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My Conversation With
Humphrey

By John Law

Ichatted with Humphrey the other day for
the first time since December 1985! I was
rather surprised to see him soalk into my
office, because 1 had treated him so rudely
and unfairly during our last meeting.
Sure, he's got an abrasive personality.
And, yes, he certainly is uninformed on
public issues.

We had talked at that time about the
Middle East. Most people don't know
much about the topic—and why should
they? They have their oum lives fo li
and their own jobs to work at. I was
determined to make it up fo him if I could.

A. Hello, Humph! This is a won-
derful surprise.

Q. Ya tole me you were gonna
explain how American policy fits inta
all this Middle East stuff. Ya had the
nerve ta tell me that the U.S. of A. has
some responsibility for thebad things
that're going on out there! Boy, that's
some joke!

A. Er, Humph, to explain what 1
meant by that, 'm going to have to
give you some background on what
our relations have been with the
Middle East, by going back a few
years.

Jolin Law is anawthor, editor and journal-
ist who has spent most of his time since
1948 covering the Middle East.

Q. For crying out loud, spit it out!

A. Sure, Humph, 'msorry tohave
kept you in suspense. First, do you
remember my telling you that many
Arabs tend to be bitter and often very
hostile towards the U.S. for what they
regard as our wrong attitudes and
policies?

Q. Yeah.

A. Well,itwasn’talwaysthatway.
There were times when almost all
Arabs truly admired the United
States. For what it’s worth, Morocco,
an Arab country, was the first sover-
eign state in the world to recognize
the US. back in 1789. Ahead of
France, ahead of everybody. Then, in

the mid-19th century, when most of
the Arab world was part of Turkey’s
Ottoman Empire, many American
missionaries went there to teach,
Among them were Protestant mis-
sionaries who went to Beirut, and did
a lot to revive Arab interest in their
ownrichlanguageand literature. The
missionaries established a college,
now known as the American Univer-
sity of Beirut, which is famous as the
alma mater of thousands of Arabs
who later became prime ministers,
educators, doctors, lawyers, engi-
neers, scientists, economists and
business leaders in countries
throughout the region. Until rela-
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About This Issue

Last time Humphrey visited John
Law in the pages of The Link was back
in December 1985. That issue proved
popular, particularly with teachers.

True to his word, the inquisitive
Humphrey has shown up again on
John Law’s literary doorstep. This
time, at the prompting of one teacher,
we have prepared a map of the
Middle East area under discussion.
(See page 4.) Our hope is that the vis-
ual aids, along with the verbal en-
gagement, will help old Humph—
and the old Humph in all of us—to
better understand the complexities of
America’s role in the Middle East.

Another effort to clarify our role in
the Middle East is by Sis Levin, wife
of American Jerry Levin, the AP cor-
respondent kidnapped in 1984. Her

ew book, Beirut Diary, is reviewed

on page 14 by author and columnist
Grace Halsell.

Recent book selections, available
from AMEU at discount prices, ap-
pear on pages 15-16. Readers wish-

tively recent times, it was rare to find
a harsh word for the United States
among these people.

Q. Boy, you sure can run on! So
what changed their minds?

A. By the end of World War I, the
U.S. was more popular than ever. It
had helped win a war that liberated
the Arabs from the Ottomans. Just
after the war, President Wilson enun-
ciated his famous “fourteen points,”
which included a call for the right of
peoples to self-determination. This
fitted in well with what Arab nation-
alists wanted for themselves, and
they hoped America could help them
getit.

Q. Sowedidn't, and the Arabs got
mad at the United States, huh? Boy,
they hadda nerve, after we gottem
liberated.

A. Not exactly. It was mastly the

ing background information on some
of the events covered in John Law’s
article are encouraged to read the fol-
lowing listed books, written by:
Stephen Green on US.-Israeli rela-
tions; Donald Neff on the Arab-Israeli
wars; and Edward Tivnan on the Is-
raeli lobby in the United States.

We also bring to the attention of
our readers the following items:
O A 12-minute VHS videocassette,
We Are Here: AN.E.RA. West Bankand
Gaza Projects (1989), is available free
from American Near East Refugee
Aid, 1522 K Strect N.W., Ste. 202,
Washington, DC 20005.
) The Transformation, by Rabbi 1.
Domb on the subject of Zionism vs.
Judaism, is available for $16.50 from
Friends of Jerusalem (American
Naturei Karta), Box 1030, New York,
NY 10009.

And, now, heeeeceres Humphrey.

John F. Mahoney,
Executive Director

British, along with Arab armies, who
drove out the Turks, and it was the
British that the Arabs got mad at,
because they had reneged on the
promise that the Arabs would get
their freedom after the war.

Britain had made a secretdeal with
France—called the Sykes-Picot
Agreement—to divide up the Arab
world into Britishand French spheres
of influence after the war was over.
And that's what happened. The
League of Nations handed ocut so-
called “mandates” (think of them as
colonies, Humph) to France in Leba-
non and Syria, and to Britain in Iraq,
in Palestine, and in what later became
known as Jordan.

Q. How come we didn’t get any
mandates?

A. Because we didn't join the
League, Humph. And remember, |



told you that President Wilson was
calling for self-determination.

Wilson dispatched a pair of pres-
tigious Americans (Henry Churchill
King, President of Oberlin College,
and business tycoon Charles R.
Crane), to the Middle East to find out
what the people there thought about
mandates. Ironically they reported
back that the people preferred inde-
pendence, as promised, but that if
they were going to have a mandate
imposed on them, they would like the
U.S. to be the mandatory power. Per-
haps people in the Middle East might
have thought differently if they had
known that Wilson had approved
Britain’s Balfour Declaration, calling
for a Jewish homeland in Palestine.
He only supported it in private,
however, resisting pressures from
influential American Zionists to
make a public statement.

Q. Aha! So all that talk about the
power of the big, bad Israeli lobby is
just baloney!

A. Whoa! I'm talking about the
1920's now. You can't compare those
times with today. Political Zionism
wasstilla minority movementamong
American Jews, even though it had a
few powerful spokesmen like Su-
preme Court Justice Louis Brandeis.
Through the early years of the cen-
tury, Jews had arrived from Eastern
Europe wanting to assimilate into

Christian Englishmanand a Christian
Frenchman are of the same nation.”

During World War I, Zionist lead-
ers were politically active every-
where, including in Berlin, but as the
war drew to a close, London had
become the focal point for their activ-
ity.

4 Q. Why not Noo Yawk?

A. By 1917 or 1918 itbegan to look
pretty certain that the Allies would
win the war, and that Britain would
control Palestine once it was over.
This is what happened, of course,
making London, not Washington or
Noo, ah, New York, the key player as
far as the Zionists were concerned.
During the period prior to World War
11, however, the Zionists became very
disillusioned with the British, who at
first had been quite supportive of the
growing immigration of Jews. As it
became increasingly evident that the
Zionist leadership was aiming
through immigration to turn all of
Palestine into a “Jewish homeland,”
with a minority of Arabs under their
rule, the British became convinced
that such an outcome would mean
perpetual war.

In 1939, on the eve of the Second
‘World War, the British announced it
was “not part of their policy that Pal-
estine should become a Jewish state,”
and that their ultimate objective was

America. As you know, there was no
Israel then. Jews who knew about
Herzl's idea for a Jewish state tended
to be skeptical, even afraid, that its
very existence might cause them tobe
discriminated against in their new
country. Most of them seemed to be
more comfortable with the “next year
in Jerusalem” idea in its spiritual
context rather than as a literal course
of action.

This was also true in England. In
fact, the only cabinet officer to vote
agamst the Balfour Declaration was
the cabinet’s only Jew, Lord Edwin
Montagu. In explaining his vote—
just a sec, while [ get this book off the
shelf. Ah, here it is. Montagu said,
“there is not a Jewish nation,” only a
Jewish religion, and added: “It is no
more true to say that a Jewish Eng-
Tishman and a Jewish Moor are of the
same nation than it is to say that a

the estahlist of an independent
Palestine in which the two peoples,
Arabs and Jews, would “share au-
thority” on an equal basis. Alsa, a
limit would be set upon Jewish immi-
gration, after which no more immi-
grants would beadmitted “unless the
Arabs of Palestine are prepared to
acquiescei: Thiswastotally unac-
ceptable for the Zionist leadership,
and by World War I1the Zionist lead-
ersbegan looking towards the U.S. as
their next focus of support.

Q. Why?

A. A good question, Humph. You
always zero right in on the key point.
First, the Zionistleaders saw that they
could no lenger count on Britain to
give them the kind of Palestine they
were looking for. The Zionist leaders
thought the very large and influential
American Jewish community could
potentially get the U.S. Government
to adopt this policy. They also as-

sumed the U.S. would getinto the war
at some point. If it did, there was a
good chancethatthe U.S. would come
outof it with the most power and that
Britain would be the junior partner.
This would allow us to put pressure
on Britain over the issue of Palestine.

