A

Compassionde
i

FUTURE
FOR
THE

MIDDLE

EAST




?EQ HQ W
IEANC
b W
\\‘\" C'JM \“\("L
A
Compassionate

Peace




A

Compassionate
Peace

A Report Prepared for the A Future f01" the Middle East

American Friends Service Committee

le HILL AND WANG . New York A division of Farmr; Straus and Giroux



Copyright © 1982 by the American Friends Service Committee
All rights reserved

Printed in the United States of America

Published simultaneously in Canada by

McGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd., Toronto

Designed by Stephen Dyer

First printing, 1982

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
A Compassionate peace.
Prepared by a working party appointed by the board of
directors, A.F.S.C.; Everett Mendelsohn, chairperson
and principal author.
Bibliography: p.
Includes Index.
1. Near East—Politics and government—1945~
2. Jewish—Arab relations—1973- . I. Mendelsohn, Everett.
II. American Friends Service Committee.
DS63.1.C62 1982 956  81-23958
AACR2
ISBN: 0-8090-3575-8 (cloth); 0-8090-1399-1 (paper)

The publisher and the American Friends Service Committee
should like to thank the Christian Science Publishing Society for
the use of the following three maps:

The Middle East, by Joan Forbes, © 1982 The Christian Science
Publishing Society.

The Sinai Peninsula, by Joan Forbes, from The Christian Science
Monitor, June 22, 1981, © 1981 TCSPS.

Lebanon, by Joan Forbes, from The Christian Science Monitor,
June 5, 1981, © 1981 TCSPS

Preface

Force may subdue, but love gains. And
he that forgives first wins the laurel
. .. Let us then try what love can do.

These words, written by William Penn nearly three centuries ago,
express the political philosophy that he brought with him to the new
world to establish the Quaker colony of Pennsylvania.

Trying what love can do has been a Quaker mission ever since. John
Woolman labored in the eighteenth century to persuade his fellow
Friends to renounce slavery; in the 1820’s Elizabeth Fry ministered
to the wretched in Newgate Prison; in the 1850’s English Friends
cared for the wounded in the Crimea; and in the 1890’s Joseph Sturge
and Joseph Elkinton heeded Tolstoy’s plea and brought 6,000 per-
secuted Russian Doukhobors to Canada for resettlement. Wherever
suffering and injustice have been acute, Friends have wanted to help.

In our own violent century, part of the Quaker experiment to try
what love can do has been carried into the world by the American
Friends Service Committee, beginning with the rebuilding of French
villages, and the feeding of millions of German children in the wake
of World War 1, and continuing with humanitarian service among the
homeless and the suffering in the years since, working as far as we’ve
been permitted, on every side. Indeed, it is a commentary—and an
indictment—of our age that there have been only two years since the
committee was founded in 1917 that we have not been called upon to
minister to the needs of refugees driven from their homes by the ebb
and flow of human warfare.
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More recently, the committee has gone beyond only providing
immediate aid in the wake of war to try to deal with the roots of
violence, which lie in injustice and the denial of human rights and the
terrible poverty that afflict so many millions at home and around the
world. To change these conditions is to build the foundations of peace,
which must be the concern of all men and women of goodwill.

In these difficult enterprises, we have often known disappointment.
Our workers have provided food, comforted the homeless, marched
for justice, and stood beside the outcast, but they have failed to reach
to the hatreds and the despair that corrode the soul and alienate the
human family across neighborhoods and across nations.

But we have also seen miracles, where humanity and caring were
reborn and compassion returned, where hatred has given way to
forgiveness and where community has been rebuilt. These miracles
happened because special individuals dared to live as if change was
possible, and it became possible. They were competent people; able to
understand difficult problems, able to find places to take hold, and
able to discover what tasks needed to be done. But competency wasn’t
enough, it had to be undergirded with the certain faith that human
beings can rise above their baser natures and respond to stimuli other
than fear and threat and naked power.

These pioneers, the known and the unknown, have shown us how
to challenge the harsh evils and animosities that divide mankind. The
problem does not lie in the inadequacy of the messages in the great
world religions, but in the timidity and the lack of imagination of men
and women in applying them. We need to be as wise as serpents and
as gentle as doves, as the Scriptures advise us, but neither will avail
without the courage to dare.

It is in this context that the American Friends Service Committee
has undertaken this fresh exploration of the tangled web that is the
Middle East, twelve years after our first such study, Search for Peace
in the Middle East, appeared. As in that earlier effort, we have drawn
on our own long experience in the area, buttressed by the judgments
of scholars and diplomats and tested against the viewpoints of moder-
ates on all sides of the conflict, to suggest approaches to peace that
flow from our Quaker religious faith.
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We know the dangers of entering this arena. Emotions run deep on
the Middle East. The passion of centuries inflames every issue to make
rational analysis difficult and to obscure the road to settlement. These
problems are intractable enough in isolation, but they are more and
more being compounded by the politics of oil and the rivalry of great
powers, which make even more volatile an already explosive scene.

Under these melancholy circumstances, whoever offers suggestions
for a way out will likely be seen by all sides as partial to its enemies,
and by those obsessed with the instruments of power as naive. We
assume that risk, acknowledging that our recommendations don’t
represent final answers, since human wisdom is finite and human
judgment fallible. What we do claim, and affirm to the world, is that
the approach here undertaken represents the best hope for an end to
violence in the Middle East. There will never be peace for either Israeli
or Arab without the effort to understand the measure of legitimacy
in the enemy’s views and a willingness to seek accommodation with
him. The alternative of continued belligerence and intransigence and
the mindless accumulation of ever more terrible weapons on every
side may be the way of today’s realist, but it is also the way of
madness. We see nothing but disaster lying down that road.

Therefore, we call on our own nation and all men and women
everywhere to turn away from the politics of violence and dare to
explore the politics of reconciliation. This study attempts to do this
by approaching the problems of the Middle East in the spirit of reason
and compassion.

The Board of Directors of the American Friends Service Commit-
tee, mindful that they do not speak for all Friends, endorses this
report. It approves the publication of this study as a contribution to
the dialogue now underway about the Middle East.

On behalf of the Board of Directors
American Friends Service Committee

Stephen G. Cary, Chairperson
December 1981
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This report and the Working Party have benefited greatly from the
work of past and present staff of the AFSC.

o The field reports of James Fine, written during his term as Mid-
dle East representative, have been extremely valuable, both for their
firsthand observations from numerous trips through the region and
for the access they have provided to thought and research of individu-
als and groups in the Middle East. We have drawn particularly heav-
ily on his work for the section on Lebanon and the section on the
occupation of the West Bank and Gaza.

o The AFSC Washington representative for Middle East issues,
Max Holland, has done valuable work on the Middle East Arms race
and on aspects of U.S. policy in the region.

e During his term as director of the AFSC Jerusalem Legal Aid
Program, Jonathan Gans developed materials helpful to understand-
ing legal issues of Palestinian life in the West Bank.

o Ann Mosely Lesch was a member of the Working Party from the
time of its formation until her work took her back to the Middle East.
Her very useful reports written during her term as associate Quaker
international affairs representative in the Middle East in Jerusalem
have focused primarily on Israeli-Palestinian relations.

In preparing this report, the working group has received valuable
advice, insight, and perspective from people too numerous to mention.

We met with individuals in government, academic, political, and .

private life in the Middle East, Europe, and the United States. While
we are grateful for the information and views they shared, they and
we know that this report reflects the policies and perspectives of the
AFSC and not necessarily that of any of the thoughtful individuals
who aided us.

The Working Party is also grateful to Catherine Essoyan for exten-
sive research and editorial assistance, to Charles Kimball for research
assistance, and to Mary Baughman Anderson for extensive editorial
advice. Ruth Bartholomew and Margaret Moncell rendered valuable
help in preparing the manuscript.
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Introduction

-

This report is frankly biased and unashamedly visionary. It is biased
toward people and against arms, toward peace and against strife and
suffering, toward justice and against fear and insecurity. It is visionary
because we believe, in spite of all the difficulties and setbacks, that
peace, justice, and security can be achieved in the Middle East.

Our bias is based on realism. The many and long-term experiences
of the American Friends Service Committee (AFSC) in the Middle
East keep us aware of the intense, multi-layered conflicts that have
flared into open warfare and may do so again. We also know that the
Middle East is a region of strong traditions that is undergoing rapid
change. It is a region where nationalism has been closely linked to
religion and where religious beliefs continue to influence government
policies.

Our concern is for all the people of the Middle East. The years of
AFSC work with refugees, from the Holocaust in Europe and the
wars and oppression in the Middle East, have given us firsthand
knowledge of the human costs of conflict. We are, however, also aware
that the people of the Middle East live within a political matrix of
contending states and movements and that suffering cannot be less-
ened until the nations and movements of the region take seriously the
process of peacemaking. While outside influences and interference
have often fed the conflicts and while external aid may well be helpful
in seeking resolutions, the fundamental responsibility for achieving a
just peace lies with the people of the Middle East themselves.

The AFSC involvement with the peoples of the Middle East dates
back to its work during and after World War II with Jewish and
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non-Jewish refugees. The intimate involvement in programs of feeding
and relocation gave us a personal understanding of the plight of
European Jewry. The AFSC received, jointly with British and Irish
Friends, the Nobel Peace Prize in 1947 for the wartime work. On the
basis of that experience and previous efforts at refugee aid, the AFSC
was called upon by the United Nations in 1948 to work with the
200,000 Arab refugees who had fled to the Gaza Strip during the first
Arab-Israeli war. In the wake of the third Arab-Israeli war (1967) the
AFSC in 1969 returned to Gaza to establish and run a series of
preschool/kindergarten centers in the refugee camps. This program
continues today administered by the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency (UNRWA) and partially funded by the AFSC.

Believing that an important element in dealing with relieving suffer-
ing is to prevent it, the AFSC assigned a Quaker International Affairs
Representative to the Middle East in 1967. This Representative devel-
oped channels through which differing perceptions of the conflicts in
the region could be shared despite the conflicts. Through personal
visits, group conferences, and meetings, the AFSC gained many in-
sights and helped many people in the Middle East cross long-standing
barriers to communication and exchange of views.

Other projects of ongoing aid were established by AFSC, one in
Jerusalem to give legal aid assistance to Arabs of East Jerusalem and

the West Bank, and another in Beersheba to provide a variety of .

services to mentally retarded individuals and their families in the
Israeli community.

The day-to-day experiences of AFSC workers among Israelis and
Palestinian Arabs have led to personal friendships and relations of
deep trust. We have heard fears and concerns behind political expres-
sions and seen justice and right on all sides of the conflict. We also
have seen error, prejudice, mistrust, and mistakes on all sides. The
knowledge we have gained and the responsibility we feel to help
relieve and prevent suffering have led us to this book.

The same spirit of seeking to bring an end to conflict prompted the
AFSC to publish Search for Peace in the Middle East in 1970. That
book dealt with the problems generated by the 1967 Arab-Israeli war,
and it outlined steps that could lead to stability, justice, and peace in
the Middle East. It recognized the depths of division and the serious-
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ness of the situation. “Time,” the authors wrote, “is working against
everyone.” Indeed, within three years of publication the fourth 'Arab-
Israeli war, of 1973, broke out. We expressed the deep commitment
of the AFSC and of humane people everywhere to the safety and
security of Israel and its people and the book endorsed U.N. Security
Council Resolution 242 as the most practical and acceptable basis for
achieving peace. But Search for Peace in the Middle East also Tecog-
nized and identified an important new factor in the Arab-Israeli equa-
tion, that is, the explicit and self-conscious role of the Palestini.ans
who sought to have their voices heard in the search for a SOllltlf)Il.
Indeed, the 1970 book played a significant role in focusing attention
on the pivotal position of the Palestinians in the Middle East. The
importance of this realization has been borne out. It is now even more
apparent that solving the Palestinian problem is critical to solving the
Arab-Israeli conflict.!

Our new book renews the AFSC commitment to seek ways to end
the tragic Arab-Israeli dispute. In numerous ways the Palestinian
problem seems to be more deadlocked in 1982 than it was a decz_ld.e
before. But there also have been significant positive changes. Palestini-
ans and other Arabs have moved toward recognition of the reality of
Israel and there is in Israel a growing recognition of Palestinian
nationalism and more open and realistic discussion of the rights of the
Palestinian people. As we examine those trends, we are led to a
cautious optimism. In 1970 the necessity of war dominated the Israeli-
Arab conflict, today we find a habit of war. We shall suggest ways to
break this habit and to create a will to peace.

Events in the Middle East since 1970 have demonstrated how isspes
and problems of the region are often interrelated; several such critical
issues have become focal points for international attention and U.S.
policy. The conflict in Lebanon is closely linked to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian-Arab conflict. The tragic manner in which Lebanese soil has
become the surrogate battlefield for that conflict is finally recognized.
That a solution to the problems in Lebanon remains hostage to resolu-
tion of the Palestine problem is all too apparent, but the extent to
which Lebanon’s political problems are exacerbated by external pres-
sures can be reduced. The United Nations has a valuable role that was
assigned to it at the end of the Civil War in 1976, and the U.S. should
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support its efforts to reduce the external interference of Israel and
Syria and to strengthen Lebanese government authority and integrity.

The Iranian revolutionary movement that overthrew the govern-
ment of the Shah in January 1979 and replaced it with an Islamic
fundamentalist government has sent shock waves throughout the Is-
lamic Middle East. While circumstances are different in each country,
the implications of an Islamic revolution with its anti-Western out-
look must be examined in each of the Muslim states in the region. For
the U.S., Iran under the Shah represented a staunch friend and mili-
tary ally, and the collapse of that supposedly strong government has
had profound effects on U.S. Middle East policy. Another staunch
friend of the U.S., President Anwar Sadat of Egypt, became the focus
of Islamic fundamentalist opposition which led to his assassination.

There have also been changes in Afghanistan. The rapid deteriora-
tion of authority in the new Marxist-led government in Afghanistan
brought a Soviet invasion in late December 1979. Our report explores
the meaning of this use of Soviet military power outside the socialist
block and its implications for the Middle East.

The U.S. responded to the Soviet invasion with the Carter Doctrine
and the dispatch of a sizeable U.S. naval contingent to the Indian

Ocean and Arabian Sea. U.S. moves to introduce substantial military -

power into the Middle East with the focus on the Persian Gulf and
Arabian Peninsula, which began prior to the Soviet move, were es-
calated in its wake. These moves were based on the U.S. perception
of the strategic location of the region and the importance of the
enormous oil deposits that lie under the desert.

The emerging issues around oil and the buildup of vast armaments
in the Middle East must also be dealt with in the context of the Middle
East. The U.S. tendency to subordinate these issues to the U.S.-Soviet
dispute distorts their real nature and dangerously skews U.S. policy.
Nonetheless, it is important to examine carefully Soviet policy and
actions in the region. The Soviet Union, with its substantial Muslim
population and lengthy border to the north of the region, has obvious
interests in the ebb and flow of Middle East life. For us, a key question
is how to reintegrate the Soviet Union into the processes of peacemak-
ing and peace maintenance in this volatile area.

There is one important shift in emphasis that emerges in our new
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report. In 1970 it seemed obvious that the contending parties—Israel,
the Arab nations, and the Palestinians—could not reach a meaningful
settlement on their own and therefore vigorous and sustained outside
initiatives were needed. After a decade of efforts at peacemaking and
a decade of changes in the Middle East itself, it now seems clear that
no one from the outside can make peace for the Middle East. No one
from outside can save the nations of the Middle East from themselves.
While important initiatives must come from the nations and peoples
of the Middle East, the U.S. should play a catalytic role in bringing
the conflicting parties together to confront and resolve the most in-
tractable issues.

External parties, especially the U.S. and U.S.S.R., must not thwart
the peace process by further arming the nations of the region and thus
making conflict more likely. Instead, they should work vigorously
with Israel, the Arab states, and the Palestinians to take the hard steps
now necessary to assure a realistic and just peace for all the parties.

The imposition of the U.S.-Soviet conflict on the already troubled
Middle East is fundamentally wrong. It limits the extent to which
either the U.S. or the Soviet Union can act as an effective party to
peacemaking. The temptation, which too often has taken over the
past, has been to search for Middle East surrogates for a U.S.-Soviet
confrontation. Increasingly, nations in the Middle East, and the Third
World in general, have resisted efforts to make them extensions of
superpower interests and have asserted their control over their fu-
tures. The current U.S. emphasis on forging an anti-Soviet “strategic
consensus” involving Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Israel, and others and the
Soviet movement to alliances with Syria, Lybia, and South Yemen run
directly counter to these attitudes.

Therefore, we envision a different role for the U.S. Being aware of
world trends toward greater independence from power blocks, the
U.S. is no longer in a position to dictate events around the world. We
support a more appropriate image of the U.S. role as being one among
many nations, acting cooperatively on issues and problems. We be-
lieve that a policy of superpower intervention to defend in far corners
of the globe what each superpower defines as its national interest is
fundamentally flawed. Indeed, we will recommend for the Middle
East an explicit policy of superpower nonintervention and call instead
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for the powerful nations to cooperate with the states in the region in
local efforts to achieve local security. From our point of view we
would reverse the current thrust toward bipolar division and encour-
age instead the development of regionally oriented nonalignment and
would keep superpower conflicts out of the Middle East.

We are led, therefore, in our conclusions to be more demanding of
the Middle Eastern parties to assume greater initiative in designing
and pursuing steps to peace. We are led to demand of our own
government that it not use the Middle East as a surrogate battlefield,
that it not assert claims to special interests in the Middle East, and
that it stop serving as the arsenal for Middle East wars.

Our interest in the life of the people in the Middle East leads us to
restate the urgent necessity of rejecting violence and terror. Certainly
we are aware that even the most ardent peacemaking efforts will not
easily erase decades of distrust and conflict. Political agreements, as
important to peace as they are, will not fully resolve all conflicts and
differences. But a just peace can dramatically reduce and finally elimi-
nate the killing and destruction that has disrupted Middle Eastern life
for too long.

We are aware that even as we write, the situation in the Middle East

is rapidly changing. No report can be fully current or predict events -

with certainty; witness the revolution in Iran and the assassination of
President Sadat. But even rapid change has left fundamental issues
unresolved. It is to these that we turn.

2

Israel

An Israeli author was overheard in 1978, at the time of a West Bank
protest, to comment that Israel had to decide whether it wanted to
live in the West Bank or the Middle East. Conflict over the first, he
said, would preclude peace in the second.

The stunning Israeli military victory in the Six Day War of June
1967 left Israel in control of all the land from the Jordan River and
Golan Heights in the east to the Mediterranean Sea in the west, from
the Lebanese border in the north to Sharm el Sheik at the southern
tip of the Sinai peninsula. Israeli control extended across the Sinai
desert to the eastern shore of the Suez Canal and the Red Sea. There
was more than territory involved. Over a million human beings lived
in the occupied areas largely clustered in the West Bank, the Gaza
Strip, and the Mediterranean northern shore of the Sinai peninsula.

Some Israelis saw in the conquered territory a chance to achieve
militarily important strategic depth. For others concerned with the
implications of including more than a million Arabs in Israel’s popu-
lation or presiding over a hostile, occupied population, the victory
raised new problems. The ensuing years have been marked with con-
flict—a war of attrition with Egypt, another full-scale Arab-Israeli
war in 1973, and continued hostilities with the Palestinians. Today
Israel faces the fundamental issue of how to deal with the people in
the occupied territories. The Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of 1979 has
served to underscore the problem of how to deal with the West Bank
and Gaza Strip, how to come to terms with a more articulate Pales-
tinian nationalism and with the Palestinian people.
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In 1970 the American Friends Service Committee wrote in Search
Jor Peace in the Middle East:

It is the judgment of the authors of this paper that the long-held Israeli
policy of maintaining indefinitely the military occupation of Arab territo-
ries and of disclaiming responsibility for the plight of the Arab refugees
. . . must be abandoned if an Arab-Israeli settlement is to be made. It is
our further judgment that by using flexibility Israel can bring an end to the
conflict and the change needed to build a firm national security upon the
basis of slowly emerging trust between the Arabs and the Israelis.'

The book declared that the United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 242 is “the most practical and acceptable basis for achieving a
peaceful settlement . . .” and called on Israel to undertake a firm
commitment to withdraw from Arab lands contingent upon Arab
commitments to accept the existence of Israel. It asked that the Arabs
accept an Israeli state within mutually agreed and recognized borders
as part of a total peace settlement. These aims, spelled out with hope
tempered with realism, remain critically important more than a dec-
ade later.

The report of 1970 and this report strongly affirm the AFSC’s belief
in Israel’s right to live in peace, with secure borders, among her Arab
neighbors. Modern Israel has several roots, each with its own history.
Each has a different influence on the state today and each projects a
different image in the community of nations. One tradition connects
modern Israel with the ancient Jewish kingdom of Biblical times; it
has continued meaning not only for those who live in Israel but for
others around the world for whom the Scriptures are a religious and
moral guide. While a remnant of the ancient Jewish community re-
mained in the Holy Land through the centuries, active Jewish settle-
ment began in the late nineteenth century guided by a new social
movement. This movement, Zionism, was in part a response to the
pogroms carried out against the Jews of Europe. This attempt to
gather Jews from centuries of living in the diaspora was very much
a political event, reaffirming the land of Palestine as the Jewish home-
land. Migration was slow until war and the Holocaust made the
homeland into a haven vital for Jewish survival. What did not enter
deeply enough into the consciousness of the early twentieth-century
settlers was the extent to which their national aspirations conflicted
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with legitimate Arab claims to the same land. The need to resettle the
hundreds of thousands of Jewish refugees from Europe pushed such
awareness even further into the background. Few thought to ask the
other residents in the land, the Arabs, how to resolve the desperate
need of the refugees. To ask today whether the refugees could have
been settled differently is to engage in nonproductive discussion. To
ask now how to reconcile the needs of two peoples within the same
area can lead to innovative solutions.

The experience, anguish, and commitment of many Israelis can be
understood through reading their autobiographical writings. Arie
“Lova” Eliav, former Knesset member and former General Secretary
of the Labor Party, wrote of himself:

A Jew born in Russia to refugees from violence in the midst of a bloody
civil war; a man whose Zionist parents brought him to the Land of Israel
as an infant and planted him in the golden sands of Tel Aviv; . . . a Jew,
who, after fighting as a youth in the battlefields of the Western Desert and
Europe in World War II, was among those who opened up the Nazi death
camps and helped to save the survivors; a man who went on to fight in the
War of Independence and the wars of Israel that followed, until he was sent
back to the rear; a father whose son continued to fight in the Yom Kippur
War, while he himself was called to serve in the most terrible unit he had
ever known, whose task it was to tell the parents about the deaths of their
sons . . .2

If the experiences of history have produced one sort of anguish and
commitment, recent developments have strengthened it. Israelis re-
main aware of the depth of Arab hostility and the recurrent wars and
continued conflicts have led to a profound preoccupation with secu-
rity in all segments of the population. The actuality, the fear, the
propaganda about terrorist actions—a bomb in a bus or marketplace,
a settlement attacked—have assumed large proportions in the lives
and perspectives of Israelis. It has fueled their distrust of the very idea
of a negotiated settlement with those who directly or indirectly have
caused terrorism. It has deeply marked Israeli attitudes toward their
Arab neighbors. .

Within Israel the past decade has witnessed economic and social
growth coupled with significant political change. Two major groups
of immigrants have made their special mark on Israeli society and
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consciousness. The first came from communities across North Africa,
the Arab countries and Iran in the wake of the wars of 1948 and 1956.
They fled from countries in which hostility toward Israel was fre-
quently vented upon the indigenous Jewish populations. Restrictions
of varying severity on human and civil liberties, expropriation of
property, and various forms of religious persecution became more and
more common. Jews from these countries accordingly either elected
or were forced to leave their homeland.

At least 550,000 Jews have left Arab lands to come to Israel since
the establishment of the state of Israel; others have migrated else-
where. Flourishing Jewish communities have been decimated. Yemen
today has 1,000 to 1,500 Jews living in scattered groups; there are 300
Jews in Egypt; 5,000 in Syria; 350 in Iraq.’ A substantial Jewish
population remains in Morocco though there has been a significant
emigration to France and Israel. Today Jews who remain in Arab
countries, with the exception of Egypt, live in uncertainty. Recent
intense pressures on the Jewish community in Iran threaten its exis-
tence. In a meeting with a Syrian Jewish leader of Damascus in 1979,
an AFSC delegation was told when it asked to visit a synagogue that
it would not be possible. “It would not be a good idea for you to be
asking around for Jewish institutions.” As the delegation left, he told
an AFSC representative, “Please do not forget us if trouble should
develop.”*

Jews from Arab countries, Iran, and Turkey brought their tradi-
tions with them—traditions at variance with the outlook of European
refugees from the Holocaust or earlier Zionist immigrants from
Europe. The Sephardic and Oriental Jews tend to be orthodox in their
religious practices and more traditional in their social behavior. Their
families are often larger and their growth rate is more rapid than their
Ashkenazi, or European, fellow citizens. Their communities often
remain separate and their integration into the mainstream of Israeli
life is slower. By the mid-1970’s Oriental and Sephardic Jews were a
majority of the Israeli population, but in jobs, education, income, and
social status they were clustered at the lower end of Israeli society.
By 1977 their social disaffection from the Labor Party leadership of
Israel resulted in a striking shift of political power as they provided
the margin of victory for the Likud conservative coalition to come to
power.
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The other noticeable group of immigrants were those fleeing direct
religious persecution within the Soviet Union. Many who had not
been practicing Jews in their early life discovered their heritage while
still in the Soviet Union, through awareness of the experiences of the
J ews of Israel. More highly educated and trained than their Sephardic
co-immigrants, they made their way into Israeli society. They brought
with them a greater awareness of anti-Semitism in the outer world and
oftgn through their experiences in the Soviet Union communicated an
anticommunist and antisocialist outlook.

The decade of the 1970’s witnessed sharp economic problems
within Israel as the burdens of military defense and the costs of
occupying the West Bank and Gaza Strip created inflation of over 100
percent per year. The rate for 1980 was 130 percent. Because wages
and social services are indexed to the rate of inflation, individuals do
not suffer as sharply as expected from these rates. The national econ-
omy, however, falls deeper into debt, and the balance of payments
suffers. Without substantial external aid, the Israeli economy would
have difficulty surviving.® Despite social and economic problems that
would tear most societies apart, Israel maintains a high degree of
cohesion due in part, it is claimed, to the continuing sense of external
threat that Israelis share.

However, in the 1970’s, Israel experienced the loss of a significant
number of its population through emigration. For some years during
the decade this trend outward was probably greater than immigration.
Howard Sachar, in his major popular history of Israel, blames the
trer}d on economic pressures and a decline in spirit and values in the
society:

At the least, an insight into what was happening should have been provided
by the h'en!orrhage of emigration. Few spoke of the phenomenon openly.
The statistics of departure rarely were published by the newspapers, and
least of 'all by the government . . . Yet in the very midst of the post-1967
prosperity, with the nation’s tastes whetted for a less arduous existence,
with its tolerance fading for drudgery and danger of endless military re-
serve service, Israelis were leaving the country by the thousands . . .¢

Sachar estimates that by 1975 at least 300,000 Israelis had settled in
the United States alone.

The Yom Kippur War of October 1973 shocked Israel. Carefully
planned by Egyptian President Anwar Sadat, Egyptian troops de-
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feated the Israelis at the Suez Canal and crossed into the Sinai penin-
sula. Although the war was fought to a stalemate and much territory
was recaptured by the Israelis, the Egyptians and Syrians who fought
acquitted themselves extremely well in the eyes of the Arab world.
The image of defeat that the Arab nations found humiliating in 1967
was reversed. One school of analysis links Sadat’s victory in 1973 to
his surprising and important trip to Jerusalem in 1977. As early as
1975, when Egypt entered a second disengagement agreement with
Israel in the Sinai under U.S. auspices, there were signs that Sadat was
charting an independent course from the other Arab countries and
had already begun to rupture the close Egyptian ties to the Soviet
Union. For Israel this represented a lessening of military tensions and
threats to the south and west and ultimately led to the first break in
Israel’s isolation from her Arab neighbors since 1948.

A second event of 1973 indirectly affected Israel quite deeply. This
was the decision of the Arab oil-producing states to sharply increase
oil prices and to impose a partial embargo on oil shipments to the
United States and Europe in reprisal for the aid they gave Israel before
and during the war. The resulting shift in wealth and political power
to the Arab states led many European states to reassess their Middle
East policies and to enter a series of new relationships with the Arab
states, often at the expense of their relationships to Israel.

The wars of 1967 and 1973 demonstrated that Israel remained the
preeminent military power in the region. With its technically supe-
rior weapons and better trained army, Israel offset the numerical
imbalance in population and troops that favored the Arab states.’
But the 1973 war in which Israel was caught off guard began raising
for some Israeli analysts questions about long-term security and the
extent to which military might alone can guarantee security. This
issue became particularly acute after 1973 as the Arab states ac-
celerated their weapons-acquisitions programs, particularly highly
sophisticated weapons in which Israel had previously enjoyed the
advantage. To Israel’s chagrin western-oriented Arab states found
the United States to be a willing supplier of the newest high-tech-
nology armaments.® Even the Israeli peace with Egypt resulted in
substantial arms shipments from the United States to Egypt. Indeed,
securing modern arms and economic aid from the U.S. was a high
priority for Sadat. The European states, anxious to sell their own
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advanced weapons systems, also have arranged weapons contracts
with many Arab states.
Security has particular meaning for the Israelis. For people who

have been hated, persecuted, and killed, whose Jewish identity often

made them targets—whether incidental or disastrous—in other lands
where they have lived, the security of their land is essential. We'deeply
appreciate this and support it. However, for Israel, the certainty of
maintaining continued military superiority over the Arabs is
thoroughly in question and a new look at the security issue is neces-
sary. On what, Israelis now must ask, is true security based?

One Israeli who asked this question and proposed a visionary an-
swer was the well-known historian Jacob Talmon. In an open letter
to Prime Minister Begin published in the Hebrew daily Ha’aretz
shortly before he died, Talmon made the case for Israel’s giving up
the occupied territories as part of a solution involving security consid-
erations. His argument is political, responsible, and moral. He wrote:

There are those who say, “But our vital security interests make it impera-
tive that we hold on to our sovereignty over all of the present territories
of the Land of Israel and settlements in the territories are crucially needed
for our defense” . . . Such claims . . . are mere rationalizations for the
pursuit of other -goals. On the contrary, these settlements are at present
destructive to our vital interests and our Zionist goals—and especially of
peace with our neighbors, which is the precondition for achieving all other
goals.’

Referring to the settlers moving into West Bank areas, Talmon com-
pares them unfavorably with the original pioneers who established the
Jewish homeland. These new settlements, he claims, are a “political
act” having as their primary purpose to determine who will rule
“. .. or as the settlers put it, ‘to show the Arabs who is boss here
.. . to put the Arabs in their place.’ ” He is fearful of this meaning
and attitude: “[S]uch settling, it seems to me, is tantamount to con-
ducting a kind of war.”
For Talmon the basic moral issue was his greatest concern:

For all the shame and pain we feel over the harm done to us by our
neighbors because of anachronistic perverse policies, our fear should be
greater over what these acts will do to us, to the Jewish people and to our
dream of social and moral justice and renaissance. For this dream was one
of the vital and beautiful aspects of Zionism . . .
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Like a number of other thoughtful Israelis, Talmon was concerned
that Israel’s leaders had become blinded to any changes occurring in
the mind of the potential enemies and had become so convinced of the
implacable resolve of the Arabs to annihilate Israel that the Israelis
were forced to act accordingly; despairing of any possibility of peace,
of international guarantees of borders, or of demilitarization or other
solutions. “I am afraid, Mr. Prime Minister, that this attitude is likely
to become a self-fulfilling prophecy,” he wrote. When he turned to the
question of peace talks or negotiations, Professor Talmon was una-
fraid. “We should talk with anyone who is prepared to talk with us
... and by talking with Israel engages in recognizing its existence and
right to continue.”*

THE BEGIN GOVERNMENT AND THE PEACE PROCESS

Since November 1977 when Egyptian President Anwar Sadat broke
the tradition of decades of Arab-Israeli hostility and visited Jerusalem
to launch a new peace effort, Israeli politics have been dominated by
the peace process. But several shifts in Israeli political life have in-
fluenced deeply Israel’s policy and role in the peace efforts.

The government in office at the time of Sadat’s visit was the six-
month-old Likud-led coalition of Menachem Begin. It had come into
office after thirty years of unbroken leadership by the Labor Party.
The election of the politically more right-wing Likud government was
seen as a repudiation of the lackluster performance of Labor on
domestic issues, of its vacillation in foreign affairs, and of its inconclu-
sive policy on the Palestinian problem. It also represented the emer-
gence to political influence of the Sephardic Jewish communities,
comprised of immigrants from North African and Arab countries. By
1977, although representing a majority of the Israeli population, the
Sephardim felt pushed aside by the dominant European-descended
Ashkenazi Jews who had led the country since its founding in 1948
and who had dominated the activities of the successive Labor govern-
ments. The Sephardim felt separated, by class and ethnic background,
from the Israeli mainstream. As outsiders, largely unconnected to the
kibbutz ethic and the implicit socialism of the Israeli center, they were
drawn to the political and social conservatism of Menachem Begin,
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the charismatic leader of Israeli right-wing politics.'! The Sephardic
vote gave Begin his new strength. Also, fifteen Labor seats were lost
in the election to a new middle-of-the-road coalition led by the well-
known archaeologist and former general Yigal Yadin. Yadin’s Demo-
cratic Movement for Change (DASH) was comprised of a split from
the Labor Party by those of its traditional constituency who resented
what they viewed as drift in government and laxness on issues of
corruption. DASH, together with the National Religious Party
(which had brought its members into coalition in every government
since 1948) and Agudat Yisrael (a small ultraorthodox party) gave
Begin his political majority in the ninth Knesset.

There is irony in the fact that it was Menachem Begin, from the
hawkish end of the Israeli political spectrum, who was the prime
minister when President Sadat chose to make his dramatic visit.
Begin’s politics have marked the Israeli participation in the peace
process that developed and, in large measure, complicated a solution
of the Palestinian problem. The events that led from Sadat’s visit to
Jerusalem to the faltering exchanges between the Egyptian and Israeli
leadership that finally brought direct U.S. participation and the in-
tense meetings involving President Jimmy Carter, Begin, and Sadat
at the presidential hideaway at Camp David, Maryland, have been
well chronicled in the press.

The peace accords between Egypt and Israel that emerged from
Camp David involved two distinct sections—one focused on Egyp-
tian-Israeli issues and the other on the Palestinian problem. The first
involved a phased withdrawal of Israeli military forces and civilian
settlements from the Sinai peninsula, which Israel had occupied since
1967. A small sector along the eastern shore of the Suez Canal had
been returned to Egypt as part of the Sinai II agreement negotiated
by Henry Kissinger in 1975 in the aftermath of the 1973 Arab-Israeli
war. What is notable about the Camp David accords is that Israel
agreed to a total withdrawal from all Egyptian territory in return for
a formal peace treaty (signed in March, 1979), demilitarized zones in
the Sinai, and the normalization of relations between Egypt and Is-
rael. Ambassadors have been exchanged, limited tourism and trade
have been arranged, and the final sector of the Sinai is scheduled to
be returned to Egypt in April 1982.
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Some members of Begin’s own party and coalition, including Yitz-
hak Shamir, the present foreign minister, opposed the treaty. Guela
Cohen, a long-time Begin ally in the Knesset, was so strongly opposed
that she withdrew from the coalition, formed another political faction,
and ran for reelection in June 1981 as part of a separate party. Opposi-
tion centered on the treaty’s requirement that Israel give up the
productive oil field in the Sinai peninsula, and agree to close down its
settlements in the northern Sinai and move several major air bases it
had earlier constructed in the eastern Sinai. Nevertheless, Israel stood
to gain much from the treaty. Peace with the most populous Arab
country, security along its Western borders, and realization that an-
other full-scale Arab-Israeli war could not be fought since Egypt was
no longer in military opposition were major achievements. Egypt, of
course, regained significant territory and, like Israel, became a recipi-
ent of large-scale U.S. military assistance.

But there have been important failures in the Camp David process.
Egypt and Israel remain alone as Middle East participants in the
Camp David peace process, and the hoped-for inclusion of other key
Middle East nations—Jordan and Saudi Arabia—has not material-
ized. Nor have the Palestinians joined the process. The second part
of the Camp David accords, dealing with the Palestinian problem, has
had no success and at this time (winter 1981) even minor gains are
unlikely although the autonomy talks resumed in the fall of 1981,
after Sadat’s assassination. The accords established a framework for
achieving “full autonomy” and a “five-year transition period” for the
inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza, but the meaning of auton-
omy, the powers to be granted to the administrative council set up to
administer it, and the goal after the transition were all left so vague
in the initial agreements that widely divergent interpretations have
emerged. The Begin government has adopted a restrictive interpreta-
tion of autonomy and, from the beginning, rejected giving up Israeli
sovereignty over the occupied territories.'? Indeed, on assuming office
in June 1977 Begin gave indication of his position when he changed
the designation of the West Bank to the Biblical names Judea and
Samaria. When he went before the Knesset for approval of the Camp
David accords, he promised its members that the West Bank and
Gaza would never fall under foreign sovereignty, that Jerusalem
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would never again be divided and would remain the eternal capital of
Israel, and that a Palestinian state would never be established. The
“legitimate rights of the Palestinian people” which he recognized at
Camp David became the rights of the “Arabs of Judea and Samaria
and the Gaza district” to cultural and religious freedoms within a very
restrictive administrative autonomy. Jordan and the Palestinians felt
there was nothing in Begin’s formulation to encourage their involve-
ment in the Camp David process or subsequent treaty.'?

Though Begin’s government has given the sharpest expression to
the idea of an expanded Israel, including the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip, elements of this position can be found in earlier Labor govern-
ments. There has been a recent growth in the Labor Party of those
who envision a greater Israel. This represents a serious departure from
the policy of Prime Minister Levi Eshkol, who in the early days of the
occupation expressed willingness to return almost all the West Bank
to Jordanian rule. By 1969, when Golda Meir became prime minister,
her coalition partner, the National Religious Party, had developed
strong interests in retaining the territories. Israel, then, began to
retreat from the widely held interpretation of U.N. Resolution 242,
which included Israeli withdrawal from occupied territories in return
for peace and secure borders.

By October 1973 and the outbreak of a new Arab-Israeli war, tens
of thousands of Israelis had settled in previously Arab territories
largely in the greatly expanded city of Jerusalem already governed by
Israeli law. Israel claims this was in response to rising Palestinian
nationalism and Arab states designation of the PLO as the legitimate
representative of the Palestinians; neither the PLO nor the Arab states
fully accept 242 as a basis for negotiations. (Although laws had been
passed in the wake of the 1967 war bringing all of Jerusalem under
Israeli “law, jurisdiction and administration,” it was formally an-
nexed by the Knesset after the Camp David agreements.)* In addi-
tion, Jewish settlements had been established before 1973 in the Jor-
dan Valley, in Hebron, and in the Gaza Strip. While some of these
settlements represented an emerging government policy of securing
borders through placing settlements in strategic areas, others were
independent efforts of ultranationalist Israeli groups. The Labor Party
made clear what it believed was national sentiment, that a Palestinian
state would never be acceptable on the West Bank largely because of
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security considerations, but it also claimed in these years that the
settlements were negotiable and that those considered nonstrategic
would be withdrawn in return for peace agreements.

The settlement policy of the Labor government left broad ambigu-
ity and, in the final analysis, permitted the establishment of a large
number of settlements, many in places that had nothing to do with
security. Strong annexationist commitments became part of the Israeli
political pattern. Movements like Gush Emunim (Bloc of the Faith-
ful) and others committed to an expanded Israel gained a government
commitment to make no decision on return of the West Bank and
Gaza without going to the country in a referendum or elections. In
addition they created the “facts”—numerous settlements in the West
Bank.

By the time that Begin won election in May 1977, Labor, during its
decade of occupation, had permitted construction of 24 settlements
housing 3,200 settlers in the West Bank. When Begin won his second
election in June 1981, there were approximately 75 settlements with
over 18,000 settlers in the West Bank. These settlements occupy over
75,000 acres of West Bank area that Israel has taken or purchased.”
Some 70,000 Israelis now live in apartment blocks constructed in the
former Arab lands to the north, east, and south of Jerusalem. The
Begin government has pursued an accelerated program of appropriat-
ing occupied lands and settling them. While much of the land was
identified as public land belonging previously to the Jordanian govern-
ment, or absentee-owned land, some has been taken directly from
Palestinian residents. Only in the latter case has compensation been
offered.

This land acquisition and settlement policy has transformed the
issue of eventual disposition of the settlement areas from an issue of
government policy and diplomatic strategy to a question of deep
national significance and stimulated expansion of the Israeli peace
movement. Settlers are armed and organized into paramilitary units,
and, together with their ultranationalist political supporters within
Israel, they promise to resist vigorously any return of the land.

The policy is one of de facto annexation. The Begin-led coalition,
defining the occupied regions as part of the Biblically promised land
of Israel, envisages no acceptable plan which would allow withdrawal.
The coalition has instead set about building the infrastructure for
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permanent control and has invested significant amounts of govern-
‘ment money in a network of roads, settlements, and other structures.

This policy of unyielding commitment to the maintenance of Israeli
sovereignty over the West Bank has brought the Begin government
into conflict with Egypt, which envisages a Palestinian future for the
occupied territories, and with the U.S., which has been concerned
about the deadlock in the Palestinian issue. This uncompromising
policy was also rqsponsible for the resignation from the first Begin
cabinet of its two senior ministers, Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan
and Defense Minister Ezer Weizman. Begin’s new cabinet, appointed
in August 1981, elevated ultranationalists to key ministries. Former
General Ariel (Arik) Sharon, who in his former position as agriculture
minister coordinated the government’s settlement policy, became the
new defense minister, directly responsible for the military government
of the occupied territories. Yitzhak Shamir assumed the position of
foreign minister after Dayan’s resignation. Shamir was among the
handful of members of Begin’s own party who refused to support the
Camp David accords when Begin presented them to the Knesset,
although now as a cabinet member he says he will abide by them.
Yosef Burg, head of the National Religious Party and minister of the
interior, is chief negotiator on autonomy. The appointment of Burg,
an advocate of permanent Israeli sovereignty in the territories, to
replace the then foreign minister, Moshe Dayan, as autonomy negoti-
ator prompted Dayan’s resignation. This switch from foreign to inte-
rior minister underlined the Begin position that issues concerning the
West Bank and Gaza are internal matters more than foreign-policy
issues. Begin apparently believed that if he negotiated the return of
the Sinai to Egypt he would receive at least tacit acceptance from his
negotiating partners of his plan for continued Israeli sovereignty in
the West Bank and Gaza.

The annexationist policy runs head on into even the most moderate
Arab’s views and, of course, clashes directly with even limited Pales-
tinian nationalist aspirations. The Israeli position on the territories
has markedly hardened during the same period when there has been
a perceptible moderating of some Palestinian views. But even as Begin
has made his views on continued Israeli rule in the occupied territories
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increasingly clear, the Palestinian and Arab government positions
have remained equivocal and sometimes contradictory.

The June 1981 Israeli elections made clear that Begin’s policies
were not rejected by the Israeli public, but the closeness of the election
(48 seats for the Likud and 47 for Labor in a 120-member Knesset)
by no means gave Begin an unequivocal mandate. In order to form
a government, Begin had to enter into coalition with three religious
or ethnically oriented parties (National Religious Party, 6 seats; Agu-
dat Yisrael, 4 seats; Tami, 3 seats). The coalition gave him a slim
one-vote majority; it therefore may force Begin to even more rigid
positions on the territories and the peace process. New levels of theo-
cratic influence have been introduced into the governing process.
During the campaign, the Labor Party muted its criticisms of Begin’s
foreign policies, and several of the small progressive and peace parties
were either severely reduced in number or eliminated from the Knes-
set by the election. Politically, Israel slipped further to the right, a
shift that may not be transitory since it-reflects deep structural
changes in the society. In assessing the internal implications of the
elections, and thus the political forces to which an Israeli government
will have to respond, one thoughtful analyst, Bernard Avishai, la-
mented: “The mean-spirited campaign that preceded the June 30
election has, in fact, revealed a country passionately divided by ideol-
ogy, class, age, attitudes toward Orthodox faith and law—and cru-
cially, ethnic origin.”¢

The implications of the June 1981 election for the policy of the new
Begin government toward the Palestinian problem and peace process
are not encouraging. The Begin cabinet is filled with ultranationalists
in key positions. The chairman of the Knesset Committee on Security
and Foreign Relations, Moshe Arens, opposed the Camp David ac-
cords, and the Begin government, to remain in office, depends upon
the Knesset votes of the rightist, ultranationalist, and religiously or-
thodox parties. A likely outcome of this political constellation will be
a further hardening of the line on the Palestinian issue and an acceler-
ation of movements in the West Bank and Gaza to support the new
cabinet’s claim to assure full Israeli sovereignty.

Israel’s relations with Syria, which had never been good, further
deteriorated during the Begin years. With the breakdown of the efforts
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to achieve a comprehensive peace and the focus on negotiating a
bilateral treaty between Egypt and Israel, Syria’s own attitudes hard-
ened as it saw its bargaining position for the occupied Golan Heights
weakened. In addition, the Syrian role in Lebanon, which involved
approximately 30,000 troops, first in ending the Lebanese civil
war (1976) and then in remaining as a strong military presence, in-
creased Israeli fears of Syria’s intentions. This problem came to a head
in the spring and summer of 1981. Israel increased its military activi-
ties inside Lebanon, attacking suspected Palestinian targets and giving
direct military support to the Lebanese Phalangist militia when it was
under attack by Syrian forces in the strategic mid-Lebanese city of
Zahle. Syria countered the latter Israeli action by moving sophis-
ticated surface-to-air missiles into Lebanon near Zahle, thus denying
Israel supremacy in the air. This confrontation remained unresolved
in spite of the efforts of special U.S. negotiator Philip Habib, although
a cease-fire was achieved and was in effect through the late fall.

As this report went to press in December 1981, Israel made the
surprise move of formally annexing the Golan Heights, which had
come under Israeli occupation in 1967. The move, explained by Israel
in terms of the strategic nature of the Heights and the continuous
threat that Syrian forces had posed in the pre-1967 years, has the
broader effect of directly abrogating the terms of U.N. Security Coun-
cil Resolution 242. Except for the annexation of Jerusalem and some
surrounding West Bank land, this is the most serious move Israel has
taken to make explicit its intention to maintain sovereignty over
territories occupied in the 1967 war. It further strains the already frail
peace process, and again brings Israel into sharp contest with interna-
tional opinion, including that of the U.S. government. It will cause
even deeper isolation of Israel and further strengthen the hand of
rejectionists among the Arabs. This move deeply embarrassed the new
government of Egypt and presented it with a dilemma. If it responded
sharply, it would put at risk the fulfillment of the Egyptian—Israeli
Treaty and the return to Egypt of the final portion of the Sanai. If
Egypt did not respond, it would be more thouroughly isolated from
the Arab world.

