteeship.

The Americans, the Russians, the French
could serve on the Board of Transition too —
the five permanent members. Anybody the
Israelis want!

0O Many of the leaders of the Arab
states have declared that the leaders of
Egypt who have entered this treaty
with Israel are ‘‘traitors’’. Do you
share that view?

O (long pause) No. Every politician takes
decisions for one reason or another and tries
hard to justify his position. Statesmen rarely
declare they are wrong. But calling people
bad names is not my style. History will
judge whether the Arabs are wrong and
President Sadat is correct.

O You are busy writing your memoirs.
What are you trying to accomplish?

O I will try as honestly as possible to put on
record my views and to try to rectify many
misconceptions. This I will do at the proper
time and for the sake of Egypt and for
history in general.

President Carter and his Administration
tried throughout 1977 to approach the
Middle East crisis in its totality and they re-
jected the Kissinger policy. Vance was con-
vinced that all parties should go to Geneva,
and the process of contact with the PLO had
already started.

But now a Palestinian state will not
emerge unless either the geopolitics of the
area change again or the Arabs use force to
bring it about. I prefer an international
effort with massive support from the
American President. QO
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WORLDVIEW

Sadat’s Tragic Mistake
—an Interview With Ismail Fahmy,
Egypt’s Former Foreign Minister

Mark A. Bruzonsky

BRUZONSKY: When President Sadat first went to Israel,
do you think he had in his mind to reach what most
people consider to be a separate peace with the Israelis?
Or did he just finally realize that this was the most he
could get from the Israelis and the Americans?

FAHMY: One of the main reasons why I declined to join
President Sadat [in his visit to Israel] is the fact that the
only thing that could come from such a visit is a separate
agreement, not any more than that. And this is why I
resigned.

You saw no hope at all back in October, 1977, that there
could be a psychological breakthrough and that the
Israelis and the Americans would then really pursue a
comprehensive settlement? You foresaw this separate
agreement?

When Anwar el Sadat announced his
“sacred mission” to Jerusalem in No-
vember, 1977, Ismail Fahmy resigned
from his post as foreign minister. To-
day, Fahmy is writing his memoirs
from his memento-filled apartment
overlooking the Nile at Zamalek, a
Cairo suburb. For five years Fahmy
was Sadat’s front man, opening and
closing doors in both Moscow and
Washington. Next to Sadat, Ismail
Fahmy is the only Egyptian who knows
the intimate details of how the world
powers conducted their Middle East
diplomacy from before the October
War through Egypt’s decision to make
a unilateral arrangement with Israel.

A few months ago in Cairo Fahmy
agreed to discuss Mideast develop-
ments with Worldview Associate Edi-
tor Mark Bruzonsky.
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Certainly, because there was nothing else. There was
no previous preparation for such an unusual step. I'm
afraid people try for one reason or the other to justify
major political steps on a psychological basis. But I don’t
believe that politicians become psychiatrists just like
that. As a politician I deal with things on a pragmatic
basis, especially when these things affect human lives,
the future of a whole population, the national security of
nations, of justice, of legalities, of international law, of
treaties.

Even for the Israelis, if one would like even for a
moment to play on this psychological guitar, it was one-
sided. It was very clear that they cannot risk their own
national security and their own philosophy just for the
sake of psychological effect or psychological barriers.
All these are inventions to justify one action or another.
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When [ deal with things, [ deal with them as they are. [
don’t dream.

You negotiated with the new Carter administration for
almost a year before you left the Egyptian Government.
Why do you think the Carter administration acquiesced
in the notion of a separate agreement after insisting so
loudly that there be a comprehensive settlement and a
Palestinian homeland?

First of all, President Carter and Cyrus Vance and
their colleagues, right up to President Sadat’s visit to
Israel, were working very hard to have the Geneva
Conference convened. And they were going to succeed!
There is no doubt about it!

In holding the conference, you mean, but not necessarily
in getting an agreement from the conference?

Sure. First they were going to have all the parties go
to Geneva and sit and negotiate. And Geneva was going
to be convened, almost definitely, sometime in the last
week of December, 1977. And the Russians were going
to participate. President Carter himself had prepared
the whole thing—procedurally and substantively. You
may recall that this Carter formula for Geneva—how
it’s going to be convened, who is going to attend, what
questions are going to be discussed....And procedurcs,
when they concern an important conference like Gene-
va, mean substance.

Concurrently, President Carter and Cyrus Vance
negotiated for a long time with the Russians a frame-
work for solving the Middle East crisis once and for all.
Then the Joint Statement came on the first of October,
1977. So there was serious work being done already—
finished—procedurally, which means substance too.
And substantively with the Russians—the other co-
chairman, the other superpower.

And as a result of this you had this famous Joint
Statement on the first of October. What was this Joint
Statement? Really it was the real framework for the
comprehensive settlement with all parties concerned
attending and the two co-chairmen, the two superpow-
ers. And this is why President Carter and his colleagues
were reluctant, at the very beginning when President
Sadat went to Jerusalem, to go ahead and support his
visit. After a little while they had no choice but to do it,
to support President Sadat. But at the very beginning
President Carter and his administration were not fully
supporting the whole thing. They waited a little to watch
things. But when they examined the pros and cons, they
had no choice but to support it. Why?

Because here is the biggest Arab country in the arca
offering a separate peace with Isracl. And why the hell
should the Americans not profit from this, having in
mind their own problems internally with the Jewish
community and the Jewish lobby?

