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Commentary

Liberalism & American J ews

Irving Kristol

AMERICAN Jews, in their overwhelming
majority, are politically rooted in a
liberal tradition. That is presumably why, as Mil-
ton Himmelfarb has noted, Jews in this country
have the economic status of white Anglo-Saxon
Episcopalians but vote more like low-income His-
panics. How to explain this anomaly, unique in
the American experience? The Irish and the Ital-
1ans, as they move up the economic ladder, are far
more likely to shed the urban-immigrant liberal-
ism of their parents and grandparents, shifting
rather predictably to one version or another of
suburban conservatism (of which interest-group
liberalism is a subspecies). They perceive their
interests in a new way, and vote these interests.
Such a shift is what a student of sociology would
expect. Why has it not happened among Ameri-
ca’s Jews? Why are they so different? Is there a
single answgf_mmx?ranadon?

I think there is—though it is a single answer
that is not a simple answer. It has to do with the
meaning of that “liberalism” to which American
Jews seem so stubbornly attached, a meaning that

is itself a special compound of Jewish political -

history and Jewish religious history over the past

two centuries. So powerful is this meaning that it

: hasbecome,brmany]cws,anintegm]a&pectot

their self-definition as Jews. There are now some
signs that this self-definition is finally eroding in
the face of a circumstantial reality that repels its
solicitation. But it is interesting to note that Jews
who move away from their familiar (and familial)
liberalism still tend to describe themselves as ““dis-
illusioned,” whereas their Irish and Italian coun-
terparts find such a movement to be natural, not at
all traumatic, and not calling for any self-con-
scious reflection.

To be disillusioned one must h illu-
sions._The liberalism of the modern i e
that has been especially rich in illusions. Obvious-
ly, those 1lTusions éve been not merely illu-
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The present essay, in somewhat different form, will be included
in a collection of essays in honor of Earl Raab, 10 be published -

in the spring of 1989 by Transaction Books, under the editor-
ship of Seymour Martin Lipset.
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sions—to retain the loyalty of Jews for so long a
time, they had to be nourished by the real, outside
world. “Jewish liberalism”—and the term is nei-
ther invidious nor inappropriate—is organically
connected to a larger non-Jewish liberalism that
has tended to dominate the intellectual (even spiri-
tugl) life of Western Europe ever since the French
Revolution. It is the intensity and obstinacy of the
Jewish commitment to this Itberalism that is so
special. P -

«d 0 this liberalisen, and not to ancther. We are
takking about Continental “radical” liberalism,
the liberalism that gave rise to the French Revolu-
tion and which, stubbornly (if not altogether
successfully) resisting opportunities for disillu-
sionment, has remained loyal to the ideals of that
revolution ever since. What was liberal about this
liberalism was its opposition to monarchy and
aristocracy, the ancien réegime which was seen as
oppressive, corrupt, and decadent. What was radi-
cal about this liberalism was the belief that a new
order could be constructed, to be governed by a

new, “enlightened” state which would be repre- -
semauveo(man?sﬁncxinsdnas,hismseknted.

By the early decades of the 19th century, this

belief began to incorporate a fundamental distrust -

and detestation of the market economy, which was
pexceived as incarnating self-interest as the guid-
ing principle of the new social order. Such a focus
on self-interest was thought to be inimical to
“enlightened” government, which should be the
master, not the servant, of social and economic
realities. It is this polarity between “enlightened,”
powerful, intrusive government and the principle
of self-interest as the bedrock of our economic
system which is the driving force behind all mod-
ern socialism, whether in its social-democratic or
Leninist versions.

There isaof course, another liberal tradition
with a quite different conception of “liberalism."”
This is the Anglo-Scottish-American tradition,

- - -

- represented by such thinkers as John Locke, David
- Hq'me',AdzmSmith,andthemxdmof The Feder-
alist Papers. Though this tradition had a certain -

popularity in Continental Europe prior ta the

- French Revolution, it has always been viewed by

Continental liberalism as a mere prolegomenon to




- enlighténed, civil society that is prized, while incarnated in Napoleon, that liberated Européan- -
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the more “authentic” and more radical liberal excluded them from membership in the civil soci-
ideals emerging from the French Revolution. ety. : .
In Anglo-Scottish-American liberalism, it is an It was the ideology of the French Revolution,

govetnment is regarded as a continuing threat to  Jewry from confinement in the ghetto: Just how--

individual liberty—including the liberty to pur- much this may have meant at the time may be
sue, within a large sphere of action, one’s self- grasped from a reading of Martin Buber's fascinat-
interest. Such individual liberty is the root princi-  ing imaginative reconstructions in his novel, For
ple of this new order. In the end, it is whether-one- the Sake of Heaven,in which Qrthadax Jewsina

regards a “bourgeois” ¢ivil society more-favorably- - Central-"European:: ghetto::concludes.ecstatically.:: -

than an “enlightened” state, or vice versa, that  that Napoleon is their long-awaited liberating
‘determines whether one leans to Anglo-Scottish-  messiah. This same ideology, expressed in the
American liberalism or to the radical liberalism of  liberal, socialist, and social-democratic move-
the Continental political tradition. - ments of the 19th century, succeeded in extending
The difference between the two liberalisms can  the suffrage to Jews, and in removing legal restric-
be fairly described, in quasi-Marxist terms, as the  tions on their freedom of movement a5 Welt s
difference between a “bo ois” and a “post- their economic opportunities. In Eastern Europe,
bourgeois’ ideology, exemplified In the American ym%%_awm made only a modest
ind French Revolutions respectively. The idealsof ~ impression on anti-Semitic regimes, the commit-
the American Revolution were (and are) individu-  ment of many Jews to this ideology was corres-
aTTiberty, soqal and political equality, andTepre-  pondingly intense. While far from all European
§entatve_government. L'he 1deals™ Jews situated themselves somewhere on the Left of
Revolution stressed economic _equality, poliical the political spectrum, a disproportionate number
commuNity, and a government—ireely elécted or  did so. In France and Germany and Italy there was
not—that claimed to represent a sovereign popu-  a stratum of conservative and centrist Jewry, as-
larwill. Itis u aerstanaEBIe, therelore, Eﬁ atsocial-  similated into the national cultures, but many of
= ihinkers and socialist movements of the 19th  these Jews eventually converted or simply cast off
and 20th centuries all looked back to the French  any religious or ethnic identity.
Revolution as the appropriate paradigm of what a It was from Continental Europe, and mainly

~ «“real” revolution should look like, while the from Central and Eastern Europe, that Jews emi-

" Trotsky reconstructs-is'so coherent, so plausible, - mitmen lolmt turns_out_to_be_the.~
« . -though also more fictional than real. - “most important. This 1s an odd finding, since an
C : objective observer would see in the American "

