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FOREIGN POLICIES TOWARDS THE MIDDLE EAST AND PALESTINE

PAsSSIA MEETINGS 1995-1999

Introduction

ver since its foundation in 1987, a major part of PASSIA’s work has

been dedicated to the promotion of an improved understanding of in-
ternational relations as they affect the Palestinian struggle for peace and
justice. Activities in this context have included academic research, docu-
mentation, and the hosting of meetings, the ultimate objective being to
encourage wider debate and analysis of contemporary international rela-
tions issues related to the Middle East in general and Palestine in par-
ticular in their larger historical, cultural, religious and socioeconomic con-
texts.

One of the activities for which PASSIA has earned a unique reputation is
its series of intensive seminars for Palestinian graduates and profession-
als that form part of the ongoing program on Training and Education in
International Affairs, which commenced in 1990. The topics of the annual
seminars held under the auspices of this program have included to date
Strategic and Security Studies, The European Union, The Foreign Poli-
cies of Arab States, Conflict Resolution and Diploracy in the Middle East,
The United States and Canada, and Japan, Palestine and the Middle
East. Over the years, and as a result of these seminars, many mutually
beneficial working connections have been established with scholars and
institutes in the Arab World, North American, Europe and Japan. Through
these connections, PASSIA, in addition to facilitating the gleaning of in-
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formation pertaining to these regions locally, has been able to advertise
the situation of the Palestinian people and their society to a wider audi-
ence than might otherwise have been possible.

With these activities in the field of international affairs, foreign policy and
diplomacy, PASSIA aspires to contribute to an improved knowledge and
better understanding of the interplay of Palestinian affairs, regional politi-
cal powers and systems, and their respective international contexts. This
is considered of special significance, as, although Palestine is proceeding
on its way to formal statehood and has established numerous diplomatic
ties over the past years, there is little material available that relates Pales-
tinian issues to international affairs. In publishing Foreign Policies To-
wards the Middle East and Palestine, PASSIA endeavors to help amend
the current situation by providing the full texts of presentations given at
PASSIA meetings and other events held during the period 1995-1999. In
order to keep the context and scope as diversified as possible, the topics
compiled in this publication cover aspects of regional politics involving
players such as Israel and Jordan but also the foreign policies vis-a-vis
the Middle East region in general and Palestine in particular of countries
as dissimilar as, for example, India and Germany. It is hoped that the
reader will find the selection both comprehensive and informative.

Jerusalem, July 1999 Dr. Mahdi Abdul Hadi
Head of PASSIA



The European Union and the Arab-Israeli Conflict:
From Venice to Madrid'

Dr. Rosemary Hollis
Head of the Middle East Program at the Royal Institute of International Affairs, London

The Venice Declaration, June 1980

The Venice Declaration was issued in the wake of the US-brokered Camp
David accords, to signal Europe's intention to play a more active role in the
search for a more comprehensive approach to peacemaking in the Middle
East. According to the declaration, "The traditional ties and common interests
that link Europe to the Middle East oblige [the European Committee (EC)
members] to play a special role” in the pursuit of regional peace. The for-
mulation of the declaration was in itself a milestone in the EC's quest for a
common foreign policy.

However, the declaration was condemned by Israel, as it explicitly con-
firmed Europe's sympathy for the Palestinian cause. On the basis of UN
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, as well as positions expressed
by the EC on several previous occasions, the declaration stated that:

“the time has come to promote the recognition and implementation of the
two principles universally accepted by the international community; the
right to existence and to security of all the states in the region, including
Israel, and justice for all the peoples, which implies the recognition of the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people."

The declaration went on to state that the Palestinian problem was not sim-
ply one of refugees, that the Palestinian people must be placed in a position
to "exercise fully their right to self-determination," and that the PLO would
have to be associated with the peace negotiations.

1 Presentation given at PASSIA on 2 November 1995 as part of the PASSIA Seminar on The Euro-
pean Union.
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Further, the EC stressed that it would "not accept any unilateral initiative
designed to change the status of Jerusalem," and maintained that "settle-
ments, as well as modifications in population and property in the occupied
Arab territories, are illegal under International Law."

After Venice: Slow Progress and Poor Relations with Israel

The EC made only half-hearted attempts to follow up the declaration with
action. This, in any case, was stymied, by Israeli, Egyptian and American
opposition and preference for the Camp David process. Israeli reaction to
the Venice Declaration was particularly vociferous.

Two days after the declaration was promulgated, the Israeli Cabinet stated:

"Nothing will remain of the Venice decision but a bitter memory. The de-
cision calls on us and other nations to bring into the peace process that
Arab SS which calls itself 'the Palestine Liberation Organization'... all
men of goodwill in Europe, all men who revere liberty, will see this
document as another Munich-like capitulation to totalitarian blackmail
and a spur to all those seeking to undermine the Camp David Accords
and derail the peace process in the Middle East."

EU-lIsraeli relations were further damaged by the Israeli invasion of Leba-
non in 1982. The EC condemned the invasion and continues to call for a full
Israeli withdrawal from all of Lebanon. The EC imposed an embargo on
arms sales to Israel, this being lifted in stages after the opening of the Ma-
drid conference and the signing of the Oslo Agreement.

Development of the EC Position on the Palestinians

The EC progressively moved towards a more forthright endorsement of the
Palestinian right to self-determination and the importance of involving the
PLO in peace negotiations. The Intifada, beginning in December 1987,
caused a great deal of adverse publicity for Israel in the EC. In November
1988, the EC formally welcomed the PNC decision to accept UN Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 as a basis for an international conference,
which implied, according to the EC, "the acceptance of the right of exis-
tence and of security of all the states of the region, including Israel." The EC
also welcomed the Palestinian National Council's (PNC) renunciation of
terrorism.
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Meanwhile, Israel remained implacably opposed to any dealings with the
PLO and continued to oppose an international conference for fear of the in-
volvement of all UN Security Council members, preferring to deal with Arab
states individually.

The Israelis remained critical of all EC statements in support of Palestinian
rights. In January 1989, for example, Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir
told the chairman of the European Parliament that it was difficult to conceive
of the Europeans as participants in the political process in the Middle East,
precisely because the EC had demonstrated a pro-Palestinian bias.