Soon after World War 11 started,
people like Chaim Weizmann, who
became the first president of Israel,
and David Ben-Gurion, its first prime
minister, began making visits to the
States—laying the groundwork. By
May 1942, a few months after we had
entered the war, they successfully
arranged a conference at the Hotel
Biltmore in New York City, attended
by 600 American Jews and 76 visiting
Zionists, including Weizmann and
Ben-Gurion. The conference ap-
proved asetof principles thatbecame
known as the “Biltmore Program.”
Can you figure out why they named it
the Bilt —

Q. Aw, cut it out!

A. Sorry, Humph, just a joke. The
Biltmore Program rejected the British
limitation on Jewish immigration,
and called for the establishment of
Palestine as a Jewish state. This went
beyond the Balfour Declaration,
which recommended a National Jew-
ish Home in Palestine, but did not
suggest that all of Palestine should
become the Jewish National Home.
Big difference, right?

A few months later, the World
Zionist Organization endorsed the
Biltmore Program, and their lobbyists
went to work. Only a year later they
had Congress on the verge of passing
a resolution calling on the Admini-
stration to tell Britain to allow unlim-
ited Jewish immigration into Pales-
tine, so that the Jewish people could,
and 1 quote from the resolution, “re-
constitute Palestine as a free and
demaocratic Jewish commonwealth.”
The Palestinians, who still formed
over two-thirds of the population,
therefore would not be allotted any
space for a homeland of their own.

Now comes something very sig-
nificant. Are you still listening,
Humph?

Q. Waddya take me for?

A. Sorry, Humph. This Congres-
sional resolution had been proposed
while the war was still going on, and
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Lands currently under Is-
raeli occupation: West
Bank, Gaza Strip, Fast
Jerusalem, Golan Heights
[all occupied in 1967], and
Southern Lebanon [occu-
pied in 1982].

Army Chief of Staff General George
Marshall consulted the US. military
attaches in the Middle East about
what they thought would beits effect.
They answered to a man that, as
worded: it was manifestly unfair to
the Arabs; the Arabs would react with
rage; and the ensuing violence would
damage U.S. strategic interests. On
the basis of their reports, Marshall got
Congress to shelve the resolution,
and did it without any interference
from President Roosevelt.

Q. So? Big deal!

A. That'sit, Humphrey, you gotit!
At the time, it didn’t seem like a big
deal. On the other hand, this turned
out to be one of the last occasions
when the White House allowed 2
consensus of the government's ex-
perts to prevail over the politicians on
any issue connected with Zionism, or,
later, with Israel. For most of the last
45years, theinformed guidance of the
people on the ground-—the defense
attaches, the intelligence analysts, the
ambassadors and other diplomats—
hastended tobe disregarded, orover-
ruled, when it clashed with domestic
political considerations, even on oc-
casions when a policy action would
damage US. strategic interests. The
‘White House has taken over, basing
its decisions primarily on such crite-
ria as: Would this recommended pol-
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icy annoy Israel, and /or its American
supporters? If it did, would this cost
us crucial votes in the next elections?
Would it also make trouble for Con-
gressmen?

Usually, policy recommendations
from the experts never got to the
White House in the first place, be-
cause the secretary of state was a
Presidential appointee who sur-
rounded himself with his own politi
cally-oriented advisors. On rare occa-
sions, when a secretary of state has
turned recommendations of his ex-
pert staff into institutional decisions,
he has been stopped in his tracks.

Q. What a crock!

A. Idon't hate politicians, friend.
But the point is, if you ask any Con-
gressman who is ready to give an
honest answer, he'll tell you there's
no other international issue where
domestic considerations are as over-
whelming as on the issue of Israel,
and its conflict with the Arabs.

Q. Yeah, yeah, so gimme some
examples!

A. Let's start with the takeover of
the Presidency by Truman when
Reoseveltdied. Only a few days after
Truman took office, his secretary of
state, Edward Stettinius, a Roosevelt
appointee, warned him that Zionists
leaders —

Q. Why ya always saying “Zion-

ist?” I never hear anyone callin em
that these days.

A. That's what we called them
then, because it was the only way we
had of describing those Jews who
wanted to turn Palestine into a Jewish
homeland. There was no Israel yet, so
we couldn’t call them Israelis.

Anyhow, Stettinius warned Tru-
man that Zionist leaders would
probably try to get his support for
unlimited Jewish immigration into
Palestine and for the establishment of
a Jewish state there. However, the
Middle East was a tinderbox at the
moment, and he urged Truman to
avoid any such commitment, because
it would have repercussions both in
Britain and among the Arabs that
could damage American interests.

Q. What the heck was the problem
with letting the Jews in?

A. From the Arab viewpoint, un-
limited orevenlarge Jewishimmigra-
tion would be regarded as still an-
other assaultin the drive to take over
their homeland, and they would fight
it. There were other, bigger countries.
that the Jews could find refuge in.
From the British viewpoint, resis-
tance by the Arabs to such immigra-
tion would spark offa conflict that the
British forces on the ground could not
cope with. The British, remember,
had been our principal ally during
World War 11, and took it for granted
that we would treat their problems
with understanding.

In July 1945, only a couple of
months after Stettinius’s warning not
to rock the boat on the immigration
question, Truman wrote a letter to
Britain’s prime minister urging him
to permit mass immigration of Jews.
Later, in 1946, just before the Con-
gressional and state elections, he once
again overruled a panel of his own
top foreign policy advisors—includ-
ing not only Stettinius’s successor,
Secretary of State James Byrnes, but
also the secretaries of defense and
treasury. This was on theadvice of his
postmaster-general, Robert Hanne-

an.

Q. What in creation did the post-
master know about —

A. Hannegan didn’t know any-
thing about the Middle East,
Humphrey, but he knew a lot about



domestic politics. He said if the Presi-
dent did not issue another strong

onJewishimmigration, the
New York State Democratic candi-
dates for US. senator and governor
might lose. So Truman issued the
statement. Shortly afterwards, Secre-
tary Byrnes turned in his resignation.

Q. Fer gosh sakes, maybe Truman
really believed his policy was best for
Palestine.

A. Truman had hardly been out of
the States since World War I. He also
thought that he had higher priorities.
On one occasion, during this period,
Truman received a group of top
American diplomats serving in the
Middle East. When they told him that
the situation there was deteriorating
dangerously, largely because the le-
gitimate interests of the Arabs were
not being considered, Truman re-
sponded: “TI'msorry, gentlemen, but [
have to answer to hundreds of thou-
sands who are anxious for the success
of Zionism; I do not have hundreds of
thousands of Arabs among my con-
stituents.”

Q. Boy, that’s pretty gross.
Wheredja get all this stuff from?

A. It's all in official records, or in
reports by eyewitnesses, published in
booksand articles, Humph. [f [had to
recommend one book to consult for
this period up to 1948, it would bean
anthology put together by Harvard
Professor Walid Khalidi, called From
Haven to Conguest.

Anyhow, Truman was unwilling
to go along with his own experts, and
that made the British throw in the
towel in Palestine. The way they saw
it,the U.S. and othersin the U.N. were
trying to force down Britain’s throata
policy that would result in more and
more British soldiers getting killed.
So they set May 15, 1948, as the day
that their last soldier would leave
Palestine, whatever happened.

From then on until May 15, Tru-
man continued to overrule his advi-
sors. Sometimes he would even
phone his ambassador, Warren
Austin, at the UN. to countermand a
decision that Austin or the State
Department had made.

Q. Ya gotta be pullin my leg,

A. Nope. This kind of thing hap-
pened, and sometimes it was because

atop Zionistleader managed to getin
to see Truman and persuade him to
change his mind on something at the
last minute. Chaim Weizmann did
this after the news of U.N. approval of
the partition of Palestine sparked off
so much violence there that the State
Department decided partition should
be dropped. Weizmann heard about
this decision before Truman did, and
went to Truman to get partition back
on track. Truman did—after his U.N.
ambassador had already announced
the U.S. was abandoning it!

Q. So waddappened next?

A. More of the same. As far as the
Arab-Israeli conflict is concerned, our
government went on for most of the
next four decades with itsears cocked
to the domestic political winds. This
was always given much more impor-
tance than devising a Middle East
policy that sought a fair deal for both
sides, rather than allowing Israel to
impose its own preferred solution
through military dominance.

