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The Myth of Coexistence with Zionism

Again a flurry of activity by the leaders of Egypt, the United
States and the Israeli entity in Palestine, to reach a settlement,
characterized by Menachem Begin’s visit to Washington March 3,
followed by President Carter’s visit to Cairo and Tel Aviv March7
culminating with his declaration: “We have failed to meet the
Challenge.” Only to follow that, in his meeting with Sadat, by the
other statement that Egypt and Israel had reached total
agreement, and by the ceremonious signing of an Egyptian-Israeli
“peace treaty” on the White House lawn.

The peace initiative, if a peace initiative it was, which began with
Anwar Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem and ended with the so-called
Camp David Accords, had shown, many months ago, every sign of
having collapsed from its own contradictions. Yet Sadat, Begin
and Carter pushed on, proclaiming from time to time that the
differences between Egypt and Israel were “minor”, that they
would be bridged finally with the visit of this or that American
official to this or that capital, and that if only this or that Arab
government went along with this or that notion in the Accords
everything wuld be just fine. Moreover, it was explained, the
differences hinged merely on the question of “linkage” (of an
Egyptian-Israeli treaty to a Palestinian settlement) and
“precedence” (of an Egyptian-Israeli treaty of any other).

There was an air of unreality about all of this, of theatre of the
absurd. This quality was not only characterized by the spectacle of
Carter in Cairo being cheered by thousands of Egyptians trucked
in from the rural areas to shout meaningless slogans, nor from the
talks Egyptian officials held with Secretary Vance, improbably
enough, at the Palestine Hotel, the first day the American
delegation arrived in Egypt. Rather it was characterized by how far
removed Carter, Begin and Sadat have become from all rational
and dignified possibilities of resolving the conflict in Palestine —
the one conflict that both Carter and Sadat have openly
recognized as being the cause-root of the Arab-Israeli dispute and
that Begin must equally, though not so openly, recognize as such.

In the context of historical imperative and geopolitical realities,
the three men surely inhabit a world of fantasy and wishful thinking
if they think that their “total agreement” is binding on the Arab
world.

Sadat has, since his visit to occupied Jerusalem in November of
1977, suddenly appointed himself the representative of the
Palestinians who is to define to the world the nature of Palestinian
national rights — when the Palestinians, inside and outside Pales-
tine, have vociferously denied him that authority. Since all Pales-
tinians, including their official representatives the PLO, have made
it quite clear that the Egyptian leader’s services are not needed and
that they found his interpretation of their rights objectionable,
then by what authority has Sadat negotiated away the question of
Palestine?

Yet this is not all that has happened. Sadat has, by his naive solo
diplomatic activity, as he bowed and scraped and gave away
everything to Israel that it wanted, allowed Israel to mortify him
and the whole Arab nation.

Sadat visited Jerusalem while it was under occupation and gave
recognition to the Israeli entity while its foreign troops were
stationed in the national territories of three Arab countries. He
threw away the right of the Palestinians to be represented by their
own leaders, the PLO, which his government had officially
endorsed at the Rabat Conference as the sole spokesman of the
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people of Palestine. He gave away the one pivotal demand and
aspiration of the Palestinians, for which they have struggled and
sacrificed these last sixty years, to be free and sovereign in
statehood. He reduced the Palestinian problem to a fragment by
allowing it to be defined as a question of “autonomy” for “the
inhabitants of the West Bank/Gaza.” And he even, right at the
end, reduced it further still to autonomy merely in Gaza. On the
broader issues of the Arab-Israeli conflict, he not only agreed to a
separate peace with Israel — by itself an unpardonable act — but
allowed Israel to extract from the Egyptian people one concession
after another, having to do with exchange of ambassadors, while
Israeli occupation forces stayed on in Arab lands, with Egypt giving
up all treaties already existing between it and its sister Arab states,
and with issues of Egyptian oil in the Sinai to be shipped to Israel.
And still Israel balked. And still Israel wanted more concessions
from the people of Egypt, from the people of Palestine and from
other Arabs — with Sadat, in the end, doing all the giving.

The designs of Israel and the U.S. in all of this are well-known.

Israeli leaders, formerly of the Urgun and Stern gangs have a
well-delineated policy. It is to keep Zionist occupation perpetualin
the whole of Palestine (denying the Palestinian people any rights to
statehood and freedom) and to weaken the political and military
resources of the Arab world by isolating Egypt from its historical
place in it. The U.S., especially in the wake of the triumph of the
Iranian revolution and the ouster of its puppet, the Shah, has a
three-tiered policy: firstly, it is to undertake through Israel, the
task of checking the emergence of progressive forces in the
Mashrek countries that may threaten the massive political and
economic interests of American imperialism in the Arab world.
Secondly, and to use American phraseology, it is to transform
Egypt into a “bastion of stability,” that is, a base of reaction to be
used against liberation forces in Africa and the Middle East. This is
a role for Eqypt that Sadat himself has openly, and without fear of
retribution, coveted. Thirdly, U.S. policy in the Middle East at this
juncture is to block in the best way it can the emergence of an
independent Palestinian state and impede any meaningful
translation of Palestinian rights in Palestine — since that, in the
mysterious and brutal ethics of American foreign policy, is seen as
a “destabilization” of the status quo, which the United States
emphatically does not want.

