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Recent Events in the Middle East:
Continuing Dilemmas for US Policy

by
Captain M. Thomas Davis, US Army

he close of 1982 found the American diplomatic position in the

Middle East very different from a year earlier. The year 1981 had
been a difficult and unproductive year for American diplomats charged with
designing and executing American Middle Eastern policy, but it had only
witnessed events which confirmed previously known or suspected regional
trends. The year just past, however, contained changes which could be
profound. The vehicle of these changes has given the United States the
opportunity to make significant progress in furthering its regional objectives,
but at the same time it offers increased possibility of real disaster.

There are several factors which explain how the Reagan administration
allowed this condition to develop. First, the President and his first Secretary
of State, Alexander Haig, viewed the world almost exclusively from an
East-West perspective. This easily translated into a pro-Israeli orientation
since Jerusalem garners much of its support in the United States by
portraying itself as the guardian of Western values and interests in the Middle
East. In terms of policy, these predispositions were expressed in Secrerary
Haig’s April 1981 trip to the Middle East and his fascination with the
possibility of some sort of “‘strategic consensus,” a proposal that received an
understandably enthusiastic hearing from the Israeli government of Prime
Minister Menachem Begin, and an equally understandable cold-shoulder
from the Arab Allies envisioned as the remaining legs of any such agreement.!

Second, was the unfamiliarity of the President with the nuances of both
Middle Eastern history and politics. The President’s comments during the
1980 Presidential campaign and immediately after his election revealed only
the barest knowledge about the vital issues facing the region. This was the
contributing ingredient to the third factor, the apparent Isracli perception
that Washington under Reagan and Haig would be more agreeable to
Jerusalem’s aggressive pursuit of policies and actions that furthered narrow
Israeli interests.

These three factors quickly combined to fossilize the already troubled

autonomy talks being conducted by Israel, Egypt, and the United States,
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which were designed to complete the last phase of the Camp David process
by providing “full autonomy’’ to the Arab inhabitants of the occupied
territories. The talks had stalled over the disagreements about the scope of
self-government that “autonomy’ allowed and the Carter administration’s
unwillingness to break the deadlock during the election year. The talks
clearly needed a major thrust from Washington, but none came from the new
administration which did not even appoint a full-time negotiator to replace
Ambassador Sol Linowitz until February of 1982,

Despite this pro-Israeli inclination, several events in the administration’s
freshman year led it to slowly distance itself from the policies being
vigorously pursued by Jerusalem. First came the April 1981 Missile Crisis in
Lebanon which was soon followed by the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear
reactor outside Baghdad, the bombing of Beirut, the US-Israeli clash over
the sale of AWACs aircraft to Saudi Arabia, the assassination of Egypt’s
President Anwar Sadat, and the controversial Israeli annexation of the Syrian
Golan Heights in December. As 1982 began, Washington found itself with
little to cheer about in the Middle East, and with increasingly strained
relations with its major regional allies.

A major component of the Middle Eastern calculus in 1982 was the effect
of the new Israeli government which had assumed power in August 1981. The
members of the first Begin government who had served as its moderating
voices, Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan and Defense Minister Ezer Weizman,
had broken with Prime Minister Begin over his tough views on the shape of a
general peace settlement.? Before the end of 1980, both had resigned from the
government and their replacements were considerably more strident and
doctrinaire on the issues central to improved Arab-Israeli relations. Foreign
Minister Yitzhak Shamir, who replaced Dayan, had been opposed to the
Camp David Agreement when it was first announced, and the new Defense
Minister, Ariel Sharon, was a known hard-liner who had been a driving force
behind the construction of the controversial new settlements on the occupied
West Bank.

In an effort to work with this government, and to generate some
confidence between it and the new Egyptian regime led by Sadat’s successor,
Hosni Mubarak, the State Department announced in February that Assistant
Secretary of State for Congressional Affairs Richard Fairbanks would be
appointed as the new Special Negotiator for the Palestinian autonomy talks, a
step that signaled the desire of Washington to go forward with the Camp
David process, complete the last phase of the return of the Sinai to Egypt, and
reinvigorate the autonomy process. But shortly after this move, obstacles
began to appear which were the harbinger of a difficult year for American-
Israeli relations.