If Mr. Sadat knew that Geneva was to be convened in
just a few months and that the Americans and the
Russians were serious about pushing for a comprehensive
settlement, then he must have intentionally desired to
abort that process.

[ don’t know. What [ know for sure is that I cannot

believe that President Carter, when he reached that
stage in preparing Geneva and the Joint Statement with
the Russians—I don’t believe that they were beating
around the bush.

Well, President Sadat must have known that by going to
Israel he would set up separate negotiations and that the
Geneva process would not continue. He must have real-
ized that.

No. I don’t share your opinion when you say that
President Sadat did this intentionally to sabotage Gene-
va. [ don't believe so. Because Egypt itself was cooperat-
ing with President Carter formally on the convening of
Geneva. We were not against it. We even accepted the
one Arab delegation and the whole Carter formula.

Is that how the PLO problem was going to be solved,
with PLO people coming as part of the overall delega-
tion?

Exactly. And before that you may remember again
that President Carter took, in August, 1977, the unusual
step of proposing that a formula be accepted by PLO
leaders so that he and his administration could sit with
PLO people. This was to overcome that very well-known
difficulty with which the Carter administration found
itself as a result of the Kissinger agreement with the
Israelis. You recall, with the second disengagement of
the Egyptian-Israeli front it was agreed that the Ameri-
cans would not sit with the PLO without previous
consultations with the Israelis.

President Carter had to overcome this. So in August,
in conjunction with his moves to push everything toward
a comprehensive agreement, he proposed a formula that
could go around Kissinger’s commitment to the [sraelis
and he could sit formally with the PLO in Washington.
And this would have been really a historical thing. Not
only historical politically, but legally and psychological-
ly—if I may use this word you're very fond of.

I think your president is very fond of it.

This would be the real thing, the breakthrough of the
sound barrier between the American administration on
the highest level and the PLO. The U.S. is a superpow-
er, and a superpower should sit with anybody, every-
body, especially when the problems at issue are prob-
lems of war and peace, of human rights, of justice.

And [ am very glad that President Carter himself very
lately referred to this initiative which he took in August,
1977. And I was the intermediary between the Ameri-
cans and the PLO people. What happened really was
that the process was starting. And the PLO proposed
another formula. And the Americans proposed another
formula, a second formula. So the process of negotia-
tions started through me on various formulae. This was a
major step.

Do you understand what it meant? Suppose that we
would have succeeded? And we were going to succeed
with some formula. Do you understand the political and
legal, and psychological even, meaning of the Americans
sitting with the PLO?

You really think that in view of domestic U.S. politics



Carter would have been able to succeed and do that?

He took the initiative! I didn’t ask him to do it. He
knows exactly what he was doing. And he repeated it
even two months ago.

But he also took the initiative of the U.S.-USSR Joint
Statement back in 1977. And within two days he had to
come out with another statement that largely abrogated
the Joint Statement. The new U.S.-Israel “Working
Paper” said many different things from what was in the
Joint Statement.

What he said with Dayan [in the U.S.-Israel “Work-
ing Paper”], this was a bilateral thing. But the Joint
U.S.-Russian Statement was intact, was going to be
respected by the Americans and the Russians.

Even after the American Jews and the Israelis protested
so effectively?

I was dead sure of it. Because I saw President Carter
myself after that. And not only that. Up till this very
minute [ didn’t hear any concrete statement to give any
impression in one way or another—even after President
Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem—that the Americans were
going back on what they have agreed with the Rus-
sians.

Yet statements are only one form of policy and actions
are another. And the actions of the American Govern-
ment do not seem compatible with the stated plans of the
American Government in 1977.

But you know, ultimately, if there will be any compre-
hensive peace settlement, it will be within and in accor-
dance with this statement. Which is amazing.

You consider that statement such an historic accom-
plishment between the Americans and the Soviets?

Globalwise, yes. I may disagree with some parts of it.
But [ am not a superpower. [ am an interested party. We
don’t speak the same language. Our vision is completely
different from the vision of a superpower. Our interests
are different. Our commitments are different. Our dedi-
cation to principles is different. Small powers are
completely different than superpowers.

Let me shift from the history to the treaty that was
signed recently and ask you about the superpower inter-
ests.

The treaty has a large military component for both
Egypt and Israel. And there has been some discussion
that the Americans are planning to buttress their mili-
tary potential in the Middle East in three ways: One, by
strengthening Israel as a potential arm of Western mili-
tary might; two, by strengthening Egypt as a potential
gendarme in North Africa and possibly other Middle
East Areas; and three, by a Fifth Fleet plus the prepara-
tion of American interventionist forces.

Do you believe that there is a large military compo-
nent to this Egyptian-Israeli treaty? -

[Long, unusual pause] So far as Israel is concerned, |
believe the Americans paid a very high price. [Pause]
And this will appear in the future, because it will back-
fire.
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How? Why?

The only thing that really generates peace is to have a
certain balance between the major countries of any
region of the world. Even on the level of the superpow-
ers, what is détente? Détente was the child of what is
very well known as overkill, which the two superpowers
have. If we imagine for a moment that one of the super-
powers is very weak and the other is much stronger,
there will be an imbalance in everything. There will be a
big temptation for the strongest superpower to do what-
ever it wants to do. Even to the extent of hitting or
committing aggressive acts against the other, the weak-
€r, superpower.