For their part, a delegation of MEPs (members of the European Parliament)
visiting Israel in 1989 told Knesset members that the EC could not accept
Israel's rejection of any European role in facilitating peace talks. They em-
phasized that Europe was geographically closer to the Middle East than
either of the superpowers and was Israel's largest trading partner.

During the Gulf Crisis of 1990-1991, the US quashed European (notably
French) attempts to link the continuation of the search for a solution to the
Arab-Israeli conflict with an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait.

1991 Madrid Peace Conference

The Madrid Conference was convened by the US, with Russia as co-spon-
sor, essentially a token role. The EC was invited to attend, as opposed to
participate and the UN was invited as an observer only. The EC, though not
altogether happy with the arrangements, deferred to the dynamics fuelling
the process.

Meanwhile, the Commission and the Chairman of the Council of Ministers
argued publicly about which of them should speak on the EC's behalf. In the
end, the (Dutch) Chairman of the Council made a speech demonstrating the
differences between the positions of the EC and the US, calling specifically
for Israel to accept the concept of ‘land for peace’ and an end to settlement
building in the Occupied Palestinian Territories.

The exclusion of the EU from the political aspect of the peace process is in
marked contrast to its role as the largest donor of financial support - a fact,
which makes continued exclusion of the Europeans from the political side of
the process unlikely, if not untenable.



The European Union ]cmd the Middle East Peace
Process Since Madrid

Bettina Muscheidt
European Commission Representative Office, Jerusalem

P rior to the Madrid Conference, the European Union's (EU) involvement
in the region was typical of the relationships it had with other countries
in the Mediterranean region. There were cooperation agreements with the
various countries, with renewable annexed protocols taking care of the prac-
tical arrangements of cooperation.

From an early stage, the Union also expressed its political views in a series
of declarations issued by the Council of Ministers. These demonstrated the
EU's awareness of the core issues, and that the Community had a common
opinion on these matters. These declarations, and the EU's subsequent
practical involvement, show that the ground for our involvement in the
peace process was prepared before the Madrid Conference set a different
pace for the development of peace in the region.

A milestone in this regard was the Venice Declaration of the EU's Council of
Ministers in 1980. The declaration supported peace on a basis of UN Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 242 and 338, the principle of land for peace and
security for all states in the region. The declaration saw the Palestine Ques-
tion as one of national rights, advocated Palestinian self-determinaticn, and
pointed out the necessity of involving the PLO in negotiations.

The EU has since built its bilateral relations with its partners in the region on
this foundation. Development cooperation was implemented along these
lines, and, most importantly, a political dialogue established with those par-
ties that were later to enter the peace process.

! Presentation given at PASSIA on 6 November 1995 as part of the PASSIA Seminar on The Euro-
pean Union.
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By the mid-1980s the EU had decided to channel development aid to the
Palestinians on the same basis as other states in the region. This was a
unique attitude to the Palestinians, and totally independent of developments
in the peace process. The first such aid was for ECU three million. Within
three years, this had risen five-fold. After the Gulf War, emergency aid of
ECU 50 million was sent to the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT).

The only country whose relations with the EU were directly tied to progress
in the peace process was Israel. For example, the European Parliament
insisted on delaying ratification of the EU-Israel Trade Protocol until the
Palestinians could trade directly with the Union. (In the end, the Israelis
managed to sabotage this provision.)

At this point we can characterize European policy as one of active and con-
tinuous support for the peace process and recognition of the centrality of
the Palestine Question to a resolution of the conflict. Madrid in this respect
represented no major change of policy, but rather gave existing policy a
more international framework.

Following the Oslo Agreement, the EU achieved something that it has
aimed for since the onset of its involvement in the region: the full involve-
ment of the Palestinians in the process, through their political representa-
tive, the PLO, something which had been fudged at the Madrid Conference.

After Madrid

The Madrid Conference was innovative in creating a formal structure of
bilateral and multilateral tracks. The EC participated in the bilateral track,
but had much more influence in the multilateral, where it promoted regional
cooperation, seeing itself as a model for the Middle East to emulate. It was
therefore logical that at the first multilateral meeting in Moscow in 1992, the
EC took care of the Regional Economic Development Group (REDWG). At
the same time, the EC had a very active role in other working groups. In
1992, the multilateral track was believed to have an important impact in fa-
cilitating the bilateral negotiations and in furthering regional relationships in
regard to issues such as water, economics, security, the environment, and
refugees. The bilateral negotiations had their own impetus, however, and
the signing of the Oslo | Agreement had little to do with the efforts of the
international community.



Foreign Policies Towards the Middle East and Palestine

In practical terms, the multilateral track has not delivered much, despite
exceptions such as funding for the Agaba project. There are various rea-
sons for the slow process:

1. the absence of Syria and Lebanon,
2. the need to wait for progress in the bilateral talks, and
3. the need for feasibility studies to precede financial commitments.

The Future

There continues to be an EU political position expressed in the form of state-
ments and declarations whenever the Council of Ministers sees fit. We can
predict a continued upgrading of Palestinian-EU bilateral relations, regular-
ized post-Oslo by the establishment of the PNA. Previously, aid was chan-
neled through Palestinian NGOs, but with Oslo, much larger projects than
NGOs could handle were now performed and dealt with by PNA ministries.
Of course, setting up and running the PNA itself was helped by EU aid.

Palestinians may have to wait for formal diplomatic representation, which,
however, should not be long in coming. In the meantime, there is scope for
establishing lobbies in Brussels and across the Union. The Palestinian
elections will make a crucial difference in Palestinians’ dealings with foreign
powers. There is a need for training for PNA officials in professional and
technical capacities and in areas such as fisheries and telecommunications
where negotiations must be conducted and decisions taken. The EU is
active in this area, and intends to continue being so. A major issue in the
future will be how the EU balances conflicting claims and needs from its
southern and eastern neighbors. The EU is likely to strive for equality of
treatment and go ahead with plans for a Mediterranean free trade area. The
Barcelona Cenference, at which the Palestinians will be present as full
partners, will set the framework for this.