In early March, Israel began to insist that the autonomy talks be held in
Jerusalem on a rotating basis. This occurred soon after President Mubarak
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had refused to include Jerusalem in hisitinerary for a planned visit to Israel, a
step the Israelis considered to be both foreboding and insulting. Because
Egypt felt that Jerusalem itself was one of the issues to be determined in the
talks, it refused to accept Jerusalem as one of the venue sites. All efforts of
Washington to “‘finesse” this tssue proved to be futile.

The creation of the venue controversy was, however, not the only danger
sign noted by American policy-makers. Since the closing days of 1981, the
Israclis had been building up the size of the force they had deployed along the
Lebanese border. The Israelis insisted on several occasions that this military
expansion was necessitated by the acquisition of modern, conventional
weapons by the PLO; weapons that [sraeli officials claimed would eventually
be used in “‘provocative actions.’” But as the Israeli buildup continued in the
absence of PLO activity across the border, serious concerns began to surface
that Israel was considering an invasion of Lebanon to execute the so-called
Sharon plan—a strategy attributed to Defense Minister Sharon which would
drive the PLO out of Lebanon and back into Jordan where they could then
have a “Palestinian State’’ through greater participation in the government
of King Hussein.® By late May, the feared invasion had not come, despite
some close calls in southern Lebanon and beyond,s and the United States
decided to take the offensive in addressing the growing logjam in the region.

Appearing in Chicago on 26 May, Secretary of State Haig delivered a
speech spelling out the immediate goals of the Reagan administration in the
Middle East. Specifically, the Secretary called for actions to end the war in
the Persian Gulf, consummate the Camp David Agreement with a Palestinian
Autonomy settlement, and end the growing turmoil in Lebanon.® Plans were
made to translate these broad intentions into operative realities, but it was
too late. The Middle East, as Secretary Haig noted in his speech, is
unforgiving “‘of passive policies,”” and Washington had been passive for too
long. On the evening of 3 June, the Isracli Ambassador to Great Britain,
Shlomo Argov, was critically wounded in London by a would-be assassin.
Although the PLO disavowed any involvement with the attack, Israel
responded with an air strike on Beirut in an effort to damage PLO positions in
the city. The Palestinians countered with a rocket attack into Northern Israel
which resulted in one Israeli casualty. The following morning, Israel invaded
Lebanon and the diplomatic situation in the region was completely altered.,

Wars in the Middle East always test American diplomatic talents. At
times, such as in 1973, the United States is able to use the conditions that
follow in the wake of hostilities to further its regional interests. But the
conditions of 1973 are, unfortunately, the exception and not the rule. That
war was clearly launched by the Arabs after considerable planning and
conclusion in both the military and economic arenas. The success enjoyed by
Secretary of State Kissinger during his famous shuttle diplomacy of late 1973
and early 1974 was largely attributable to the Arab, particularly the
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Egyptian, desire to have the United States exert its influence with Israel to
preserve the limited Arab victory. Although many were quick to call for
Secretary Haig to play a similar role in dealing with the 1982 war, the
conditions were completely dissimilar.

The problem for the United States and, as it has turned out for Israel
herself, is that this war was prosecuted not to end a military threat from the
PLO, nor to eliminate an escalating wave of terrorist assaults on the
settlements in the northern Galilee. The consensus of the observers on the
scene in southern Lebanon was that the Palestinians had made every effort to
avoid a confrontation with the Israelis since the establishment of the cease-
fire negotiated by Ambassador Habib in July 1981. There had clearly been a
buildup of the conventional strength of the Palestinian forces in southern
Lebanon, an evolution which was supported with money from various Arab
sources and arms funneled through Libya.? The Israelis had claimed that this
constituted a serious change in the power balance. Arab voices, however,
especially those with reliable contacts inside the PLO command, argued that
PLO leader Yasir Arafat was undertaking this buildup not because of any
illusion that he could challenge Israel militarily, but because of a desire to
create some semblance of military structure that he could then use to control
the various groups that comprised his organization. If there was any doubt
about the relative inferiority of the forces under his control, they were
quickly laid to rest within the first few hours of the attack.

