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Dangerous strategy 
ByZALMANSHOVAL 

"THE · U .S. would continue to THE AMERICAN attitude towards Even more annoved, however. 
oppose any international conference the Arab-Israel conflict has always was President Sadat of Egypt. who, 
on the ~Iiddle East under UN au- been ?ualistic. On the one hand. at no small risk to himself. had just 
spices or with the participatio:t of the th~re IS the appr~ach t.hat s~es the managed to eject the Russians from 
So\iet Union." U.S. Secretarv of ,Middle East SituatiOn 1n the his country- and here they were to 
State Geor~e Shultz told Yitihak framework of the general East-West be re-admitted to a position of influ-
Rabin during his visit to Washington confr~ntation : On the other hand, ence through the back door- opened 
(as reported in The Jerusalem Post) . there 1s ~he v1ew- to quote former for them by courtesy of the U.S. 
Going one further. Mr. Shultz later U.S. assistant secretary ~f.stat~ Roy Government! 
told an American senator. though in Athe~on- that U .S. pohcy m the The practical reactions of both 
a different contex~. that he could not a!ea s.hould not be hostage to con- Israel and Egypt were decisive and 
"foresee any development that S!derauons of U .S. global strategy imaginative. The "Sadat peace i~- • 
would lead us to want to come ·,---- · itiative" (which, for the sake of his-
together for some type of condomi- vis-a-vis the USSR... 1 to rica! accuracy. should perhaps be 
nium (with the Soviet Union) in the During the initial period of the called the "Begin-Dayan initiative" 
Middle East. .. presidency of Jimmy Carter. the _ for it was they \vho took the first 

The secretarv·s words of reassur- second of the above views verv de- step in approaching the other side) 
ance came after there had been. in . finitely had the. upper hand. ·con- gathered momentum. culminating 
preceding weeks. what can only be ' trarv to Henrv Kissinger's stand in the Egvptian president's visit to 
described as mixed signals · from und-~r the ou.tgoing Republican Jerusalem'. At the same time, Israeli 
Washington about the possibility of admmistration. namelv that the foreign minister Dayan and his aides 
some sort of coalescence between Arab-Israel conflict was ·indeed part I embarked on an almost unpre-
views of the ·u .S. and of the Soviet (and perhaps the major part) of the cedented hasbara campaign, appeal· 
Union on the Middle East question . overall global picture. it was now ing directly to U.S. public opinion 
Indeed. it is doubtful whether anv somewhat naively believed that it \ with regard to the grave risks to 
official pronouncement on the sub- would be possible for Washington to 1 Israel inherent in the "joint declara-
ject would have been made at all had formulate some sort of coordinated tion ... 
the matter not come to the attention policy with :'vfoscow towards the con- Dayan told President Carter in no 
of the media. . flict. 

As it was. Robert McFarlane. That belier fqund practical ex- uncertain terms that Israel would not 
President Reagan's national security · pression in the October 1. 1977 U.S.- attend the Geneva Conference on 
adviser , went on television to Soviet agreement on the Middle the basis of the Soviet-American 
announce that Washington and Mos- East. Thill ··agreement on princi- document. Davan also enlar~ed on 
cow had agreed to regular meetings pies" was intended to govern a possi- the prime minister's and his own 
to discuss the Middle East. adding ble Aratrisraeli settlement to be ideas on the Autonomv Plan. thus 
that. "We (the U.S.) have for years discussed at the planned Geneva convincin~ Carter thai Israel had 
told the Soviet Union we are in- Conference (of which the USSR and new and constructive ideas with re-
terested in talking with them about the U .S. were co-chairmen). The gard to the Palestinian question. 
settling regional disagreements." It joint document not onlv called on The Israeli and Egyptian efforts 
may be assumed that "regional" in Israel to withdraw from territories • bore fruit. U .S. policy-makers them-
this context refers to twb very speci- occupied in 1967. but also referred to selves had second thoughts and the 
fie regions: ·the Middle- East and "the legitimate rights of the Palesti- "joint declaration" was quietly 
Central America. nian people"- the code-phrase usu- · shelved. and so. in fact. was the 

Simplified. the picture is as fol- aHy applied to the establishment of whole unpalatable concept of the 
lows: The Americans, being primari- a separate Palestinian state. "Geneva Conference... In their 
Iy interested in blocking Communist Though Atherton claims todav place came Camp David. the all· 
sorties into what they regard as their that the agreement "was done large- important · U.S.-Israeli "memoran-
own Central American backyard, ly for reasons of U.S.-Soviet rela~ dum of understanding." signed by 
may, albeit unenthusiastically. be tions and did not seem illogical in Davan and Cvrus Vance in March of 
induced to discuss with the Russians those terms (Foreign Affairs. Sum- 1979. cementing the close rela~ 
areas where the shoe is on the other mer 1984). in fact. news of the agree- tionship between the. two countries 
foot, including, of course. the Mid- ment stunned not onlv "Israel and its ever since. Moreover. in retrospect. 
die East. · supporters in the U.S~ .. (as Atherton Camp David brought about a signifi-