Q. Okay, gimme some examples,
and hurry up about it, T ain't got all
day!

A. Well, let’s continue chronologi-
cally. During the first few years after
the creation of Israel, our wartime
alliance with the Soviets turned
quickly into cold war. Soon the
Administration thought of the
Middle East primarily as a strategic
region that the Soviets must at all
costs be kept out of. At the same time,
we tended to think of it as a British
sphere of influence, where the US.
shouldn’t get too involved. Even
though the British had evacuated
Palestine, they still had soldiers
guarding the Suez Canal, political
and military control over the Arab
Gulf countries, plenty of clout in Iraq
and Jordan, and military bases scat-
tered through the region.

Washington generally felt that the
1949 armistice lines were for all prac-
tical purposes the permanent borders
of Israel, and it was now just a matter
of waiting for the neighboring Arab
countries to agree to sign permanent
peace treaties.

Q. What about da Palestinians?

A. Atthattime, Humph, the Pales-
tinians were considered “refugees,”
not players in any peace negotiations.

The U.S. wanted to see the Arab
neighbors of Israel make the peace.
The most important of these was
Egypt, at that time, under the sway of
Gamal Abdul Nasser.

Q. Boy, how’d they expect to get
peace wid Israel from that maniac?

A. During most of the time I'm
talking about, Nasser was definitely
not hawkish on the Israel issue. He fo-
cused mainly on getting the British to
leave the Suez Canal Zone, and on
internal problems. In the summer of
1954, I had afour-hourinterview with
Nasser, and he hardly dwelt at all on
the subject of Israel. Something that
he did talk aboutextensively, though,
was his relationship with the United
States. While trying to remain neutral
between the two superpowers when
it came to formal alliances, he did not
like either Communism or the “impe-
rialist” Soviets, and was anxious to
build up friendly ties with us, because
he regarded us as a people with an
anti-colonialist tradition. In return,
the Eisenhower Administration
wanted tobe friends with Nasser,and
was building up anincreasingly close
relationship.

In January 1935, a private US.
envoy met with Nasser in Cairo, then
went to Israel and told its prime min-
ister that Nasser believed in co-exis-
tence with Israel and favored the
opening of peace negotiations. At
about the same time, the US. pro-
posed to Israel a security pact that
would require Israel not to extend its
borders by force, in return for a com-
mitment by the US. to aid Israel if
attacked. But this turned out to be the
kiss of death for Nasser,

Q. Wuddappened?

A. The whole US-Israel-Egypt
scenario was too much for Israel’s
strong man David Ben-Gurion. It was
coming dangerously close to putting
Israelintoastrait-jacket, preventing it
from reaching out for more Palestin-
ian territory. He definitely did not
want a pact with the US. that would
bind Israel to its current borders. Nor
did he want to develop a peaceful,
negotiating relationship with Egypt.
This would deprive him of grabbing
more of Palestine on the grounds that
Egypt was a dangerous threat to Is-
rael.




Ben-Gurion felt he had to stop this
trend. In February 1955, he launched
an unprovoked, brutal attack in the
early morning hours on an Egyptian
military barracks in Gaza, killing
about 40 soldiers as they slept. This
prompted a new, hard stance by
Nasser against Israel that lasted the
rest of his life.

Q. How could just one more raid
make Nasser change, for goshsakes?

A. It wasn't just “one more raid,”
Humph. This was more than just a
little sniping at the frontier. Nasser
was no dummy. The raid had been
unprovoked by any incursion from
his side, and he sensed the reasons
why Ben-Gurion did it. The raid
meant that Israel didn’t really want
peace, because it wanted more terri-
tory. A number of books, memoirs
and diaries of Israeli leaders of that
time clearly show that Ben-Gurion,
Moshe Dayan, and other leaders were
not satisfied with their military gains
of the 1948-49 war, but intended to
take over all of Palestine eventually.
The diary of Moshe Sharett, foreign
minister and prime minister during
that period, is particularly revealing.

Q. How come our guys didn’t fig-
ure all dat out?

A. Our own leaders, Fisenhower
and Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, weren'tas close to the issue as
Nasser was. There were some Ameri-
cans out in the field who suspected
that the Israelis were accepting half
the loaf of Palestine with the mental
reservation that they would get the
rest of the loaf later. But, as usual, the
experts outinthe field gotshort shrift.

Q. What experts?

A. The government's Arabists.

Q. Arabists!

A. 1 know the word “Arabist” is
misunderstood. An “Arabist” is not
someane in the State Department
whose job it is to be pro-Arab. This is
the term used for a diplomat who has
decided to make the Middle East a
specialty and has studied the area’s
most widely-spoken language. Ara-
bists tend to be posted more often in
Arab than in other Middle East coun-
tries, because there are a lot more
Artab than non-Arab countries in the
region. Many alsohave toursinlsrael.
In any case, it's part of their job to be
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familiar with Israel’s history and the
Israelis’ point of view in their conflict
with the Arabs.

Q. Okay, Arabist, Shmarabist, so
what did Nasser do after the Gaza
raid?

A. With his new conviction that
Tsrael was not satisfied with its cur-
rent borders, Nasser became hyper
over the need for Egypt to be able to
defend itself. He knew his armed
forces were no match for the Israelis.
Nasser had tried but failed to getarms
from the US., which kept insisting
that a permanent US. military mis-
sionto Egyptwould have to be partof
any deal. To Nasser, a military mis-
sion was a step back into being a col-
ony, and he couldn’t accept it. After
all, he was slill trying to get the British
out of the Suez Canal Zone! As for
buying the arms, he didn’t have
enough money in his treasury. He
couldn’t get any weapons from the
British and French either. So, having
long resisted Soviet attempts to sell
him weapons on a barter basis, he
decided it was time to look into these
iets were delighted. By
t was a done deal.

Q. Holy cow!

A. Here was another case of the
policy leaders overruling the expert
observers on the scene. The US.
ambassador in Cairo had sent cable
after cable to Washington saying that
Nasser was not “turning Commu-
nist,” but was truly convinced that the
danger from Israel was too great for
him to allow his country to remain
militarily impotent. The ambassador
strongly urged that the U.S. help
Nasser out by providing him with
arms on acceptable terms, so that
Nasser would not have to turn to the
Soviets. But Eisenhower and Dulles,
without telling the ambassador, de-
cided to stall—believing that Nasser
was bluffing.

A. So wuddappened?

Q. Well, the deal wasdone, but the
Administration tried to change Nas-
ser's mind anyway, by sending a top
State Departient efficial to Cairo to
deliver a strong letter of protest that
sounded to Nasser likean ultimatum.
Nasser was furious, feeling that he
was being treated like a lackey.

Q. Then wuddappened?

A. After its show of bad temper,
the Administration spent the next few
months trying to recoup its relation-
ship with Nasser. Just two months
after Nasser's arms deal, it joined
withthe World Bank and Britaininan
offer to finance the building of the
Aswan Dam on the Nile, a gigantic
economic project at the head of Nas-
ser’s list of priorities. This was a proj-
ect that the Soviets had already of-
fered to finance, but Nasser had
turned them down.

We then got mad at Nasser all over
again when he recognized Commu-
nist China in May of 1956. Like most
of the world’s leaders, Nasser figured
that recognizing the government of a
country didn’t mean it was a good
government. Besides, the Soviets had
just proposed putting an arms em-
bargo on the Middle East, and Nasser
wanted to have China as another
option for arms if necessary. To
Washington, though, Nasser ap-
peared to be “cozying up to the
Communists,” and had tobe taughta
lesson.

The American ambassador in
Cairo sensed that something was in
the air, and wamned the Administra-
tionrepeatedly thatif we changed our
minds over the Aswan Dam, Nasser
would let the Soviets build it. The
President and Secretary of State
thought they knew better, of course,
and on july 19, 1936, the Administra-
tion did what many experts on the
Middle East thought was unthink-
able: it publicly reneged, in a particu-
larly humiliating way, on its commit-
ment to finance the dam.

The ambassador had been right.
Within a week, Nasser had not only
given the Soviets the Aswan Dam
contract, but had nationalized the
Suez Canal Company, taken over its
offices on the canal, and said he
would use the canal revenues to fi-
nance the building of the dam.

Q. What'd the British and French
do? They owned mosta thecanal, dint
they?

A. They owned most of the shares
in the canal company, but they
planned a revenge that went far be-
yond just a financial one. Both coun-
tries were already mad at Nasser: the
British, because of what they thought



was his anti-British meddling
throughout the Middle East, and the
French, because of what they thought
was Nasser’s support for the Algeri-
ans in their war of independence
against the French. So they secretly
planned an attack on the canal zone,
which British troops had vacated a
month earlier under an agreement
with Egypt that ended 74 years of
occupation. Although nobody knew
it at the time, the two countries also
got Israel to join their planned attack.
on Egypt.

Q. How'd they manage that?

A. Manage it? The Israelis could
hardly believe their luck! Thanks to
Britain and France, the Israelis were
being given a chance to take over
some Arab territory that they
planned to keep for good, if they
could.