The actual purpose for the invasion of Lebanon was Jerusalem's desire to
destroy the Palestine Liberation Organization, politically and militarily,
before it could further legitimize both itself and its cause in the international
community—particularly in the Western community.® Since the Venice
Declaration of the Furopean powers in June 1980, which called for an
association of the PLO with the peace process and the recognition of the
legitimate right of the Palestinian people for self-determination, the PLO had
been scoring increasingly significant victories. [t had been largely successful
in transforming its image from that of a gang of terrorist thugs, capable of
atrocities such as that perpetuated during the Munich Olympics of 1972, to
one of a reasonable and calculating organization attempting through largely
diplomatic means to achieve its goal of national self-determination. There
were still some rough spots reflecting the limited control that the central
PLO leadership had over many of its more radical and recalcitrant members,
but the general direction of Arafat’s leadership had been toward moderation
and accommodation. In 1974, the PLO had been acknowledged as the sole
representative of the Palestinian people by the Arab league and had been
granted observer status at the United Nations. Its leader had actually
appearcd before the UN General Assembly and received an enthusiastic
welcome. Clearly, the PLO has been on the rise since 1970 when it first

attracted the world’s attention and focused it on the Palestinian cause, but it
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was only after the Venice Declaration that the PLO began to gain ground
rapidly.

During 1980 and 1981, Arafat had been actively seeking diplomatic
respectability, and succeeded to a great extent. Having had warm relations
with the countries of the Eastern bloc, the PLO’s success in receiving full
diplomatic status from the Soviet Union, East Germany, and Hungary, was
of no particular significance. But Arafat was matching these gains with
comparable activity in the West. He had been received by the government of
Austria, had been given a lavish reception in Tokyo equaling those usually
accorded by the Japanese to visiting heads of state, and had been granted full
diplomatic status by the Greek government led by Socialist Premier Andreas
Papandreou. This recognition reflected a growing sympathy with the
ultimate goal of the PLO, mainly the acquisition of a state on the occupied
West Bank and Gaza, an objective totally opposed by the Begin government
for numerous reasons of which the most significant was the ideological
orientation of the Likud coalition. Because of this concern, Jerusalem had
initially balked at the suggestion of including Europeans in the international
observer force (the MFO) which was to monitor the peace in the Sinai after
the Israeli withdrawal.

A major cause of disappointment and concern in Israel was the attitude of
the French. The Israeli-French relationship during the term of President
Giscard d’Estaing had been strained to say the least. Giscard had adopted a
very pro-Arab stance in formulating French policy in the Middle East, a
development the Israelis attributed to French concern over the availability of
their required oil supplies. But things were supposed to change after the
election of Francois Mitterrand, a socialist who had frequently stated his
preference for strong relations between Israel and France, and a more
balanced policy in the Middle East as a whole. In March 1982, Mitterrand
traveled to Israel becoming the first European Head of State to do so. This
was supposed to herald the beginning of what Israeli Foreign Minister Shamir
had labeled a “new era” in relations between the two states. But while he
was in [sracl, Mitterrand issued a strong and unambiguous call for Palestinian
rights and the establishment of a Palestinian state, indicating his belief that
this was the only way that Israel could ever hope to enjoy acceptance and
peace in the Middle East® The ‘““new era’ was, therefore, very brief.

The indications of the PLO’s growing respectability were by no means
confined to Europe. Of greater concern to the Israelis were the unmistakable
signs that this trend had spread across the Atlantic to the United States. Since
the signing of the Camp David Agreement, several members of Congress had
openly become advocates of American relations with the PLO. Representa-
tives Finley of Illinois and McCloskey of California had been quite out-front
in their support of a redirection of American policy, and former Senator

James Abourezk of South Dakota had become a local lobbyist and proponent
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for Palestinian interests.'® But for the Israelis, the real shocker came in the
wake of Sadat’s assassination. Returning from the Egyptian leader’s funeral
in Cairo, former Presidents Carter and Ford had told reporters during an
impromptu news conference that the United States would have to eventually
deal with the PLO. When added to an earlier statement by former National
Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, who took the same approach, the
indications that American thinking was evolving on the subject of the PLO
became clear. From the [sraeli perspective, the diplomatic threat posed by a
PLO with international acceptability was considerably greater than the
threat from a few randomly fired rockets and cannon.