The somewhat defensive tone that says), but it aroused considerable cant shift in the balance of power in 
the U.S. Administration adopted in opposition also in the U.S. press and the Middle East area in America's 
revealing the contacts no doubt had from foreign-policy experts who favour . 
something to do with Defence Minis- could not help being perplexed at a 
ter Rabin's expected visit to policv-move which obviouslY 
Washington; but it could also have threatened to nullify Kissinger's sue- CoNTINUED Vl'f NE".A! PAr:c
been influenced by the unhappy cessful efforts. especially after 1973. 
memories of the last time that the to limit Soviet influence in the area. 
U.S. had sought to coordinate with 18 
the Soviets policies on the Arab· 
Israel conflict. 
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CON'TINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGt: 

WHAT ARE we to understand from 
the announcement of impending 
U.S.-Soviet contacts about "re~~:ion
al problems?" Could it be that the 
situation is coming full circle and 
that Washington will once again 
attempt to coordinate its Middle
Eastern policies with Moscow? 
Probably not. at least not in the 
sense of the approach of 1977. 

There is a great deal of difference 
between the political philosophies of 
the Carter and the Reagan Adminis
trations. Renewed disarmament 
talks notwithstanding. Reagan and 
his entourage have not changed their 
opinon on the Free World versus the 
Soviet Bloc. that only a militarily 
and politically strong American-led 
Western alliance can prevent the 
Soviet Union from making further 
inroads on the position of the Free 
World; and that a strong Israel, as 
viewed from Washington, both prag
matically and idcw;>logically, is more 
than just a reliable strategic con
federate; it also is a friend (trouble
some as this friendship may some
times be), sharing with America the 
same moral and democratic values. 

No ideological approach can, of 
course, be devoid of pragmatic con
siderations. One might add that even 
from Israel's point of view, the possi
bility of a closer U.S.-Soviet dia
logue on vanous world problems, 
including the Middle East, need not. 
a priori, be viewed as totally nega· 
tive; there could, for instance. be 
beneficial effects with regard to Jew~ 
ish emigration from the Soviet Un· 
ion; or, on a different level, the 
Russians could be induced to exert a 
moderating influence on Syria·with. 
regard to · a settlement of the 
Lebanese imbroglio (though this 
doesn't look probable at present). 

But it is the nature of diplomatic 

"understandings" that they usually 
incur some sort of quid pro quo . and 
one can. for instance , imagine the 
Russians saying to their American 
counterparts: "It is Nicaragua or El 
Salvador you wish to discuss? Very 
well. but why not include in the 
agenda also the Middle East. about 
which you have hardly talked with us 
in the last few years?" In such a case 
it would be extremely difficult for 
the U.S. to reply with a categorical 
"No." 

ISRAEL CAN. therefore, not 
afford to be complacent. U.S. 
spokesmen have stressed that at this 
stage there will only be preliminary 
talks. but "preliminary" talks could 
very well lead towards concrete talks 
later on (the U.S.-Soviet declaration 
of 1977 was also preceded by exten· 
sive "preliminary" discussion), and 
the Soviet Union will surely use 
them to push · for an international 
conference on the Middle East. 

Moscow's motivation in this is 
very clear: the USSR is the only 
party that stands to gain from such a 
conference; should it result in far
reaching Israeli concessions, the 
Soviets will get most of the credit for 
that from the Arabs (even though. in 
fact, such concessions would be the 
result of American pressure). If. on 
the other hand - and this is much more 
likely - the conference will end in 
failure . it is the U.S., Israel's friend. 
who will get the blame! In any case. 
Moscow will find itself once again in 
a strong position to curry favour with 
the Arabs and; in general: to regain 
the strong vantage-point it. previo~ 
ly held in influencing events in the 
Middle East. 

Official U.S. spokesmen, well 
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aware of this. have so far completely 
rejected Soviet overtures in this 
direction. but here and there. there 
have also been dissenting voices . So 
we have Judith Kipper of the Amer
ican Enterprise Institute writing in 
The New York Times that "the 
agreement by Washington and Mos
cow to exchange views on the Middle 

t East is an important step." adding 
that "the eventual goal of such an 
exchange might or might not be a 
regional peace conference ... " 

Though Ms. Kipper does not, of 
course. speak for the U.S. Govern
ment. one may assume that more 
than one member of the traditional 
American foreign policy establish
ment holds to the view that conven
ing an international conference 
might not be a bad thing- if this will 
lead to a separation of the Arab
Israel conflict from other Middle 
Eastern issues. and thus bring about 
a U.S.-Arab rapprochement. . 

At this time the idea of an interna
tional conference still looks rather 
far-fetched. though the idea is sup
ported, at least verbally. by most 
Arab states , including Egypt. as well 
as by some European government. 
but changing political situations 
(even if they are related to one area) 
often engender changed policies in 
an altogether different area . Israel 
should thus closely follow events so 
as not to be taken by surprise. 

But this country ·also should, just 
as it did in 1977. soon develop new 
political initiatives of its own with 
regards to the· Palestinian question, 
so as to pre-empt potentially danger
ous ideas from abroad. 

Tht writtr, a former Raft M K •. wa.r an 
aide to the latt Mosht Dayan. · 
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