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US Foreign Military Sales Program 1986
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On this map, the size of the country corresponds to how much USaid its government receives
to finance the purchase of US-made weapons.

Source: “Security and Development Assistance” Hearings before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, March 1985.

MIDDLE EAST,...CONTINUED

Egypt currently assembles the British Swingfire anti-tank
missile, and versions of the Soviet SA-7 and SA-2 portable
surface-to-air missiles, as well as several kinds of air-to-air and
air-to-ground missiles. These missiles are mostly built at the Sakr
works. Egyptian factories are also turning out increasing quanti-
ties of guns and ammunition, some for export. And they are
producing military electronics such as radios and telecommunica-
tions. France is Egypt’s major partner in developing more sophis-
ticated assembly and production facilities. According to one
French executive, “Egypt has become a profitable relay between
France and the other countries in the region.”

At a time of declining foreign exchange revenues, Egypt is
counting on increasing its arms exports. Since Iraq takes two-
thirds of Egypt’'s military exports, an end to the Gulf War could
affect Cairo’s export plans significantly. Egypt also needs to
increase arms exports to make its military industries cost-effec-
tive. Gamal al-Sayyid Ibrahim, Minister of State for Military
Production, discussing which main battle tank Egypt might
assemble, remarked that the choice would not only have to meet
Egyptian army requirements but would also have “to satisfy the
market around us.” Apart from Iraq, some of Egypt's main clients
have been Somalia, Oman, Sudan and North Yemen. Shipments

_ to these countries, including Chinese jet fighters and Soviet and
US tanks, have been financed by Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Other
important customers have been the Afghan mujehidin and the
Washington-backed forces of Hissene Habre in Chad.

Iran

Iran is a textbook case of a country whose small industrial base
and determination to acquire state-of-the-art weaponry com-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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Shortage
of staff in.
‘electronics
‘growing’

By Terry Dodsworth

THE SHORTAGE of skilled stalf in
the UK electronics industry is grow-
ipg worse, according to a survey
which also suggests that employ-
i sector is L
m'll'::o-n:uh‘my, commissioned by
Cawners Exhibitions, the orga-
nisers of the electronics exhibitions
Internepcon, and Electronic Pro-
duction magazine, says that only 10
per cent of the 454 companies which
took part feel that the recruitment
situation in the industry is improv-
ing. More than a third believe it has
become more difficult.

Particular difficulties exist in rec-
ruiting design and production
engineers, and it is hard to find test

i and skilled operators.
Only semi-skilled staff are easy to
recruit, it says. .

To cope with the skills shortage,

almost haif of the companies sur-
veyed have increased their in-house
training. In part, they appear to be
gearing up for expansion: about 45
per cent of the companies sampled
said that they shouid be able to of-
fer more jobs over the next year,
largely because of an expected up-
turn in sales and orders.
@ Logica, a British computer con-
pany, has been put in charge of a
£300,000 contract from the Euro-
pean Space Agency (ESA) to work
out software techniques related to a
proposed manned space station.

The contract, to be shared by Lo
gica and a group of other European
companies, concerns programs re-
quired for the operation of Colum-
bus, a £1.3bn orbiting laboratory
which ESA plans for the mid 1990s.

Logica's space and defence sys-
tems division will be responsible for
about £300,000 worth of work under
the contract, with Messerschmitt-
BSlkow-Blohm of West Germany,
CRI of Denmark and Sweden's Sa-
ab sharing in the studies.

Logica says that, with the new
contract, it is responsible for about
£1m worth of work related to the
Columbus development. The stud-
jes concern the software needed to
run computerised equipment pro-
posed for the laboratory, together
with dats processing techniques
needed for radio transmissions to
and from Earth.
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tion includes a large value-added component and is thus highly
profitable. For some firms, such.as IScar Blades, some 90 percent
of their market (mcludmg civilian_goods) is overseas; for many,
exports account for more.than half their output.

The development of Israel’s military industries moved from
repair and maintenance to licensed production and finally local
design and manufacture. Israel’s close ties with advanced arms
manufacturing countries, first France and then the United States,
was key. Israeli engineers, for instance, were apparently involved
in the original Mirage design work in France. In any case, their
familiarity with the production process enabled IAl to procure or
manufacture the necessary forgings and preformed parts. Israel’s
first lmdly-pwwe-based
airframe and the engine of an F-4 Phantom.

Maintenance and servicing is now part of Israeli military
exports. IAI currently has a contract to service and upgrade US
military helicopters in Europe, and méfy countries which import
US or French weapons systems go to Israel for service contracts.
Finally, Israel reconditions and re-expofts surplus or outmoded
IDF equipment frem the US_and France, And captured Soviet
weapons.

Isfael has developed a great ability to upgrade and retool
imported weapons systems with the addition of locally-produced
components. This “mix and match™ eapability.isthe most signifi-
cant feature of the lsraeli.armsindustry today. There is no
question that US technology is a key feature of Israel’'s military
might. It is difficult to imagine Israeli military industries as they
are today without it. But Israel, because of its high state of
military readiness and frequent use of weapons systems, has
developed a relatively unique, capacity to absorh availablé tech-

nology, build M,nnd_m%nlgdiﬁmtions and even new
systems—such as remotely-piloted vehicles (RPVs) which are

not produced anywhere else.

At the head of Israeli military industries are the large govern-
ment firms—IAl, IMI, Rafael, the Main Ordnance factory—
which are usually the prime contractors. At a second level is an
important group of joint ventures with foreign firms which
provide technology and capital and in turn profit from Israel’s
relatively low-cost scientific and engineering workforce. General
Telephone and Electronics, Control Data and Motorola are long-
standing examples. Finally there are perhaps 150 small and
highly-specialized Israeli firms which subcontract on weapons
projects.

Pakistan

Pakistan is the one other country in the Middle East besides
Israel approaching nuclear weapons capability. Yet its production
of conventional arms remains limited to infantry weapons, am-
munition, small ships and one type of aircraft (on license from
Saab). Over the last 10 years, the country has also constructed
repair and maintenance facilities for French Mirage fighters and
Chinese F-6s and tanks.

The arms production facilities constructed under British rule
were in the territory that became India after independence. In the
1950s, Pakistan constructed the Pakistan Ordnance Factory.
Pakistani military production increased after the 1965 war with
India. Today the POF includes 14 separate factories in and
around the city of Wah, This is a company town of 225,000 near
Islamabad. Wah's Lord Mayor is General Talat Massoud, current
chairman of the POF. The Wah complex manufactures a wide
range of munitions and infantry weapons—mortars, recoilless
rifles and anti-tank missiles. The POF employs between 30,000
and 50,000 and has'an annual production capacity of more than

EDITION: DEFENSE BUSINESS

$400 million. It is the country’s largest industrial enterprise.

The technology POF uses comes from various suppliers— West
German, British, Swiss, American. Pakistan has access to Chi-
nese technology, and through this the Soviet technology incorpo-
rated in Chinese weapons. POF-designed 100mm tank rounds are
now competing on the world market for customers among the
many Third World countries with Soviet and Chinese designed
tanks. Some 15 percent of POF’s production is for export, which
earns more than $30 million in foreign exchange.

In addition, there is the Pakistan Aeronautical Complex em-
ploying some 3500 Pakistanis and a team of Chinese supervisors.
Both the Ordnance Factory and the Aeronautical Complex are
directly under the Ministry of Defense. The Communication and
Electronic industry at Haipur assembles communications equip-
ment for the military,

Pakistan’s largest military export is not its weapons but its
soldiers. The country is probably the largest exporter of military
personnel in the Third World. It supplies commanders, pilots and
technicians to manv Arab countries, especially in the Gulf, and to
other countries as well. Pakistan has also offered its Mirage repair
and maintenance facilities to other countries in the region, and
invited these countries to invest in joint arms ventures. '

China's growing military ties with the West are influencing
Pakistan’s arms industry. China has been Pakistan’s backer
against Soviet-backed India in the competition for influence in
the subcontinent. The Chinese are building a plant in Pakistan to
assemble their F-7 fighter. Both governments have approached
the US for technology for this project. Chinese airframes will be
fitted with US-built engines, avionics and weaponry. B

Sources: Michael Brzoska and Thomas Ohlson, eds.. Arms Production in the Third Wocld
{London: SIPRI, 1986); Ahron Klieman, “The Lion Has Yet to Soar,” Jouroal of Defense and
Diplomaey {August 1986); Ken Liberstein, “Egyptian Defense Industry: Ambitious Plans,”
Journal of Defense and Diplomacy (August 19686); Yoram Peri, “The Military-Inchstrial
Complex.” lsrael E ic and Buai Review (J; lem, 1985); Herbert Wulf, “Arms
Production Capacity and P ial for 27 Third World Countries, 1984,” in World Armaments
and Disarmameat: SIPR] Yearbook 1985 (London: SIPRI, 1985).
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INNOVATIVE BOOST TO EXPORTS FROM DEFENCE
OFFSETS

McDonnell Douglas Corporation is to provide marketing
support to the Western Australia company, Underwater
Systems Australia Ltd (USAL), to boost the sale of remote-
controlled underwater vehicles. This is part of the offset obliga-
tion resulting from acquisition of 75 F/A-18 Hormets for the
RAAF.

The initial marketing emphasis will be on the USAL designed
C-Cat and Super C-Cat vehicles, which are fitted with video
cameras and lights for relatively shallow water applications.
Recognition by the Commonwealth of the McDonnell Douglas
support wouild be in the form of offset credits as authorised by
the Government’s decision to assist defence exports and the
‘Buy Australian’ campaign.

For the Hornet programme, McDonnell Douglas has an obliga
tion to place offset orders on Australian industry to the value of
30 per cent of the project cost. The bulk of the offset pro-
gramme will be achieved through the production of F/A-18
components or work of similar technology. The assistance
decision provides McDonnell Douglas with an opportunity to
gain offset credit in programmes such as the one proposed with
USAL

Beazley said that, ‘the major offsets programme arising from
the Hornet purchase continues to be refined and expanded. It is
currently on target to meet the company’s offset obligation,”
Offset orders placed so far on Australian industry exceed $100
million.