Asindicated by its delaying tactics on the autonomy agreement, the Begin
government had no intention of allowing any meaningful autonomy to the
Arab residents of the West Bank and Gaza despite the wording of the Camp
David Agreement. As the Israelis continued to erect more settlements, and as
they continued to propose autonomy schemes which were considerably more
restrictive than anything the Arabs could possibly accept, the relations
between Jerusalem, Cairo, and Washington became increasingly difficult;
but for Jerusalem, controlling the rising emotions of the Arabs in the
occupied territories became more difficult seill,

In November 1981, Jerusalem announced that it was appointing a civilian
administrator to head the Israeli agency which governed the West Bank. The
local Arab leaders, fearing that this was either an Israeli plot to make their
occupation appear more natural or the first step towards eventual incorpora-
tion, refused to cooperate with the new authorities. The day after the
announcement, riots erupted all over the occupied territories soon to be
followed with similar disturbances on the Golan after its effective annexation
in December.

By March, the situation had become so serious that the civilian
administrator, Menachem Milson, disbanded the town council of al-Bira on
the West Bank and replaced it with a three-member military committee.
Riots erupted again which the Israelis were forced to meet with increasingly
harsh measures. Soon the rigor of the duty began to show on the Israeli
Security Forces. General Danny Matt, a highly respected soldier serving as
the senior Israeli officer in charge of the occupied territories, had resigned in
November after the new policies were announced; by May, reservists upset
with the severity of the rule they had to enforce began to publicly object to
the government’s policies in the territories.!! Recently, the new Chief of
Staff of the Israeli Defense Force, General Moshe Levy, rescinded certain
standing orders issued by his predecessor which instructed Israeli troops on
the West Bank to deal harshly with Arab demonstrators protesting against
government policies.

In late March, Milson dismissed the two most vocal and important Mayors

West Bank, Bassam Shakka of Nablus, and Karim Khalaf of Hebron.

Pl 1 <
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both men had been the victims of assassination attempts that had left them
partially crippled; but despite this violence, they had persisted in their calls
for Palestinian statehood and an association with the PLO. After their
dismissal, Milson stated bluntly that there could be no more exercises in
democracy on the West Bank until the influence of the PLO was removed.
He further noted that Israel and the PLO were engaged in *‘a very serious
struggle” and that the Palestintan organization was “illegitimate in the West
Bank . . . [and]in Beirut or Paris or New York.”"2 As it turned out, this was
probably an ominous indication of the intentions of Jerusalem,

Thus by mid-1982, Israel was being pressured by the PLO politically and
diplomatically on two fronts. Internationally, Arafat and the PLO high
command were becoming more vocal, more visible, more moderate, and
more acceptable to an ever increasing audience. Domestically in Israel, the
costs of opposing the influence of the PLO, in terms of both money and
morale, were becoming excessive. In addition, the trends in both spheres
were clearly adverse. If [srael was to succeed in its plan to retain control of
the territories, it clearly had to halt this increasing success of the PLO.

Itis debatable whether Israel won the war. In the military sphere, it clearly
outfought both the PLO and the regular Syrian forces that it faced. Perhaps as
significantly, it did so with enough precision and efficiency that there wasno
need to call upon the United States to undertake any emergency resupply; the
Israelis’ American-provided stockpiles were clearly sufficient to fight the
war. But in spite of this feat of arms, the PLO has survived; its members are
somewhat discouraged, and its military potential is clearly lessened, but the
fervor that nourishes it, Palestinian Nationalism, is still strong and the
determination to fight on is still evident.1 Therein lies Washington’s most
immediate difficulty.

Unfortunately, the history of the periods following Arab-Israelt wars is
very unhappy from the Western perspective. Despite its demonstrated
military strengths, Israel even today lacks the power to crush its Arab
opponents. [t simply lacks the capacity to completely finish an enemy and
impose its will; the Arab nation is too large and the Israeli state too small to
effect such a conclusion. This condition has, in the past, left Western interests
in the Middle East in jeopardy, and this war will likely be no different.

Following the 1956 war over the Suez, the United States found itself in
diplomatic quicksand throughout the Middle East as several moderate, pro-
Western governments came under pressure from social forces enflamed by
the war. The stability of Lebanon and jordan were threatened, and Iraq
actually collapsed taking with it the rock upon which the United States and
Britain had built the Baghdad Pact. After 1967, the reactions in the Arab
world swept away the monarchy in Libya, and probably precipitated the
abortive and mysterious coup attempt in Saudi Arabia.¥ The last major

drama was played out in Jordan during 1970 when the government of King
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Hussein was forced into a bloody showdown with the radicalized Palestinian
movement.