5
The Occupation

During the years of Jordanian rule of the West Bank (1948-1967),
although there was some significant integration of Palestinian leader-
ship in the governing process, Palestinian nationalism was nonetheless
active and often clashed with Jordanian authority.

The Israeli occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip* has
extended the range of countries affected by the Palestinian problem.
Over 200,000 Palestinians left the occupied territories between 1967
and 1980, with most currently living in other parts of the Arab world.!
For Israel, the occupation affects the lives of the occupiers, the men
and women of the military government. Some Israelis have asked the
difficult question: Where in the dreams of the Zionist founders of
Israel was there a vision of Israel as an army of occupation?

Israel, in response to complaints about the occupation, has often
argued that its treatment of the Palestinian population and overall
handling of occupation affairs is not severe by comparison with mili-
tary occupations in other places. While this claim is probably accu-
rate, it is a distinction made by the occupiers and not the occupied.
The occupation has had a dramatic impact on the day-to-day lives of
Palestinian residents. In addition, the acts of the occupation and the
policy it represents have seriously complicated any search for a just,
negotiated solution. General Ariel (Arik) Sharon, minister of defense

*The West Bank and the Gaza Strip were referred to by the Israelis as administered
territories. Subsequently the Begin government referred to the West Bank as Judea
and Samaria.
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in the second Begin government and minister of agriculture and chair-
man of the Cabinet Committee on settlements in the last Begin gov-
ernment, has articulated one goal held by many Israelis:

It is impossible any more to talk about Jordanian option or territorial
compromise. We are going to leave an entirely different map of the country
that it will be impossible to ignore. I don’t see any way any government
will be able to dismantle the settlements of Judea and Samaria.?

The first four years of the occupation under the Likud government
have witnessed an accelerated and what some people believe to be an
irreversible transformation of the geographic and social structures of
the territories linking them ever more clearly with Israel.

THE RULE OF LAW

As the result of several wars and continuing acts of enemy terrorism,
Israel views virtually all the activities in the daily life of citizens of the
occupied territory through the lens of security. In the name of security
virtually all actions of the occupation forces are undertaken. In estab-
lishing legal rules and procedures for the West Bank, Israel argues
that the provisions of the 1949 (Fourth) Geneva Convention covering
the protection of civilian persons in time of war do not apply to the
West Bank and Gaza. Israel claims that these areas are not enemy
territory because in its view Jordan’s prior control of the territories
was illegal. International legal opinion has supported the view that the
Geneva Convention rules should apply to the residents of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip because the peoples of these territories are,
in fact, “in the hands of an occupying power of which they are not
nationals” (from the Convention Commentary). Israel has announced
that in spite of the Geneva Convention’s inapplicability, it will abide
by the humanitarian provisions of the Convention.*

The Convention charges the occupying power with protecting per-
sons under occupation. Forbidden under all circumstances are,
among other things: forcible transfers or deportations (art. 49); any
measures of brutality, whether applied by civilian or military agents
(art. 32); collective punishments, reprisals against protected persons
or their property, and all measures of intimidation (art. 33); unlawful

The Occupation / 27

confinement or deprivation of rights of fair and regular trial (art.
147).¢

In place of full adherence to the Geneva Convention, Israel has
chosen to rely on the Defense Emergency Regulations originally pro-
mulgated by the British in 1937 and codified in 1945. They consist of
120 sweeping orders meant to cope with the tense situation that
existed in the closing years of the mandate when British authority was
being challenged by advocates of the nascent state of Israel. Far-
reaching powers are given to security authorities to act without due
process of law. These regulations, which were vigorously opposed in
1946 by the Federation of Hebrew Lawyers in Palestine, were adopted
by the new state in 1948 and applied to the Arab population of Israel
until 1966. Beginning in 1967, they were applied to the Arab popula-
tion in the occupied territories.

Israel announced in June 1967 that all laws in force in the occupied
territories would be continued if they did not contradict the military
governor’s proclamations and did not conflict with changes brought
by the occupation. Nonetheless, many basic laws and the system of
administering justice have been broadly altered since 1967. By declar-
ing in February 1968 that the occupied territories were no longer
enemy territory, Israel relieved itself of many constraints widely ac-
cepted in international law. The area was from that time referred to
as administered territory by Israel.

Since 1967 the Israeli Military government has issued 880 military
orders claiming to amend existing Jordanian law on the West Bank
that, in fact, replace it in many categories. Since there is no existing
legislative authority in the territories, the military government has
assumed that role. Powers under law previously given to Jordanian
authorities and officials have been taken over by Israelis, and powers
and privileges previously held by civilian authority have been shifted
to military administration. Thus, for example, the Israeli officer in
charge of the judiciary holds and exercises a very wide range of what
were previously civil positions and powers, including minister of jus-
tice, minister of commerce, and registrar of lands, companies, trade-
marks, tradenames, and patents. He also holds the powers formerly
held by the bar association to allow lawyers to train and law schools
to be recognized.’
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One of the most important changes effected by Israel in the West
Bank legal system was an alteration of the judiciary, including aboli-
tion of the highest court, the Court of Cassation. This court had had
responsibility for overseeing proper functioning of the judicial system
and for being the arbiter in novel issues of law. It also operated as a
special board to hear requests from government departments for inter-
pretation of the law and its ramifications. Of these functions only that
of the High Court of Justice has been retained; its functions have been
passed on to the West Bank Court of Appeals.

The most controversial element of the legal system is the Military
Court. Judges are appointed by the military area commander and all
must be military officers or civilian lawyers doing reserve duty. Court
sessions are held where and when the judge determines, and the judge
generally makes the only record of what occurs. Convictions are by
either a three-member court or single-judge court. The decisions may
be accepted, varied, or annulled by the area commander, who, in the
case of a single-judge court, may accept written representations for
sentence variance but not normal appeal. No regular system of judi-
cial appeal is possible from the decision of either of these courts. The
lack of a regular appeal mechanism is viewed as one of the most
serious breaches of an orderly rule of law since judicial errors cannot
be corrected and proper procedures and standards of evidence cannot
be guaranteed. Confessions obtained from individuals detained by the
military pending trial, therefore, may not be appealed nor may objec-
tions be raised during the period while a confession is being obtained.
In principle, a procedural violation could be brought to the Israel
High Court of Justice, but, in practice, that court has taken an ex-
tremely restricted view of its ability to challenge military-government
decisions taken on security grounds. In a limited number of cases, the
Israeli Supreme Court sitting as a High Court of Justice has been
willing to consider appeal petitions from the occupied territories.
These largely have related to personal and property matters, but have
generally excluded security-related cases.*

Between 1967 and 1980, over 200,000 individuals in the occupied
territories have been arrested and brought to Israeli prisons, detention
centers, and police stations. These arrests have occurred under the
Security Provisions Orders and the Defense Emergency Regulations.
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The pace of arrests doubled during 1979 and 1980. Of those arrested,
70 percent are between sixteen and twenty-three years old, and there
is agreement by both the International Commission of the Red Cross
and the military authorities that 90 percent of these arrests are for the
sole purpose of eliciting information about political or potential secu-
rity concerns. While most of those arrested have been released after
several days, some, with judicial approval but not having faced trial,
have been detained for extended periods.’

Any Israeli soldier has the authority to make an arrest without
warrant of any person who commits or is suspected of committing an
offense under the security provisions. No detaining order is needed;
there is no law of habeas corpus allowing application to a judge for
explanation, and although an arrest warrant must be obtained within
four days (ninety-six hours), the warrant need not specify any charges.
The detention may be extended to eighteen days before the individual
must be brought before a judicial authority, who may extend confine-
ment up to six months.

Most Israelis are not familiar with the workings of the Military
Courts or, for that matter, with the administration of the law in the
occupied territories. Their own experience within Israel leads them to
trust the military and the justice it provides. In addition, there is a
widespread sentiment that security offenders really don’t deserve tri-
als and the niceties of legal protection, since they threaten the exis-
tence of the State of Israel. For the residents of the occupied territo-
ries, however, the opposite perception prevails. Some of the feelings
of bitterness, outrage, and injustice are natural, given the underlying
feeling that the occupation itself is unjust. But independent observers,
including Amnesty International, have factually corroborated diffi-
culties and injustices within the military justice system.® International
law has been distorted and violated; rules of evidence, argument, and
due process have been lax or altered in ways detrimental to defend-
ants; and the role of the defense counsel has been deeply compro-
mised.

In the context of the broad changes in the legal systems of the
occupied territories, one important progressive legal reform should be
noted—the abolition of the death penalty. Though the amendments
and reforms of Jordanian law made by the military government have
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Israel’s security as their justification, in the eyes of local residents they
seem capricious and unfounded. A recent report, prepared by a West
Bank barrister, assisted by a Palestinian-born, U.S.-trained lawyer,
and issued by the International Commission of Jurists, puts forward
this perplexity in its conclusion. They point to an “order prohibiting
picking of wild thyme growing on the hills.” They go on to say:

One can but wonder, when finding such an order, whether the point of
issuing it was to protect nature, to safeguard the economic interests of
Israeli planters, or perhaps to deprive the Palestinian population of access
to a herb which, through the many allusions to it in Palestinian literature,
has come to symbolize the attachment of Palestinians to their land and
their love of the herbs that are peculiar to it . . . it is much more difficult

to explain the prohibition made by another [order] which prohibits the
planting of azaleas.’

ECONOMIC LIFE

The occupation through conscious policy and by default has created
a situation in which residents of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
have become heavily dependent on Israel for trade and employment.
The territories currently receive 90 percent of their imports from
Israel, and every day 75,000 laborers, or approximately one-third of
the total Arab work force, commute to Israel. In some forms of
unskilled labor, such as found in building trades and the service
sector, Palestinians make up as much as 30 percent of the work force.!
Palestinians’ wages are not covered by Israeli trade-union agreements.
They are ineligible for the basic social welfare benefits given Israeli
workers. The Israeli National Insurance system does not include West
Bank-Gaza residents. Some Israeli critics point out that the Arab
labor fills jobs that are difficult to mechanize and equally difficult to
convince Israeli workers to perform. It is true, on the other hand, that

the wage scale of Palestinians employed in Israel is advantageous, and

the earnings of Arab workers have been of great importance to the

occupied territories. Employment in Israel accounts for 30 percent of
the total income of West Bank and Gaza Strip Palestinians. But the
importance of the territories as the largest outlet for Israeli goods has
also increased. In 1979 Israel sold $300 million in goods in the occu-
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pied territories, an amount greater than in France, the next largest
buyer. The large number of workers who go into Israel to work 1z:lso
affects the local Palestinian economy. Because most of t_hes_e workers
come from the agricultural sector, the area under cultlvatlortlm the
West Bank and Gaza Strip has been reduced by 35 pc.ercc.ent.

Israeli taking of West Bank and Gaza land has been significant, a_nd
it is now estimated that one-third of the total area of 'the o.ccuplfed
territories has been expropriated, “clos ,” or otherwise s'elzed gr
Israeli civilian and military purposes. In the six months prior to the
June 1981 election, land seizure and settlement were acccleratgt?.
During this period, the government ordered the seizure of an addi-
tional 10 to 15 square miles of West Bank land for settlement use,
approved 6 new settlements, and authorized 400 new homes for exist-
i ttlements. .
lngIr?erecent years, with a greatly increasing nux.nber of Isr.aeh sett.lei;
ments, a system of government has been e:stabhshed consistent w11tl
the Likud concept of autonomy (see section on autonomy). In the
West Bank, the Jewish settlements are organized into .ten regional and
ten local councils which operate under Israeli llaw, w.1th the power to
purchase land, levy municipal taxes, and negotiate with Is_raeh minis-
tries for grants and aid. The settlements have also organized arrrtlled
paramilitary units, linked to the Israeli Defense Forces. There ;s
been a striking shift in land control on the West Bank. At present t ;
municipal areas included in the Isragli West Bank se-tt!ements an -
subject to Israeli law are greater in size than the municipal areas oh
the Palestinian towns. The current approved master plan for Jewis
settlement in the West Bank encompasses an area gr:ater than the
approved master plan for Arab towns aI}d villages.” The culli’rexlt
comparative population figures are approximately 20,000 Israeli set-
tlers and 800,000 Arab residents. _

In the arid conditions of much of the Middle East, fe.w issues are
more sensitive than control of water, its sources and its use. The
drilling of wells is a matter of some concern, since wells.m adjacf,nt
areas often compete for the same limited supph.es.. Israel, in assuming
occupation powers, has taken control of well-drilling perr.m.ts. Conﬂl.ct
increases as established Palestinians have difficulty obtaining permits
while the new settlements drill for and use West Bank water. By 1979



Israeli settlements
in West Bank
]
Settlements founded
before Begin took

office

LTI

[ ]
Settlements founded
oriegalized during
Begin era—before
Camp David summit

A
Setilements founded
orlegalized during -
Begin era— after
Camp David summit

o]
Seftlements planned

settiement blocks

C WEST BANK
{ISRAELI OCCUPIED)

SHAVE|I SHOMAON 7 ok
CK

1
1ET2YON
\BLOCK

The Occuparion / 33

Israeli settlers had drilled twenty-four artesian wells, seventeen for use
by Jordan Valley settlements. Meters have been placed on Arab wells,
limits set for amounts allowed, and penalties imposed for violations.
Israel proper has diverted some water from the West Bank for use
within the pre-1967 borders. A lesser amount is piped from Israel to
the West Bank. The 1979 water-use deficit in Israel was 265 million
cubic meters, and it is expected that this figure will rise to 500 million
cubic meters by 1985."

Israel has for some years been linking the electricity system of the
occupied territories into the Israel grid. A recent attempt by the Israel
Power Corporation to merge the old Jordanian Jerusalem Electric
Company into Israel’s grid was opposed by the Arab directors. The
Israeli High Court supported the Arab opposition.'* Israel’s desire to
merge West Bank electric systems is based on an overall plan to
control West Bank economic activity and its infrastructure and to
make electricity available to Israeli settlements.

ISRAELI SETTLERS

Yehuda Litani, the well-known correspondent for the Hebrew daily
Ha'aretz, opened his news story of May 11, 1979, about settlements
in the West Bank with the following observation:

If one adds up all the recent events in which West Bank settlers have taken
the law into their own hands, the description given them by the American
media—*‘vigilantes,” with all the negative connotations of the term—
would appear to fit pretty well."

He reported on the settlers’ aim to foil any efforts by the Israeli
government to implement even a very restricted autonomy plan in the
area. Their efforts, he concluded, were coordinated among settlements
and would be carried out even at severe disadvantage to the Arab
residents. From past experience with the military government, the
police, and other Israeli agencies, the settlers knew that the govern-
ment would, according to Litani, “not dare mete out the full severity
of the law against the Jewish settlers, while their treatment of the
Arab residents is often quite severe.” Litani illustrated his claim with
a story about the settlers from Kiryat Arba near Hebron who, feeling
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that the military government was not being tough enough, took the
law into their own hands in March 1976 and decided to “impose
order.” The settlers smashed windows in Arab homes, terrorized the
people, and destroyed their vineyards. Even though the incident be-
came widely known, up to the date that Litani wrote, no police action
had been taken, although the names of the suspected perpetrators
were well known and named by Litani. Litani’s accounts, and those
f’f f)thers, have been a regular feature in the Israeli press, yet the
incidents continue. The reason, pointed out by Litani, is the failure
gf the government, with some few exceptions, to enforce the law when
illegal settlements were established, thereby letting the settlers know
'that they will be forgiven and that for them the law will be flexible

ignored, or changed. ;

DEPORTATION

The nationalist political consciousness that has develo
many West Bank and Gaza civic and political leaders hals)ﬁ'oa:xl::;g
a variety of official and nonofficial Israeli actions that have had the
cun.u.llatlve effect of breaking up any unified or organized Palestinian
political organization. Numerous Palestinian leaders have been de-
pgrted, others have been severely injured in bombing attacks, while
St.lll others face harassment by the military government and b;' orga-
nized groups of ultranationalist Jewish settlers. A detailed study of
depox:tatlons, conducted by Ann Lesch and listing each name, showed
that in the first decade of occupation 1,156 individuals };ad been
dfported from the West Bank and Gaza. In December 1977 the
Financial Times of London received confirmation from the Israeli
government that 1,180 deportations had occurred. Lesch identified
many moderate political figures among the deported. Israel claimed
only terrorists and their supporters had been forced to leave.'s
Amor'lg those deported was Hanna Nasir, president of Bir Zeit
University .and the mayors Fahd Qawasmi of Hebron and Mo-
hz.lmmed Milhem of Halhul. The mayors, deported in May 1980, were
w1dely regarded as political moderates and had regularly met’ with
Israeli 'doves. They limited their aspirations to support of a Palestinian
state side by side with Israel.!” Milhem and Qawasmi were charged
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(but never brought to trial) with inciting Palestinians who were in-
volved in a terrorist attack on Jewish settlers in Hebron. The men who
committed the crime and were subsequently caught, convicted, and
punished were shown to have had no connections at all with the
mayors. The latter have repeatedly tried to return to their homes, but
in spite of an Israeli High Court recommendation that they be permit-
ted to do so, the military government has refused permission. In 1973
the mayors at Ramallah and el Bireh were deported, and last year, the
new mayors of the same cities plus the mayor of Nablus were the
object of bombing attacks presumably by Israeli terrorists. Two of the
three were severely injured. An Israeli soldier sent to defuse a bomb
intended to harm the third man was blinded when it exploded.

DEMONSTRATIONS AND PUNISHMENT

The press in the U.S. has carried many stories of political demonstra-
tions by Palestinians against Israel and Israelis. Rocks have been
thrown, tires burned, traffic blocked, and Israelis assaulted. Israeli
reprisals have varied in form and severity, and the punishment has not
necessarily matched the incident. An example illustrates the variety
of response to provocation.

Beit Jala is an Arab town of 8,200 people about 5 miles south of
Jerusalem, just across the valley from Bethlehem. At Beit Jala, one
of the more widely reported West Bank incidents occurred in late
March 1978, not many days after the large-scale Israeli Army inva-
sion of southern Lebanon. The West Bank population was restive and
Israeli soldiers tense and expectant. But in Beit Jala itself there was
1o significant demonstration that brought approximately fifty Israeli
soldiers to the local high school. The soldiers surrounded the school,
rebuffed the protests of the headmaster, ordered the pupils into their
classrooms, and closed the windows. The soldiers then hurled beer-
can-sized cannisters of U.S.-made CS-riot control gas into the class-
rooms. Frightened students jumped from the second-floor windows
18 feet above the ground. Ten were hospitalized with serious frac-
tures.

The military government, at first, denied that anything had hap-
pened at Beit Jala. Time magazine’s Jerusalem bureau chief, David
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Neff, heard about Beit Jala two days later and went to investigate. The
classrooms, he wrote, still smelled of the riot control gases. Following
Time’s report of April 3, 1978, Israeli reporters began to investigate
the story. Initial reports by local military authorities attempted to
cover up the incident, but persistent probing brought an inquiry by
the minister of defense, Ezer Weizman. Ultimately, he found that his
own officers had not provided him with accurate accounts, and he
finally acted to remove the West Bank military commander from his
post and to discipline several subordinates.'*

In the annals of the occupation, the Beit Jala incident is not unique.
Ho?vever, in this instance Israeli authorities took corrective measures
agamst the military governor in charge. But the legacy of mutual
distrust created by such events is great and will not soon be forgotten;
permanent scars will be left.

EDUCATION

The ed'ucational system in the West Bank was structured by the
Jordaplans during the two decades (1948-1967) of their rule. The
Israe!l occupation government has enacted a series of orders bringing
the different sections of the educational system under the direct con-
trol of the military governor. Order No. 91 deals with the public
schools and Order No. 854 focuses on institutions of higher learning.
A- controversy has arisen over the nature of these controls and the
ffm_'nes.s of their administration. A recent report by West Bank Pales-
tinian jurists claims that there has been a steady decline in quality in
the public schools and a lack of new facilities in the face of considera-
!)le population increases. There have been reductions in staff, decline
in Fhe value of salaries (now paid in Israeli currency and not indexed
to inflation as they are in Israel), and deterioration of morale. Strict
control is exercised over all school activities, meetings, clubs, cultural
events, extracurricular activities, and even sports events.

Two 1981 reports, one in the U.S. weekly Science and the other in
the professional journal Chronicle of Higher Education, cite some of
the difficulties in higher education. For example, the military govern-
ment has refused to allow the Bir Zeit University library to acquire
some 2,000 books and magazines written in Arabic and published in
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Arab countries. The military government also claims the right to ban
anti-Israeli and anti-Zionist publications that it feels might incite
violence. Ironically, many of the banned periodicals are on the shelves
of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. The banned books range
widely from Palestinian folklore to Islamic thought and include such
titles as The Islamic Dictionary and Arab Society and the Palestine
Question.” A committee of Israeli professors at the Hebrew Univer-
sity has, on a number of occasions, protested such book banning.

In early November 1980, Israeli authorities closed Bir Zeit Univer-
sity on the ground that the “Palestine Week” it was planning would

provoke violence. Planned were nationalistic plays, poetry readings,
and songs. Several Israeli professors, connected with Arabic studies,
had expected to participate. On November 18, several days after the
closing, Israeli troops broke up a student protest and shot eleven Arab
students in the legs. The university after reopening for the new term
was closed once again in November 1981.

Bir Zeit, with 1,000 students, is the largest of the five Palestinian
colleges in the West Bank. In addition to its proximate educational
responsibilities, it sees its mission among Palestinians in much the
same way as early Jewish settlers saw that of the Hebrew University
—to create a national identity.

The relative autonomy of the Palestinian colleges went undisturbed
until 1977, when in the wake of Menachem Begin’s election a new
wave of Israeli settlement construction brought heightened protest,
much of it from Palestinian students. In the summer of 1980, the
Israeli military government issued Order No. 854, which denied the
autonomy of all five colleges and placed them under direct military
control. The schools were required to obtain annual licenses, revoca-
ble at will by the Israelis, and they had to live with new rules giving
the army the power to pass on the hiring and firing of instructors, the
admission and expulsion of students, and the nature of the academic
curriculum, including the subjects taught and the textbooks used. Bir
Zeit had recently been allowed to reopen for the new academic year,
and the closing in November brought protests from around the world.
Israeli intellectuals joined the protests, urging that “the Palestinian
Arabs receive the same rights as we demand for ourselves, including
the right to a higher education.”” Nevertheless, the military govern-




N

38 / A COMPASSIONATE PEACE

ment has withheld from Bir Zeit University, and other West Bank
institutions, exemption from customs duties on equipment imported
from abroad, a privilege accorded to Israeli universities. Israeli cus-
toms duties are very high, and the cost to West Bank institutions has
been punitive. Bir Zeit claims to have paid about $250,000 in import
duties. .

The Bir Zeit administration claims that the military government
withheld permission or refused to reply to requests for residence
permits for teachers coming from other countries to work at the
university. This has caused inconvenience and scheduling difficulties,
since teachers, if they come anyway on shorter-term visas issued at
the border, must apply for extensions, and if these extensions are not
granted, the teachers are forced to leave the country. The problem has
been greatest for, but is not limited to, those coming from countries
which have no diplomatic relations with Israel.

Universities on the West Bank need permits to develop any new
programs. For example, approval has been refused for establishing
agricultural and engineering schools at an-Najah University in Na-
blus. Bethlehem University, a Vatican-sponsored school, was denied
permission to open a program to train tour guides in its school of hotel
management.?!

While often not harsh in the sense of being violent (though a
number of university students have been shot and several killed), the
Israeli control of West Bank education has been arbitrary and at times
punitive. It has interfered with the building of institutions to serve the
long-run educational and intellectual needs of the Palestinian resi-
dents. Sahar Khalifah, a Bir Zeit instructor and talented novelist,
expressed the problem this way in a seminar sponsored by the Interna-
tional Writers Program at the University of Iowa in 1978:

Tension inside, tension outside . . . You feel you are in a whirlpool, a
whirlwind, a pressure cooker . . . Occupation, demonstrations, news, trials,
prisons, demolished houses, demolished souls. Taxes . . . a new devaluation,
a new settlement there; tomorrow they’ll build a new one here. Where shall
I go then? To whom shall I protest?*

4

The Palestinians

The “Palestine problem,” as it has come to be called, remains at the
core of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The 1970 AFSC study, Search for
Peace in the Middle East, offered an important though modest assess-
ment of how to deal with it:

ition i i i ity and to establish
Recognition in practical form of a way to bl.llld communi
the pgﬁtical rights of the Palestine people is a necessary early step toward
solution of the area’s problems. This must be achlev_ed strmghtforvyardly
and honestly, with full cooperation of the international community, of
Israel, and of the Arab states.'

More than a decade has passed and the recommendation i§ lz}rgely
unfulfilled. While some things remain unchanged, the majority of
Palestinians still live under occupation or in diaspor.a, there have been
important developments in the Palestinian nationahs? move.ment and
an emerging vision of pragmatic nationalist goals mixed with a pas-
sionate concern for justice. .

But first the people. Who are and where are the Palestinians today?
What elements of their lives shape the politics of their mqvqments and
the statements of their leaders? There are two recgn? distinct P.ales-
tinian experiences that are critical in every Palestinian’s conscious-
ness: occupation and dispersion. Although no full census l}as been
taken of the Palestinians, estimates suggest the populgtlon.ls ]}1st over
3.5 million people. Of these, slightly fewer than .5 million live in Israel
and have become Israeli citizens since the 1949 truce. Another 1.25
million reside in the occupied West Bank and Gaza. The largest group
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(1.1 million) living outside of their former home region of Palestine
is in Jordan. There are approximately 300,000 in Lebanon; 180,000
in Syria, 170,000 in Kuwait; 40,000 in Egypt; 45,000 living in Saudj
Arabia and other Persian Gulf states; 16,000 in Iraq; 7,000 in Libya
and some 50,000 spread through Western Europe, the U.S., and South
America. These figures tell only part of the story. Some 643,000 of the
Palestinian population, or over 20 percent of those not in Israel, are
still residents of the two categories of refugee camps, established and
emergency. These camps are located in Lebanon, Jordan, Syria, the
West Bank, and Gaza Strip. From those who entered the camps in the
wake of the 1948 war, a whole generation has been born and raised
and has had children of its own within the confines of the camps.?

PALESTINIANS IN ARAB LANDS

No single description would fit the experiences of Palestinian com-
munities in different parts of the Arab world. They form different
proportions of the populations in their host lands, ranging from 60
percent in Jordan to below 1 percent in Iraq, so that the importance
of their political and social roles varies. Although the Palestinians
share Arabic as a common language and Islam as a common religion
(except in Lebanon, where there is a large Christian minority), in the
various societies in which they reside they have established very differ-
ent forms of social and political organization and have set up different
means of receiving or integrating the Palestinian inhabitants. In Jor-
dan many have been able to achieve full citizenship and participate
in the affairs of the state (including even cabinet membership), a result
of the inclusion of the West Bank in the Kingdom of Jordan after the
1949 armistice agreement. In other countries, however, they remain
refugees or, even in the second generation, outsiders. Many live in
camps or in city districts or neighborhoods which are effectively
separate, and they are often discriminated against. Like other foreign
nationals they may engage in business in the Gulf or Arabian states,
but a national must be either the senior partner or the business regis-
trant. Palestinians, aware of European history, often compare their
present status to that of the Jews in the ghettos of Europe. They have
come to fill the role of expatriate professionals, teachers, technicians,
and skilled artisans in many societies.
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Because of their nationalism and the revolutionary elements of
some parts of their movement, Palestinians have been polit.ically sus-
pect in many Arab lands and sometimes have been imprisoned for
political reasons. Thus, while the Palestinian political movement has
been supported for its external activities, it has been closely circum-
scribed in Arab host countries. '

In addition, some Arab states have used or controlled Pal@timan
nationalist groups for their own ends. There are Syrian-, Iraqi-, and
Libyan-backed Palestinian organizations; within Lebanon, the' pollt_l-
cal and military operation of the PLO is mediated and constrameq in
large measure by Syrian military involvement. Indeed, the first _Synan
involvement in the Lebanon Civil War in 1976 was in battle with the
PLO and Lebanese-Muslim-Leftist alliance.

One Palestinian scholar who lives in the U.S., Edward Said, has
expressed concern with . . . the form of Palestinian §urvival.” Di-
vided, dispersed, without territorial sovereignty, distrusted, de-
meaned, faced by hostility everywhere, Palestinians face a problem of
maintaining identity. He comments, “A child born since 1948, there-
fore, asserts the original connection to lost Palestine as a bit of sym-
bolic evidence that the Palestinians have gone on regardless: He or she
would have been born there but for 1948.””* The dispersion, and the
refugee camps, keep alive an image of the whole of the old Palestine.

The widely held, easy assumption of the 1950’s in the U.S. and
elsewhere that somehow the Palestinian problem would literally be
absorbed by the Arab states has given way to the realization that the
Palestinians are stateless exiles. The dynamics of the Middle East
nationalist development have worked to increase rather than diminish
Palestinian nationalism. It is even possible that the Palestinians might
be accepted more easily as long-term residents in Arab laqu 1f thfey
had a passport and nationality of their own. Most Palestinians insist
on their heritage and nationhood and claim that they do not seek
permanent residence in the Arab countries.

THE OCCUPATION

The other commanding Palestinian experience since 1967 has been.life
under occupation. The largest single group of Palestinians now lives
in day-to-day interaction with the Israeli military government. Al-
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though there are extensive refugee camps in the West Bank and Gaza,
it is in the life of the Palestinian cities, towns, and villages that there
is the greatest sense of urgency to remove the occupiers. Widely
accepted U.N. Resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973), calling for
withdrawal by Israel from recently occupied territories and for peace
and secure borders, have been seen by some Palestinians as adding a
special political legitimacy to their claims for self-determination in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip.*

The very nature of.the occupation has created an international
politics, an Israeli politics, and a Palestinian politics that influence the
course of the development of Palestinian nationalism.

For the Palestinians who had sought the return of their entire
homeland, the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip has raised
a pressing question. Can they afford to wait out some grand solution
to the problem of all of Palestine or will the continued occupation of
the territories mean such irreversible changes as to make them virtu-
ally part of Israel itself? Palestinians today find themselves at a critical
point of decision—to enter negotiations with Israel or to disdain them.

THE PLO AND THE PALESTINIANS

Israeli leaders have often tended to belittle ideas of Palestinian na-
tional identity or to deny the existence of the Palestinians. “Who are
the Palestinians?” Golda Meir asked. Begin called them the “Arabs
of the Land of Israel.” But in the Camp David accords, Begin initialed
a document referring to the ‘“legitimate rights of the Palestinians.”’
Now, with tacit acknowledgment of the Palestinian people, the focus
for discussion has become the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) and its role in the political life of the Palestinians. For Israel
and for the U.S., the PLO was declared an organization with which
neither power would deal. For most Palestinians it is the representa-
tive of their nationalist activities, especially in the international arena.
The Arab states, across the political spectrum, have declared that the
PLO is the “sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.”
The Soviet Union and many nations of the Third World accord formal
diplomatic status to the PLO, and most West European nations now
maintain some form of unofficial relations with the PLO. At this time
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it is an illusion to believe that some other group exists that can speak
on behalf of the Palestinians or engage in any serious negotiations for
Palestinians without PLO involvement or endorsement. We recognize
that there is not always unanimity within the PLO, but it remains the
strongest group by far among the Palestinians.

The history of the Palestinian nationalist organization is complex
and interesting for those concerned with the manner in which reli-
gious, nationalist, political, social, regional, and personal factors in-
teract in creating Third World liberation movements. It is important
to take into consideration the broad outlines of the history of Pales-
tinian political organizations and to understand the constraints and
opportunities they face.

The PLO had its origins in January 1964 at the Cairo Summit of
Kings and Presidents of the Arab states. The meeting had several
purposes. Inter-Arab rivalries and the use which different states made
of separate Palestinian groups for their own ends were troubling. The
Arab states recognized the new organizational role that Palestinians
would play in the resistance to Israel. The PLO was then formed as
an organizational umbrella for Palestinian liberation. There is little
doubt, however, that Egyptian President Nasser maintained the com-
manding influence.

After the Arab defeat in the 1967 war and the concomitant destruc-
tion of the legitimacy of almost all the existing Arab leadership, the
Palestinians realized the limits to their reliance on support by the
Arab states. The 1967 defeat also reshaped Arab and Palestinian
thinking to focus on resolution of the Palestinian problem. The
broader revolutionary purposes which had previously been a focus of
Arab nationalist movements from Egypt to Iraq were overshadowed.

One recent study lists more than twenty Palestinian resistance
groups. Among these, Fatah (Palestine National Liberation Move-
ment) is the oldest, largest, and most influential. While it is only one
of many units of the PLO, it now accounts for 70 percent of the
umbrella group and its leadership has assumed effective control.
Fatah’s membership runs the spectrum of belief and social orientation
in the Palestinian community. It is more conservative than other
guerrilla groups and reflects a generally Arab orientation, broadly
construed Islamic religious beliefs, and a politically neutralist stance.

&
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It contains segments that are Christian and also a strong secular,
socialist wing.’

Eight guerilla groups now make up the PLO along with Fatah, and
Yasir Arafat, the Fatah leader, is Chairman of the PLO executive
committee. In the wake of the 1967 war, the PLO filled a vacuum.
From the point of view of outsiders, the PLO took on the qualities
of a “government in exile,” although in fact it has rejected that
political choice. Although known in the media primarily for guerrilla
military activities, and terrorism; the PLO has assumed responsibility
for many aspects of Palestinian life, especially in refugee communities.
It has established a social service system and formed a Palestinian
branch of the Red Crescent (headed by a physician, younger brother
of Yasir Arafat); it conducts schools and operates an industrial coop-
erative (SAMED) in Lebanon. The PLO offered a political defense for
their resort to terrorism, arguing it “gives our cause resounding cover-
age—positive or negative it mattered little.”*

In the aftermath of the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, an Arab summit at
Rabat, Morocco, in 1974, strengthened the PLO role and designated
it as “the sole legitimate representative” of the Palestinian people.
This further institutionalization and legitimization of the Palestinian
movement reflected several sets of interests. It strengthened the hand
of the PLO at the international level, sanctioning the PLO to speak
for the Palestinians and to assert greater control over all segments of
the movement. It was this latter which was of particular interest to
the Arab oil states that are large financial supporters of the PLO and
that wanted to assure a responsible Palestinian movement. The Arab
states, having achieved a new self-confidence based on wealth from oil
and what they conceived to be a positive military performance in the
1973 war, asserted what one observer described as a “metaphysical
right” to the West Bank and Gaza.® This Arab support for the PLO
has been interpreted as sanctioning a conservative and largely non-
revolutionary nationalism for the PLO.

Other elements served to shape the attitude of growing pragmatism
toward the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Palestinian movement and the
PLO, as well as in the Arab world as a whole. Walid Khalidi, a leading
Palestinian political scientist, points to a growing awareness of the
extent of commitment the U.S. was willing to make to the security and
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well-being of Israel and conversely the limited and quite cautious
Soviet support to the Arabs against Israel.' This realization was one
influence in President Sadat’s decision to break ties with the Soviets.
Khalidi also points to “the growing Palestinian awareness of what the
revolutionary armed struggle can and cannot achieve” as important
in this regard.

The PLO has been further legitimated by the extent to which it
received support from Palestinian communities in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip. As the occupation continued after 1967, the local Pales-
tinian leadership that had been tied to Jordan during the two decades,
1948-1967, began to grow weaker. Jordanian influence suffered fur-
ther erosion following the September 1970 clash between Jordan and
the PLO, during which the latter was forced to leave Jordan and move
to Lebanon. The influence of Jordan as spokesman for Palestinian
interests decreased. The Israeli occupation helped create a distinct
Palestinian consciousness among those living in the occupied territo-
ries and gave focus to a struggle against the occupier. When Pales-
tinian moderates achieved no political concessions from Israel, they
were replaced by more explicitly nationalist leaders. As one Israeli
analyst assessed the situation: “Israeli policy with regard to the ques-
tion of Palestinian leadership proved to be counter-productive.”
Limiting local leaders to purely municipal affairs, deporting over
1,000 leading Palestinians, banning public political meetings, and
expecting broader Palestinian issues to be handled by the Jordanians
thoroughly undermined the credibility of the traditional West Bank
leadership. The Israeli acceleration of land expropriation and Jewish
settlements in the territories only strengthened these trends. The late
1960’s and the 1970’s was also a period of continued rise of the PLO
to broad recognition and legitimacy in the Arab world. It was through
the political interests of the Arab states and the Palestinian people
that the PLO came to be accepted as the obvious and sole coordinator
of Palestinian unity.

In 1976 the Israelis set municipal elections for the West Bank with
the clear hope that a moderate leadership not linked to the PLO
would emerge and provide an alternative Palestinian voice in the
occupied territories.' Initially, the Palestinians rejected participation
in the electoral process as part of their boycott of Israeli rule, but at

_c_j
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the last moment they relented. They elected to municipal office an
almost complete slate of Palestinian nationalist leaders, many fresh
political faces, and primarily PLO supporters. Seventy-two percent of
the eligible electorate went to the polls and overwhelmingly supported
the new nationalist leadership, a victory that stunned the Israeli gov-
ernment." Bassam Shak’a, the new mayor of Nablus, made the point:
“The elections proved clearly that the Palestinians believe their sole
legal representative to be the PLO.”"* Israel had underestimated the
growing nationalism of the Palestinians and ignored the changes tak-
ing place in the second Palestinian generation. Educated and indepen-
dent, this generation was ready to break with the traditions of an
earlier compliant generation and to vote for new leadership. The
Israeli unwillingness to understand that Palestinian nationalism and
support for the PLO were potent forces was continued by the Likud
government when it came to power in May 1977. Begin’s government,
with its ideological commitment to maintain sovereignty over the
occupied territories that. they referred to by their Biblical names,
Judea and Samaria, rejected any idea of territorial compromise. It
further sought to prevent Palestinian self-expression. The pro-PLO
leadership on the West Bank gained in popular support, strengthened
by Israeli repressive acts, and became an increasingly important polit-
ical voice in both the international Palestinian nationalist movement
and the PLO.

Public support for the PLO leadership also came in the form of
statements and resolutions from West Bank voluntary societies, stu-
dent groups, and professional organizations. In September and Octo-
ber 1978, in response to the search for some alternate Palestinian
leadership to join in the Camp David process, the Arab Graduates
Union, the Union of Professional Societies, students at the Teacher
Training Institute in Ramallah, Bir Zeit University, and an Najah
University adopted a resolution reaffirming the unity of Palestinian
people and the fact that the PLO is their sole legitimate representative.
They also rejected Begin’s “self-rule” proposal and called instead for
self-determination and national independence after Israeli withdrawal
from the occupied territories and East Jerusalem.”

It is important to note that these Palestinian statements generally
restricted their call to Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank and
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illegal (Art. 19) and called for the liberation of Palestine and the
elimination of the Zionist presence in Palestine (Art. 15).

An accumulation of evidence suggests a shift in the PLO and
Palestinian position from the extreme claims of 1968, when the re-
vised Palestinian covenant was adopted, to the more pragmatic for-
mulation of 1981. Careful consideration of the changing political base
and their altered sense of current realities strongly suggests that the
newer conceptualizations—a limited Palestinian state in the We§t
Bank and the Gaza Strip—are not merely tactical formulations. Basic
shifts in the PLO stance have developed through time.*' Also, the very
act itself of supporting a Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip on repeated occasions increases commitment to it.

These changes did not come quickly, though they were obviously
entertained for several years after the 1967 war. In 1972 King Hussein
of Jordan proposed retrieving the West Bank and federating it with
Jordan. During this period, the quasi-parliamentary Palestine Na-
tional Council (PNC) rejected the concept of a ministate for Pales-
tine.? In part their resolutions rejecting this were criticisms of King
Hussein. But it was probably his suggestion that triggered the new
Palestinian attitudes. The Palestinian leadership was fearful that if the
West Bank was returned to Jordan, the Palestine problem would be
perceived to be resolved and the PLO would have forfeited its role in
deciding the fate of its own people.

A significant change in the PLO position can be dated from the
period immediately following the 1973 Arab-Israeli war. As early as
November 1973, Eric Rouleau, veteran Middle East correspondent
for Le Monde, described new attitudes among the PLO leadership.
Fatah leaders told him that they needed time “to prepare the grass-
roots psychologically for recognizing a state whose destruction they
have pledged for over a quarter of a century.””

The twelfth meeting of the PNC in June 1974 saw the first signs of
an official reformulation. A resolution, still couched in the language
of self-determination for the whole land, spoke also of establishing an
“independent combatant national authority over every part of Pales-
tinian territory that is liberated.”* A variety of statements and resolu-
tions by Palestinian leaders continued for several years to present a
mosaic of ambiguous views. The concept of a democratic secular state
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in all of Palestine was dropped, however, and instead “an independent
Palestinian state” became the stated goal. Said Hammami, the PLO
representative in London, noted in 1975 that “the Palestinian Arabs
must recognize the fact that there is an Israeli people and this people
has a right to live in peace in what they consider to be their own
country.”” (Said Hammami was later assassinated by an Iragi-spon-
sored squad.) About this same time, Dr. Issam Sartawi, an indepen-
dent among the PLO leadership, began discussions with Israeli mod-
erate Zionists initially under the aegis of former French premier
Pierre Mendés-France and later with the aid of Austrian prime minis-
ter Bruno Kreisky. These contacts continue today despite criticism
from some Palestinian “rejectionists”—those who reject any dealings
with Israel, including the Popular Front for the Liberation of Pales-
tine and the Syrian-backed guerrilla groups. (A PNC resolution of
July 1981 sought to restrict contacts to progressive Jews and anti-
Zionists.) Another official, if still ambiguous, change came at the
March 1977, thirteenth PNC meeting. Resolution 11 expressed the
council’s determination to pursue the struggle to establish their inde-
pendent national state.” They still rejected explicit recognition of
Israel, however, as a price for a settlement of the conflict. Unofficial
attempts to bring the United States and the PLO into dialogue began
in this period. The U.S. formula for permitting itself to overcome its
commitment to Israel not to negotiate with the PLO was to secure
PLO acceptance of U.N. Resolution 242, with the allowance for
adding to the resolution claims for recognition of Palestinian national
rights. Out of the PNC meeting also came intensive diplomatic efforts
by the PLO to gain international political support. The results, after
four years, from the Palestinian point of view have been highly suc-
cessful, and some 105 nations now recognize the PLO and give it a
status equivalent to that of a government in exile.

Among the international diplomatic efforts in 1977 was an October
joint statement of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. drafted by Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko. While it
is not a Palestinian document, it has frequently been referred to by
Palestinian sources as an acceptable basis for a solution. Israeli with-
drawal to the approximate pre-1967 borders was envisioned as part
of a comprehensive settlement that assumed both Israeli security and
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the legitimate right of the Palestinian people. The statement proposed
several measures, including demilitarized zones, U.N. troop involve-
ment, and joint superpower guarantees to protect the borders of all
nations in the region. The Palestinians were to be represented at a
Geneva Conference.”” Israel objected vigorously to the formulation,
and within a month Egyptian President Sadat made his surprising
visit to Jerusalem. The Camp David meetings and subsequent accords
left moot the statement and marked a significant shift in the U.S.
approach, and effectively cut the U.S.S.R. out of the peace process.
The Palestinian movements gathered at Tripoli in December 1977
in response to the Sadat mission and issued a statement, belligerent
in tone, and seeming to pull back from diplomatic efforts. The repre-
sentatives, including those from Palestinian rejectionist groups,
agreed to . . . strive for the realization of the Palestinian people’s
right to return and to self-determination within the context of an
independent Palestinian state on any part of Palestinian land without
reconciliation, recognition or negotiations as an interim aim of the
Palestinian Revolution.”2®
The PLO was clearly fearful of being closed out of a settlement
process and thus hardened its position and rejected the legitimacy of
that particular process. In part at least, these fears were confirmed by
the restrictive autonomy proposal announced by the Begin govern-
ment after Sadat’s visit. It is also important to note, however, that the
PLO explicitly included in this strident statement the concept of an
independent state on part of the land of Palestine. Influences shaping
this statement included international agreements for external support
and the political interests of both the West Bank constituency and
those within the PLO who firmly accepted the concept of a limited
Palestinian state. Also the rejectionist groups in the PLO had their
views expressed in the formal resolutions of January 1979. The texts
of Palestinian nationalism have been as multifaceted as the Palestinian
constituencies. In the resolutions of the parliamentlike PNC, the lan-
guage has something in it for all participant interests. However, in the
commentaries and public statement of the PLO leadership and their
close supporters more subtlety is introduced, and to understand the
PLO and Palestinian policy, it is necessary to read these with care.
In 1979-1980, senior PLO leaders, including Yasir Arafat and
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Kha!ld al-Hassan, became involved in a series of initiatives in Europe
ranging from meetings with Chancellor Bruno Kreisky of Austria and’
former Gergmn Chancellor Willy Brandt to contacts with then
french President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing and British Foreign Min-
ister I.,or.d Carrington. The PLO brought to these meetings a plan for
Israelg withdrawal from the occupied territories and U.N.- and PLO-
coorqmated self-determination by the Palestinian people, including
the ng-h§ to establish a state. Of particular interest in this plan, pre-
pared initially by al-Hassan, is the involvement of the U.N., the ’U.S
the U.S.S.R., and member nations of the European Economic Con;
munity. In addition, the plan proposed as the legal foundations for the
sqlutlon of the problem the U.N. Charter and Declaration of Human
Rxght.s apd “all U.N. resolutions regarding the Palestinian issue and
.the Zionist-Palestinian conflict.” It also referred to several anti-Zion-
ist (‘Ter.leral. Assembly resolutions. The acceptance of U.N. Resolution
24_2 is implied. The critics noted, however, the plan’s inclusion of “the
pn{nclple of the right to pursue through democratic means the reunifi-
catlor} of Palestine in a single Palestinian state.”” This statement
combm.ed a pr?gmatic realism, accepting a limited state in the short
run while holding out the right to renegotiate a reunification of Pales-
tine at a future time. By stipulating that “democratic means” were
those to'be used to achieve what Arafat in his U.N. speech of 1974
called h1§ “dream” of a unified Palestine, the PLO was responding
to Israeli fears of violence and to international concern for peace-
ful resolution of the conflict. The PLO in this statement is implying
;(l:::e .any further claims must be negotiated and not pursued by
The European Community meeting in Venice on June 12 1980
responded to the Palestinian contacts with a statement on 1’10w tc;
res?lve the Arab-Israeli conflict. After strong entreaties from the
United .St.ates not to undermine the Camp David process, the “Euro-
pean In.ltlative” that emerged was quite mild. It endorsed a role for
the Un_lted' Nations and supported the concept of Palestinian self-
Qet.em1natlon. While viewed as generally sympathetic to the Pales-
tlman.c-ause, the European statement did not explicitly support a
Palestinian state; and while not recognizing the PLO, did say the PLO
should be associated with the solution,*
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A review of the evolution of PLO policies leaves us with the feeling
that each full step forward has been followed by a half step backward.
However, there is a consistently developed theme—support for an
independent state. What about its borders, or its relations with Israel?
In the middle of one of the debates at the PNC in March 1977 when
Dr. Issam Sartawi was sharply criticized for the meetings he was
holding with Zionist members of the Israel Council for Israeli-Pales-
tinian Peace, Arafat, addressing a Palestinian audience, supported
Sartawi for his work with an Israeli group. He said, “Are you willing
to live together with the Jews? If not you are using false slogans since
the day the Palestinian state will be created, we shall have to live with
the Jews side by side and in peace.”*

Much of the PLO and its leadership have moved from the maximal-
ist positions of 1968 steadily if uncertainly in the direction of accom-
modation. They have dropped the insistence on the armed liberation
of the whole of Palestine and have increasingly talked of and utilized
political action as well as armed struggle to achieve their ends. Their
explicit willingness to meet with progressive Jewish and Israeli groups
from inside and outside Israel has not only widened contacts but given
the process of peacemaking human dimensions. The AFSC has had
direct involvement with several of these informal meetings and

has been, on each occasion, deeply impressed to watch former com-
batants from both sides struggle together to identify acceptable paths

to peace.
In August 1981, Crown Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia released an

eight-point peace proposal drawn largely from previously adopted
United Nations resolutions (notably U.N. Resolutions 242 [Security
Council] and 3236 [General Assembly]). In summary, its points in-
cluded:

o Israeli withdrawal from all territory occupied in the 1967 war
o Removal of Israeli settlements from the West Bank and other

occupied areas
« Guarantees of freedom of worship for all religious sects in the

Holy Land
« Recognition of the right of 2 million Palestinian refugees to
repatriation and compensation for those who do not wish to

return
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« A UN. trustf:eship in the Palestinian-populated West Bank of
the Jordan River and the Gaza Strip during a transition period
of a few months

Establishment of an independent Palestinian state, with the Arab
sector of Jerusalem as its capital

Affirmation of the right of all countries in the region to “live in
peace”

Gu‘arantees. of the implementation of these principles by the
United Nations or some of its members (presumably the U.S. and
U.S.S.R.)*

The inclusion of the intent of U.N. Security Council Resolution 242
guaranteeing the right of all states ““to live in peace” was an inclusion
of the diplomatic language for recognition of Israel. The explicit
reference to Israel’s withdrawal from the territory occupied in 1967
and the mention of no other territory also imply recognition of Israel
.within the pre-1967 borders. While no element in the Saudi proposal
is new, Crown Prince Fahd’s bringing them all together represents an
attt?mpt to put forward an Arab negotiating position. Saudi Arabia,
while an important state in the region and a key supporter of the PLO,
must pe joined by other Arab countries if its proposals are to become
a realistic basis for solving the Palestinian problem. The failure of the
plan to win acceptance at the Arab summit at Fez, Morocco, in
Noyem.ber 1981 was less a judgment of the merits of the proposal than
an indication of political divisions among the Arab states and the
fhﬁ'erent perceptions of the national interest of each state. In this
instance, Syria withheld its agreement.