The same thing applies on the regional level. How? If
Israel realizes that Egypt alone, militarily speaking, is
not that weak and that in any armed conflict between
Israel and Egypt there will be a lot of damage to Israel,
automatically Israel will behave. And automatically
Israel will think a hundred times before taking any
preemptive war or any provocative move or even threat
to use force. The net result of this is that Israel will
divert its attention from physical misuse of force to the
peaceful ways and means of how to reach peace.

The same thing applies as far as Egypt is concerned. If
it is in a weak position militarily speaking, Egypt will be
in a very bad position even when it negotiates peaceful
conditions. The result of any negotiations between Israel
and Egypt under conditions most favorable to Israel will
reflect this weakness, this big difference. In other words,
Egypt would be negotiating under duress, not free. So
Israel will have a say in negotiating about the Palestin-
ians. So this would be an unusual situation, the result of
which would be a paper in favor of one side completely
and against the other side almost completely.

The meaning of this is that it would never be a perma-
nent peace. Egypt itself, when it got stronger or as
things changed, would stand and say *“No, I was forced
to accept this under duress, this must be changed.” The
Israelis would say “No,” and the whole thing would
start again, and either you would have another armed
conflict or some sort of a massive pressure would
convince Israel to agree to the new Egyptian demands
for rectification of the wrongs that were done as a result
of this imbalance in power.

In fact, the military help the Americans are giving to
the Egyptians now is far inferior to what they are giving
to the Israelis. Take, for instance, the deal of the F-5s.
What the hell do [ need with the F-5s? They’re obsolete.
They are giving it to the Yemen now or to Ethiopia or to
Sudan. But Egypt is not Yemen or Sudan or Ethiopia!
Haile Selassie use to have the F-5s! The Israelis used to
have the F-5s about ten years ago! They give me now,
Egypt, the biggest and strongest country in the Arab
world, fifty F-5s! And they give the Israelis the most
sophisticated airplanes in the American arsenal. This is a
mockery! This is not American military help! This
means a dictate on Egypt to keep Egypt as it is militarily
or to put Egypt backward ten years!

If there should be a new president of Egypt, does Egypt
retain the option of returning to a policy where arms and
political support could be sought from the USSR?
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President Sadat, or the new president of Egypt if he
follows the policy of President Sadat, if he applies really,
literally, this diversification policy, should certainly
obtain, if he can, weapons from the Soviet Union. The
Soviet Union is one of the big sources of weapons.
Diversification does not mean that Egypt gets its weap-
ons only from France or from the United Kingdom or
the United States. Diversification, if it means anything,
means that you get whatever you need—the best quality
at the proper time and at the best price—all over the
world. You go shopping for the best airplane that suits
your own purposes, which your enemy doesn’t have,
which could be delivered to you as quickly as possible,
and in terms most appropriate for you and the prices
nice.

The Soviets will never supply Sadat again with weapons.
And who would pay for them?

You didn’t ask whether the Soviets will give Sadat or
a specific person weapons. We're not talking about
personalities. You asked me a simple question—that,
after President Sadat, do you think that Egypt will get
weapons from the Soviet Union? And my answer was
very clear. That the policy of diversification—which
President Sadat himself proclaimed—means, if I under-
stand it correctly, that Egypt looks for the best arms it
wants from all over the world. He didn’t say that he is
making diversification only to buy from the French or
from the Americans. He didn’t say, “I'll buy from
everybody but not the Russians.”

Your answer to this next question seems implicit from
what you've already said, but I'll ask it in a neutral way
anyway. Do you see any likelihood, any possibility, any
reasonable hope, that the autonomy negotiations can
lead to any form of solution to the Palestinian prob-
lem?

Depends on what you mean by solution of the Pales-
tinian problem.

Solution which will be widely considered....

Now you are going around and using very evasive
words. Come to the point. You want to ask whether |
believe this autonomy will lead to a Palestinian state.
Right?

If that’s the only solution that you see.

Yes. | don’t see any permanent peace in the Middle
East crisis unless the Palestinian problem is solved on
the basis of restoring the full rights of the Palestinian
people in the form of a homeland with territorial bound-
aries. In other words, to give back the Palestinians their
statehood. Without the establishment of a state of Pales-
tine, there will be no peace in this area.

Now once you have this state of Palestine established
I am not against it at all if this new Palestine state
chooses to have some relations with Israel. It's up to
them—federation, confederation, even if they decide to
unite in a secular state—it’s up to them. I’'m not against
it. If they choose to have this political link with Jordan,
it’s up to them. But let us understand each other very
clearly. There will be no peace unless the Palestine prob-
lem is solved on the basis of a Palestine state. This is my
opinion. | may be wrong.

But the Israelis are hinting at a somewhat different solu-
tion, which many Egyptians I’ve spoken with don’t seem
to object to too strongly. If King Hussein did not rule in
Amman, if Jordan were in fact controlled by Palestinians
politically, then the Israelis could argue that the 1922
division of Palestine by the British has been validated,
that the Palestinians now have three-fourths of Palestine
(the East Bank of the Jordan River) and the Jews have
one-quarter (everything to the west of the river) and that

“What the hell do I need with the F-5s?
...They’re obsolete....Haile Selassie used
to have the F-5s!.. They give me now,

Egypt, the biggest and strongest country
in the Arab world, fifty F-5’s!...”




there is a Palestinian state. Isn’t this a possible solu-
tion?