The Political Economy of Foreign Policies in the
Middle East

Dr. Peter Pawelka
Professor of Political Science, University of Tibingen

t is not my intention to give you a lecture on empirical or actual foreign

policy in the Middle East, because this would be like carrying coals to
Newcastle. | would just like to present to you some academic ideas on a
more complex approach of foreign policy analysis. | feel very honored that
you are ready to listen to me despite the pressing problems that you have
to deal with on a daily basis.

The analysis of foreign policies in the Middle East is a greatly neglected
field of social science research. This does not mean that little has been
written about the foreign policies of individual countries, regional conflicts, or
the region in international politics, but this literature has seldom been
systematically occupied with the character and the behavior patterns of the
foreign policies of weak, dependent and underdeveloped states.

e Most of the literature is descriptive, and does not highlight regularities,
abstract connections, or theories.

« Many writers treat the foreign policies of the Third World only as the ob-
ject or the reflection of the foreign policies of the great powers.

o Another part of the literature is dominated by the neo-realistic school
with their preference for power, influence, geopolitical interests and psy-
chological analysis: the foreign policy of statesmen.

e Just seldomly, we meet the decision-making approach or quantitative
analysis.

" Presentation given at a PASSIA reundtable on 28 October 1996.
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Nobody asks about the special features of the foreign policies of the Third
World and the ability of Third World countries to assert themselves in the
highly structured international system.

Surprisingly, the yield of the dependency approach for the foreign policy
analysis of the Third World was also quite meager. It was recognized that the
political economy must be taken into account; but it was precisely this idea of
dependency that had a paralyzing effect on the analysis of foreign policy.
What scope for action should then be investigated? It was only occasionally
mentioned that the developing countries were relatively autonomous in their
foreign policies. This general assessment applies equally to the Middle East.

With these problems in mind, we should like to argue for a foreign policy
analysis of the Middle East. We begin with a few unusual observations in
the Middle East, aspects of the international political economy of this region,
which are not found to an equal extent in other parts of the Third World:

e an unusually large transfer of resources from the industrialized countries
into the region (North-South),

e frequency and variety of state and social income from outside the na-
tional borders,

a high degree of material integration of the region into the global system,

e extreme conflict-richness of the region, linked with an unusually inten-
sive involvement of the great powers, and

e a long historical tradition of financial policy intervention by the great
powers in the political systems of the region.

The Middle East region has been forcibly integrated in the world economic
system since the middle of the 19" Century. For the sake of this lecture, we
shall assume that there are two periods of integration to be distinguished.

Until World War I, the process of development in the Middle East largely
followed the usual pattern in the Third Word. Integration into the interna-
tional system took place on the basis of agricultural raw materials exports to
the industrialized countries and industrial consumer goods imports from
those countries to the Middle East. These exchange processes were se-
cured, first of all, by political and military influence and later by colonial rule.
Following World War |, this task was taken over by domestic regimes, which
were recruited from classes created by capitalism. These neo-colonial re-
gimes were unable to cope with the crises occurring in the 1940s and fell
victim to revolutionary movements.

10
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Following World War 1, a new socioeconomic structure crystallized in the
Middle East. The economic interests of the industrialized world have since
shifted from the export of agricultural raw materials to minerals, and from
the import of industrial goods to a broad spectrum of production equipment,
high technology and luxury goods. The political economy of the Middle East
differed from that of the other regions of the Third World in that it had at its
disposal a strategic resource of the industrialized societies: mineral oil,
which is currently the major source of energy.

The position of supremacy of the Middle East in the energy market ex-
plained the unusual interest of the big powers in this region. Within the re-
gion, the socioeconomic dynamics shifted from the old agricultural areas to
the periphery of the Middle East.

The change was reflected on the political level in a division of the region,
lasting two decades, between the revolutionary agrarian systems and con-
servative oil-producing states. The socioeconomic conflict ended in the
1970s in the victory of the oil states. But the homogeneity of the region and
security policies of the oil states and the great powers led to a share in oil
revenues. In the Middle East, a whole hierarchy of states emerged, whose
revenues/incomes consisted of rents from raw materials and various rent
equivalents or were highly influenced by them.

This specific type of income, not dependent on capital investment and pro-
ductive work has produced essential features of the economy, the political
structure, the social development and mentality in the Middle East. What we
are interested in here, however, is the question of how foreign policy is
shaped by the earning of rents.

Rents in the foreign policies of the Middle East can be seen from two angles:

(1) Foreign policy, in cooperation with trade policy, is the main instrument
for obtaining rents and is thus equivalent to tax policy. Foreign policy
here becomes the central political field of the elite, because it regu-
lates the acquisition of the material basis of the system. Foreign policy
serves to absorb internationally circulating resources by state partici-
pants in favor of internal development, clientele formation, self-legiti-
mization and self-privilege.

(2) Rents, in the foreign policy process, can also be regarded as a means
of providing political inputs. External states, international organizations,
banks and multi-national corporations intervene in political systems in
order, with the help of financial benefits or other material resources, to
promote the whole political elite, or parts of them, or individual social
groups, or to mabilize or pacify them.

11
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Political rents in the foreign policy process always have two sides: they
strengthen their recipients, keep them in power and give them a chance to
develop. But they also mold attitudes and behaviors, structures and proc-
esses, which not infrequently serve external interests.

There are rent recipients or rentiers, who have no difficulty in influencing the
flow of revenues; they have the economic or political means at their dis-
posal, which are so attractive that they can easily mobilize the external in-
come. Others must use all their skills and a great deal of imagination in or-
der not to let the revenues dry up.

However, since all rent recipients are subject to fluctuations on the world
markets due to international circumstances, no rentier state can afford ab-
stinence in foreign policy. If producer states have to maintain their material
basis through continued investment, rentier states are forced to maintain or
to increase their market value by foreign policy.

The modem rentier state in the Middle East is the product of the oil price
escalation in the 1970s, the ‘regional oil economy’ with its allocation policy
and the complex integration of the region into the world economic system.