5
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Shipboard air defense 2000: The UK
Roval Navy has issued a second series of
RFQs to British industry covering research
into aspects of VSRAD 2000, a projected
very short range air defense system to sup-
plant current shipboard close-in weapons in
the next century. Among these is under-
stood to have been Short Bros, which is
known to have been promoting Seastreak
(a derivative of the British Army Starstreak
high velocity missile system) for naval ap-
plications.

US seeks medium-size aircraft: The
Fokker F-27, the BAe 748, the Dash 7 and
Dash 8. the Aeritalia G222 and the CN-235,
made by CASA/IPTN are possible conten-
ders for a large US military airlifter buy. The
USAF wants about $150 million for ten
C-27 short takeoff and landing aircraft and
a possible eight more to ferry troops to
remote airfields. The US Amy needs $14
million to replace two aircraft for the Golden
Knights parachute team as well as over
twelve more aircraft for the Ammy National
Guard. and the Kwajalein Missile Test
Center. The US DoD has ordered the USAF
and Army to consider a joint buy for these
requirements.

NIMROD. . .
CONTINUED

Despite rhetoric that heads must roll,
they preferred to see the deed done and
forgotten rather than delayed and
examined, lest skeletons should be fouind
in embarrasing cupboards. Thus passed
ingloriously an occasion which should
have forced Parliament to grasp several
nettles. That it was allowed to pass
demonstrates the persistent weakness in
relation to defence typical of all the UK
political parties.

A letter circulated by Defence Minister
George Younger to Conservative MPs
before the debate confirmed the
fundamental assessment uniquely given
in Defence Auaché some months
previously: “Scope for  major
improvements is limited by the size of the
aircraft, which constrains antenna size . . .
(Defence Attaché No.5/1986:
“Development of a satisfactory antenna
had obviously turned into a running
battle. The compressed dimensions were
reflected in many ways: difficulty in
meeting the desired performance . . .”).

This now-lamented constraint was
inseparable from the original decision to
use the Nimrod airframe for AEW. It led
to the drag-reducing fore and aft radomes
streamlined into the fuselage. This was
not an inferior option, but an inspirational
breakaway at the time from the top-
mounted radome concept, and the only
way of enabling Nimrod to retain
adequate range to function in the AEW
role. Lockheed quickly appreciated that,
applied to their own Hercules, a plane of
comparable size to Nimrod, it opened the
AEW market to this would-be aviation

270

workhorse also. Moreover it preserved an
unobstructed downward view
particularly favourable for maritime
surveillance, without sacrificing view to
the horizon. Undoubtedly there was and
is a global need for this breed of AEW.

Much has been made of Nimrod’s
shortcomings. But they relate primarily to
the severe military environment of
NATO v the Warsaw Pact. Elsewhere the
cost advantage will usually prove the most
significant factor. How many countries
will buy AEW at the £135 million ($202.5
million) per aircraft that Britain will pay,
especially when at least two, more
credibly three, are needed for the four
patrol areas allocated to the United
Kingdom.

Many countries will see more practical
advantage in a larger number of
operational aircraft than in extreme
detection range and highly sophisticated
electronics. £135 million would buy afieet
of 20 or more aircraft equipped with the
Thormn EMI Skymaster AEW radar,
whether helicopter or fixed-wing types.
This is probably the lower limit of the cost
scale, and there must be enormous scope
at intermediate points.

In this context the size constraint of the
GEC/Nimrod radar antenna becomes a
virtue. But it ceased eventually to be a
virtue to the MoD, even though they had
conjured up the compromise in the first
place.

The smaller the antenna, the higher the
frequency it functions best at; the higher
the frequency, the more power needed to
attain equivalent range. A 250-mile (460
km) horizon is theoretically available toan
AEW aircraft cruising above 30,000 feet
(9150 metres), but Nimrod's power
limitations meant that this was never
likely to be fully exploited. A range of 190
miles (350 km) was quoted by the MoD as
the ASR 400 requirement. The Ministry
gave AWACS’ 250 miles as its main
advantage. AWACS’ antenna is larger and
its frequency lower.

The compact parabolic antenna puts
another, qualitative constraint on Nimrod
from the MoD’s standpoint. As a reflector
it cannot be entirely free from
“sidelobes”. That is to say, while it
should ideally suppress transmission and
reception in all directions other than that
in which the radar is supposed to be
looking, it cannot do so completely.
Ambiguity can therefore arise. A

K

sufficiently strong return signal coming in
through a sidelobe will show up as a target
in the “look” direcion. Mr Younger
confirmed “False targets appear while
Nimrod is tracking and flying over sea”.

Remediable

This problem could undoubtedly be
brought under control with further
development work ; it would call for more
sophisticated in the processing by the °
computer of the radar signal received.
This solution would be entirely adequate
for the majority of the world’s potential
users. Only where intense electronic
countermeasures (ECM) may be
encountered does it still fall short of the
ideal. That, unfortunately for Nimrod, is
the case in Europe. The sidelobes offer
deception possibilities to a technological
powerful oponent. AWACS, using a
phased-aray antenna, generates its radar
beam with more precision than any
reflecting-type antenna, and is less
vulnerable to ECM. In five to 10 years’
time is may be possible to produce a
phased-array antenna fitting the Nimrod
dimensions, but not immediately.

This would not have been necessary
however. GEC would have gone on
attacking Nimrod’s problems and got the
radar up to specification. In recent
months the company has made great
progresss. But more time was needed and
it could not be denied that the radar’s
ultimate development potential did not
measure up to AWACS’ potential. The
MoD’s case was unassailable.

Nevertheless all this was implicity at
the outset in the choice of the Nimrod
airframe, not much more than half as big
as the Boeing’s. But surely Nimrod was
big enough for the job as originally
conceived? So were the goal posts moved?
“No,"” said Mr Younger. Even without
the goal posts being moved, the field of
play was inevitably seen in changed
perspective. It was undoubtedly
convenient for the MoD, the government
and the RAF to escape from an
assessment and a specification that had
secemed right 10 years ago but got left
behind by subsequent developments.

Left behind, for example, by increasing
international tension as the seventies
passed into the eighties. Left behind by
the increasing Soviet naval threat; by the
increasing importance of NATO’s

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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Arms sales race in the Middle East

THE USA IS PRESSING to revive the sale of
advanced weapons, including F-16 fighters
and Bradiey Fighting Vehicles, 10 Arab
countries in 3 bid to counter increasingly
tough competition from Europe and to repair
the damage caused by the Irangate scandal.

The Reagan Administration has notified
Congress that it wants to sell arms worth
some $2 billion 1o Saudi Arabia, Jordan,
Egypt and Bahrain,

The Pentagon advised Congress late last
month that it has approved a $320 million
deal with the Saudis 10 provide technical
support for modernising Riyadh’s military
logistics system.

Some of the proposed packages, which
need Congressionai approval, were rejected
by Congress in 1985 and 1986 because of
stiff opposition from the pro-lsrae! iobby
which said the weapons could be used
either against Israel or fall into terronst
hands.

The Administration also withdrew other
packages because it felt they had Mhttie
chance of winning Congressional approvai.
But, in the wake of the disciosures about
Reagan's secret arms sales to lran, which
appalled the USA's Arab friends, and the
conviction of israeh spy Jonathan Pollard,
the climate in Washington has changed.

US officials believe that the Pollard affair
and the strains it imposed on relations
between the USA and its main ally in the
Middle East have eroded opposition in
Congress.

Developments in the fran-iraq war may
also have had an impact. Iran’s depioyment
of Chinese-made HY-2 Silkworm anti-ship
missiles in the Strait of Hormuz, gateway to
the Persian Gulf through which some 20%
of the non-Communist world’s oil passes,
and the threat 10 internationa! shipping couid
also trim Congressional opposition 10 the
proposed deal.

The Administration is under pressure from
US arms manufacturers to resume sales
because of a drop in military exports, partly
due 1o the Congressiona! blocks.

Northrop, for instance, scrapped its F-20
fighter project, intended primarily for sale 10
developing countries as a substitute for more
advanced and expensive systems like the
F-16, because Arab and other countries
showed little interest. The Middie East had
been seen as a key market.

The British and French particularly, but
also the ltalians, Spaniards, West Germans
and Swedes, have moved into the Middie
Eastin a big way since Congress torpedoed
major US arms sales to Saud: Arabia, Jordan

By James Bruce

=~d other countries.

The US arms embargo on lran also

vened up the Middle East market, which

counts for 40% of the world's military

irchases, 10 West European governments
and manufacturers. While they paid fip
service 10 the US-sponsored ban, they were
quietly seling iran and irag hefty amounts
of hardware.

That aiso seriously undermined
Washington's political leverage in the region
while sales 1o Israel continued unabated.

After Congress rejected a $6 billion F-16
package in 1885, the Saudis signed a $7-8
billion dea! with the UK {6r-72 Tornados, 30
BAe Hawk jet strike trainers, which are
combat capable, and 30 Swiss-built Pitatus
trainers.

Jordan said it would buy Soviet air-
defence missiles after Congress scotched a
$1-9 billion proposal to seil the Kingdom
missile systems and armoured vehicles.
Jordan has now been offered laser-guided
artillery shells and equipment to convert its

fixed US-made HAWK anti-aircraft missile"

batteries 10 mobile units that would enhance
its air defence capability.

Jordan is also considering buying French
Mirage 2000s or Tornados built by the UK,
West Germany and France.

The United Arab Emirates, its hopes of
buying F-16s also dashed by Congress, has
bought Mirage 2000s and is considering
buying BAe Hawks as well.

Kuwait, which refused Stinger anti-aircraft
missiies 1n 1884 like Saud: Arabia, opted for
the Sovie! Strella weapon. The French are
also supplying Saudi Arabia with F-2000
class frigates, Dauphine helicopters,
Atlantigue il mantime patrol aircraft and
Crotale-Matra coastal defence sysiems
under a $3:45 billion deal.

The Saudis are aiso believed 10 be close
to making a final decision on bids by six
Western European firms for eight diesei-

powered submarines, the construction of
two bases on the Red Sea and training
programmes (see p870).

As well as the European commerciai
competition, the Americans are also alarmed
a1 growing Soviet influence in the Gulf ang
don’t want 10 see moderate Arab states
turning to the Soviets for hardware that wil;
only increase Moscow's leverage in the
region.