Anyhow, Eisenhower did not
know about the Israeli connection,
but he sensed that Britain and France
might do something drastic, so he
spent the summer carrying out some
delaying maneuvers to stall them off
just in case. [Nasser's takeover of the
canal company was perfectly legal
under international law (even the
British Government acknowledged
this), especially since he kept the
canal open to shipping ]

While Eisenhower worried about
Britain possibly attacking Egypt, it
didn’t occur to him that his closest
ally would attack another country
without informing the U.S. first. But
he was dead wrong. On October 29,
whatbecameknown to the Egyptians
as the “tripartite aggression” began.
Israel launched a surprise attack on
Egypt, capturing the Gaza Strip and
moving towards the Suez Canal.
Then came the deliberately phony
part of the operation: Britain and
France issued an “ultimatum” to both
theIsraeliand Fgyptian forces, order-
ing them to “withdraw” to within 10
miles of the Suez Canal. For the Egyp-
tians, this meant retreating from their
owncanal, further into Egypt. For the
advancing Israeli troops, 30 miles
from the canal at the time of the ulti-
matum, it meant they could continue
advancing until they were 10 miles
from the canal.

Nasser refused to withdraw from

his own territory and two days later
British warplanes bombed the Suez
Canal and Egyptian cities. Nasser
then blocked the canal by sinking
ships in it—thus foiling Britain and
France's pretext that the whole opera-
tion was to prevent the interruption
of shipping through the canal. Syria
blew up the pipelines that brought oil
to the Mediterranan for shipment to
Europe.

The invasion took place only a
week before our country’s Presiden-
tial election day. Eisenhower, seeking
a second term of office, was under a
Iot of pressure from members of his
party not to do anything that would
lose the Jewish vote. Eisenhower,
however, thought Israel's attack was
nothing more than an unjustified
grab for more territory, and told his
aides that he didn’t care whether the
elections were coming up or not—he
wouldn't let the Israclis get away
with it. Eisenhower was even more
concerned about the actions of the
British and the French. In his view,
what they were doing was simply a
reversion to 19th-century colonial-
ism. So he addressed the United Na-
tions, labelled all three countries
“aggressors,” and introduced a US.
resolution calling for a ceasefire and
the intreduction of U.N. troops to
enforce it. Egyptand the Israelis, who
by this time had most of Sinai and all
of Gaza in their hands, accepted the
ceasefire. But Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion vowed publically that Sinai
and Gaza belonged to Israel and
would never be returned.

Q. Tknow wuddappened with the
elections. Eisenhower got re-elected.
Ya noticed that the Israeli lobby
wasn't as strong as ya keep saying it
is?

A. Actually, Humph, this was a
very spedal case. Public sympathy
for Israel among Jews and non-Jews
was outweighed by even greater
public antagonism to the idea of the
British and French trying to re-estab-
lish their empires. There was a strong
streak of anti-colonialism among
Americans in those days, and polls
showed that the country was solidly
behind Eisenhower in his attempts to
get the British and French to with-
draw. If it had been only an Israeli

invasion that he had become in-
volved with, I'm not so sure that
things would have turned out the
same. But full credithas tobe givento
Tke, because he criticized all three
countries equally strongly. With Is-
rael, he had to keep up the fight long
after the Presidential elections. The
British and French evacuated Egypt
quite promptly, butIsrael dragged its
feet for six months before itevacuated
Gaza, and did so only because Fisen-
hower threatened to cut off all US.
aid to Israel, public and private. The
Israelis did manage to extracta prom-
ise that the U.S. would seek guaran-
tees that U.N. soldiers would be
posted at Sharm al Sheikh, on the
straits of Tiran, to ensure that Israeli
ships would be allowed to go back
and forth. Nasser, on the grounds that
the straits ran through Egyptian terri-
tory, had been carrying on King
Farouk’s practice of not allowing Is-
raeli ships to pass through. So this
was one gain that the Israelis made
from their invasion.

By the way, Nasser, far from being
toppled by the Suez invasion, ended
upasuper-heronotonly in Egypt but
throughout the Arabworld and much
of the so-called “developing” world.
He had defied the powerful Western
countries of Great Britain and France
by taking over their canal and getting
away withit. We came out pretty well
also in the eyes of the Arabs, for hav-
ing taken Nasser’s side. It didn’t take
us long to dissipate the credit we got
for this, though. During the wecks
after the end of invasion, with his
economy in shambles, Nasser asked
the U.S. to provide Egypt with much
needed food, fuel and medicines, but
Eisenhower turned him down. Fore-
ing the Israelis to abandon their ill-
gotten gains was one thing, but help-
ing Nasser was something else.

Q. Wuddabout the Soviets?

A. Well, one result of the Anglo-
French-Israeli war on Egypt was that
the U.S. came close to a nuclear con-
frontation with the Soviets. When the
three countries invaded, the Soviet
Union got angry, too, hinting that it
might usemissiles against Britainand
France, and suggesting that it would
send tens of thousands of Soviet
“volunteers” to the Middle East to
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fight them. Even though the Soviets
were taking the same sideasthe U.S,,
the very idea of the Soviets lining
themselves up against American al-
lies scared the pants off the Admini-
stration, which put American mili-
tary forces on a state of alert. Nothing
came of the Soviet threats, but they
helped consolidate the idea in the
minds of ordinary Arabs that the
Saviet Union was truly on their side.

Q. So wuddappened next, but
keep it short, okay?

A. For most of the next decade,
until the Johnson Administration, the
Arab-Israeli conflict was practically a
dead issue for U. S. policymakers.
During Fisenhower's second term,
the focus was once again onthe Soviet
threat. The President developed what
came to be called the “Eisenhower
Doctrine,” whereby the US. would
accede to a request for help from any
country “threatened by international
Communism.” After a coup toppled
the pro-Western monarchy of Iraq, in
1958, the US. convinced both the
president of Lebanon and the king of
Jordanthatthey should ask for help to
thwart “international Communism”
in their countries. Asaresult, the US.
sent marines to Lebanon and the Brit-
ish, in a coordinated move, sent
troops to Jordan.

In the meantime Nasser (who did
not like Communism, who had put
many Communists in jail and banned
the Communist party even though
Egypt was receiving aid from the
Soviet Union), was increasingly re-
garded as a dangerous troublemaker
by the U.S. Administration. This was
because he was spreading his mes-
sage of Arab nationalism—not Com-
munism—into many of the countries,
like Lebanon, Jordan, Yemen, Saudi
Arahia and the Arab Gulf sheikh-
doms, where the U.S. hoped to build
stable bastions of defense against
possible Soviet military intrusion.
And that takes care of the Eisenhower
Administration. See, Humphrey? 1
covered four years in about two min-
utes.

Q. Big deall The way | see it, ya
went on much too long!

A. After Ike, came John Kennedy.
As a US. senator, Kennedy was
praised in the Arab world for a 1957
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speechcalling for Algerianindepend-
ence from the French. Actually, the
Algerian war for independence had
little if anything to do with the
chronic Arab-Israeli conflict. Ken-
nedy made his recommendation on
the grounds that the time for Euro-
pean colonialism in the third world
was over. Then, very little happened
of great consequence during his
shortened term that involved the
Arab-Israeli issue.

Americans, in the early sixties,
virtually forgot that there was still an
unsolved Arab-Isracli conflict.
Among the more informed there was
a sense—as in the period before the
Suez war—that the status quo would
g0 on permanently, for all practical
purposes. I still remember what hap-
pened when my magazine editor, a
pretty savvy guy, asked me one day
in 1962 to write an article on what I
thought weretheunderlying currents
running in the Middle Fast. The most
important, | wrote, were the facts that
the Arab-Israeli issue had not been
resolved and the danger of another
nasty war was a reality. And I de-
scribed why and how. When the edi-
tor saw the article, he responded not
surprisingly that: “Nobody thinks
there’s going to be another Arab-Is-
raeli war! That's a phony story!”

It took another five years, but we
had anather war, all right

Q. Yeah, in six days?

A. Itwas quitea war just the same.
There's a lot of documentary evi-
dence that Nasser did not plan to at-
tack Israel (some of Israel’s most in-
formed leaders of that period have
acknowledged this since), and that
the Israelis deliberately lured him
intoatrapthatgave thema pretext for
carrying out a “pre-emptive strike.”
I'm not going to explain the ABC's of
what happened in that war all over
again, butonce more the Administra-
tion allowed domestic political con-
siderations to weigh in more heavily
than the U.S. national interest.

This was quite predictable because
Lyndon Johnson was President. He
had already demonstrated his Israel-
first tendenciesduring the Suez crisis,
when as Senate majority leader he
kept urging Fisenhower not to put
pressure on Israel to evacuate Gaza.