Several days after the Saudi proposal was presented, Yasir Arafat
termed it “A good beginning for lasting peace in the Middle East.”
Several months later, on October 30, 1981, in a full-page interview in
the leading Beirut daily An Nahar, Arafat expanded his support for
the proposals because they call for “coexistence” between Israel and
the Arabs. He also linked the Saudi proposal to points included in the
Palestine national charter.** The Palestinian leadership, however, still
h.as not made explicit its terms for a settlement, its position on cessa-
tion of military actions, or the terms for its recognition of Israel. Nor
has the PLO put forward its opening position for negotiations. In his
comments on Fahd’s proposal, Arafat again refused explicit recogni-
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tion of Israel’s right to exist. Nonetheless, also in the summer of 1981,
the PLO engaged in indirect negotiations with Israel for a cease-fire
in Southern Lebanon. Thus, the PLO has demonstrated its willingness
under some circumstances to engage seriously in the diplomatic and
political process.

Menachem Begin’s government quickly rejected the Saudi pro-
posal. Several Labor Party leaders, while rejecting the Saudi proposal
for a Palestinian state, did, however, positively note Saudi Arabia’s
implicit acceptance of Israel in the region. The difference in PLO and
Israeli government reaction is important. For if the trajectory of
Palestinian policy has led it steadily toward limiting its claims and the
acceptance of an independent state alongside Israel, the Israeli gov-
ernment policy, especially since 1977, has hardened appreciably, now
claiming permanent sovereignty in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
The Saudi proposals also were greeted with suspicion or denounced
by the rejectionists in the Palestinian movement.**

RESOLVING THE PALESTINIAN PROBLEM

Can the impasse be broken? Can the Palestine problem be resolved?
Perhaps, if the key parties with an interest in the outcome take steps
to seek a solution rather than to block one.

The United States may have lived with the illusions that Camp
David is enough and that someone other than the Palestinians can
speak for them, but the United States can play a vital role in bringing
the Palestinians into the political discourse out of which peace may
emerge. The United States need not agree with the PLO or believe that
its current political expressions are adequate in order to recognize that
the PLO is the legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. To
begin to move toward a peaceful solution to the Palestinian problem,
the United States should enter into a dialogue with the PLO. It was
unwise for the U.S. to agree in 1975 to undertake no negotiations with
the PLO. The changes that have occurred since 1975 plus U.S. inter-
ests—and the interests of Middle East peace—call even more strongly
for a revised U.S. position.

The United States should place itself in a position to deal honestly
and justly with both Israel and the PLO. This realistic view has been

R
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gaining support from many political quarters in the United States,
including those who previously opposed a U.S.-PLO dialogue. In
summer 1981, after he had left office, Zbignew Brzezinski, President
Cart‘er’s national security advisor, advocated opening up direct dis-
cussions with the PLO, pointing to changes that have occurred in the
Middle East. “We have to take account of changing attitudes in the
Arab .world . . . the view that Israel must be accepted,” he said.”
B.rzezm'ski drew an analogy to France’s refusal to talk to the National
.leeratlon Front of Algeria in the 1950’s during the Algerian war for
independence. Today the government of Algeria, one of the most
responsible in North Africa, Brzezinski said, is led by former leaders
of the Front. Hermann Eilts, the former U.S. ambassador to Egypt,
has also urged direct dialogue: “Only through open U.S. contacts with
the PLO leadership will it be possible to gauge whether the PLO
woulq bfe willing and able to participate responsibly in broader peace
negotiations.”* This point of view gained additional support from
former Presidents Ford and Carter, who, on returning from the fu-
n.eral of President Sadat in October 1981, jointly expressed the convic-
tion that the U.S. should enter into direct contact with the PLO as
an element in resolving the Israeli-Arab impasse.?” U.S. talks with the
PLO cannot be expected to bring immediate solutions to Middle East
problems. However, to fail to engage in probing dialogue and to
thereby risk losing possible peacemaking opportunities is politically
rigid and unwise.

Israeli settlements policies may fast be foreclosing options for
peac'eful resolution with the Palestinians. The United States, by allow-
ing its military and economic aid to be used indirectly for Israeli
scttlements in the occupied territories, becomes a silent partner in
thwarting the intent of U.N. Resolution 242, which calls for Israel’s
withdrawal from these lands.

The United States government mustznot only express its opposition
to !and expropriation, settlements, seizure of water resources, depor-
tations of civic leaders, and those other moves aimed to insure long-
te:rm Israeli control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, it must also take
direct stc.eps to assure that U.S. aid is not used as part of this policy.
Funds given to Israel should be under regular scrutiny so that they
are not diverted to building settlements in the occupied territories.
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The U.S. could reduce U.S. aid in proportion to Israeli expenditures
for West Bank settlements as a strong symbolic representation of U.S.
disapproval of Israel’s claim to full sovereignty in the West Bank and
Gaza.

U.S. policies in relation to Israel and to the Palestinians should
reflect a true intent to achieve peace based on a secure Israel and
self-determination for the Palestinians. The Arab states have the op-
portunity to play a crucial role. By advancing and supporting a peace
plan including Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories, Pales-
tinian self-determination, and recognition of Israel’s right to peaceful
and secure borders, these states could play an important part in
bringing Israel and the Palestinians to the negotiating table. The Saudi
Arabian proposal or a similar plan could serve as an important begin-
ning since it reflects the consensus that has grown in the Arab world
as well as the safeguards that have been part of the United Nations
Security Council resolutions. The Arabs must understand that Israel
will mistrust any such proposal and so must be ready to reiterate their
intentions and pursue negotiations forcefully. They will have to be
explicit in communicating to the Israeli people their respect for Is-
rael’s right to a secure existence.

The European initiatives and the important rapport they have es-
tablished in the Arab world give the European states a particular
opportunity and responsibility for bolstering a new peace process. As
Walid Khalidi has noted, the Europeans could constructively focus
attention on the two principles of “reciprocity” and “co-existence,”
i.e., on mutual recognition and mutual security.*® The Europeans are
particularly well placed to serve as intermediaries to draw out from
the Palestinians the full implications of their statements and resolu-
tions and from the Israelis their responses. As intermediaries, the
Europeans could elucidate Palestinian moves and Israeli counter-
moves in a series of steps toward peace.

Israel’s current policy of sovereignty over the occupied lands seems
to foreclose any solution to the Palestinian problem. If Israel wishes
a solution, it should halt any further West Bank-Gaza settlements and
the creation of an elaborate Israeli infrastructure. Israel could indicate
the terms on which it would meet with the PLO in a process leading
ultimately to negotiations. Is the call for reciprocal recognition one
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that could begin the process? Israel could take up the negotiating
proposals of the Arab states, with their implied recognition of Israel,
and use them to fashion an agenda for further exchange.

The PLO should also act to unblock the impasse. By joining an
Arab peace initiative, finally making explicit what it has left implied
in its statements, the PLO should set out the basis on which it would
recognize Israel and be willing to engage in the too-long-delayed
negotiations. A sound PLO-Arab proposal should offer peace, recog-
nition, and security to Israel in return for Israeli withdrawal from the
occupied territories and an independent state for the Palestinians.
Any Israeli political leadership would find it difficult to dismiss such
an offer, for the people of Israel would for the first time be able to
envision a future of peaceful coexistence with their neighbors. There
would be a buildup of significant political pressure. Such a move also
would have important reverberations for U.S. policy and action in the
Middle East.
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Security and Terrorism

It is impossible to write about the Middle East and the central prob-
lems between Israel and the Palestinians without addressing directly
the issues of security and terrorism. These issues arouse deep emotion
everywhere. The AFSC feels strongly about them, and we are sure
that no long-term resolutions of problems will be possible until they
are dealt with satisfactorily. We, therefore, discuss security and ter-
rorism in this chapter as prologue to our discussion about options and
possible solutions to the Israeli-Palestinian impasse.

SECURITY

A central concern of every Israeli citizen is security. The country is
small, and the proximity of its vital areas to the borders of potential
enemies is close. Four wars in just over three decades with hostile
neighbors lend credence to Israel’s claim that security is a compelling
issue. Israel traditionally has relied on its military prowess and its
advanced weapons to counter any enemy. It has depended upon a
deeply committed citizenry, willing to fight when called to war and
willing to spend a significant portion of its civilian life in war readi-
ness. When the state was formed in 1948, the defense perimeters were
established by placing settlements at key points along its borders.
Israelis now face the question of how to achieve security in an era of
aircraft that travel faster than sound, long-distance missiles, and high
fire-power weapons.

The Israelis have developed a military concept of “strategic depth.”
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By this is meant “the space between the furthermost line at which a
country may maintain military forces for its defense without imping-
ing upon the sovereignty of another country and its own vital area.”"
To defend its “vital areas” (areas which if occupied end the sover-
eignty of the state) in an era of modern weapons against potential
enemies that possess a manpower advantage, Israel has depended
upon rapid large-scale mobilization, high-technology weapons and
intelligence systems, preemptive actions, and the element of surprise.
Israel’s strategy has been to fight in territories other than its own as
a means of compensating for the lack of strategic depth and the
proximity of its major population centers to its borders.

The 1967 war was a classic example of this strategy. It was also,
in military terms, supremely successful. While it left Israel with just
the sort of additional territory envisaged in the doctrine of strategic
depth, it also left Israel with political, diplomatic, and human prob-
lems of great magnitude. Was security to be gained by the greatly
expanded borders resulting from the 1967 war when the new territory
can be protected only by fielding a permanent army of occupation?
This question is vigorously debated in Israel, even among those most
directly involved in and knowledgeable about military matters. Chal-
lenging the predominant views, retired general Mattityahu Peled
argues that the expanded defense perimeters are actually wasteful and
that Israel’s security is undermined rather than served by them. He
points to the much greater expense and greater troop commitment
necessary to maintain the extended borders. General Peled, the com-
mander of logistics for the Israeli army during the 1967 war, claims
that the pre-1967 borders gave Israel greater security because they
allowed a more effective disposition of Israeli forces in relation to
Arab forces.?

On Israel’s western borders with Egypt, the territorial security issue
has been resolved. General Aharon)Yariv, director of Israel’s Center
for Strategic Studies at Tel Aviv University, notes that in its with-
drawal from the Sinai, Israel has found ways, relying on special
arrangements, to ensure its margin of security. Among the arrange-
ments which are part of the treaty with Egypt are “demilitarized
areas, where only limited forces may be stationed, buffer zones, and
the presence of an international force or that of a third country, as
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well as a variety of guarantees.”” Aware of potential weaknesses in
arrangements of this sort, Yariv names some additional elements to
strengthen them. First, he believes it is necessary to be clear about
what would constitute a violation of the security arrangements and
bring a return to wartime status. In addition, Yariv suggests that it
is possible to compensate for lack of strategic depth (space) by early
warning depth (time). He discusses the real gains to Israel possible
through a reduction of Arab hostility that would result from Israeli
withdrawal from the occupied areas. Egypt, he believes, provides a
case in point.

The most controversial element of the Israeli security discussion
concerns the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip, and particularly
the West Bank. The question can be simply put. Can Israel give up
its claims to sovereignty over the occupied territories and still main-
tain security? On this question there are sharp divisions within Israel.
The Begin government and some key segments of the Labor Party
respond negatively and act upon that response. A broad assortment
of others, including both doves and military strategists, believes the
answer is “yes, if . . .”” The Begin government response is complicated
by an element that has nothing to do with security, the belief in the
Biblical vision of greater Israel.

Security is considered most vulnerable on Israel’s eastern borders
since the distance from the pre-1967 borders to the Israeli heartland
is the shortest. On the other hand, analysts point to the security risks
involved in occupation and policing a hostile population. Former
Defense Minister Ezer Weizman, while supporting the principle of
using settlements for security, is realistic about the problems: “I object
to the confiscation of Arab lands because the most important compo-
nent of our security is the feasibility of peaceful relations with the
Palestinians and with the rest of the region. Our future depends on
it.”* Shai Feldman, from Israel’s Center for Strategic Studies, dis-
cusses also an internal weakness generated by the occupation. In
writing on the debates currently going on, he says “Israelis raised
fundamental questions about the purposes of their state and the na-
ture of the road it was taking. Basic political and moral objections to
Israel’s foreign and defense policies were raised . . .” Doubts about
government purpose undermine Israel’s security because security de-
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pends on citizen soldiers whose motivation must be high. “Once its
national consensus is lost, Israel’s very survival is in question,” Feld-
man notes. He believes that a return to the approximate pre-1967
borders would strengthen Israel and leave no doubt about its soldiers’

__motivation. “This by itself is a major factor to be considered in weigh-

ing the security risks associated with giving up control over the West
Bank.””

Withdrawal from the West Bank would be accomplished, in Feld-
man’s plan, within the framework of a full national security plan. This
would include links to the Western alliance, internal West Bank secu-
rity arrangements, an international effort to make sure the West Bank
economy is made viable and linked both to Israel and the pro-Western
Arab states, and an Israeli nuclear deterrence strategy. Each of these
involves its own questions, but the nuclear strategy is the most likely
to raise serious new questions. In another paper, prepared after the
Israeli raid on the Iragi nuclear reactor, Feldman stresses the impor-
tance of rapidly resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict in order to avoid
a Middle East nuclear arms race. General Yariv adds that alongside
a peace agreement there should be an areawide agreement to control
nuclear proliferation.®

Another Israeli analyst, Dr. Avi Plascov, produced a lengthy and
detailed study of the alternatives facing Israel in relation to a Pales-
tinian state. In his research, conducted at the London International
Institute for Strategic Studies, he concludes that a militarily re-
stricted, independent state of Palestine is acceptable if the Palestinians
and the Arab states drop their broader territorial claims. Only
through politics will Israel ultimately gain security, he believes. “New
military technology,” he writes, “tends to diminish the value of buffer
zones and the virtues of strategic depth and it is only predictable
behavior and good will—not the secufity arrangements as such—
which can provide the parties with security. Yet, because the political
arrangements will be fragile, security arrangements are of paramount
importance.””’

A variety of security arrangements have been examined and sug-
gested by Israelis. Shai Feldman proposes several low-manpower,
primarily technological arrangements aimed at giving Israel warning
time and protection against attacks from east of the Jordan River. He
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also argues for not permitting other Arab military forces to enter
Jordan to keep them distant from Israel. In addition, heavy arma-
ment, either Jordanian or Palestinian, should be prohibited on the
West Bank.

A comprehensive view of the militarily related issues of importance
to any agreement for West Bank withdrawal was proposed by Meir
Pail, former Shelli Knesset member and reserve officer. Pail calls for
Israeli evacuation in stages, with Arab authorities in the territories
establishing local police and security forces equipped with the number
and types of arms arrived at through negotiation. Neither Israeli nor
Arab offensive weapons and forces would be allowed in the area;
fortifications and minefields would also be prohibited. Aside from the
existing Kalandia airfield, no other large fields could be built. Mixed
Israeli-Palestinian observation units would be posted in strategic loca-
tions in the Jordan Valley, the Gaza-Egypt border, etc., and a mixed
Israeli-Palestinian-Jordanian border patrol would supervise the bor-
ders to prevent terrorist infiltration. Such a plan, Pail believes, would
not endanger Israeli security; it has the potential of increasing it by
encouraging genuine peace initiatives.®

General Peled adds to these arguments that the establishment of a
Palestinian state on the West Bank might give Israel a better strategic
position than it enjoyed in the pre-1967 period. This is because any
negotiated Palestinian state would perforce be militarily weaker than
Jordan was when it held the West Bank. He notes that Jordan had
tacitly accepted restriction on armor and antiaircraft systems in the
earlier period, accounting in part for its inability to match Israeli force
during the 1967 war and for its consequent loss of territory. Similar
military restrictions would be instituted by the terms of a peace treaty.
Any political misuse of the military forces of a new Palestinian state
would result in war, threatening loss of all the gains the new state
would have achieved.’

In a far-reaching article published in Foreign Affairs in July 1978,
Walid Khalidi, outlined his conception of a Palestinian state living
side by side with Israel. His appraisal of such a state’s foreign and
military policy was based on a realistic appraisal of options and pro-
vides a Palestinian counterpoint to the Israeli views outlined above.
The Palestinian state he described would be nonaligned in relation to
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the superpowers and other states, particularly militarily. He uses
Austria in central Europe to illustrate his point. The state, while
obviously without sophisticated weapons, would have to have security
forces able to handle its needs and to deal with cross-border adventur-
ism. United Nations forces would supplement the local forces at
borders and airports. Khalidi goes so far as to suggest the numbers
of weapons a new state might have as compared to Israel and Jordan.

Walid Khalidi provides serious points for examination and discus-
sion. For Palestinians who seek to establish an independent and viable
state in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, he calls for full realization of
legitimate Israeli interest in security. He also insists that the new state
would have security problems to contend with as well. He points out
that if Tel Aviv is 15 miles from the West Bank, the reverse is also
true. The West Bank and Gaza Strip are easily accessible from Israel
and too easily observed for much to be hidden. Palestinian territory
is vulnerable from Israel; the West Bank and Gaza are largely sur-
rounded by Israel. Their skies are visible from Israel. Khalidi puts it
graphically: “The terrain on both sides of the Jordan River is an ideal
burial ground for armor.” He closes his analysis with the observation
that . . . any PLO leadership would take the helm in a Palestinian
state with few illusions about the efficacy of revolutionary armed
struggle in any direct confrontation with Israel. They would be
acutely aware of its costs. They would have little incentive on national
or corporate grounds to incur it.”’*°

The fear of terrorism deserves to be dealt with explicitly. It has
often been the focus of Israeli justifications for military strikes and for
Israeli rejection of an independent Palestinian state. Shai Feldman
notes that while terrorism represents great personal tragedy, it is not
“a major strategic threat.”"! A strategy which is otherwise sound
should not be rejected, he argues, because it fails to solve the problem
of terrorism. Feldman’s conclusion, similar in spirit to the one offered
by Khalidi, is that Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank, by allow-
ing a resolution of the Palestine problem, would actually lead to a
decrease of terrorism.

The arguments of Israelis and Palestinians outlined above suggest
that Israel’s security would be as well or better served by political
measures as by reliance on military strength. General Moshe Dayan
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maintained on many occasions that if he had to choose between the
strategic site of Sharm el Sheik, at the tip of the captured Sinai
Peninsula, and peace with Egypt, he would choose Sharm el Sheik.
To his credit, however, Dayan later was deeply involved in negotiat-
ing the peace treaty with Egypt, under which Israel gave up Sharm
el Sheik. When peace with Egypt became a real option, the loss of
Sharm el Sheik represented no loss of security. While the slogan

“peace through secunty” is frequently heard, it is important to note
that true security is only realized through peace.

TERRORISM

The question of terrorism and violence must be addressed directly.
Both have been so intimately a part of the Arab-Israeli conflict that
only by making a clear judgment on them can those involved in
seeking settlement of the strife between Israelis and Palestinians deal
fully with the problem. During the final stages of the preparation of
this report (summer 1981), Israeli and Palestinian violence reached
another high point. Large-scale exchange of artillery fire and rockets
across the Lebanese-Israeli border culminated in the Israeli air raid
on the Palestinian sector of Beirut, leaving more than 300 civilians
dead and 800 wounded. Once again terror and death superseded
political debates.

The decade of the 1970’s, the years since the first AFSC report was
published, witnessed a sharp upswing in Palestinian nationalism. It
was also a decade of increased use of terrorism by Palestinian groups.
This was the period of the guerrilla attacks on the northern Israeli
settlements, including the large-scale killing of civilians at Ma’alot
and Qiryat Shemona. Terror and violence in the Middle East spilled
over to the international scene with the hijacking of airplanes, with
attacks on embassies, banks, oil refineries, and with the massacre of
the Israeli Olympic Team at Munich, all carried out by Palestinian
groups. The list is long; a recent study lists 127 international acts of
terrorism by Palestinian groups between 1968 and 1979."

While Israel is the prime target of Palestinian terrorism, not all of
the terror was turned against Israelis; a considerable number of at-
tacks were on European Jews, on U.S. facilities and on oil pipelines,
and other Arab targets.
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Not all Palestinian groups have used terrorism to the same degree.
Most of the more militant acts are credited to the rejectionist wings
of the Palestinian movement. All of the organizations, however, ac-
cept the concept of what they refer to as “armed struggle” or “armed
resistance” in “military actions.”

For the American Friends Service Committee, terrorism and vio-
lence, whether conducted by small guerrilla groups or by the military
arms of a state, are inexcusable and morally unacceptable. Coming
from the long-standing Quaker tradition opposed to violence, the
AFSC still “utterly rejects all wars and fighting with outward weap-
ons . . . for any cause . . .” In the specific case of the Middle East,
the AFSC has been equally clear and its representatives have remon-
strated with Palestinian, Israeli, and Arab leaders to urge that all
parties turn away from the use of murder to gain political ends. We
have been unwilling to accept the rationale that legitimates some
violence and condemns other violence. We find repugnant the idea
that humane rules of war can be established that allow some weapons
to be used in killing putative enemies but outlaw other weapons. For
in every instance we are talking about the inflicting of death by some
human beings on other human beings.

In turning, therefore, to talk about terrorism, we in no way imply
that the violence of armies is acceptable. But rather that acts of terror
involve a special degree of inhumanity, particularly as these acts
inflict harm and take the lives of the unarmed and the noncomba-
tant."> We are well aware that terrorism has had political effect in the
Arab-Israeli conflict and has brought perceived injustices to interna-
tional attention. Indeed, there may well be justice in some of the
causes for which terrorism is used, but the acceptance of terror as the
weapon—the choice of a technique that kills the innocent—perverts
the very justice of the cause. Alternative techniques do exist and can
be found which both oppose injustice and strengthen the basis for a
new justice. We believe that in the long run the legacy of bitterness
and distrust engendered by terrorism outweighs any apparent gains;
that the dehumanizing effects of inflicting terrorism and suffering
from terrorism are not acceptable costs. Of course, the Middle East
has not been alone in using terror; it is all too common a part of the
arsenals of small groups and governments alike. But the legacy of
terror in the Arab-Israeli conflict, dating back through the decades
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and practiced at times by both sides, has stood as one block to peace-
making. As we have examined the record of this terror, even recogniz-
ing the instances where each side resorted to violence to set right an
obvious injustice or wrong, we find it intolerable that any movement
or government should revenge itself upon the unarmed, upon chil-
dren.

We believe that in the long run peace must be built upon the ability
to transcend the past and forgive the former enemy. This is hard
enough to achieve among the soldiers who fought in the organized
armies of opposing nations. It is much more difficult to wipe out the
memories of cruelty or wanton murder. Jews in Israel and around the
world know the Holocaust in a special way and remember the murder
of the innocents—a memory that cannot be removed. For Palestinians
and Israelis today it will be difficult to forget the killing of the inno-
cents on both sides, the terror of the Palestinian attack and the Israeli
reprisal, the shooting in a kibbutz or school, and the roar of jets
bombing a refugee camp. David McReynolds wrote to the AFSC:
“The legacy being built is one that, murder by murder, makes a
peaceful settlement more difficult.”

David McReynolds spoke for us when he wrote in an earlier AFSC
study in 1974:

I deeply believe that in most Israelis and Palestinians there is a knowledge
that terrorism is shameful. World opinion must be clear on this point,
reinforcing those who are tempted to obey their conscience rather than
their commanders. The tide may not turn until a Palestinian throws down
his gun rather than shoot a child, or an Israeli pilot refuses to board his
jet rather than bomb a refugee camp. Terrorism has many defenders but
ultimately it has no defense. Any cause—Israeli or Palestinian or any other
—that is built on the bodies of children and their parents is a cause without
merit, better lost than won.

CONCLUSION

The authors of this report urge soldiers and terrorists alike to let the
guns fall silent, to free innocent civilians from their role as hostages
to violence and to seek instead political solutions to the deeply vexing
problems that face the Israeli and Palestinian people. In addition, we
urge those who condemn the violence to recognize the wisdom ad-
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vanced by one Israeli, Simcha Flapan, a long-time advocate of just and
peaceful relations among Palestinians and Israelis:

In the long run, the eradication of terrorism is possible only by eliminating
the condition that breeds it. Palestinian terrorism is a result of statelessness
and a refugee existence. Only a political solution that offers the prospects
of statehood, of a normal economy and a productive life for the Palestinians
might put an end to terrorism.”**

And, it may be added, in the long run Israel’s reprisals and preemptive
strikes may only be ended by eliminating the conditions that breed
them. Recognition of Israel’s right to exist and assurance of its secu-
rity are essential elements of any political solution with the Palestini-

ans.
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Options and Proposals

Any re:solution of the Arab-Palestinian-Israeli conflict must include
a solution to the Palestinian problem acceptable both to the Palestini-
ans and to the Israelis. The situation has existed for many years, and
rather than improving it gets more serious and takes on more impor-
tance with each passing year. Within Israel;, various options have
emerged for ways to deal with the Palestinian problem. These options
and their advantages and disadvantages, as seen by their proponents
and critics, will be the focus of this chapter.

THE STATUS QUO/ANNEXATION

Since 1967, Israel has maintained a status quo policy in the West Bank
?md Gz_lz'a largely by default. That is, Israel has not sought to change
its position as occupier of these captured territories. This policy has
been seen as territorially advantageous. Borders viewed by some as
militarily more defensible (see the section of this report on security)
have been achieved along the whole eastern front, and Israel’s major
population centers are farther from potential military attackers. Origi-
nally by default, and more recently by design, the occupied territories
have become integrated to a great extent into the political economy
of Israel. For the short term, at least, Israel has considered the status
quo to be less risky militarily and more advantageous in other ways
than o.ther changes in the status of the territories would be. Through
exten§1ve Jewish settlements, primarily on the West Bank, it has
permitted partial realization of the Biblical imperative to reinhabit all
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the land of Eretz Israel that is claimed by some Israelis. The continu-
ance of the status quo has allowed Israel to avoid confronting the
problem of direct negotiation with the Palestinians.

To date, Israel has refrained from making any explicit call for
annexation of the West Bank and Gaza, though many see the settle-
ments policy as tacit annexation. During Begin’s first term, however,
the Knesset formalized de facto annexation of an enlarged East
Jerusalem.

In the long run the status quo option and de facto annexation are
untenable and suffer from all the disadvantages of outright annexa-
tion. The maintenance of a long-term occupation runs counter to the
preservation of democratic principles within Israel and increases the
hostility of the Palestinians. De facto annexation through prolonged
occupation would, through demographic changes, threaten the Jewish
character of Israel itself. A recent Hebrew University study indicates
that by the year 2010 (less than thirty years away) Jews would account
for only 45 percent of the population of the enlarged state.! If West
Bank and Gaza residents were given the vote, as democratic tradition
would require, the character of Israel as a J ewish state would change.
If Palestinians were denied the vote and other rights of citizenship,
Israel would have created an equal challenge to its democracy. This
demographic issue is of great concern to Israel’s Labor Party. The
Likud coalition response has been to believe that the Arab populations
will ultimately emigrate if Israel holds the West Bank and Gaza and
further integrates them into a Greater Israel.? Ariel Sharon, the pres-
ent defense minister, has publicly advocated programs and policies to
encourage Palestinians to move from the territories.

At Camp David, Prime Minister Begin made a commifment to
pursue autonomy for the West Bank and Gaza. Failure to carry out
this autonomy program has been criticized by Egypt and the U.S. Any
move toward annexation would incur even stronger pressure from the
U.S. and other countries and international bodies. The status quo
option has negative demographic implications for Israel, presents
moral and ideological difficulties, and projects an image of Israel as

a recalcitrant rather than peace-seeking state, unwilling to move to-
ward solutions of the Palestinian problem.
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AUTONOMY/SELF-RULE

The proposal for a form of Palestinian self-rule was Prime Minister
Begin’s response to President Sadat’s dramatic Jerusalem initiative.
Autonomy negotiations became the second part of the Camp David
framework and the focus for drawn-out negotiations between Egypt,
Israel, and the U.S. All three parties remain formally committed to
continuing these discussions.

Autonomy is the one option for movement on the Palestinian prob-
lem that has fairly broad support in Israel. Israel interprets autonomy
in a much narrower manner than either Egypt or the U.S. The auton-
omy that Begin envisions is an autonomy for people, not for land. He
proposes the establishment of an administrative council for the Pales-
tinians of the occupied territories that would have responsibility for
education, culture, religion, industry, trade, commerce, agriculture,
transportation, housing, and health.’ It would manage the day-to-day
affairs of the Arab inhabitants. However, the Israeli conception in-
cludes restrictions on the council’s powers. The education department
of the territories would remain subject to Israeli censorship, the
finance department would not issue currency, the agriculture depart-
ment would not control the area’s land or water, while the tourism
department would not have jurisdiction over the historic and holy
sites of East Jerusalem.* Jerusalem would remain united as the capital
of Israel with no provision for Palestinian control over East Jerusa-
lem. The territories under autonomy would have an anthem, a flag,
and a local police force.

Defense and foreign affairs would be under Israeli control. The
Israeli military government which currently administers the territo-
ries would be withdrawn, but not dissolved. It would be ready to
intervene if the administrative council, in the eyes of the Israeli gov-
ernment, proved incapable of controlling the area. Israeli defense
forces would be redeployed and become less visible, staying instead
in “‘specific security locations.” The borders of the territories, which
would be considered Israel’s borders during the five-year transition
period called for in the Camp David agreement, would be controlled
by Israel (and Jordan if it chose to join). Jewish settlements in the area
would remain in place and be under the jurisdiction of the Israeli
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government, not the local administrative council. There would be no
restriction on the formation of new settlements. Rather than calling
upon the U.N. or other international agencies, ultimate authority for
the territories during the transition period would be held by Israel and
Israeli sovereignty would be maintained. Moshe Nissim, the chairman
of the Likud Bloc in the eighth Knesset, commented, ‘“We are speak-
ing of self-rule, not of statehood.”* Autonomy is, in this interpreta-
tion, an alternative to self-determination and an independent state.

To the Begin government, the autonomy plan is a means of offering
the Arab residents of the territories the maximum degree of self-rule
believed to be consonant with Israeli security and long-term plans for
the maintenance of Israeli interests. By retaining control over foreign
affairs and defense, controlling land and water rights, keeping limits
on the administrative council, and reserving the right to intervene if
it is deemed necessary, Israel is in a position to block any moves in
the territories toward independence.

Through this approach, Israel would be freed from administering
the affairs of a population which resents its presence. With a shift of
authority in a number of fields from the military government to the
elected Arab residents, clashes between the inhabitants and the au-
thorities might be reduced. Israel would, however, continue to enjoy
the defense advantages afforded by de facto boundaries along the
Jordan River and on the Golan Heights.

In the Camp David framework, autonomy was considered to be a

. transitional arrangement. Progress toward autonomy under the Camp

David process has been understood by Israel to be a quid pro quo'for
peace with Egypt, which both parties are reluctant to jeopardize.
Israel and Egypt, however, have strikingly different visions of the final
goals of autonomy. The Begin government has given signs in the past,
made more explicit after the 1981 election, that it would like to see
restricted autonomy continue permanently rather than as a transi-
tional arrangement.® Egypt, on the other hand, conceives of autonomy
as being a step toward Palestinian self-determination and the ultimate
creation of a Palestinian state linked to Jordan. In its election platform
the Israeli Labor Party supported autonomy as one of several pos-
sibilities for a transition period leading to a territorial compromise
with Jordan involving the partition of the West Bank.” This sharp




72 / A COMPASSIONATE PEACE

divergence in views on the ultimate disposition of the territories after
the five years of autonomy, and on their administration during the
transition, has been a basic cause of the delay in the Israeli-Egyptian
negotiations.

The U.S. has viewed the scope of autonomy and the powers of the
administrative council more broadly than Israel and in a manner quite
similar to Egypt. During the Carter administration, the U.S. interpre-
ted the Israeli settlements policy in the occupied territories as illegal
under international law and counterproductive for the peace process.
Early statements of the Reagan administration seem to alter this
judgment and leave U.S. policy unclear. The Reagan administration
has not, however, broken with the commitment to Camp David.

The restrictive definition of autonomy currently held has meant
that no one other than the three original signatories to the Camp
David framework has accepted it. Palestinian leadership in the PLO,
West Bank and Gaza Palestinians, the Arab states, and the West
Europeans have rejected the proposal for limited autonomy, contend-
ing that it offers little or no promise for a solution to the Palestinian
problem. It is unlikely that West Bank and Gaza residents would
agree to participate in the elections for an administrative council even
if Egypt and Israel finally agree upon its powers and upon appropriate
mechanisms for an election.

The three participants in Camp David shared a strong hope and
modest expectation that Jordan and Saudi Arabia would accept the
autonomy plan and participate in the Camp David peace process. The
failure of either government to join and their criticism of the whole
process undermines chances for success of the plan. Without Jordan’s
taking up the role envisaged for it and without the cooperation of
West Bank and Gaza residents, the autonomy plan, if pushed ahead,
will become an “imposed” solution bearing all the difficulties this
implies.

There is no real hope of success for the autonomy plan without
some significant changes in its projected goals and the inclusion of the
Palestinians in the planning process. For Israel the restricted auton-
omy plan meets its desire to maintain control over the West Bank and
Gaza while ceding some authority to the residents. The very restric-
tions and lack of a goal of Palestinian independence and self-determi-
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nation, after a period of transition, reduce the chances that the auton-
omy plan will get under way or be successful.

AUTONOMY PLAN VARIANTS

Several variations of the autonomy plan have been proposed and
discussed within Israel. The first was suggested by President Sadat as
a means of temporarily bypassing Israeli sensitivity to plans involving
the West Bank. Try the plan in Gaza first, he suggested, since Gaza
is politically less volatile, and Egypt, already a part of the Camp
David process, could take on the sort of responsibility that Jordan has
not done. Gaza does not have the same religio-political significance
as the West Bank, and Gaza, it was noted, does not have the emotion-
filled issue of Jerusalem as one of the problems to be solved. There are
fewer Jewish settlers and settlements in the Gaza area—only 500 to
700 settlers living primarily in the south—so that it would be politi-
cally easier for Israel to invoke a moratorium on further settlement.
Gaza, it was argued, could provide a testing ground for the autonomy
concept.®

Although the Gaza proposal gained some acceptance from the
Labor Party and its leader, Shimon Peres, there are significant draw-
backs. Questions were raised within Israel about the reinvolvement of
Egypt in the territory. Gazans, in general, oppose this plan in keeping
with the Palestinian political leadership’s rejection of the entire auton-

omy plan. Gaza Mayor Rashed al-Shawa said in addition, “We will .

not agree to establish autonomy in the Gaza Strip first, because the
West Bank and the Strip are a single part of Palestine; they have a
common history and a common past.’””

Significant objections came as well from Israel, where concern was
expressed for the possible success of the Gaza experiment. If success-
ful, the plan could serve as a blueprint for later action on the West
Bank and create expectations and momentum which Israel might find
difficult to control. By finding a solution to the less sensitive and
complex Gaza situation, Israel might establish a model that it would
be pressed to repeat on the West Bank. Concessions easily made in
Gaza would be harder to grant on the West Bank, and Israel might
find less sympathy with its argument that security considerations
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require a more restrictive application of autonomy on the West Bank.
The proposal has largely dropped from sight, President Sadat dis-
tanced himself from it, and there is little support and considerable
opposition within Israel.

Another variant of the autonomy plan was proposed by the late
Moshe Dayan, former foreign minister, defense minister, and military
chief. Dayan proposed that Israel announce autonomy and unilater-
ally carry out its parts of the plan. Israel could withdraw the military
government, redeploy its forces, unilaterally decide in which areas to
station its troops for security purposes, and unilaterally determine
which administrative and governance functions to hold on to as a
means of maintaining Israeli control in the territories. By simply
implementing its version of autonomy, it would require the Arab
residents to assume the functions that Israel dropped or to have them
abandoned. Dayan’s rationale for unilateral autonomy was based on
his belief that Israel has to take a positive initiative as the means of
dealing with the key question of relations with the Palestinians.”

The nature of the Dayan autonomy plan itself, as opposed to the
means of initiating it, does not differ significantly from the Begin
model. It is equally restrictive, retains land, water and commercial
rights in Israel’s control, and avoids any indication of relinquishing
any of the occupied territories. It is a plan for retaining Israeli territo-
rial control while permitting the inhabitants a degree of self-rule.

While the Dayan initiative would cut through the stalled negotia-
tions and probably would be viewed sympathetically by many Israelis
who are frustrated by the inability of their government to resolve the
Palestinian problem, it is equally fraught with risks for Israel. If the
West Bank and Gaza residents did not respond and take up the
administrative duties, many basic services would come to a halt. A
power vacuum might ensue, and the absence of any orderly means of
assuming responsibility could create significant destabilization and
civil disturbances. The local Arab leadership and the PLO might
move to exploit the opening created, assume political leadership, and
direct it toward the formation of an independent Palestinian state. An
Israeli intervention to prevent political independence might be neces-
sary, and any resort to coercive measures to restore control would
undermine the very reasons for taking the initial unilateral steps.
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Relations between Israel and the Palestinian residents would worsen
rather than improve.

While an initiative like Dayan’s might break the negotiating dead-
lock and allow Israel to decide independently which factors are cru-
cial for its security, its sudden application might boomerang and cause
a significant breakdown in order.

The moves announced by Defense Minister Ariel Sharon, in early
fall 1981, to loosen restrictions, to replace a number of military gov-
ernment officers by civilian administrators, and to search for Palestini-
ans willing to join the autonomy process, embody some of the Dayan
proposals. But replacing military control with civilian administration
while maintaining full sovereignty has many characteristics associated
in the past with the establishment of colonial regimes. At least mili-
tary occupation gives the appearance of being temporary.

THE JORDANIAN OPTION

The earliest of the Israeli plans for the West Bank and Gaza developed
slowly during the years of occupation and recently was reformulated
as part of the Labor Party position in the June 1981 elections. It is
based on two key elements that have become part of Labor’s view-
point on the occupied territories. The first is that Israel should not
permanently rule over the 1.3 million Palestinian inhabitants of the
West Bank and Gaza. Second, Labor seeks to negotiate a territorial
compromise with Jordan involving the partition of the West Bank
that would turn significant segments of the West Bank and Gaza over
to Jordan, while Israel would retain areas designated as necessary for
security. Initially prepared by Yigal Allon, the Israeli foreign minister
from 1974 to 1977, the plan called for a 10 to 15 kilometer-deep
security strip along the Jordan River." On the basis of this early plan,
successive Labor governments encouraged the establishment of settle-
ments in the Jordan Valley. In addition, border adjustments to the
pre-1967 boundaries would include within the new borders the Etzion
bloc settlements, the Latrun salient, and the southern portion of the
Gaza Strip.”? Jerusalem would remain unified and under full Israeli
sovereignty. In the north, the border with Syria would run along the
ridge of the Golan Heights to avoid any repetition of the pre-1967
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shelling of Galilee settlements. The major populated areas of the West
Bank and Gaza would be transferred to Jordan, and a land corridor
would be opened connecting the two territories.

The primary argument advanced to support this plan is based on
security. The readjusted borders and the advanced line on the Jordan
River, it is argued, would enhance Israeli security. Jordan, under this
plan, would assume responsibility for administration and security in
the ceded territories, and it is noted that King Hussein, a Western-
oriented, “moderate” Arab leader, would keep the area free from
Soviet or radical destabilizing influences. Further, the combined Jor-
dan-West Bank-Gaza state would be in a better position to reabsorb
Palestinian refugees who return than a smaller West Bank-Gaza inde-
pendent state. By transferring the populous Arab areas out of Israeli
territory, the demographic threat to a Jewish Israel would be avoided.
From the political point of view, the Jordanian option removes the
necessity of dealing directly with the PLO, giving that problem to
King Hussein’s government. It attempts to resolve the Palestinian
problem permanently, unlike the temporary solutions sought in the
variants of the autonomy proposal.

But there are serious problems which make the Jordanian option
less viable now than it might have been in the years immediately
following Israel’s occupation of the territories. The increasing level of
politicization of West Bank Palestinians, their open sympathy with
the PLO, and their reluctance to become absorbed by J ordan provide
strong internal resistance to any Jordanian solution which has not
received prior assent from the Palestinian leadership. To add a signifi-
cant hostile Palestinian population to the large Palestinian population
already in the kingdom might undermine Jordanian domestic stabil-
ity. There would be little gain for King Hussein and some political
liability if he took on the thorny Palestinian problem without support
from potential political rivals in Iraq and Syria and his supporters in
Saudi Arabia. In accepting a partitioned West Bank, he would have
to give up his symbolically important quest to return East Jerusalem
to Arab rule.

Another complicating factor is that the Rabat Arab summit confer-
ence of 1974 and the Baghdad resolutions of 1978 both designated the
PLO as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people,
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clearly preempting King Hussein’s ability to negotiate. This joint
Arab recognition of the PLO reflected, in part, the realization that
relations between Jordan and the PLO were strained since the Jor-
danian expulsion of the Palestinian guerrilla group in 1970.

King Hussein has explicitly rejected the Jordanian option; nonethe-
less, his representatives have had contact with the Israelis, and the
Isracli Labor party continues to espouse the plan. Jordan’s most
frequent response has been to call for Israeli return to the pre-1967
boundaries as required in U.N. Resolutions 242 and 338.

Earlier, Jordan had offered a “Jordanian option.” In 1972, King
Hussein proposed a federation (which the Labor Party rejected) be-
tween Jordan, the West Bank, and any other Palestinian territories
which chose to participate. The significant difference between Hus-
sein’s plan and Israel’s is that the former envisages pre-1967 Israeli
boundaries and Arab Jerusalem as the capital of the Palestinian por-
tion of the new federated kingdom. Jordan also expressed an interest
in an interim withdrawal along the Jordan River in the summer of
1979. Israel rejected this.

Palestinians and Arab states agree that Jordan would have an
important role in the establishment and viability of a West Bank and
Gaza Palestinian state, should one be formed. There has even been
talk of a confederation between Jordan and the Palestinian state, but
that would have to be in the context of Palestinian self-determination
and subsequent explicit consent to Jordan’s rule. A badly partitioned
West Bank, with continued Israeli military presence and security
settlements, excluding East Jerusalem, holds little promise for Jordan
or for a solution to the Palestinian problem.

THE EBAN PROPOSAL

Among other options that have received attention in Israel is one
advanced by former Labor foreign minister Abba Eban. While it is
similar in some respects to the Jordanian option, particularly in terms
of territory and borders, it introduces a novel and visionary element.
This option calls for Israel to express its willingness to sign a peace
treaty with a Palestinian nation that in turn expresses its own willing-
ness to integrate itself into a community with Israel and Jordan. The
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three nations would share a network of economic, political, and de-
fense links and be closely tied in international relations. His inspira-
tion is the European Community, where the common interests of each
state foreclose any attack upon vital interests of neighbors. The Pales-
tinians would enjoy sovereignty over their land and have the infra-
structure of a state. It could have its own flag, issue passports, etc.
Jerusalem, while remaining under Israeli sovereignty, would serve as
the center for institutions of the confederation.®

Eban’s vision meets several of the key factors of Middle East reality.
The plan preserves the Jewish identity of Israel by granting sover-
eignty to the large Arab population of the territories. It establishes
boundaries similar to those of the Jordanian option and reflecting
Israel’s security needs. By linking Israel politically and economically
to Jordan and Palestine, it would significantly integrate Israel into the
political economy of the Middle East and break its isolation from
other nations in the region.

From the Palestinian and Arab point of view, the proposal directly
addresses Palestinian nationhood, albeit within constraints, and estab-
lishes a potentially promising basis for negotiation. While the issue of
borders and security would require careful consideration by all the
parties, no preconditions that are dramatically unacceptable to any
party are set. The stages of transition would have to be thoughtfully
planned to increase confidence at each step and the parties’ sense of
achieving the desired political, economic, and security goals. The
potential role for international agencies or third parties in facilitating
the several stages deserves further serious consideration.

AN INDEPENDENT PALESTINIAN STATE

The founding of an independent Palestinian state in the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip is the other major option for solving the Pales-
tinian problem. It is the option that has always met the stiffest resis-
tance within Israel. Nonetheless, it has recently been a focus of serious
study in Israel and has received increasing support from Palestinians.