American Revolution was regarded, if at all, as a  grated to the United States. They brought with
marginal event. Leon Trotsky’s magisterial Histo-  them, natyrally, Lbeir political beliefs. Those po-
1y of the Russian Revolution, for instance, takes _ litical beliefs still dominate the thinking of most
the French precedent (or the Jacobin version there- 4 American Jews. A recent Los Angeles Times poll
of) as authoritative in explaining the “natural” ¥ reveals that when Jews are asked about the quali-
history of revolutions in general, and specifically .ties most important to their Jewish identity—(a) a
of the Russiam Revolution-in which he played so-.: commitment to.social equality, (b) religious obser-
notable a-part. This explains why the drama.-.. vance, or (c) support for Tsrael—the Tirst, a coin<
ﬁ equalit

THAT European Jews should have been  Jewish condition today little reason why social
: 16gatees of the political ideology’ of  equality should evoke such a passionate commit-
the French RevSTOMGH was ificvitable underthe  ment. One might think that intermarriage rather
CrcamsEnces that prevailed. They had, properly  than discrimination or exclusion should be re-
speaking, no political philosophy or political  garded as having a greater bearing on “Jewish
traditions of their own, after all—even today, and . survival.” But ideas can have a life of their own,

. even in the state of Israel, there is no identifiable  and Jewish political attitudes in the 1980’s have a

“Jewish” political thought. They knew nothing  more direct connection with Jewish political
of Anglo-American political theory and not much  thinking in the 1880’s than with current social,
more about the far-off American Revolution. The  economic, or evén political realities in the United

individualism of Anglo-American political theo-  States. . . ,

1 any case evokﬁ few echoes—still evoKes few It must also be pointed out that Jewish immi-
i%%_l—mw grants, cangregating in the major urban centers,
addition, and most lmportant, the 1deology of the  found therea Democratic party—usually dominat-

French Revolution,. throughout the 19tk century,: ed by the Irish, themselves earlier immigrants—
did offer European Jéwry tangiblé:benefits of the ;%" that-was hospitable-to their-aspirations, personal
utmost significance, while the opponents. of this ‘and ideological. Although the?Democratic: party,
ideology were likely to be adherents of an estab- ~ was by no means a left-wing party, its liberahismt
lished Christian -church~and *of an established:: on issues of social reform and its commitment:to

social-political order which, at the very least,  ‘“balanced tickets” on which Jews were actually (if

discriminated against Jews, -or at most totally not all that frequently) elected to office were
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sufficient to engender Jewish loyalties and estab-
lish a Jewish commitment. This was even the case
for Orthodox Jews who were largely apolitical and
indifferent to comtemporary ideologies ( including
Zionism).

The Republican party in those urban milieus
was perceived, correctly, as dominated by Wasps
(as we now call them) who were either anti-
Semitic or, at the very least, inclined to discrimi-
nate soctally and economically against Jews. Up
to World War I, major corporations hired few
Jews and the more affluent suburbs were “‘re-
‘stricted” to non-Jews (and, it goes without saying,
to non-blacks). The struggle for equality of “civil
rights,” led by the liberal wing of the Democratic
party, only reinforced the commitment of Ameri-
can Jews to an agenda of liberal reform.

atis puzzling, however, is the way in which

or this _commitment has survived the
énactment of the libera agenda in the postwar
years. Even while socaT B ceonsmmie e
{Ton against Jews has declined with a quite unfore-
seen rapidity, Jews are still haunted by the specter
of anti-Semitism among traditional conservative
sectors of the society. And even as Jews have
become one of the most affluent and upwardly
mobile of ethnic-religious groups, their political
ideology has remained largely unaffected.

To some degree, this can be explained by the
fact that American blacks have not experienced
anything like the same success, leading Jews to
wonder about the security of their own achieve-
ment. To some degree, too, it has resulted from a
justifiable skepticism regarding the Republican
party’s willingness to accept as permanent the
“civil-rights revolution” —a willingness diluted or
subverted by the conservative dislike of govern-

mental action in. this field. But mainly the ideo-- -
logical loyalty of so many American Jews has been

sustained and nourished by a historic change in
their religious outlook—a change that reshaped
the very conception of what it means to be a “good
Jew.”

This change goes back to the early decades of
the 19th century and-gathered momentum with
time. To simplify considerably, it entailed a sharp
shift in emphasis from the “rabbinic” elements in
the Jewish tradition to the “prophetic” elements.

ONE should not exaggerate the tension
that traditionally prevailed between
these two currents of Jewish religiosity. What

- Alter all, the high moralism of the
biblical Prophets—compassion for the poor and
unfortunate, the emphasis on universal peaceasa

today is called “normative Judaism” managed o
SITIKE 2 cautious and generall acceptable Baia e
between Ihem. AT il he high I f E

- specifically Jewish aspiration—was incorporated *

Into rabbinical teachings, while the Prophets
themselves insisted on the importance of obsery-
ing traditional Jewish law. Prophetic moralism
always or almost always stopped well short of
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antinomianism and messianic enthusiasm, while
rabbinic legalism was always (or almost always)
deferential to moral sensibilities. Jews prided
themselves on being “more moral” than Chris-
tians, Muslims, or Pagans, and—regardless of in-
dividual Jewish behavior—the Jewish religious
tradition unquestionably put a greater stress on
““good deeds” and “righteous living” than on faith
or dogma.

Nevertheless, the tension was there and steps
were taken to cope with it. There were undoubted-
ly incendiary possibilities in the declamations of
the Prophets and prudence required that these be
minimized. Even today, a student in the yeshiva in
his early years never studies the Prophets in isola-
tion from a study of the Pentateuch or the Tal-
mud. And in the synagogue, the Prophets are read
on the Sabbath only in the form of a commentary
on the non-prophetic books of the Torah. Espe-
cially after the advent of Christianity, which can
be seen as an antinomian and millenarian out-
burst within the Jewish prophetic tradition, it was
a constant matter of concern to the rabbis that
such “enthusiasm” be held in check by a more
rigorous focus on lawful and orderly behavior,

After the French Revolution, however, what we
today call ““prophetic Judaism” acquired an ever-
greater vitality and autonomy. This was part and
parcel of the emerging messianic sensibility—in
matters political, social, and economic—that the
Revolution established throughout European so-
ciety. An era of grand aspirations began. The
Israeli historian, the late J.L. Talmon, opens his
book, Political Messianism: The Romantic Phase,
with the following sentences:

The present inquiry is concerned with the ex-
pectation of universal regeneration which ani-
-mated men and movements in the first half of
the 19th century.

No period before or after has experienced so
luxurious a flowering of utopian schemes pur-
porting to offer a coherent, complete, and final
solution to the problem of social evil.