As President, he appointed some
solid professionalstohead his foreign
policy department—State, Defense,
CIA—but the people he listened toon
Middle East policy were the friends
and advisors he surrounded himself
with. Virtually all these people, while
not foreign policy experts, were
staunch advocates for Israel: people
like Eugene Rostow, a political ap-
pointee in the State Department,
Supreme Court Justice Abe Fortas,
banker Abraham Feinberg, speech-
writer Ben Wattenberg, Sen. Jacob
Javits, and businessman and fund-
raiser Arthur Krim and his wife
Mathilde, who once worked for the
Israeli terrorist group Irgun! All of
them could have the President's ear
almost any time they wanted.

Q. Yeah, well ya got my ear.

A. Tjust wanted to back up what 1
told you with some concrete ex-
amples, Humph

Q. Okay, okay!

A. Anyhow, in the mid-1960’s
Johnson brought our relationship
with Israel into a new dimension by
becoming the first President to sell
major offensive weapons systems to
Israel, even though the Israelis were
already known to possess a decisive
military superiority over the Arabs.
The Soviets, already a big factor in
the Middle East by the time of the
Suez war, responded by shipping
more arms to the Middle East.

Many government experts on the
Middle East wamned Johnson not to
provoke Nasser unnecessarily if we
wanted to avert a major crisis in the
Middle East, butitseemed tomake no
difference. The President’s intimates
keptencouraging him to do whatever
he could to help Israel and/or hurt
Nasser, and they didn’t understand
or didn’t care that much about the
dangers of another Middle East war,
which they were certain Israel would
win. They alsoknew that Nasser-bait-
ing was not unpopular either in Con-
gress or among the American public,
whohad beenbrain-washed for years
by skimpy, often distorted media
coverage of the Middle East.

There was also another reason for
Johnson's policy of indulging Israel.
He was bogged down in Vietnam,
and Jewish voters, who were re-




garded as mostly “liberal” in those
days, were protesting our involve-
ment there. Johnson was convinced
by his advisors that the only way to
avoid losing the Jewish vote was to go
all-outin his support for srael.

During the spring of 1967, as ten-
sions rose between Egypt and Israel,
the Administration got some in-
formed, rational advice from its ex-
perts on the scene. One of them, US.
Ambassador to Egypt, Luke Battle,
warned that although Nasser was
raising tensions, he did not want war.
Another, one of the most experienced
State Department Middle East spe-
cialists, Charles Yost, was on a Presi-
dential mission to the Middle East just
before the hostilities broke out. To
“limit the damage” of the crisis, said
Yost, Israel should compromise—
and he suggested ways in which that
might be done.

None of this advice was taken seri-
ously. Instead Johnson warned each
side not to start a war. He told Egypt:
“We will be against whoever fires the
first shot.” Egypt had every right to
assume from this statement that if
Israel attacked, the U.S. would pro-
vide Egypt with support. Johnson
also repeatedly told Isracl not to be
the firsttoshoot. At first, Israel’s lead-
erswerequitedisturbed by this warn-
ing, because they knew in their hearts
that Nasser would not attack.

As the weeks went by, however,
they began tocatch conflicting signals
when they visited Washington. Al-
though oppaosition to a supposedly
“pre-emptive” attack was still official
U.S. policy, one top American official
told Foreign Minister Abba Eban that
the U.S. would not protest too muchif
Israel carried one out. When the Is-
racli ambassador to Washington flew
tolsraelon June 3, two days before the
war, he was able to confirm to the
cabinet that the U.S. would not op-
pose an Israeli first strike.

Once again, this official change of
tone was not too surprising in view of
Johnson's past record and the increas-
ing amount of time he was spending
with his pro-Israeli official advisors
and close friends. In the week leading
up to the outbreak of the war, busi-
nessman and fund-raiser Arthur
Krim didn’t go a day without visiting

the President in his private quarters
in the White House, or talking with
him on the telephone, urging the
Presidenttogo easyonlsrael. OnJune
5, the day the war started, Mathilde
Krim had spent the night in a guest
bedroom of the White House. Before
going to his office the President had
dropped in there, while she was still
in bed, to let her know the war had
started!

Q. Hey, watcha talkin about?

A. Ithought that would wake you
up from your doze, Humph. It did
happen, according to Mrs. Krim, who
told reporter and author Donald Neff
aboutitmany yearslater. By the way,
would you believe that later in the
afterncon her husband Arthur senta
memo to Johnson saying that some
U.S. arms shipments, packed and
ready to go to Israel, were being held
up, and could Johnson get them re-
leased. Johnson did! Right away!

Q. Aw, cut that out! Some non-
official friend couldn’t —

A. He did, Humph, apparently in
full confidence that he knew whose
side Johnson was on. Neff, whowrate
avery good book about the 1967 War,
found this information in an official
White House memorandum he dug
up.

Q. Cheez, dontcha ever dig up
nuthin yourself?

A. Well, T was kind of busy at that
time in the Middle East, covering the
war on the ground, just as | was dur-
ing the Suez war and the war that
came after this one, in 1973. I'm grate-
ful to Don for having unearthed
things that were happening a long
way from where [ was.

Anyhow, the war was on. Israel
took over all the rest of Palestine (the
West Bank, including East Jerusalem,
and Gaza), as well as Sinai, after
which it broke a ceasefire to grab the
Golan Heights. In the process, it got
us into another nuclear confronta-
tion, when the Soviet Union’s strong
man Kosygin told Johnson over the
hot-line that if we didn’t make the
Israclis adhere to the ceasefire within
the next few hours, there would bea
“grave catastrophe.” The Soviet Un-
fon would take “necessary action,”
including the use of “military force.”
Fortunately for Israel and the rest of

us, the Israelis had already takenover
the Golan Heights by this time, so
they were now in a position to cease
fire, and did.

But it was already far too late for
Israel to undo what it had done to an
electronics eavesdropping ship, the
USS. Liberty, which was deliber-
ately attacked by Israeli planes and
torpedo boats. Thirty-four American
sailors were killed and nearly 200
wounded—because Israel did not
want the ship to listen in on secret
Israeli planning regarding their up-
coming invasion of the Golan
Heights. The Israelis, who ordered
the raid, had planned to sink the Lib-
erty without a trace. This would have
left no eyewitnesses. Since they
couldn't quite manage it before help
came, they resorted to the excuse that
they had mistaken the Liberty for an
Egyptian ship (despite its oversize
American flag waving under a blue
sky in a stiff breeze). The American
survivors, who had watched Israeli
planes reconnoiter them carefully
before the attack, knew better and
said so, but the Administration de-
cided to accept the Israeli story and
Cover up.

Q. Hey, how come I nevva heard
of it?

A. The facts, as attested to by offi-
cers and men on board, are widely
knowntoday, Humph, buttheyareso
embarrassing to Isracl—which likes
to be considered the U.S.'s “loyal
ally”"—that its supporters do every-
thing they can think of, and pretty
successfully, to stifle discussion of it
in the media.

Q. So wuddappened after the
war?

A. Alot of things. This war was a
watershed. First, it was the war that
changed everything in our relation-
ship with Israel. For one thing, after
the Six Day War there was no more
American emphasis on the need for
immediate Israeli withdrawal. Not
only was Johnson more partisan than
Eisenhower, but the American pub-
lic—ignorant of the history of the
Arab-Israeli conflict—was euphori-
cally happy over what the brave little
David had done to the nasty Goliath
in only six days. Most of the world,
however, was clamoring for a United
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Nations resolution that would call on
the Israclis to go right back home. But
the US. managed to arrange for a
resolution that had no urgency in it

Q. Wuddabout resolution two,
B

A, 242 Well, that's the resolution
I'm talking about. It put no deadline
on withdrawal, and the USS. had suc-
ceeded in watering itdown enoughso
that the Israelis would have to give
back only as much territory as they
wanted to. The U.S. also got the Arab
countries to back it by misleading
them as to Israel’s intentions.

TheloopholeforIsrael that the U.S.
created was the absence of the word
“the” in the phrase calling for Israeli
withdrawal from “territories occu-
pied during the recent conflict.” Even
though the resolution also mentioned
the “inadmissibility of the acquisition
of territory by war,” Israeli govern-
ments have ever since pointed to the
ahsence of the word “the” as meaning
that the resclution did not require
Israelto withdraw fromall the territo-
ries.

At the time the draft resolution
was being debated, the U.S. passed a
message to the Arab leaders that Is-
rael wasinterpreting the resolution to
mean that it required Istael to with-
draw from all the territories, except
for “minor reciprocal border rectifica-
tions” (for example, adjusting a part
of a frontier line to prevent it from
splitting a small village in two). This
message had clearly been a deception
to enlist Arab support for the resolu-
tion, because no one really expected
Israel to be that accommodating.