In the wake of the 1973 war, Ahron Yariv, former chief of Israeli
Military Intelligence, and Victor Shemtov, former minister of health
and head of the Mapam Party, suggested in June 1974 a means for
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breaking the deadlocked Palestinian problem. Israel, they said, should
enter negotiations with any Palestinian group that would give up
terrorism as a means of achieving its political goals and that would
accept United Nations Resolution 242. The Yariv-Shemtov formula,
as it became known, implied reciprocal recognition between Israeli
and Palestinian leadership and accepted the proposition that Israel
could not decide on its own who should represent the Palestinian
people.

The idea, put aside during the Camp David process and subsequent
autonomy negotiations, recently has been further developed by its
originators and by others. Shemtov, like many connected with the
Labor alignment, prefers a “Jordanian solution”; he suggests, how-
ever, that Israel should indicate its willingness to accept Palestinian
self-determination if it is designed and effected in such a way as not
to jeopardize Israel’s existence or security.!* This can include the
formation of an independent Palestinian state which would exist
within the context of the self-interest of neighboring states such as
Israel and Jordan. He believes that the Israeli military could withdraw
from most of the West Bank provided that it be demilitarized and that
it enter into broad economic cooperation with Israel.

General Yariv, currently director of Tel Aviv University’s Center
for Strategic Studies, and his associates there have directly confronted
the issue of Palestinian self-determination and statehood. They fear
that failure to deal satisfactorily with the Palestinian issue will bring
Israel again into total confrontation with the Arab world and serve
to unify the Arabs in their opposition to Israel. Further, they are
concerned about the deepening international isolation of Israel, which
may have the ultimate consequence of weakening it militarily. They
are particularly concerned by the strained relations between Israel
and the United States, and the decrease in arms supplies and financial
support that may result. In addition, members of the group have
pointed to the traditional concern of weakening the Jewish character-
istics of the state if the large Palestinian Arab populations of the West
Bank and Gaza are directly or indirectly linked to Israel. They have
also noted the tensions created within Israel by having to maintain a
military occupation government over a hostile population.

Many of these same points had been independently raised by the
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Israeli Council for Israeli-Palestinian Peace in 1977. This council, like
General Yariv and his associates, reflects the Zionist position and
supports a Jewish state of Israel.

The Yariv group added explicit military security elements to their
discussions. It suggested that part of the “package,” including a Pales-
tinian state, should involve Israeli integration into a U.S.-led military
alliance in the Middle East. But the core of its security argument is
even more direct. Yariv noted that Israel’s Arab neighbors have
moved away from total rejection toward a policy of “reluctant accep-
tance” of Israel. The strategic implications of this shift allow the
development of a flexible strategy involving both military and political
clements. It is this strategy which compels Israel to deal with the
Palestinian question, holding promise of preventing total conflict with
the Arabs and reducing international isolation, thereby improving
Israel’s military situation. Autonomy in this view should not be used
to keep Israeli sovereignty in the territories, but rather as a means of
solving the Palestinian problem. For Yariv, self-determination would
come gradually; the timing would be negotiated. While he does not
accept the notion of a “Jordanian Palestine” (attributed to Defense
Mimisier Ariel Sharon and others), Yariv believes that Jordan should
be involved in the process of self-determination. Jerusalem would
remain the undivided capital of Israel, but Yariv would go far to seek
ways of satisfying Arab interests in the city. Palestinian refugees
would not be repatriated to Israel, as some Arab proposals have
suggested, but would be dealt with during gradual implementation of
self-determination, presumably within the Palestinian territory or in
other Arab states. Security is an important issue for the proposals of
the Yariv group and focuses primarily on borders and demilitarized
zones that would be mutually agreed to and meet the requirements
of all parties.

Yariv is uncertain, indeed pessimistic, about the willingness of the
Palestine Liberation Organization to accept the proposals he ad-
vances. He also believes that it is impossible to ignore the PLO and
he would welcome negotiations with Yasir Arafat should the Pales-
tinian leader be willing. While he would not demand that the PLO
recognize Israel prior to entering formal negotiations, he would insist
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that it find some means of annulling those clauses of the Palestinian
Covenant which call for the destruction of Israel.”

Although he is doubtful that any of the contact that Israeli moder-
ates and peace groups have had with the PLO has produced any
results to date, Yariv believes there is room for Israeli initiatives, in
private, which would permit exploration without either side commit-
ting itself.

A formulation of this sort developed by Yariv and his associates
appears to run counter to the policies of the Likud-led Israeli govern-
ment. The very restrictive interpretation that Begin has given to au-
tonomy in the post-Camp David period, his encouragement of broad-
scale Israeli settlements in the West Bank, and the discouragement of
Arab political development in the territories have all been strength-
ened by claims advanced in summer 1981 by the cabinet of the new
Begin government.'* A move toward Palestinian independence would
face a strong challenge from the Jewish settlers in the territories and
from their political allies, especially the religious parties which hold
critically important positions in the new Begin government because
they provide the support that holds his tenuous coalition together.

Support for Palestinian self-determination within a Yariv-type for-
mulation would certainly be forthcoming from the doves in Israeli
politics. It could perhaps also win acceptance from the leadership of
the Labor Party, if security issues were firmly enough dealt with and
Labor accepted King Hussein’s refusal to bring Jordan into the La-
bor-Party-version of the “Jordanian option” plan. Yariv’s plan is
based on the many concerns that Labor has had about losing the
Jewishness of Israel through annexation, but whether Labor could
overcome its long-standing reluctance to have dealings with the PLO
is an open question. It depends to some significant degree on how the
PLO would respond to the Yariv preconditions.

Support for Israel to examine seriously the question of a Palestinian
state has developed within an important segment of the American
Jewish leadership. Rabbi Arthur Hertzberg, a past president of the
American Jewish Congress, recently has argued cogently for Israeli
acceptance of the establishment of a Palestinian state on the West
Bank and Gaza Strip.”” The arguments are similar to those noted
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above, with particular emphasis upon the demographic factor—the
potential for Arabs to outnumber Jews in an expanded Israel and for
the Jewish character of the Israeli state to be lost. He also suggests
that a greater danger to Israel may exist if a Jordanian solution is
found and the occupied territories are partitioned and divided be-
tween the two states. In a Jordanian state of this sort, Hertzberg
warns, there is a likelihood that the Palestinians would topple King
Hussein, take over Jordan, and open the door fully to Palestinians
from the refugee camps in Lebanon. No treaty arrangements would
be in place to bring restraint and such a situation could lead to
challenges to Israeli and United States interests in the region. In Rabbi
Hertzberg’s view, the Palestinian diaspora is the major reason for
Israel to be interested in creating a Palestinian state. With each direct
involvement in negotiating a Palestinian state, Israel would be in a
position to insert the types of security safeguards it believes to be
essential.

A formula for a negotiated creation of a Palestinian state would
probably be welcomed in important sectors of the Arab world and by
the PLO since it recognizes the Palestinian right to self-determination
and includes, with certain reservations, the PLO as a negotiating
partner.' An Israeli initiative along these lines would provide an im-
portant test of the emerging Palestinian nationalist position accepting
a limited Palestinian state and coexistence with Israel. Even if the
PLO leadership were to meet Israeli terms, renounce terrorism, and
enter negotiations on the basis of Resolution 242, would the rejection-
ist elements of the Palestinian movement, the Syrians, and others be
able to undermine talks and compromise any solutions? The ability
of PLO chairman Arafat to bring some of the reluctant guerrilla
groups into the South Lebanon cease-fire in the summer of 1981
provides a positive, if not conclusive, sign. The unwillingness of the
rejectionist Palestinian groups to drop their “maximalist” claims—a
democratic secular state in all of Palestine—stems from at least three
sources. One is the centuries-old tie to the land. A second reflects an
ideological position of long standing which ties some of them to beliefs
in broader revolutionary goals for the whole Arab world. The third
and perhaps controlling factor is the ties that several of the rejectionist
groups have to other Arab states, e.g., Syria and Iraq, which do not
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seea se:ttle.ment with Israel to be in their national interests at this time.
The rejectionists further do not believe that an acceptable Palestinian
state could be achieved through negotiation and, therefore, advocate
contmugd armed struggle. The rejectionists, however, represent a
vocal minority of no more than 20 percent of the Palestinian move-
ment. Palestinian moderates make the claim that if a state were about
to be forr_ner.l, the rejectionists would not want to be left out.*
There is, in fact, some uncertainty about the limits of Palestinian
goz.lls. Many recent Palestinian statements, while accepting the formu-
lation of a state in the West Bank and Gaza, also include discussion
of the establishment of this state as the first step in the reunification
of all of Palestine. This discussion fires Israeli fears that an indepen-
dent Palestine would serve as the base for later actions against Israel.
Some Israeli critics claim further that a Palestinian state might serve
as a base for Soviet interference in the region, particularly since the
U.S.S.R. has supported Palestinian efforts and supplied a significant
amoun? of arms. Others, however, point to the Saudi Arabian role as
the major financial supporter of the PLO and argue that the Saudi’s
woulq serve a moderating and stabilizing role. In addition, the extent
to which a Palestinian state, located between Israel and Jordan, would
have to depend heavily on Jordan for political and economic assis-
tance and support augurs for a further integrating influence. In any
case, a Palestinian state would be militarily weaker than Israel.
‘These considerations focus great importance on the process
rough which Palestinian independence would be achieved and the
use to which a transition period would be put. They weigh against a
Dayan-like unilateral Israeli withdrawal and support the importance
of I.srael’s positive involvement in finding a genuinely acceptable reso-
lutlop for all parties. The potential importance of demilitarized zones
and 1p.temationaﬂy guaranteed and supervised borders as part of a
transition ;_)eriod is highlighted by these security considerations. Also
Important is the need to generate confidence among peoples who have
been locked in conflict for generations.

Transition toward a Palestinian State

To facilitate the peace initiatives we have discussed there are several
important steps which can be taken.
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1. The narrow and restrictive definition of autonomy advanced by
the Begin government, with its stress on continued sovereignty over
the territories, must be dropped.

2. For the concept of a transition to be taken seriously, Israel must
agree to refrain from building new settlements or significantly enlarg-
ing existing settlements during negotiations and during the full transi-
tion period.

3. The process of Israeli integration of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip into the political economy of Israel should be stopped during the
period of negotiation and transition. U.S. opposition should be made
clear. ’

4. Arab and Palestinian peace initiatives and formulations must be
developed and efforts made to gain positive responses to them. The
eight-point Saudi Arabian proposal of August 1981, based largely on
United Nations Resolutions 242 and 3236 and embodying gains for
both Israel and the Palestinians, is an example of new initiatives and
attitudes within the Arab world. The Arab nations and the PLO must
be forthright in their willingness to recognize Israel.

5. To move this process forward in a realistic manner and to demon-
strate its commitment to a continuation of the stalled peace process,
the United States should undertake a dialogue with the PLO with the
explicit aim of encouraging its full involvement in the peace process.

This step would demonstrate U.S. acceptance of the role the PLO
must play if the Palestinian problem is to be resolved; it would also
demonstrate acceptance of the reality of the type of relations the
United States has had with the PLO in evacuating U.S. citizens from
Lebanon during its Civil War and more recently in arranging a cease-
fire agreement in Southern Lebanon involving both the Israeli govern-
ment and the PLO.

Designs of a Transition”

Discussions with Palestinians, including West Bank and Gaza Strip
civic and political leaders, have indicated that an interim period or
transition is acceptable before establishment of an independent state.
Fahd Qawasmi, the deported mayor of Hebron, set the tone: “If Israel
says this is the land of the Palestinians, then we can discuss security,
future relations between us, how to arrive at peace, a hundred times.
But the aim of negotiations must be clear from the start.”*
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West Bank Palestinians stress that it is necessary that they have
assurances that the interim regime is not a step toward Israeli annexa-
tion. !nsteafi, the transition period should prepare Palestinians and
Israel{s to live with separate independent states. The council to be
established in the West Bank and Gaza Strip should have adequate
and secure financing, including powers of taxation and the ability to
receive loans and grants from abroad, from Arab countries and Euro-
pean a.nd American sources. In addition the council should have
authority over administrative affairs such as agriculture, commerce
customs, education, health, industry, police, postal ser,vices sociai
w.ellfare:, and tourism. Relationships between the council and t’he mu-
nicipality and village bodies would need to be clarified.

Land registry, public land, and absentee lands would be adminis-
tered by the c':ouncil. Water and mineral resources would be regulated
by the council. West Bank Palestinians are aware of the Israeli settle-
ments’ use of local water, and they see council regulation of water as
a means of pre_venting any increase in the number or size of settle-
ments and, ultimately, as a possible means of negotiating their re-
moval. They express willingness, however, to negotiate for Israeli
settler§ .who choose to remain under the jurisdiction of the local
Palestinian goveming council and do not claim extraterritorial status

On questions of transport and movement, the Palestinians believc;.
the movement of goods and people between Gaza and the West Bank
on designated roads across Israel and across the Jordan River bridges
cquld be. guaranteed. The proximity of the two regions seems to make
this realistic. The council should develop the Gaza port facility and
have full use of Kalandia Airport north of Jerusalem. The security
arrangements necessary at border crossing points could be negotiated
, 'Other Important issues have been addressed by Palestinians exam:

ining the nature of a transition period. Security, a point of critical
1{nportance for Israelis, brings a realistic response from some Pales-
t{man analysts. Israeli military presence limited to specific strategic
sites a_long _the Jordan River at observation posts in the central moun-
tain ridge is acceptable during a transition period. Internal security
should, however, be handled by a Palestinian police force, and Israeli
trpops should not be permitted to patrol city streets, ent;r houses at
w1.ll, and arrest residents. Responsibility for the military court and
prison system should be assumed by the Palestinian council. Further,
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Palestinians would welcome United Nations or other international
neutral forces in the territories to help assure the security needs of the
Israelis and Palestinians because they believe they, too, have security
needs, located as they are between Israel and Jordan.

Refugees, from the first Arab-Israeli war (1948) as well as those
who fled in 1967, pose additional problems for an interim governing
authority. The right of these groups to move to the West Bank and
Gaza Strip would have to be established through negotiations. Their
return would probably have to be phased in carefully to fit in with a
broad plan for economic and social development. While identity cards
would be required during transition for all residents and returning
Palestinians, the issuance of passports to Palestinians remaining
abroad could be deferred until later in the negotiations. Negotiations
on behalf of the Palestinians would have to be carried out by the PLO.
Virtually all West Bank and Gaza Strip leaders are unanimous in this
view.

It is unrealistic to assume that all the Palestinians currently living
in the Arab states, whether still in refugee camps or integrated into
their host society, could or would want to return to a West Bank—
Gaza Palestinian state. As part of a realistic transition, the Arab states
should indicate their willingness fully to accept some Palestinians as
permanent residents and thus make refugee camps unnecessary and
relieve potential points of continued Palestinian resentment.

There are advantages for both Israel and the Palestinians in adopt-
ing current proposals for mutual recognition, negotiation, and transi-
tion to the creation of an independent Palestinian state in the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip. Israel should take advantage of the in-
creased willingness of important Arab states to exchange recognition
and peaceful relations for a solution to the Palestinian problem. The
proposal by Saudi Arabia (August 1981) represents the most recent
manifestation of a growing willingness to accept Israel as a Middle
East neighbor if it withdraws to its pre-1967 borders. The Arab states
and the PLO should press ahead with realistic and just peace propos-
als; such proposals could not long be ignored by any Israeli adminis-
tration. The international community, but especially the United
States, should be prepared to aid the Israelis, Palestinians, and Ar-
abs to take steps which they may not be able to accomplish alone.
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It is not only traditional Israeli doves who dissent from the Begin
government’s commitment to maintain sovereignty over the occu-
pied West Bank. General Yehoshafat Harkabi, former chief 6f Isra-
eli Intelligence and a man with a hawkish reputation, believes it is in
Israel’s interests to leave the territories. “I am for finalizing the con-
flict, qnd you cannot do that without recognizing that the Palestini-
ans, like any other human group, deserve self-determination. The
British had to get out of India and Israel will have to get out of the
West Bank.” It is Harkabi’s view that in spite of the former extrem-
ism of the Palestinians and lingering doubts about the PLO’s readi-
ness for peacemaking, realism requires’ “. . . seeing that the other
side are human beings, too, with needs . . .” that must be recog-
nized. “We have to understand the fate of the West Bank will be
decided by its people, and they are overwhelmingly Arab.” But he
insisted: “They must also recognize that we deserve political self-
determination. What I want is the final account—not leaving the
door open, which is the PLO position.”*! h

NOTES ON JERUSALEM

In our many conversations with Arabs, Israelis, and Palestinians, the
AFSC has found the deepest and most anguishing problems centered
on Jerusalem. We have also found, however, a virtually unanimous
agreement that these problems should not be dealt with at the outset
of negotiations. Their solution, it is held, will come as part of an
?greement reached on the other central issues. When Israeli .éef:uri‘ty
is ensured and Palestinian statehood assured, Jerus;‘aiemxmhy‘,bef dis-
cussed with new confidence and mutual trust. We, ~tﬁéreforé, ‘hlzivé
chosen to discuss Jerusalem briefly in this separate note. ‘ '
. To Israelis and Palestinians, Jerusalem is of profound significancé;
it myolves historical, religious, nationalist, security, and econdmic;
cpns1derations. It is unnecessary to belabor their attachmenit. to the
city. What is important is to try to identify where the attitudes of the
two sides could conceivably permit some accommodation and where
the bedrock imperatives lie. | w
The Jerusalem issue involves almost solely the disposition of the
areas occupied by Israel in 1967. Israel’s possession of West Jerusalem
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(the part under Israeli control prior to 1967) in the context of a final
peace settlement is not seriously questioned. The earlier concept of an
internationalized city including both Arab and Israeli Jerusalem, set
forth in the 1947 U.N. General Assembly resolution that contained
the partition plan and established the state of Israel, is no longer
thought to be realistic by the major parties. The areas in dispute are:
the old walled city, about 1 square mile, in which are located the
major Christian, Jewish, and Muslim shrines and in which communi-
ties of Israelis, Palestinians, and non-Palestinian Christians live; the
modern Palestinian business and residential districts, largely north
and west of the old city, into which Israel has introduced sizable
Jewish housing projects and where some pre-1948 Jewish institutions
have been much expanded; and outlying Palestinian communities,
beyond the pre-1967 boundaries of Jerusalem, which Israel incorpo-
rated into the city after 1967.

On the major issues, the public positions of Israel and the Arabs
seem far apart and irreconcilable at present. Israel insists that the city
remain undivided under Israeli rule, having declared its incorporation
into Israel in 1967 and formally annexed it in 1980. The Arabs de-
mand essentially a return to the pre-1967 status, though they appear
to accept the concept of a physically united city. Publicly, at least,
neither side has spelled out a position in detail and probably will not,
pending serious negotiations, but each no doubt has priorities which

would guide its proposals.
Israeli Position

In any serious negotiations Israel would insist on continued free
movement in Jerusalem. With such movement Israelis have access to
their holy sites, particularly the Western Wall in the walled city, and
to the university and related institutions on Mount Scopus, north of
the walled city. They would also have a much higher degree of secu-
rity for their own populated areas in the city than would be the case
if immediately adjacent and intertwined Arab areas were closed to
them. They would certainly insist that the Jewish community con-
tinue to live in its reconstructed quarter of the walled city. Moreover,
Israelis would insist that freedom of movement and residence not be
at the sufferance of any outside authority, whether Arab or interna-
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tional. Their experience of the divided city during the period of Jor-
danian rule (1948-1967) in East Jerusalem, when they were barred
from access to the Western Wall and saw their holy sites abused, is
still fresh in their minds.

If. any Arab administration were to have or share authority (as-
suming Israel under any circumstances would agree to this as part
of a peace agreement), it would be essential to Israel that it repre-
sent an Arab entity that in itself was not threatening. Since Pales-
tinian authority in Jerusalem under any conceivable peace settle-
menF would be exercised by the administration of the Arab areas
contiguous to the city—the West Bank—-the identity and acceptabil-
ity of that administration would have to be established before Israel
would accept an agreement involving Jerusalem. A Jerusalem agree-
ment would ultimately have to be negotiated in the context of the
Wgst Bank solution, since the two are interrelated in SO many ways.
This became evident during the autonomy negotiations that flowed
from the Camp David agreements, when questions arose at an early
stage whether Arab Jerusalem as a geographic area was to be con-
sidered part of the autonomous area, or even if the population of
Arab Jerusalem was to have some relationship to the process of
establishing an autonomous authority on the West Bank. Even
should it be possible to obtain Israeli agreement to some Jerusalem
settlement involving the West Bank Arab authority, however, it is
not conceivable that Israel would agree to the presence of Arab mili-
tary forces in any part of the city.

Israel might be more flexible on the modalities of governing Jerusa-
lem,.so long as any administrative arrangement satisfied the basic
requirements outlined above. The Israeli authorities have gone to
great pains to make it difficult to divide Jerusalem again politically.
The Jewish housing projects strategically planted among and around
the Arab districts now have a population of 85,000 compared with an
Arab population for the enlarged post-1967 city of about 110,000.
Some of these projects, and a major settlement to the east between
Jerusalem and Jericho, were designed to interrupt the contiguity of
the Arab areas of Jerusalem to the adjacent West Bank. In addition
to these physical barriers, Israel has taken legislative steps intended
to put Israeli sovereignty over the entire city beyond any future ques-
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tion. In response to nationalist pressures following the Camp David
accords the Knesset enacted the Basic Law on Jerusalem of July 30,
1980. Nonetheless, if a satisfactory settlement of the entire Palestinian
problem depended on it, and if major Israeli priorities were provided
for, it is a possibility worth working for that the current Israeli insis-
tence on full sovereign control over the entire city would be negotia-
ble.

Arab Position

The Arabs, for their part, have varied sets of priorities depending on
who and where they are, but some priorities seem likely to be irreduci-
ble. The Palestinian population of East Jerusalem, whether Christian
or Muslim, wants to be free of Israeli control and to live under Arab
rule. They and other Palestinians believe that Jerusalem must be the
seat of government of the Palestinian state that will be established on
the West Bank in a peace settlement and that Arab J erusalem must,
therefore, not only be under Arab rule but must be linked to this wider
Arab entity. Such linkage is important not only for historical-political
reasons but also because Jerusalem is the logical and traditional eco-
nomic and transport center for a good deal of the West Bank. Now,
as in biblical times, it is Jerusalem that holds the northern and south-
ern regions together. For Arabs other than Palestinians concerned
with Jerusalem as a religious center, the primary consideration would
be the ability to visit Muslim holy sites without being subject to Israeli
authority.

Arab flexibility could be hoped for with respect to the precise
arrangements for governing East Jerusalem (particularly the walled
city), the continued residence there of Jewish communities, freedom
of movement about the city, and the exact nature of the relationship
between Arab Jerusalem and the adjacent Arab entity of which it
would presumably be the capital. Might there also be some flexibility
in demarcating the Jerusalem that was to be the Arab capital? For the
Arabs, a general solution of the Palestinian problem acceptable to
them—and in particular the Palestinians—would have to be in sight
in order to expect compromise agreements on the knotty aspects of
Jerusalem.
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Potential Solutions®

Our .suggestions about higher and lower priorities do not reflect stated
official .positions on either side. However, the ability to deal success-
fully with a few key issues will determine the success or failure of any
Jerusalem negotiation:

Nature of administration of Arab Jerusalem. 1t will require a unique
and imaginative form of administration if:

there is to be free movement about the entire city;

for the Israelis, this freedom is not at the sufferance of an Arab
authority; .

Arab residents of East Jerusalem are under Arab, not Israeli,
rule; and

Jerusalem is to be the capital of both Israel and the West Bank
Arab state.

-A §olution seems to become more practicable when fewer general
prm(_:lples, such as national sovereignty, are applied and more local
considerations are used to envision the administrative system. The
“bf)rough system” proposed by some Israelis falls short of Arab re-
quirements but might point the way to a solution. Under it, Jerusalem
would be divided into sections, or boroughs, some of which would be
Arab and some Jewish, and each of which would be administered by
an authority of its own nationality. Such an arrangement in itself begs
the question of who ultimately controls the entire city, especially in
resPect to security (the Israeli borough idea assumed Israel would),
v&"hlch cannot be avoided entirely though it can perhaps be deempha-
sized by joint Arab-Israeli performance of some functions and by the
form of linkage between Jerusalem and the contiguous Israeli and
Arab areas.

In pursuing local solutions, special treatment might be accorded the
wall(?d city, which is of such great importance to the broader com-
munities throughout the world that it might be the one part of the city
that could have an international hand in its administration in addition
to basic Arab and Israeli elements.

Relationship with surrounding areas. A settlement that provided
that there would be free movement throughout Jerusalem and that the
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city would be the capital of the respective contiguous national areas
would pose the problem of establishing an effective border control
between Israel and the West Bank Arab entity. Unless special steps
were taken, anyone entering Jerusalem from either country would be
free to cross through Jerusalem and into the other country. Again,
inventive solutions would be required, the most obvious of which
would involve special treatment of all traffic into and out of Jerusalem
on both sides. For example, a form of such control has been applied
to vehicular traffic by Israeli authorities since 1967 based on license
plates. Residents of East Jerusalem have plates distinct from those of
Israelis, and at times of tension they have been subject to special
control on the roads into Israel.

The relationship between both countries and Jerusalem might be
affected in other ways as well. Israel, for example, might well insist
that military forces of an Arab West Bank entity (limited though they
might be in any case) should not be brought into Jerusalem. To secure
such a limitation, Israel might have to accept a similar restriction on
its forces, with the effect of achieving a form of demilitarization of the
city in many ways appropriate to its worldwide religious significance.

vi
The Tragedy of Lebanon

Lebanon cannot wait for a solution to its searing domestic conflicts
and Civil War, but Lebanon has little alternative. Lebanon’s problems
are its own, but they are also the problems that have kept the broader
Middle East conflicts alive for more than three decades.

By the time the main battles of the Lebanese Civil War came to an
end in 1976, the human toll had been severe. More than 65,000 men,
women, and children were killed during the nineteen months of that
war. This number takes on stark significance when compared to the
39,800 people killed in all four Arab-Israeli wars. Some 1.5 million
people were uprooted from homes in cities and villages of Lebanon,
and almost half that number remain displaced. One family in ten fled
Lebanon during the fighting. More than 400,000 children have been
victims of the warfare, wounded, displaced, abandoned, and orphaned
—all in a country of 3 million people.!

Historically Lebanon was a place of refuge for Christian and Mus-
lim heretics who came to hide in its rugged mountains. In the past
several decades Lebanon’s doors were opened to Christian Armenians
and Assyrians and Muslim Kurds and Palestinians fleeing oppression
and war.

The toll in the South of Lebanon, a battlefield between the Israelis
and their Christian Phalangist allies against the Palestinians, has been
high. The ancient port city of Tyre, which before the Civil War was
a thriving center of 80,000, is now reduced to fewer than 5,000, mostly
elderly and poor people with no money for relocation and nowhere
to go.?
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—& The economic toll of the Civil War was also high. Lebanese govern-
o Ro———— . . ) et
= ment estimates place the economic cost of the war at nearly $5 billion
LEBA p— in property damage and lost revenue. Road, water, and electricity
.&NON —— networks were damaged; schools, hospitals, factories, homes, and

whole villages were destroyed. Beirut’s commercial port, city center,
and fashionable hotel district were gutted and abandoned to the mi-
—COSmgH_EDE litias during the fighting. Scores of foreign companies deserted the
o~ strife-torn country that had been the trading and banking center of
the Arab world.
. The psychological and social toll have also been great, especially
Junieh ; 3 a — among the youth who did the fighting and who now remain armed
and divided among the factions of a divided society. They have been
referred to as the “Kalachnikov Generation,” so ever present in their
: lives have been the automatic rifles and the militias. Close to one-third
a7 : i of the young men fought in the dozen or so private militias that were
-"—Coﬁmg\dsb é}* =SS active during the Civil War and the years following.
ur 79 Social institutions and government, when they function at all, do
so at marginal levels. During the war and often in the years since, the
Lebanese Parliament could not meet because of the fighting. Garbage
and rubble at the street corners are a daily reminder of the breakdown
of civic services. The bombed roads and bridges of the south testify
Damascus ® that, although the war ended, the war did not cease. The army itself
collapsed during the Civil War, and its troops joined the factions or
disbanded. The war was finally brought to a halt through the intro-
duction of 30,000 Syrian troops, first battling the Muslim-Palestinian
alliance as it threatened victory and then subduing the militias led by
the Maronite Christian Phalangists. Syrian troops have remained in
Lebanon and often find themselves in battle. Their continued pres-
SYRIA ence, while in part serving a peacekeeping function by keeping the
several warring factions apart, has also raised again the question of
their long-term intentions. Syria has traditionally looked upon Leba-
non as part of a Greater Syria.

‘Mediterranean Sea

GOLAN
HEIGHTS |
Now occupied,

LEBANESE ROOTS AND EXTERNAL PRESSURE

by Israel \/
\\\Q‘\' F All observers, including Lebanese, agree that, at the base, the funda-
N J : :
mental problems in Lebanon were really Lebanese—a deep internal
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division along religious confessional and socioeconomic lines. These
divisions were made greater by a mixture of religious rivalry, national-
ism, ethnocentrism, and class conflict. Lebanon had lived with the
myth of a small Christian majority whose advantage had been tran-
slated into political authority and power. On top of these Lebanese
issues were superimposed inter-Arab rivalries, pressures generated by
the Israeli-Palestinian struggle, and the presence of armed Palestinian
guerrillas in substantial numbers.?

The representational problems date from the National Pact of 1943,
put in place as the French withdrew after twenty-three years of colo-
nial control. They left behind a political system dominated by the
Francophile Maronite Christians who had, under French rule, be-
come a privileged class. The political arrangements of the 1943 inde-
pendence divided political power by sects; the president was to be
Christian, the prime minister Sunni Muslim, and the speaker of the
parliament Shi’a Muslim. Christians were to enjoy a six to five advan-
tage in legislative representation. It was inevitable that the 1943 socio-
political status quo would collapse. While no census has been taken
since 1932, Lebanese Muslims almost certainly constitute a majority
of the population, with Shi’a Muslims probably the largest subgroup.
The rise of Muslim political movements, seeking greater political
power and representation, challenged Christian predominance in im-
portant government and commercial sectors. The left-leaning Muslim
groups have often urged reform or abandonment of the confessional
system of politics and governance, which gives such preeminence to
the role of religious groups in the nation’s politics.

The confessional system has led to a weak central government that
either encouraged or tolerated factionalism and reliance on private
militias even before the Civil War. Economically, the central govern-
ment has had little power with only small taxation rights and conse-
quently limited social services and little aid for development. With
inflation, economic inequalities became an even more serious prob-
lem.

Confessional divisions blocked the establishment of a national iden-
tity that might have helped knit together the fragments assembled by
France in the period of the 1920’s to the 1940’s. One Lebanese Chris-
tian scholar summed up the situation: i

-
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The Christian predominance discouraged formation of a distinctive Leba-
nese identity among Muslims. The Muslim mainstream was weak in both
fact and perception and so many sought outside support, first from
Nasser’s Arab nationalism and later from the Palestinian movement. Leba-
nese Muslims are now disenchanted with both, but they are left without
an effective identity. Lebanese Maronites, for their part, also sought outside
patrons, from France to Israel, and for many of them Lebanon meant
nothing more than their Christian identity.*

LEBANON, ISRAEL, AND THE PALESTINIANS

Tens of thousands of Palestinians fleeing Haifa and villages in the
Galilee in northern Palestine in 1948 made their way across the border
into Southern Lebanon. By 1952 they numbered at least 100,000 and,
since they were largely Muslim, posed a special problem for Leba-
non’s delicate confessional balance. They were refused integration
into the Lebanese political system, and being largely peasants it was
difficult for them to enter Lebanon’s economic system.

The 1967 war brought a new influx of Palestinian refugees from the
West Bank while the Arab defeat stimulated militant Palestinian
nationalism. A guerrilla campaign was launched against Israel from
both Lebanon and Jordan, leading to strong Israeli reprisals to disrupt
Palestinian operations and to force Lebanon and Jordan to crack
down on the Palestinians. Jordan’s King Hussein, with the support of
a strong army, succeeded during 1970 and 1971 in halting guerrilla
actions from his country and in driving the Palestinian guerrilla lead-
ership and forces out of Jordan. Most went to Lebanon. The weak
Lebanese government and army could not suppress the Palestinian
forces, which had significant support from sectors of the Lebanese
public and also had strong Arab backing for their attempts to perse-
vere in Lebanon—their last political and military base.

By the mid-1970’s, the Palestinian population had grown to at least
200,000, or 8 percent of Lebanon’s population, and it could not be
assimilated. Indeed, neither the Palestinians nor the Lebanese Chris-
tians wanted assimilation. The Palestinian movement was supported
by most Muslim and many liberal and leftist Christian Lebanese but
was resented and feared by the Christian right. Palestinian attacks
against Israel caused Israel to intervene in Lebanon with great force,
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thus exacerbating sectarian and political tensions. The Palestinians,
living together in full communities with a quasi-governing structure
of their own, numerous local industries and social services, and a
substantial armed force, became a “state within a state.”

LEBANON: THE SURROGATE BATTLEFIELD

As though Lebanon had not suffered enough through civil war, it was
further violated by being cast directly in the middle of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. Lebanon became the surrogate battlefield for the
intractable confrontation that has kept the Middle East in turmoil for
more than three decades. As the Civil War wound down in late 1976,
Israelis stepped up attacks against Palestinian refugee camps, villages,
and military installations in Southern Lebanon, since Palestinian
groups used it as a staging ground for attacks on Israel. But more than
Palestinian forces were hurt by the fighting; Palestinian and Lebanese
civilians and their property bore the brunt of the attacks. A major
Israeli assault in July 1981 killed 300 civilians and wounded an addi-
tional 800 when bombs were dropped in the heavily populated Pales-
tinian section of West Beirut which serves also as headquarters for
many Palestinian organizations. '

The largest and most damaging Israeli assault in Lebanon was its
full-scale invasion of the South in March 1978. It came in reprisal
for a terrorist attack by the PLO on the coastal highway near Tel
Aviv that resulted in the killing of innocent Israeli civilians. Israel
responded by sending 25,000 troops into Lebanon as far north as the
Litani River, which raised fears about Israel’s long-term intentions
in Lebanon. An intensive air and artillery bombardment that
preceded Israeli ground forces damaged 80 percent of South Leba-
non’s villages and destroyed some of them completely. Two hundred
thousand Lebanese and sixty-five thousand Palestinian refugees fled
the area, and press reports said between one and two thousand Arab
civilians were killed. The March 1978 invasion confirmed what one
Lebanese observer noted, that “Israel is the most powerful actor on
the Lebanese stage. Syria can do nothing against it and certainly the
Palestinians can’t. Israel can control the Christian forces in the
South and has a lot of influence on the Christian forces in the rest
of the country.””
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As Israel withdrew its forces southward after passage of U.N.
Security Council Resolution 425 (March 19, 1978), it left behind an
Israeli-supported Lebanese militia led by a breakaway Lebanese
army major, Saad Haddad. The forces of Major Haddad control an
area about 5 miles deep along most of the 60-mile Lebanese-Israe_h
border from the slopes of Mount Hermon in the east, to the Med.l-
terranean coast in the west. This militia is Israeli-supplied and -paid
and often engages in joint operations with Israeli troops who enter
the zone on a regular basis.® This zone, in the southern quarter of
the Lebanese border, is territory that was to be turned over after
Israeli withdrawal to the control of the newly created United sz-
tions Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). Instead, Israel, when it
withdrew three months after the March invasion, turned the region
over to Major Haddad. ‘

The remainder of Lebanon is badly divided, close to de facto parti-
tion, into regions controlled by (1) the Syrian army (three-fifths of the
country in the central and northern regions, especially along 'the
Syrian border); (2) the right-wing Christian Phalange (East Beirut
and the traditionally Christian Mount Lebanon highlands); A3 a
smaller Christian faction led by former Lebanese president Suleiman
Franjieh (confined to the north, the base of Franjieh’s politi.cal and
clan support); (4) the Lebanese leftists and the PLO (West Beirut, the
southern coastal region from Damour to Tyre and eastward between
the Zahrani and Litani Rivers); and (5) UNIFIL forces (south of the
Litani River to the Haddad-Israeli enclave).

LEBANON AND INTER-ARAB RIVALRIES

The divisions which persisted in Lebanon were all too easily exploited
by Arab states looking for proxies to conduct their battles, anc.i Leba-
nese factions often sought outside support for their rivalries. As
Hassen Sabry al-Khoul, the Arab League mediator of the Civil War,
ruefully observed: “Lebanon became a hired stage with the actors
completely oblivious of who had hired the stage and why.”

Syria, for example, intervened at the request of the fAral.) League
first against the left and the PLO. It then became embroiled in battles
with part of the Christian right two years later, while courting one
smaller Christian faction and still keeping the leftists and Palestinians
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under control. Saudi Arabia sent financial aid to the Christian right
until the right’s attacks on Muslims became too ferocious, all the
while supporting Palestinian conservatives within the PLO. Egypt
dispatched 1,000 regular Palestinian army troops to Lebanon to fight
against the Syrians. Iraq and Libya sent arms and money to different
Lebanese and Palestinian armed groups.

The Syrian-Egyptian dispute over Egypt’s agreement to the Sinai
IT disengagement with Israel (negotiated in 1975) worsened and pro-
longed the Civil War. The agreement, when it was initialed on Sep-
tember 1, 1976, produced an immediate escalation of fighting in Leba-
non. It was not possible to bring the war to an end until a
Syrian-Egyptian reconciliation was arranged by Saudi Arabia in Oc-
tober 1976, after which the Arab states agreed to urge restraint on
their respective clients in Lebanon.

IS A LEBANON SOLUTION POSSIBLE?

The social and political fabric of the country has not been recon-
structed, and the government does not successfully govern. For the
time being, the country remains an armed camp with no national
political authority; armed local militias of the many parties maintain
control over sections of the major city, Beirut, and the countryside.
As one observer put it, “There are now more guns than people in
Lebanon.”

All parties seem agreed on one critical issue—a full internal Leba-
nese solution will not be possible until the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
is resolved and the Palestinians have achieved a political entity of their
own. An interim solution, however, may be within reach.

The Christian leadership would ultimately like to see a// Palestini-
ans leave Lebanon. Some Christians don’t care where they go or what
happens to them, but the more responsible leadership wants to see a
just resolution of the Palestinian problem. Karim Pakradouni, an
important member of the Phalange party’s political bureau, recently
said:

To turn Lebanon into an alternative to Palestine and solve the whole
problem at Lebanon’s expense—that we will never accept. The real solu-
tion is a Palestinian state in Palestine. We are not ready to accept a
Palestinian state on Lebanese territory.’
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The leader of the rightist Christian National Liberal Party, forn'ler
Lebanese president Camille Chamoun, in the same statement in which
he declared his support for Major Haddad’s “Free Lebanon,” said, “I
also advise the Israelis to recognize the Palestinian’s rights in the West
Bank and Gaza.”®

From the point of view of the Muslim and leftist leadership, an
independent Palestinian state would provide a new political focus for
the Palestinians. Those Palestinians who then remained in Lebanon
would no longer be stateless and displaced persons confined to camps,
but would instead be expatriate citizens of a Palestinian state in which
they did not necessarily live. In’'am Raad, a leading figure in the leftist
Lebanese National Movement, said, “We support Palestinian self-
determination and don’t want the Palestinians to stay in Lebanon, but
neither do we want them chased to other countries. They must have
a homeland.””

There is little expectation that even the establishment of a Pales-
tinian state will lead to the departure of all the Palestinians from
Lebanon, but it would relieve Lebanon of the pressures of the Pales-
tinian problem, leaving it freer to rebuild its national identity and
restructure the political balance. It would also be free from Israeli
attacks on the Palestinian guerrillas.

But what about the immediate future? In the words of a senior
Lebanese political leader, for the present the best that can be hoped
for is a modus vivendi among the contending forces and powers pres-
ently in Lebanon. The role of the United States, this same leader sgid, '
is simple. “Yes, more aid of the material and physical sort of which
some has already come, but even more importantly, real help in
resolving the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and providing the Palestini-
ans the rights and freedom of national choice and national identity.”"

What elements should be part of a modus vivendi, and what steps
can be taken to achieve one? In the spring of 1981, an expansion of
fighting between Phalangist militiamen, attempting to establish a
stronghold in the central Lebanese city of Zahle, and Syrian troops,
challenging the move, reached a dangerous level. Israeli air interven-
tion and Syrian surface-to-air missile emplacements followed. The
U.S. sent veteran Middle East negotiator Philip Habib into the region
to seek a limited resolution. His efforts included bringing Arab foreign
ministers into negotiations. While Habib was still involved in the crisis
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in central Lebanon, a sharp increase in Israeli preemptive strikes,
including the large-scale bombing of Beirut, and Palestinian cross-
border shelling created an even more dangerous situation, threatening
to ignite a broader Arab-Israeli war. The negotiating team, including
Habib, the Saudi foreign minister, and U.N. officers, achieved a cease-
fire between the Israelis and the Palestinians, with PLO leader Yasir
Arafat taking responsibility to ensure full compliance on his side. This
limited break in the fighting, as a result of diplomatic means and
involving the Israeli government and the PLO leadership, suggests
that if the will to seek solutions is there, the means to achieve them
can be mustered. A very limited relief for Lebanon could become a
model for broader resolution. It is just possible that attempts to miti-
gate the Lebanese tragedy can lead rather than follow resolution of
the Palestine problem.

There are immediate steps that should be part of a Lebanese solu-
tion.

1. The full implementation of U:N. Security Council Resolutions
425 and 426, which were adopted in March 1978 at the time of Israel’s
invasion of Southern Lebanon, should receive strong international
support. They provide for full Israeli withdrawal from all Lebanese
territory and respect for Lebanese “territorial integrity, sovereignty
and political independence . . . within its recognized boundaries.”"!
The resolutions also established a U.N. Interim Force in Southern
Lebanon charged with confirming withdrawal and “assisting the gov-
ernment of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority
in the area.” UNIFIL should be free to deploy to the international
frontier between Lebanon and Israel and not be excluded from the
strip of Lebanon controlled by Major Haddad. U.S. political and
diplomatic efforts should support UNIFIL, with the clear intention
of restoring full Lebanese government authority to the whole country
at the earliest possible time.

2. The special relations between the PLO and Lebanon need to be
reexamined in light of the Cairo agreement of 1968 and later joint
accords.”? The Lebanese view the current Palestinian presence as
exceeding the limitations once agreed upon. A Palestinian scholar
noted that, “A negotiated agreement with the Lebanese government
that maintains the spirit and substance of the earlier ones while taking
into account the new political realities on the Lebanese scene might
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constitute an important gesture towards Lebanese and particularly
Maronite opinion. The PLO morally owes it to all Lebanese to make
some such gesture.””* The PLO would continue to refrain from mili-
tary operations across the border and would recognize UNIFIL’s
role, together with the Lebanese army, to seal off the Lebanese-Israeli
border.

3. Achieving a modus vivendi should be a high priority not only for
the Lebanese, but for the international community. Other nations
must cease seeking to exploit Lebanese differences for their own ends.
Syrian and Israeli alliances in Lebanon have been destructive of Leba-
nese unity and deeply harmful to the structure of Lebanese life. Leba-
non will for the foreseeable future remain a pluralistic multisectarian
society, and recognition of the necessity to maintain the balance of
power and authority is important. Neither side—Christian nor Mus-
lim—should need to fear the threat of being overwheimed. At the
same time, greater efforts to ensure economic, political, and social
justice must be taken. A symbolic explication of this principle of
equality might be to have Christians and Muslims share equally in the
government. But these and other issues will best be decided by the
Lebanese parties themselves. What must be assured is that Lebanese
efforts at reconciliation will be aided by positive steps to resolve the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, by insulating to the greatest degree possi-
ble the fragile Lebanese political structures from other Middle East
conflicts, and by international guarantees of the sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of Lebanon.

4. While Syrian troops entered Lebanon in an effort to end the Civil
War and had the backing of the Arab League to serve as the corner-
stone of an Arab Deterrent Force, their continued presence in Leba-
non has become part of the problem. A resolution of the recurring
crises in Lebanon almost certainly requires the pull-back of Syrian
forces as part of the overall plan. Syria’s intention to withdraw should
be announced at once, and the withdrawal should become part of the
critical series of steps involving the end of Israeli support of a surro-
gate army in the South, fulfillment of the UNIFIL mission as a buffer
force in the South, reclarification of the Palestinian presence in Leba-
non, and the effective extension of the authority of the government of
Lebanon to all parts of the land.
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Oil and Conflict

There is a second focal point of tension and potential conflict in the
Middle East, geographically located around the Persian (or Arabian)
Gulf and centered on oil. The politics of oil today is both separate and
yet intimately connected to the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Arab oil-
producing states have been a part of the thirty-five-year rivalry with
Israel. Although their armies have been at most symbolically involved
in the Arab-Israeli wars, their wealth and interest lie with the Arab
cause. They have supported the political programs of Palestinian
nationalism even while trying to shape its goals to match their own
purposes or need for stability in the region. In recent years, these very
wealthy and resource-rich states have used their considerable political
power explicitly to try to influence the direction of Middle East events
and especially the manner in which the Arab-Israeli crisis is resolved.
The Arab oil-producing nations have made clear their belief that the
greatest threat to stability in the Middle East, and to the unimpeded
flow of oil, is the continued Arab-Israeli conflict and the failure to find
a just solution to the Palestinian problem. What are the factors that
place oil in a position of great political strength, but also cause it to
be a center of conflict?

1. At the core is the extent to which oil is essential to modern
industrialization. Ownership of oil, or unimpeded access to it, has
become vital to wealth and power.

2. Nationalism in the Middle East has led to conflicts of interest
between the oil-producing nations of the region and the major oil
consumers in Europe, Japan, and North America.
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3. The Middle East oil states and the U.S. have supported opposite
sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict and the quest for Palestinian national
rights.

4. Third World countries share with the oil states an interest in the
worldwide redistribution of wealth and power but also find themselves
economically hurt by the very factors that have brought economic
success to the oil-producing nations—higher oil prices.

As a major producer and the largest consumer of oil, the United
States is inescapably involved in these conflicts. Policy statements
from botk the Carter and Reagan administrations reveal several com-
mon assumptions (some shared in Western Europe and Japan) con-
cerning the nature of the oil crisis. These assumptions are:

1. The supply of oil from the Middle East is vital to U.S. national
security.

2. As major consumers of oil, the United States, Western Europe,
and Japan should enjoy privileged access to oil.

3. If these rights of access are threatened, the United States will act
to secure them by traditional diplomatic means, by political interfer-
ences in Middle East governments, and, if necessary, by direct mili-
tary intervention.

4. The Soviet Union is a threat to U.S. access primarily because of
its proximity and through potential “subversion” of local govern-
ments, support of revolutionary movements, or direct military means.