Clearly, the social force which fed these developments after 1956 and 1967
was Arab Nationalism and its manifestation in the Pan-Arab movement, the
creed which advocates the unification of the various Arab countriesinto one
large Arab state. Under this banner, an attack against one Arab, or group of
Arabs, is an attack on all. But Pan-Arabism as an idea has never been able to
overcome the practical barriers which have thus far prohibited Arab
integration, and today many argue that it is dead as a viable pole of political
thought.!® This may be the premature writing of the movement’s epitaph, but
clearly its appeal has lessened over the years. Nonetheless, this is no cause for
joy in the West, where the Pan-Arab idea has long been a source of trouble;
for even as this regional theme has declined, another has reemerged to
replace it.

[f there is one lesson from Iran and the collapse of the Shah, it is that the
major threat to Western interests in the Middle East comes less from Soviet
military intervention than from internal collapse. All Middle Eastern states
are to some extent fragile creatures. Their borders are for the most part
unnatural, their leaders are in many cases transplanted, and their societies are
surprisingly diverse and disjointed. With the exceptions of Israel and Turkey,
no Middle Eastern state has ever succeeded in having a peaceful transfer of
power from one political group to another previously serving in opposition to
the government. The threat of internal upheaval is greatest when a central
unifying theme can combine with a negative objective. In the past the theme
has been provided by the Pan-Arab idea, currently it is provided by Islamic
revivalism.

In Iran the combination of resurgent Islam and hatred for the Shah
provided the lethal combination that so severely damaged American
interests. The power of Islamic revivalism is real and its effects have been
observed far from Tehran. In Libya, Qaddafi has long advocated a return to
the basics of the faith; in Saudi Arabia, the strictest of all the modern Arab
states in its adherence to fundamentalist Islam, the pressures to cling even
more tightly to the true path created the challenge to the ruling family
evidenced by the November 1979 attack on the Grand Mosque in Mecca; and
finally, in Egypt, Islamic fanatics murdered President Anwar Sadat, a leader
many felt had gone too far in aligning himself with the United States.

The Israeli invasion of Lebanon, a strong action taken with insufficient
justification, threatens to rekindle the anti-Western passions of the fringe
groups in the Middle East. As in 1956 and 1967, the action calls into question
the authority and legitimacy of the pro-Western Arab moderates who have
recently invested heavily in the proposition that the only way to restrain
Israeliactions is throngh the good offices of the United States. The validity of

this hypothesis is now severely shaken. The Arab masses see the invasion as
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yet another example of Israel doing as it pleases in attacking Arab lands and
taking Arab lives. This perception will be heightened, and made even more
dangerous, if the only real winners of this war appear to be the Israelis and the
Lebanese Christians who have used it to tighten their grip on the reins of
political power in Lebanon at the expense of their Muslim compatriots. Ina
period of escalating religious awareness, this condition could create some
dangerous chemistry.

Because of the administration’s passivity on the Middle East during its first
two years, the United States’ position now appears to be delicately balanced
between opportunity and peril. [n all fairness, it must be noted that the full
responsibility for this condition has to be shared with the previous
administration. The collapse of the Pahlavi reign in Iran and the protracted
hostage crisis had created new conditions which were not fully analyzed
when the Republicans swept into the White House. In addition, the Carter
administration’s failure to force the autonomy negotiations to conclusion
during the 1980 election year allowed that initiative to stagnate. But
Washington's failure since early 1981 to shape the issues of the Middle East
left a vacuum, and that void was filled with an agenda designed in
Jerusalem.!6

President Reagan’s highly regarded speech of 1 September 1982, laying out
what has been now named the ““Reagan Initiative,”" may have changed this,
The President succinctly laid down the American position on three major
issues. First, the United States, in qualified language, has indicated its desire
and intention to deal with the Palestinian issue; second, that it accepts neither
the Begin government’s interpretation of “‘full autonomy’” nor its goal for
the final status of the West Bank and Gaza; and finally, that it withdraws its
tacit acceptance of the Israelis settlements program, something that
Jerusalem felt was its major advance from the 1980 election.

This last point, the settlements issue, is probably the key—the one issue
that is going to break either Mr. Reagan or Mr. Begin, President Carter had
maintained, as his negotiators made clear to Jerusalem time after time, that
the legality of the settlements was questionable, but their impact on the
chances for peace was not—they were an obstacle! President Reagan had
stated before coming into office, that the settlements were “‘not illegal,” a
statement that Jerusalem interpreted to mean that the new American
government accepted, or at least would not oppose, the expansive settlement
program being vigorously pursued. That perception is now altered, but the
practical implications of this change have yet to be demonstrated on the
ground where Isracli settlement construction has become feverish.