For quite a while, going from
Johnson right to the Nixon Admini-
stration, the U.S.'s public position on
the Arab-Israeli conflict was that the
Israelis should withdraw from all but
an “insubstantial” portion of occu-
pied territory, and this was the basis
of the so-called “Rogers Plan,” of
December 1969, propounded by
Nixon's Secretary of State William
Rogers. As revealed later by Henry
Kissinger, at the time Nixon's na-
tional security advisor, the Rogers
Plan was also a deliberate deception,
although Rogers himself did not real-
izeit. Nixon and Kissinger had noin-
tention of trying to push the Rogers
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Plan forward. According to Kissin-
ger's memoirs, unknown to Rogers,
thereal policy on the Middle East was
being carried out by Kissinger
through “back channels”—channels
that did not go through the State
Department. Thus, in the first years of
the 1970's, whenever the top Ameri-
can diplomat in Egypt would go to
the Foreign Ministry to make a point
about US-Egypt relations, a CIA
agent, acting as the “channel,” might
at the same time be on his way to
President Sadat’s office to tell him, or
a Presidential aide, something quite
different.

Q. I dunnoif I can believe ya.

A. Uh, go on ahead—with your
next question, Humph!

Q. Yeah, well, va said the 1967
War changed lotsa things in relation
to Israel. What exactly?

A. Hmm. The most important
thing was that Israel got some terri-
tory it badly wanted—particularly
the West Bank and Gaza. And be-
cause there has been no meaningful
pressure from us to withdraw, it has
been able to hold on for the past 23
years—while still claiming that it
accepts U.N. Resolution 242!

Another thing: Because Israel was
so successful in the war, the Johnson
Administration, and just aboutall the
administrations following, began to
regard Israel as a “strategic asset” to
the United States, one able to help
protecttheareaagainstaSovietattack
on the Middle East, especially on the
Gulf's oil fields. It's always been a
little hard for me and a lot of other
people to imagine the Israclis as any
sortof deterrent toaSovietattack. The
countries Israel would be trying to
“protect” regard the Israelis as their
worst enemy, and would fight them
rather than welcome them. In any
case, because of this perception,
among others, the U.S. began beefing
up its military and economic aid to
unheard of levels.

Another change was the emer-
gence of the Palestinians as a political
and guerrilla force. This altered eve-
rything in the Middle East equation,
including US.-Arab relations. Basi-
cally, up to the time of the war, the
Palestinians, even though they car-
ried out some minor guerrilla activ-

ity, were depending on the Arab
governments to get theirland back for
them. But when Egypt, Syria and Jor-
dan lost the Six Day War so deci-
sively, the Palestinians went into a
state of shock, and decided then and
there that if they didn't fight for their
rights, no one else could or would. So
the PLO, which had been run for all
practical purposes by the Arab
League, elected a guerrilla leader,
Yasser Arafat, as its chairman. No
need to tell you, Humph, about how
much Arafat’s PLO has impinged on
US. policies ever since, one way or
another. But let me tell you what led
to the next war, in October 1973—the
one wecall the Yom Kippur War here
in the States. I can tell you in one
word. Nothing!

Q. Huh?

A. That's right, nothing. From
about 1970 through the next three
vears, we did nothing to try to solve
the Arab-Israeli conflict, because we
thought the Israelis were planning to
stay in the occupied territories.
Sadat's angry speeches saying he
would gotowarifIsrael did not with-
draw from the Sinai were viewed asa
transparent bluff. The guerrilla and
terrorist operations by Palestinian
forces were regarded as simple crimi-
nal acts, never as operations against
enemies who, in the belief of Pales-
tinfans, had themselves been perpe-
trators of terrorist acts against Pales-
tinians. In any case, the U.S. consid-
ered these Palestinian acts as “con-
tainable” pinpricks.

The US. decided the best policy
was a do-nothing policy, while hop-
ing the whole issue of occupied terri-
tory would just go away. It led to the
nextwar, however, because Sadatdid
not want to be either ignored or
thought of as a patsy. He decided to
attack across the Suez Canal and
consolidate a bridgehead for two
principal reasons. First, he wanted to
show the Israelis that they couldn’t
remain in occupation of his country
without cost, and he wanted to show
the United States that there was stilla
big problem in the Middle East that it
had better start paying attention to.

Q. Bytheway, [thinkitwasadirty
trick that Sadat and the Syrians de-
cided to attack on that, you know,



Jewish holiday.

A. Yom Kippur. Well, it was also
during the month of Ramadan, one of
the holicst periods in the Muslim cal-
endar. Anyway, this kind of thing
always goes on in wars. Don't you
remember whenyouwereakid, read-
ing about George Washington cross-
ing the Delaware on Christmas Eve to
attack the Hessians, because he knew
they would be carousing?

Q. So now I bet yer gonna tell me
this war made the US. of A. even
more unpopular with the Arabs.

A. Dead on! This was a war in
which Sadat was not trying to
threaten Israel’s existence, but was
only trying to get back atleast some of
the territory that Israel had taken
from Egypt during the Six Day War.
The same goes for his ally, Syria,
which wanted to get the Golan
Heights back. But when Egyptian
troops attacked across the canal and
established a beachhead on what was
Egyptian territory, we reacted as
though Sadat was aiming to “drive
the Jews into the sea.”

As soon as it became apparent that
the Egyptians were holding their
ground and that the Israclis were
running dangerously low on equip-
ment and ammunition, President
Nixon launched an unprecedented,
massive airlift of military goods di-
rectly to the Sinai battlefield. This al-
lowed the Israelis to recoup, just in
time, and they eventually managed to
getsome of their own troops onto the
western side of the canal. Nixon
backed up the military help with a
public announcement, while the war
was still on, of a loan to Israel of 2.2
billion dollars. Yes, I guess you could
say the Arabs were unhappy with the
United States.

Another thing about the war,
Humph, was that once again we got
into a confrontation with the Soviet
Union. When the U.N. called for a
ceasefire on October 22, and both the
Israelis and Egyptians accepted, the
Israelis had not yet managed to carry
out a desired encirclement of Egyp-
tian forces still holding a beachhead
on the eastern side of canal. So the
next day the Israelis broke the
ceasefire and made their move. This
time, the Soviet Union was angrier

than it had been in 1936 or in 1967, It
announced that if the Israclis did not
stop their military action, it would
send in Soviet troops to stop them.
This resulted in the US. ordering a
number of ships and aircraft to head
towards the east Mediterranean, and
also in its putting all military forces,
worldwide, onnuclear “red” alert, for
the first time ever. The Israelis
stopped shooling, and that particular
crisis petered out.

Q. Did the 1973 War change any-
thing?

A. Well, this was one war that [s-
rael clearly didn’t win, but it gave the
Israelis enough leverage so that they
were able to accelerate the pace to-
wards their long-term goals. They
couldn’thave doneit, of course, with-
out the help of the United States.

Q. Sotellme, what were the goals?

A. One goal was to hold on to
Gaza and the West Bank for good—
even if it meant having to give up
Sinai. A second was to exclude the
PLO—or, for that matter, any other
Palestinian leadership group that the
Israelis couldn’t choose themselves—
from any role in a Middle Fast settle-
ment.

Q. So wuddappened?

A. Afterthewar, Henry Kissinger,
who held both jobs of secretary of
state and national security advisor,
seemed to have made up his mind on
two things. Firstly, hedidn’t want the
Soviets to get involved in peacemak-
ing, even on issues where their posi-
tion was not too far from the Ameri-
canone. He just didn’t want the Sovi-
ets to get any of the credit. And sec-
ondly, he did not believe in pulting
too much pressure on Israel to make
concessions, because in his view, such
pressures could cause the “psycho-
logical collapse” of Israel, and lead it
into extreme intransigency.

Kissinger then began a process
known as “step-by-step diplomacy,”
or “shuttle” diplomacy,ashe traveled
back and forth between Middle East
capitals. The idea was to get Israel to
move back at least a liftle bit, but it
played the situation for what it was
worth by trying to wring every pos-
sible favor it could from the U.S. be-
foreitwould moveaninch. Hence the
lengthy shuttling. Finally, in 1974,

Kissinger got Israel to evacuate its
troops from the western side of the
canal—but only in return for ten writ-
ten concessions including a promise
thattheU.S. would respond tolsrael’s
defense needs on a “continuing and
long-term basis.” A couple of months
later, Israel made a partial with-
drawal on Syria’s Golan Heights,
thanks in part to a U.S. decision to
give [sracl the equivalent of a billion
and a half dellars. In terms of popula-
tion, that would be like someone giv-
ing the United States 35 billion dol-
lars. Not bad!

Next, Kissinger thought he would
try for a second Israeli disengage-
ment from their positions in Sinai. By
thetimehe got going on this, Ford had
taken over from Nixon.