You see, we can write a book both of us, you and me,
about the various solutions and various failures and vari-
ous interpretations. Then we reenter automatically into
the very strange and huge encyclopedia of the Middle
East.

Every problem here in the Middle East—every prob-
lem—has a big dictionary, alone. If we go like this, we
will never find a solution. It is easy to say, for instance,
why the hell this big noise is made. The Jordan is there.
The majority are Palestinians. Have the Palestinian state
in Jordan.

Many people do say that. Especially in Israel.

Yes, in Israel. Why? Because this automatically
means an agression on the Jordanian state. Second, that
the Arabs and the Palestinians relinquish to Israel their
own rights in Palestine itself. More important. The
result of the Palestinization of Jordan is the [sraelization
of the West Bank and Gaza. This is why the Israelis are
promoting this idea, but this is not the solution.

Now just think very seriously about what I've told you
about the Palestinization of Jordan and the Israelization
of the West Bank and Gaza. This is exactly what Begin
is trying to do and what some of the American strate-
gists are trying to do. But they are running from the
main problem. This couldn’t happen. Impossible.

Why?

Because this attempts to solve the problem—the
rights of people—at the expense of other people. And
only to please the Israelis.

History’s full of examples of such things happening. It
might not be “‘just,” but it might be a solution.

If this is a mental exercise, | can go with you and
stretch it to many more things. One of them, that Mr.
Begin himself and his colleagues can go back again to
Poland and Germany and France and United Kingdom.
Or, they can start all over again shopping for new
ground and go to Madagascar or even to Libya or Ugan-
da. If you want to have a mental exercise—a nice one—
you can start all over again and try to dismantle the
Zionist theory.

Let me ask you about Zionist theory and Zionist politics.
Do you think the treaty has greatly strengthened the
Likud-Begin political forces in Zionism? Has the right
wing of Zionism....

I don’t believe that there is any difference between all
those people. They have their old testament. They are
trying to implement it by stages, by force, or by influ-
ence all over the world. They succeeded, succeeded for
the first time in their life to have Egypt, the United
States, and the European countries—and especially
Egypt—agree for the first time to have an Israeli state in
the area.

But you don’t see a difference between Labor, Mapam,
Likud....
No difference. All this is semantics. Believe me.
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Then you didn’t mind that President Carter went to pray
at the grave of Jabotinsky?

He didn’t take my permission. He didn’t ask my opin-
ion.

Because I know many Jewish persons, including myself,
who felt that Carter’s praying at the grave of Jabotinsky
was an act of ideological idiocy. And I’m rather struck
by the fact that almost all Egyptians—and here you and
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs Butros Ghali have
the same opinion—are not sensitive to the serious ideo-
logical differences that exist within Jewish-Israeli poli-
tics.
Who said so?

Because you think they’re all about the same.

Sure, as far as their own state in Palestine and their
expansion in the area, they are all the same. All of them
are implementing the Zionist dream.

Are you afraid that after this treaty—after Egypt has
opted out of this conflict—that the Israelis may look for
excuses for further expansion?

You see, Israeli expansion could be done in different
forms—physically through war and armed conflict from
time to time is just one way. History taught us that they
can create the conditions and the explanations and the
atmosphere and the press media and, and, and, and to
justify that what they took was in self-defense.

So now by physical action or by complete penetration
through various slogans like “peace,” “‘open frontiers,”
“joint projects.” And all that you hear now is this new
vocabulary.

But it’s not unwarranted penetration if Egypt welcomes
these things, welcomes open borders, welcomes joint
projects. It’s not Israeli expansion, it’s something that
the Egyptians—or at least some of the Egyptians—
desire. :

Yes, but, you know...I don’t believe that the Egyp-
tians are welcoming this. I differ with you completely—
not with you personally, but with what you are saying.

I, for instance, [ am dead sure that all the Egyptians,
if they understood exactly what’s going to happen, they
would never have accepted it. And the future will show
you.

What do you expect when the autonomy negotiations
begin? Do you expect them to drag on for months or to
break down or what?

For years, you know, this is a non-starter, the whole
process for the Palestinians. Because it was based
already on Begin’s plan, which means, as you will see,
that the Israelis will try either to change the demograph-
ic composition of the West Bank and Gaza and they’ll
try to plant a massive number of new settlements. And
this is why the framework which was agreed upon at
Camp David is a non-starter, as I told you. And this is
why it is rejected by all the Arab countries without any
exception whatsoever.

What about Sudan, Oman...?



No, no, no. No exception. I don’t count those coun-
tries. Go to Sudan yourself. Walk in the street. Speak to
the people of Sudan, the responsible people, they will
tell you exactly this. Go and see.

My view is that if the Israelis and the Americans are
really sincere about profiting from this new atmosphere,
and if the Israelis are really sincere about solving the
Palestinian problem.... They claim that they are very
sophisticated. And they are. They claim that they are
very just, fair, that they believe in international law and
common sense. So I have only one simple, very simple
proposal.

As a result of whatever President Sadat did and this
new atmosphere, and having in mind President Carter’s
human rights proposals and beliefs, it’s very simple. Let
us agree—and this is a concrete proposal—to have the
West Bank and Gaza under international trusteeship,
under the United Nations trusteeship. For five years.
No. I formally—if I can propose anything formally—I
propose a U.N. trusteeship for Palestine, namely the
West Bank and Gaza, for two years.