While we recognize the central importance of oil, we reject these
U.S. assumptions and perceptions. They impede the search for solu-
tions to the “oil problem” because they do not recognize the interests
of the people of the Middle East. They are instead distorted by their
overwhelming focus on U.S. national and economic interests. A bal-
anced international view and a real goal of resource sharing hold
greater promise for “solving” the “problem” of oil. We are deeply
concerned about current trends and the need for new perspectives.
Visionary approaches are needed that incorporate international and
human values, governing attitudes toward and uses of oil.
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OIL AS A PROBLEM

Qil as a focus for conflict has kept pace with its increased use by the
industrial world and the subsequent loss of its control. Of the indus-
trial users, only the United States and the Soviet Union have signifi-
cant reserves of oil within their own borders and for many years both
countries had surpluses which they could export. In the United States,
domestic production peaked in 1971, and the last decade has seen
a growth in imports to meet increased demand. The Soviet Union
still remains self-sufficient and continues to export oil, largely to the
European socialist bloc nations and somewhat less to Western
Europe.

Early in the twentieth century, oil became an efficient source of
energy, and the Middle East was discovered to have major oil re-
serves. Exploration for oil, ownership of these oil rights, and produc-
tion and distribution of oil were, through most of the first half of the
twentieth century, totally in the control of European and U.S. busi-
ness enterprises. During this period, while industry in Europe and the
United States was growing, the cost of energy was marginal to total
production costs. In fact, the cost of oil actually dropped due to new
exploration and increased production.

Sharp increases in the use of oil began in the years prior to World
War II among all industrial nations, and this increase continued in
the postwar years, with Japan becoming a significant additional oil
consumer. A shift from coal as the basic fuel and the replacement of
coal by oil for electric generation account in part for increased oil
usage. Petroleum also was used in the large new petrochemical and
plastics industries. Rapid postwar growth in the use of automobiles
and airplanes added additional demands. Virtually every aspect of our
lives in North America, Europe, and Japan depends in some way on
oil, from the clothes we wear to the food we eat. Not surprisingly,
many development programs in Third World countries, dependent as
they have been on First World advice, aid, and technology, have also
been designed to utilize cheap oil. Industrialization in many of these
countries has added a new set of oil consumers with potentially very
large requirements in the future.
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THE CONTROL OF MIDDLE EAST OIL

In the first part of the twentieth century, prior to decolonization, the
exploration and production of oil in the Middle East was controlled
by large corporations owned in Western Europe and North America.
A variety of local arrangements was made involving royalties paid on
the number of barrels of oil produced to those who had ownership or
control of the lands on which the oil was found. With the establish-
ment of clearer political boundaries and the growth of nation states
in the interwar years, the nature of the arrangements and contracts
between oil-producing companies and the oil-rich nations underwent
many changes.

These reflected, first, the increasing dependence on oil of the world
economy and, second, the growing demands for greater shares of the
income from their oil by the oil-producing nations and the impact of
this added income on their own internal social structure.

The greatest changes occurred in the years following World War
I1. Many of the nations on whose land oil was discovered insisted on
partial ownership, and commercial relationships were established
which brought increasing wealth to those with political and economic
control in the oil-producing states. By midcentury, very wealthy local
elites, whether traditional political leaders or new local entrepreneurs,
emerged. Few rules to achieve distributive equity were made, and the
gap between rich and poor in the oil states grew significantly. The
most substantial oil-producing states (those clustered around the Per-
sian Gulf) were also the most traditional societies.

The most important shift in power between oil consumers and
producers began in 1960 when the oil-producing states organized and
coordinated their activities in an explicit attempt to gain greater
political and economic control of the industry. OPEC (Organization
of Petroleum Exporting Countries), made up almost entirely of Third
World or nonindustrial nations, asserted the interests of these nations
against those of the consuming industrialized nations that had for half
a century dominated oil policy, production, and economics. OPEC
represented as well an effort to find common policies to replace nu-
merous specific national interests. With production increasing and oil
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prices dropping, one of OPEC’s first steps was to regulate production
as part of an effort to restore prices, conserve resources for future
exploitation, and support more regularized economic growth. The
dramatic and far-reaching change in the politics of oil that OPEC
brought is clear when one remembers that in 1960, when OPEC was
founded, six of its thirteen members were still colonies or protector-
ates and the key oil-shipping lanes—the straits of Hormuz, Aden, and
Malacca—were all under European control.!

In shaping the world economy, the major oil companies were im-
portant actors. At the end of World War II, they controlled most of
the oil available in the world. Even in the early 1970’s, after the
formation of OPEC but before the nationalization of oil, the seven
international oil giants® controlled at least two-thirds of the world’s
proved reserves and production in the Middle East, North Africa,
Canada, Latin America, Southeast Asia, and the United States. These
companies controlled rates of exploration; they decided which re-
serves would be exploited; they refined, shipped, and sold the oil. No
government, including the United States, seriously monitored their
activities; nor was there any system which held them accountable for
their decisions. They enjoyed huge profits.

United States government support for the oil companies goes back
to the first decades of this century. Diplomatic intervention in 1943
was aimed at assuring the access of U.S. companies to Middle East
oil. In 1950, the U.S. used diplomatic means in Saudi Arabia to ensure
a favored position for U.S. companies. In 1953 and 1954, the United
States, working together with Britain, intervened, using the CIA in
covert political actions to reverse the Iranian nationalization of oil,
broaden U.S. commercial access, overthrow the government of Pre-
mier Mossadegh, and restore the Shah to the throne.? Current pledges
by U.S. government officials to protect U.S. interests in the Middle
East by military intervention if necessary always include the necessity
to assure access to oil at terms which the West finds suitable. The
statement by President Reagan in October 1981 that the U.S. would
not permit Saudi Arabia to become another Iran, suggests a growing
U.S. commitment to intervene militarily in the Middle East to prevent
internal political revolt.
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THE ARAB OIL EMBARGO

Nineteen seventy-three represents a significant turning point in the
relations between the oil-exporting nations and Europe and the
United States. Three things occurred: the October war between Israel
and the Arab states, the embargo on oil shipments to the United States
and Western Europe by a number of the Arab oil-producing coun-
tries, and the OPEC decision to increase the price of oil. The increase
was not caused solely by the Arab-Israeli war, nor was it supported
only in the political context. OPEC already had planned a 70 percent
price increase. Even the Shah of Iran, on friendly terms with Israel
and the United States, had worked hard in 1973 to gain a significant
oil price increase. But the cutback in production, the embargo, and
the accompanying scare brought a 400 percent increase over pre-1973
prices.* Each of these events built the self-confidence of the Arab
oil-producing nations. The war was interpreted by many in the Mid-
dle East as an “Arab victory,” redressing the sense of technological
and military inferiority. The embargo on oil shipments was a clear
indication that oil could be used as a political “weapon.” The Arab
states objected to the U.S. resupply of Israel during the war and in
response cut oil production 25 percent. The price increases ac-
celerated a trend already under way, bringing a massive transfer of
wealth from the Western industrial world to previously poor nations.
The extent to which the economies of the industrial West could be
affected by changes in oil policy became clear.

EFFECTS ON THE UNITED STATES

The United States is the most significant user of the total world’s oil
output. Representing approximately 6 percent of the population of the
world, the U.S. uses approximately 30 percent of the oil produced.’
During the 1970’s the United States consumed petroleum at a 50
percent greater per capita rate than the next highest users—Germany,
Switzerland, and Sweden—while the United States’ per capita income
was below that of these European states. The growth in U.S. oil
imports and costs during the decade of the 1970’s is striking. In 1970,
3.5 million barrels per day were imported at an average cost of about
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$2 per barrel. This represented one-quarter of U.S. oil needs. By 1979
the United States was importing 8.5 million barrels per day, at $30
per barrel, to meet one-half of its oil use.®

This increased dependence on imported oil and the rise in the cost
of this oil have fueled inflation and helped to undermine the preemi-
nent position of the United States in the world economy. Neverthe-
less, the major oil companies have, if anything, grown stronger as a
result of these developments. While there are attempts among some
of the oil-producing nations to develop their own refineries and to
participate more actively in decisions concerning distribution by en-
tering into nation-to-nation contracts for the delivery of their oil, the
major oil companies continue to play the central role in exploration,
refining, shipping, and marketing of oil in the Middle East and in
much of the rest of the world. They are still able to influence supply
and demand, and thereby defend price levels and insure profits. With
each rise in the price set by the oil-producing nations, the major oil
companies have been able to increase their own profits. They have
been able to drive many smaller competitors out of business, and to
invest heavily in alternative energy sources, ensuring their own con-
tinued profitability. :

In the months following the embargo and price increase in 1974,
hints or threats that the United States might intervene militarily to
secure access to oil in the Middle East were common. The history of
direct U.S. governmental involvement in aid of the oil companies,
noted previously, meant that the possibility of U.S. intervention could
not be taken lightly.

PROBLEMS IN THE OIL-PRODUCING NATIONS

The whole range of economic, political, and military strains that exist
in other parts of the world is also evident within the oil-producing
nations. While none has a social or economic infrastructure which
permits comprehensive distribution and sharing of the oil income
(though some of the states have adopted the ideology of social distri-
bution), in all of the states there has been some significant improve-
ment in economic status of the entire population.

The Persian Gulf and Arabian peninsula oil-producing states have
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come to rely heavily on expatriate labor drawn from other parts of the
Middle East, North Africa, and Asia. In countries like Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait, the contract labor force (and others with limited resi-
dence permission) ranges from one-third to one-half or more of the
total population. In the explicitly industrial and oil-producing sectors,
as well as in the service sector, noncitizen labor makes up an even
higher proportion of the total. Eighty-five percent of the work force
of the United Arab Emirates are expatriate laborers, and only five
percent of the labor force in Dubai are nationals.” There are two
primary reasons for the large importation of labor. These states have
small indigenous populations from which to draw to support their
growing economic activity, and they retain social and religious tradi-
tions which limit participation in industrial activities. The noncitizen
laborers do not enjoy many of the benefits of increased national wealth
that are available to citizens of the Middle East states.

The rise in oil prices has far outstripped the cost of oil production,
allowing the accumulation of very large sums of money. Extensive
efforts have been undertaken in many of the oil-producing nations to
begin processes of large-scale development, but social and economic
infrastructures have not been developed sufficiently to absorb the
resulting funds. Thus, tremendous sums have been invested overseas,
primarily in Europe and North America. These investments have in
turn been weakened through inflationary pressures in the industrial
world caused by the oil price increases. As Europe and North Amer-
ica have been negatively affected by increased prices and diminishing
supplies of oil, many Third World nations undertaking early steps in
industrialization have been more dramatically hurt. The oil-produc-
ing states have recognized the hardships produced in other Third
World non-oil-producing and poor nations. OPEC nations, the Arab
states as a group, and many of the individual oil producers have
established new funds for development aid, specifically aimed at non-
oil-producing Third World nations. The proportion of gross national
product (GNP) given as aid on an annual basis in recent years by the
major oil-producing states is significantly higher than the proportion
of GNP given as aid by any of the major industrial states.?

The new wealth produced by oil has created a new politics in the
Middle East. Calls for sharing of the newfound wealth among the
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Arab states have been frequent, and to some extent such sharing has
occurred. But the sharing of wealth and the giving of aid has some-
times had a direct political rather than humanitarian purpose. A
major aim of the conservative oil-producing states has been to pre-
serve or to achieve stability in the Middle East and Southwest Asia
and to undermine threats of insurrection or challenges to their politi-
cal leadership. Nevertheless, the very real tensions arising from the
existence of great wealth amid enormous poverty are not easily over-
come and they portend continued instability.

The oil-producing states of the Middle East directly or indirectly
reveal their vulnerability. Some fear internal insurrection; others fear
challenge from neighboring states. The most striking reversal of
power in the Middle East was in Iran (see Chapter 10). Its 1979
revolution leaves few Middle East leaders feeling secure. The Iranian
revolutionary government sharply curtailed oil production both
through dislocations and through the adoption of a policy of resource
conservation aimed at national needs, not international commerce.
The cutback in world supplies was serious, since Iran had been second
to Saudi Arabia as oil exporter from the Middle East. Many of the
Shah’s critics judged the extraordinarily high oil revenues to be a
destabilizing factor in his regime, as were his overrapid modernization
program (at the expense of the agricultural sector) and unwise acquisi-
tion of highly sophisticated armaments.

Further, vulnerability arises from the tensions brought about as
new wealth is turned toward the introduction of new technologies,
new industries, new cities, new patterns of residence; and all the direct
or implied challenges of industrialization and modernization to older
traditions may be seen as both part of the problem and part of the
solution.

THE SOVIET UNION AND MIDDLE EAST OIL

The Soviet Union’s potential need for Middle East oil has been iden-
tified by U.S. analysts as a possible source of conflict between the
Soviet Union on the one hand and the United States, Western Europe,
and Japan on the other. The perception that the United States’ and
its allies’ national interests are linked to Middle East oil makes poten-
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tial Soviet claims to its use seem illegitimate and threatening. At this
time the Soviet Union remains the largest single producer of oil in the
world and an oil-exporting nation. Because Soviet use of oil is increas-
ing, however, some people suggest that a turnaround point is ap-
proaching when the Soviets will need to extend their influence into the
Middle East in order to gain oil. Estimates vary regarding Soviet oil
productivity, the size and strength of its reserves, and the growth of
its consumption. The most pessimistic assessments have been
“leaked” from Central Intelligence Agency reports through partial
publication of these documents and citation of them in speeches by
members of the Carter and Reagan administrations. More optimistic
assessments are produced by scholars such as Marshall Goldman,
author of a thorough study of Soviet oil policy, and others. Recently,
CIA estimates of Soviet oil reserves have been revised upward, sug-
gesting that the low estimates might have been politically motivated
to raise the specter of a Soviet threat and to justify new levels of U.S.
military and political involvement.®

Soviet intent in the Persian Gulf was questioned immediately after
the invasion of Afghanistan. President Jimmy Carter and members of
his administration identified this Soviet move as the first step toward
the Persian Gulf and saw it as part of a challenge to the United States
and European presence in the Gulf. They claimed that the Soviet aim
was either to gain Middle East oil for its own use or to thwart the
West. When we discussed this issue with leaders in the Middle East,
however, one conservative foreign minister from the Persian Gulf
countered, “%y won’t the Soviets, if and when they need oil, buy it
from the Gulf states? They bought natural gas from the Shah of Iran;
they can simply purchase what they need, and they have done so in
the past.”

This view represents an outlook which is worthy of serious consid-
eration. It questions the assumption that the only way to interpret the
role of oil in the Middle East is to reduce it to terms of bipolar
contention between the United States and the Soviet Union or be-
tween East and West. After all, this view holds, the oil is owned by
third parties who reject hegemony over their resources of either the
United States or the Soviet Union. When President Carter in his state
of the union address in January 1980 announced that the United
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States would place the oil states of the Middle East under a U.S,
military umbrella as a means of protecting what he called U.S. “vital
interests,” leaders in the Persian Guif greeted the announcement
warily. Moves to establish a rapid deployment force for military
intervention in the region and attempts to secure U.S. military bases
in the area are likewise greeted skeptically.

The Soviet Union is by no means seen as a friend by the conserva-
tive states of the Persian Gulf and the Arabian peninsula. Nonethe-
less, Saudi, Kuwaiti, and other local leaders judge the Soviet “threat”
to be significantly less important than the primary threat of instability
arising from the continued Israeli-Arab conflict and the failure to
resolve the Palestinian problem. In this context, the United States is
seen by Arab leaders as a partisan of the wrong side.’® Its stress on
a Soviet threat is seen as irrelevant. Further, the oil-producing tech-
nologies are fragile. Oil experts have indicated that while one side in
a conflict could deny the use of oil to the other side by destroying the
production facilities, neither side would be able to defend its own
facilities from destruction. The complex technologies of oil produc-
tion are not, they say, militarily defensible.

But can oil, which has become so critical an element in the produc-
tive systems of all industrial nations, be removed as a locus of conflict,
thereby reducing one critical facet of tensions and fear in the Middle
East?

THE NEED FOR NEW PERSPECTIVES

Even a brief survey of the problem of oil shows the need to develop
new perspectives. We call for a new sanity which reflects human needs
and human responsibility. Too many of the “solutions” being dis-
cussed in Washington and European capitals are almost totally reflec-
tive of narrow self-interest. They largely ignore the interest of the
Middle East states and are silent on the needs and interests of people
of the Middle East. Among the new approaches needed to construct
an appropriate context within which to deal with oil, we propose the
following:

Oil is a resource like many others—metals, minerals, water, etc.
Even as we identify the critical importance of oil for the industrial
nations, we must also note the importance of technology and food to
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less developed and . hungry nations. In other words, resources—such
as water, food, oil—are vital for survival in a// societies, and oil should
be seen in this broader context.

It is imperative that the nations of the world adopt an ethic based
on humane, just, and rational use of resources—an ethic of sharing
in which resources are utilized for the widest human benefit and not
seized for narrower interests by whoever is strong enough. Nor, in the
longer run, is unilateral control by the nation where a resource is
found sufficient guarantee of humane world use. Integration into an
equitable world system of distribution, including the developing na-
tions as well as the oil producers and consumers, is essential.

Control of resources through military strength and coercion must
be abandoned. The militarily powerful have no right, on the basis of
their military strength, to enjoy special access to the world’s re-
sources. Conversely, the producers have the responsibility not to use
resources for narrow national needs alone.

Decisions affecting production and price can be made for other than
market reasons. They can reflect national, political, and social goals
as demonstrated in such countries as Norway, Britain, and Mexico.
These decisions should come to reflect broader international needs,
such as Third World development and international wealth, technol-
ogy, and resource sharing.

Plans for oil production levels which reflect the longer-term eco-
nomic interests of the oil-producing countries and their people for
ordered economic growth and development must replace the plans
proposed largely to meet the needs of the U.S. and others currently
consuming oil at wasteful levels.!!

Support should be given to principles of democratization in the
oil-producing states, encouraging both political participation and
greater economic distributive justice. Interests should be identified
with the people and their well-being, rather than solely with the flow
of oil. But this does not mean the use of external interference to “put”
a democratic government in place. There is an important balance to
be maintained between encouragement and interference. Recent his-
tory has made abundantly clear that stability sought by outsiders
through a policy of supporting regimes against the will of their own
people is neither workable nor effective in the long run.

Energy and oil conservation in the U.S. should be adopted as part
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of a long-term movement for more equitable sharing of the earth’s
resources, not in narrow terms of self-interest, using some of the same
underlying principles that are at the basis of the projected Law of the
Sea agreements.

Efforts for international planning, through conferences and the
establishment of truly international agencies, to develop cooperative
use and sharing of natural resources should be encouraged. The forum
and agencies must explicitly include the producers of the resource as
well as all the users—U.S., Western Europe, developing nations, and
the Soviet Union and its allies.

The U.S., a nation which has threatened military intervention to
secure oil supplies, should renounce any resort to military force and
direct political intervention and join with other consuming nations to
assure nonintervention. This means abandoning the bipolar policy the
U.S. has taken in the region. All nations should recognize the explicit
calls made by the Middle East oil-producing states to respect and
recognize their independence, nonalignment, and need to achieve
local and regional security arrangements.

Many of these suggestions are visionary. They call for far-reaching
changes in the economic and political lives of both oil-producing and
oil-consuming countries. We do not believe that they will be easily
achieved. Realism, however, demands that we see the possibility of
genuine and lasting peace in the long run, built upon immediate steps
to alter the institutional or political circumstances which perpetuate
conflicts and erode peace.

9
The Arms Race

The Middle East today is the largest importer of arms in the world,
buying well over one-third of all the world’s arms exports at an annual
rate approaching $10 billion per year. Arms have been the fastest
growing sector of the economies of most states in the region. While
the total military budget of the region lags behind North America,
Europe, and East Asia, the Middle East is spending more than $30
billion per year on its armed forces, has the highest per capita military
expenditure and the highest rate of arms growth, more than three and
one-half times since the 1967 war. Eight of the ten leading arms
importing countries are located in the Middle East.! Arms are no
longer a symptom alone; they have become the problem.

The Middle East arms race has taken on a life of its own, even while
it is spurred by a variety of causes: local rivalries and the perceived
need to obtain ever more sophisticated weaponry; the long-standing,
unresolved Arab-Israeli conflict and the military support the contest-
ants have won from their superpower sponsors; the desire of the
superpowers to “play out” their conflict in the Middle East by arming
and securing allies through arms transfer agreements; the desire of the
Western industrial nations to recycle through arms sales the petro-
dollars created by their reliance on imported oil, especially with the
steep increases in oil prices; and, ironically enough, the Egyptian-
Israeli peace treaty, which called for massive new arms supplies from
the U.S. to both nations.

The leading arms exporters are the United States, the Soviet Union,
Great Britain, France, and Germany (in that order). In the following
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discussion, it should be kept in mind that the arms-manufacturing
nations bear the primary responsibility for arms buildups throughout
the world. During the last decade, the U.S. alone sold $47.7 billion
worth of arms to the Middle East, according to the conservative
estimates of the Defense Department. This accounted for 57 percent
of all U.S. military sales abroad during these years.? The U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency in its most recent summary report
indicates that for the years 1974-1978 (immediately following the
October 1973 war), during which time $29 billion of arms were sent
to the Middle East, 48 percent were supplied by the U.S. (ten recipi-
ents), 26 percent by the Soviet Union (seven recipients), 7 percent by
Great Britain (twelve recipients), 6 percent by France (thirteen recipi-
ents), and 3 percent by West Germany (eight recipients). The top
three U.S. recipients, in that period (Iran, Israel, and Saudi Arabia),
received $12.8 billion, or 93 percent, of all U.S. arms exported to the
Middle East, and two Soviet arms recipients (Syria and Iraq) account
for $8.6 billion, or 84 percent, of Soviet arms sent to the region.’ The
figures for the years since 1978 will register several changes, most
notably the halt of all U.S. arms shipments to Iran. But the U.S. total
to the region will still remain very high since the loss of sales to Iran
has largely been taken up by the significant commitments made to
Egypt, through agreements surrounding the peace treaty, coupled
with marked increases in arms committed to Saudi Arabia and Israel.
The Soviet Union during this same period has halted all shipments to
Egypt, but increased its sales to Libya and maintained its shipments
to Syria and Irag. '

The economies of a number of the key countries in the region have
been severely strained and subjected to inflationary pressure by their
military budgets and arms imports; Israel in 1980 suffered an astound-
ing 130 percent inflation, with other countries trailing but still sharply
affected. Major problems for the Shah of Iran in his final few years
arose directly from his massive and expensive arms acquisitions pro-
gram. Weapons are purchased largely at the expense of reduced
spending on social and economic development. The effect of huge
military expenditures takes other tolls on social structure and balance.
The creation of military sectors of the society; the growth of elite
officers’ groups, often sent to other countries for training by super-
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power sponsors; and the wide-scale spread of training in the use of
arms have had destabilizing effects on societies in the Middle East as
elsewhere. There is no single pattern, but it would be irresponsible to
ignore the extent to which military regimes have emerged in many
Middle Eastern countries.

The arms race in the Middle East involves a number of critically
important factors. The magnitude and rate of growth already noted
has been until recently the most obvious. In both operational jet
combat aircraft and main battle tanks, the numbers available today
in the Middle East are almost equal with the total NATO forces in
Europe.* In addition to the issue of the volume of weapons trans-
ferred, there is the issue of their sophistication. Middle Eastern coun-
tries have obtained from the U.S., Europe, and the Soviet Union
successive generations of new conventional weapons just as rapidly as
they have been developed. The latest Soviet MiG-23 fighter planes and
the newest U.S. F-15 fighters are already in use, and agreements are
in place for delivery of the new-generation Soviet MiG-25’s and MiG-
27’s and U.S. F-16’s. The 1981 U.S. decision to sell to Saudi Arabia
five AWAC highly sophisticated advance-warning radar and control
planes previously used only by U.S. forces is a further indication of
the trend toward acquisition of the latest, and often most expensive
and complicated, weapons systems by Middle East nations. The situa-
tion is the same in other conventional weapons systems such as tanks,
T-V and laser-guided missiles, electronic countermeasure systems,
helicopters, tankers for aerial refueling of combat aircraft, etc. A
recent SIPRI survey concluded that in conventional weapons, Middle
East arsenals are among the most up-to-date in the world. These arms
have significantly increased destructive power. New wars in the region
(and portents of them can be seen in Lebanon and the conflicts be-
tween Iran and Iraq) will prove significantly more devastating of
civilian populations as well as more destructive of both civilian and
military physical facilities.

The pattern of weapons distribution is also changing. There is an
ever-spreading arena of conflict that is associated with the loosely
defined Middle East. In the 1950’s, the flow of arms to the region was
more or less confined to Israel and the Arab states confronting it;
thirty years later, the Middle East arms race had widened to include
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both the Persian Gulf region and North Africa. In the 1980’s, Middle
East problems have spilled over into the Horn of Africa (Ethiopia and
Somalia) and Southwest Asia (Afghanistan and Pakistan). Conflicts
are piled one on top of another, with the result that local crises and
conflicts often assume international stature out of proportion to the
issues involved. .

One striking feature of arms transfer agreements has been their
fluidity. With the exception of the long-term relationship between
Israel and the U.S., other arrangements have shifted during the past
three decades, usually back and forth between the U.S. and the Soviet
Union, though some arms importers have received weapons simul-
taneously from both superpowers. Until 1975 Egypt received the bulk
of its military equipment from the Soviet Union, but since then the
U.S. has supplied Egypt and currently is supplying upward of $1
billion per year in weaponry and associated military needs. Until 1979
Iran was the largest importer of arms in the Middle East. The major
Mideast arms importer now is Saudi Arabia and in actual arms pur-
chases has been the leading world customer for U.S. arms since 1975.
Somalia, on the Horn of Africa directly across from the Arabian
peninsula, has been a recipient of Soviet arms aid, and had allowed
the Soviets to construct a deep-water harbor and airstrip for the use
of Soviet military forces. Today it receives its arms aid largely from
the U.S. and has negotiated U.S. use of the harbor and airport built
by the Soviets. Ethiopia, its enemy, now receives Soviet arms. Almost
any war now fought in the region, and especially another Arab-Israeli
war, will find U.S.-supplied weapons and technologies on both sides
of the battle. This pattern of shifting and insecure alliances will con-
tinue because it primarily reflects local and regional interests in spite
of superpower attempts to impose bipolar East-West divisions.

Indigenous production of arms in the Middle East is growing, with
Israel as the leader. It produces all but the most sophisticated and
heavy weapons for its own armed forces and now exports an advanced
fighter/bomber and a tactical missile system as well as a wide variety
of small arms. In 1981, arms exports from Israel reached the level of
$1 billion.

Iran, during the period prior to 1979, had included in virtually all
of its weapons-procurement deals agreements to establish facilities for
maintenance and repair of hardware and for training of personnel in
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needed skills. It was also negotiating agreements to produce weapons
under license.

Although far behind Israel, other Middle Eastern and Southwest
Asian countries, notably Egypt and Pakistan, are also acquiring an
important indigenous capability to manufacture major armaments.
For example, part of the far-reaching agreement between the United
States and Egypt in the wake of the Camp David treaty calls for U.S.
assistance to develop Egypt’s arms industry.

The decision on the part of several Middle East countries to cre-
ate military capabilities is further evident in their large-scale pro-
jects to build military infrastructure. Israel had obviously under-
taken such an effort early in its national existence. More recently,
Iran and now Saudi Arabia are spending large sums of money on
air, land, and sea bases, on training centers, communications net-
works, headquarters and command centers. In Saudi Arabia, for ex-
ample, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is under contract for ap-
proximately $24 billion.’

An analysis of arms transfers shows some important trends. From
1950 to 1966, the countries directly involved in the Arab-Israeli con-
flict and the Persian Gulf countries (including Iran) imported arms
at approximately the same rate. In the period 1966 to 1972, the
nations directly involved in the 1967 war accelerated their arms pro-
curements, and the Persian Gulf states lagged behind, reaccelerating
their imports in 1973. The cumulative value of arms imported by the
nations involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict still remains greater, but
it is worth noting that significant arms acquisitions by the Persian
Gulf states predates the 1973 oil embargo and price increases, though
expenditures since 1973 have risen. The Arab-Israeli confrontation,
therefore, while certainly one major cause for the Middle East arms
race, is not the only one. Other factors, other fears, sometimes related
but often separate from the focal conflict between the Arab states and
Israel, have also fueled the process of massive arms acquisitions by
nations in the Middle East.

ARMS EXPORT AND ACQUISITION POLICIES

Why have the United States, the Soviet Union, and Western Europe
supplied arms on such massive scale to Middle Eastern states? What
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rationale has guided the nations of the Middle East in their extraordi-
nary acquisition of arms?

The Soviet Union

Soviet policy through the Stalin period accepted a rigid division of the
world into capitalist and socialist camps, and ideology dictated that
only socialist countries could be given tangible assistance. After Sta-
lin, the Soviet leadership began a reassessment of its foreign policy,
deemphasized ideological purity, and became more pragmatic.

With respect to the Third World, the Soviets perceived the exis-
tence of a group of nations motivated by nationalist forces “uncom-
mitted” to either the capitalist or socialist camps. By cooperating with
these nations, many of which had only recently won their indepen-
dence from colonial rule, the Soviet Union hoped to enlist them into
the pro-Soviet camp.

This change in Soviet policy was possibly motivated by its percep-
tions of the policies being pursued by the United States in Europe and
in the Third World. The post-World War II U.S. doctrine of contain-
ment led to the construction of a series of regional alliances along the
periphery of the Soviet Union explicitly to prevent the expansion of
Soviet influence. Using the tools of economic and military aid, succes-
sive U.S. administrations built NATO in Europe, SEATO in South-
east Asia, and the Baghdad Pact in the Middle East. Thwarting these
encircling alliances became a major Soviet preoccupation.

The Middle East was an obvious focus for the new Soviet policy.
First, the proximity of the region to Soviet borders brought their
response. Domination of the region by an adversary was perceived as
a threat to Soviet security, a perception which, it should be pointed
out, was shared by the Soviet’s Czarist predecessors. The second
factor was the Western world’s growing dependence on oil from the
Middle East. Any weakening of the pro-Western alliance in the region
would weaken the West’s access to a vital resource. Third, the region
presented the Soviet Union with many targets of opportunity because
of the resentment against the traditional Western colonial powers,
France and Great Britain.

These three reasons led to the 1955 Soviet decision to extend mili-
tary aid, for the first time, to a Third World country, Egypt. For its
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part, Egypt turned to the Soviet Union out of anger at Western
support for the new state of Israel and lack of similar support for
Egyptian economic and military development.*® Similar motives.un-
derlay subsequent Syrian and Iraqi ties with the Soviets. All three
states had only recently thrown off traditional monarchies and estab-
lished forms of “Arab socialism.” Eventually the Soviet Union ex-
tended military aid to liberation movements in the region, including
the PLO.” Throughout the history of Soviet arms exports to the
Middle East, the central rationale has been to sell or give arms to any
regime or movement that weakened the perceived anti-Soviet alliance
and undermined Western hegemony in the Middle East. The Soviet
Union, like the U.S., adopted a policy of selling and transferring
military arms as a means of buying and winning political friends.

Also, as is true for the U.S., Soviet arms exports to this region
constitute the bulk of Soviet arms transfers to the Third World. They
account for 50 to 60 percent of total Soviet arms exports in any year.
In another parallel to U.S. arms-transfer policies, Soviet exports have
increased greatly since the 1973 Arab-Israeli war. CIA estimates show
that Soviet arms exports were five times as great in the 1974-1979
period as in the interwar years of 1967-1973.'°

After 1974, the Soviet Union adopted a policy of supplying up-to-
date versions of its fighters, tanks, and missiles and no longer selling
outmoded, reconditioned equipment. At the same time it considerably
tightened the financial terms on which such exports were negotiated.
Sales of the new MiG-25 and MiG-27 jet fighters, IL-76 transports,
SA-9 surface-to-air missile systems, and T-72 tanks were made for
hard Western currencies. This Soviet policy of demanding economic
gain for its arms arises from the same economic pressures that have
clearly spurred the West to try to recoup petro-dollars. In addition,
it provides the Soviets with Western currencies for purchasing tech-
nologies from Europe and the United States.

Four Arab countries account for more than 70 percent of Soviet
arms exports to the region, with Iraq and Syria far in the lead. The
Soviet Union has provided jet aircraft, light and medium tanks, ar-
mored personnel carriers, and naval craft to Iraq, and many of these
items are among the most modern Soviet military equipment ever
supplied to a Third World country.
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Syria, the second largest recipient of Soviet arms, predates Iraq as
a Soviet client and, now that Egypt has dropped its Soviet ties, is the
oldest Middle East recipient of military supplies from the Soviet
Union. Syria signed a “Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation” with
the Kremlin in late 1980 to remove the last obstacle to the receipt by
Syria of the Soviet Union’s latest and best weaponry. Unlike Iraq and
Libya, however, Syria has no oil wealth with which to purchase Soviet
arms.

In addition to the transfer of arms from the Soviet Union, a large
number of Middle East nationals are given military training in the
Soviet Union, and sizeable Soviet military units are in various Middle
East countries to help operate and maintain Soviet equipment. In
addition, the Soviets built and use a large naval facility in the People’s
Democratic Republic of Yemen (South).

Western Europe

The European rationale for arms exports to the Middle East has been
less ideological than that of the United States and the Soviet Union.
Rather than being tied to unchanging strategic policies, European
exports have been motivated principally by economic considerations.
Because arms supplies have not been linked to a grand strategy,
European suppliers have found themselves simultaneously selling to
both sides of a conflict, the most recent example being the war be-
tween Iraq and Iran.

During the decades of the 1950°s and 1960’s, the three main Euro-
pean suppliers (Britain, France, and West Germany) played a small
role. Germany, of course, as a defeated Axis power was not yet a
significant arms exporter. While Britain and France were important
suppliers of armaments to their former colonies (for example, Great
Britain to Jordan and Iraqg), an all-out conventional arms race was
prevented by a 1950 arms-limitation agreement negotiated by the
foreign ministers of Britain, France, and the United States."! This
tripartite commitment, growing out of the truce which followed the
1948 war, stipulated that supplier countries would not stimulate an
arms race between Israel and the Arab countries.

Arms exports from Europe were further limited by contemporary
political disputes. Egypt’s support for the Algerian revolution and
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Nasser’s overthrow of King Farouk, for example, made Britain and
France loath to supply the Nasser regime. Of even greater significance
was the ill-fated seizure of the Suez Canal by the Europeans in 1956,
which chilled bilateral relations between the Europeans and nearly
every Arab country. As a consequence, Israel, which had cooperated
in the canal seizure and-the invasion of Egypt, became the leading
recipient of European weapons—a situation that lasted until the June
1967 war.

Between 1969 and 1971, Britain’s policy shifted and it withdrew all
its troops from east of the Suez. The United States, which ordinarily
would have supplanted the British, was already stretched to the limit
by its commitments in Indochina and to NATO. The consequent
search for a regional power to protect Western interests focused on
Iran. Iran then sought arms from all manufacturers of modern mili-
tary weapons, including Britain, France, and for the first time, Ger-
many. Iran’s increased oil wealth made this possible, and the Shah of
Iran came to value modern weapons as a symbol of power.

The European countries entered this growing Middle Eastern mar-
ket in the 1970’s. As the research, development, and production costs
of their arms industries grew, a major justification for such extravagant
industries was the profit to be realized by selling sophisticated weapons
to the Third World. The oil-rich nations were prime customers.

The oil embargo imposed by the Arab producers in 1973 affected
European arms sales to the Middle East. Oil was costlier, and the
stability of its supply was in question. Arms exports were needed to
help pay the bill for costly imported oil and often were considered
“sweeteners” for oil supply agreements.

Eight years later (1981), the economic motivations still predomi-
nate, but new elements have emerged. Arab oil producers have be-
come wary of depending too much on the United States and have
shown their dissatisfaction at continuing U.S. support for Israel. They
have negotiated agreements that virtually barter sophisticated arma-
ments in return for guaranteed oil supplies, access to Arab markets,
and Arab investment in European industry. European governments
are willing to negotiate on these terms because they, too, are worried
about the continuing stalemate over the Palestinian issue and its
potential effect on the stability of oil supplies.
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The United States

The twofold justification for U.S. arms exports to the Middle East has
been remarkably consistent since 1950. The prime objective has been
to strengthen any government in the region that is friendly to U.S.
political, strategic, and economic interests because the Middle East is
perceived, in the words of the State Department, as “the greatest
strategic prize.” A parallel objective has been to deny influence in the
region to the Soviet Union, the one power deemed capable of sup-
planting the United States’ hegemony. In addition to this strategic
rationale, a tradition of special aid to Israel developed as a permanent
part of U.S. Middle East policy.

Initially, the U.S. government, recognizing the volatility of the
region, opted for arms restraint. The Truman administration per-
suaded Britain and France to go along with the 1950 tripartite decla-
ration to limit an arms race between the Israelis and the Arab states.
But this policy was undercut during the Eisenhower years because the
U.S. refused to treat the Soviet Union as a country whose interests had
to be taken seriously in the Middle East. Egypt’s anger at the West’s
refusal to support its army against Israel, however, led the new Egyp-
tian leader Gamel Nasser to turn to the Soviet Union for military aid,
thus dooming attempts at conventional arms restraint in the region.

Early in the 1950’s the United States began actively pushing the
same formula that had worked in Europe and the Far East, namely,
establishment of a regional alliance among pro-Western countries,
held together by U.S. economic and military aid. The Baghdad Pact
of 1955 stretched across the Middle East as far as Pakistan, but in
contrast to NATO or SEATO, it was essentially a theoretical alliance.
The complex and constantly shifting alignments within the region
obviated its unity and stability.

Early U.S. arms exports to the Middle East were actually modest
and limited. The presence of British troops stationed at critical points
throughout the region made them unnecessary. There were American
bases as well, including Wheelus Air Force Base in Libya, which in
the early post-World War II years was the largest foreign air base
operated by the United States. Until 1965 the United States refrained
from supplying Israel with significant amounts of weaponry, and
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Britain and France served as the Israelis’ chief suppliers. This ar-
rangement was preferred by the United States since it did not want
to disturb relations with the oil-producing Arab states. Lastly, of
course, throughout the 1950’s and 1960’s the United States focused
its military attention on the Korean and Indochinese wars.

But the pace of U.S. exports accelerated dramatically when Britain
announced its intention to withdraw all its troops from bases east of
the Suez Canal by the early 1970’s. Since U.S. forces were already
stretched to the limit by the Indochina war and NATO commitments,
American troops could not supplant the British forces. It was then
that the Nixon administration sought in Iran a reliable, regional
policeman for Western interests in the region. This represented a
departure from the regional grouping heretofore sought by U.S.
policymakers.

In an unprecedented step, Henry Kissinger and the White House
told the State and Defense Departments to accede to any weapons
request the Shah might make, disregarding, if need be, their own
analysts in the process. This decision marked the beginning of one of
the most rapid and massive militarizations of a region the world has
ever seen.

The 1970 also strengthened the role of economic factors in U.S.
arms exports. U.S. arms manufacturers and the Pentagon, like their
European counterparts, were plagued by cost overruns, increasing
research and development costs, and inflated production costs. The
Vietnam war had created a war-based economy that, even as that war
wound down, had little incentive to retool and adjust itself to civilian
production. The result was a built-in lobby for U.S. conventional arms
sales in key congressional districts throughout the country. The ex-
port of arms protected jobs, maintained the Pentagon budget, and
assured corporate profits. And arms sales helped recoup dollars being
spent on petroleum. The 1973 embargo and OPEC price increase, as
we have seen, increased the pressure to sell arms. The Middle East
arms race was fueled by both “push” and “pull” factors.

The fall of the Shah in January-February 1979 brought about an
immediate reassessment in the United States of the wisdom of relying
on a Third World country to protect Western interests. Direct U.S.
military involvement in the region has been renewed. At the same
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time, the amount of U.S. arms being exported to the region has
remained high. Indeed, under the Reagan administration, the U.S,
seems to be accelerating efforts to forge a regional strategic alliance,
however unnatural and unreliable; the U.S. is attempting to put down
threatening revolts and secure the region against Soviet influence.
Current U.S. concern stretches from Morocco to Pakistan and in-
cludes Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia.

In addition, the U.S. has moved to secure major bases in Egypt,
Kenya, Somalia, Oman, and the Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia.
As part of its new military involvement in the region, the U.S. is
developing a rapid deployment force which would be dispatched to
deal with perceived threats (internal or external) to the stability of
countries in the region. This 200,000-troop force represents a signifi-
cant escalation of U.S. military commitment in the region.

The most significant transfers of U.S. arms and military assistance
to the Middle East have occurred since the 1973 Arab-Israeli war.
Among the three countries receiving the most—Israel, Saudi Arabia,
and Egypt—there are some differences. Saudi Arabia’s total is ex-
traordinarily large because of the $24 billion construction program
conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The U.S,, in serving
as the contract coordinator, is building the entire Saudi military infra-
structure, including army, air force, and naval bases, providing train-
ing for personnel, as well as shipping large amounts of late-model,
highly sophisticated weaponry. Israel, which ranks as the third largest
arms recipient, contrasts with the Saudis in the nature of the materials
bought. Virtually every Israeli purchase is hardware, the most up-to-
date electronic gear, F-15 fighters, tanks, missiles, etc. This means
that in a genuine sense the immediate military value of Israel’s $8.9
billion in purchases is greater than the comparable $39.5 billion spent
by Saudi Arabia. Further, Israel’s purchases are largely financed by
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) credits, unlike the Saudis’ which are
direct sales. For example, Israel received more than $11 billion in
credits to finance its FMS agreements as well as its commercial sales.
A further important indication of Israel’s special relationship with the
U.S. is that it alone among all the recipients of FMS credits has been
forgiven payment on about 50 percent of these credits each year. This
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means that, in effect, there has been a grant by the U.S. of $5.5 billion
in arms exports to Israel."?

Egypt, the fourth largest customer of U.S. arms exports, is also a
Jarge recipient of FMS credits. As the Shah was being overthrown in
Iran (1979), Egypt was signing the Camp David accords, making it
eligible to receive more than $4.6 billion in arms in just over four
years. Some observers estimate that Egypt will ask for a total of $10
billion in arms over the next five years, as it strives to replace Iran as
the guarantor of U.S. and Western interests in the region.

The U.S. pattern of ever-enlarging military involvement in the
Middle East involves elements of internal conflict and contradiction.
First, as noted above, the U.S. is now a significant supplier to Arab
states and to Israel. Jordan, next to Egypt as a recipient of U.S. arms
exports (albeit considerably fewer), has a long common border \yith
Israel and has fought alongside the other Arab states in wars against
Israel. Ironically, Jordan has aided the transport of Soviet-supplied
weapons across its territory from the port of Aqaba to Iraq during the
latter’s war with Iran. Saudi Arabia considers itself closely tied to the
other Arab states in their ongoing confrontation with Israel and has
been a major financial supporter of the Arab efforts. Egypt, until it
concluded its peace treaty with Israel in 1980, was the major belliger-
ent power on the Arab side and had supplied the most forces in each
Arab-Israeli war. It is surely one of the weaknesses of the peace treaty
that it has triggered a massive rearmament of Egypt comparable in
scale and rate to the arming of Iran begun in 1969.

Israel’s arms-acquisitions policy has followed from its judgment
that it must maintain an undisputed military superiority in the whole
region. Each U.S. sale of arms to Arab states (or the acquisition of
arms from the Soviet Union) has been coupled with new supplies for
Israel. This direct linkage was evident during the U.S. sales negotia-
tions with Saudi Arabia for F-15 fighters (and improvements for
them) and AWAC aerial reconnaissance aircraft. Even arms sales to
Egypt following the peace treaty were interpreted by Israel as threat-
ening, requiring additional assurances and supplies for Israel. Thus
U.S. policy has not been able to achieve even its stated goals. As noted
above, the U.S. attempts to gain security and stability have fueled

o
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insecurity and instability. Each addition of arms to Israel’s arsenal has
given Israel a greater sense of independence from the U.S. and has
tempted Israel to fend for itself in its relations with its Arab neighbors.
This sense of military superiority and the need to maintain it may help
explain Israel’s raid on the Iraqi nuclear reactor in the summer of
1981, .

It is hard to see the interests of any party or nation being truly
served by the current arms race in the Middle East. Insecurity re-
mains high; for the wealthy states in the region, military expenditures
represent a diversion of resources from social and economic develop-
ment; in the poorer states, arms purchases prompt cruelly high infla-
tion rates and distorted economies; the superpowers pursue increased
military involvement and commitment in a volatile area and gain
continued uncertainty of how long allies will remain allied; for the
people of the region, the arms race means that each new conflict—or
continuing conflict—exacts a heavier toll in devastation and destruc-
tion. .

The arms race in the Middle East is out of control. The notion of
avoiding conflict by maintaining a dynamic military balance between
conflicting parties has failed. This failure is demonstrated by repeated
Arab-Israeli wars, the Lebanese civil war and Syrian intervention, and
the Iran-Iraq war. The arms race itself has become an increasing
source of tension and even of provocation. Even peace agreements
have led to new levels of armament. The one slim chance for slowing
and limiting the spiral of arms acquisition lies with the arms-supply-
ing countries—U.S., U.S.S.R., France, Britain, and West Germany.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

In June 1981, Israel used a preemptive air attack to destroy an experi-
mental nuclear reactor in Baghdad, Iraq. This brought the issue of
nuclear weapons in the Middle East sharply to the public attention.
Although there are many unanswered questions about nuclear
capabilities in the region, some things are known. Several Middle East
nations have active nuclear reactor programs. Not all those countries
with advanced nuclear development have committed themselves rot
to undertake nuclear-weapons building by signing the nonprolifera-
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tion treaty and permitting regular inspection by the International
Atomic Energy Agency." Europe and the U.S., as suppliers of reactor
components, fuels, and technical advice, have not always insisted on
full commitments by the recipients to nonproliferation and effective
inspections.*

Israel is the Middle Eastern country with the most advanced nu-
clear program and is widely thought to have either a small stockpile
of nuclear weapons or the capacity to construct bombs on very shqrt
notice. While the Israeli government has maintained silence on its
weapons capacity and has said it would not be the first nation. to
introduce nuclear weapons in the Middle East, it has refused to sign
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and has not allowed international
inspection at its nuclear facilities. The Central Intelligence Agex'lcy
issued a five-page memorandum as early as September 1974, asserting
its belief that Israel already had produced nuclear weapons. It based
its assessment on its belief that Israel had been involved in clandestiye
acquisition of large amounts of uranium. There has been recent dis-
cussion in Israel concerning the potential necessity of adoptlng.a
nuclear-weapons strategy to deal with the shifting military balance in
the Middle East. One such study, whose director is Israel’s former
chief of army intelligence General Ahron Yariv, is currently under
way at the Center for Strategic Studies at Tel Aviv Univer§ity.