The type of weapons the Americans are

3

now proposing to sell the Arabs underiines
just how seriously Washington considers tne
European challenge and the political stakes.

if Congress approves, Saudi Arabia will
get 12 UH-60 Black Hawk assauit
helicopters, 14 Bell-406 scout gunships
armed with TOW anti-tank missiles ang
7-62 mm guns in a8 $400 million package.

It will get 95 sets of AN-ALQ 171 radar

" jpmming eguipment for the Saudi Air Force's

US-made F-5 and F-15 fighters in a separate
$325 million package.

Saudi Arabia, which has been in the
market for main battle tanks and armoured
vehicles for some time, wili get 200 Bradiey
Fighting Vehicles worth $500 miliion.

Washington withdrew a plan to sell the
Saudis the M-1 tank and Riyadh has since
been considering the French Giat AMX-40,
the Brazilian Osorio and the Vickers
Chatlenger. The USA has never offered the
Bradley 10 foreign countries before.

The Gulf Co-operation Council which
groups Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain,
Qatar, Oman and the United Arab Emirates,
is now looking for 10-12 maritime patro!
aircraft 10 counter increasing Iranian attacks
on ships in the Gult. Under consideration are
the Lockheed P-3 Orion, France's Dassault-
Breguet Atlantique and the Dutch Fokker
F-27.

Pentagon officials believe that the GCC
would be a iess controversial customer than
Saudi alone and expect minima,
Congressional opposition to any deal. Tne
Saudis, however, would be expected 1c
underwrite that estimated $1 bilhon des:

The US Defense Department aiso pians
to supply Saud: Arabia, Egypt, Jordan and
Bahrain with 105 mm MB833 armour-
piercing anti-tank shells with uranium-
hardened casings.

Bahrain, currently taking delivery of 1ts last
batch of F-15s, wiliget 12 F-16C and F-16D
aircraft with Maverick and AIM-7 and nine
missiles in a $400 million package.

This deal 1s significant because tne USA
has so far only sold the F-16s 10 srae’ and
Egypt.

Egypt, which has already taken deivery
of about half the BO F-16s it ordered i 1880
and 1982, will get another 40 wun
AN/APG-68 radars under 8 $1-3 bilion dea!
10 replace its ageing Soviet supplied MiGs.

The USA, alarmed by Egypt's bitter
denunciation of tne secrel arms pea:s witn
fran, nas agreed to rescnedute Caro’'s $4 €
billion military debt e
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Shultz Assures Mozambique Aide
U.S. Won’t Withdraw Its Support

! .
ByNEIL A. LEWIS
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, May 22 - Secretary
of State George P. Shultz told a senior
Mozambican official today that Presi-
dent Reagan had no intention of aban-
doning support for Mozambique’s Gov-

ernment in favor of an anti-Communist -

insurgency.

“He told him that both he and Presi-
dent Reagan were fully committed to
the current policy,” a State Depart.
ment official said.

Mr. Shultz's emphatic comments to
the Mozambican Transport Minister,
Lieut. Gen. Armando Guebuza, under-
scored the widening political fight be-
tween the Administration and Republi-

can members of the Senate over which

course the United States should pursue
in southern Africa.

Senate conservatives have mounted
a drive to force the Administration tc
shift its support away from the Mo
zambican Government to an insur-

gency called the National Resistance

Movement, or Renamo, which has long:
standing ties to South Africa. i

Fight Over ‘Necklacing’

The latest effort to press the Admin.
istration on its policy in the region oc
curred Thursday when the Senate
voted overwhelmingly to deny aid tc
any of the black-ruled nations there un-
less they explicitly renounced ‘‘neck-
lacing.” Necklacing is a practice in

black South African townships in which ;
people suspected of collaborating with

the Government are executed by hav-
ing gasoline-soaked tires placed
around their necks and set afire.

The Senate voted, 77 to 15, to deny aid"

to any country of the Southern Africa

Development Coordinating Council
that did not renounce the practice or
failed to renounce any group that con-
dones it. The Senate had voted to pro-
vide $50 million this year to the nine
countries that make up the council —
Mozambique, Angola, Zambia, Botswa-
na, Lesotho, Malawi, Swaziland, Zim-
babwe and Tanzania,

But an amendment, supported by
conservatives including Senator Jesse
Helms, Republican of North Carulina,
and already passed, would deny any of
that money to Mozambique or Angola,
both of which describe themselves as
Marxist Governments. Mr. Helms has

said the United States should not be’

sending money to Communist govern-
ments.

One of the most vocal supporters of
the conservative effort to shift policy
has been Senator Bob Dole of Kansas.
the Republican leader, who has usually
supported the Administration on for-
eign policy issues. Administration offi-

cials have privately complained that
Mr. Dole has tailored his position to
help him win support from right-wing
groups in his effort to obtain the Re-
publican nomination for President.

Bush Hasn’t Taken a Stand

Vice President Bush, who also is hop-
ing to be the choice of conservative
groups in his efforts to win the party’s
Presidential nomination, has not taken
an explicit stand on the issue.

Asked this morning if Mr. Bush fully
agreed with the Administration policy
on Mozambique, a spokesman said he
would seek an answer. But by the end
of the day, the Vice President's office
had not responded. :

The Administration's policy on

TUESDAY, 26 MAY 1987

Mozambique has largely been guided

+by the Africa bureau of the State De

!
.

partment, which has adopted a strat.
egy of improving ties with the Mozam-
bican Government in an effort to dis-
tance it from Moscow.

Senate conservatives who objec!
have succeeded in blocking the Admin-
istration’s choice as Ambassador tc
Mozambique, Melissa Wells, a 55-year-
old career diplomat. Mr. Helms com:
plained that Mrs. Wells had callec

- Renamo forces bandits and had stead-

fastly refused to say the United States
should deal with them.

Action May Be Symbolic

The amendment passed on Thursday
was sponsored by Senator Larry
Pressler, Republican of South Dakota
The action may prove to be only sym-
bolic as it involves money in a large:
supplemental appropriation for the
State Department that might not be ap-
proved.

Mr. Pressler said five of the nine
Southern Africa Development Coordi-
nating Council countries — Angola
Zambia, Zimbabwe, Tanzania and Bo-
tswana — would likely be disqualified
from receiving American aid under his
amendment because they support the
African National Congress, the princi:
ral guerrilla group fighting apartheid

n South Africa. The group's leaders
have said that necklacing may be nec.
essary to discourage collaboration.

All six New York metropolitan area
Senators voted to kill the measure by
sending it back to committee. But wher
that tactic failed and it came up for a
vote, Senator Alfonse M. D’Amato, Re-
publican of New York, switched sides
and voted in favor of the Pressler
amendment; the other five voted
against it.
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Bombings in U.S. Rose in ’86

WASHINGTON, May 23 (AP) —
Bombings by terrorist groups rose
from 5 in 1985 to 15 last year, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation reported
today, while the total number of bomb-
ings nationwide was 709, killing 14 peo-
ple and injuring 185,

In addition, there were 149 attempted
bombings that were prevented or in
which the device did not detonate or ig-
nite, the bureau said.

It also said the number of fatalities
last year was only half that of 1985,
when 28 people were killed. The 14
fatalities in 1886 included 7 intended
victims and 7 perpetrators.

Of the incidents reported last year,

- Q

68] involved explosive devices, down 1
percent from that of the previous year,
and 177 were firebomb-like devices, up
11 percent.

Bombings last year resulted in $3.4
millon in property damage, the F.B.I1.
reported. :

Regionally, the Western states re-
corded 301 bombings, the Southern
states 251, the Midwest 169 and the
Northeast 103. Thirty-three incidents
occurred in Puerto Rico and one in the
United States Virgin Islands.

Personal injuries from bombings
last year totaled 185, up from 144 in
1885, the bureau said.


















indifference or faulty judgment in connection with Sabra-Shatila. Its
findings provoked a cycle of demonstrations and counterdemonstrations
that culminated in a violent clash between protesters and government
supporters on February 10.

In these circumstances, the possibility of an Israeli withdrawal had to be
taken seriously by both the Lebanese and the Americans, who by now had
much invested politically in the appearance of movement toward some
solution of Lebanon’s problems. Secretary of State George Shultz therefore
became personally involved in the negotiations in early May. On May 17, an
agreement confirming that “the state of war between Israel and Lebanon
has been terminated™ was signed by representatives of the two states and
witnessed by a representative of the United States government (see
Appendix).

The agreement included an undertaking by Israel to withdraw its armed
forces from Lebanon, consistent with the objective “‘that all external forces
withdraw from Lebanon.™ 1t also provided for the creation of a security
region in southern Lebanon: in the zone of this region extending fifteen
kilometers north of the Israeli border, responsibility for maintaining order
would devolve on a Lebanese "territorial brigade,” meaning the Israeli-
supported forces of Major Haddad. In addition to various other security
arrangements. the agreement stipulated the creation of a Joint Liaison
Committee, one of whose functions was “to conclude agreements on the
movement of goods. products and persons and their implementation on a
non-discriminatory basis.™ In other words, Lebanon committed itself to
normal relations with Israef. 1srael had secured an “‘agreement” rather than
a “treaty:” it could not exchange embassies with Lebanon. only liaison
offices.”™ But in other respects, the document satisfied Israel’s most
ambitious hopes. It also met Lebanon’s need for Israeli withdrawal and
provided for the peace that many Lebanese aspired to. The only flaw — but
ultimately a fatal one — was that Lebanon was not an autonomous
international actor free to undertake whatever commitments it deemed to
be inits interest. Indeed. the government could not even speak on behalf of
the country. And unless this flaw were removed, the agreement was
doomed to remain a diplomatic dead letter.