Q. Sodid Ford tell Kissinger to get
tougher with Israel?

A. You've got to be kidding,
Humph. Ford had spent a career as
Congressman, and he knew better
than most how Congress felt about
“getting tough” with Israel. I think he
was surprised, though, at just how
tough Jsrael could be. When Kissinger
started talking with Israel about a
second disengagement on Sinai, the
Israelis wouldn't give him the time of
day. Some foreign policy profession-
als urged Ford to use leverage on
Israel through the aid program, and
he bought the idea for a while—an-
nouncinga “reassessment” of Ameri-
can policy towards Israel. So, sur-
prise, surprise! Seventy-six senators
sentalettertothe President—thiswas
in May 1975—condemning the reas-
sessment and urging him to be “re-
sponsive to Isracl’s economic and
Ty needs.”

An agreement, in September 1975,
commilted the US. to be “fully re-
sponsive”—to Israel’s economic and
military requirements. We guaran-
teed that we would fill all of Israel's
oil needs, if necessary, for the next
five years; maintain Israel’s defensive
strength by regularly providing high-
technology equipment; transport
military supplies to Israel during any
emergency; provide American sup-
port to Israel in the event of any
threats by the Soviet Union; and re-
frain from engaging in any step-by-
step mediation between Israel and
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Jordan. Wealso committed ourselves
not to “recognize or negotiate with”
the PLO until it recognized Israel's
righttoexist and accepted U.N. Reso-
lution 242. This American commit-
ment critically affected the history of
the next dozen years, because it was
already becoming increasingly evi-
dent to American experts, as well as
mostof the world, that the PLOrepre-
sented the Palestinian people and
was the organization Israel would
have to deal with if it really wanted a
peace settlement.

Q. Yeah, but along came Carter,
who brought peace.

A. Whoa, too fast, Humph. Actu-
ally, Carter may well have had a bet-
ter understanding of the roots of the
Arab-Israeli conflict than any of our
Presidents, and started out quite cou-
rageously by saying publicly that the
Palestinians had the right to a home-
land. We didn’t hear much about a
“homeland” after the first few weeks
of his term. What we™—""1and saw

was a President wl “hours
afteraU.S. voteinthe ations
reversed it upon discot o g how

unpopular it was to the Isracli lobby.
Carter also fired UN. Ambassador
Andrew Young for meeting with a
PLO representative—even though
the 1975 commitment by Kissinger
said only that the US. should neither
“recognize” nor “negotiate with” the
PLO. It didn’t say the U.S. couldn’t
talk to it. Ironically, at the time Carter
fired his ambassador, the US. had
already been talking with the PLO in
Beirut, where at that time the PLO
was the main organization providing
security for American diplomats.

Q. Hey, who're you trying to kid!
I don’t believe—

A. You could check it out,
Humph. It's no secret anymore, Any-
how, Carter will always be remem-
bered as the man who was respon-
sible for getting Egypt and Israel to
sign a peace treaty at Camp David.
That's why you were under the im-
pression that Carter “brought peace,”
as you putit.

0. Waddya mean, impression! He
did—ya just said so yourself, for
Pete’s sake.

A. He brought peace between
Egypt and Israel, you mean. That's
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important, and he hastobe givenalot
of credit for it. Trouble is, though, he
made a big boo-boo while doing it
and thereby added greatly to the dif-
ficulties of solving the overall Arab-
Israeli conflict, which depends
mainly on a solution of the Palestin-
ian problem

Q. What boa-boo ya talkin about?

A. Carterdidn’tinsistonmakinga
linkage between the Israel-Egypt
agreement and a solution of the Is-
raeli-Palestinian and the Israeli-Syr-
ian problems. By not making one, he
gave Menahem Begin, the Israeli
prime minister who was at Camp
David with Sadat and Carter, a
golden opportunity. In return for
giving back the Sinai, on which Israel
had nobiblical claims, Begin now was
in a position to lock in for good the
territories that he really wanted to
keep—the West Bank and Gaza. This
was because Israel would no longer
have to worry about Egypt, the Arab
world’s leading military power,
going to war to try to stop him.

Q. Why didn’t Carter make the
linkage?

A. Well, for one thing, linkage
would nothave been an easy thing to
convince Begin to agree to, in the best
of circumstances. In any case, Carter
did not seem to realize the fullimpor-
tance of trying to get linkage. He had
become very familiar with Egypt's
problems, but his knowledge of the
Palestinian issue was rather fuzzy.

After conferring with Begin and
Sadat nearly two weeks, it would
have been disastrous if no agreement
had come out of it. As the conference
wenton, it became mare important to
Carter to end up with a flawed agree-
ment rather than none at all. So that's
what he did—not really realizing, I
don’t think, just how flawed it was.
Sure, it was a good thing to convince
Israel to withdraw its forces from
Egypt, but the price was very, very
high. A lot of trouble has beset the
Middle East as a result of the Camp
David treaty.

Q. Suchas?

A. In 1982, only wecks after the
actual withdrawal of Israeli troops
from Sinai, Israel invaded Lebanon—
starting a major war with full confi-
dence that it had nothing to worry

about from Egypt on the southern
front. Many thousands of Lebanese,
Palestinians and Israelis were killed,
hundreds of thousands were made
homeless, and nothing of value was
accomplished either for the benefit of
Israel or any other country.

It was a disaster for us, too. Re-
member, Humph? We had sent in
marines supposedly to act as neutral
peacekeepers, but it wasn't long be-
fore we were using them and our
warships off the Lebanese coast to
support one of the sides in the con-
flict. As a result, about 300 American
servicemen lost their lives, 63 people
got blown up in the American Em-
bassy, and more than a dozen Ameri-
can civilians have been taken hastage
in Lebanon over the years, as a direct
result of the enemies we made during
that war.

stration by this time, Humphrey.
Reagan took over from Carter, in
January 1981, and began making his
own mistakes. It's true that Carter
had created the situation which
tempted Israel to invade Lebanon,
but it was the Reagan Administration
that made the war a certainty, by
making it clear to Begin that it would
not try to stop it. Then, once the war
was well under way, the Administra-
tion naively bought the Israeli line
that their war would create a better
Lebanon.

Q. S0 what other mistakes did
Reagan make?

A. After about six months in of-
fice, he saddled us with George
Shultz as Secretary of State.

Q. Saddled?

A. Well, at first, many people
thought Shultz might be well quali-
fied to understand what kind of pol-
icy was needed in the Middle East,
because he had worked for a big con-
tracting company with business in
thearea and had made frequentvisits,
particularly to Saudi Arabia, to nego-
tiate contracts. But when you think
about it, it doesn’t make much sense
to assume that because someone has
made a few trips to the region on
business, he necessarily has anything
more than a superficial understand-



ing of a complex issue like the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Shultz's lack of exper-
tise on the Middle East, his misplaced
confidence in the value of his own
judgments about that region, and his
holding of grudges acted as a perni-
cious influence on U.S. Middle East
policy throughout the Reagan termof
office,

A good example was Shulte's role,
during the spring of 1983, in mediat-
ing an agreement for Israel’s with-
drawal from Lebanon. After Israeli
and Lebanese negotiators, with some
American help, had hit some snags
while working out a final agreement,
Shultz decided to do some shuttle
diplomacy, Kissinger style, to break
the logjam. But he forgot one little
thing: he didn’t think it was neces-
sary, before the signing of the agree-
ment, totake into account the views of
Lebanon’s neighbor Syria, which had
tens of thousands of troops in Leba-
non under the auspices of the Arab
League and believed it had the right
to at least be consulted. For some
rteason, Shultz did not think Syria
would object to the contents of the
agreement.

According to the agreement, Leba-
non had accepted clauses that would
give Israel, Syria’s enemy, enormous
influence in Lebanon. For example,
Israel would be allowed to keep a
physical military presence in the
south, to establish a close, de facto
partnership with Lebanon in military
and intelligence matters, and to have
a veto on the kinds of weapons the
Lebanese armed forces could deploy
on their own territory. All these ar-
rangements and others would repre-
sent a potential threat, of course, to
Syria.

When Syria’s President Hafez
Assad heard about the details of this
agreement—after it was signed—he
hit the ceiling, and pledged that he
would get the Lebanese to revoke it
(which they later did). Then, when it
became public knowledge that Shultz
had not been keeping Syria informed
an what was happening, he became a

ghi tock in many dipl ic,
pohucai and Jn\ln’ldll‘«li(‘ ur:]eﬂ

I don’t think that Shultz's antipa-
thy to the Arabs resulted from any
calculated plan to score political

points with Jewish voters. It's just
after his Lebanon fiasco, he couldn’t
seem to be bothered to learn more
about the issues. Shultz had no
knowledge of, much less any under-
standing, of what had been done to
the Palestinians, and of what moti-
vated them to act as they did. He
focused entirely on getting the two
sides to sit down together to argue it
out—knowing that the Israelis, with
their troops in control of the disputed
territory, held all the cards. In effect,
his policy was: “May the strongest
man win."