The most startling confirmation of Israel’s nuclear capacity came
from General Moshe Dayan, who served as both minister of defense
and foreign minister in recent Israeli governments. Just after Israel’s
raid on the Baghdad reactor, Dayan announced that although Israel
did not have an atomic bomb now, it had the capacity to construct
one rapidly should the Arabs move in that direction.’ Of the na-
tions in the Middle East, Israel certainly possesses the most ad-
vanced technological capacity and the most significant pool of
trained scientists. In addition, its overall nuclear facilities are the
most developed. 5

The only other country in the region with a serious nuclear reactor
program is Iraq.! Its program is far behind Israel’s, and its pool of
technical skills is lower. The destruction of its Osirak reactor repre-
sents a significant setback. Was Iraq building nuclear weapons or
developing the capacity to build nuclear weapons? Iraq, unlike Israel,
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was an early signer of the nonproliferation treaty and had regularly
permitted its facilities to be inspected by the IAEA. As recently as
January 1981, the inspectors were satisfied that Iraq was not diverting
materials for bombs use and that Iraq was abiding by the terms of the
treaty. But it is also possible that the technologies of the reactor
program undertaken by Iraq could have been altered for use in weap-
ons construction. The type of reactor under construction and the
nature of fuels Iraq had received had raised doubts in the minds of
some international nuclear experts.

Egypt and Libya, the two other Middle East states with a nuclear
program, are at such early stages of their development that there
seems to be no real threat in the near future of nuclear weapons
development. Both countries are also signatories to the nonprolifera-
tion treaty. Egypt ratified the treaty in 1980 and at the same time
called for creating a nuclear-free zone in the Middle East.

Pakistan, a country with a rapidly moving nuclear program, is a
potential source of an “Islamic bomb.” Some fear that Pakistan, in
return for financial support from oil-rich Arab states for its nuclear
program, will share nuclear weapons with them. Pakistan is not a
signatory to the nonproliferation treaty and is widely believed to be
eager to match the nuclear weapons capacity of its long-time rival
India. Pakistan in the past has received its nuclear technologies and
fuels from Europe and the United States. Recently it has negotiated
with the Reagan administration for the U.S. to resume fuel shipments
that had been stopped because of U.S. fears regarding Pakistan’s
weapons construction.

The Middle East may be poised on the edge of a full-scale nuclear
arms race—perhaps exacerbated by the Israeli raid on the Iraqi reac-
tor. The Middle East poses a critical test of the nonproliferation
treaty, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and civilian nuclear
development, and of the depth of commitment of the nuclear technol-
ogy and fuel-supplying nations to the principle and practice of non-
proliferation. The addition of nuclear weapons to the massive conven-
tional arsenals in the volatile and war-prone Middle East is deeply
frightening.

Efforts must be made to curtail the proliferation of conventional
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and nuclear weapons in the Middle East. As we have delTlon'strated,
such an arms race will contribute to the further destabilization and
insecurity of the region and to the potential for superpower confronta-
tion. Therefore, we offer the following recommendations.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS

The key to breaking the cycle of the Middle East arms race lies with
the supplier nations, the United States, the U.S.S.R,, France., the
United Kingdom, and West Germany. We call upon the conscience
of these nations and urge them to take strong and immediate actions
to stop and, ultimately, reverse the massive buildup of arms in the
Middle East.

A comprehensive peace will provide the long-term basis for arms
reductions in the Middle East, but since high levels of sophisticated
arms have become part of the problem, reductions in arms cannot
await the peace agreements. In the interim it is essential that an
arms-transfer limitation agreement be achieved. In the current con-
text of conflict in the region, it is unrealistic to expect the Middle East
states by themselves to negotiate an arms agreement. A major morato-
rium by the arms suppliers on the shipment of new weapons to the
Middle East is an achievable life-saving step which the suppliers can
undertake. We call upon the leaders of our nation to take the initiative
in entering an arms transfer moratorium and calling for full involye—
ment of the other major suppliers. Such a moratorium could provide
the framework for the longer-term, fuller agreements on Middle East
arms limitations and significant arms reductions. ‘

As a means of starting the arms control process a standing com@t-
tee on arms control might be established among the arms-supplying
nations and involving the purchasing nations. Their first task might
be to set restrictions both on arms sales to the confrontation states and
the nonconfrontation states and on transfers among them. As an
intermediate step a Middle East arms limitation treaty might first
reduce the armed forces of all nations in the Middle East to purely
defensive low-fire-power weapons and ban all high-fire-power arms,
particularly those that are destructive of civilian populations. This
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might mean that interim security needs will be met in part, at least,
by United Nations or other international forces.

Tacit agreements among the suppliers to restrict the types of arms
transferred could be entered into and enforced by the suppliers. In the
past, both the U.S. and the Soviet Union have been reluctant to supply
the most advanced weapons systems. The U.S., for example, refused
Israel’s requests for Pershing I ballistic missiles armed with conven-
tional warheads. The Soviet Union has refrained until recently from
supplying its most advanced fighters and surface-to-air missiles. Both
countries have recently reversed this policy of restraint and have been
responsible for agreements transferring the most sophisticated new
weapons systems. If arms limitations and reductions are to be pur-
sued, this policy must be reversed. Some strong and visible efforts
must be undertaken.

The recipient nations have in the past accepted restrictions on the
use of sophisticated weaponry. During the 1973 war both Egypt and
Israel were deterred from using surface-to-surface missiles against
each other’s cities and entered into a tacit agreement negotiated by the
International Committee of the Red Cross toward this end. The U.S.
has included use restrictions on weapons it has sold to Israel and
Saudi Arabia. Each of these represents a limited form of arms control,
albeit often in the context of weapons expansion, and albeit sometimes
stretched or violated. Multinational agreements, particularly initiated
by the suppliers, are not only possible but could serve as an important
constraining element. Beginning at once, new restrictions should be
enacted to limit arms use.

CREATING A NUCLEAR-WEAPONS-FREE MIDDLE EAST

Although nuclear reactor technologies are widespread in the region
and one state (Israel) has the admitted capability for rapidly assem-
bling a small number of nuclear weapons, it is not too late to create
a nuclear-weapons-free zone in the Middle East. None of the Middle
East nations has adopted a nuclear weapons strategy and leaders in
several key countries, including Egypt, Kuwait, and Israel, have in the
past indicated serious interest in a nonnuclear Middle East.
Extraordinary steps must be taken to make the Middle East a
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nuclear-weapons-free zone. Included in our concern regarding the
proliferation of nuclear weapons is our concern about the role of
civilian nuclear power. We question the short-term gains—economic
or political—to be had through the export and development of nuclear
reactor technologies. We believe that those are thoroughly out-
weighed by the possibility that these technologies will be used to
proliferate nuclear weapons in the region.

There are immediate steps that can be taken to create a nuclear-
weapons-free Middle East:

1. All nations in the region not already signatories to the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty should sign and ratify the treaty. Egypt, Iraq,
and Libya are signatories. Israel and Pakistan are not.

Middle East nations, as required by the treaty, should open their
nuclear facilities to regular inspection by the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA).

The IAEA safeguards should be improved to enhance confidence
in them. This is especially important for dealing with sensitive materi-
als, such as highly enriched uranium and plutonium and the facilities
for handling them. It may be necessary, for example, to increase the
number of inspections and the ability of IAEA inspectors to make
“surprise” visits.

The supplier nations should also make stronger commitments to
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and to IAEA requirements,
through their bilateral agreements and by broadening the powers of
the IAEA or other international agencies to enforce this.

2. Israel, as the only Middle East nation with a nuclear weapons
capability, should, as an important confidence-building action, ra-
pidly accept, sign, and ratify the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and
work within the community of nonnuclear-weapons states to increase
the credibility of the IAEA and improve its system for safeguards.

Israel should open its own nuclear facilities to inspections by the
TAEA. As part of this step, Israel should demonstrate its commitment
to a nonnuclear Middle East by dismantling the components, or
weapons prototypes, that currently exist.

The Arab states, as a confidence-building and reciprocal step,
should sign the nuclear nonproliferation treaty if they are not already
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signatories. Or they should reinforce their commitment to the treaty
and make explicit their direct desire for a nuclear-weapons-free Mid-
dle East.

3. The U.S. and other nations supplying nuclear fuel and technol-
ogy should immediately announce their refusal to export nuclear fuels
or technologies to nonsignatories of the. nuclear nonproliferation
treaty. Further, they should tighten their own bilateral safeguards as
part of nuclear export agreements.

The U.S. can immediately take a lead in these two areas by rigor-
ously following them in relations with Pakistan and Israel.

4. To indicate a seriousness of commitment to halt nuclear weapons
proliferation, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. should take immediate steps to
achieve control and reduction of their own nuclear weapons. At the
very least this requires a freeze on nuclear weapons deployment,
testing, and production. It also calls for the acceptance of SALT II
and rapid movement to negotiate SALT III including significant nu-
clear arms reduction.

5. The U.S., U.S.S.R,, and other states possessing nuclear weapons
should announce their agreement to make the Middle East a nuclear-
weapons-free zone and join the nations in the region to achieve this
end. There already exists a model for this in the Tlatelolco Treaty
covering Latin America. They should pledge to keep their own nu-
clear weapons out of the region.

10

Iran

Events in Iran during the past three years cast their shadow over the
whole Middle East. On February 11, 1979, Shahpour Bakhtiar, the
last prime minister appointed by the Shah, fled Iran. The collapse of
his government came only twenty-six days after the Shah, Mo-
hammed Reza Pahlavi, had himself left Tehran for an “extended
vacation.” The fall of the Shah was precipitated mostly by peaceful
methods, such as general strikes and massive street demonstrations,
that rendered the Shah’s sophisticated 400,000-person army—the
fifth largest military force in the world—ineffective.

This chapter will survey the background and some of the major
developments leading to the Iranian revolution. It will conclude with
an overview of the role of the Shah and Iran in U.S. foreign policy
and a discussion of the implications of Iranian events for the Middle
East.

Iran’s first serious attempt at government reform occurred at the
turn of the century. The Constitutional Movement (1905~1911) re-
flected a growing discontent with corruption in government and with
foreign (primarily British and Russian) economic control. The reform
movement, like the government itself, was weak and ineffective. This
period of constitutional experimentation ended when Reza Khan (fa-
ther of the last Shah), then the leader of the Cossack brigade, seized
power in a British-assisted coup d’état in 1921.

Initially, Reza Khan, the founder of the Pahlavi dynasty, sought
the support of the clergy. However, his accommodation policies soon
became secondary to his far-reaching program of Westernization,
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modernization, and centralization of governmental power. His poli-
cies produced a major upheaval in the traditional social order. As his
reign progressed, Reza Shah became increasingly despotic and he
supressed political parties, trade unions, and the press.

In 1941, Britain and the U.S.S.R. demanded that Reza Shah expel
the large number of Germans from Iran. Upon his refusal, Soviet and
British troops entered Iran and forced Reza Shah to abdicate. His son,
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, became the new Shah. Britain, the Soviet
Union, and later the United States stationed troops in Iran for the
duration of World War II.

In 1945, the communist Tudeh Party, working closely with the
Soviet Union, overthrew the central government in the Azerbiyjan
and Kurdistan regions of Iran. The young Shah’s gendarmerie, as-
sisted by U.S. military advisors, effectively crushed this leftist uprising
in 1946. This was the beginning of a long and intimate relationship
between the Shah and U.S. military advisors and assistance.

On February 4, 1949, a lone gunman tried to assassinate the Shah.
Although no evidence ever linked him to a political party, the Shah
responded by outlawing the Tudeh Party and proclaiming martial
law. The monarch also banned newspapers deemed too critical of his
policies or his family and ordered the arrest of many opposition
politicians, including Mohammed Mossadegh.

Responding to this show of force, a group of prominent liberal
politicians, headed by Mossadegh, a circle of religious leaders (most
notably representing the middle-class bazaar merchants), and various
secular and nationalistic parties all allied to form the National Front.
Their demands included free elections, a free press, an end to martial
law, and nationalization of the British-owned oil industry. Within
months, support for the National Front was evident in many well-
attended mass demonstrations.

Shaken by these mass rallies and a general strike in the oil industry
organized by the outlawed Tudeh Party, the Shah appointed Mos-
sadegh prime minister in May 1951. Mossadegh immediately enacted
an oil nationalization law and appropriated the Anglo-Iranian oil
company installations.

In July 1952 Mossadegh called for civilian control of the military.
The Shah refused, later changed his mind in the face of public demon-
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strations, and eventually left Iran. Mossadegh continued his policies
of reform. But the National Front began to disintegrate. The national-
jzation of the oil industry and the victories over the Shah had removed
the focal points around which the National Front had been united.!

Iranian army officers, heartened by the National Front’s fragmenta-
tion and directly assisted financially and logistically by the CIA took
the offensive. Military troops occupied government offices and ar-
rested Mossadegh while crowds of CIA-paid demonstrators marched
through Tehran to create the image of popular support for the Shah
and against Mossadegh. The Shah returned to Iran, accompanigd
personally by Allen Dulles, the Director of the CIA, and Kermit
Roosevelt, the agent who masterminded the successful coup d’état to
return him.’

The Shah moved quickly to consolidate his power. He outlawed the
National Front, arrested most of its leaders, and dismantled the
Tudeh Party.

The 1954 CIA-assisted coup was something of a watershed. It
effectively ended Iran’s second attempt at constitutional politics. It
also marked the beginning of close cooperation between the Shah and
the U.S. in intelligence, economic, and military matters. Bolstered by
rapidly increasing oil revenues, the monarch began to build a massive
military establishment. The army grew slowly from 1953 to 1968 and
more rapidly thereafter, eventually going from 120,000 troops in 1953
to more than 400,000 in 1976.

In 1957, with the aid of the CIA and the Israeli MOSSAD, the
National Security Organization (SAVAK) of Iran was formed. Much
has been written about its brutal tactics, especially during the 1970’s.
Torture victims, former agents, and periodic reports by Amnesty
International and the International Red Cross paint a grim picture of
SAVAK’s efforts to assure Iran’s “security” against its domestic op-
ponents. The Shah’s policies of political repression were central in
pushing the Iranian people toward revolution. In the popular percep-
tion, the CIA was working hand-in-glove with the SAVAK.* Despite
SAVAK’s tactics, in the period between 1957 and 1963 opposition to
the Shah continued to mount. Bricklayers, teachers, cabdrivers, and
oil-field workers went out on strike. Responding to the pressure, and
with the encouragement of the U.S., which feared the instability, the



140 / A COMPASSIONATE PEACE

Shah launched the so-called “White Revolution” or “revolution from
above” in the early 1960’s with the stated purpose of improving the
lot of the Iranian citizenry. Some critics assailed the program for
having as its real goals the increasing power of the Shah and the
enhancement of his role as gendarme of the Middle East.

The Shah’s White Revolution did generate certain improvements in
health services, education, literacy, and the standard of living. Also,
the program broke up large landholdings and redistributed some of
the arable land. But for the majority of Iranians the Shah’s policies
failed to produce their stated aims. While many families in Tehran
gained access to modern apartments and were able to buy consumer
goods, shanty towns proliferated, and urban crowding and inflation
worsened. By the late 1970’s, over 40 percent of the four million
residents of Tehran lived in inadequate housing, there was still no
sewer system, and public transportation was minimal. The Shah’s
policies produced uneven results in the countryside. Certain poor
families received land in the redistribution, but it was almost impossi-
ble for them to make a living without adequate credit, which was not
available. Many of them sold their farms and moved to Tehran. In
certain sectors of Iran large farms were established for mechanized
cash cropping; however, many of them ran into financial and organi-
zational difficulties. With tempting urban salaries drawing people off
the countryside, and a lack of appropriate government interest, Iran’s
agricultural production began to decline. When Mohammed Reza
Pahlavi assumed the throne in 1941, Iran was self-sufficient in agricul-
ture. By 1976, the country imported 76 percent of the food products
it consumed.

One insight into the Shah’s approach to agriculture is reflected in
his autobiography, Mission for My Country, where he boasts about the
tobacco monopoly:

The government operates a very lucrative tobacco industry, practically
doubled in capacity through a big plant expansion completed in 1960.
Every working day we now turn out about 50 million cigarettes—enough
to keep even quite a few chain-smokers busy—plus about 10 tons of pipe
tobacco. In any Persian village you can see farmers smoking inexpensive
cigarettes from our government factories. Lately we have followed the
Western trend by starting the manufacture of filter-tip cigarettes, and now
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we are opening up a new market by embellishing the bo;ses with lavish
Arabian scenes and sending them to the Persian Gulf sheikdoms.*

While one section of the Shah’s government was engaged in expand-
ing cigarette sales, 87 percent of Iran’s roughly 50,000 villqges- still
had no schools, only 1 percent had medical facilities, and a national
literacy rate of 15 percent was seldom approached outside the large
towns.

The failures in the implementation of the White Revolution served
to refresh and broaden the ranks of the opposition. There were mass
demonstrations by teachers, clergy, students, and bazaar merchants.
In early June 1963, Ayatollah Khomeini raised the banner of revolt
by openly denouncing the Shah and his policies. Bazaars througho.ut
the country closed in support of this leading cleric. Then, in a swift
move, the armed forces struck at peaceful demonstrations in Qom,
Tehran, Tabriz, and Isfahan. Thousands were killed, and Khomeini
was arrested and exiled to Iraq.

. In putting down the successive rebellions in 1946, 1953, anq 1963,
the Shah alienated an ever larger number of groups within Iran.

* During the period from 1963 to 1979, public resentment smoldered

under the surface. Many individuals, like Mehdi Bazargan® and Ali
Shariati¢, and influential groups, like the Marxist Fedayeen and the
Tslamic leftist Mujahidin al-Khalq, emerged as leaders of the opposi-
tion. The Fedayeen and Mujahidin al-Khalq are today major factors
in the struggle against the Khomeini-led government in Iran.

While inflation crippled most of Iran, the Shah pursued a policy of
enlarging and modernizing the army and thereby aggravating infla-
tion even further by diverting large sums for military expenditures.
This was spurred by the Nixon doctrine. Between 1973 and 1978 he
spent some $18 billion on armaments in the U.S., making him at that
time the single largest customer for U.S. arms sales abroad.

By 1978 some 500 U.S. firms were operating in Iran. In addition
to a large contingent of military advisors, between 40,000 and 50,000
American expatriates were living and working in Iran, many of them
enjoying privileges usually reserved for diplomats. For the most part,
these people were paid salaries of $40,000 to $80,000 a year because
Iran was considered a “hardship post” and the local cost of living was
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high. At the same time, the average Iranian’s annual income was
between $2,500 and $3,000.

Mohammed Reza Pahlavi had no substantial fortune when he be-
came the Shah, although he had inherited certain lands from his
father, some of which he donated to the state. He later reconfiscated
this land and sold it for a very high price, establishing the beginning
of his vast family fortune. Within two decades the Shah and his family
joined the ranks of the wealthiest people in the world; his twin sister,
Ashraf, had twelve palaces in various parts of the world, while his
brother-in-law was found guilty of accepting multimillion-dollar
payoffs for help with contracts from the Textron Corporation. Devout
Muslims as well as many of Iran’s poor were angered by the lavish
parties of the Pahlavi family, by their “‘jet-set” image, and by the drug
trafficking of the Shah’s sister, Shams, who, in 1976, was apprehended
in Switzerland with $20 million worth of heroin in her car.’

The Shah attacked many aspects of Iranian culture, restricted free-
dom of speech, and censored the press. The Iranian calendar, histori-
cally based on Islamic events, was changed to the monarchical calen-
dar. Religious activities were limited and in some instances
prohibited. University students were monitored by SAVAK agents in
the classroom in Iran and also on campuses in the U.S. During the
1970’s, the activities carried out by the SAVAK intensified. Accurate
figures are hard to obtain. However, Amnesty International charged
the Shah with one of the worst records of human rights violations in
the world. While the 1976 Amnesty International annual report said
the number of political prisoners in Iran was uncertain and estimated
several thousand, other estimates ranged as high as 50,000. In the
same year, the International Commission of Jurists reported, “there
can be no doubt that torture has been systematically practiced over
a number of years against recalcitrant suspects under interrogation by
the SAVAK.”®

The precise number of people who died under torture or who
disappeared is not known. Estimates range as high as 100,000 plus.
During the last two years of the revolution, 60,000 to 80,000 died.

An acute economic crisis between 1975 and 1977 touched off large-
scale strikes and demonstrations which characterized the final two
years of the Shah’s rule. By this time, most segments of society—from
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the intelligentsia and the educated middle class to the powerful reli-
gious establishment and the bazaar merchants fearing the damaging
expansion of multinational corporations—were determined to limit
and finally to end the monarchy.

In view of the widespread resentments simmering beneath the sur-
face in Iran, the words of President Carter’s 1978 New Year’s toast
as he and Mrs. Carter celebrated the holiday with the Shah and his
wife, are poignant in their irony: '

Iran under the great leadership of the Shah is an island of stability in one
of the most troubled areas in the world. This is a great tribute to you, Your
Majesty, and to your leadership and to the respect, admiration and love
which your people give to you.

These words suggest how out of touch with Iranian reality U.S.
leadership had become; within one year the Shah was deposed from
his throne.

THE ROLE OF ISLAM IN THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION

Although much of the anger of the Iranian people against the Shah
stemmed from specific complaints against him or his family’s cruelty,
profiteering, and corruption, the forms in which the Iranian people’s
anger was expressed reflected certain Islamic components—compo-
nents which have often remained incomprehensible to Western ob-
servers. From the days when the Prophet Muhammad was both secu-
lar and spiritual ruler of Medina and Mecca, orthodox Muslims have
expected their secular leaders to maintain high standards of ethical
and spiritual behavior, to live austerely and incorruptibly, and to
observe behavior appropriate for a Muslim, one who “submits” to the
will of God (referred to as Allah). Furthermore, from the days of the
Qur’an (Koran)’ Muslims have been enjoined to view the lands of the
world as divided into two categories: (1) The lands of Islam (dar
al-Islam), where the name of Allah is invoked in public, the call to
worship is heard five times a day, Friday is the weekly holy day,
Ramadan (the annual month of fasting) is observed, and imams,
mullahs, and other religious leaders are respected. (2) The lands of
struggle (dar al-harb) in which unbelievers predominate, where Mus-

vl
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lim observances must be followed privately or, perhaps, even clandes-
tinely, and where Muslims must struggle to establish a dar al-Islam.

By the 1970’s the Shah and his family were seen by more and more
Iranians to have abandoned the austere and incorruptible model of a
Muslim leader in a dar al-Islam and to have adopted the decadence
and luxury of the dar al-harb, non-Islamic West. As public demon-
strations against the Shah escalated, Islamic elements emerged. The
struggle was called a jihad (sometimes translated as “holy war”)—a
term used throughout the Muslim world to connote a holy struggle
to achieve an ideal. Citizens who were imprisoned, tortured, or killed
were identified as martyrs. The tradition of martyrdom is strong
among all Muslims. In the Qur'an, martyrs are promised a direct path
to paradise, or heaven. The tradition of martyrdom has played a
particularly important role among the Shi’ites, the branch of Islam
which comprises the bulk of Iran’s population. Every year on the
tenth day of the month of Muharram, Shi’ites commemorate the
death of Hussein, the Prophet Muhammad’s martyred grandson, and
accompanied by such memorabilia as bloodstained banners and an
arrow-pierced waterbag, processions of Shi’ites cut themselves with
knives and other instruments to the accompaniment of chants and
prayer. The bloodstained clothes of mourners symbolize the blood-
soaked clothes of the martyred Hussein.”* During the months of anti-
Shah demonstrations, when police and helicopters fired into crowds,
the victims’ bloodstained clothes were held aloft by the crowd in a
manner reminiscent of the tenth of Muharram Shi’ite processions, and
during this period, visitors to Iran were regularly shown the graves
of the martyrs of the holy struggle against the Shah."

When the Shah finally yielded to public pressure and departed from
Iran, he left behind as his appointed prime minister Shahpour Bakh-
tiar. Few people were surprised that the Iranian public rejected Bakh-
tiar. What puzzled the world was the person the public chose to
replace him—the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, an elderly Muslim
theologian who had once dominated the religious life in Qom (Iran’s
most holy city), whom the Shah had exiled from Iran in 1963, and
who from his exiled base in Paris had issued continuing public denun-
ciations of the Shah and appeals for the establishment of an Islamic
state. Large pictures of the Ayatollah Khomeini had been carried as
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anti-Shah symbols in countless street demonstrations, and his name
had become a household word throughout Iran.

The concept of an Islamic state dates back to the time of the
prophet Muhammad. Under his leadership and that of the first four
Caliphs, the precedent for Islamic government was set in Mecca and
Medina. Since then, there have been numerous attempts to use that
government as a model. Following World War II, several predomi-
nantly Muslim countries, upon achieving independence from colonial
powers, declared themselves to be Islamic states, Pakistan being the
best known.

What is an Islamic state? The answer varies as widely as the answer
to the question: “What is a Christian state?”” and “What is a Jewish
state?” In Pakistan, which declared itself an Islamic state in 1947, the
question remains unanswered, as constitution replaces constitution,
martial edict replaces martial edict, and as orthodox mullahs vie with
socialist intellectuals and internationally trained lawyers to provide a
“correct” explanation of what an Islamic state should be. For some,
an Islamic state requires the implementation of the strict eye-for-an-
eye penal code contained in the Qur'an. For others, an Islamic state
requires the establishment of an elected legislative assembly commit-
ted to public service and the general welfare. For still others, an
Islamic state requires the socialization of the means of production and
the distribution of goods and services to all people on the basis of their
needs.

In post-1980 Iran, the definition of an Islamic state was provided
by the Ayatollah Khomeini. Within the Shi’ite tradition, a complex
hierarchical system among the clergy has developed over the centu-
ries, with the highest rank that of Ayatollah. A cleric emerges as an
Ayatollah when it is the consensus of his fellow Muslims that he
possesses vast knowledge of the Qur’'an and Islamic jurisprudence. To
these qualifications the Ayatollah Khomeini added his long years of
exile by the Shah, and his participation both in Iran and from France
in the final popular struggle to rid his country of the Shah. The
Ayatollah Khomeini, upon his return from exile, became the de facto
political center of the country, and all decisions affecting elections,
presidents, budgets, petroleum production, inflation, and foreign pol-
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icy had little force unless and until they had been approved by the
Ayatollah himself.

U.S. RESPONSE TO THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION

The U.S. government has been consistently critical of the Iranian
revolution. Former secretary of state Henry Kissinger called the
“loss” of Iran “the greatest single blow to U.S. foreign policy interests
since World War Two,” and the then national security advisor, Zbig-
new Brzezinski, discussed with his military advisors the possibility of
dislodging the Khomeini-led government by military force.

The focal point for crisis came in October 1979, eight months after
the former Shah fled Iran, when President Carter allowed the exiled
monarch to enter the U.S.—ostensibly for medical care at a New York
City hospital. This act, combined with the fact that the U.S. govern-
ment had not formally recognized the new government in Tehran,
shocked people throughout Iran, and for two weeks there were peace-
ful demonstrations and protests in Iran calling for the removal of
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi from the U.S. Iranians knew well the his-
tory of CIA involvement in the 1953 coup d’état, and there was
widespread fear that another coup was being planned.

On November 4, 1979, a well-organized group of some 400 Iranian
students stormed the U.S. embassy compound and seized American
hostages, beginning the drama which dominated the attention of the
U.S. media for 444 days. The behavior of both governments during
the hostage stalemate removed any chance for improved relations
between the U.S. and Iran.

Initially, the seizure of the U.S. embassy received widespread sup-
port among Iranians. Symbolically, tiny Iran had brought the great
American giant to its knees. Soon, however, the whole affair became
hopelessly enmeshed in internal political struggles, and as the standoff
continued, Iran became increasingly crippled by the political and
economic costs of continuing to hold the Americans.

Throughout the ordeal, the U.S. media selectively described the
Iranian government’s vacillations, “feudal” policies, and executions.
Political cartoonists and commentators were harsh in their portrayal
of the Ayatollah Khomeini. At times, resentment toward the Iranians
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and the Ayatollah spilled over into acts of retaliation against Iranians .
in America and remarks of general hostility against all Muslims any-
where in the world.

Declarations from the government in Washington reflected an ina-
pility to see Iran as anything but a source of oil and a strategically
located military base. This distorted view has continued under the
Reagan administration, and on October 1, 1981, the President stated:
“We will not allow Saudi Arabia to become another Iran . . . as long
as Saudi Arabia and the OPEC nations——and Saudi Arabia’s the most
important—provide the bulk of the energy that is needed to turn the
wheels of industry in the Western world, there is no way we could
staimcliz by and see that taken over by anyone that would shut off that
oil.”

The Iranian revolution has had other repercussions. Iran’s neigh-
pors (including Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and other Gulf countries) have
become anxious lest the model of a successful Islamic uprising against
an unpopular ruler be imitated within their own borders. Their desire
to prevent such uprisings has been reflected in sharp increases in arms
purchases, defended as providing security against Iran, the Soviet
Union, and Israel, but which may ‘also be used against their own
people should they attempt popular uprisings.

In Afghanistan, the possibility of one, or several, indigenous mul-
lahs patterning themselves after the Ayatollah Khomeini and becom-
ing politically powerful at the expense of Afghanistan’s indigenous
Marxists was among the factors in the Soviet Union’s decision to
invade Afghanistan. The war in Afghanistan has already been labeled
a jihad by the anti-Soviet Afghans and has brought support from
other Muslim states. The desire to restore Islam to a position of
prominence is one of the common goals binding together the other-
wise disparate bands of armed Afghan guerrillas.

Iraqg’s invasion of Iran was also a response to the Iranian revolution.
Apparently hoping that Iran’s internal disarray might prevent effec-
tive military resistance, irritated at the Ayatollah Khomeini’s call to
the Shi’ites in Iraq to join the revolution, and perhaps also hoping that
the Arab-descended Sunnis*’ in neighboring Khusistan province
might abandon Shi’ite Iran in support of Sunni Iraq, Irag’s President
Sadam Hussein ordered his troops in September 1980 across the
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Shatt-al-Arab waterway into the Khusistan section of Iran. This bor-
der had been an irritant to Iraq ever since 1975 when the Shah,
holding superior power, pushed the border from the Iranian shore to
the middle of the waterway. The period of revolutionary turmoil
seemed like a good time for Iraq to try to restore the old border and
perhaps annex portions of Khusistan. Events did not bear out Presi-
dent Hussein’s hopes, and the ensuing war has been indecisive, exact-
ing a heavy toll, not only in human terms but also on the material
resources of both Iran and Iraq.

SOME CONSEQUENCES OF THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION

The downfall of the Shah and his replacement by the Ayatollah
Khomeini and an Islamic government have posed a series of problems
for the United States. Following World War II, the British had main-
tained a military presence in the Gulf area to police its vital oil
supplies and to see that its lanes remained open to international
shipping. When, in 1968, the British announced their withdrawal
from the Gulf, the Shah of Iran stepped into the void left by the
British. The U.S., happy to see the Shah as a surrogate force in the
region, supplied him with virtually any sophisticated weapons he
wanted, believing that the more overwhelming the military might of
the Shah, the less likely were political disturbances in the Gulf area.
This policy appeared to pay off, and for the next decade the Shah
maintained a generally evenhanded stance between Israel and the
Arab nations, and Iranian oil supplies continued to flow to the rest
of the world with hardly an interruption, albeit commencing in 1973
at greatly increased prices.

Then, in early 1979, the Shah was gone, and with him the police-
man of the Gulf. Before 1979 ended, two other events occurred in the
Middle East that affected U.S. foreign and domestic policy. In No-
vember 1979 Iranian militants took as hostages the U.S. personnel in
the Tehran embassy, and in December Soviet troops entered Afghan-
istan. In the wake of these two events, President Carter, in his 1980
state of the union message, announced a new doctrine which, in
addition to its retaliatory measures against the Soviet Union, put the
world on notice that the U.S. would henceforth depend on no one else
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to defend its national interests. From then on it would use its own
troops and its own weapons to police the Gulf and any other sectors
of the globe where it felt its interests threatened. A U.S. rapid deploy-
ment force was to be quickly strengthened as one part of America’s
replacement for the missing Shah."

Upon assuming office in 1981, President Reagan extended the
Carter Doctrine. In addition to authorizing more sophisticated and
expensive weapons, he moved to include U.S. military units in the
Sinai peacekeeping forces between Israel and Egypt and to establish
additional U.S. bases in North Africa, the Middle East, and the Indian
Ocean.” The rapid deployment force is being enlarged and trained for
Middle East actions. Stationing U.S. military personnel near interna-
tional flashpoints raises the probability that U.S. troops will be drawn
into military confrontations. U.S. allies in Europe have expressed
serious uneasiness with these moves and have initiated their own
policies toward the Middle East.

A comparison between the U.S. “loss” of China in the late 1940’s
and the U.S. “loss” of Iran in the late 1970’s may be instructive.
Within the United States the “fall” of China in the late 1940’s was
seen to stem from an international communist conspiracy to which
misguided and leftist Americans had contributed. It fueled Joseph
McCarthy’s attacks on individuals and groups within the United
States identified as communists or soft on communism. It led to the
John Foster Dulles doctrine of encircling the Soviet Union with a
chain of military alliances: NATO, CENTO, SEATO, and various
bilateral treaties.

The “fall” of Iran does not fit any such neat formulation. Within
the United States, many saw it as an expression of xenophobic Iranian
nationalism combined with Islamic fundamentalism. No major
groups within the United States (except some Iranian students) sup-
ported Iran. The only “blame” that could be pinned on any American
was blame for not doing something to free the hostages. For U.S.
policy, the “fall” of Iran brought the new militarism of the Carter and
Reagan administrations. Through a complex chain of events and U.S.
interpretations of those events, the Iranian revolution escalated the
danger of U.S. military action in the Middle East and of U.S.-Soviet
confrontation.
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ASSESSMENT OF THE IRANIAN REVOLUTION

The Iranian revolution stands as one of the more remarkable political
events of recent history. Millions of Iranians using primarily nonvio-
lent collective action rendered ineffective the most powerful and well-
armed military force in the Middle East. A broad-based coalition
peacefully deposed the Shah, while he still enjoyed the full support of
his own secret-police apparatus as well as the full backing of the
United States.

After the Shah’s departure, elements of this coalition fragmented
into numerous internal groups struggling for power. Censorship, ar-
rests, and firing squads reemerged as techniques to settle old scores,
eliminate political alternatives, and suppress such minorities as
women, Jews, Christians, Bahais, Kurds, Turks, Baluchis, and tribals.
Amnesty International reports more-executions in the past year in
Iran than in the rest of the world combined. For those who were
sympathetic to the courage and commitment of the Iranian people
and to their largely nonviolent overthrow of the regime of the Shah,
the current severe violations of human rights and the resort to assassi-
nation, murder, and execution to challenge power and to hold it

brings deep sorrow.

11
Afghanistan

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (in December 1979) and the
strong U.S. military response in the Indian Ocean, the Persian Gulf,
and the Arabian peninsula thrust Afghanistan into the politics of the
Middle East.

The overwhelming majority of Afghanistan’s population are Sunni
Muslims; its two major languages, Dari (Afghan Farsi) and Pashtu,
are both written with a modified Arabic script; and Muslim pilgrims
make the Aajj to Mecca every year. But aside from these cultural links,
for the past 150 years Afghanistan has appeared to have few ties to
the Middle East. During that period the Mohammadzai dynasty
dominated Afghan politics; its major wars were with Russia (in the
north) and Britain (based in British India to the southeast), and
during the past thirty years, Afghanistan’s most persistent interna-
tional problem has concerned the political loyalties of the Pashtu-
speaking tribes which occupy the rugged terrain along Afghanistan’s
southeastern border with Pakistan.

In 1964, under the direction of King Mohammad Zahir, an Afg-
hanistan constitution was drawn up, and national elections were held
in 1965 and 1969. But the “partyless democracy” envisioned in the
constitution failed to take root. In 1973, Daoud Khan, first cousin and
brother-in-law of the king (and prime minister of Afghanistan from
1953 to 1963), staged a coup while the king was abroad, -declared
Afghanistan a republic, and presented himself as the new president
and prime minister. In 1978 another specially convened Loya Jirgah
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(gathering of leaders) approved a second constitution, this one of the
Republic of Afghanistan, and elected Daoud Khan the first president.

The constitutional and personnel changes in Afghanistan’s political
hierarchy had little effect on Afghanistan’s domestic and international
policies. Internationally, Afghanistan chose a nonaligned stance,
which left it free to accept aid from any source, and the U.S.A. and
the U.S.S.R. were quick to provide such aid in the form of special
development projects, advisors, and loans. U.S. assistance produced
such benefits as the Hilmand Valley project and Ariana Afghan Air-
lines, while Soviet assistance produced the Darunta hydroelectric
project and the improved north-south road to Kabul, including the
3-kilometer-long Salang Tunnel.

Domestically, Afghanistan pursued a policy of modified, central-
ized economic planning based on a series of five-year plans. These
were carried out with assistance from the United Nations, China,
West Germany, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, France, Japan, and
India—although the greatest amount of aid came from the U.S.S.R.
and the United States. Socially, Afghanistan’s leaders followed a pol-
icy of cautious reform, including voluntary removal of women’s veils
and the establishment of more women’s facilities for higher education.
Politically, the emphasis on constitutional government of these
decades accompanied the development of political parties. Fre-
quently, however, political organizers were imprisoned, and newspa-
pers printing politically critical stories were forcibly closed.

On January 1, 1965, a leftist party known as Khalq (Masses) was
formed under the leadership, among others, of Nur Mohammad
Taraki. In June 1967 a second leftist party known as Parcham (Ban-
ner or Flag) was formed under the leadership of Babrak Karmal, at
least in part as a result of personality and policy clashes between
Karmal and Taraki. The Khalq party tended to be more oriented
toward Pashtu-speaking Afghans and to concentrate its organizing
efforts among members of the military and civil services, while the
Parcham party was more oriented to the Dari-speaking Afghans and
concentrated its efforts on the intellectuals and urban middle classes.!
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1978 SAUR REVOLUTION

On April 27, 1978, leaders of the combined Khalq and Parcham
parties launched a coup, and to the surprise of many, the coup suc-
ceeded. President Daoud Khan and a group of his close supporters
were killed, and the combined Khalg-Parcham leadership announced
the establishment of a Democratic Republic of Afghanistan. In their
first public statement, the leaders of the “Saur Revolution” (because
it occurred during the month of Saur) declared that they were not
communists and that their policies would be based on Afghan nation-
alism, respect for Islam, a continuing commitment to a nonaligned
foreign policy, and economic and social justice.

Between the end of April and November 1978, the Democratic
Republic of Afghanistan (DRA), under the leadership of Khalq Party
leader Taraki and a revolutionary council initially composed about
half-and-half of Khalgis and Parchamis, issued eight decrees, includ-
ing the abolition of usury, the granting of equal rights to women, a
prohibition against forced marriages, a regularization of dowry and
marriage expenses, and the introduction of land reforms. Lofty in
principle, these decrees were largely the product of urban-based intel-
lectuals, with little appreciation for the rural resistance such decrees
would generate.

As the urban-based intellectuals began to try to enforce their de-
crees, they triggered two responses: armed resistance in the country-
side and the flight of Afghan refugees, primarily across the border into
Pakistan but also across the border into Iran. Armed resistance in the
countryside met armed enforcement by the DRA authorities, and
within a few months Afghanistan was embroiled in a running civil
war,

The complexities of the civil war were aggravated by an increas-
ingly open rift between the Khalqis and the Parchamis. Prime Minis-
ter Taraki and his Khalgi supporters arrested an increasing number
of Parchamis, charging them with plotting to overthrow the govern-
ment, extorting “confessions” from them, and broadcasting the
“confessions” over Radio Afghanistan. Parcham leaders such as Ba-
brak Karmal went into hiding or fled the country, and their support-
ers, and those afraid of being denounced as their supporters, aug-
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mented the flow of refugees across Afghanistan’s borders. Within this
context of a deteriorating domestic situation, Taraki went to Moscow
and, with Leonid Brezhnev, signed on December 5, 1978, a “Treaty
of Friendship and Cooperation” which stipulated that Afghanistan
and the Soviet Union would consult each other on all major issues
affecting both parties. g

By the spring of 1979, armed revolts, largely uncoordinated and
under the direction of local landlords and mullahs, had erupted in all
of Afghanistan’s provinces. Soviet military advisors played a role in
directing DRA military units in their warfare against the rebelling
countryside. The DRA military units, composed largely of conscripts,
faced problems of morale and desertion. By mid-August 1979, ap-
proximately 165,000 refugees had fled from Afghanistan into Pakis-
tan, and Radio Afghanistan had begun accusing Pakistan and Iran
(and eventually China, the U.S., Israel, and Egypt) of arming and
training the men in the refugee camps and assisting them in their
guerrilla raids back into Afghanistan. All of these countries denied the
accusations.

Troubles within the DRA high command continued. In September
1979, a shoot-out between DRA President Taraki and DRA Prime
Minister Hafizullah Amin resulted in Taraki’s death and a takeover
by Amin.’ But under Amin’s direction, the instabilities in the country-
side continued, as did the threats of arrests in those locations under
Kabul’s control. By December 1979 the DRA controlled only the
major cities and their link roads—and those only by day. By night,
virtually the entire countryside, as well as sections of the major cities,
reverted to the control of the Afghan opposition. That opposition also
was plagued by internal dissension and lack of coordination. The
opposition members were united only in their deep sense of Afghan
nationalism and their commitment to carry out their jihad (holy
struggle) against the DRA leadership in Kabul.

1979 SOVIET INVASION OF AFGHANISTAN

The full details of the Soviet invasion will probably never be known.
The U.S.S.R. maintains that the Afghanistan Revolutionary Council,

Afghanistan /155

without the knowledge of Amin, invited in the Soviet troops to help
restore order in Afghanistan and thereby allow the formation of a new
government committed to the welfare of all Afghans. The Revolution-
ary Council, with its loyal troops, then overwhelmed and killed Amin

" and replaced him with Babrak Karmal, long-time leader of the Par-

chamis, who had been living outside the country since 1978. Accord-
ing to the U.S.S.R., Soviet troops arrived in Kabul with a clear and
limited objective; they would return to the Soviet Union as soon as
they had achieved that objective.

Critics of the Soviet Union maintain that the Soviet troop invasion
was initiated by Moscow, and the almost immediate death of Amin
following the troop arrivals casts doubts upon any Afghan invitation
for the Soviet troops. These critics claim also that the arrival of
Babrak Karmal as Afghanistan’s new ruler reflects all too clearly the
imposition of a Soviet-backed puppet governmént on the people of
Afghanistan.

Regardless of which interpretation is closer to the truth, on the
night of December 27, 1979, after hearing the constant drone of
military planes for several days and nights followed by outbursts of
shooting in various sectors of Kabul, thousands of Afghans heard a
broadcast by Babrak Karmal announcing that Hafizullah Amin, “that
treacherous foe of God . . . the CIA agent and scheming spy of
American imperialism,” was dead.” Karmal’s only reference to the
Soviet troops was his mention of the “observation of the Treaty of
Friendship and Cooperation of December 5, 1978, with the Soviet
Union.” Karmal announced that his policies would include the release
of political prisoners, the abolition of arbitrary arrests, respect for
Islam, a nonaligned foreign policy, and loyalty to the United Nations.

Within a few weeks of December 27, 1979, Soviet troop levels
reached between 85,000 and 90,000, where they have remained. An-
other 30,000 troops are in the Soviet Union just north of the Afghanis-
tan border.* The DRA army strength, despite calls for a more rigorous
conscription system, has declined from about 70,000 at the time of the
Soviet invasion to about 25,000 to 30,000 in May 1981. The mujaha-
din, as the DRA opponents call themselves, have waged ongoing
guerrilla warfare, moving with relative freedom around the country-
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side. The DRA and Soviet military units have typically fought from
within armored vehicles and helicopter gunships. But at night they
have returned to well-guarded military bases adjoining airfields.

Although Babrak Karmal made initial conciliatory moves to bring
together his Parcham faction and the Khalq faction, the passing
months witnessed a steady deterioration of interfaction unity. The
U.S.S.R. had placed its support behind Babrak Karmal and his Par-
chamis. From time to time Soviet troops saw action against DRA
troops loyal to the Khalq faction. There was widespread agreement
that, if the Soviet troops withdrew, the Babrak Karmal government
would collapse. This observation itself made it difficult for Babrak
Karmal to establish the legitimacy of his government.

REFUGEES AND MUJAHADIN

By October 1981, about 2.3 million Afghan refugees had fled from Af-
ghanistan (out of a population of about 15 million).* An undetermined
number of men among these refugees used the refugee camps as
staging bases for raids back into Afghanistan. Their weapons con-
sisted largely of traditional, handmade mountaineer rifles, captured
Soviet weapons (or weapons brought over by defectors), and an as-
sortment of more modern weapons such as Egyptian-made Kalash-
nikov and Chinese recoilless rifles. The leaders of various mujahadin
groups that were concentrated in the Peshawar (Pakistan) region
constantly squabbled among themselves. No single leader or group of
leaders appeared able to unite the disparate tribal, regional, political,
or sectarian groups into a unified military or political force. Support
for the refugees came from the government of Pakistan and the U.N.
High Commission for Refugees, as well as from numerous church
relief agencies and the Red Crescent agency. Sources for the support
of the mujahadin guerrillas were harder to identify. The DRA and the
Soviet Union continued to accuse the United States, China, Pakistan,
Iran, Egypt, and Israel of providing military assistance to the mujaha-
din. While most of those countries denied the accusations, there was
general agreement that the Arab world was giving considerable finan-
cial support for the Afghan refugees, and Egyptian President Sadat
openly claimed to be supplying arms.
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WORLD RESPONSE

The world response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was consis-
tent. On January 15, 1980, the U.N. General Assembly condemned
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and called for the immediate with-
drawal of Soviet troops. In late January, the Conference of Islamic
States, which included representation from the PLO and Iraq, con-
demned the U.S.S.R. for its invasion of Afghanistan, suspended Af-
ghanistan as a member of the conference, and called for the immediate
withdrawal of Soviet troops. At a subsequent meeting in May 1980,
the Conference of Islamic States again condemned the Soviet invasion
and appointed a special committee composed of the foreign ministers
of Pakistan and Iran and the secretary general of the conference to
seek a political solution to the Afghan problem. In Iran the Ayatollah
Khomeini publicly condemned the Soviet intervention in Afghanis-
tan. In September 1980, the sixteen-nation Asian and Pacific Com-
monwealth Nations conference in New Delhi also called for the with-
drawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan.

In the face of these many international criticisms, the Soviet Union
and the government of Babrak Karmal have maintained that the
Soviet Union did not “invade” Afghanistan but, instead, responded
to a legitimate request from Afghanistan based on the December 5,
1978, Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation. Furthermore, both the
Soviet Union and Babrak Karmal have stated that a precondition for
Soviet troops leaving Afghanistan will be political stability in Afghan-
istan and the cessation of outside assistance to the rebels fighting
against the Kabul government.