You don’t seriously think the Israelis are interested in
such a proposal, do you?

I said before, if they are serious, if they are interested
in peace, in human rights, in justice, in international
law, what is wrong with the U.N. having a trusteeship
on Palestine and after two years there will be elections
under international supervision?

We give to the Palestinians—Ilike anybody else—the
right to say yes or no about their statehood, about their
new state. And, I may add, to assure the Israelis of their
own security. You see, on the one hand they say we can
beat everybody, all the Arabs together. On the other
hand they say we are a small country, we are weak, the
Arabs are going to swallow us.

This is not true, you know. At any rate, in addition to
what 1 told you, and this is a concrete thing, I propose
that the new Palestine state, once it is established,
declare its neutrality completely—a neutral, another
Switzerland.

No army, at least not a large one?

A security force composed of, let us say, fifty thou-
sand. A security force to observe its own territory and
frontiers and so on. After that, whether this new Pales-

tine state would like to have a linkage with the Jordan-
ians, it’s OK, it’s up to them. If they want to have this
linkage with Israel, it’s up to them. After all, the Pales-
tinian original position is that they are ready to live with
Israelis—Christians, Moslems, and Jews under one
roof.

So, they are not very bad people, the Palestinians! But
I make this concrete proposal so if the Israelis are really
honest, why should they fear an international trustee-
ship? And the Americans and the Russians and the
French would serve on the Board of Transition too—the
five permanent members, OK? Anybody the Israelis
want!

Let me ask you about Arab politics. Many of the leaders
of the Arab states—prime ministers, kings—have de-
clared that the leaders of Egypt who have entered this
treaty with Israel are “traitors.” Do you share that
view?

[Long pause] No. You see, I mean, | have never
called people bad names. Every politician takes decisions
for one reason or another and tries hard to justify his
positions. Very rare that statesmen declare they are
wrong. But calling people bad names is not my brand.
Every politician takes his decisions according to his own
circumstances. History will judge if maybe all the Arabs
are wrong and President Sadat is correct. Nobody can
judge this now. The future will judge.

You are busy writing your memoirs. What are you trying
to accomplish?

I will try as fair and honestly as possible to put on
record my views and to try to straighten many miscon-
ceptions. This I will do at the proper time and for the
sake of Egypt and for the sake of history at large.

President Carter and his administration were consum-
ed throughout 1977 to approach the Middle East crisis
in its totality, and they refused all efforts to have any
new steps like the Kissinger policy. Vance was con-
vinced all parties must be there at Geneva. And the
process of contact with the PLO had already started.

Now a Palestinian state will not emerge unless either
the geopolitics of the area change again or the Arabs use
force to bring it about. But I prefer international efforts
with massive support from the American president.



Independence!”’

—an Interview With Butros Ghali, Egypt’s
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs

Mark A. Bruzonsky

When President Anwar el Sadat decid-
ed upon his ‘‘sacred mission”’ to
Jerusalem in November, 1977, he ap-
pointed Butros Ghali to be acting
foreign minister after the resignation
of Ismail Fahmy. Since that time Ghali
has been one of the highest Egyptian
officials involved in the sixteen-month
negotiations that culminated on March
26 in the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.

BRUZONSKY: Let me ask you first what is probably the
most important question. Do you feel Egypt has more
or less leverage over Israel on the crucial Palestinian
issue now that there is a peace between Egypt and
Israel?

GHALI: I believe that now that there is peace Egypt
will have more leverage than before.

Why? So many experts disagree with you.

Because through normalization of the relations be-
tween Egypt and Israel—before there were no rela-
tions, so there was no leverage. Now we will have more
leverage.

In other words, when I had no close relations at all
between Egypt and country A, I had no leverage on
country A. But if I have relations with country A, [
can stop them. I can just discuss with them, I can put
pressures—asking more and asking less. The fact that I
have relations with a country offers me leverage on
this country. If I have no relations at all, I have no
leverage.

Usually leverage is considered—in a Realpolitik
sense—to be a factor of economic, political, and
wmiiliiary puwer. if Ezvpt has given up the military op-
tion, if it has already given Israel normalization of

Today Prime Minister Mustapha
Khalil also holds the portfolio of
foreign minister and Ghali is minister
of state for foreign affairs. It is consid-
ered likely that Ghali will be appointed
Egypt’s ambassador to Israel.

Ghali was interviewed in Cairo at his
office in the foreign ministry on April
25 by Worldview associate editor Mark
A. Bruzonsky.

relations politically, and if it has entered into
economic relations, how can it have more power over
Israel than before?

No, I’m sorry. I will have power over, leverage over
Israel according to this normalization of relations.

You think simply by arguing or presenting your case to
the Israelis they will come to understand it and agree?

No, not just by arguing it will they accept it. The
normalization is in my hands. They are not interested
so much in, let us say, the “‘formal’’peace. The Israelis
are interested in moving from peace-keeping to peace-
building. So they want to build peace. My leverage is
that it will be impossible to build the peace unless we
find a solution to the Palestinian problems. There will
be no real normalization—in the real sense of nor-
malization, like between France and Germany—unless
there is a solution on the Palestinian question.

So if there is not a solution, if the negotiations do not
go forward successfully, if they break down, will you
withhold normalization of relations with Israel?