The obstacle to implementation of the agreement was Syria, which had
adopted a consistently uncooperative position in the Syrian-American
discussions that accompanied the negotiations over the agreement. Syrian
objections included the ritualistic refusal to have its own invasion of
Lebanon in 1976, which was sanctioned ex post facto by the Arab League,
equated with Israel’s invasion of 1982. In fact, Syria had been explicitly
univited by Lebanese President Ilyas Sarkis on June 21, 1982, and its Arab
League mandate, which expired on July 27, 1982, had never been renewed.
But Syrian policy had never been determined solely by legalistic considera-
tions.
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A more substantial reason for Syria’s indignation was the Lebanese
government’s symbolic assertion of independence, which no government in
Damascus had ever formally recognized, in contracting the agreement. In
the Syrian view, Lebanon was properly part of “Greater Syria,” certainly
within the Syrian sphere of influence, and rather than surrendering part of
its sovereignty to appease Israeli security concerns, it was expected to
subordinate its foreign policy to Syrian preferences. This had been
demanded on other regional issues — Lebanon under Sarkis. for example,
had joined in the Syrian boycott of the November 1980 Arab Summit
conference in Amman — and it was particularly necessary on the sensitive
question of relations with Israel. Assad, after all, had felt isolated and
threatened by the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty and he was not about to
acquiesce in a second such agreement, not by Jordan and definitely not by
Lebanon.

Syria, of course, did not object to Israeli withdrawal. But it saw no need
to permit Lebanese concessions or to make Syrian concessions in order to
bring this about. Since it was strongly entrenched in the Biqa’, untroubled
by domestic opposition, able to influence developments in Lebanon
through its local allies and relieved of the threat of renewed Israeli military
action, Syria could afford to do nothing. The provision that made Israeli
withdrawal contingent on Syrian withdrawal had inadvertently conferred un
Syria a veto over the agreement. By doing nothing, Syria could at least
prevent the agreement from coming into force. And if Assad waited long
enough, Israel might eventually just lose patience and pull out uncon-
ditionally.

Events over the summer of 1983 seemed to be tending in this direction.
Constantly rising casualties and growing despair at the prospect of ever
seeing the agreement implemented led Israel to prepare a withdrawal to the
Awali River, just north of Sidon. Although Israel would no longer control
the Beirut-Damascus highway, it was hoped that a pullout from the Shoufto
shorter, more defensible lines would allow Israel to end its uncomfortable
involvement in the Maronite-Druze conflict and reduce its casualties.
Ironically, Lebanon and the United States objected to a partial Israeli
withdrawal — because it would almost surely precipitate large-scale fighting
in the Shouf (the Lebanese army was still incapable of assuming responsibil-
ity for the whole area) that might ultimately permit pro-Syrian forces to
apply military pressure on the city of Beirut, and also because a less costly

occupation for Israel might produce a permanent de facto partition of
Lebanon. The United States, moreover, opposed any action that would
encourage Syria to persist in its uncompromising attitude.

In response to American requests, Israel delayed its withdrawal several
times, but on the night of September 3-4, Israeli forces were redeploved
along the Awali line. One of the Lebanese and American expectations was
borne out: major clashes erupted immediately between Phalange and
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Druze forces. In most cases, the Druze quickly got the upper hand. On the
Beirut-Damascus highway, they took the key town of Bhamdun and linked
up with their stronghold in Aley, thereby establishing a secure line of
communication back to their sources of supply in the Syrian-held Biqa’'.
They also pushed south and west through the Shouf and took control of
most of the mountain up to the ridge overlooking the coastal road. Large
numbers of Christian refugees fled to the town of Deir al-Qamar, which was
surtounded on September 17 but which Druze forces refrained from
storming. Suq al-Gharb was the only major Christian position to hold, this
because of a major effort by the Lebanese army and supporting fire from
US naval units. Simultaneous battles broke out in Beirut itself involving
Shi‘ite militias and the Lebanese army. By the time a ceasefire was declared
on September 26. the Druze had consolidated their hold over all the area
evacuated by Israel except for a narrow strip of territory along the coast.
Within a few days. artillery and mortar exchanges broke out again and
continued sporadically throughout the rest of the year.

But the second expected consequence of Israeli redeployment — a
lightened burden of occupation — did not materialize. In fact, Israeli
relations with all the relevant Lebanese factors became even worse. Caught
in the middle of intensifying Maronite-Druze hostility, Israel was inevitably
accused by each side of favoring the other. Continuing ties with the
Jumayyil government and the Phalange movement meant that Israel was
perceived to be anti-Druze; this had worrisome domestic repercussions.
since large numbers of Israeli Druze were alienated from Israeli policy. and
some Druze officers demonstratively resigned from the 1DF. At the same
time, Israel was reluctant to permit the Phalangists a prominent security
role in the area south of the Awali lest this anger the other communities: the
decision in July to close a Phalangist base at Falus, west of Sidon. resulted in
an anti-Israel demonstration by local Maronites. Israel also attempted to
build some kind of working relationship with Druze leader Walid Jumblatt
in order to encourage him to prevent Palestinians from infiltrating back into
the Shouf. Israeli-Druze cooperation, which reportedly involved the
transfer of equipment along with periodic ID¥ patrols north of the Awali,
did seem to produce the intend.d outcome. but at the cost of angering the
Lebanese government and also the United States, which had become
increasingly identified with Jumayyil.

The most dramatic effect of the redeployment, however. was to poison
relations between Israel and the Lebanese Shi‘ites. by far the largest
community in the area under Israeli control. The Shi'ites, by virtue of
sectarian affinity, were more susceptible than any other Lebanese communi-
ty to the anti-Israel incitement of Iranian revolutionary guards posted in the
Biqa': they were also most involved in the inevitable friction between the
local population and security forces. Israeli efforts to prevent the infiltration
of terrorists and sabotage materiel involved stringent inspection arrange-
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ments at the Awali bridges. These disrupted the flow of traffic between
Beirut and the south and greatly inconvenienced the residents of southern
Lebanon. Anti-Israel sentiment was further inflamed by normal searches
and roadbiocks and by occasionally inept Israeli conduct in the area, One
particularly damaging incident was the interruption by a motorized patrol of
a Shi'ite Ashura procession in Nabatiyya at the end of October. In the
ensuing altercation. some Shi‘ites were killed. This. in turn. provoked a
community-wide protest strike and continuing anti-Israel pronouncements
by Shi’ite religious leaders.

As Shi'ite antipathy to Israel intensified. so. too, did Shi'ite involvement
in attacks on Israeli forces and installations. The most dramatic incident was
the truck bombing of Israeli military headquarters in Tyre on November 4.
which killed 29 Israeli security personnel and 32 Lebanese and Palestinians

being held there for interrogation. But the steady rhythm of sniping attacks. -

vehicle ambushes and mine or roadside explosions took a larger toll on
Israeli troops, and showed no sign of letting up after the redeployment.

_ By the end of 1983, Israel therefore found itself mired in Lebanon with
little prospect of implementing the May 17 agreement. Syria could not be
forced or persuaded to carry out the role assigned to it. And the emergence
of a strong central government in Beirut appeared more remote than ever.
It is true that a National Reconciliation Committee of Iebanese factional
leaders had convened in Geneva at the end of October. but in five davs of
meetings its only accomplishment was a decision to “freeze” the Israeli-
Leban;s_e accord. The efforts of a Saudi-supported mediator. Rafiq
al-Hariri, to negotiate a relatively modest security plan involving movement
of the Lebanese army into parts of the courntry not under Israeli or Syrian
control also foundered on the rocks of Lebanese factional suspic.ions.
although his activities continued into 1984.

Political deadlock and the continuing casualties — over 200 killed
between September 1982 and December 1983 and about 40 since the
redeployment — forced Israel to consider alternatives to the agreement
with Lebanon. A number of statements indicated that Israel had alreadv
abandoned the linkage between Israeli and Syrian withdrawal. Instead.
growing emphasis was placed on security arrangements in the south that
would permit Israel to withdraw the bulk of its forces without endangering
the settlements in the Galilee. While these arrangements were not prgcise1;
deﬁnqd. the general sense was that local forces, perhaps armed and
coordinated by Israel. would assume the responsibility for ensuring that
Palest_inian infiltrators did not move back in the wake of the dep;mina
Israeli army, The reliability of such arrangements would presumably rest on
the self-interest of the local population in avoiding both the harassment of a
renewed Palestinian presence and the effects of Israeli retaliation in the
event of‘Palestinian attacks on Israel (as was the case before June 1982). But
if effective security arrangements also required some measure of local
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goodwill, a prolonged Israeli presence — pending the completion of such
arrangements — was counterproductive, since unavoidable friction would
continue to erode whatever store of goodwill remained from the initial
Israeli entry in the summer of 1982. Meanwhile, Israeli hopes for reliable
security arrangements were further undermined by the murders of several
Israeli-sponsored “home guard™ leaders and also by the death (by natural
causes) of Israel’s most proven ally, Major Sa’ad Haddad.

By early 1984, most of Israel's war aims in Lebanon had been exposed as
unrealistic. A strong, pro-Israel regime in Beirut was clearly unattainable:
the prospects for any kind of political reconstruction were uncertain, at best.
but in the maneuvering aimed at the establishment of some kind of central
authority, Syria’s position appeared to be superior to that of Israel. The
internal cobesion of the PLO had been severely disrupted and Yasir
Arafat’s ability to function effectively as an autonomous political actor had
been further circumscribed. But these changes had not yet impelled Arafat
to revise his basic policy. Nor had they eliminated his power to veto
negotiations that bypassed the PLO, or improved Israel’s ability to promote
its preferred outcomes for the Palestinian issue and the status of the West
Bank and Gaza Strip.

The only enduring achievement was the physical distancing of the PLO
from Israel’s northern settlements, and the major challenge was to
determine whether this gain could be preserved by some method other than
a perpetuation of the military deployment of early 1984. None of the
possible alternatives — complete withdrawal, partial withdrawal. graduated
withdrawal, reliance on local and/or international security forces —
promised to be as effective in keeping terrorists away from Israel's northern
border. Furthermore, any pullback in the eastern sector had to take account
of possible encroachments by the formidable Syrian forces in the Biga’.