UNITED STATES RESPONSE

The U.S. response to the presence of Soviet troops in Afghanistan has
been more severe than that of most of the rest of the world. On
January 4, 1980, President Carter announced a grain embargo against
the Soviet Union, banned exports to the U.S.S.R. of certain sophis-
ticated technology, limited certain Soviet fishing privileges in U.S.
waters, and suggested a possible boycott of the 1980 Olympic Games,
scheduled to be held in Moscow. In his state of the union message
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later in January, President Carter declared that the implications of the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan “pose a serious threat to peace,” mark-
ing the first time since World War II that the U.S.S.R. had moved its
forces into a nation outside its direct sphere of influence.® In a similar
vein he enunciated the Carter Doctrine that threats to the Gulf region
challenged vital interests of the U.S. which the U.S. would be pre-
pared to meet with force. He requested from Congress the authority
to revive registration for the draft, increase the U.S. military budget
by at least 5 percent above inflation during the next five years, loosen
controls over the CIA for covert operations, offer increased military
aid to Pakistan, and expand the U.S. military presence in northeast
Africa, the Gulf, and the Indian Ocean. In May 1980, a special
meeting of NATO foreign and defense ministers declared they were
bolstering their strike capabilities in response to the Soviet Union’s
continued occupation of Afghanistan. In August 1980, the United
States, Canada, Japan, and West Germany were among the nations
boycotting the XXII Summer Olympic Games in Moscow to protest
the continued Soviet presence in Afghanistan, and in November 1980,
the Western delegates to the Madrid conference reviewing the Hel-
sinki human rights accords again criticized the Soviet Union’s refusal
to withdraw its troops from Afghanistan.

The Reagan administration has continued many of the Carter poli-
cies aimed at strengthening U.S. capabilities in the Gulf area. These
have included:

1. Developing a rapid deployment force of combat troops to move
quickly into the world’s trouble spots to protect U.S. interests, with
primary focus on the Middle East.

2. Acquiring access to ports and airfields throughout the greater
Gulf area for logistical support for the rapid deployment force. The
Reagan administration’s interest in including U.S. troops in the Sinai
peacekeeping force between Egypt and Israel has also been linked to
the increase of U.S. military personnel in the general Gulf area.

3. Providing Pakistan with substantial new military support. In
September 1981, the U.S. was negotiating a $3.2 billion economic aid
and military sales package to Pakistan to be spread over a six-year
period. The package included forty F-16 advanced fighter aircraft.
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Pakistan had also requested a Pakistan-U.S. security treaty that
would assure U.S. assistance to Pakistan in the event of any actual
combat, whether with the Soviet Union, India, or any other of Pakis-
tan’s neighbors.’

4. Developing a “security consensus” extending from Egypt to
Pakistan that local troops (i.e., Egyptian, Pakistani, etc.) would be
available initially to block any Soviet moves or local revolts until the
U.S. could bring in its rapid deployment force.

SOVIET RESPONSE

The Soviet Union has also been actively strengthening its position in
the greater Gulf area. The Shindand base in Afghanistan puts Soviet
aircraft within striking range of the Gulf, and a Soviet-built airbase
in South Yemen is nearing completion. The Soviets are reported to be
building a naval base in the Dhalak archipelago in the Red Sea, and,
in addition, the Soviet Union has more than thirty divisions, with air
support, on the Iranian and Afghanistan borders.® The U.S.S.R. has
also increased the strength of its naval presence in the Indian Ocean.

GULF NATIONS RESPONSE

Nations within the greater Gulf area have expressed alarm at the
increasing likelihood of a United States-Soviet Union confrontation or
intervention in the Middle East. The Arab Gulf Council for Coopera-
tion (including Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, Oman, and the
United Arab Emirates) held its first meeting in March 1981 and
discussed establishing its own collective military capacity. Although
they reached no consensus on this point, the Gulf nations unani-
mously opposed the permanent presence of any superpower (Soviet or
U.S.) military force in the Gulf. India has expressed strong criticism
of the U.S. proposal to provide Pakistan with substantial new arms
support since in both its 1965 and 1971 wars with Pakistan, India
found itself fighting Pakistanis who were using military matériel sup-
plied by the U.S. for the avowed purpose of halting Soviet expansion.
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CONCLUSIONS

There are several ways in which events in the Middle East and events
in Afghanistan have impinged upon each other in recent years:

1. Events in the Middle East (as well as in Western Europe and the
United States) may have contributed to the international climate in
which the Soviet Union decided to send troops into Afghanistan. The
steady deterioration of detente, beginning in the summer of 1979, as
well as the political events in Iran may have weighed significantly in
the minds of the Soviet leaders as they decided how to respond to the
deteriorating situation in Afghanistan. A “worst possible scenario” of
the collapse of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, multiple
Islamic leaders emerging in different sectors of Afghanistan, and an
anti-Soviet foreign policy that might have brought U.S. missiles into
the northern regions of Afghanistan on the Soviet border might have
strengthened the hands of the hawks within the Kremlin who wanted
to send Soviet troops into Afghanistan.

2. The Soviet troop movements into Afghanistan introduced into
U.S. discussions of the Middle East the possibility of further Soviet
military expansion into the region. After all, if Soviet troops invaded
Afghanistan in 1979, what would prevent their invading Iran in 1981
or Pakistan in 19827 Soviet actions in Afghanistan have strengthened
the arguments of U.S. hawks that the U.S.S.R. is bent on territorial
expansion.

3. The continued presence of Soviet troops in Afghanistan and their
involvement in military operations up to the border of Pakistan have
provided the U.S. with reasons for significantly escalating its arms
supplies to Pakistan.

4. The continued presence of Soviet troops in Afghanistan has
provided the U.S. with the major excuse for increasing its own mili-
tary presence in the Middle East.

5. The Soviet Union’s maintenance and rotation of military person-
nel in Afghanistan may have inhibited the Soviet Union’s willingness
to assign troops to military duty elsewhere in the world. Analysts have
speculated that the Soviet Union’s decision not to invade Poland in
the spring and summer of 1981 was related in part to the Soviet
Union’s ongoing military activities in Afghanistan.
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6. The Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan has deprived the
Soviet Union of considerable goodwill from the Arab world as well
as from much of the rest of the Third World. In the past, the Third
World has frequently condemned U.S. economic and military inter-
ventions into the affairs of Third World countries. They now have
what they feel is an equally clear illustration of Soviet willingness to
intervene militarily into the affairs of a Third World country when it
seems to serve the purposes of the Soviet Union.

AFGHANISTAN IN PERSPECTIVE

The Soviet invasion has been deeply disturbing; it dramatically illus-
trates the interrelatedness of the countries in the Middle East and the
greater Gulf area. Events in one country or between two countries can
have far-reaching effects on neighboring countries. Soviet troops en-
tered Afghanistan; the U.S. responded by increasing its arms supplies
to Pakistan and the Middle East; this in turn aggravated tensions
throughout the area. An alternative response to the Soviet invasion
might have involved immediate assistance to the refugees, attempts to
facilitate avenues of dialogue between Afghans within and Afghans
outside of Afghanistan, and direct discussions with the Soviet Union
regarding their agenda for troop withdrawal. In the Middle East and
Gulf areas, each policy undertaken must be carefully weighed, for its
ramifications may extend far and any miscalculations may have disas-
trous and far-reaching consequences.
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The Soviet Union

Interpretation of events in the Middle East is as important as the
events themselves. U.S. interpretations have focused on an “arc of
crisis.” According to this view, the Soviet Union has been actively
encouraging, or actually precipitating, crises in an “arc” of nations
stretching from Ethiopia and Yemen in the west to Afghanistan and
Bangladesh in the east. OPEC price increases, the fall of the Shah, the
invasion of Afghanistan, the continuing crisis between Arabs and
Israelis, and the Irag-Iran war are all seen as fitting into a master plan
of the Kremlin, with the ultimate goal of winning territory and/or
support for the Soviet Union. In this context the Carter Doctrine was
enunciated and the massive arms buildup, continued by Reagan’s
administration, was launched.

Within the framework of this interpretation, factual errors about
the Soviet Union have crept into U.S. discussions. Iran is sometimes
said to have come under Soviet influence, despite the Ayatollah
Khomeini’s fierce dislike of Marxism and his continuing attacks on
Iranian communists. Iraq is named as a Soviet client, despite Iraq’s
execution of pro-Soviet communists in 1978-1979 and open denuncia-
tion of Soviet policies in Afghanistan, South Yemen, and Ethiopia.
The Arabs are seen as being backed by the Soviet Union, despite the
conservative nature of many Arab states and in the face of the Soviet’s
own recognition of Israel and their insistence that the Arabs recognize
Israel’s right to exist. The Soviet Union has grudgingly permitted the
Jews—including Jewish scientists—to migrate to, and thereby
strengthen, Israel, a fact much criticized in the Arab world. The
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Soviet Union’s influence in the Middle East has been defined as ex-
panding, despite the loss of Soviet influence in such countries as
Egypt, Somalia, and the Sudan, and the weakening of its position in
Algeria. The Soviet Union is seen as committed to acquiring a warm-
water port in the Middle East, despite its current possession of several
warm-water ports and the declining relevance of warm-water ports in
a day of air transportation and ICBM’s. The Soviet Union is seen as
aggravating tensions in the Middle East, despite its moderating influ-
ences during the Ethiopia-Somalia, Irag-Iran, and South Yemen-
North Yemen disputes. And the PLO is seen as a client of the Soviet
Union, despite Moscow’s denunciations of hijackings and the Soviet
refusal to recognize the PLO as the sole representative of the Palestini-
ans.

The Soviet Union does have a series of ongoing interests in the
Middle East. It does have an agenda which it appears to be trying to
pursue. The Soviet Union has made agreements and established trea-
ties with several Arab states covering economic and technical aid,
military assistance and training, arms transfers, military basing rights
and ports of call, and “friendship.” But the interests it is pursuing and
the agenda it has constructed are often at variance with the official
U.S. interpretation of the Soviet role in the Middle East.

The Soviet Union and the Middle East share a common border of
over 1,200 miles. With the Soviet-Finnish and Soviet-Norwegian bor-
ders, this represents to the Soviet Union a major border with the
noncommunist world. Various religious and ethnic groups straddle
the Soviet-Middle East border: Muslims, Jews, Christians and Ar-
menians, Turkomans, Uzbeks, Tajiks, and Khirgiz. The Middle East
impinges on the Soviet economy more than does any other Third
World area. Of ten major noncommunist recipients of Soviet aid
between 1954 and 1976, seven were in the Middle East, including
Turkey, Afghanistan, Egypt, Algeria, Iran, Iraq, and Syria.! Egypt
severed its military ties in 1974 and relations with Iran are strained
since the overthrow of the Shah.

The central issue in Middle East politics continues to be the Arab-
Israeli dispute, and here the Soviet Union is in a difficult position.
When the U.N. partition plan was approved in 1947, the Soviet Union
supported partition and rushed to recognize the newly formed state




164 / A COMPASSIONATE PEACE

of Israel. These positions were denounced by the Palestinian Arabs
and the neighboring Arab states. Even though the Soviet Union broke
diplomatic relations with Israel following the 1967 Arab-Israeli war,
the Soviet Union has never denied Israel’s right to exist. Furthermore,
the Soviet Union has never wavered in its support for U.N. Security
Council Resolution 242 (calling on Israel to withdraw to its pre-1967
borders and guaranteeing secure borders for all states in the region)
and Resolution 338 (establishing the 1973 cease-fire), even though the
Soviet Union has been unable to persuade any Arab states formally
to agree. Partly as a result of this Soviet stance, conservative Arab
nations have periodically charged the Soviet Union with participating
in a Zionist-communist conspiracy. As proof of the fluidity of the
region’s politics, Soviet foreign minister Gromyko and his Israeli
counterpart, Yitzhak Shamir, met for talks in October 1981. On the
other hand, as the U.S. has supplied arms to Israel, so the Soviet
Union has supplied arms to the Arabs, including, in recent years, the
PLO. The Soviet Union, as well as most Arab states, has been hostile
to the Camp David agreements. This has been interpreted by many
in the United States as a sign of the Soviet’s desire to keep the Middle
East in turmoil, but the Soviet position is more complicated. From the
start the Soviet Union has opposed step-by-step diplomacy in the
Middle East, believing it will not work because it will not solve the
Palestinian problem. Furthermore, the Soviet Union believes that
solutions to the Arab-Israeli conflict should be developed jointly by
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. (as were the cease-fires in 1967 and 1973)
and that it should be included in any peace negotiations.* The Soviet
Union was distressed when the October 1977 U.S.-Soviet joint state-
ment on the Middle East and the “legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people” was weakened by the subsequent Vance-Dayan statement and
superseded by the Camp David meetings which effectively excluded
Soviet participation. The highly publicized agreement concluded in
1979 between Egypt and Israel, for which President Carter and the
United States received considerable credit, added to this distress.
Elsewhere in the Middle East (except Afghanistan), the Soviet role
has been cautious. In Iran the Soviet Union played no significant role.
In South Yemen the Soviet Union has tried to sustain a government
that was ostracized by the Arab world and that turned to the Soviet
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Union for support. A major Soviet naval base has since been built in
South Yemen. The Soviets were not involved in the popular move-
ment that overthrew the Emperor of Ethiopia in 1974 but became
involved two and a half years later, after the eruption of conflict
between Ethiopia and Somalia. To this day there continue to be
differences between Ethiopia and the Soviet Union on such issues as
the right of Eritrea to independence, party building, and economic
matters. The large-scale deployment of Soviet troops into Afghanis-
tan, an invasion, has been the most destabilizing Soviet move in
Middle East-Southwest Asia in recent years. This move has brought
denunciation of the Soviet Union by the international community and
especially the Arab world, including Iraq and the PLO. The Islamic
states were deeply concerned by this Soviet move against a Muslim
people. Economically, the Soviet policies in Ethiopia and Afghanistan
have proved costly as well. The Soviet Union spends the equivalent
of several million dollars a day to sustain its forces in Afghanistan and
has dispatched a billion dollars worth of weapons to Ethiopia with no
assurance that Ethiopia will pay for them.’

The Soviet Union possesses a great deal more military capacity now
than it did twenty years ago, but it seems unlikely that it would use
that power actually to invade the Middle East. In the last twenty years
the Soviet Union has not had substantial economic gains from the
Middle East (although it has gained “hard currencies” through its
large arms sales to Iraq and Libya), and it has not been able to
establish a stable relationship with any of the Arab states.

While the Soviet Union is quite willing to challenge the West politi-
cally in the region, its primary concern in the Middle East remains
the security of its own southern frontiers. No issue specific to the
Middle East is sufficient to divert the Soviet Union from its overall
global stance. The U.S.S.R. shares the U.S. concern about Middle
East regional stability; from their side, they know that instability can
provide opportunities for anticommunist forces to gain local advan-
tages. In search of stability, the Soviet Union has been willing to reach
an accommodation with any stable government in the Middle East,
whether socialist or monarchy. The Soviet Union, for example,
bought natural gas from the Shah of Iran, transported to the U.S.S.R.
through jointly maintained pipelines. While giving lip service to liber-
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ation struggles generally, the Soviets have opposed specific struggles
in the Middle East, such as that of the Kurds in 1972 and the Eri-
treans in 1978. Indeed, in its willingness to support stable govern-
ments in the Middle East, the Soviet Union has sometimes supported
those governments’ more repressive characteristics. The Soviet
Union’s concerns about its own global strategies have forced local
communist parties in the Middle East to follow what, from their
perspectives, have often been the zigzags of Moscow policy.* This has
led to such anomalies as the Soviet Union backing governments that
are imprisoning and executing members of local communist parties,
as in Iraq today and Iran in the past.

We do not know the full meaning of President Brezhnev’s call in
1980 (in the wake of the Afghanistan invasion) for a zone of peace in
the Indian Ocean, but do know that it was given a positive reception
in India (where Brezhnev made his idea public) and several other
countries in the region. The brusque rebuff of the proposal by the U.S.
gave little room to probe its intent and discover whether it had within
it elements worthy of support. Could the U.S., working jointly with
the Soviet Union and nations bordering the Indian Ocean, have
turned the proposal to one safeguarding the interests of all parties by
reducing the flow of arms to the region and the threat of superpower
intervention?

The “arc of crisis” interpretation of events in the Middle East has
little credibility. There have been a number of political upheavals in
the Middle East in the 1970’s which ended or modified the preexisting
order, but, under examination, there is no firm evidence to support the
view that the Soviet Union masterminded or engineered those events.
To the contrary, the overall position of the Soviet Union in the Middle
East seems weaker now than it did one or two decades ago. Based as
they have been on a flawed “arc of crisis” interpretation, U.S. policies
toward the Soviet Union, at best, fail to follow up possible initiatives
for peace in the Middle East and, at worst, enhance the dangers of a
global war. These policies cause the U.S. to ignore important local
conditions and problems that have led to open conflict and war and
to substitute the supplying of arms and the seeking of military al-
liances for the urgently needed political and diplomatic support for
peacemaking.

15

United States Policy

Unitec} States policy in the Middle East has been dominated by three
sometimes contradictory concerns since the end of World War II:

o Unrestricted access to the region’s vast-oil reserves
o The strategic location of the region both as a bridge between
gur.ope and Asia and as a critical place to contain the Soviet
nion

o Support for Israel and its security among hostile neighbors

United States policy has largely ignored the domestic political,
social, and human needs of the countries in the region; the growing
force of Arab nationalism was consistently underestimated and too
often cast in the mold of U.S.-Soviet confrontation; political chal-
lenges to conservative regimes were regularly interpreted as threats to
stability. These facts have given rise to the distortions and in some
cases negative impact of the U.S. role in the area. A major thread
running through U.S. policy, and the focus of the U.S. public’s con-
cern, has been the Arab-Israeli conflict.

Israel’s stunning victory in the June 1967 war did nothing to solve
any of the outstanding problems between Israel and its Arab neigh-
bors, indeed it significantly increased some of them. In addition to
leaving Israel occupying territories belonging to Syria, Jordan, and
Egypt, the intensity of the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians

was sharply increased as close to a million Palestinians came under
Israeli occupation.
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The war brought U.S. policy in the region under great strain. The
attempts to keep apart the three strands of U.S. interests—especially
support for Israel and strategic control over access to Arab oil sup-
plies—failed. This failure reached its climax several years later when
the Arab oil-producing states imposed a partial oil embargo in the
wake of the October 1973 war. It is against this background that new
dimensions of U.S. involvement emerged.

Since the war of June 1967, the United States government has been
actively involved in efforts to promote a peace settlement among the
parties to the Arab-Israeli dispute, as a means of achieving regional
stability and protecting its conception of U.S. interests. During the
same period it was Israel’s major arms supplier and became engaged
in arms sales to other parties. The official American concept of peace
as well as that of a peace process has changed, as the Middle East
situation and the attitudes of the conflicting parties have evolved. The
nature of the American role also has swung between that of providing
good offices and the more involved one of active mediator. Similarly,
the avenues and tactics have varied widely. But the policy considera-
tions that have compelled this degree of commitment at high govern-
mental levels have remained fairly constant in at least five administra-
tions. They may be summarized:

e A commitment to Israel’s survival.

o An awareness that Arab-Israeli polarization and conflict jeopar-
dize U.S. relations with the Arab countries and put at risk U.S.
relations with strategic allies in much of the Middle East.

o A parallel assumption that confrontation and conflict provide
opportunities for the Soviet Union to increase its influence in the
area.

« Concern that outbreaks of active conflict could prompt U.S.-
Soviet confrontation, threatening a larger war.

« In recent years, concern that U.S. access to Middle East oil is
insecure in the absence of a peace settlement. (Prior to 1973 this
was not a serious consideration, and even after that it was a
consideration that led to only slight modification of policies al-
ready in place, except in the case of arms sales to conservative
Arab states.)
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From the point of view of U.S. policy, the period 1967-1981 can
be divided roughly into four phases: from 1967 to the 1973 war; from
1973 to Sadat’s Jerusalem trip in November 1977; 1977 to 1980; and
the beginning of the Reagan administration.

FIRST PHASE, 1967-1973

The United States was one of the key architects of U.N. Security
Council Resolution 242 that established the basis for peace efforts in
the wake of the 1967 war. The resolution also was endorsed by the

. U.S.S.R. The resolution set up a bargain: withdrawal of Israel from

occupied territories in exchange for assured security of “every State
in the area” within its prewar boundaries. In the U.S. view, achieving
this bargain required negotiations between the Arabs and Israel, and
much of the diplomatic activity of the ensuing years involved a search
for agreement on the terms of this resolution. Israel favored direct
negotiations, because if the Arab states would agree to these ipso facto,
they would be recognizing the reality of Israel. The Arab states,
however, including even those that accepted the resolution, refused to
bargain for territory they considered rightfully theirs, calling instead
for implementation of the resolution’s terms—Israeli withdrawal. The
U.S. at first supported the efforts of the U.N. special representative,
Ambassador Gunnar Jarring, to promote agreement on the basis of
Resolution 242. When Jarring gave up, the U.S. became more directly
active, although initially it refrained from offering its owmproposals
for peace terms.

In April 1969, the U.S. joined Britain, France, and the U.S.S.R. in
quadripartite talks under the aegis of the United Nations. In addition,
the U.S. entered bilateral discussions with the Soviets in Washington
and Moscow in which they sought a formula that might provide a
basis for negotiation among the parties. In the course of these two sets
of talks, the U.S. presented its own proposals for guidelines for agree-
ments between Israel and Egypt and Israel and Jordan. In December
1969 Secretary of State William Rogers spelled out the basic elements
of these proposals, which became known as the Rogers Plan. Rogers,
confirming the necessity of a negotiated settlement, said that “any
changes in the pre-existing lines should not reflect the weight of
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conquest and should be confined to insubstantial alterations required
for mutual security . . . We do not support expansionism.” Jerusalem,
he said, should be a “unified city” in which both Jordan and Israel
would have roles “in the civic, economic, and religious life of the
city.””! Israel vigorously objected, neither the Palestinians nor the
Arab states reacted favorably, and the U.S. did not press the propos-
als. In fact, the U.S., while commenting negatively on Israeli settle-
ment policy in the West Bank and Gaza, has continued to give Israel
strong general support.

The major U.S. negotiating effort during this phase came to relate
less and less to the basic issues of a Middle East settlement and
focused instead on frictions between Egypt and Israel in the Sinai. In
1969 the Egyptians, concerned that the highly unfavorable status quo
might become generally accepted over time, commenced a campaign
of artillery bombardment across the Suez Canal. Israel responded
with more and more devastating air strikes over Egypt, and a serious
exchange developed. History has recorded the fighting as the War of
Attrition. The U.S. proposed a plan for a cease-fire which allowed
both sides to find a way out of an increasingly costly conflict; it was
accepted by both in August 1970.

SECOND PHASE, 1973-1977

All plans for further initiatives in the search for a peace settlement
were interrupted by the October 1973 war.

It was in this war that the confrontation between oil and Israel
came to a head as conservative and radical Arab oil-producing states
jointly imposed their selective oil embargo in retaliation for the mas-
sive airlift of U.S. supplies to Israel, during the war, when Israel
appeared threatened. In the wake of the war, circumstances in the
Middle East were sufficiently altered—politically and psychologically
—that expanded opportunities for peacemaking seemed available. In
particular, the deadlock arising from a general Arab unwillingness to
negotiate that had characterized the prewar period ceased to be a
factor. U.N. Security Council Resolution 338 ending the 1973 war
called explicitly for negotiations, and it was accepted both by the Arab
states that were principally concerned and by Israel.
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In turn U.S. efforts to seek a settlement between Israel and its
immediate neighbors were intensified, in part because only the U.S.
seemed in position both to serve as an intermediary and to “deliver”
Israel to the negotiating table. The Soviet Union having broken rela-
tions with Israel in 1967 and having refused to substantially resupply
its Arab clients with arms sufficient to match U.S. supplies to Israel
did not have effective influence or credit with either side.

In its first effort the United States collaborated with the Soviet
Union in establishing a forum for the negotiations called for in Reso-
lution 338. Under their joint chairmanship, the Geneva Peace Confer-
ence was convened December 21, 1973. The U.S., however, while it
considered the conference framework important for the negotiations,
doubted that progress could be made atthat point by tackling the
Arab-Israeli conflict as a whole. It also believed the large formal
conference (which Syria, in fact, did not attend) to be an inappropriate
forum for serious progress. Several issues lay behind this judgment.
The U.S., while recognizing the value of Soviet involvement to give
legitimacy to the process, did not really consider Moscow a useful
participant in serious negotiations and was in any case not anxious to
see the Soviets actively involved in Middle East affairs.

The next U.S. efforts were designed to exclude them. Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger undertook an intensive two-year mission to
achieve limited agreements between Israel on the one hand and Egypt
and Syria on the other. Through what became known as “shuttle
diplomacy,” Kissinger hoped to win a series of agreements that would
ultimately create an atmosphere in which it would be possible to
defuse the Palestinian problem. By this point the U.S. government had
come to realize that a Palestinian solution lay at the heart of any
long-term Arab-Israeli settlement. Kissinger’s efforts at step-by-step
diplomacy culminated in the Sinai II agreement between Israel and
Egypt.? One of the “secret” elements leading to this agreement was
a U.S. commitment to have no negotiations with the PLO until it
recognized Israel.

In addition the U.S. promised to supply Israel with new and sophis-
ticated weapons in order to fully secure it a substantial military superi-
ority over its Arab foes. The Soviet Union, which had previously been
reticent to supply its most sophisticated weaponry to its clients,
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quickly followed suit, significantly upgrading the military potential of
Libya, Syria, and Iraq. A new phase of the Middle East arms race was
under way and all signs of restraint were lost. The Lebanese Civil
War, which broke out as the Sinai IT agreement was being signed, and
the U.S. election campaign prevented a useful U.S. role during 1976,
and the Democratic election victory that year brought an end to the
step-by-step process.

The Carter administration took office with a commitment to seek
a Middle East settlement that was at least as great as that of the
preceding leadership. It differed in its approach in three important
respects, however: (1) It considered that the step-by-step method of
putting together a peace in the area had run its course and that the
time had come for a comprehensive settlement; (2) It was far more
ready than its predecessor had been to accept the need for a Pales-
tinian entity on the West Bank. Following President Carter’s early
call for a Palestinian “homeland,” the administration had a less re-
served attitude toward the Palestinians and the PLO, although it
never put into effect this greater openness; (3) It believed that in return
for withdrawing from the occupied territories Israel should receive
from the Arab states a full peace rather than only the nonbelligerency
provided for in Resolution 242. Thus, within a few months of his
inauguration, President Carter had laid down three key elements of
what he conceived to be a just settlement: a homeland for the Pales-
tinians, Israeli withdrawal to borders essentially those of 1967, and a
full peace.

After an unsuccessful attempt to get Arab and Israeli agreement on
a more detailed and precise basis for negotiation than was contained
in Resolution 242, the U.S. turned, in the late summer of 1977, to an
all-out effort to reconvene the Geneva conference by the end of the
year in order to set in motion the negotiation of a comprehensive
settlement. During the early weeks of the U.N. General Assembly
meeting, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance carried on separate talks with
high-level officials of Israel, Egypt, Syria, and Jordan in an attempt
to get agreement on the form of the conference and participation in
it. He was particularly concerned with how to invite the Palestinians.
A major, though not the only, stumbling block was the question of
whether all Arab participants would negotiate all aspects of the peace,

I
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as it affected all Arabs, or whether each Arab state would negotiate
with Israel separately about its own front. Syrian suspicion that Egypt
planned a separate peace led Damascus to insist that all Arab states
participate in each negotiation. The Syrians wanted negotiations
focused not on fronts but on elements of a settlement such as borders,
security measures, etc. The Egyptians rejected this approach and no
agreement was reached. Furthermore, the Israelis strenuously ob-
jected to any explicit inclusion of the PLO. These issues and the
general level of Arab-Israeli distrust frustrated the negotiations and
by the end of October the sessions had reached an impasse.

Two other U.S. initiatives during this period bear mention. Seeing
merit in some form of contact with the PLO, the U.S. sought a
formula whereby the PLO could accept Resolution 242 while at the
same time reserving its position on the resolution’s inadequate treat-
ment of Palestinians. This would allow the U.S. to overcome the
restrictions earlier promised to Israel. During Secretary Vance’s trip
to the Middle East in the summer of 1977, a proposed formula was
forwarded to the PLO through Arab governments. Ultimately, the
PLO rejected it and instead substituted a demand for a guaranteed
role in the negotiation of Arab-Israeli peace. It subsequently appeared
that inter-Arab rivalries and Syrian reservations about direct U.S.-
PLO contacts had as much to do with the rejection as PLO reaction
to the merits of the proposal.

Secondly, on September 30, 1977, the U.S. and the Soviet Union
issued a joint communiqué setting out an agreed-upon basis for Mid-
dle East peace negotiations, In the perception of the U.S,, the lan-
guage of the communiqué did not differ importantly from positions
it had already taken, and a joint U.S.-Soviet statement at this time was
unexceptional in view of the expectation that the two countries, as
co-chairs, would shortly reconvene the Geneva conference. The U.S.,
it turned out, was alone in expecting that this interpretation of the
joint statement would be widely accepted. The Israelis were furious,
and the Egyptians were as upset. The PLO, on the other hand, was
gratified and has subsequently pointed to the statement as one it could
accept as a basis for negotiations. Largely because of Israeli pressure,
the U.S. government promptly issued a second statement that had the
effect of negating the communiqué.
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THIRD PHASE, 1977-1980

Following the breakdown of the efforts to reconvene the Geneva
conference by the end of 1977, and with the aim of again excluding
Soviet involvement, President Sadat drastically altered Middle East
dynamics by traveling to Jerusalem in November. Sadat clearly
caught everyone off balance, including the U.S. Convinced that a
comprehensive negotiation of all aspects of a settlement was the most
viable course and engaged in mounting a new effort in this direction,
Washington was initially concerned that Sadat’s move would lead
inevitably to a bilateral treaty. This was still considered undesirable.
As so often happens in the Middle East, however, the main directions
are set by the local states. Washington had no choice, if it wished to
play a role, but to follow Sadat’s lead, and it did so. While the U.S.
may have wished to link the bilateral process between Israel and
Egypt to a comprehensive peace and a settlement of the Palestinian
problem, the manner in which negotiations proceeded and the very
restrictive Israeli definition of the Palestinian problem foreclosed this
possibility.

During the months that followed Sadat’s Jerusalem trip, it became
increasingly clear that the impetus provided by that extraordinary
breakthrough would not suffice to bring about an Israeli-Egyptian
peace or a broad Middle East settlement. The negative reaction of
other Arab states and the PLO, coupled with Israel’s reluctance to
reciprocate the spirit of Sadat’s step, gradually slowed the momentum
and soured the atmosphere. With Egyptian-Israeli relations stale-
mated and the Arabs far too bitterly divided to permit a return to a
comprehensive negotiation, there seemed little opportunity for for-
ward movement.

In these circumstances, in the summer of 1978, President Carter
invited Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat to Camp David to
negotiate a peace between them. The President, by extending the
invitation, and the Israeli and Egyptian leaders, by accepting it,
greatly increased the stakes involved in reaching a peace agreement.
The resulting pressure, in the unique environment of the prolonged
and isolated summit negotiation, produced a complex set of agree-
ments later interpreted differently by each party. The one subject of
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agreement was that of a bilateral Egyptian-Israeli peace and the treaty
to embody them.

The complexity and subsequent differences lay in the establishment
of a process for dealing with the Palestinian problem. The three
leaders agreed to a process whereby Jordan would be invited to join
Israel and Egypt in negotiating procedures for establishing an elected
self-governing authority on the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip. It
provided that Israeli military government and civilian administrations
would be withdrawn from these areas upon the election of a self-
governing authority. At the same time, a transitional period of five
years was conceived by the end of which the final status of the West
Bank and Gaza would have been negotiated and a final Israeli-Jor-
danian peace concluded. Elected representatives of the West Bank
and Gaza were to participate in the negotiation of these two outcomes.
As Sadat pointed out in his public remarks following Camp David,
it was significant for a broader settlement that the U.S. was at the
heart of the process projected by the agreement.

The other Arab parties, including Jordan, reacted with dismay.
They interpreted the accords as an Egyptian sellout, stage-managed
by the U.S. The Palestinians, focusing on the autonomy provisions for
the West Bank and Gaza, saw these as giving Israel continued control
over all the issues of importance to them—Iland use, water rights, and
political self-determination—thereby foreclosing the possibility of in-
dependence. The U.S. negotiators, while aware they would encounter
problems in obtaining Arab cooperation for the West Bank-Gaza
process, seem to have seriously underestimated them. They appar-
ently also underestimated Israel’s reluctance to give the process any
substance.

American diplomacy turned almost at oncé'to the task of persuad-
ing Jordan and the Palestinians that if they committed themselves to
the autonomy talks and the subsequent negotiations for the long-term
disposition of the West Bank and Gaza, the provisions could be made
to work for them. In addition the U.S. hoped that Saudi Arabia,
among the most pro-Western nations in the region, could be drawn
into the process. The Arabs were intensely distrustful of a prolonged
open-ended process, over which Israel, with military and political
control on the ground, could exercise such a high degree of influence,
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and in which their only guarantor was the United States. Almost at
once, beginning on the night the Camp David results were announced,
Israeli policy had the effect of demonstrating that Arab suspicions
were well founded and that American goodwill was not to be credited.
In particular, the narrow Israeli interpretation of autonomy that was
revealed as the Egyptian-Israeli-U.S. talks praceeded was disturbing.
The subsequent repeated Israeli assertion that Israel would remain
sovereign on the West Bank after the transition period convinced the
Arabs that the so-called self-governing authority on the West Bank
and Gaza was intended by Israel to be nothing more than an agency
of Israel’s continued occupation.

By the end of the Carter administration, the Arab-Israeli conflict
had hardened and other events in the Persian Gulf and Iran were
claiming priority. U.S. diplomacy faced a problem of several dimen-
sions. The U.S. sought to preserve the gains it believed had been made
at Camp David, in terms of both Israeli-Egyptian peace and U.S.-
Egyptian relations. It also accepted involvement in supporting Sadat’s
legitimacy and the policy he stood for in Egypt, through completion
of the phased peace terms and Israeli Sinai withdrawal. But the issue
that remained unresolved was the Palestinian question. More clearly
than ever, solving that issue was vital to the stability of the Egyptian-
Israeli treaty as well as for a lasting comprehensive settlement.

Iran proved to be another site where the contradictions in basic
U.S. policy became dramatically apparent. By continually emphasiz-
ing external threats and ignoring the extent to which crises in domes-
tic Iranian policies—political repression, skewed development, over-
emphasis on military spending, etc.—would catalyze decisive internal
opposition to the rule of the Shah, the U.S. helped pave the way for
his downfall. The Iranian revolution, with its strong Islamic orienta-
tion, and its markedly anti-Western values, added a new dimension
to the revolutionary politics of the Middle East. It demonstrated as
well that a ruler and his policies could be rejected when they were
perceived by the people to be largely serving external interests and
opposing the interests of their own country.

For the U.S. the loss of the Shah and his armies was a setback to
the Nixon doctrine of using surrogate forces to protect U.S. interests
abroad. But it also halted the lucrative flow of U.S. arms to Iran, at
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the time the world’s largest importer of weapons. The Shah’s demise
also challenged the image that sophisticated arms, rapid Western-
oriented development, and alliance with the U.S. would provide the
rocks of stability. No wonder that Henry Kissinger, architect of
America’s Iran policy for the Nixon administration, called the over-
throw of the Shah the worst setback to U.S. policy since World War
II, greater even than the debacle in Indochina. .

In the wake of the Iranian revolution the U.S. began to redesign a
policy that would not shy away from securing U.S. interests through
direct military intervention if it should prove necessary. The Carter
administration, even prior to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
began to take the steps—upgrading the Indian Ocean nzfval base at
Diego Garcia, seeking additional bases near the Gulf region, f1.1rther
developing the rapid deployment force—that became the bas1c' gle-
ments of the Carter Doctrine in January 1980. The destabilizing
Soviet entry into Afghanistan served to dramatically punctuate the
Carter efforts.

FOURTH PHASE: THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

The Reagan administration took office with the hope th.at. it could
downgrade the Arab-Israeli conflict, put aside the Palestinian prob-
lem, and focus instead on its own Middle East agenda. It placed
priority on three concerns:

1. Its perception of a Soviet threat in the Middle East and the
problem of protecting the oil-rich Persian Gulf .

2. The need to build an anti-Soviet strategic consensus in the region
and enlist allies such as Egypt, Israel, and Saudi Arabia because of
the bases and facilities they might provide .

3. To strengthen its military potential in the Persian Gulf/Ipdfan
Ocean region significantly through acquiring basing rights, bul!dnng
a rapid deployment force, and providing sophisticated arms to Middle
East allies

The Middle East, the Reagan government seems to believe, can best
be understood through the lens of worldwide U.S.-U.S.S.R. confrfm-
tation. Regional disputes and local problems in this new formulation
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are secondary to the need to deal with what they see as a worldwide
Soviet military advantage.

The President entered office naming Israel as “a major strategic
asset to America.” Aid to Israel was not a case of charity but an
investment in U.S. security. Reagan has expressed his belief that
Israel’s West Bank-Gaza settlements are legal. He has been flatly
opposed to an independent Palestinian state, and he consistently ob-
jects to including the PLO in any peace negotiations, calling them a
“terrorist organization.” His attitude toward the Camp David pro-
cess has been lukewarm, and while he seems to favor a Jordanian
solution to the Palestine problem, his overall view is to oppose an
activist U.S. role in the peace process.

But the Middle East has not behaved according to Reagan’s hopes.
The new administration began its elaboration of a Middle East policy
when it gave approval to an enlargement of the supply of sophisticated
aircraft to Saudi Arabia. Within two months of taking office, the
Reagan government found itself in the middle of the predictably
volatile Arab-Israeli conflict.

The spring/summer of 1981 will probably be seen historically as a
turning point in relations between Israel and the U.S. Several signifi-
cant events propelled Reagan administration reevaluations in U.S.
Middle East policy. The first of these was the sharp escalation in
fighting in Lebanon in March and April, culminating in direct Israeli
intervention in central Lebanon on behalf of the Phalangist forces and
the Syrian countermove introducing into Lebanon sophisticated Sovi-
et-manufactured surface-to-air missiles. Second, the Israeli air attack
and destruction of the Osirak nuclear reactor near Baghdad in June
raised new issues in the Middle East. Third, the renewed cross-border
warfare in Southern Lebanon and the large-scale Israeli air raid in
June on the Palestinian section of West Beirut that killed over 300 and
wounded 800, primarily civilians. Lastly, the Saudi Arabian peace
proposal announced in August became an additional source of Israe-
1i-U.S. contention. All this meant that the Reagan administration

could not avoid the central Israeli-Palestinian issue.

The U.S. did respond in each instance since it judged that U.S.
interests would be negatively affected by heightened conflict in the
region. Further, because U.S.-supplied aircraft and ordnance were
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used in both the Osirak and Beirut raids, perhaps in violation of the
terms on which they were supplied, many people called for govern-
mental review of arms sales to Israel. The first clear signs that mem-
bers of the Reagan administration saw a potential divergence between
U.S. Middle East interests and Israeli policies and actions appeared:

The flare-up of actual fighting in Lebanon and escalation of Israeli
and Syrian involvement caused the U.S. tq recall frorr'l retlremer}t
Philip Habib, a veteran State Department Middle East .dlplomat. His
aim was to help the parties back away from confrontathn. ’Ijo do so,
he found it necessary to deal with the heightened tension in Israel
caused by Syria’s introduction into Lebanon of very accurate surface-
to-air missiles and with the smoldering civil war in Lebanoq that ha.d
pitted the Phalange militias, largely Maronite Christ?an, against a mix
of Lebanese Muslim groups, the PLO, and the Syrian fm:ces. Habib
encouraged the Saudi Arabians to join other Arab s'tate dlp}omats to
seek through diplomacy an end to the renewed' ﬁg?n?mg,r a withdrawal
of the Syrian missiles and a reduction in Israeli military 1nvolvepent.
The U.S. had a political stake in Habib’s success and commumcafed
this to Israel to postpone threatened Israeli air attacks on the Syrian
missiles.

The Israeli bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor on Jl.me 8, 1-9§1,
occurred just three weeks before Israeli elections and durmg the joint
U.S.-Arab diplomatic efforts in Lebanon. The. attack carried out by
U S.-supplied aircraft involved crossing the airspace ot_' Jordan and
Saudi Arabia, both U.S. Middle East friends. The Israeli venture was
successful on technical grounds and demonstrated that Israel. main-
tains military dominance in the region. The political ramifications of
the attack, however, were not positive for Israel. . >

The timing of the attack brought the criticism f.rom Prime Minister
Begin’s opponents within Israel that it was motl_vated by 'the forth-
coming elections. In the international community, questions were
raised about the legitimacy and legality of bombing a nuclear facility.
Critics of Israel’s raid noted that the Iraqi reactor was not yet opera-
tional and that Iraq was an early signatory of the nuclear n9nprohfer-
ation treaty, thereby formally signifying its intent. not to t3u11d r}uclear
weapons. Iraq had regularly opened its facility to international mspec’:-
tions in accordance with the treaty. Critics further noted Israel’s
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refusal to sign the nonproliferation treaty and the high probability
that Israel has produced nuclear weapons itself. The Arab countries
reacted with anger at the Israeli attack across national borders and
frustration at being unable to offer any significant response. The U.S.
reacted by immediately placing under embargo a small shipment of
F-16 fighter-bombers destined for Israel while it examined whether
Israel had broken the prohibition against use of U.S.-supplied weap-
ons for anything but defensive purposes. Although the examination
led to no firm conclusion and the planes were subsequently shipped,
this represented one of the few times that the U.S. had expressed such
strong disapproval of an Israeli action. Diplomatically, the U.S.

moved to an unfamiliar position of supporting in the U.N. Security

Council a resolution written by Iraq in consultation with the U.S.*
While it was clear that Israel had embarrassed the U.S. by the timing
of its Iraqi raid, coming as it did in the midst of diplomatic efforts,
it seemed unlikely that deeper shifts in the U.S. policy toward Israel
would follow.

The Israelis argued, in justification of their raid, that the nonprolif-
eration treaty and the inspections by the International Atomic Energy
Agency were inadequate to detect the diversion of materials from the
reactor. They claimed that the type of reactor Iraq was building is not
needed for the research purposes specified and that the enriched fuels
Iraq was securing supported Israeli judgments about Iraq’s intent to
build a bomb. They justified their unilateral action by claiming that
no one else really cares about Israel’s security or is in a position to
judge what is essential to guarantee it.

Even as this argument was being pursued, Israel launched a series
of preemptive attacks against a strong PLO military build-up in
Southern Lebanon, culminating in the large-scale raid on West Beirut
on July 18. The Israeli attacks were followed immediately by heavy
shelling of Israeli border settlements by the PLO. Prime Minister
Begin claimed that Israel’s intent was to attack PLO headquarters and
thus prevent their attacks on northern Israel. Further, he said that
Israel would not refrain from bombing civilian sectors if the PLO
headquarters was located among them, even though he regretted the
loss of civilian lives. It is doubtful that Israel expected the level of
international condemnation that followed or the degree of anger it
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met from Washington. The Reagan administration immediately sus-
pended the delivery of an additional shipment of F-16’s and again sent
Ambassador Habib to seek a cease-fire. With Saudi diplomatic help,
the guns were silenced along the Lebanese-Israeli border. The -wo.rld
watched as Israel and the PLO, operating through intermediaries,
negotiated the terms of a cease-fire. Yasir Arafat enforced t!le cease-
fire on the Palestinian side by disciplining hard-line Palestinian guer-
rilla groups. . '

The import of this negotiated cease-fire underlines the fact th_at_, if
peace is to come in the long Arab-Israeli conflict, the Palestinian
problem must be solved and the PLO must be a partner to the solu-
tion. Israel’s traditional unwillingness to deal with the PLO ,aqd the
unwillingness of the PLO to deal with Israel have always stood in the
way of any resolution. The rapidity with which the PLO assented to
the cease-fire put extra pressure on Israel. . .

The peace process can proceed successfully only with the direct
involvement of the Palestinians and the PLO. For the U.S,, the ques-
tion of Israel’s restriction on U.S. diplomatic contact with the PLO
becomes central. The Reagan administration recently has shown some
willingness to alter its previous dismissal of the PLO and an openness
to engage the PLO in dialogue. Movement of this sort requires care
and perseverance as well as aid from others, such as concerned .fxr.ab
parties and the Europeans who are in contact with the Palestinian
movement.

It is also clear that a U.S. move for Palestinian discussions would
have numerous other ramifications. Israel will surely react negatively,
at least at first, seeing its preeminence in shaping U.S. Middle East
policy eroded. Arab states, across the political spectrum, wquld per-
ceive this move as a more even-handed and more responsive US
policy. An openness, long missing in the Middle East conflict, might
be introduced. —

The Reagan administration faces a challenge and an opportunity in
restructuring U.S. relations with Israel and the Ar_ab w.orld. .To de-
velop an effective peace strategy, the Reagan administration w1}1 have
to recognize the subtlety and nuance of problems and recognize the
fundamental political dimensions of the conflict. To treat the Middle
East as a military and strategic problem, related only to U.S.-US.S.R.
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power struggles, will not address or resolve the underlying conflicts
and may well exacerbate them. Exclusion of the Soviet Union from
any peace process and engagement with them solely on military terms
will almost certainly increase tension and instability in the Middle
East. The aim should be to build on common interests rather than
polarize the region, because to do so is in the interests of the U.S. and
of the people of the Middle East.

That a U.S. policy shift on the Middle East was under way during
the fall of 1981 is clear to all viewers. The directions of that shift,
however, and the forces guiding it are less clear. The Reagan adminis-
tration, by making the sale to Saudi Arabia of sophisticated fighter
planes and airborne surveillance systems (A WACS) the first test of its
new policy, has further underscored the widely held belief that the
new administration has little foreign policy beyond arms transfers. It
has had the further effect of confronting Israel (and its U.S. support-
ers) on the most sensitive ground, security, and will almost certainly
lead to a new and more costly round of arms purchases. While the
Saudi arms agreement surely has as one aim greater Saudi involve-
ment in U.S.-oriented Middle East peacemaking, it will have to be
matched with a strong and coherent commitment by the U.S. to help
resolve the Palestinian question. Will the Reagan administration dem-
onstrate its interest in the peacemaking side of the Saudi agreement
by taking seriously the proposals elaborated by Saudi Prince Fahd and
vigorously encouraging an Arab-based peace initiative, one which
includes Palestinian self-determination alongside recognition of and
security for Israel?