I would not put it in such a white and black position,
but certainly this will be a major impediment to any
good normalization of relations between Egypt and
Israel.



But it will not necessarily prevent the process from go-
ing forward.

It certainly will prevent the process from going for-
ward.

It will prevent it?
Certainly, yes. So this is the real leverage, and the
Israelis know it. We discuss it very frankly.

Well, many Israelis I’ve discussed this with assure me
that -they will never allow the Palestinians to have a
homeland. Never.

They have assured you that they will never leave
Sharm el Sheikh, that Sharm el Sheikh is essential for

. their defense, and that all the security of Israel is based
on Sharm el Sheikh.

They assured that they need a strip of land and a
road from Israel to Sharm el Sheikh. They have
assured that according to Zionist ideology, if a settle-
ment had been built somewhere, this land belonged to
them. They have assured you—Ben-Gurion in the
cabinet—that the Sinai was always a part of Israel.
And the position was adopted in 1957 by the Knessat
concerning, let us say, the anschluss of the Sinai to
Israel.

So you think the analogy can be made between Israeli
attitudes toward Sinai and Israeli attitudes toward
Samaria and Judea, as they now call the West Bank?

Without doubt! The same principles which are ap-
plied there will be applied if the Palestinians accept to
enter in the process of negotiations.

And are your familiar with Herut ideology, the
ideology in which Eretz Yisrael...?

But, this, this, this Herut ideology was saying that it
is impossible to leave Yamit!*

No, that’s not correct.
It isn’t? Herut? According to the ideology, any new
settlement that is constructed is in Israel.

I apologize for having to correct you on this, but for
Herut Eretz Yisrael includes Judea and Samaria and
the present-day Israel and actually Jordan too. But not
Sinai.

Maybe you are right. I’'m not sure myself. But ac-
cording to what I read about the Herut program, there
was a demand for partition of the Sinai.

For my purpose I believe that sooner or later we will
obtain a Palestinian entity in the West Bank and Gaza.

I’m sure you are familiar with the Knesset debate in
which the leaders of Begin’s party assured the Israeli
people that the attitude they had taken toward Sinai
could never be taken toward the West Bank.

Yes.

You think this is just rhetoric on their part?

I don’t think it’s just rhetoric. But when you are in
discussions, you need certain phrases to be used in
your internal policy.
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What were your feelings when President Carter went
to the grave of Vladimir Jabotinsky** and prayed for
him?

[Pause] I think it was just an event among different
other events.

It wasn’t troubling to you that Mr. Carter by his ac-
tions was legitimizing the most intransigent elements in
Zionism?

I think you can be intransigent at the beginning of
your life and change yourself at the end of your life.

Like Mr. Begin?
I have not said this. You can do this.

Let me ask you about the military aspects of the agree-
ment. It’s difficult for many people to understand that
now that you’ve made peace with Israel—which was
your primary enemy and the only real threat to you in
the region—Egypt is strengthening its armed forces
and requiring from the United States greater amounts
of sophisticated weaponry. What is the reason that a
peace agreement must be buttressed by so much
military force?

If you have a SALT agreement between the two
superpowers, or an entente between the two super-
powers, in spite of this both of them have continued to
have armaments. There is no incompatibility between
peace and between having your own security and your
own armaments. On the contrary, you need a kind of
equilibrium of forces to reenforce the formal agree-
ments.

Are you afraid that the agreement might break down
and that there’s still the possibility of a war in the
future so you must remain strong and ready?

If you are a man dealing with security, you cannot
take any kinds of risk. You must have a strong army.

What about the U.S. efforts to build up its military
forces in the area? There will be a Fifth Fleet, there
will be more American forces, and it’s been reported
that 100,000 American soldiers are being trained for
possible intervention around the world and specifically
in the Middle East. Do you endorse this American
build-up?

We don’t endorse this American policy or policies.
We believe in nonalignment. When the Americans of-
fered us a kind of memorandum—exchange of notes—
as was done with Israel, we refused it because our
policy is based on a policy of nonalignment. We don’t
want to have any; we refuse to give any military
facilities to the Americans. Our policy will continue to
be the policy of nonalignment.

And again, you are exaggerating a lot about the

*Yamit is an Israeli town south of the Gaza strip along the
Mediterranean coast from which the Israelis have agreed to
withdraw at a later stage in the implementation of the Egypt-
Israel peace agreement.

**Jabotinsky is the founder of Revisionist Zionism and the
Herut movement.
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American presence. The American presence was al-
ways there in the region for the last twenty-five years. [
don’t believe that there will be more. Maybe they are
talking more about it, but I don’t believe you have a
great difference in the American presence.

The PLO. Do you continue to consider the PLO to be
the legitimate representative of the Palestinians?

We believe that the PLO can play a very important
role in the next step of the negotiations.

And would you advocate that Yasir Arafat be invited
fo a separate seat, to a separate delegation for the
Palestinians?

At what step? At the second step?

When the autonomy negotiations begin.

Yes, it depends what will be the relation between the
PLO and the United States. It depends what will be the
new policy of the PLO. It is an academic question to
put it like this. You want this to have a headline in the
newspaper....

The real problem is that we believe the PLO can play
an important role in the process of the negotia-
tions—directly. We believe that contact between the
PLO and the U.S. would be very important.

If Israel refuses unalterably to accept members of the
PLO, would you then advocate other Palestinian par-
ticipants?