The administration has charted its course, but as Secretary Shultz’s shuttle
effort during the spring of 1983 has demonstrated, there are serious obstacles
to executing the plan. The central problem is that the United States has yet to

find a way to clear the table of the agenda resulting from the invasion of
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Lebanon and get to the core issue, the Palestinian problem. Despite the
Secretary of State's enormous investment of time and energy to secure a
withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon, that goal is not yet achieved
and may not be for at least another year if ever. Until progress is made in this
area, there is no hope that any talks can be resumed over the autonomy plan
for the West Bank and Gaza. The Israeli government would like to have an
agreement with Lebanon which would provide some tangible benefit froma
war that has now cost it nearly 500 killed in action, but evidently this goal is
not as attractive as keeping the autonomy discussions off the table and off the
front pages. Even if there is an Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon under the
terms of the Shultz plan, it seems certain that Jerusalem will use the
concessions it made during the Lebanon negotiations as an excuse to reject
demands that it next make concessions in the occupied territories.

Washington must prevent this. It must act and act soon to refocus
discussions on the occupied territories. This will require some tough rhetoric,
and perhaps some rough actions, but it must be done. Presently, the
administration is relying exclusively on rhetoric. Numerous reports have
surfaced of sharp exchanges between American negotiators and their Israeli
counterparts, but neither Jerusalem nor the Arabs will take this verbal
wrestling seriously unless the United States follows with substantive actions.
It may be necessary, as some members of the Senate have suggested, to use the
instrument of aid to force Israel to bear the full financial burden of the
settlements. Although American aid does not assist in building settlements, as
in the logic about the Soviet Union and the gas pipeline, foreign aid in one
sector allows internal resources to be diverted for other pursuits.

The refusal of King Hussein in April 1983 to enter the autonomy talks
under the banner of the Reagan plan wasa clear setback for American efforts
to restart discussions on the West Bank and Gaza. The failure of the King to
reach a common agreement with PLO leader Arafat was an unfortunate
development which was a great disservice to the Arab position. But the
results must be viewed in context; even if Hussein and Arafathad agreedona
common negotiating position and objective, what would there have been to
talk about with the present [sraeli government which rejected the Reagan
plan from the outset? It seems illogical to assume that an Israeli government
which could not consummate an agreement with the friendly regime of
Anwar Sadat, who had a lesser stake in the final status of the West Bank and
Gaza, could reach a settlement with the King and the PLO. The problem is
always the same, the Begin government simply lacks a strong desire to reach
a West Bank agreement on anything close to the minimal Arab conditions.
The Prime Minister’s words and actions make this quite clear and the United
States has made no progress in changing his thinking.

The years ahead are full of danger for the United States. We have, during

the past decade, been long on promises and somewhat short on delivery when
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it comes to the Middle East. Consequently, pressures are building throughout
the region; a recent poll showed, for example, that over 70 percent of
Egyptians are in favor of breaking relations with Israel.!” The administration
must move with purpose duting the coming year, for the electoral pressures
of 1984 will surely move the Middle East off center stage and some of the
President’s potential opponents are already clamoring for more undet-
standing of the Israeli position.’® As the late Nahum Goldmann once noted,
the only reason Israel gets away with its preferred policies is that *‘the
Americans insist on having a Presidential election every four years.”!?
During this period of danger after the 1982 war, it would be a critical mistake
to shelve American diplomatic efforts just when they will be needed the
most. The President and Secretary of State Shultz understand what must be
done; their unenviable task is to rally the necessary diplomatic skill and
political resolve to produce progtess before it is too late,

Notes
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¥

On Nuclear War

“The interest displayed by Saviet writers in the conduct of such a war, which some
writers in the West find so sinister, seems to me no more than common sense. If such a
war does occur, the operational and logistical problems it will pose will need to have
been thoroughly thought through. [t is not good enough to say that the strategy of the
West is onte of deterrence, or even of crisis management. It is the business of the
strategist to think whar to do if deterrence fails, and if Soviet straregists are doing
their job and those in the West are not, it is not for us to complain about them.”

By M.E. Howard, "“The Forgotten Dimensions of Strategy,” in Philip Towle, ed.,
Estimating Foreign Military Power (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1982), p.268,
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