“Expectations of universal regeneration” —and
in the foreseeable future, and to be achieved
through political and social action! In this way,
and in this period, did a secular version of Judeo-
Christian messianism enter Western political
thought and establish itself there as a rational
option for reasonable persons. What made it seem
both rational and reasonable was its apparent
continuity with the theme of social, political,
economic, and (perhaps above all) technological
progress which had emerged so powerfully in the
previous two centuries, Indeed, it seemed not only
‘continuous with, but a plausible extension of, the

“1dea of progress. Why should progress be so gradu-

al, so. intermittent. even, so painfully slow? Why
not, by deliberate action, hasten the progressive
movement toward its predestined end—the univer-
sal regeneration of mankind?
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Now, “hastening the end” had always been
regarded by Jewish and Christian orthodoxy as a
dangerous, heretical temptation, one that indige-
nous messianism made a permanent temptation,
and therefore to be guarded against all the more
vigilantly. But in a secular version, rooted not in
religion but in science and the newly-invented
“social sciences,” it escaped such vigilance. Tradi-
tional religiaus arthodoxy was neither confronted
nor refuted by the new spirit of this new age, but
was ignored and left to “wither away.”

In such a heightened, “progressive” perspective,
capitalism—i.e., a society centered around a mar-
ket economy—posed a problem for Jews. On this
matter, the relation between Jews and capitalism,
there has been a vast amount of intellectual confu-
sion.

Judaism, as is generally and correctly recog-
nized, is much more a ‘“this-worldly” religion
than Christianity. As a result, Jews have never
been opposed to or contemptuous of business (or,
for that matter, of sex) as a human activity. “Mak-
ing a living” was always regarded as central to
Jewish family life, and while Jewish law imposed
some relatively mild inhibitions and prohibitions
on commercial activity, there was never any sense
of a conflict between the two. Becoming wealthy
was similarly regarded as a legitimate, even admir-
able goal—so long as this wealth was used for
benign (usually communal) purposes.

But “business” in specific commercial markets
is not “capitalism.” Business is an activity; com-
merce is an activity; capitalism is an idea, an idea
invented in the 18th century. Business proceeds, in
one way or another, in all socioeconomic systems
above the most primitive level. Capitalism is a
prescnpuon whereby business acuvny is mcorpo‘

rated into a market economy ‘that is the ma]m‘_

institution of civil society, an institution that is
the source and guarantor of individual liberty.

It is the failure to distinguish between business
activity by Jews and the capitalist idea that mud-
dles the thinking and writing of Max Weber and
Werner Sombart—and some of our own contem-
poraries, who are perplexed by the fact that Jews
do so well under capitalism while showing so
little gratitude to the system. The fact that Jews,
for various historical reasons, are adept at busi-
ness, and the further fact that Judaism does little
to frustrate business incentives, means that Jews
always manage to do very well in a capitalist
society. But it does not follow that Jewish afflu-
ence or Jewish prosperity brings with it Jewish
contentment—peace of mind, peace of soul. In all
existing capitalist societies, Jews have done and do
extremely well for themselves. And in all existing
societies, Jews—especially younger Jews—are pro-
foundly uneasy about the legitimacy of their own

success. The anti-Semitic fantasy in-which Jews: ...

manage to be simultaneously wealthy capitalists
and subversive radicals is but a paranoid inflation
of a reality.

THE only exceptions to this generaliza-
tion are the strictly Orthodox Jews,
who isolate themselves from modernity as a whole,

and who continue to practice business in a capital- | . ~

ist society while being utterly indifferent to, even
willfully ignorant of, the capitalist idea. For them,
the religious community is the only authentic
sociological reality. This makes them conservative
by temperament and inclination, while remaining
indifferent to modern conservative ideologies,
modern liberal ideologies, or modern radical
ideologies.

Jews who are not strictly Orthodox, however,
are fully implicated in modernity and its ideolo-
gies. For reasons already given, they are most
likely to be attracted to that version of liberal
ideology spawned by Continental radical-liberal-
ism. This is most obviously the case for secularized

"Jews, who have been “liberated” from any formal

attachment to the Jewish community, and who
féel that adherence to such an ideology is an
appropriate Jewish response to modernity. They

find in the “secular humanism’ of this ideolo

affadequate approximation of the 1deals of tge
“p_f_oEEeuc |udaism" which emerged in the 19th
century an infused itself into all non-Ortho-

doxversions of contemporary Judaism.
T'hereTeally 1s such a thing as "secular human-
ism," just as there really is such a thing as
prophetic Judaism,” and the connection between
the two is deep and strong. Secular_humanisp,
born of the Renaissance, is a form of atheism— Qne
less interested in denying the existence of a divini-

ty, om or immanent in the cosmos

an 1n athrming the possibility of humanity’s
realizing 1ts “tull human potential” through the

energetttappHTatton of high-minded (i.e., moral-
1StiC) 1nte ce. Judaism, for its part,. -
is a form of Jewish religiosity, of course; but a

« distinctly modern form—one less interested in

God’s word or Jewish law than in realizing, here
on earth, a universalist version of the preaching of
the Prophets.

Social and social-democratic movements are all
inspired, officially or unofficially, by one version
or another of secular humanism. Similarly, non-
Orthodox Judaism today is, in varying degrees,
inspired by, or infused by, the teaching of the
Prophets rather than of the rabbis. In the case of
Reform Judaism, such an inspiration was and
remains its original raison d’étre. In the case of
Conservative Judaism, the prophetic teachings are

‘allowed to dominate its secular involvements, even

where there is substantial attachment to the law.
And in the case of secular Jews, prophetic Jtidaism
merges into secular humanism to create what can
fairly be described as a peculiarly intense, ]ewxsh
secular humanism.

Itis lhn-comhmm of secular historical expe- .

rience and the religious mutation it provoked that
accounts for the political predispositions of con-
temporary American Jews. And not only Ameri-
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can Jews. Wherever European Jews (especially
East European Jews) have settled—whether it be
in Canada, Australia, South Africa, or Latin
America—they have located themselves on the
Left-of-Center of the political spectrum. This has
most obviously and strikingly been the case in
Israel, where shreds and tatters of the socialist
tradition—and Israel, of course, was originally
settled, for the most part, by socialist pioneers—
still evoke a kind' of pious loyalty, despite the
obvious fact that the prevalence of socialist ideas is
obstructing the growth of the Israelj economy and
that such ideas have no relevance whatsoever to the
realities that confront Israeli foreign policy.
Having said all this, however, one must add—
perhaps, even, one must conclude—that this situa-
tion cannot endure for much longer. After two
centuries, the socialist idea, in whatever version, is.
becoming more and more meaningless, more and
more incomprehensible even to its advocates. In
practically all countries with self-styled socialist
regimes, the movement is away from socialism, in
any traditional sense of the term. As concerns
economics, the direction of this movement is to-
ward a system in which self-interested economic
activity in a freer market plays a greater role. As
concerns politics, it is toward a system that is,
ideologically, either left-wing authoritarian or
right-wing authoritarian or some unstable combi-
nation of the two. The promise of a humanistic,
democratic socialism, whether as an ideal to be

LIBERALISM & AMERICAN JEWS/23

realized or as a goal to be approached, is dissolv-
ing into the mists.