International rents also played an important role in the political culture of the
Middle East during prior periods. Our thesis is that international rents in the
political culture of the Middle East are a modern equivalent to pre-capitalist
tributes, which the political elite generally handle in a similar manner to their
predecessors.

The same state of affairs can be formulated differently: the rentier state at-
titude of large parts of the political elite in the Middle East is the result of
world economic superposition and periodically recurring financial ‘alimenta-
tion’ of the political elite from the protagonists of the international system.

The modemn history of the Middle East shows that imperialism has paid po-
litical rents to the bureaucrats of the Ottoman Empire and the traditional
sheikhs of the tribal societies in Arabia, while it has given a share in agri-
cultural rents to new social groups in the region: large landowners, non-
Muslim minorities, and ethnic and religious groups.

In the course of imperialistic penetration, rents kept traditional bureaucra-
cies alive and strengthened them politically; as a consequence, Ottoman
bureaucracy did not find any relationship to its own economic base, so that
the alienation between the political and economic elite played a crucial role
in the erosion of the empire. Rents also helped traditional tribal leaders to

12
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achieve an unusual concentration of power, Moreover, they helped the Euro-
pean powers to intervene in the social transformation processes of the Middle
East and to establish numerous direct ties to individual confessional, ethnic
and social groups.

The goal of the imperial powers was to arrange these various forces accord-
ing to their own interests and to play them off against each other, and in order
to do this, political rents, monopolies and economic privileges were granted.
To counter this, however, the regional political forces for their part learned to
exploit the rivalries of the great powers, to mobilize the lower and middle
classes and to bring conflicts to a head through ethnic and religious alliances.

Then, the great powers, too, became the ‘prisoners’ of their oriental ties and
the source of fresh political, economic and military benefits, only in order not
to lose influence, prestige, diplomatic positions, economic opportunities and
strategic positions.

In the 1970s, the oil revolution put rent policy in the Middle East on a new
and very special basis. This new material structure of the Middle East had a
lot of consequences. Even in the field of international politics and foreign
policy, | can only indicate to some of them:

e The international funding of the whole regional system eliminated the
ideological regulative conflict between Ba'athism and Nasserism on the
one side and conservative and traditional positions on the other.

e The highly structured regional international system of states transferred
to a more multipolar system of competition.

e The fragmentation of the region weakened the region as a whole with
regard to its relations with both regional outsiders and the international
system in general.

e Foreign policy influence was now exercised above all through economic
incentives or material pressures and diplomacy, and only in exceptional
cases by force.

Foreign policy in this context is not separable from rent seeking and from
the acquisition of rents. We shall base ourselves on two different types of
internationally revenue earning states, which differ above all by class of
rents and the political conditions of rent acquisition: oil rentiers and recipi-
ents of political rents. In the foreign policies of the oil countries, we may
distinguish the following functions relating to the problems of rents:

13
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1. Foreign policy serves, firstly, the acquisition of state revenues. Oil pro-
ducing countries, first of all, need to control, as much as possible, the
international energy market.

This has been a very hard task with some success and many failures.
We have much research on oil policies of states, international organiza-
tions and corporations, but it was not until very recently that academic
studies revealed that the oil policies of the OPEC members are subject
to rational calculations of interests, which take into account the behavior
of partners in recurring decision situations. This required considerable
capability of foreign policy action in view of the heterogeneity of the
OPEC members.

2. Foreign policy serves the stabilization and extension of rents.

A central aspect of oil rentiers is the defense and improvement of their
rent income through diversification; namely investment in capital partici-
pation in industries and banks of the industrialized states or the up-and-
downstream expansion in the oil business, in which a multiplier effect of
rent acquisition is triggered. In their third function, the foreign policies of
the oil-exporting countries served to safeguard the flow of revenues. The
oil states cannot be interested in oil exports being disturbed by regional
political turnovers and radical regimes. By their political influence and
their regional allocation policy, they contributed to attaching the region
as a whole more firmly to the industrial states.

Certainly not all oil states followed the rules of foreign policy cutlined here
(Iraq, Libya, and Iran for instance). Thus, the question arises, of whether the
fact of being a rentier state determines foreign policy behavior at all. Qur
answer is that while international rents lead to regularities in foreign policy
behavior, intervening variables, such as the character of the regime, the
degree of social differentiation or the relation of the quantity of rents and the
size of the society, may temporarily interrupt or permanently modify this
behavior.

Far more complex and more paradox are the foreign policies of those states
in the Middle East, which have no oil (or an insufficient amount), but were
drawn into the regional cycles of the 1970s.

Whereas the oil rentiers were, above all, beneficiaries of raw materials
rents, which originated under the influence of international markets and
world political circumstances, the ‘semi-rentiers’ tried to mobilize financial
resources, which served the political safeguarding of raw materials rents
within the region. But they also often lived on the fall-out’ from raw material
rents, contracts and ‘jobs’ given to them by the oil rentiers.

14
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The opening of the state-centered economic systems in the early 1970s
(infitah) has been interpreted in various ways as structural adjustment to the
private economic and market oriented rules of the capitalist system.

In reality, however, the point was to overcome crises of development and
problems of legitimization by creating favorable conditions for access to the
regional and worldwide rent flows. The actual goal of the various opening
up policies was to mobilize cross-border production factors (capital, labor
and technology) in favor of state revenues and economic stimuli.

Under the pressure of economic and social problems, the semi-rentiers
therefore began to put their foreign policies entirely in the service of rent-
raising. Every regime tried to find its own ways and means to put its own
political, military or cultural importance into a favorable light for improving
revenues, for example as a front-line state against Israel (Jordan), as a me-
diator in a regional sphere of influence (Syria), or as a peacemaker and
regional great power (Egypt).

Towards the end of the 1970s, all regimes had stabilized politically on the
basis of Western credits, financial aid from international organizations, cash
injections from the oil states and the participation of the labor force in the
development boom of the Gulf,

Yet, access to rents by the semi-rentiers is purchased dearly. In contrast to
the oil-rentiers, the semi-rentiers could not rely on one central source of
revenue. They had to improve the framework conditions for a number of
slim and uncertain rents, not least the unstable political rents.