Nevertheless, a continuing presence on the same scale entailed very high
costsin terms of IDF casualties, morale, normal training routines, economic
costs and domestic unity. The last consideration might ultimately be the
most critical of all, because until a domestic consensus on security was
restored, it would be difficult for Israel to project an image of decisiveness
on other issues in other areas and thus maintain the credible deterrent that
lies at the very core of its national security. For this reason, Israel could be
expected, within a reasonable period of time, to act unilaterally to extricate
itself from Lebanon.
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3. The Fatah Rebellion and the Future
of the PLO

If Israel’s recent experience in Lebanon has been unhappy, the PLO's
would appear to be altogether disastrous. Two events that roughly
demarcate the period under review — Yasir Arafat’s enforced departure
from Beirut at the end of August 1982 and his enforced departure from
Tripoli at the end of December 1983 — also symbolize the impact of the
Lebanese war on the fortunes of the PLO. These events were linked by a
chain of circumstances that included a rebellion inside Fatah, a violent split
in the PLO and a direct confrontation with Syria that called into question
the future character of the PLO and the overall place of the Palestinian issue
in the Arab-Israel conflict.

There are two dimensions to the crisis that wracked the PLO: intra-
Palestinian disputes and Palestinian-Syrian enmity. Both problems had
existed for a long time; either one was potentially explosive. It was Israel's
expulsion of the PLO from its last autonomous base of operations in
southern Lebanon and Beirut that fused these problems together into the
political equivalent of critical mass.

Despite the triumphal face that Arafat put on his withdrawal from Beirut,
the dispersal of PLO forces constituted a serious political setback. Southern
Lebanon had provided the only military front with Israel and the only access
to a large Palestinian population that was not mediated by some Arab
government. The loss of these assets undermined the PLO’s ability to
maintain a credible independent struggle against Israel and was recognized
as a defeat by others, even if not by Arafat himself. Arafat’s leadership and
judgment were further tarnished by the massacre in Sabra and Shatila,
which exposed the inadequacy of the security arrangements to which Arafat
had agreed during the pre-evacuation negotiations. And without the
quasi-state apparatus that he had previously used to impose organizational
discipline, Arafat was far less able to suppress challenges to his authority.

In this general atmosphere of confusion and uncertainty, specific
measures taken by Arafat to retrieve the situation came under increasing
criticism. One immediate problem-area was rehabilitation of the organiza-
tion. The appointment to senior military commands of Haj Ahmad Ismail
and Ghazi Atallah (Abu Hajm) — two Arafat loyalists whose performance
during the fighting was felt to have been less than honorable — provoked
widespread hostility and brought into the open the simmering resentment of
corruption in the use of PLO funds and offices. Arafat’s opponents
denounced his control of finances and personnel and began to issue strident
demands for “internal democracy™ and a truly collective leadership.

The second major source of conflict was the future strategy of the
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factions in October led to the ousting of Arafat loyalists from the
organization’s offices. Despite the backing of Sunni forces in Tripoli and
continued political support elsewhere — anti-Assad demonstrations were
held in the West Bank at the beginning of November — Arafat could do
little more than fight a holding action. Rebel/Syrian control of Mount
Turbul, overlooking the Tripoli enclave, was a major tactical advantage, as
was the presence of a pro-Syrian Alawite militia inside the city.

Arafat's major assets now were the sympathy of most Arab states and the
benevolent neutrality of the most important PLO factions after Fatah itself
— the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine of George Habash and
the Democratic Front of Na'if Hawatmeh. These factors forced Assad to
obscure the extent of Syrian involvement but they did not weaken his
determination to see Arafat removed from Lebanon. After a month of
artillery exchanges and infantry skirmishes, temporarily halted by a
ceasefire on November 10, the rebels attacked the two Palestinian refugee
camps still held by Arafat. Nahr al-Bared fell on November 14 (one of the
most prominent defenders killed here was Abu Ali Mustapha. secretary-
general of the PFLP); Baddawi, the site of Arafat’s military command. was
overrun two days later.

Pushed back into Tripoli itself, Arafat was now confronted with the
" choice of fleeing in disgrace or attempting to defend the city against superior
rebel and Syrian firepower, probably bringing about its physical destruction
along with his own. Lack of enthusiasm among his local allies for the second
option was one factor that convinced Arafat to agree to evacuate his forces.
Characteristically, however, he tried to prolong the negotiations over
withdrawal arrangements as long as possible, hoping that some deus ex
machina would rescue him from his dilemma. In fact. the illness of Assad
and uncertainty about political stability in Syria did provide a temporary
reprieve. The spectacularly lopsided prisoner exchange with Israel in late
November - six Israecli POWs in return for the release of 4,700
Palestinians held in Israeli jails or in the Ansar detention camp in southern
Lebanon — also boosted Arafat’s prestige.

In the end. however, it was the unchanging balance of forces on the
ground that dictated the outcome. After additional delays caused by Israeli
shelling around Tripoli port and vague threats to prevent Arafat’s
departure. the evacuation actually began on December 20. In two days.
about 4,000 of his supporters were ferried out on Greek ships under French
naval escort and dispersed. once again. to reception areas in Arab countries
far from the front line of the Palestinian cause.

As in September 1982, so now did Arafat strive to convert a mlhtary .

defeat into a political victory. His first priorities were to find a useful
counterweight to Syrian hostility and to reestablish his control of the
Palestinian movement. In both respects, the results of his efforts were
mixed.
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Traveling through the Suez Canal en route to Yemen, Arafat stopped at
Ismailia and then proceeded to Cairo, where he was received by President
Mubarak in the first official meeting between Egyptian and PLO leaders
since Anwar Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem in 1977. The decision to meet
Mubarak before Egypt had complied with consistent Palestinian demands
that it abandon the principles of Camp David was obviously a retreat
stemming from weakness. It was interpreted as such by Arafat’s enemies in
the PLO and by some Rejection Front countries as well as by Egypt, Jordan
and the United States. The former criticized this concession on Palestinian
principles; the latter welcomed it as presaging a possible reduction of the
PLO's ability to constrain their own freedom of maneuver on the
Palestinian question. perhaps even leading to Arafat’s agreement to further
exploration of the Reagan Plan. If there were now two PLOs, rather than
one, then Arafat's claim to be the sole legitimate spokesman of the
Palestinian people was devalued, and Hussein's own credentials would be
enhanced. It was apparently with this idea in mind that Hussein reconvened
the Jordanian Chamber of Deputies in January 1984 and arranged to have
new representatives appointed for West Bank seats that had fallen vacant
since the suspension of Parliament in 1977.

All this notwithstanding, the very fact that Arafat’s visit to Cairo aroused
such strong reactions indicated that his position as the primary international
symbol of the Palestinian cause had been preserved. The visit was valuable
to Mubarak precisely because Arafat. even in his weakened condition, was
still able to withhold or confer a measure of pan-Arab legitimacy on Egypt
and thus influence the nature of Egypt’s relations with the rest of the Arab
world. Several other Arab states. for reasons having little to do with the
Arab-Israeli conflict. were interested in a formal rapprochement with
Egypt. but only in the aftermath of Arafat’s visit did they feel free to move
decisively on this issue. Jordan. for example. signed an economic coopera-
tion agreement with Egypt only three days after Arafat had left Cairo. In
January 1984, Mubarak was invited to make official visits to Jordan and Iraq
and did go to Morocco. In the same month, the Islamic Conference
Organization, of which Arafat was vice-president, met in Rabat and
formally invited Egypt to rejoin without posing any preconditions.

Furthermore, Arafat did retain control of Fatah and PLO institutions. In
Lebanon. the Fatah rebels appeared to be unsure of what to do next and
Ahmad Jibril. whose credentials as an independent Palestinian force were
even less impressive. displaced them as the movement's leading spokes-
man. A session of the Fatah Central Committee in Tunis on January 5
expressed “'surprise” at Arafat’s “personal initiative.” meaning the meeting
with Mubarak. but it also denounced the Syrian-Libyan “‘conspiracy”
against the Palestinian cause and expelled five prominent rebels. including
Abu Musa, on grounds of treason. It appeared that the most important

ot










































IHHSS 2

STRATEGI

SURVEY_
19851986

THE INTERNATIONAL
INSTITUTE FOR
STRATEGIC STUDIES
23 Tavistock Street

London WC2E 7NQ
Telephone 01-379 7676




The Middle East and
the Gulf |

SEARCHING FOR PEACE ~

At the outset, 1985 looked to be the year in which real progress would be
made in settling the Arab-Israeli conflict. King Hussein of Jordan had
taken advantage of the weakness of the PLO after its defeat in Lebanon
and its split with Syria to forge an alliance designed to give him legit-
imacy to negotiate on behalf of the Palestinians. Prime Minister Shimon
Peres of Israel, sensing that his nation was moving towards a moment of
truth in the shaping of its future and seeking to ensure his own survival
as Prime Minister, sought to engage Jordan and the Paldtinians in nego-
tiations. And President Reagan of the United States, fresh from his stun-
ning re-election victory, was now looking to leave a legacy that might
include his own Camp David.

Yet 1985 ended with Hussein travelling to Damascus, rather than
Jerusalem, Peres bogged down over a minuscule border dispute with
Egypt, and Reagan focusing his attention on balancing the budget. As
Assistant Secretary of State Richard Murphy said, a year of intense
diplomatic activity had only succeeded in ‘revealing the critical ob-
stacles blocking our path’. -

This failure to achieve progress was a reflection not of a lack of desire
on the part of the peace-makers but of their fundamental weakness in -
the face of those who opposed peace. What 1985 revealed was a shift in
the balance of power in the Middle East that had begun with the Iranian
revolution, had been reinforced by the assassination of Sadat, and was
capped by the Syrian victory in Lebanon. Until that imbalance was
redressed the obstacles to peace-making would remain.

Jordan and the PLO
The signs of weakness were there from the beginning. On 11 February
Hussein and Arafat announced agreement on a programme for joint
action on the peace process. This Jordan—PLO Accord spoke of exchang-
ing territory for peace via an international framework for negotiations
that would include the permanent members of the UN Security Council
and all the parties to the conflict, including the PLO, within a joint
Jordanian/Palestinian delegation. It also called for Palestinian seif-
determination in the context of a confederation with Jordan.

The Accord, however, made no mention of direct negotiations with
Israel or of UN Resolution 242 (which was the only agreed basis for
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negotiations between Israel and Jordan). It revealed instead that Hussein
had no intention of proceeding alone into negotiations with Israel. He
would try to move the Arab consensus towards peace with Israel by co-
opting Arafat, but he would not step beyond that consensus.