This leaves American Jews in a condition of

what social psychologists call "Q%l_&m
nance.” Their political loyalties me _more
fact. This 1s especially the case as the so-called

ird World, where socialism is still a much-
respected and often official doctrine, evolves to-
ward soctoeconomic-political systems. that fall
outside of any Western category and have in
common mainly a hostility to Western liberal
civilization, Western religious humanism, and
Western secular humanism, It is this hostility that
shapes the attitude of those countries toward Isra-
el, perceived (correctly) as an outpost of Western
civilization. More and more, a socialist, quasi-
socialist, or Left-liberal political outlook sympa-
thetic to social democracy is becoming inconsis-
tent with a concern, which American Jews over-
whelmingly feel, for the survival of the state and
nation of Israel.

How long this condition of “cognitive disso-
nance” will continue, and where it will end, is not
now foreseeable. Everything will depend on how
the Western democracies themselves adapt to this
new situation. What is certain, however, is that
i WS, cven as they feel more and more
n_America (as t €y do), are goi1
Yes among a much Targer population

ot liberal Americans: the ; eologically uprooted
and dispossessed— T ——

——




SPOTLIGHT/ FORUM ,
m
‘The separation of political and security borders provides the only approach to a settement’

THE NUMBER ONE issue in the
political discussions in Israel con--
cerns the strategic importance of the -

Wesl Bank to Israel's future, Many

factors ~ historical, emotional, reli-
gious, ethical, demographic, etc. -
have helped to influence the differ-
ent positions over the years, but we
shall limit our discussion in this
short analysis to the military as-
pects alone. ’
Unfortunately, we have to be
aware that for a very long time to.
come, there will be a possibility of
an Arab attack from the outside.
Even if a political settlement is
reached, we must always face the
fuct that the Arab side has not given
up its original “strategy of phases,”
and that it may initiate renewed po-
litical as well as military moves in
order to achieve its goal - the de-
struction of Israel, ... ... -
Furthermore, as long as the Arab
Middle East suffers from instability,
it would be extremely naive and ir-
responsible to base Israel's very ex-
istence on the goodwill and good
intentions of an Arab leader or re-
gime that may disappear from one
day to another. The viability of any
political agreement will depend on
genuine Arab interests; on their
very careful calculation and under-
standing that if they violate the
agreement, it may have dan-
gerous results for them. Thosc re-
sults may be far more painful than
the meagre chance of destroying Is-
rael by a surprise military attack:

ISRAEL'S PROBLEM is how not
to forgo any possibility of a political
settlement without incurring im-
mense security risks.

From the political point of view, it
would be totally wrong to adopt the
pessimistic position that “Israe) has
no partner for a dialogue.”” Such an
attitude was always wrong, and was
never the adopted policy either of
the Zionist movement or of Israel,

Our world is facing a permanent
process of change. Nothing is static.
Any argument that' there is no
chance of peace only because there
wis no genuine Arab desire for it
vesterday. or even today, may prove
1o be completely wrong tomorrow.

On the contrary. our assumption
should always be that, sooner or
later, the necessary changes will
tuke place, and that we should be
extremely careful not to miss any
opportunity, The dramatic visit of
President Sadat to Israel in 1977,
just four years after the Yom Kippur

ar. is the best justification for such
an attitude,

WE HAVE 1o realize also that such

Strategic depth
and peace

.. Shlomo Gazit

a change midy never occur if the
Arab'side knows that, as far as Isra-
el is concerned, there'is nothing to
discuss, and Israel is offering merely
“peace for peace.” ’

If Israel is planning to enter nego-

tiations with such an approach, then
there is no opening for any possible
compromise in the future. What
many Israelis do not understand is
that for the Arabs, peace with Israel
is not an asset, is not what they
yearn for (as we in Israel do).

On the contrary, peace with Israel
is the very high price they will have
1o pay in order to obtain some very
vital interests of théir own, interests
that only Israel can provide.

These are, of course, the return of
territories which Israel has been oc-

cupying since 1967, and the granting

of political self-determination to an
Arab population at present under
Israeli military rule. And there are
interests that could be dealt with
only after a revolutionary change in
national priorities, moving from a
policy of military action to an era of
economic and social development.

Moreover, things are never static.
If there is no dialogue, if there is no
move towards a political settlement,
there is only one possible outcome:
escalation. leading to 2 most danger-

1967, the Israeli cabinet introduced’
a very important definition, separat-
ing “political borders” from “securi-
ty borders.”

it was 21 years ago, and provides the
only possible approach for a future

. _-settlement in the Middle East. It

offers maximum flexibility for a po-.

" litical compromise, while posing the

minimum risk to Israel’s security as
.long as the threat of -war exists.

. From the Israeli point of view, the
future political borders should allow
for most of the area densely popu-
lated by Palestinians to be handed
over to Arab sovereignty. This is the
only solution that might be accept-
able to the other side. On the other
hand, Israel’s security border would
have to be based on the Jordan Riv-
er.

Such a security borders would de-
ter the Arabs from attempling a sur-
prise attack and would give Israel, if
a war were nevertheless initiated, a
reasonable chance of having the up-
per hand. . .
.. 'Two elements, vital to that securi-
ty border, would have to B¢ incorpo-
rated in the agreement,

The first is the complete demili-
tarization of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip. No local Arab military
forces would be allowed in those
areas (except for a small gendarmer-
ie responsible for internal security);
and no outside Arab forces would
be allowed to move in. One has to
realize that an Arab offensive

against Isracl, initiated from the-

1967 borders, might prove to be a
military threat leading to
catastrophe, .

The other element is that Israeli
forces would be responsible for

arewhichulsraeli. on just over 60 Kilometres between

9-A
would be undertuking under most
unfavourable political conditions.

And.qne Jast argument. There is
no guarantee — even if Israel were to-
do its best to promote such an agree-
ment - that there is any chance at
present of reaching a political settle-
ment and avoiding war, But if Israel
has to face another major war with
the Arabs, it is of the utmost impor-
tance for every one of us to know,
for every soldier and family to be
reassured, that we have done our
best in our endeavours to reach an
honourable settlement, and that.we
are not to be accused of not trying to
advance peace.

HOW FLEXIBL.E can Israel afford
to be in any future political discus-
sions?

Our strategic depth is based today |

thé Jordan River and the Mediterra-...violate the.agreement. No time-lim- ~ ¢l will become increasingly critical,

nean. If we compare this with the
former 14 km. between the Green

-Line and the sca. this is an.enor-

mous improvement, We have multi-
plied our strategic depth by four,
and we have also added a physical
obstacle that did not exist in the
past, i.e., the need to cross the river
as well as the mountain ridge of the
West Bank.

It would be absurd to claim, how-
ever, that the present strategic
depth of 60 km. provides us with
foolproof security. Such a claim
would be as irresponsible as a policy
advocating a fallback to the 1967
Green Line as our defence line
while relying on the goodwill and
genuine intentions of our Arab part-
ner to the agreement.