In addition to this, the governments were not accepted as the only recipients
of external help and payments. They now had to make those rents possible,
too. This benefited social groups, which were to raise external capital inde-
pendently with the government’s backing and approval. This had to result in
additional political problems: inner-societal competition for the external re-
sources and ultimately conflicts over political participation and power.

Since the mid-1980s, the rent receipts in the Middle East have been falling,
which can be explained by the following:

» the weakness of the energy market,

e the breakdown of the East-West rivalry,

* the development of new military control mechanisms in the region, and
e the economic pressure from capitalism for structural adjustment.
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It was not until the revenue crisis that the capacity of the rentier states came
to light. Instead of bowing to the political and economic pressures of the
hegemonic power and the international organizations, the semi-rentiers de-
veloped considerable capacities and skills as ‘survivors.” The policy of rent-
seeking continued.

Whereas semi-rentiers had succeeded in collecting sizable war dividends
for loyalty and willingness to cooperate in the second Guif War or as a bul-
wark against fundamentalism, it is not out of the question that the Middle
East peace process will harbor undreamed of possibilities of mobilizing
international rents.

No less complex or difficult was the resistance of the semi-rentiers to the
internal social and international pressure. With rents diminishing, they were
forced to use their resources even more ‘economically’ and, at the same
time, more efficiently than before and to keep the penetration of the system
within limits.

The penetration of some semi-rentiers had gone so far that external pro-
tagonists cooperated with political parties and organizations and with parts
of the state bureaucracies and restricted more and more the decision-mak-
ing processes of the cores of the elites. Such interventions had to be care-
fully controlled in order to pre-empt any deprivation of power.

As a rule, however, the elite cores could also profit. Bureaucratic or party
political clients of outside interests were also able to raise funds from their
external patrons. If used skillfully, then, through balancing bureaucratic or
political forces, the external financial backers could be brought into situa-
tions of competition. Egypt is a very good example of such a rent acquisition
policy between various American, European and Arab interests, intervening
in the political system.

My point is not that | regard this as a desirable foreign policy: my intention is
to demonstrate a whole spectrum of reaction strategies that weak rentier
states can develop in order to assert themselves imaginatively and skillfully,
even in apparently hopeless situations.

Foreign policy thus becomes the central political field of the system: the
political elite act largely autonomously between the world economic and
international system on the one hand and the national society assigned to
them on the other. This view from the angle of political economy not only
gives extra weight to foreign policy: it opens up to foreign policy analysis —
the way to more complex connections and interpretations.
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Historical Background

After World War I, the political environment in the Arab countries was
dominated by the following issues:

1. the notion of Arab unity, recalling the first Pan-Arab awakening, the
roots of which went back to the establishment of secret societies
under the Ottomans, such as Al-Ahad (1909) and the Arab Fateh
(1913), and the Arab revolt of 1916;

2. the Palestine Question, recalling the Palestinian revolts and uprising
during the British Mandate, the culmination of which was the Great
Revolt of 1936 that ended with the St. James’ Conference in London
and the British White Paper of 1939.

In the early 1940s, the Arab capitals witnessed a series of political consul-
tations, followed by public statements, concerning Arab unity on the one hand
and the Palestine Question on the other. Against this background, British
Foreign Minister Anthony Eden declared the British Government's support
for the Arab countries’ desire for unity and for their right to strengthen their
cultural, economic and political ties. Eden stressed that his government
intended to support any agreement the Arabs would reach in this regard.

Eden’s declaration met with a mixed reaction in the Arab capitals: the Jor-
danians welcomed the British position as it supported Prince Abdallah’s
plans for the unity of Greater Syria; the Saudis were doubtful and cautious;
the Yemenis ignored it; Irag, Syria and Lebanon expressed no enthusiasm;
and Egypt called for Egyptian-Sudanese unity (the unity of the Nile Valley).

¢ Presentation given at PASSIA on 11 December 1996 as part of the PASSIA Seminar on The Foreign
Poalicies of Arab States.
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Two Arab prime ministers, Nuri Sa’id of Irag and Mustafa Nahhas Pasha of
Egypt made intensive efforts - though for different reasons - to draft the
framework for a unity plan on which the various Arab governments would
agree. Both men were in direct contact with London.

Nuri S&’id’'s ambition was driven by his vision of a united Fertile Crescent, as
outlined in his Blue Book of 1943. He discussed his ideas with British Gov-
ernment officials and introduced the term ‘Arab League’, which then related
to the unity of Irag with Greater Syria, while it left the door open for any
other Arab country that wished to join. Nuri Sa’id drafted a specific plan that
foresaw the formation of a permanent council of the League to be responsi-
ble for the spheres of defense, foreign policy, finance, currency, taxation,
and transportation, as well as for the protection of the minorities. He also
recommended that Syria and Lebanon, if reluctant to join such a body,
should be forced to do so.

Nahhas Pasha invited Nuri Sa’id to Cairo in July 1943 to officially discuss
the issue of Arab unity. Although the two leaders agreed, in principle, on the
need for Arab unity, they differed in their priorities and on leadership issues.
While Nuri Sa'id opted for Syrian-Iragi unity first, Nahhas Pasha sought a
role for Egypt in any form of unification.

In September 1943, Nahhas Pasha also invited Tawfiq Abu Al-Huda, the
Prime Minister of Jordan, and discussed with him the possibility of an im-
mediate unification between Syria and Jordan, with the option to invite, at a
later stage, Lebanon and Palestine to join. As a political system for such a
future unity a monarchy was envisioned. In October 1943, Sa’adallah Al-
Jabari, the Prime Minister of Syria, accepted an invitation by Nahhas Pasha
for the same reason, but Damascus insisted on a republican system rather
than a monarchy.

The Saudis informed Nahhas Pasha about their objection to the proposed
unification and expressed their concern regarding the Hashemite plans and
intentions. They clearly limited their support to economic cooperation. In
January 1944, the Lebanese President Bishara Khoury notified Nahhas
Pasha that Lebanon preferred independence and secure borders for all
Arab countries.