Again, you must return to the agreement of Camp
David. According to the agreement of Camp David,
negotiations will begin one month after exchange of
the documents of ratification, and we can have in our
delegation representatives from the West Bank and
Gaza. And this is the first step. So you can have people
from the West Bank and Gaza belonging to the PLO.
There is no objection.

Do you feel isolated now that Saudi Arabia and other
Arab countries have broken relations?

I can assure you that we will continue to have rela-
tions with different, other Arab countries. But for
special reasons they say ‘‘Please don’t mention the
relations existing between us and Egypt.”’

But at the formal level, at the diplomatic level, at the
level of normal bilateral relations...?

If you know well the history of inter-Arab relations
in the last thirty years, this is not the first time and this
will not be the last time in which you’ll have such con-
frontations among Arab states. Now you have exactly
the same thing that happened after 1961, after the end
of the union between Egypt and Syria.

You don’t think this is more serious?

No, we had exactly the same dispute in 1948, after
the first Arab armistice agreement with the State of
Israel. And the dispute was exactly for the same
reason. Because we were for the creation of the
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza and the
Hashemites were against it. And then the Arab world

was divided into two groups. And this confrontation
took two years.

Do you consider Jimmy Carter to be a strong Amer-
ican president?

I have no comment on this question. I just can say
that he has played a very important role in the process
of negotiations which we’ve had together from Camp
David #1 to Camp David #2 til the signature of the
peace treaty plus the negotiations at Blair House.

If you can’t comment directly on his strength, can you
comment on how secure you feel that, if there should
be another American president, he would continue and
fulfill the promises that he has made to you?

I believe that the real problem is that we must put all
our energy on our own strength rather than to think
about relations with the United States or relations with
the Soviet Union or relations with Europe. Egypt by
itself can solve its own problems and Egypt by itself
could find a solution to the Palestinian problem.

But your president for many years has said that the
Americans have 99 per cent of the cards when it comes
to the Palestinian issue. Now are you saying that you,
Egypt, have 99 per cent of the cards?

No, I’'m saying the 99 per cent to solve the Middle
East crisis, which is what we have obtained now. As to
the second step of the negotiations, concerning the full
autonomy in the West Bank and Gaza, certainly the
Americans will play a very important role. But what is
more important is the role that Egypt will play in this
kind of negotiations. And we come back to the prob-
lem of the leverage on the Israelis. We have today
more leverage than before.

The question of leverage again. For thirty years the
strategy of the Arab world was to deny Israel a place in
the Middle East unless....

This was the wrong strategy. The result was that in
thirty years we’ve obtained nothing, while Israel, from
the partition on, has taken every year some more land.
This was the wrong policy. And this is the problem:
The Arabs take time to understand this drastic change.
We believe that we’ll obtain more from the Israelis
through a kind of permanent dialogue and through
normalization of the relations between our two coun-
tries and through the leverage we will obtain through
this normalization than through military confronta-
tion every five or six years in which the Israelis have at
least a kind of guarantee from the U.S.

You are a man with deep awareness of Arab history
and Arab affairs. How does it affect you when leaders
of other Arab countries or responsible publications
brand what has happened as ‘‘traitorous’’ and brand
the individuals responsible, including yourself, as
““traitors’’ to the Arab cause? It must have a personal
effect. You don’t agree, I’'m sure, but it must cause
you a certain anxiety.
No anxiety at all.



You don’t respect any of the people who have used
these terms?

No, I just say they need time to understand the
future gain, to look to different historical precedents. I
think anybody who is trying to obtain reconciliation
between two states in war at the beginning will be
accused of betrayal, just as happened during the
French decolonization of Algeria. This is normal. I
can give you hundreds of precedents. And I don’t
believe it is a main difficulty.

If King Hussein were not on the throne in Amman,
and if a Palestinian leadership were in control of the
East Bank of the Jordan River, and if the Israelis said
that this is the Palestinian state and the British illegally
partitioned Mandate Palestine in 1922, what would be
el

I have no comment on this question.

On such an important question?
Yes.

It seems to many people one of the crucial questions
that will have to be dealt with, though.

I am, after all, minister of state for foreign affairs. I
cannot just discuss with a journal what would happen
if King Hussein is not there. This would create dif-
ficulties.

Others, including Hussein, feel free to discuss your
situation.
I have no comment on this question.

President Sadat once said that he did not have to go to
Jerusalem in order to obtain the return of Sinai for
Egypt. And yet, in the minds of many people, that is
the result of his efforts. Has there been some change
sl

Those many people are wrong! If it was just obtain-
ing the Sinai, this could have been obtained. And I was
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involved from the first day of the negotiations to the
last day of the negotiations; I participated in all
negotiations from the trip to Jerusalem to the signing
of the treaty. If it was only the Sinai, this could have
been obtained on the 25th of December, 1977 [at the
Ismailia summit meeting]. The fact that we have con-
tinued during one year and a half proves that we are
not interested only in the Sinai, but we were trying to
obtain something for the Palestinians in the West
Bank and Gaza.

You don’t think that the ‘‘Begin Plan’’ for autonomy
offered in December, 1977, is similar to what has been
achieved in this treaty?

Not at all. I completely disagree.

Could you give me the specific differences?

I don’t want to enter into detail. But I just want to
confirm to you that there is no relation between the
two, without entering into detail.