Following the Six Day War in

guar ing the demilitarization,
and would be allowed to use military
force if there were an attempt to'

it should be atached to this résponsi-
bility; it will have to continue as long
83 may be necessary. i e -

WE IN Israel have prolonged expe-
rience of international observers
and peace-keeping forces. Israel
should never agree to base its very
existence” on the performance of
such forces in case of a crisis. Their
effectiveness only persists as long as
both parties are prepared to fulfil an
agreement, .

An international force will always
be guided by political consider-
ations, not necessarily coinciding
with the original spirit of the agree-
ment - whether it be the secretary-
general of the UN, a Security Coun-
cil resolution, or a foreign
government that is responsible for

B

This separation is as valid today as. '

its presence. There is no possible
guarantee that in an emergency, po-
litical considerations will not over-
ride an agreement.

There is nothing wrong, however,
in allowing an international force to
be deployed in the area in addition
to the IDF presence, to satisfy Arab
fears of Israeli violations of the
agreement. But this force should
never come instead of an IDF
presence,

The vast majority of Israeli mili-
tary experts agree that the IDF’s
presence in the West Bank is a vital
necessity, and this for a very long
period after the signing of a political
agr and its impl ation

The vast majority of those experts
will agree on the vital need for via-
ble “security borders.” Where they
disagree is on the political issue.
Should Israel insist that the security
borders also be our final political
borders? .

WHOEVER ADOPTS a policy of
Af sha'al (not one inch to be given
back), of Eretz Yisrael Hashlema
(the complete Land of Israel),
adopts a position that no Arab party
may ever accept. The consequences
for Israel should be crystal clear.

® It means a demographic prob-
lem wlhiich will become increasingly
critical for Israel. Israel will be los-
.ing its Jewish majority in the not-
too-distant future, and we would
face a continued and unavoidable
Palestinian uprising.

® It means that the voices within
Israel advocating the expulsion of
the Palestinian Arabs in the territo-
ries, and making Eretz Yisrael
"Araber rein,” will become stronger
and stronger, and the only dictators
of policy in the future.

® It means that the strong differ-
ences and disagreement within Isra-

possibly éven leading to a most pain-
ful civil war,

® And it means that even if Israel
succeeds in evacuating most Pales-
tinians across the border, we shall
not improve our condition or solve
our problems in the long run. A new
war, facing the broadest Arab mili-
tary coalition under extremely diffi-
cult internal and external condi-
\tions, will be unavoidable.

n such circumstances. no attempt
to make our security borders identi-
cal with our political borders will
guarantee our future and our exis-
tence, This will be true in spite of
the strategic depth we will enjoy
along the Jordan River.

The writer is a former head of the
IDF Intelligence Corps.

YASSER ARAFAT'S -declaration
and the American decision to open
negotiations with the PLO are a re-
sult of dramatic changes in interna-
tional affairs, above all, the radical
change in Soviet foreign policy both
general and vis-2-vis the Middle
East. The Arab countries and the
PLO have evidently come to the
conclusion that the” USSR will no
longer be a global patron, encourag-
ing them to a confrontation - with
Israel and the West, K
The USSR has repeatedly and
publicly told Syria and the PLO that
itis interested in a speedy resolution
of the Arab-Israel conflict, and in
normalizing its relations with Isruel
#s soon as conditions permit.
Itquickly became clear that this is
i strategy rather than a tactic of
Soviet leadership. and that militant
Arabs eian no longer hope thut the
USSR will try to change the balance
ul forces in the Middle East in their
favour. The only way out for the

A new gateway to Moscow

PLO is to reconcile lhemselves'.i,q‘v_

reality, while. trying ‘to garner
much benefit as. possible..
The U.S. has also comé -to-the..
conclusion that the PLO is no longer
a Trojan horse for Soviet entry into
the Middle East. It is therefore’
ready to recognize the PLO as a

partner for negotiations on certain -

conditions. (European countries, no
onger intimidated by a threat
of Soviet encompassment, reached
the same conclusion carlier.)

BUT WHY is the USSR prepared to
support the PLO now?

Firstly, Soviet Middle East ex-
lwrm have realized that there is no
better Arab alternative to the PLO
in the Arab-Isracl conflict. Other
options are Jibril, Abu-Nidal and ~

‘Mikhail Agursky

much more dangerous - militant
Islam.

The PLO, cultivating relations
with the West and the Soviet bloc, is
clearly the best choice.

Without the PLO, Islamic radical-
ization of the Arab-Israel conflict is
to be expected, drastically changing
the fragile domestic balance of mod-
eriste Arab countries such as Jordan
and Egypt, and even militant Syria.
This could serve as a cutalyst for
Moslem extremism throughout the
Middle East, a direct threat to the
USSR with its esclating Moslem cri-

-sis which, lacking any basic solution,
can only be temporarily averted.,
But the USSR is even more inter-
ested in the stability of Israel, since
we constitute a most important stra-
tegic counterbalance to the Islamic

threat. The collapse of Israel would *

greatly endanger the USSR.

In principle, the USSR might ac-
cept any solution whereby Israel
would remain a Middle East power
-to which the Arab world would be
reconciled in one way or another.

LET US emphasize that while the
PLO is no longer a Soviet client, it is
still the best Soviet option in the

licy of containment of militunt Is-
am. An understanding of Soviet
Middle East policy can be facilitated

by a simple rule: **Cherchez Pislam

. fondamentaliste.”

From this viewpoint, Israel is a
natural geopolitical ally for the
USSR. And this being so, the PLO

- threat to Israel should be
reconsidered.

The USSR appears to be making
a mistake in not entering into full
diplomatic relations with Israel.
This would have a positive influence
on Israeli political life and help dis-
count the theory that the whole

- ‘world is hostile and any compromise

is suicidal, .

Israel would see that in existing
conditions, when both superpowers
are indeed interested in a lasting
Middle East solution, it will not be
difficult to find a political solution
which will bring peuce to our area.

We have only to understand that
what happened in Geneva is not an
Isrneli defeat, but an Isrueli victory.

The writer is a member of the Sovi-
et-Euast Eurapean Research Cenire of
the Hebrew University.
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<., ¥ . WASHINGTON

hy do you 'suppose Syria has

finally told its ally Iran that

now would be a good time to

release the hostages held In Syrian-
controlled Beirut?

Why has the demand for an “inter-
national conference” to arrange a
“‘comprehensive settlement,” so long

,a central Arab strategy, vanlsheq
from all P.L.O, pronouncements?

And why did Arabists get President
Bush to confuse bedrock U.S, policy

-=by-raising the specter of a divided

I Jerusalem?