The Egyptian-Iraqi attempts to create a unification plan did not succeed but
rather led to a political storm in most Arab countries. It became clear that
there was a dire need to deliver something in order to meet the people’s
expectations and aspirations. Having realized this, Egypt called for an Arab
conference, which was held in Alexandria in October 1944. The conference
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resulted in the Alexandria Protocol, which led to the Cairo Conference and
the establishment of the Arab League in March 1945.

According to Arab historians, the Arab League was not intended to serve as
a federal union but as an institution that would bring independent states
together to discuss issues of common interest and possibly to agree on col-
lective action, while recognizing their independence and guaranteeing their
sovereignty. It should be mentioned that throughout all the political con-
sultation that took place between Nahhas Pasha and Nuri Sa’id, the Pales-
tine Question was a core issue on which an Arab consensus was easy to
reach. It served as a precedent inasmuch as, during the London Confer-
ence of 1939, Arab leaders, for the first time ever, dealt with a major cause
as one united body. The London Conference exposed their differences in
terms of ambitions and interests and revealed how much input each was
able and ready to offer in support of the Palestinians.

The Alexandria Conference of 1944 was attended by a Palestinian scholar,
Musa Al-Alami, who was chosen to represent all the Palestinian parties
since the Arab leaders were against the participation of the Grand Mufti of
Palestine, Hajj Amin Al-Husseini. Al-Alami worked closely with the Egyp-
tians and the Iraqis, succeeded in easing the British Government's initial
reservations about the participation of Palestine as a full member, and de-
livered a political statement about the Palestinian cause, which gained the
support and sympathy of all member states.

Some historians refer to the historical background of the establishment of
the Arab League as a British initiative, while others tend to give the credit to
Nahhas Pasha. Nuri Sa’id is mentioned the least as the Iraqi priority was to
have its own vision of Arab unity - basically confined to the Fertile Crescent -
realized. | have reached the conclusion that because of the awareness of
the public and the common call for Arab unity, as well as for the defense of
Palestine, all the parties involved were motivated to make, in one way or
another, a valuable contribution to the discussions that preceded the
eventual establishment of the Arab League.

The Alexandria Protocol placed a special emphasis on Palestine, stating
that it is a major component of the Arab entity, that Arab rights should be
maintained and defended, and that no peace or stability can prevail as long
as Palestine is threatened.

The special resolution on Palestine in the protocol called for the ending of
all Jewish immigration to Palestine and the preservation of Arab land. The
independence of Palestine was considered a basic Arab right, and the resolu-
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tion called for the establishment of an ‘Arab Fund', which would be used to
save Arab lands in Palestine.

The Arab league: Challenges and Achievements

As a result of the UN Partition Plan for Palestine of 1947 the Arab League
held a series of meetings, which concluded with the decision to invite Arab
armies to enter Palestine in order to defend its territory and people. This led
to the first Arab-Israeli War of 1948, as a result of which Palestine was di-
vided: a major part became Israel, while the West Bank, including East Jeru-
salem, was under Jordanian control, and the Gaza Strip was ruled by Egypt.

The Arab League’s political committee supported the Palestinians’ decision to
establish a government in Gaza and invited its representative to attend all
meetings of the League (1949/50). At the same time, the committee ex-
pressed its reservations about Jordan’s plan to annex or forcibly unite with
the West Bank, stressing that Jordanian rule was only temporary, i.e., pend-
ing the ability of the Palestinians to exercise their right to self-determination.

Another issue the Arab League dealt with was the deterioration of Iraqj-
Kuwaiti relations in 1960 due to the territorial claims of the former. The Arab
League defended Kuwait and succeeded in forcing the Iraqi leader Abdul
Karim Qassem to forget all plans of annexing or invading its neighbor. Re-
garding the border dispute between Yemen and Saudi Arabia, the Arab
League failed in achieving a settlement. At the time, it was led by Egypt,
which, although having no objection to interfering in the first issue, was far
less keen to interfere in the second, being constrained by the fact that its
own military forces were in Yemen to support the Yemeni revolt and to fight
alongside the new Republican regime against Saudi interference. These ex-
amples show that in order to understand and judge the achievements and
failures of the Arab League, one should read carefully into inter-Arab politics.

The first Arab League summit in Cairo in 1964 was called for by President
Gamal Abdul Nasser of Egypt. The two challenges facing the Arab World at
that time were the Israeli intention to divert the flow of the Jordan River and
the fate of the Palestinians. During the deliberations, the Arab League de-
cided to establish a military umbrella, headed by an Egyptian general (Ali Ali
Amr), with the task to reorganize and enforce the Arab armies to defend
Arab territories and to counter Israeli threats. Regarding the Palestine
Question, the Arab League decided to establish the Palestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO), then headed by Ahmad Shugeiri, with the goal of mo-
bilizing and uniting Palestinians in the struggle for their land and rights.
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Following the June War of 1967, Egypt and Jordan caused a division in the
Arab League by accepting UN Resolution 242, which was strongly rejected
by Iraq, Syria, Lebanon and the PLO. It took these countries more than a
decade to realize the importance of utilizing UN resolutions in order to con-
front Israeli deception. In 1969, the Arab League held its famous summit in
Khartoum where the Arab consensus was not to accept the defeat of the
June War. The resolution passed at the summit stated the participants,
agreement “..to unite their political efforts at the international and diplomatic
level to eliminate the effects of the aggression and to ensure the withdrawal
of the aggressive Israeli forces from the Arab lands, which have been occu-
pied since the aggression of 5 June. This will be done within the framework
of the main principles by which the Arab states abide, namely, no peace
with Israel, no recognition of Israel, no negotiations with Israel, and insis-
tence on the rights of the Palestinian people in their own country.”

At the Rabat Summit in 1974, despite Jordan’s refusal, the PLO was recog-
nized by the Arab League as the sole representative of the Palestinian peo-
ple. Also during the 1970s, inspired by Gamal Abdul Nasser, the Arab
League succeeded in putting an end to the bloody military confrontation be-
tween the PLO and the Jordanians, and, at a later stage, helped in achiev-
ing a series of agreements between the PLO and Lebanon. This time, it was
Saudi Arabia that accepted respensibility for inviting all parties involved in
the Lebanese Civil War to Ta'if in 1975 in order to conclude an agreement.