" Just how little Arab support Hussein in fact enjoyed became
immediately clear. Syria had already manifested its opposition to the
Jordan—PLO alliance in November 1984 by withdrawing recognition of
Arafat’s PLO as the representative of the Palestinians and establishing the
rival Palestine National Salvation Front. For its part, Saudi Arabia, the
bell-wether of Arab consensus, offered no visible support for the Accord,
which happened to be unveiled during King Fahd’s visit to Washington.
While urging the US to solve the Palestinian problem, Fahd made no
mention of the Accord and instead, out of deference to Syria, pressed his
1982 Fez Plan (which was acceptable to Syria but provided no role for
Jordan). Moreover, despite the Accord, Arafat’s supporters in the PLO
remained deeply suspicious of the King who had expelled them from
Jordan in 1970 and who remained at heart a competitor for control of
the West Bank. Thus on 19 February the PLO Executive Committee
issued a clarification of the Jordan-PLO Accord which unequivocally
rejected Resolution 242 (as well as the 1982 Reagan Plan and the Camp

. David Accords), insisted on an independent Palestinian state and

refused any sharing of its role as ‘sole legitimate representative of the
Palestinians’. .

Only Egypt was prepared to offer Hussein support, but its backing was
conditioned by weakness as well. Precisely because of its peace treaty
with Israel, Egypt had been isolated in the Arab world and was therefore
incapable of assembling Arab backing. And President Mubarak was in
some senses a competitor with Hussein both for the attention of
Washington and for the mantle of Arab legitimacy that came from pro-
moting the Palestinians. Thus, on the eve of his March visit to Washing-
ton, Mubarak suggested that the US and Israel should sit down with a
Jordanian/Palestinian delegation that did not include known members
of the PLO. When this was rejected by both Hussein and Arafat,
Mubarak proposed, in his meeting with Reagan, that Israel should be cut
out of the first stage and that the US alone should meet the Egyptian and
Jordanian foreign ministers to decide on a subsequent meeting with a
Jordanian/PLO delegation. This effort to assume control of the process
by promoting Egyptian initiatives would be repeated throughout the
year, undermining Hussein rather than assisting him.

To clarify what had quickly becoime a confusing Arab approach to the
peace process, Hussein’s foreign minister, Taher-al-Masri, followed on
Mubarak’s heels to"Washingion and proposed that the US should take
two steps to reassure the Palestinians: it should support self-
determination in the context of a confederation with Jordan; and it
should meet a Jordanian/Palestinian delegation whose Palestinian
members would be selected by the PLO. The outline of Jordan’s strategy
thus emerged. Hussein was too weak to proceed without Arab ‘cover’,
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but if he could drag Arafat with him into the negotiations, then he would
at least have acquired Palestinian legitimacy. To succeed in this, how-
ever, he would have to make it worthwhile for Arafat while simul-
taneously ensuring that he retained control over the PLO. Hussein’s
hands would be on the steering wheel but A rafat would be sitting next to
him. In Hussein’s script, the US role was to pay Arafat by granting the
PLO limited recognition for Palestinian self-determination in a Jor-
danian context, and limited participation in the negotiations through a
meeting between a Jordanian/Palestinian delegation and the US.

The American Response
The Reagan Administration was also burdened by its own form of weak-
~ ness. The defeat of its Lebanon policy by Syria, the demise of the 17
May 1983 Israel-Lebanon Accord, and the collapse of the effort to
launch Arab-Israeli negotiations on the basis of the Reagan Plan had
damaged the credibility of US commitments. These failures of the
President’s first term had generated disillusionment in the White House
and a sense of caution in Secretary of State George Shultz. They had also
reinforced Congressional scepticism about the willingness of key Arab
countries to make peace with Israel and the wisdom of supplying
sophisticated weapons to them in the absence of such a commitment.

In these circumstances, the Reagan Administration approached the
Middle East with wariness at the start of its second term. Neither Reagan
nor Shultz were prepared to risk their credibility and US prestige further

‘ﬁunless the parties to the conflict themselves were ready to move to the
negotlatmg table. The US would play a supporting role, but it was up to
* the parties to take the initiative. Accordingly, Assistant Secretary of
State Richard Murphy would be responsible for conducting US ‘diplo-
macy, with Shultz and the President restricting their visible involvemnent
until such time as the opportunity for a real breakthrough presented
itself. The objective remained the same as originally envisaged in the
1982 Reagan Plan: ‘direct negotiations’ between Israel and Jordan, with
"Palestinians involved in every stage of the process. Operationally, this
meant that the US looked to Jordan to take the lead on the Arab side,
rather than Egypt or Saudi Arabia. And it meant close co-ordination
with Prime Minister Peres in Israel.

All this was made very clear to King Fahd and President Mubarak on
their visits to Washington. On both occasions Reagan declared that the
security of Israel and the legitimate rights of the Palestinians ‘can and
should be addressed in direct negotiations’. He also rejected Mubarak’s
proposal that the US should meet a Jordan/PLO delegation. The US did,
however, welcome Hussein’s 11 February Accord with Arafat as a
‘milestone’, and after Jordanian Foreign Minister Masri’s visit Reagan
announced that the US would be prepared to meet a Jordanian/
Palestinian delegation ‘if it will lead to direct negotiations’.

That seemingly insignificant announcement meant in practice that
the first round of diplomacy would — as Hussein insisted — centre on the
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question of Palestinian representation in the peace process. However,
US strategy on this point was not entirely congruent with Hussein’s.
Whereas the King wanted a meeting between the US and a Jordanian/
Palestinian delegation, the US wanted direct negotiations between this
delegation and Israel. And while the King wanted the PLO as a partner,
albeit a junior one, the US wanted it as an observer — a back-seat driver
with a plastic steering wheel, its only role to select the non-PLO Pales-
tinians to participate in the Jordanian/Palestinian delegation.

Israel and the PLO
Like all the other parties, Israel approached the peace proc¢ess from a
position of weakness. This was partly a result of preoccupation with its
parlous economic situation and the withdrawal of Israeli forces from
Lebanon, which had become a dangerous and costly exercise. But, more
importantly, it was also a product of the unusual National Unity
Govemment (NUG), formed in October 1984, which brought together
the opposing Labour and Likud party blocs — neither being able to
muster a majority in the Knesset in its own right. Labour and Likud
agreed on what to do about the economy and Lebanon, but they dis-
* agreed strongly about the peace process. Both sought negotiations with
Jordan, but Labour wanted to negotiate a territorial compromise based
on UN Resolution 242, whereas Likud favoured negotiating autonomy
for the Palestinians based on the Camp David Accords, while ensuring
Israel retained control over the land occupied in 1967.

If there were to be negotiations based on the ‘territory for peace’
formula, as envisaged by the US and Jordan, the NUG would collapse.
Peres, who assumed the post of Prime Minister for the first two/years of
the government’s supposed four-year term, might welcome such a
collapse. But he could only do so if he felt confident either that he could
form a narrow coalition with the support of some religious parties and
Liberal elements of Likud, or that he could win new elections fought on
the question of whether Israel should enter peace negotiations with
Jordan and the Palestinians.

, In this regard, Peres needed to establish two conditions to accompany
any Jordanian willingness to enter negotiations. First, the PLO could not
be part of the negotiations. Second, Israel’s peace treaty with Egypt

! would have to be revitalized if Israelis were to have their faith restored in

" the value of further territorial compromise. Peres was thus dependent - -

. upon Hussein to come to the table without the PLO, and on Mubarak to
warm up his country’s relationship with Israel. Moreover, his delicate
pirouette could easily be disrupted by PLO or Syrian-sponsored terror-
ismi, which would force Israel to take retaliatory measures, thus compli-

| cating its relations with Jordan and Egypt. Nevertheless, Peres was
~ determined to be as flexible as possible in an effort to meet Hussein’s

' requirements for negotiations. In his first speech to the Knesset he
signalled to Hussein his peaceful intent and his willingness to consider
any Jordanian proposal.
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When Secretary of State Shultz arrived in Israel in May he discovered
further flexibility. On the issue of a US meeting with the Jordanian/
Palestinian delegation, Peres explained that, while he preferred direct
negotiations, Israel’s position would be determined by context and tim-
ing. If the meeting took place in the context of direct negotiations, and if
the subsequent step was to be direct negotiations, then Israel would not
raise strong objections. On the issue of Palestinian representation, Peres
would accept those who were not members of the PLO and did not advo-
cate the destruction of Israel. This at least narrowed the gap between the
US and Israel on the definition of acceptable Palestinians. The US was
ready to meet a delegation that included non-PLO members of the
Palestine National Council (PNC), and, though Foreign Minister Shamir
rejected this formula, the Israeli cabinet left open the possibility that
some members of the PNC might be acceptable. On the question of the
sale of sophisticated American weapons to Jordan, Peres reiterated his
opposition to such sales to countries still in a state of war with Israel but
suggested to Shultz that, if Hussein made a declaration of non-
belligerence, he would regard that as a step involving an added element
of risk for the King, and Israel would re-evaluate its position.

When Shultz conferred with Hussein in Agaba a few days later, he
found him fairly open to all three ideas. He was prepared to commit
Jordan to direct negotiations, he would seck from Arafat a list of
Palestinians for the meeting with the US, and he would consider issuing
a statement of non-belligerence. Not surprisingly, Shultz left the region
optimistic about the ‘genuine sense of movement’ he had observed. This
optimism, however, was based on one crucial assumption: that Arafat
would be prepared to name nondescript Palestinians to join the delega-
tion that would meet the US. But during Shultz’s visit senior PLO
officials made clear in public statements that only declared PLO
members would be permitted to join the delegation. The PLO was not
about to give up its claim to be the ‘sole, legitimate representative’ of the
Palestinians.

Hussein and Reagan

At the end of May, King Hussein arrived in Washington bearing three
messages for Reagan. He stated publicly that Jordan was prepared to
move towards direct negotiations with Israel, under intemational
auspices, by the end of the year; that the PLO was now ready to accept
UN Resolutions 242 and 338; and that Jordan considered itself to be act-
ing in ‘a non-belligerent environment’.