N The answers ‘interlock: the Soviet
=== Union's- abdication of empire has
:’:—"z—e:% eroded the foundation of the 40-year
g war against Israel and caused a panic
E==5 intheArabworld. :
_ No longer is Moscow its reliable
wskeier - 8y, Because the U.S. Congress re-

~~ stricts trade as long as the Soviets re-
strict emigration, Mr, Gorbachev has

been forced to begin to Jet qut Israel's
y most precious asset: persecuted Jew-
ish families eager to make a new life
1 for themselves,
y perse- The prospect of a haven in Israel
sgroms,  for a million Soviet Jews in the com-
ythree Ing decade: ends vain fantasies of
ust, oc-  driving out the "“Zlonist entity." But
tofour that'snot all: Arab leaders see diplo-
/ry, the  maticblocs.crumbling, ’
unity in If the freed Soviet satellites estab-
‘eboding  lish relations with Israel, as they are
doing, -and if African nations follow,
the only  what will happen (o the automatic con-
in which  demnatlons of Zionism in the U.N.?
ti-Semitic 1f the Helsinki pact of 35 European
f course,  and Atlantic nations becomes the cen-
But they tralarena of international diplomacy,
Juke, Lyn-  as Mr. Gorbachev apparently hopes,
Lobbyand  the UN. General Assembly — long
dominated by the Arab-African bloc
black poli-  backed by Soviet bloc votes — will be-
epudiating  comeall the more peripheral.
Louis Far- On top of that is the loss of terrorist
- Dinkins  tralning camps and military supply;
- Jackson,  Syria and Libya can no longer depend
'ws he is  on a'flow of Soviet-made mijssiles,
aws,cven  lanks and planes, That leads to a
are not  strategic stunner: No longer will a sy-
perpower be ready (o guarantee that
reed by Arabaggressors cannot lose a war.
«calthat ~ No wonder potentates ‘are pan-
‘portis-  icked; their world has changed, their
larger  boycott is undercut, and their monar-
nay be  chies and dictatorships could be en-
Pales-  gulfed by the world wave of freedom.
. anti-  No longer will they be able to deflect
their peoples’ anger at deprivation
ower-  into a dead-end jihad; Arabs deserve
pared - liberation, too, [ .
they At this pregnant. moment, which
-ried.  cries out for.a campaign to spread

and  demacracy throughout the |Middle

oall-  East, George Bush and James Baker
sivil " are frozen in tke diplomatic Ice Age.

*as  They focus on Israel’s West Bank;

in  they exploit divisions within Israel’s

J polity.and refuse humanitarian aid to

Baker trickery to rig **

Baker's Trick

refugees unless the Israeli Govern-
ment accepts their view of what's
best for our ally’s security..

That's why we see Mr. Bush delib-
erately calling into question the integ-
rity of Jerusalem as Israel's capital,,
ordering the Israelis not to let new
refugees live there, That's why Mr.,
Baker -~ more underhanded than
evenhanded — wants an Arab repre-
sentalivé from Jerusalem, not from

_the West Bank, in the negotiations,

Some Israelis understand th: trap.
Far from nit-picking, the Jerusalem
address .is central: the Bush-Baker
-notion is to revisit the issue of an un-
divided Jerusalem, settled a genera-

tlor} ago, and put it on the negotiating *

table, .

Then Secretary Baker, having
created a new difference, will, split
that difference and grandly proposea -

Slouching
toward
Jerusalem.
N ———

“‘compromise’: Israelis keep Jeru-
salem so long as Arabs can live there,
the P.L.O, gets the West Bank and the
power to deny Jews the right to live
there, : i .

The State Department will not
admit it; the Labor Party in Israel
réfuses to see it — but that’s the deal
in the cards,

The Baker trick deals dishonorably

Wwith an ally, involves the U.S.inanew

generation of troubles,” and puts
manacles on Palestinians of the inti-
fada ~ whose local leaders are being
murdered for challenging the Tunis
terrorcrats’ claim to be their *‘sole Je-
gitimate representative,"”

This weekend, the split Israeli Cabi-
net will decide whether to go down
that road. A principled refusal will be
roundly denouncéd by Israel-bashers
and don't-make-waves Jews as antl-
process; the Bush Administration
would threaten to retaliate,

But who in Washington needs to
provoke a crisis between democratic
allies? Must we compensate for the
real crisis among’ tyrannies? Why,
when not even Communist parties lay
claim to a monopoly of power, should

“the U.S.-be on the side of unelected

''sole representatives" of anybody?
Let Arab dictators panic; Jet ,S,oy_let;‘
Jews settle throughout Israel v&l;h?ug"‘
dictation from Washington; let™s-
rael's offer of free elections to West
Bank Palestinians not be corripted by
autcome, O

A3l

. ] think the statement was not a mis- ;

ESSAY | William Safire
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WASHINGTON

Shamir, sent’ this invitation to ..

' Israel’s Prime Minister,‘ Yitzhak

Egypt's” President; . Hosni. Muba-
rak: Stay an'extra day in Washington'
and let us meet in President Bush'sof-. «

. fice. The Egyptian refused, .

Mr. Bush, who had been asked by

“Israel to.{acilitate these talks, .did
nothing to bring the Israeli and Arab- -

leaders together,, Instead, he dam-
aged his -credibility as.mediator by
.calling:for *the end of the occupa-,
tion" of territories Israel considers
vital to its security. PR

* Why did Mr. Bush gratuitously in-
sult Israel's elected leader by an-
nouncing his conclusion before Mr.

;Shamir could even'make his cage? ;,

At & reception for Mr, Mubarak in
the home of the Vice President, I put
that'to Brent Scowcroft, our rational

‘security -adviser. "He would 'say only,

“We did not intend to make riews,"" ; - .

* 'If that s true, then. the: State.De-:

take, but was a Bush-Baker calcula- *
tion, more heavy-handed than even-
handed, to-pressure Israel and pla-
cate the P.L.O, Many in the diplo-

matic press corps swallowed State

Department protesiations that noth-
Ing was new, but Barry Schweld of

-the AP, and Tom Friedman of The

New York Times put that major
changeintheirleads, - . =
The Egyptian Ambassador, Raouf
el-Reedy, spotted me at the fruit-
kebab table and motioned me over to
meet his'boss, I cheerfully identified
myself as a right-wing pro-Israell .

hawk and asked Mr. Mubarak why he -

had’ refused.to meet Mr, Shamir in
the Oval Office. .

'l once offered to go to Jerusa-
lem,” sald President Mubarak ani-
matedly, “and he issued the invita-
tion, but then he started talking about
his three ‘no's, so how could 1 go?
What would be the public opinion?’

He left out the part about condition-
ing his visit on Israeli acceptance of an
international conference, but my con-

cernwas this week's snub: What would

have. been’ the' harm in“meeting in"
Washington, since both were in town?
*“To talk about what?” he counter-
queried. - NS
-Free elections-on the 'West:'Bank
and Gaza, forastarter; 1. .
"Free?" He made a skeptical face.
It's not for the press to negotiate for
anybody, but, since he was_.asking, I

aaldi

sy
B

\

- “You Tell Him This"

about: free elections under some sort
of international supervision.