A major crisis within the Arab League occurred when Egypt went alone and
signed a separate peace treaty with Israel at Camp David in 1979. As a
consequence, during the course of the Arab League Summit in Baghdad it
was decided to suspend Egypt's membership and to move the League
headquarters from Egypt to Tunisia. For the very first time, a non-Egyptian
was appointed as the General Secretary of the League: Shazili Qulaibi of
Tunisia succeeded former Egyptian Foreign Minister Mahmoud Riad (whose
predecessors were Mahmoud Fawzi and Abdul Rahman Azzam, both of
whom were also former Egyptian foreign ministers).

In the 1980s, despite the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982 and the forced
departure of the PLO, which sought refuge in Tunisia, neither a single Arab
country nor the Arab League interfered in regard to the plight of the Palestin-
ian or Lebanese people and did nothing to defend Lebanese territory or pre-
serve its unity.

In February 1985, the PLO and Jordan signed the famous accord that
stated their intention to work together towards the establishment of a Pales-
tinian-Jordanian confederation. The Arab reaction ranged between Syrian
rejection, Saudi Arabian reservation, and silence on the part of the others.
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In November 1987, an Arab League summit was held in Amman. It called
for economic cooperation and reconciliation between Iraq and Syria and
invited Egypt to return to the League; unexpectedly, and for the first time
ever, it totally ignored the PLO and the Palestinian agenda.

A month later, however, with the outbreak of the Palestinian Intifada in De-
cember 1987, all Arab countries with no exceptions expressed their strong
support for and solidarity with the Palestinians. A year later, Arab leaders
encouraged Jordan to disengage from the West Bank. However, the position
of the Arab countries with regard to the peace initiatives of the PLO and their
interest in entering political negotiations with Israel was rather disapproving.

Another major Arab League crisis emerged during the Gulf War in 1990. The
division among Arab counties was obvious: while some condemned the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait and joined the foreign allied forces to stop the Iragi ag-
gression, others called for the formation of a united Arab force to maintain
security and stability and to preserve the borders of all the countries in the
region. The Arab League decided to condemn the invasion and called on
Iraq to withdraw its army. At a later stage, the weight of the Arab League’s
position weakened as it became obvious that each Arab country would even-
tually decide alone and in accordance with its own interests on what stand
to take vis-a-vis the Iragi-Kuwaiti dispute. This was also the case with regard
to the level of normalization with Israel some time later, following the com-
mencement of the Madrid Middle East Peace Conference.

The role of the Arab League was also less effective when the US invited
various Arab states to participate in the Madrid Conference, which was
based on negotiations (both bilateral and multilateral) and on the ‘land-for-
peace’ formula. The Arab League was not invited, even as an observer.

Between 1990-1995, the Arab League barely played a role in Middle Eastern
politics. However, it then re-emerged to the foreground and is today as viable
as it was half a century ago. With the weak process of political negotiations
between Israel, Palestinians and other regional countries, the Arab League
serves as a necessary tool to maintain linguistic and cultural links, to preserve
the common interests of its member states, and to cope with the changes in
the international arena and their repercussions on the Arab World.

Today, Arab leaders are talking about the need to strengthen the Arab
economy and develop a common market, as well as to reinforce inter-Arab
peace, to safeguard Arab interests, and to fight security and ‘terror’ threats.
The Arab League is now led by another distinguished Egyptian Foreign Min-
ister, Esmat Abdul Majid, whose task, among others, is to lead it into the
21% Century.
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I n this case study, the PLO will be placed in a Cold War context, and we
will be dealing with the opportunities and constraints facing the foreign
policy of a non-state actor.

Foreign Policy Orientation

The PLO was based on the following key schools of thought:

1. Arab Nationalist Movement (ANM):
The ANM called for Pan-Arabism and Marxism (Habash and Ha-
watmeh) - it sought a big brother figure to aid the Palestinians. It
followed a strategy based on a wider alliance and held a strong
normative view of policy.

2. Fateh School:

This group has its roots in Islamic groups. Most of Fateh’s leaders
started out with Islamic movements such as the Muslim Brother-
hood. Most members of Fateh were middle-class Gazans, with a
modem, professional education, and they reflected the highly intel-
lectual oppressed. Many had worked in the Gulf, ending up marginal
people in Gulf society as part of the petite bourgeois. They sought
statehood to attain their own identity and political system. The main
tenants of Fateh ideology are as follows:

e Strong state goals: The followers of the Fateh school of thought
wanted a state, an entity, with their own Palestinian political insti-
tution to represent them.

4 Presentation given at PASSIA on 18 December 1996 as part of the PASSIA Seminar on The Foreign
Policies of Arab States.
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e Separate identity: The followers had a pragmatic approach, and
did not think of the Palestinian entity as part of the Muslim State.

e Dislike of political parties: They absorbed the ideologies and as-
sumptions of the Muslim Brotherhood, which did not favor political
parties.

o Action-reaction theory: They saw politics in three circles: Palestin-
ian, Arab, and the international arena.

The three circles affected each other: the Palestinian affected the Arab and
that, in turn, affected the international. As a result of the war situation in
which the PLO was working, there was little in terms of a democratic proc-
ess. There was no chiange in the leadership: those with control maintained
it and thus had a high degree of influence on foreign policy decisions.

Actual Foreign Policy —

The ultimate aim was the establishment and recognition of a Palestinian
state, as elaborated in the Falastinuna journal since 1954. The PLO was
established in 1964, and when Fateh took over in 1969, it brought its own
notions of statehood and guerrilla movements. The PLO thus had a combi-
nation of both legitimacy and armed strategy and enjoyed the recognition
granted to a state without actually being one.