Each of these messages appeared more promising than it actually,
turned out to be. According to the King’s txmetable, direct negotiations
with Israel would only take place as the last step in a five-stage plan.
That plan would first involve a US meeting with a Jordanian/Palestinian
delegation, during which the US would be expected to endorse self-
determination for the Palestinians; this would be followed by the PLO’s
public acceptance of Resolution 242, then by a US dialogue with the
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~PLO, a an international conference. Hussein’s second claim,
that t ready to accept Resolution 242 was almost im-
{ mediaweiy comrauicted by Arafat, who insisted that the United States
{ would first have to endorse the Palestinians’ right to self-determination.
Moreover, Hussein’s announcement that Jordan would proceed in a
non-belligerent environment was, as Shimon Peres would observe, more
‘an observation about the weather’ than a statement of non-belligerence.

Nevertheless, President Reagan was suitably impressed — so much so
that he went against the advice of Shultz and National Security Adviser
Robert McFarlane and promised the King that he would immediately
receive a package of sophisticated weapons, including Improved HAWK
anti-aircraft missiles and F-16 or F-20-advanced fighter aircraft. Because
of Hussein’s willingness to commit Jordan to direct negotiations ‘within
the year’, Shultz agreed that the US would now go ahead with the pre-
liminary meeting with the Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, whose
Palestinian members would be selected by the PLO.

The government of Israel, however, was not impressed. Peres’s
requirements had not been met on the preliminary meeting nor on the
arms sale. And Hussein’s effort to insert the PLO into the process raised
the spectre that, instead of direct negotiations between Jordan and Israel,
there would be direct negotiations between the US and the PLO. Accord-
ingly, Israel responded to Shultz’s report of Hussein’s visit by expressing
opposition to the preliminary meeting and the arms sale. On 10 June
Peres offered his own five-point peace plan as a way of accentuating the
positive. This called for direct negotiations between Israel, Jordan,
Egypt, the US and non-PLO Palestinians. Instead of the US dialogue with
a Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, it proposed that Israel be included
with this delegation in a working group that would prepare the agenda
for the negotiations; and in response to Hussein’s desire for ‘inter-
national auspices’, it suggested that the Permanent Members of the UN
Security Council should give their blessing to the negotiations through
some form of opening ceremony. As for the Palestinian representatives,
it was suggested that they be drawn from residents of the West Bank and
Gaza. Finally, Peres responded to Hussein’s timetable by suggesting that
negotiations begin in three months.

By June, then, the desire of both Israel and Jordan for a peace process
was clearly established, but so too were the constraints within which
Peres and Hussein would have to manoeuvre. Hussein sought PLO
involvement, via a dialogue with the US; Arab and Soviet support, via
an international conference; and a.demonstrated US commitment to
him, via an arms sale. Peres on the other hand, could not live with a

. US-PLO dialogue, or an international conference, or the sale of
sophisticated weapons to a neighbour still at war,

If these had been the only factors the US had to contend with, it might
just have been able to finesse the differences. However, other players
now intervened. In June 72 US Senators, more sceptical than their
President of the King’s readiness to enter direct negotiations, sponsored
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a resolution opposing a major new arms sale. In these circumstances, the
Reagan Administration decided to delay notification of the sale and
offered the King $250 million in economic assistance instead. In mid-July
Arafat provided his list of Palestinians for the preliminary meeting with
the US: five of the seven were closely affiliated with the PLO leadership,
the other two being from the West Bank and Gaza. When Peres
announced Israel’s willingness to deal with the latter, Arafat quickly
demoted them to ‘consultants’, eventually agreeing that they could be part
of the delegation, provided two others from the list were included. Then,
in early August, Hussein tested his Arab support via an emergency Arab
summit at Casablanca, and found it severely wanting. Not only was the
Syrian boycott of the summit joined by Algeria, Lebanon, South Yemen
and Libya, but King Fahd of Saudi Arabia and President Saddam Hussein
of Iraq also decided to stay away. Instead of endorsing the Jordan-PLO
Accord as the way to proceed, the Arab League reaffirmed the Fez Plan.
Meanwhile - as if to drive the point home —~ Kuwait, under Syrian pres-
sure, had already ended its financial subsidies to Jordan on 17 July.

The Murphy Meeting
In these circumstances the task of US diplomacy became immensely
more difficult. Hussein’s first step could only now be taken if the US
were prepared to meet clearly identified members of the PLO without
previous PLO acceptance of any of the long-standing US conditions.
Such a meeting ran the very real risk of giving the PLO a significant
political victory while weakening Peres domestically and causing a rift
‘in US-Israeli relations. In Shultz’s judgment it was a risk only worth
taking if the US could be assured that direct negotiations between Israel
and Jordan would ensue. Thus Murphy was dispatched to Amman in
- August with strict instructions to meet the joint delegation only if the
King were prepared to make a clear commitment to enter direct negotia-
tions with Israel after the meeting. However, after the Casablanca
summit Hussein was unwilling to make such a commitment. He clung
instead to his five-stage plan, and his Prime Minister, Zaid al-Rifai,
rejected publicly any linkage between the preliminary meeting and
negotiations with Israel. In an effort to overcome the impasse, Murphy
now proposed to Shultz that the US should drop the linkage to direct
negotiations and use the meeting instead to test the PLO’s intentions. If,
following the meeting, Arafat still failed to endorse Resolution 242, then
the onus would be on Hussein to find another way. Shultz chose a differ-
ent approach — Britain would put the PLO to the test by meeting a
Jordanian/PLO delegation in mid-October. '

In the meantime, the PLO demonstrated its real intentions with a series
of spectacular terrorist incidents. The first two operations, in late
August, were frustrated by Israel. But on 25 September, two days before
King Hussein was due to arrive in the US on another visit, the PLO’s
Force 17 (Yasser Arafat’s bodyguards) murdered three Israelis on a yacht
in Lamaca, Cyprus. Israel retaliated by bombing the PLO headquarters in
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Tunis. Two weeks later a branch of the Palestine Liberation Front loyal
to Arafat hijacked the Italian cruise liner Achille Lauro and killed a
crippled American.

In the wake of these events two members of the PLO Executive
Committee arrived in London for the planned meeting with British
Foreign Secretary Howe. But the meeting never took place because,
under orders from Arafat, they refused to endorse a statement that would
have been issued afterwards committing them personally to acceptance
of Resolution 242 and Israel’s right to exist. These events effectively
ended the effort to resolve the problem of Palestinian representation by
providing a role for the PLO via a US meeting with a Jordanian/
Palestinian delégation. As Shultz noted: ‘those who perpetrate violence
deal themselves out of the peace process’.

Stage Two: International Auspices
Hussein had already begun to shift the emphasis of his strategy after the
Casablanca summit and the failure of Murphy’s August visit. It was now
clear, on the one hand, that Syria had denied him Arab support and, on
the other, that the PLO was not serious about making peace. Repeated
demonstrations of the PLO’s commitment to ‘armed struggle’, combined
with its failure to live up to its commitment to Jordan to accept Resolu-
tion 242, were more than a severe embarrassment to the King. They also
seemed designed to drag Jordan back into conflict with Israel, for the
actions against Israel were generating heavy pressure on Peres to
retaliate by bombing PLO offices in Jordan. If the PLO was dragging him
back into war at the same time as he was straining his relations with
Syria and Saudi Arabia, then King Hussein felt he was runnin/g high
risks for little benefit,

Accordingly, when Hussein returned to the United States in late
- September, he no longer sought a US-Jordanian/Palestinian dialogue.
As he declared in a speech to the UN General Assembly, his stress now
‘'was on prompt and direct negotiations with Israel, under appropriate
auspices (which he defined as an international conference, hosted by the
UN Secretary General, and including the five Permanent Members of
the Security Council as well as all parties to the conflict).

This shift in strategy was accompanied by purposeful reconciliation
with Syria. The process began in mid-September with a Saudi-sponsored
meeting between the Syrian and Jordanian Prime Ministers. A second
meeting, one month later, resulted in a three-point agreement which
rejected direct negotiations with Israel as well as partial and unilateral
settlements. In this way, Hussein achieved two purposes: he reduced ten-
sions with Syria while laying the groundwork for involving Damascus in
an intemational conference; and he applied pressure to Arafat to adhere
more piously to the 11 February Accord or be left out of the process. But
this did little to improve his ability to enter negotiations with Israel. As
the agreement with Damascus demonstrated, Syria would only be drawn
into the process on its own terms, which amounted to a veto over any
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Jordanian move. And, as Hussein’s subsequent meeting with Arafat on
27-8 October showed, the PLO was well able to resist his pressure.

Moreover, Hussein also paid a high price. His rapprochement with
Damascus robbed the Reagan Administration of the Syrian threat to
Jordan as the major justification for its $1.9-billion arms sale. And his
acceptance of Syria’s demand that he reject direct negotiations robbed
his commitment before the UN General Assembly of any credibility. In
these circumstances, the US Congress was overwhelmingly opposed to
the arms sale, and on 23 October the Administration decided to avoid an
embarrassing defeat by delaying the sale until | March 1986. Hussein’s
weakness was therefore portrayed in stark relief. He had been unable to
control Arafat by allying himself with the PLO, but he could not now ally
himself with Syria without coming under Assad’s control. In these cir-
cumstances, he could not enter negotiations with Israel, which meant
that he could not gain access to America’s arsenal.

Shimon Peres had a different problem. He was due to hand over the
Prime Ministership to Yitzhak Shamir in twelve months’ time. Yet he
was riding high in the opinion polls and facing increasing pressure from
his own party to precipitate new elections before summer 1986. If he
could bring Hussein to the table, he would have the issue he needed for
breaking his agreement with Shamir. Aware of Hussein’s disillusion-
ment with the PLO, Peres tried to accommodate his desire for inter-
national auspices in the hope that Hussein could reciprocate by meeting
Israel’s need to exclude the PLO. Accordingly, in his speech to the UN
General Assembly in October, Peres suggested that the direct negotia-
tions could. be initiated by an international forum. Subsequently, he
indicated that the USSR could be included in this forum if it renewed
diplomatic relations with Israel or allowed significant numbers of $ov1et
Jews to emigrate to Israel.