As if he had been waiting for that
precise formulation, The President of
Egypt leaned forward and put his fin-
ger on my chest. “‘You tell him this,
“You tell him if he is willing to have
elections under international supervi-
. sion, I'll help.”

How much will he help?

“I'll help to the maximum.”

- As God, and the V.P., our natiohal
security adviser, the Egyptian Am-
bassador and our nail-nibbling Chief
of Protocol are my witnesses, that's
what the man said. It's a good bet
.that’s also what Mr. Mubarak said
. privately to Mr. Bush and Mr. Quayle.
* ~'Let us now review the state of play.

Israel can be expected to hedge its

free-elections proposal with restric-
“"tions, among them: not until the inti-

fada-vijolence stops; no P.L.O, candj-
dates; ‘the first stage only for munici-
. pal offices, and:the polls supervised by
partment aide who drafted the state- . . !
ment, the N.S.C., which cleared it, and
the President who spoke the blunt
words'did not consider as newswor-
thy a U.S. call for Israel to get out of
the West Bank.'Such ignorance of a
change of position would reveal In-
credible ineptitude at &l levels.

leaves Shamir :

, amessage.

Israelis with invited observers, :
This .opening position will Be
frowned on by Egypt as *not enough,*
dismissed by ABC News as “warmaed: .
over Camp David" and denounced by-
- Yasir Arafat, who worries about los-
" ing his authority to frecly elected
local Palestinian leaders.
However, the Shamir offer pro-
vides running room for mediators -
reven those who impose settlement
terms before negotiations begin, .
The intifada could cool it without’
agreelng to ice it; non-P.L.O. candi-
dates could proclaim their P.L.O: af-
. fection; the municipal officers could
have a terrltories-wide function; and_
while the Zionism-ls-racism  U.N.
" would hardly be disinterested, supervi-
slon by a few countries with demo-
cratic experience would be acceptablg.*
Now watch how the bash-Israel
crowd tries to turn “free elections”
into dirty words. Not “new”? Nothing
-could be newer to most Arabs than a
- secret ballot. Arab regimes do not tol-
erate elections that offer genuine
choices; they do not want West Bank
" and-Gaza Palestinians to lead the way,
because democracy is contagious. ',
~+++'But President Mubarak says to tel}
Mr. Shamir he is ready to “*help to the’
maximum"'to conduct such elections”
.,under international supervision. Mes-:

threw in ghg cp‘mngomise being bryited 'sagg passed. Worth followingup. 0.
¥ Jl‘.;,: R
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Israel and the PLO—Wishes and Reahty

With thé visit to Washmgton of Israeli
Foreign Minister Moshe Arens, Middle East
diplomacy is once again moving toward cen-
ter stage., This should put into. perspective
the oft-expressed fear that Soviet Foreign
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze's journey to
the Middle East stole a march on America,
For in the end, it is not gestures but
substance that matters, Shevardnadze’s in-
vocation of such shopworn nostrums as an
international peace conference, return by
Israel to 1967 boundaries, a Palestinian
state, only define the stalemate; they do
nothing to resolve it.

What is new is not Shevardnadzes trip

The passion and persistence of the advo-
cates of this scheme are in inverse propor-
tion to its attainability. At this stage, estab-
lishing Arafat as the interlocutor for Israel is
incompatible with the concept of direct nego-
tiation, And the substantive difficulties are
massive, The distance from the Jordan River

o the Mediterranean is 40 miles. To shoe-

hom even two'lriendly states into that terri- -
tory would be.difficult; to do so with parties-
that have considered each other mortlal ene-
mies—and one of which still maintains .the
destruction of ‘the other in its charter—is
almost impossible to reconcile with the re-
quirement of Security Council Resolution ,

. . . conditions for a final settlement szmply do

not now exist . . .

but the decision of the last days of the

Reagan administration that vague remarks
at an Arafat press conference could all of a
sudden satisfy America's conditions of 20
years' standing for entering into dlscussions

with the Palestine Liberation organization, -
.In fact, the-Reagan-administration-went®

(urther, justifying the move as a “'step
toward the begmnlng of direct negotiations
between the parties.” The Arab. party was
clearly the PLO, heretofore and still anathe-
ma to Israel, In the words of the State
Department, “If you are going.to get a

peaceful settlement in the Middle East. you .

have to include Palestrmans from the begin-
ning and at the end.”

This reversal of policy was all the more
striking in the light of a judgment made two
weeks earlier when Arafat was denied a
U.S. visa on the ground that he had con-
spired in terrorism, After all, the PLO was
founded in 1964, when Israel was within its
1967 borders and the Old City of Jerusalem
was in Arab hands, Its stated purpose, which
continues to be expressed in its charter, has
been the destruction of the state of Israel.
In 1973 the United States told ‘the PLO
through intelligence channels that diplomat-
ic contact required a prior end to terrorism.
In 1975 it reaffirmed the policy of three

administrations. in a memorandum to Israel *

which restated the “existing” policy until
the PLO accepted the state of Israel and
U.N., Security Council Resolutions, 242 and
338, which, respectively, call for a return by
Israel to secure borders and . for direct
negotiations between the parties.

What never ‘occurred to some of us in-
volved in drafting that document was that
these conditions would ope day be met by
semantic formulas rather than by an insis-
tence on concrete changes in attitude. Rec-
ognition is not so difficult a concept that the
PLO might not have volunteered its own
distinctive language with which to express it
rather than negotiate it in advance, albeit

indirectly, with the United States, Not sur- -

prisingly, no Arab state has seen the so-called
recognition as real enough to follow suit.

One clear-cut result of the American move
was to revive pressures for precisely the

kind of negotiation-that-has proven:stillborn

for six years, The chanceries of the Europe-

an Community, the Soviet Union and lately. .

the PLO reverberate with advocacy of-a
Paléstinian staté on the West Bank and Gaza
based on the: 1967 boundaries. with “minor
rectifications,” to be achieved by direct ne-
gotiations between the parties, which have
been declared by all potential participants in
the conference explicitly—and the U.S, by
implication—as the PLO and Israel,

. surely abandon Taiwan; and we
waiting when you grow tired of Israel.” Such’
perceptron is ultimately destructive of Ameri
ca’s international role, The United Stateq'
not permit a negotiating process desrgned
chivy Israel from one dilemma to another.un
its spirit is broken or, in despair,’ 1t erupts int
war,

7 dor only*eighit miles-wide-betwéen:Tel, Avrv.aﬂlegalrsuc manneeinwhich

its case to the reahty of Israelr nightmares, It

requires an excessive act:

that Arafat and his colleagues;
international figures recelved by‘
and presidents, ‘would henceforth
with being the leaders of ‘a demilitarized

clave 20 miles.by 40 mrles hedged between
hostile Israel ‘and a suspicious Jordan,’

242 for secure and recognized borders.