Well, I’ve read both the Begin Plan and the treaty....
Then I advise you to read them again. Before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs in the Parliament I
detailed the rights of the Palestinians to get an entity.
The future of the West Bank is not in the hands of the
Israelis, but belongs to an international treaty. We can
enter into a hundred technical details to show this.

I’m still not sure what is so different about what Begin
eventually agreed to and what he proposed in Decem-
ber, 1977. Now Mr. Yosef Burg will be leading the
Israeli negotiators and will endorse the ‘‘full autono-
my’’ Begin put forward back then.

We are sure that we will obtain for the Palestinians
the right of self-determination. We will obtain for the
Palestinians a Palestinian entity, and at the last step
the Palestinians decide by themselves what they want
to do with their rights. If they want to create a Pales-

“If you know well the history of inter-Arab relations in the last
thirty years, this is not the first time and this will not be the
last time in which you’ll have such confrontations among Arab states.’’
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tinian state, they will have a Palestinian state. If they
just want a federation between them and Jordan, they
may have a federation. Our role will be finished when
they will have the right to express themselves and to
decide what they want to do on their own.

And what if they say to you they want nothing to do
with your negotiations?

We believe that at the second stage of our negotia-
tions they will decide to participate.

I can’t recall many historical experiences where every-
thing seemed to be based only on ‘‘hope.”’
What is your age?

I’'m thirty-one.

I’'m fifty-seven. I remember the decolonization pro-
cess step-by-step. I was in contact with Ben Bella. I
saw the decolonization of the Arabs. And I’m sure as
I’m talking to you [pounds table] that what has been
obtained for Algeria, that what has been obtained for
different Afro-Asian countries, will be obtained for
the Palestinians; in spite of all the declarations of
Israel, in spite of all the attitudes of the Arab rejec-
tionists and the Israeli rejectionists which have created
an alliance among themselves—an objective alliance if
you want to use this Marxist terminology. I’'m sure
that in the next one or two years you will have a Pales-
tinian entity.

Despite Zionist ideology, you think it’s simply a
pragmatic problem?

I don’t say it is a pragmatic.... We will solve it as a
pragmatic problem. If you just read what was the
ideological position of Charles de Gaulle about the
French Empire. If you read all the ideology which has
been written about the White Man’s Burden in Africa
just forty or fifty years ago, you’d say it was impossi-
ble that all the Third World would obtain its in-
dependence. In spite of all this ideology they have ob-
tained their independence. There is an irreversible
movement for independence all over the world. You
cannot keep under a military occupation more than a
million Palestinians. Sooner or later they will have
their independence. Sooner or later they will have their
entity. How this entity will work in the general
framework of the Middle East—in association with the
Jordanians, in association with the Israelis—I don’t
know. But they will have their own entity and they will
have the way to express their right of self-deter-
mination.

And you believe that Egypt has the right to take
unilateral decisions about the future of the Palestin-
ians?

No, we have never said that. Again, I’m sorry, you
have not read your Camp David agreements. We never
said that we have this right. What we are saying is that
we are just helping the Palestinians to put their leg on
the horse, as is said in French.

We are just helping the Palestinians. We are offer-
ing to the Palestinians a framework. We have done the

same with Sudan, exactly. We were negotiating with
the British even about the Sudan, and this is how they
obtained their independence. This has been done in
different parts. You can have long discussions with all
the different parts. We did this for Libya in 1948.
Nobody knows this history. Libya was supposed to be
divided into three regions. And who was behind
Libya? It was Egypt at the United Nations.

We are doing exactly the same.

At the last stage it is not we who will decide. It will
be the Palestinians.

Or maybe the Israelis?

No, the Palestinians, not the Israelis. The Palestin-
ians with the agreement of the Israelis. We have decid-
ed to do this through peaceful means. And further-
more, if the Palestinians will refuse at the end in the
last stage, then we can do nothing. They have to ac-
cept.

So if this process does not go successfully forward and
the Palestinians do not cooperate, then you will blame
the Palestinians?

No, we will not blame the Palestinians because we
will have more negotiations, and we know that sooner
or later the Palestinians will cooperate because we
know it is in their real interests to cooperate and to
work through this process. Because they have no other
alternative.

I appreciate your talking to me. I know this is a dif-
ficult time and a busy time. You must be exceedingly
busy.

No, I remember quite well your two visits in Cairo in
October, 1977. But you are not happy about this
peace? -

Well, I’'m sure from the questions I’'ve asked you
realize I have many doubts.

I’ll tell you. You see, we are at the beginning of a
long process. You must not do like the Arab rejection-
ists or like the Israeli rejectionists to say this is bad. Let
us give a chance to this process in the next six months.
Then we can have again a good conversation. And I
will tell you with great humility that you were right and
I was wrong.

Now, as we are in the beginning of the process, I
believe that you are wrong and that I am right.... We
know that at the final stage we will have a Palestinian
state in the West Bank and Gaza.... Believe me. You
will have a Palestinian state in the West Bank and
Gaza. It will take maybe more than one year, but you
will have this.

And if not?

There is no “‘if not.”” You will have it! I’m sure of
this. You see it is like a belief here. You cannot have a
discussion with somebody who says ‘‘I don’t believe in
the existence of paradise; it doesn’t exist.”” He asks,
‘““How do you prove it?”’ I say, ‘“No, I believe. I
believe in God.”’ So I’m believing that you will have a
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza.
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