The agreement between Egypt and Israel is a major challenge to
the Palestinian liberation movement as it is to the rest of the Arabs,
mutilating, as it does, Palestinian rights and opening the door for a
firm foothold by American imperialism in the Arab world. Above
all, it is a challenge to the whole Arab nation since this agreement
legitimizes Zionism, and an extremist right-wing brand of Zionism
to boot, in the heart of the region. We are confident the response
to this challenge by the Palestinians and the Arab states, including
their masses, will not go unnoticed. We are confident that Sadat,
Begin and Carter may have, in fact, created conditions for the
emergence of forces and alliances in the Arab world dedicated to
reversing the gains that Zionism and American imperialism scored
in the area.

The resources of the Palestinian movement and the Arab states
are not mean. When used, their potential is beyond the ability of a
racist, apartheid movement like Zionism, or imperialism, to
confront. The history of the last thirty years proves it.
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U.S. Military Involvement: Hidden Item on the Peace Agenda

“The lesson of Vietnam is to teach us
sophistication about where to get involved.”
Vice-President Mondale, quoted in
Newsweek, March 19, 1979.

As President Carter announced the
beginning of a new era of peace in the Middle
East with his engineering of the Egyptian-
Israeli peace treaty, the U.S. Constellation
and three American escort ships steamed
towards the Indian Ocean in a display of
American military force designed to
reassure Saudi Arabia and shore up North
Yemen, embroiled in awar with the People’s
Democratic Republic of Yemen to the
south. The Administration also announced
the sale of 12 F-5s to North Yemen, to be
financed with Saudi money.

On the eve of the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty, an American military buildup in the
Middle East had begun. It had been augured
by statements by U.S. Defense and Energy
Secretaries on February 27. Energy
Secretary Schlesinger warned: “The United
States has vital interests in the Persian Gulf.
The United States must move in such away
that it protects those interests, even if that
involves the use of military strength or of
military presence.”

In fact, warships and warnings of
increased military involvement are a better
symbol for the role of the U.S. and for the
future of the Middle East after the signing of
the peace treaty than the euphoric
prophecies of Begin, Carter and Sadat. The
paradox of Carter’s peace is that it propels
the region closer to confrontation, war and
foreign intervention. It is no mistake that
reporters noted that this round of peace
talks dealt even less with the Palestinian
problem and more with strategic
considerations. Carter’s actions, bothin the
Gulf and in Cairo and Jerusalem, signal a
dangerous turn in U.S. policy in the post-
Vietnam era.

State Department staffers, the Mideast
Observor of March 1 reports, are describing
the atmosphere at the Department as
“reminiscent of Vietnam in 1963,” the year
elated policymakers convinced themselves
that commitment of American advisors and
ground troops would lead to easy victory in
Southeast Asia. In the wake of the
shattering defeat in Vietnam, the Nixon
Doctrine, which advocated the use of
regional client-states to protect U.S.
interests and avoid direct commitment of
U.S. troops, emerged. The fall of the Shah of
Iran, a bulwark of the Nixon Doctrine, and
the withdrawal of the new Iranian
government from CENTO and other
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commitments to the U.S., has thrown this
policy into question.

Certainly, reliance on client states has not
been abandoned, but if the old form of the
Nixon Doctrine is moribund, the U.S. faces
the task of reformulating the guidelines of its
policy. An increasing chorus harks back to
the “good old days” of the height of
American power. The display of force in
Yemen was greeted by a Wall Street
Journal editorial which applauded Carter’s
firmness and noted that “North Yemenis as
good a place as any” to “draw the American
line.”

In different ways, Egypt and Israel are
wying as volunteers to fill the gap left by the
Iranian revolution. When Defense
Secretary Brown visited the area in mid-
February, Sadat told him that in return for
billions of dollars of modern weapons, Egypt
would assume “responsibility for ensuring
stability in a region stretched from Algeriain
the East to Afghanistan and from the
Mediterranean south into Sub-Sahara
Africa.” It is unlikely that defense and policy
analysts will accept such a grandiose offer
from so shaky a leader, but the trend is
important.

[srael, on the other hand, feels confident
of its credentials. Continually stressing its
role as “the defender of the Free World” and
the “only democracy in the Middle East,”
Israel has lately been promoting the concept
of being “full strategic partners” with the
United States. In early March, when asked
about a mutual defense pact between Israel
and the United States, Begin replied “Israel
would be delighted.” Israeli military
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correspondent Yosef Goell, writing in the
Jerusalem Post of March 16 noted the
significance of increased military alliance
with the U.S. when he wrote “It seems that
there is no alternative to reinforced
American military presence in the area.”
Again like Egypt, Israel's “strategic
partnership” will require more billions of
dollars for American weapons.

Among American legislators, Senator
Henry Jackson has been the most
enthusiastic about a stepped-up role for
Egypt and Israel. On ABC’s Issues and
Answers of March 11, he painted a grim
picture of the “undefended” and
“wideopen” oilfields of Saudi Arabia and
prophecied the Western world coming to a
“grinding halt” if these resources were
attacked. Jackson’s solution was a
“contingency plan so that local forces,
Egyptian and Israeli, or a combination of
both, should be available to defend those oil
fields in the event of sabotage or in the event
of a direct assault on those fields.”

Jackson’s strategic “thinking” raises both
incongruities and dangers. Aside from the
logistical near-impossibility of a
“strikeforce” defending hundreds of miles of
oilfields, and the interjection of the Arab-
Israeli dispute into Gulf politics, Jackson
adds a third and frightening dimension when
he calls for an “American backup” for these
local forces, rhetoric again reminiscent of
the early Vietnam era. Jackson also
supports the creation of a “Fifth Fleet” in the
Persian Gulf.

Jackson, of course is well-known as a
hawk whose rhetoric surpasses even the
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