The deadlock is intractable, I know no-
Israeli leader willing to give up the old city of
Jerusalem. I know of no Arab leader prepared
to accept less, Israel rejects the 1967 borders
_because they would leave Israel with a corri-

and Haifa and some three miles wide between

» ‘Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. But neither does the

PLO accept the 1967 frontiers, Arafat’s press
conference and other statements base the
backhanded recognition of Israel on UN,
Security Council Resolution 181, which con-
tains two features no foreseeable Israeli gov-
ernment can accept: it affirms the borders of
1947 (a territory one-third the size of present
Israel and one-half of pre-1967 lsrael); and it
calls for the return of all Palestinian refugees

into that rump state, which would destroy its
Jewish identity. In this context, Arafat’s ac-
ceptance of Resolution 242 calling for the
return of occupied territqries cleverly trans-
forms all land beyond the 1947 borders into
occupied territory,

Neither Shevardnadze nor any other
statesman can break that ‘deadlock except
by pressures on Israel that would be the
precursor of the ultimate castration of the
Jewish state, Of course, pressure js precise-
Iy what many advocates of the scheme really,
want—though 'they delude themselves into
thinking that it will be easy and'that its
outcome will in the end prove consrstent
with Israel's survival, By e

As for the United States, it is. not clear
why it should maneuver itself into a position
‘where it is-obliged to “gither-digsoclate itsel
fronvan ally or become increasingly isolated,
the target of Arab frustrations, Islamic fun-
damentahst wrath European alienation and
Soviet' préssures, Thus the crucial*décision
for the United States is not whether Secre-

tary of State James Baker III can retrace

. Shevardnadze’s Middle East tracks, but to

define the goals of a realistic diplomacy.
This requires answers to three questions:
(1) What territories, if any, will be given up

. ipsist on the statds quo, guaranteeg increa

American public opinion and Congress, Isra<

by Israel? (2) Who shall, gévern there? (3)
What security arrangements wxll -prevail
after Israeli withdrawal? .

As for the first question, Tsrael j is deludmg .
itself if it believes that.America will ‘evers  t
endorse, at a conference or in direct bilatee:
al talks, permanent Israeli occupation of.the ™
entire West Bank and Gaza; For, Israel to

ing pressures by the international communl
ty and risks a fatal erosion of the support b

el and America, therefore, must discuss in
preliminary talks the extent as well as the *
limits of Israeli territorial concessions, , . .
At the same time, T cannot-forget the reply
of a radical Arab leader when in the 1970s 1
told him that in the end he would "have no
choice but to follow the example of Sadat: #You':
Americans have betrayed Vietnam; you .will
Arabs will

It must, look beyord. the;; smaddening}
hich Israelafe i

And even should the most optimistic est
mates about Arafat’s newfound moderatron

BY 2ARKO KARABAYIG

prove correct, would he survive the mevrta- ‘
ble internecine struggles of a Palestinian’

state? What measures could keep the West .

Bank from turning into a Beirut? And what /
- happens to the Arab populations that remain ¢
on the Israeli sidé of the frontier? Even
within the 1967 borders, Israe would still
harbor almost as many Arabs as now live on
the West Bank. What would be the attitude
of the PLO state or of the West if they were

L 'w:‘ﬂ - [\? R

B

That was the Camp David formula, of

course. But In application, Israel defined the _ |
autonomy for Palestinians envisioned in the -

Camp,Davrd formula, so:restrictively as to
‘intoa subterfuge for continued Israe-

-}t -Gccupation.” “Nevertheless,” Israel’s best.

- hope“for coexistence is with Arab, leaders
living on‘the West Bank; -paradoxically, with

ainst Israeli rule. Israel's occupation prac-
tices have ‘offended the dignity of the Arab

the Palestinians that chose not to flee their

homeland :and- have been living in close <
. proximity with Israglis and within the orbit -

:the Israeli economy; Of all the Palestin-

the majority will be pro-PLO, though funda-
mentalist groups may make some inroads, A
five-year transitional period will test whethe
o' coexistence. between lsrael and a Pales-

ch'a transition,

Ity

‘coexistence. Jordan's security will be almost.

< peace settlement, lest the fury of the Arab

‘ radicals descend on it, But these inhibitions
:"shoild not apply to transitional arrange-
» ments, Jordan’s stability depends on securi-
-ty arrangements for the West Bank that
- prevent self-rule from turning into a hotbed"
- for assaults on all neighbors. Egypt and.-
Saudi Arabia could help in that task. If this:

much cannot be agreed on in exploratory

’ .conversatrons under American aegis, there

* is no point in a full-scale conference. .
« In that case, Israel should implement.
+unilatérally those parts of self-rule not re-.
:quiring international agreement, such as
-demilitarization,

e. very people conducting the uprising-

- population on the West Bank, But these are .~

Nettt.nto:\lsrael‘ Jordan has. the greatest .
& In‘any, self-rule that produces genuine , - ;

ST

ns they -are in the best poextlon to under- -.. -

“parts”of the West Bank and " "
aza subject’ to “Arab self-rule should be free: -
to-elect leaders:of their.choice, In practice, ~

tinian-political.unit is in.fact possible before . "
a final political séttlément Is negotiated, The °
“dialogue between the United States and the
.jcould help provrde a framework for‘

ag severely—and perhaps more immediate- . Sl
ly—threatened as Israel's by a revolution- ,
ary Palestinian state, Heretofore it has been "~ '|"
unwrllmg to take the responsibility for a final - |’

The same principle applies to other coun- .

tries, The Soviet Union, for example, dan-

gles the possible recognition of Israel as its - . 4

contribution to the peace process, But rec-

peace conference but also lead to a con-

structive outcome of it, That requires a . .l

Sovret wrllmgness to ask its Arab friends for

. . . Israel’s best hope for coexistence i is wzth

Arab leaders lwmg on, the West Bank ... ." .

to start thelr own upnsln ?

*'"Anyierloui"dlplomatlcg'effor't'f“’" ﬁ‘é'M e
dle East must therefore start from two °.
. propositions: conditions, for, a.final settle-

ment simply do not now exrst, Israel canno
be asked srmultaneously to give up territo
ries.and to establish a PLO'staté,’A Palestin-
ian state can emerge only after Israelis and
Palestinians have learned to: live ‘side:b
side in dignity. Thus a pericd of self-ru
must precede~=say-by five years—polmcal
negotmtrons for a final settlement

.lnsrst that g full-blown Middle East initiative
must; ,await preliminary, exploratrons The
complexlty of such a task makes it impera-

state keep control of it. Special emissaries
cannot orchestrate so wide-ranging an agen-
da, .involving, as- it. does every aspect of
‘American foreign relations. -
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I m&éwﬁrﬁﬂm&cﬁa,.that Amenca.must ask .
*0f Tsrael in any peace process, ' . -
-The Bush administration is"corfect to '

tive that the president and the secretary of

“ognition is the beginning of diplomacy, riot =
its purpose. The criterion for Soviet partici- -
- pation will be its willingness to help define :

- conditions that will not only help producea “-. |
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