Q. Hey, but there was sumpin
called the Reagan Plan, right?

A. When the Reagan Plan was
announced in September 1982, it was
greeted with a great deal of attention,
but it never got anywhere. The main
surprise, for the cynics, was that it
called for withdrawal by Israel of its
military forces from the West Bank
and Gaza. The main criticism, from
the realists, was that the plan said
nothing about turning the territories
into an independent Palestinian
homeland. Instead, it called for local
autonomy for Palestinians under Jor-
danian sovereignty.

Thereason it became of only trivial
importance, Humph, is that the
Administration did not try, at any
time, to use any meaningful persua-
sion to get the Israelis to withdraw.

A little more than two years later,
though, Arafat and King Hussein
came up with an ingenious plan that
could have satisfied the Administra-
tion’s conditions for a Middle Fast
solution, if only the Administration
had had the will and a little imagina-
tion. On February 11, 1985, the two
leaders signed an agreement propos-
ing to enter direct negotiations with
Israel for an independent state in the
West Bank and Gaza that would
immediately enter a federation with
Jordan. The catch was, that for a few
minutes after the signing of the agree-
ment with Israel, a sovereign Pales-
tinian state would exist in the territo-
ries. This would allow Arafat to save
face, by saying that the Palestinians
had achieved their goal, but had then
voluntarily decided to go into a fed-
eration, Before making this deal with
Israel, though, he wanted to get a

public commitment from Shultz that
the U.S. recognized the right of Pales-
tinians to have self-determination,
justasitrecognized the sameright for
theIsraelis. He wasn’teven asking for
the Israelis to do it—just to hear the
U.S. say it would be fine. But Shultz
said no. End to ingenious idea.

Q. Yeah, but ya forgot that the
Reagan Administration opened up a
dialogue widda PLO.

A. That was nearly four years
later, Humph, and it was almost
forced todo it. Remember that Kissin-
ger commitment—no dealings with
the PLO until it publicly recognized
Isracl and accepted UN. Resolution
2427 Well, in December 1988, Arafat
did both. But not before the Admini-
stration had pushed Arafat to say it
umpteen different ways until he got
the wording exactly toits satisfaction.

Q. Anyhow, that allowed the
Bush Administration to get started
with a plus—

A. Yes, but it didn’t amount to
much ofa plus when you consider the
ways Israel had been bolstered dur-
ing the Reagan years. During the
1980°s Israel was given a special
status by the U.S. that no other coun-
try has ever received. For example, it
was not only given double the
amount of previous aid, but for the
first time all of this aid was provided
as a gift. Rather than a loan, it was
giveninalumpsum,up front, instead
of in installments.

Israel was also given free-zone
status, allowing it to export its goods
to the US,, free of duty. Military
equipment was also given on a grant
basis, for the first time. On top of all
this, the U.S. signed a “strategic coop-
eration agreement” with Israel,
which gave it financial, technological
and intelligence assistance, and pro-
vided for joint maneuvers and stock-
pilingofcertain kinds of U.S. supplies
in Israel. To top it all off, Israel was
also officially declared a “major non-
NATO ally,” which meant it could
bid for U.S. defense contracts and get
the latest military technology to build
its own defense industry, It even be-
camethelargest foreign participantin
the Star Wars program!

By the way, Humph, all of this
extramoney and enhanced status was
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given to Israel during a decade when
Israel suckered us into the Lebanon
war, used American cluster and
phosphorus bombs there in violation
of written agreements, broke its
promise tous not toenter West Beirut,
harrassed our marines there, secretly
sentarms to [ran even after Khomeini
had kept all our diplomats hostage,
kept pushing Reagan to tradearmsto
Khomeini for American hostages in
Lebanon, paid a spy in the Pentagon,
Jonathan Pollard, to pass along top
secret information, used a business
front to illegally export from the US.
to Israel nuclear trigger devices
known as kryptons, gave—

Q. Enough, already! Ya made
your point. 5o how’s George Bush
doing?

A. Bush. Hmmm. Things looked
pretty good when he started, but—

Q. Cheez, I shoulda known ya
were gonna say “but.”

A. Sorry, Humph, don’t blame
me—I'm just the messenger. Do you
remember how Baker started,
Humph? The first time he really fo-
cused on the Middle East, in public,
was at the AIPAC conference back in
May 1989. Baker actually criticized
Israeli attitudes. He even went so far
as to say that Israel should abandon
the notion of having a “Greater Is-
rael,” refrain from either annexing or
carrying out settlement activities in
the West Bank and Gaza, and “reach
out to the Palestinians as neighbors
who have political rights.”

1f Baker means what he says about
the unacceptability of a “Greater Is-
rael,” he must remain involved. Re-
cently his official spokesman warned
publicly that if Israeli-Arab coopera-
tion did not speed up, Baker would,
as she put it, “turn to other places in
the world clamoring for attention.”

Unless this Administration does
something meaningful to make a fair
settlement possible, therell be an-
other big explosion in this area, and
we'll be sorry. And then it'll be too
late to remember what Santayana
said: “Those who cannot remember
the past, are condemned to repeat it.”

Book Views

Beirut Diary

By Sis Levin

Downers Grove, IL.: InterVarsity
Press, 1989, 239 pages, $16.95.

Reviewed by Grace Halsell

Why are Americans kidnapped?
Should Americans investigate the
causes?

Sis Levin, the wife of an American
who was kidnapped in Lebanon, has
a lot to say about why we should
examine the cause of the kidnapping
of Americans.

“Secretary of State Shultz was
quoted as sayingitdidn’t matter what
the causes were. Butitdid, and it still
does,” writes Sis Levinin Beirut Diary,
easily one of the best books to come
out of the tragedy of Lebanon.

Levin, a conservative Southern
Christian married to a liberal Yankee
Jew, followed her husband to Leba-
non after he became Cable News
Network’s Beirut bureau chicf. He
was kidnapped on March 7, 1984.

Throughout a long ordeal of deal-
ing with U.S. officials, Levin writes
that “The State Department’s only
advice was to keep silence. I, and
other (hostage family members) un-
der a pledge to the State Department,
abetted that silence, trusting that the
State Department was doing every-
thing they could. Was that not partici-
patinginalie? Couldn’t we be trusted
with the truth?”

After months of being told to keep
silent about her husband (the US.
Government was busy selling weap-
ons ta Khomeini and siphoning prof-
its to the contras in Central America),
she decided to work to free Jerry her-
self.

“The US. Government's idea of
quiet diplomacy was neither diplo-
matic nor effective,” she writes. On
her own initiative, she “went public”
and met with the Rev. Jesse Jackson
(who had been instrumental in secur-
ing the release of American pilot Lt.
Robert Goodman).

She traveled to Syria, talked about
peace, reconciliation and her concern

for the children of war. She met with
Syria’s Foreign Minister Farouk Al
Sharaa, Lebanon’s Shiite army leader
Nabih Berri, American peace activist
Landrum Bolling and many more.

In her chronology of events, Sis
Levin shows there were no American
hostages takenuntil 1982, whenIsrael
invaded Lebanon.

She speaks for justice for the Pales-
tinians, and deals with the pertinent
issues, the causes that lead to terror-
ism.

On February 14, 1985, Levin es-
caped (or wasallowed to escape),and
Syrian soldiers found him on a Bekaa
Valley highway running through
Baalbeck. Instead of learning hate
while he was held prisoner, Levin
experienced “an inward journey” of
faith.

In a press conference, Levin said
that during almost one year of isola-
tion and silence, “I had time to think
and reflect (ina way L had never done
before) on some of the deeper levelsof
my existence and life...It has deep-
ened and given me a growing reli-
gious faith that no other experiencein
my life was able to motivate.”

Of his journey toward faith, hesaid
that “If that was Ged's reason for
putting me in solitary confinement, 1
thank him.”

Both Jerry and Sis Levin have en-
gaged themselves in busy writing
and speaking schedules, always deal-
ing with the pertinent issues and
asking their audiences to consider
root causes of why Americans have
been kidnapped in the Middle East.

“What is the US. policy in the
Middle East?” they ask. “What is our
position on the Israeli-Palestinian
problem?” They point out, in their
capacity of teachers toa wide range of
Americans, that US. support of Is-
raeli oppression of Palestinians is
“the basis of much of the Arab hostil-
ity toward America.”

Washington, D.C.-kased writer Grace
Halsell is the author of fwelve books,
including Journey to Jerusalem and
Prophecy and Politics.
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