Co-operation and co-ordination now began to take place on a number
of levels. Peres and Hussein apparently held a secret meeting in Paris in
October, and other meetings between Jordanian and Israeli officials may
also have taken place. Jordan urged the Soviet Union to renew diplo-
matic relations with Israel. Murphy paid a secret visit to Amman, after
which he reported that Jordan, Israel and the US were in agreement on
three points: that the UN Secretary General would issue invitations to
an international conference which would accompany direct negotia-
tions; that only states would be represented at the table (meaning the
Palestinians would be part of the Jordanian delegation); and that the
topic of negotiation would be transitional or functional arrangements for
the West Bank and Gaza.

The Reluctant Super-powers

If there were to be an international forum for the negotiations, the
United States and the Soviet Union would have to be there. In mid-
November, Reagan and Gorbachev were scheduled to hold their first
summit. Peres and Hussein therefore urged Murphy to get Reagan to
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discuss the peace process with Gorbachev and seek Soviet involvement
in the international forum they both now sought. It was ironical indeed
that the lesser powers, normally the most fearful of super-power agree-
ments being made at their expense, were now seeking super-power
involvement. But this time neither super-power proved in a hurry to
accept the invitation.

Shultz regarded the notion of reintroducing the Soviet Union into the
American-sponsored peace process with great scepticism. Moreover, he
did not want the Middle East to interfere with the other items on the
agenda - arms control and US-Soviet bilateral relations — to which he
attached a higher priority. For its part, the USSR also showed little
interest in making the Middle East a summit issue. Under Gorbachev’s
leadership, Moscow had begun to adopt a more flexible approach to the
Middle East, focused on cultivating relations with the conservative Arab
regimes, and it had also sent several signals to Israel that it was interested
in improving relations. In late October, however, when Peres met Soviet
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze at the UN and explained Israel’s terms
for Soviet involvement in the peace process, he was told to wait until -
after the super-power summit,

In fact Moscow was in no hurry to repeat the humiliations of the’1973
Geneva conference on the Middle East or the 1977 US-Soviet joint
communiqué. In the first case, the USSR was left co-chairing a phoney
conference while Kissinger conducted the negotiations between Israel
and Egypt and Syria. In the second case, it reached an agreement with
the US on reconvening the Geneva conference, only to see Sadat nego-
tiate directly with Israel. Now, in the Soviet view, Israel and the US were
aitempting to orchestrate another phoney conference which, as Peres
emphasized in subsequent clarifications to his UN speech, would have
no control over the bilateral negotiations and would only be a/‘short
premiere’. Moreover, at a mid-year meeting of Soviet and American
officials to discuss the Middle East, the US had made it clear that the
USSR would have to demonstrate constructive behaviour by revising its
regional policies before it could be involved in the peace process.

Neither of these conditions was attractive to Moscow. It was only
interested in a real international conference in which it would play a
substantive role. The fact that both Jordan and Israel now sought its
participation it saw as a positive step, but it wanted to ensure that the
American-sponsored peace process failed, rather than help its success by
agreeing to an international facade. Accordingly, the USSR had from the
outset opposed the Jordan—PLO Accord and had pressed Arafat not to
make concessions to Jordan or the US. It feared that, if he did so, US-
sponsored direct negotiations between Jordan and Israel would take -
place, putting an end to any hope of rebuilding Soviet influence in the
Middle East heartland. Thus, for very different reasons, Moscow showed
as little interest as Washington in putting the Middle East high on the
Reagan—-Gorbachev summit agenda. Discussion of the Middle East at
the summit was perfunctory, with both sides restating their long-held
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positions and agreeing only to continue the regional consultations that
had started in 1984. ’

Losing Momentum

Without super-power backing, the efforts of Peres and Hussein would
now prove inadequate to surmount the growing regional opposition to
direct negotiations. Syria was determined to ensure that Jordan would
not proceed and took advantage of the reconciliation talks with Jordan
to make this very clear. The joint communiqué issued after Jordan’s
Prime Minister had met Assad in Damascus in mid-November again
emphasizeéd their common rejection of direct negotiations and partial or
separate solutions. When the King finally held his summit with Assad in
Damascus, in December, no communiqué was issued. If Hussein had
planned to gain Syrian acquiescence to an international conference, he
had apparently made no headway.

The one, advantage of this rapprochement might have been the
pressure it put on the PLO to meet Hussein’s terms for direct negotiations
for fear of being sacrificed on the altar of improved Syrian-Jordanian
relations. But when the PLO Executive Committee met in Baghdad in
late November it proved to be quite resilient to this pressure and
(although Hussein only learned of its decision in February 1986)
apparently decided to reject his call for unequivocal PLO acceptance of
UN Resolution 242. Indeed, Hussein’s leverage on the PLO was so weak
that Arafat could spend the next two months simply avoiding the
rendezvous in Amman at which he would have to deliver this rebuff.

Egypt at least could have been expected to provide support for Peres
and Hussein, but Mubarak had his own agenda. First, in an effort to
prove Egypt’s fidelity to the Palestinian cause, he managed to ease the
pressure Hussein was applying to Arafat. During his September visit to
Washington, he had again insisted that the PLO be involved in the pro-
cess via a US-PLO dialogue, even though Hussein had by this time given
up the idea. In November Mubarak welcomed Arafat to Cairo and with
much fanfare arranged the issuing of Arafat’s ‘Cairo Declaration’, in
which he condemned terrorism while reaffirming the legitimacy of
‘armed struggle’ against Israel. While Egyptian officials interpreted this
as meaning that the PLO would restrict its activities to the territories
occupied by Israel in 1967, Arafat subsequently explained that armed
-- struggle would continue in the whole of occupied Palestine. And then in
mid-November, after meeting Hussein, Mubarak declared that the PLO
would have to be actively and directly involved in the negotiations.

These activities complicated Peres’s diplomacy as much as they did
Hussein’s. Not only was Peres trying to exclude the PLO from the nego-
tiations, he had also been counting on Mubarak to warm up relations
with Israel. Instead, negotiations with Egypt on the Taba border dispute
had now become bogged down in an internal disagreement over whether
congciliation should precede arbitration. Peres’ Likud coalition partners
were insisting that conciliation come first; Peres himself was insisting

112



SEARCHING FOR PEACE

that, if Israel agreed to arbitration, Egypt would have to revitalize its
normalization agreements with Israel and return its ambassador.

Mubarak’s insistence on PLO involvement in the peace process,
together with his reluctance to make any gesture towards Israel that
might be criticized by the opposition at home or in the Arab world,
posed problems enough for Peres. But matters were only made worse by
the Egyptian handling of the killing of seven Israeli tourists in Sinai in
October, when Mubarak dismissed the incident as a ‘small matter’ and
delayed a response to Israel’s request for an official report. Nevertheless,
in January Péres did succeed in persuading his Cabinet to agree to a
compromise on the Taba dispute, whereby the issue would be submitted
to arbitration but the first step in the process would be an effort at con-
ciliation. Negotiations with Egypt began again in earnest, but they
dragged on for months, over the terms of the compromise and the
linkage to normalization of relations, without any satisfactory conclu-
sion being reached.

Denouement

In these circumstances, the peace process began to languish. Neverthe-
less, the United States decided to make one more attempt to get negotia-
tions started. In January 1986 Murphy was dispatched to London to
meet Hussein and, subsequently, Peres. He carried with him a commit-
ment from the President that the US would adopt a higher profile by
sending Shultz to the region if Hussein were now prepared to enter direct
negotiations with Israel within an international context. Hussein
insisted, however, that the PLO would have to be present in the
Jordanian delegation at the international conference. Thus, in the final
. act, the problems of Palestinian representation and the forum for nego-
tiations would be combined, if anything lessening the chances that a
breakthrough would be achieved.

In an effort to meet Hussein’s requirements, however, the US decided
that it would accept the issuing of an invitation to the PLO to attend the
international conference provided that the PLO accepted UN Resolu-
tions 242 and 338 and renounced terror. It also agreed that each party to
the negotiations would have the right to submit any disagreements be-
tween them to the conference. If the PLO accepted its conditions, the US
would begin discussions with the USSR and the other Permanent
Members of the Security Council to seek their participation in the con-
ference. Peres apparently acquiesced in this offer on the basis that the
conference would have no power over the bilateral negotiations, where
the PLO would not be present, and on the understanding that Israel
retained its right to refuse to negotiate with the PLO.

Hussein put this offer to Arafat when he finally turned up in Amman
in late January 1986. Arafat insisted, however, that before the PLO
accepted UN Resolution 242 the US would have to state its support for
Palestinian self-determination and that the international conference °
would have to have arbitral powers over the bilateral talks. Their nego-
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tiations dragged on for two weeks, with the US trying to come up with
creative formulations which would meet Arafat’s demands without
endorsing self-determination, but on 7 February Arafat left Amman,
still insisting that the US must approve Palestinian self-determination.
Then, on 19 February, King Hussein delivered a three-hour speech
announcing the breakdown of the peace process, blaming the PLO, and
ending co-operation with the PLO leadership ‘until such time as their
word becomes their bond’.

Although in subsequent days Hussein called for an alternative
Palestinian leadership, he took no action to move towards negotiations
without the PLO. The PLO’s offices in Amman remained open, and
Hussein’s supporters in the territories waited in vain for some signal that
he would move ahead on his own. In this vacuum the murder of the
mayor of Nablus, Zafir al-Masri, a pro-Jordanian who had been
appointed by Israel in November, put an end to any prospect that Pales-
tinians in the West Bank and Gaza might break with the PLO and join
Hussein in negotiating with Israel. In the end none of the parties to the
process considered the benefits of beginning the negotiations worth the
risks involved in taking the next step. The PLO would not accept
Resolution 242 and renounce terror; Jordan would not proceed without
the PLO and an international conference; Israel wouldnot negotiate with

- the PLO; and the United States would not commit itself to supporting the
creation of an independent Palestinian state. None of them was in a
strong enough position to change these parameters. It was left to the
State Department spokesman to announce that the peace process had
now entered a ‘period of reflection’.

It had always been an illusion to think that the diplomacy of Israel,
Jordan and the US on its own could have overcome the obstruction of
the radical forces in the Middle East which had combined to prevent
progress in the peace negotiations. And it was a mistake to believe that,
merely by addressing the Palestinian problem, the grievances of the
Palestinians could be requited or their objectives thwarted. Only when
the balance of power shifts back in favour of the parties who have a stake-
in peace, will it be possible to start the process again.

























