The contradictions in American Middle East policy have once
again emerged with some clarity. Since the assassination of Egyptian
President Sadat, the Reagan administration is being advised to forego
its goal of achieving an anti-Soviet ‘“‘strategic consensus” until there
is much greater progress toward a comprehensive Arab-Israeli agree-
ment and substantial resolution of the Palestinian problem. Only then,
the argument goes, will the pro-Western Arab states, Jordan and
Saudi Arabia, be willing to openly join a U.S.-led coalition. Such a
policy runs counter to the current very strong expressions of Israel
and its supporters who offer contrasting advice—that Israel as the
strongest and most reliable military power in the region should be
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regarded as the major military asset in the region and thus gi\_/en basic
support. But this tension as perceived by U.S. policymakers is flawed
by the degree to which it reduces the problems of the Middle East to
those primarily of strategic considerations in the perceived confronta-
tion with the Soviet Union. But history and compassion should com-
pel the U.S. to place its basic concerns on the needs and interests of
the people in the Middle East, to seek peace because it will serve tho§e
who suffer from war and conflict, and to aid political and economic
change because it will relieve the burdens of oppression and poverty.
Out of these considerations will the true interests of the people of the
U.S. be served and a faithful policy for the U.S. be constructed.
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Conclusions

'

Our report treats what have often appeared to be intractable prob-
lems. As we examine the numerous issues of conflict and the many
layers of apparently contradictory interests, we can sympathize with
the sense of despair that often overcomes those engaged in the prob-
lems of the Middle East. We can understand why emotion runs so
strong and why effective discourse can be so hard to achieve.

Our own ability to continue without despair to deal with these
issues has gained strength from the numerous personal contacts that
the AFSC has developed over the years with people in the Middle East
who are deeply involved in and committed to one or another issue or
side in the conflicts there. We are realistic about the seriousness and
depth of the problems in the Middle East but we are still, as we said
at the outset, cautiously optimistic.

As we neared the completion of writing this report, we shared it
with individuals whom we know represent deeply held positions in the
various Middle East conflicts. We have been impressed by the serious-
ness and helpfulness of their often critical responses, and we have
incorporated many of their perspectives and considerations into this
document. More important, these responses supported our view that
there does exist within the Middle East a reservoir of will and ability
to face squarely and seek resolution for the most difficult problems.

Our criticisms, suggestions, and proposals are spread through the
* volume in the contexts in which they arose. We bring them together
here to show relationships among the problems and among solutions
to them. We hope that they can serve as guideposts to new perspec-
tives and new policies. i
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THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

The core of any solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict is the resolution
of the Palestinian problem. It is clear that major initiatives must be
taken by the countries and peoples of the Middle East. It is equally
certain that there are crucial efforts that can be taken by the United
Nations, the U.S., U.S.S.R., and the nations of Europe. The outlines
for most of the needed steps can be found in resolutions of the United
Nations Security Council and General Assembly. What is required
now is the will to break out of the continuing stalemate.

We believe that the solution of the Palestinian problem will involve
compromises of positions currently held by both the Israelis and the
Palestinians. We believe that to conclude a just peace which provides
for the sectrity of all nations, the basic provisions of U.N. Security
Council Resolution 242 should be carried out. In addition, we believe
that Palestinian self-determination should set the terms for the ulti-
mate decision about the West Bank and Gaza Strip and that an
independent Palestinian state on these territories should be supported
if it is the chosen option of the Palestinian people. In turn, Palestinian
recognition of Israel and its right to a secure and peaceful existence
within the pre-1967 borders must be unequivocally given. All parties
must renounce terrorism. We believe that this solution provides a
measure of justice for both parties who have contested the same lands.
It will bring a long-awaited peace to both and promise a greater degree
of security for Israel than continued occupation and primary reliance
on military force promises.

To unblock the continued impasse, each side must be willing to
undertake bold actions. The PLO is in a position to make a proposal
that no Israeli political leadership could long resist. It would recog-
nize Israel as a state and make peace with it in return for Israel’s
recognition of the right of Palestinian self-determination in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip. The PLO leadership has often talked of recogni-
tion as the “trump card” to be held onto until negotiations are nearly
complete. The step of recognition need not be viewed as the final step
but may be more effectively used to initiate serious peace negotiations.
The PLO must be willing to take political risks if the goal of a
Palestinian state is to be realized. Discussion of any future reunifica-
tion of all of Palestine, the “dream” which some Palestinians talk of,



186 / A COMPASSIONATE PEACE

must explicitly renounce the use of force and be cast in terms of
mutual desires and negotiated agreements.

For a PLO proposal to have full credibility it must be supported
by the Arab states who have made the resolution of the Palestinian
problem a key element in ending the Arab-Israeli conflict. Serious
proposals of the sort advanced by Saudi Arabia in August 1981 can
demonstrate Arab intent and strengthen the will to peace among all
the parties. But to be successful a proposal must be diplomatically and
politically pursued so as to overcome the fears and rigidities that mark
the Middle East today. Such proposals should be recognized as the
beginning of a process and not necessarily the final outcome. A PLO-
Arab peace initiative would have important reverberations, not only
throughout the Middle East but in the policies of the United States,
the Soviet Union, Europe, and elsewhere.

For Israel’s commitment to peace to be fully appreciated, Israel
must drop its claim to extended sovereignty over the West Bank and
Gaza and deal openly and positively with Palestinian desires for
self-determination and statehood. Israel should be generous in its
interpretation of U.N. Security Council Resolution 242 and, in return
for withdrawal to the approximate pre-1967 borders and recognition
of Palestinian nationalism, require Palestinian and Arab recognition
of Israel’s legitimate right to live peacefully within secure borders.
Israel’s desire for security and a long-term peace is compromised by
the policy of broad-scale settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. For
Israel, the choice is between peace or occupation. If continued steps
to integrate the occupied territories into the political economy of
Israel are taken, a future agreement with the Palestinians and Arabs
is all but foreclosed. As part of any negotiated peace, Isracl must
either withdraw its settlements or negotiate terms for the population
to live under Palestinian sovereignty. Just as Israel insists on its right
to determine its national leadership, realism dictates that Israel will
have to negotiate agreements with the leadership whom the Palestini-
ans and Arab states recognize—the PLO. All present evidence indi-
cates that the Israeli government is deeply reluctant to consider
proposals of this sort. Therefore, we believe that Israelis, American
Jews, and others who care about Israel’s democratic traditions, its
Jewish character, and its responsible role in the world of nations must
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undertake vigorous action to bring a change in Israeli government
policies concerning the Palestinian problem.

All parties, Israeli and Palestinian, should stop the cycle of violence
and terror that has held the area in its grip and instead rely solely on
political, diplomatic, and other nonviolent means to resolve conflict
and achieve agreements.

We hope for more than an end to conflict and seek more than a
mere coexistence of two states sharing a nervously guarded border.
Important as these are, their very achievement should be used to
propel Israelis and Palestinians toward a new relationship with each
other. These two peoples who have common histories of persecution
and dispersion will, we hope, come to respect—and support—each
other’s quests for self-determination and self-identity.

The United States cannot alone bring peace to the Middle East, but
it can aid the process in important ways. As the primary economic
supporter of Israel and supplier of armaments, the U.S. is in a position
to reassure Israel of continued concern for its security and to encour-
age strongly the adoption of policies which can effectively resolve the
Palestinian problem. The United States government must strengthen
its opposition to land expropriation, settlements, seizure of water
resources, deportations of civic leaders, and other moves aimed to
insure long-term Israeli control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The
U.S. must use more than words to indicate its belief that the current
occupation and settlements policies are harmful to the peace process.
In its genuine support for Israel, the U.S. must not by default support
these policies. To reduce U.S. aid to Israel in direct proportion to the
amount Israel uses on settlements would be an effective symbolic
action.

The U.S. has an additional important role to play in bringing all
parties into the peace process. It should, therefore, become involved
in direct dialogue with the PLO. The aim should be vigorously to
encourage the PLO’s involvement in the political and diplomatic
efforts seeking to establish a just peace between Israelis and Palestini-
ans.

The U.S. commitment to a just peace should include both its be-
lief in Israel’s right to live at peace and in security and the right
of the Palestinians to create an independent nation alongside Israel.
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We are aware that the adoption of these policies will require
changes in currently held views of the Reagan administration. We
believe that these changes are in the best interests of both the Israeli
and Palestinian peoples and the U.S., and we urge thoughtful and
vigorous support for them.

LEBANON

The survival of Lebanon and the well-being of the Lebanese people
depend upon the nations of the Middle East and the support of the
international community. Although the long-term solution depends
upon resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and lifting the pressures
it has put upon Lebanon, there are immediate steps that can be taken
which will save lives and preserve order within Lebanon.

U.N. Security Council Resolutions 425 and 426, providing for U.N.
troop supervision of the border between Lebanon and Israel, should
be fully implemented, and the section of the border now controlled
by the Israeli-backed militia should be brought under U.N. supervi-
sion and Lebanese government authority. United Nations and U.S.
diplomatic efforts are urgently required to make this happen.

The diplomatic efforts led by Arab foreign ministers to seek interim
agreements among the feuding parties within Lebanon should be
given all the support possible from the international community. The
large-scale flow of arms to the various militias coming from many
directions should be cut by the suppliers and by international efforts,
thus giving the Lebanese government a greater chance to regain au-
thority and secure civil order.

The special relations between the PLO and Lebanon need to be
reclarified. The PLO should refrain from cross-border military opera-
tions and fully recognize UNIFIL’s charge, together with the Leba-
nese army, to seal off the Lebanese-Israeli border.

The Syrian military presence in Lebanon under Arab League aus-
pices, though originally provided to secure an end to civil war, has
become itself a factor in the conflict. Withdrawal of these Syrian
military forces and reestablishment of the authority of the Lebanese
government are important steps toward achieving peace in Lebanon.
This withdrawal will be linked in Syrian policy to the resolution of
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its conflict with Israel, particularly in the Golan Heights, as part of
the broader Arab states’ initiatives (discussed above) for rapproche-
ment with Israel.

It is important for all parties—Lebanese, Israeli, Palestinian, and
Syrian—to show true compassion for the war-battered civilian popu-
lation and to refrain from any further violence.

MIDDLE EAST OIL

Our conclusions and recommendations regarding oil have two main
components. One centers on our call for a broad reassessment of oil
as a resource that, while owned by some, has international conse-
quences of political as well as economic nature. We note the impor-
tance of establishing just systems of access and distribution for this
resource, not only as a long-term vision but, in our oil-scarce world,
as an urgent necessity.

The second aspect of our concern centers on U.S. policy toward the
oil-producing nations. We are alarmed by the repeated expressions of
the U.S. government of a willingness and a right to intervene militarily
in the Middle East to protect its access to the resource, oil. We are
disturbed by the tendency to support repressive regimes such as that
of the Shah of Iran as a means of retaining preferential access to oil.
The U.S. must renounce its intentions to resort to military force and
political intervention in the area and, instead, respect and recognize
the nonalignment of the oil-producing states and their need to estab-
lish regional security arrangements.

THE ARMS RACE

The major supplier nations should declare a moratorium on the ship-
ment of all new weapons and halt all current arms transfer agree-
ments. The U.S., as the largest supplier, can take a crucial lead in
freezing the arms race in the Middle East. During a moratorium, it
can work with the other supplier nations and the recipients to develop
strong long-term agreements on Middle East arms limitations.

The Middle East should be declared a nuclear-weapons-free zone,
and the suppliers and users of nuclear technologies should work
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quickly to secure full agreement by all states in the region to the
nuclear nonproliferation treaty. Nuclear technology supplier states
should refuse to ship nuclear fuels or technologies to states not in
compliance with the treaty. They should also tighten their own bilat-
eral safeguards as part of nuclear export agreements. In order to
indicate the seriousness of their commitments to halt nuclear weapons
proliferation, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. should undertake immediate
steps to achieve control and reduction of their own nuclear weapons.
This would require acceptance of the SALT II agreement and addi-
tional steps to provide for significant nuclear arms reduction.
Israel, as the technologically most advanced nation in the region
and the one state with a nuclear weapons capacity, has the potential
either to stop or to encourage a Middle East nuclear arms race. If it

takes the crucial steps of signing the nonproliferation treaty, disman--

tling its weapons capability, and opening its facilities to international
inspection, Israel can go far to block the nuclear arms race and secure
a Middle East free from nuclear weapons.

IRAN AND AFGHANISTAN

Recent events in Iran and Afghanistan have been interpreted by U.S.
policymakers as proof that the Middle East/Gulf region is, first and
foremost, an area of U.S.-U.S.S.R. confrontation. This interpretation
oversimplifies or ignores local realities and the concerns of the peoples
of the region. Following the overthrow of the Shah and the resultant
loss of its strong regional ally, the U.S. has been unable to find an
appropriate alternative to whom it may assign its policing functions
for the area. In its place, the U.S. has moved to increase its own
military presence in the region with the establishment of a string of
military bases spanning the region and the development of the rapid
deployment force. It, further, supplies increasingly sophisticated
weapons to more and more parties in the area, extending as far east
as Pakistan. Each arms sale brings a new need for another sale to
maintain balanced relationships among the parties and, in the case of
Israel, to assure military superiority. Emphasizing the view that the
U.S. is engaged in an East-West contest in the Middle East and
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substantially increasing arms supplies to potential allies significantly
increases the prospects that localized conflicts will be escalated to
larger, more encompassing wars.

The U.S. must accept the fact that local concerns and political
realities are the governing factors in the Middle East/Gulf area and
that a policy seeking superpower nonintervention agreements will
more clearly serve the interests of the people of the Middle East and
the cause of peace, regionally and internationally.

There are real issues that emerge from the conflicts and crises and
from the daily lives of people and governments in the Middle East.
They are not on the agendas of either the U.S. or the Soviet Union.
They focus instead both on the much more proximate problems—
employment, hunger, political liberty, human rights—and on the less
tangible questions of national self-identity and political-economic
modernization, on Westernization and traditional religious values. It
is America’s ability to understand and to respond to these issues that
will govern our real contribution to the Middle East and permit us to
render real aid in the amelioration of conflicts that do occur in the
region. The rush to arms, alliances, and grand strategic designs exac-
erbates tensions and makes the U.S. more surely part of the problem,
rather than the solution.

We believe that peace, security, and justice are possible in the
Middle East. The area of the world from which the religious prophetic
traditions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have come may redis-
cover the faithfulness of these traditions to justice and peace. If war
continues in the area, it will be because the contenders and the rest
of us do not truly believe that peace is possible. If peace comes it will
be because one or more of those countries and peoples involved will
have believed and, believing, will have acted daringly and faithfully
in that belief.
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Appendixes

I Security Council Resolution 242 Concerning
Principles for a Just and Lasting Peace in the Middle

East, November 22, 1967

The Security Council.

Expressing its continuing concern with the grave situation in the
Middle East,

Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war
and the need to work for a just and lasting peace in which every State in
the area can live in security,

Emphasizing further that all Member States in their acceptance of the
Charter of the United Nations have undertaken a commitment to act in
accordance with Article 2 of the Charter,

1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles requires th‘e
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East which should
include the application of both the following principles: K-

(i) Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories occupied in the
recent conflict; _

(ii) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for
and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every State in the area and their right to
live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from
threats or acts of force;

2. Affirms further the necessity . ; ;

(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through international

waterways in the area;

(b) For achieving a just settlement of the rgf}lgee problem;

(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and political
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independence of every State in the area, through measures including the
establishment of demilitarized Zones;

3. Reguests the Secretary-General to designate a Special Representatiye
to proceed to the Middle East to establish and maintain contacts with the
States concerned in order to promote agreement and assist efforts to
achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement in accordance with the
provisions and principles in this resolution;

4. Reguests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council op

the progress of the efforts of the Special Representative as soon as
possible.

Adopted unanimously at the
1382nd meeting.

IT  Security Council Resolutions 338, 339 Concerning
the October War, October 22-27, 1973

Resolution 338 (October 22, 1973)

The Security Council

1. Calls upon all parties to the present fighting to cease all firing and
terminate all military activity immediately, no later than 12 hours after
the moment of the adoption of this decision, in the positions they now
occupy;

2. Calls upon the parties concerned to start immediately after the
cease-fire the implementation of Security Council resolution 242 (1967) in
all of its parts:

3. Decides that, immediately and concurrently with the cease-fire,
negotiations start between the parties concerned under appropriate
auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable Ppeace in the Middle
East.

Resolution 339 (October 23, 1973)

The Security Council

Referring 1o its resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

1. Confirms its decision on an immediate cessation of all kinds of firing
and of all military action, and urges that the forces of the two sides be
Teturned to the positions they occupied at the moment the cease-fire
became effective;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to take measures for immediate
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i i ise the observance of the
i f United Nations observers to supervise t ;
dlsp:fltﬁ'leobetween the forces of Israel and the {\rab Re_pubhc of Eg:'l?;,
ce?sm for this purpose the personnel of the Um?ed Nations now in
:Zidcgile East and first of all the personnel now in Cairo.

General Assembly Resolution 3236 Concerning
tllg Queestion of Palestine, November 22, 1974

The General Assembly, ) .
7 idered the question of Pal&stlpe, ) _ Tl
gz:z:g Zoe::ii the stategxent of the Palestine Liberation Organization,
epresentative of the Palestinian people, )
theHinE‘ng also heard other statements made t<:1ur1ng ;?eem dz?a}l;z,l S
ed that no just solution to the prol : _
yetDli:g:;v a:c:ol:li‘;ig and recognizing that the problem of Palestine continues
i tional peace and security, : e
to;gg:;ng;ngltf;:: the Parl,:stinian people is entltlc?d to self-determination
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, AR
Expressing its grave concern that the lfalestlx}lan pe_o;:ﬂzr it O
prevented from enjoying its inalienable rights, in partic its rig
self-determination, - -
the Charter,
Guided by the purposes and _prmapl_es o .
Recallingyits relevant resolutions vthh affirm the right of the
ini le to self-determination, = 1 .
Pa}es;eu;;r;':;o;;he inalienable rights of the Palestinian people in Palestine,
mc(lal;dl';'ll%; right to self-determination without extemgl ixtlterference;
ight to national independence and sovereignty;
gb)R'le‘:;’i:lng;s also the inalienable right of the Palestinians to retu;n to
thei.r homes and property from which they have been displaced an
, and calls for their return; A
up;o%fndphal.lsizes that full respect for and the realization o{ ﬂfl'esethe
inaiienable rights of the Palestinign people are indispensable for
tion of the question of Palest_me; ) - .
so}: 1sz'lcognizesqthat the Palestinian people 1st ha %\ri?;cli?:lE;;?t—-ty in the
bli t of a just and durable peace in he e
eStSa bg;}:'?;z?: recogr-:izes the right of the Palestinian people to rci:gla;sn ;:‘sthe
righ.ts by all means in accordance with the purposes and princip

f the United Nations; ) =Y i
Ch:rf;;p(;als to all States and international organizations to extend their
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support to the Palestinian people in its struggle to restore its rights, in
accordance with the Charter;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to establish contacts with the
Palestine Liberation Organization on all matters concerning the question
of Palestine;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at
its thirtieth session on the implementation of the present resolution;

9. Decides to include the item entitled “Question of Palestine” in the
provisional agenda of its thirtieth session.

2296th plenary meeting
22 November 1974

IV UN Security Council Resolution 425,
19 March 1978

THE SECURITY COUNCIL,

TAKING NOTE of the letters of the permanent representative of Lebanon
and the permanent representative of Israel, having heard the statements of the
permanent representatives of Lebanon and Israel,

GRAVELY CONCERNED at the deterioration of the situation in the
Middle East, and its consequences to the maintenance of international peace,

CONVINCED that the present situation impedes the achievement of a just
peace in the Middle East,

1. CALLS for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereignty and
political independence of Lebanon within its territorially recognized bounda-
ries;

2. CALLS upon Israel immediately to cease its military action against
Lebanese territorial integrity and withdraw forthwith its forces from all Leba-
nese territory;

3. DECIDES, in the light of the request of the government of Lebanon, to
establish immediately under its authority a United Nations interim force for
southern Lebanon for the purpose of confirming the withdrawal of Israeli
forces, restoring international peace and security and assisting the govern-
ment of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority in the area,
the force to be composed of personnel drawn from state members of the
United Nations;

4. REQUESTS the secretary general to report to the Council within 24
hours on the implementation of this resolution.

. 3 -
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UN Security Council Resolution 426 (Excerpts)
19 March 1978

... 1. The present report is submitted in pursuance of Security Council
resolution 425 (1978) of 19 March 1978 in which the Council, among oth_er
things, decided to set up a United Nations Force in Lebanon upder its
authority and requested the Secretary General to submit a report to it on the
implementation of the resolution.

Terms of reference

2. The terms of reference of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL) are: .

a) The Force will determine compliance with paragraph 2 of Security
Council resolution 425 (1978). . _

b) The Force will confirm the withdrawal of Israeli forces, restqre mter{la-
tional peace and security, and assist the Government of Lebanon in ensuring
the return of its sffective authority in the area. )

¢) The Force will establish and maintain itself in an area of operation to
be defined in the light of paragraph 2 (b) above. )

d) The Force will use its best efforts to prevent the recurrence of ﬁg!ltmg
and to ensure that its area of operation is not utilized for hostile activities of
any kind.

Z) In the fulfillment of this task, the Force will have the cpoperation of th'e
Military Observers of UNTSO, who will continue to function on the Armi-
stice Demarcation Line after the termination of the mandate of UNIFIL.

V Joint Statement Issued by the Governments of the
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. New York, October 1, 1977

Having exchanged views regarding the unsafe situation which remains in tl.le
Middle East, U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and Member of the Pol;t-
bureau of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the USSR A.A. Gromyko have the following statement to make on behalf
of their countries, which are cochairmen of the Geneva Peace Conference on
the Middle East: '
1. Both governments are convinced that vital interests of the peoples of this
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area, as well as the interests of strengthening peace and international secu-
rity in general, urgently dictate the necessity of achieving, as soon as possi-
ble, a just and lasting settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. This settlement
should be comprehensive, incorporating all parties concerned and all ques-
tions.

The United States and the Soviet Union believe that, within the framework
of a comprehensive settlement of the Middle East problem, all specific ques-
tions of the settlement should be resolved, including such key issues as with-
drawal of Israeli Armed Forces from territories occupied in the 1967 conflict;
the resolution of the Palestinian question, including insuring the legitimate
rights of the Palestinian people; termination of the state of war and estab-
lishment of normal peaceful relations on the basis of mutual recognition
of the principles of sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political indepen-
dence.

The two governments believe that, in addition to such measures for insur-
ing the security of the borders between Israel and the neighboring Arab states
as the establishment of demilitarized zones and the agreed stationing in them
of U.N. troops or observers, international guarantees of such borders as well
as of the observance of the terms of the settlement can also be established
should the contracting parties so desire. The United States and the Soviet
Union are ready to participate in these guarantees, subject to their constitu-
tional processes.

2. The United States and the Soviet Union believe that the only right and
effective way for achieving a fundamental solution to all aspects of the Middle
East problem in its entirety is negotiations within the framework of the
Geneva peace conference, specially convened for these purposes, with partici-
pation in its work of the representatives of all the parties involved in the
conflict including those of the Palestinian people, and legal and contractual
formalization of the decisions reached at the conference.

In their capacity as cochairmen of the Geneva conference, the United
States and the USSR affirm their intention, through joint efforts and in their
contacts with the parties concerned, to facilitate in every way the resumption
of the work of the conference not later than December 1977. The cochair-
men note that there still exist several questions of a procedural and organiza-
tional nature which remain to be agreed upon by the participants to the con-
ference.

3. Guided by the goal of achieving a just political settlement in the Middle
East and of eliminating the explosive situation in this area of the world, the
United States and the USSR appeal to all the parties in the conflict
to understand the necessity for careful consideration of each other’s legiti-
mate rights and interests and to demonstrate mutual readiness to act accord-
ingly.

g - — o = e = e o - o=
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VI A Framework for Peace in the Middle East
Agreed at Camp David* September 17, 1978

Muhammad Anwar al-Sadat, President of the Arab Republic of Egypt, and
Menachem Begin, Prime Minister of Israel, met with J immy Carter, President
of the United States of America, at Camp David from September 5 to Septem-
ber 17, 1978, and have agreed on the following framewo'rk for peace in the
Middle East. They invite other parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict to adhere

to it.

Preamble

The search for peace in the Middle East must be guided.by the following:

—The agreed basis for a peaceful settlement of th; conflict l_)etween I_srael
and its neighbors is United Nations Security Council Resolution 242, in all
its parts.

3Aftet four wars during thirty years, despite intensive human efforts, the
Middle East, which is the cradle of civilization and the birthplace of three
great religions, does not yet enjoy the blessings of peace. The people of the
Middle East yearn for peace so that the vast human and natural resources of
the region can be turned to the pursuits of peace and so that this area can
become a model for coexistence and cooperation among nations.

__The historic initiative of President Sadat in visiting Jerusalem and the
reception accorded to him by the Parliament, gov.emment a_n'd people of
Israel, and the reciprocal visit of Prime Minister Begin to Ismailia, the peace
proposals made by both leaders, as well as the warm reception of these
missions by the peoples of both countries, ha\fe crgated an 'unprecedented
opportunity for peace which must not pe lost if this generation and future
generations are to be spared the tragedies of war. :

—The provisions of the Charter of the Uplted Nations aqd the other
accepted norms of international law and legitimacy now provide accepted
standards for the conduct of relations among all states. :

—To achieve a relationship of peace, in the spirit of Article 2 of the United
Nations Charter, future negotiations between Israel and any neighbor pre-
pared to negotiate peace and security with it, are necessary for the purpose
of carrying out all the provisions and principles of .Re§oh_1tlons '242 and 338

—Peace requires respect for the sovereignty, temtqnal' mtegnty aqd politi-
cal independence of every state in the area and their right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force.

*Accompanying letters may be found in: The Camp David Summit, Sep.zfember 1978,
Department of State Publication 8954, Near East and South Asian Series 88 (Wash-
ington, D.C.: USGPO, 1978). _

$The texts of Resolutions 242 and 338 are annexed to this document.




D

216 / Appendixes

Progress toward that goal can accelerate movement toward a new era of
recor.lciliation in the Middle East marked by cooperation in promoting eco.
nomic development, in maintaining stability, and in assuring security.

—Security is enhanced by a relationship of peace and by cooperation
between nations which enjoy normal relations. In addition, under the termg
of peace treaties, the parties can, on the basis of reciprocity, agree to special
security arrangements such as demilitarized zones, limited armaments
areas, early warning stations, the presence of international forces, liaison,
agr?e;i measures for monitoring, and other arrangements that they agree are,
useful.

Framework

: Taking these factors into account, the parties are determined to reach a
just, comprehensive, and durable settlement of the Middle East conflict
through the conclusion of peace treaties based on Security Council Resolu-
tions 242 and 338 in all their parts. Their purpose is to achieve peace and good
neighborly relations. They recognize that, for peace to endure, it must involve
all those who have been most deeply affected by the conflict. They therefore
agree that this framework as appropriate is intended by them to constitute
a basis for peace not only between Egypt and Israel, but also between Israel
and each of its other neighbors which is prepared to negotiate peace with
Isr?elllon this basis. With that objective in mind, they have agreed to proceed
as follows:

A. West Bank and Gaza

1. Egypt,_ Israel, Jordan and the representatives of the Palestinian people
_shoulq participate in negotiations on the resolution of the Palestinian problem
in all its aspects. To achieve that objective, negotiations relating to the West
Bank and Gaza should proceed in three stages:

(a) Egypt and Israel agree that, in order to ensure a peaceful and or-
derly transfer of authority, and taking into account the security concerns of
all the parties, there should be transitional arrangements for the West Bank
and Gaza for a period not exceeding five years. In order to provide full
autonomy to the inhabitants, under these arrangements the Israeli military
gO\{ernment and its civilian administration will be withdrawn as soon as a
self-governing authority has been freely elected by the inhabitants of these
areas to replace the existing military government. To negotiate the details of
a transitional arrangement, the Government of Jordan will be invited to join
the negotiations on the basis of this framework. These new arrangements
should give due consideration both to the principle of self-government by
the inhabitants of these terrorities and to the legitimate security concerns of
the parties involved.

(b) Egypt, Israel, and Jordan will agree on the modalities for establishing
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the elected self-governing authority in the West Bank and Gaza. The delega-
tions of Egypt and Jordan may include Palestinians from the West Bank and
Gaza or other Palestinians as mutually agreed. The parties will negotiate an
agreement which will define the powers and responsibilities of the self-govern-
ing authority to be exercised in the West Bank and Gaza. A withdrawal of
Israeli armed forces will take place and there will be a redeployment of the
remaining Israeli forces into specified security locations. The agreement will
also include arrangements for assuring internal and external security and
public order. A strong local police force will be established, which may
include Jordanian citizens. In addition, Israeli and Jordanian forces will
participate in joint patrols and in the manning of control posts to assure the
security of the borders.

(c) When the self-governing authority (administrative council) in the
West Bank and Gaza is established and inaugurated, the transitional period
of five years will begin. As soon as possible, but not later than the third year
after the beginning of the transitional period, negotiations will take place to
determine the final status of the West Bank and Gaza and its relationship
with its neighbors, and to conclude a peace treaty between Israel and Jor-
dan by the end of the transitional period. These negotiations will be con-
ducted among Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and the elected representatives of the
inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza. Two separate but related commit-
tees will be convened, one committee, consisting of representatives of the
four parties which will negotiate and agree on the final status of the West
Bank and Gaza, and its relationship with its neighbors, and the second
committee, consisting of representatives of Israel and representatives of Jor-
dan to be joined by the elected representatives of the inhabitants of the West
Bank and Gaza, to negotiate the peace treaty between Israel and Jordan,
taking into account the agreement reached on the final status of the West
Bank and Gaza. The negotiations shall be based on all the provisions and
principles of UN Security Council Resolution 242. The negotiations will
resolve, among other matters, the location of the boundaries and the nature
of the security arrangements. The solution from the negotiations must also
recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and their just re-
quirements. In this way, the Palestinians will participate in the determina-
tion of their own future through:

1) The negotiations among Egypt, Israel, Jordan and the representa-
tives of the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza to agree on the final status
of the West Bank and Gaza and other outstanding issues by the end of the
transitional period.

2) Submitting their agreement to a vote by the elected representatives
of the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza.

3) Providing for the elected representatives of the inhabitants of the
West Bank and Gaza to decide how they shall govern themselves consistent
with the provisions of their agreement.
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4) Participating as stated above in the work of the committee negotiat-
ing the peace treaty between Israel and Jordan.

2. All necessary measures will be taken and provisions made to assure the
security of Israel and its neighbors during the transitional period and beyond.
To assist in providing such security, a strong local police force will be con-
stituted by the self-governing authority. It will be composed of inhabitants of
the West Bank and Gaza. The police will maintain continuing liaison on
internal security matters with the designated Israeli, Jordanian, and Egyptian
officers.

3. During the transitional period, representatives of Egypt, Israel, Jordan,
and the self-governing authority will constitute a continuing committee to
decide by agreement on the modalities of admission of persons displaced from
the West Bank and Gaza in 1967, together with necessary measures to prevent
disruption and disorder. Other matters of common concern may also be dealt
with by this committee.

4. Egypt and Israel will work with each other and with other interested
parties to establish agreed procedures for a prompt, just and permanent
implementation of the resolution of the refugee problem.

B. Egypt-Israel

1. Egypt and Israel undertake not to resort to the threat or the use of
force to settle disputes. Any disputes shall be settled by peaceful means in
accordance ‘with the provisions of Article 33 of the Charter of the United
Nations.

2. In order to achieve peace between them, the parties agree to negotiate
in good faith with a goal of concluding within three months from the signing
of this Framework a peace treaty between them, while inviting the other
parties to the conflict to proceed simultaneously to negotiate and conclude
similar peace treaties with a view to achieving a comprehensive peace in the
area. The Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty between Egypt
and Israel will govern the peace negotiations between them. The parties will
agree on the modalities and the timetable for the implementiation of their
obligations under the treaty.

C. Associated Principles

1. Egypt and Israel state that the principles and provisions described below
should apply to peace treaties between Israel and each of its neighbors—
Egypt, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon.

2. Signatories shall establish among themselves relationships normal to
states at peace with one another. To this end, they should undertake to abide
by all the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. Steps to be taken
in this respect include: ‘

(a) full recognition;
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(b) abolishing economic boycotts;
(c) guaranteeing that under their jurisdiction the citizens of the other
parties shall enjoy the protection of the due process of law.

3. Signatories should explore possibilities for economic development in
the context of final peace treaties, with the objective of contributing to the
atmosphere of peace, cooperation and friendship which is their common

oal.
’ 4. Claims Commissions may be established for the mutual settlement of all
financial claims.

5. The United States shall be invited to participate in the talks on mat-
ters related to the modalities of the implementation of the agreements and
working out the timetable for the carrying out of the obligations of the
parties.

6. The United Nations Security Council shall be requested to endorse the
peace treaties and ensure that their provisions shall not be violated. The
permanent members of the Security Council shall be requested to underwrite
the peace treaties and ensure respect for their provisions. They shall also be
requested to conform their policies and actions with the undertakings con-
tained in this Framework.

FRAMEWORK FOR THE CONCLUSION OF A
PEACE TREATY BETWEEN EGYPT AND ISRAEL

In order to achieve peace between them, Isracl and Egypt agree to negotiate
in good faith with a goal of concluding within three months of the signing
of this framework a peace treaty between them.

It is agreed that:

The site of the negotiations will be under a United Nations flag at a location
or locations to be mutually agreed.

All of the principles of U.N. Resolution 242 will apply in this resolution
of the dispute between Israel and Egypt.

Unless otherwise mutually agreed, terms of the peace treaty will be imple-
mented between two and three years after the peace treaty is signed.

The following matters are agreed between the parties:

(a) the full exercise of Egyptian sovereignty up to the internationally
recognized border between Egypt and mandated Palestine;

(b) the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from the Sinai;

(c) the use of airfields left by the Israelis near El Arish, Rafah, Ras en
Nagb, and Sharm el Sheikh for civilian purposes only, including possible
commercial use by all nations;

(d) the right of free passage by ships of Israel through the Gulf of Suez
and the Suez Canal on the basis of the Constantinople Convention of 1888
applying to all nations; the Strait of Tiran and the Gulf of Agaba are interna-
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tional waterways to be open to all nations for unimpeded and nonsuspendable
freedom of navigation and overflight;

(e) the construction of a highway between the Sinai and Jordan near Elat
with guaranteed free and peaceful passage by Egypt and Jordan; and

(f) the stationing of military forces listed below.

Stationing of Forces

A. No more than one division (mechanized or infantry) of Egyptian armed
forces will be stationed within an area lying approximately 50 kilometers (km)
east of the Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal.

B. Only United Nations forces and civil police equipped with light weapons
to perform normal police functions will be stationed within an area lying west
of the international border and the Gulf of Agaba, varying in width from 20
km to 40 km.

C. In the area within 3 xm east of the international border there will be
Israeli limited military forces not to exceed four infantry battalions and
United Nations observers.

D. Border patrol units, not to exceed three battalions, will supplement the
civil police in maintaining order in the area not included above.

The exact demarcation of the above areas will be as decided during the peace
negotiations.

Early warning stations may exist to insure compliance with the terms of
the agreement.

United Nations forces will be stationed: (a) in part of the area in the Sinai
lying within about 20 km of the Mediterranean Sea and adjacent to the
international border, and (b) in the Sharm el Sheikh area to casure freedom
of passage through the Strait of Tiran; and these forces will not be removed
unless such removal is approved by the Security Council of the United Na-
tions with a unanimous vote of the five permanent members.

After a peace treaty is signed, and after the interim withdrawal is complete,
normal relations will be established between Egypt and Israel, including: full
recognition, including diplomatic, economic and cultural relations; termina-
tion of economic boycotts and barriers to the free movement of goods and
people; and mutual protection of citizens by the due process of law.

Interim Withdrawal

Between the three months and nine months after the signing of the peace
treaty, all Israeli forces will withdraw east of a line extending from a point
east of El Arish to Ras Muhammad, the exact location of this time to be
determined by mutual agreement.
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TREATY OF PEACE BETWEEN
THE ARAB REPUBLIC OF EGYPT AND THE STATE OF ISRAEL*
March 26, 1979

The Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt and the Government of
the State of Israel:

Preamble

Convinced of the urgent necessity of the establishment of a just, compre-
hensive and lasting peace in the Middle East in accordance with Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338;

Reaflirming their adherence to the “Framework for Peace in the Middle
East Agreed at Camp David,” dated September 17, 1978;

Noting that the aforementioned Framework as appropriate is intended to
constitute a basis for peace not only between Egypt and Israel but also
between Israel and each of its other Arab neighbors which is prepared to
negotiate peace with it on this basis;

Desiring to bring to an end the state of war between them and to establish
a peace in which every state in the area can live in security;

Convinced that the conclusion of a Treaty of Peace between Egypt and
Israel is an important step in the search for comprehensive peace in the area
and for the attainment of the settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict in all its
aspects;

Inviting the other Arab parties to this dispute to join the peace process with
Israz guided by and based on the principles of the aforementioned Frame-
work;

Desiring as well to develop friendly relations and cooperation between
themselves in accordance with the United Nations Charter and the princi-
ples of international law governing international relations in times of peace;

Agree to the following provisions in the free exercise of their sovereignty,
in order to implement the “Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty
Between Egypt and Israel”:

*The additional Treaty Protocols may be found in: The Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty,
March 26, 1979, Department of State Publication 8976, Near Eastern and South
Asian Series 91, Selected Documents no. 11 (Washington, D.C.: USGPO, 1979).
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Article I

1. The state of war between the Parties will be terminated and peace will
be established between them upon the exchange of instruments of ratification
of this Treaty.

2. Israel will withdraw all its armed forces and civilians from the Sinai
behind the international boundary between Egypt and mandated Palestine, as
provided in the annexed protocol (Anmex I), and Egypt will resume the
exercise of its full sovereignty over the Sinai.

- 3. Upon completion of the interim withdrawal provided for in Annex I, the
Parties will establish normal and friendly relations, in accordance with Arti-
cle III (3).

Article IT

The permanent boundary between Egypt and Israel is the recognized inter-
national boundary between Egypt and the former mandated territory of
Palestine, as shown on the map at Annex II, without prejudice to the issue
of the status of the Gaza Strip. The Parties recognize this boundary as
inviolable. Each will respect the territorial integrity of the other, including
their territorial waters and airspace.

Article III

1. The Parties will apply between them the provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations and the principles of international law governing relations
among states in times of peace. In particular:

a. They recognize and will respect each other’s sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence;

b. They recognize and will respect each other’s right to live in peace
within their secure and recognized boundaries;

c. They will refrain from the threat or use of force, directly or indirectly,
against each other and will settle all disputes between them by peaceful
means.

2. Each Party undertakes to ensure that acts or threats of belligerency,
hostility, or violence do not originate from and are not committed from within
its territory, or by any forces subject to its control or by any other forces
stationed on its territory, against the population, citizens or property of the
other Party. Each Party also undertakes to refrain from organizing, instigat-
ing, inciting, assisting or participating in acts or threats of belligerency,
hostility, subversion or violence against the other Party, anywhere, and un-
dertakes to ensure that perpetrators of such acts are brought to justice.

3. The Parties agree that the normal relationship established between them
will include full recognition, diplomatic, economic and cultural relations,
termination of economic boycotts and aiscriminatory barriers to the free
movement of people and goods, and will guarantee the mutual enjoyment by
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citi?ens of the due process of law. The process by which they undertake to
achle_ve such a relationship parallel to the implementation of other provisions
of this Treaty is set out in the annexed protocol (Annex III).

Article IV

1'. In c_)rder to provide maximum security for both Parties on the basis of
reciprocity, agreed security arrangements will be established including lim-
ited force zones in Egyptian and Israeli territory, and United Nations forces
and observers, described in detail as to nature and timing in Annex I, and
other security arrangements the Parties may agree upon.

Z '.I'he Ifarti&s agree to the stationing of United Nations personnel in areas
described in Annex 1. The Parties agree not to request withdrawal of the
United Natiorts personnel and that these personnel will not be removed unless
such remov'fll 1s approved by the Security Council of the United Nations, with
th_e affirmative vote of the five Permanent Members, unless the Parties other-
wise agree.

3. A Joint Commission will be established to facilitate the implementation
of the Treaty, as provided for in Annex L.

4. The security arrangements provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this
Article may at the request of either party be reviewed and amended by mutual
agreement of the Parties. E

Article V

_1. Ships of Israel, and cargoes destined for or coming from Israel, shall
enjoy the right of free passage through the Suez Canal and its approaches
through the Gulf of Suez and the Mediterranean Sea on the basis of the
Constantinople Convention of 1888, applying to all nations. Israeli nationals,
vesse.:ls and cargoes, as well as persons, vessels and cargoes destined for or
coming from Israel, shall be accorded non-discriminatory treatment in all
matters connected with usage of the canal.

2. The Parties consider the Strait of Tiran and the Gulf of Aqgaba to be
international waterways open to all nations for unimpeded and non-suspenda-
ble freedom of navigation and overflight. The Parties will respect each other’s
right to navigation and overflight for access to either country through the
Strait of Tiran and the Gulf of Aqaba.

Article VI

1. This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting in
any way the rights and obligations of the Parties under the Charter of the
United Nations.

2. The Parties undertake to fulfill in good faith their obligations under this
Treaty, without regard to action or inaction of any other party and indepen-
dently of any instrument external to this Treaty.
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3. They further undertake to take all the necessary measures for the appli-
cation in their relations of the provisions of the multilateral conventions to
which they are parties, including the submission of appropriate notification
to the Secretary General of the United Nations and other depositaries of such

conventions.
4. The Parties undertake not to enter into any obligation in conflict with

this Treaty. 3
5. Subject to Article 103 of the United Nations Charter, in the event of a

conflict between the obligations of the Parties under the present Treaty and
any of their other obligations, the obligations under this Treaty will be binding

and implemented.

Article VII

1. Disputes arising out of the application or interpretation of this Treaty

shall be resolved by negotiations.
2. Any such disputes which cannot be settled by negotiations shall be

resolved by conciliation or submitted to arbitration.

Article VIII

The Parties agree to establish a claims commission for the mutual settle-
ment of all financial claims.

Article IX

1. This Treaty shall enter into force upon exchange of instruments of

ratification.
2. This Treaty supersedes the Agreement between Egypt and Israel of

September, 1975.
3. All protocols, annexes, and maps attached to this Treaty shall be re-

garded as an integral part hereof.
4. The Treaty shall be communicated to the Secretary General of the

United Nations for registration in accordance with the provisions of Article
102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

VIII The European Declaration

Following is the text of the declaration on the Middle East by the European
Economic Community issued at the conclusion of a two-day summit in Venice,

June 13, 1981.
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1. The heads of state and government and the ministers of forei i
peld a coxpprehensivelexchange of views on all aspects of the pre::rigsriltzftailg:
in the Mldd!e East, including the state of negotiations resulting from the
agreements sx.gned betwy.en Egypt and Israel in March 1979. They agreed that
irgzvglgrt;nsmlns aﬁ'ectgng this region constitute a serious danger and render
pressinpg ihzr:ls?:e 1.s.olutlon to the Israeli-Arab conflict more necessary and

2._The nine member states of the European Community consider that the
;Lalzii;teu;;ll:l h:s arlld common interests which link Europe to the Middle East

m to play a i i i
c0131cr1ete l\:vay g opwa); g ;E:g:ll role and now require them to work in a more

. Ind is reggrd the nine countries of the Community base on Securit
(()3;):;::; ;Rlesolut.lons 242 and 338 and the positions which ttjllley have expressez
S ggc;{smns, notably in their declarations of 29 June 1977, 19 Septem-
e 01; 2 Se;:‘e::x z.:rdllgg ngéne 111979,. as w;ll' as the speech made on their
34211 (I)Jnilt:led N Z sts ;n Ibrll;h Minister of Foreign Affairs at the

. On the bases thus set out, the time has come to promote the recognition
:il(l:m ulné)olillnentz§t10n of the two principles universally accepted by the iﬁ::ema-
s munity: the right to existence and to security of all the states in

e region, including Israel, and justice for all the peoples, which implies the
rcc;)g:lntloil_l of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people.
re‘x; ' :d t;le dcountrles in the area are entitled to live in peace within secure,
settlgrl::nt shr:) lguzranteec_i borders. The necessary guarantees for a peace
e uld be provided by the United Nations by a decision of the

curity Council gnd, if necessary, on the basis of other mutually agreed
i;_)rocedures. The Nine declare that they are prepared to participate within the
framework of a comprehensive settlement in a system of concrete and bindin
mtgn:;ll(ln;al %ua_rantees, including guarantees on the ground. q
_ 6. A just solution must finally be found to the Palestini i
is not simply one of refugees. The Palestinian people, wh?cl:lhpirso:cl):lgléi:l?sl ‘2)1;'
gx;isrtlmg as spch, must be placed in a position, by an appropriate process

efined w1th1q the framework of the comprehensive peace scttlement, to

exc;rc}[?; fulll)lr. its right to self-determination. :

- The achievement of these objectives requires the involvem -
port of al'l the parties concerned in the peace settlement which :1111; ;?i(riles:?e
endeavoring to promote in keeping with the principles formulated in the
declaration referred to above. These principles apply to all the parties con-
cerned, and thus the Palestinian people, and to the Palestine Liberation
Organization, which will have to be associated with the negotiations

8. ’}‘he Nine recognize the special importance of the role played i)y the
question of Jerusalem for all the parties concerned. The Nine stress that the
will not accept any unilateral initiative designed to change the status o);'
Jerusalem and that any agreement on the city’s status should guarantee
freedom of access of everyone to the holy places. 3
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9. The Nine stress the need for Israel to put an end to the territorial
occupation which it has maintained since the conflict of 1967, as it has done
for part of Sinai. They are deeply convinced that the Israeli settlements
constitute a serious obstacle to the peace process in the Middle East. The Nine
consider that these settlements, as well as modifications in population and
property in the occupied Arab territories, are illegal under international law.

10. Concerned as they are to put an end to violence, the Nine consider that
only the renunciation of force or the threatened use of force by all the parties
can create a climate of confidence in the area, and constitute a basic element
for a comprehensive settlement of the conflict in the Middle East.

11. The Nine have decided to make the necessary contacts with all the
parties concerned. The objective of these contacts would be to ascertain the
position of the various parties with respect to the principles set out in this
declaration and in the light of the results of this consultation process to
determine the form which such an initiative on their part could take.

IX Saudi Arabia’s Peace Plan

Following is an unofficial translation from the Arabic of the Middle East peace
plan proposed by Crown Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia and published by the
Saudi press agency.

1. Israeli evacuation of all Arab territories seized during the 1967 Middle
East war, including the Arab sector of Jerusalem.

2. Dismantling the settlements set up by Israel on the occupied lands after
the 1967 war.

3. Guaranteeing freedom of religious practices for all religions in the
Jerusalem holy shrines.

4. Asserting the rights of the Palestinian people and compensating those
Palestinians who do not wish to return to their homeland.

5. Commencing a transitional period in the West Bank of Jordan and the
Gaza Strip under United Nations supervision for a duration not exceeding a
few months.

6. Setting up a Palestinian state with East Jerusalem as its capital.

7. Affirming the right of all countries of the region to live in peace.

8. Guaranteeing the implementation of these principles by the United
Nations or some of its member states.