Early Stages:

The PLO was recognized by the Arab states, and began to lobby the exter-
nal environment in order to serve its national aims. It was conscious of the
fact that it had to interact within an international arena, and it attempted to
gain an understanding of its position within this system, searching for a
strategy that would have international effects and gain acceptance. After
facing rejection from the Soviet Union, the PLO tried to widen its relations
with other liberation movements and Third World countries. China offered
the PLO material assistance and invited it to open an office, and in 1970,
the USSR came to the PLO to establish contacts. The search for a strategy
continued, especially after the events of September 1970.

The 1970s:

The PLO was greatly affected by events in the international arena. After
Nixon launched his strategic consensus plan - to shift responsibility to local
allies - the Soviet Union increased its interest in local allies and the PLO,
whilst establishing ties with Iraq and Egypt. The détente and various re-
gional events caused the PLO to fear it was being left out in the cold, and
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thus it began to carry out acts fo avoid being ignored. With the shift in the
balance of powers - in USSR-US relations and in the region (October War,
Arab unity, the oil embargo) - the PLO perceived a new regional order. It
also realized that there was no support for a total Palestinian state, and it
accepted the fact that diplomatic forces limited its aim of a state in all of
Palestine: international events suggested that a more moderate policy
would be more acceptable to the international community.

Strategy After 1973:

In light of such pressures, the PLO adopted a new strategy: its aim was no
longer the destruction of Israel, but the establishment of a state in the West
Bank and Gaza. It returned to its notion of three circles to achieve its aims,
which were as follows:

1. Palestinian: The West Bank and Gaza become more important in
PLO thinking. Moreover, leaders from the West Bank and Gaza
became members of the PLO Executive Committee and the number
of members in the overall organization increased. There was a con-
certed effort to promote a new awareness of the importance of mass
social action in the West Bank and Gaza.

2. Arab: The PLO sought to solidify support from the oil countries.

3. International: The PLO looked for new, stronger international back-
ers, in addition to closer ties with the USSR, China and the Third
World. In 1974, Europe became more active and by 1980 had es-
tablished ties with the PLO.

The PLO succeeding in putting the Palestine Question - the issue of a Pal-
estinian state with the PLO as the official representative - on the interna-
tional agenda. It maintained its military role, but only as a tool of diplomacy.

State-Building:

The PLO was beginning to operate at state level. It had a state shell, with
an economy larger than that of some Third World countries, a semi-army,
and an air force; it even began to train other forces. The PLO backed up
friendly states and succeeded in establishing a para-state position in the
area, with its own offices in Western Europe. It worked on building and
expanding its own institutions, social and otherwise, and was able to build
an extensive, worldwide network. In 1979, the PLO received around US$4
billion in aid, and it seemed that everyone was on the PLO payroll.
Everyone became part of the system, strengthening the social process of
state-building. Meanwhile, the PLO, like a state, came under pressure from
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various angles, such as internal forces, Arab states, and the USSR,
whenever it had to decide on important issues, such as the Camp David
events.

External Relations:

The Soviet Union became an important dimension in PLO policy and it was
a key player in helping the PLO establish its international standing. How-
ever, Soviet influence and pressure on the PLO were limited; pressure was
most effective only when accompanied by Arab pressure. In Soviet-PLO
relations, the PLO was the key to the Soviet position in the region. Because
of its Arab Nationalist Movement (ANM) standing, the PLO could enhance
or limit the Soviet position. Syria, at one time, had a stranglehold on the
PLO because PLO forces were based in Syria - and its position vis-a-vis the
PLO was thus much stronger than the Soviet Union’s. The PLO sought
continuously to maintain good relations with all Arab states.

Second Cold War (1978-79):

International and regional events during this period, such as the war in Af-
ghanistan, the Iranian revolution, and the international confidence-building
measures in Europe, combined to threaten the strategy of the PLO, which
now had less influence on the US through its Soviet relations. The Arab
World was also polarized and divided into varying positions: the PLO was
thus obliged to choose sides in the conflicts. Pressure was also intensified
when the internal Palestinian opposition aligned itself with an Arab or Soviet
position.

PLO Factions:

Like many other national liberation movements, the PLO was often frag-
mented into opposing factions. The major factions were as follows:

e PFLP: The Marxist Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP)
had its roots in the old ANM and the nationalist theories of Western
Europe. The ANM had, in its early stages, been very anti-Communist,
and it was not until 1964 that it adopted a Marxist-socialist style. The
debate over its approach began in the 1960s and a new school of
thought emerged with the entrance of a new, young intellectual elite in
1967. The PFLP was not really Marxist, pro-Soviet or pro-Communist;
rather, it was guerrilla-Marxist. Its decision was affected not only by
the new generation, but also by external events. It was a time of Third
World revolutions and guetrilla wars - Che Guevara, Mao’s China, etc.
- and the PFLP was undoubtedly influenced by these events and the
movements involved.
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e DFLP: The Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine was even
more leftist and Leninist than the PFLP. In 1970, after the defeat of
the leftist movement, the DFLP came to see itself as pro-Soviet. It be-
came the key Soviet ally within the PLO, bringing in material assis-
tance to the organization.

In 1970, many leftist movements and their slogans were discredited and
this allowed Fateh to assert its power over the PLO. Until this time, there
had been many divisions within the Palestinian ranks, and there was no
total Palestinian recognition of the PLO as a sole representative. With the
1970 defeat came Palestinian unification and Fateh dominance.

End of the Cold War (1985 Onwards):

The end of the Cold War had significant strategic implications for the PLO,
for it could no longer play the game. Its demise represented the end of not
only an entire political generation, but also a world order, institutions, and a
certain logic. The PLO had emerged on the scene in the 1960s, prepared to
deal with an international system that was set in a Cold War context. This
new period and system challenged the PLO’s ability to survive.

Sensing that a change in the system was imminent and hoping to secure
Soviet and Eastern Europe recognition, Arafat hurried to declare statehood
in 1988. The Palestinian National Council (PNC), meanwhile, recognized
UN Resolution 242. Several events had serious implications as far as the
PLO was concemed, including the loss of strategic Soviet support and the
Gulf War. The war presented Arafat with a two-fold dilemma: that of
choosing sides (when he needed both) and that of maintaining political
legitimacy with the Palestinians while maintaining intemational PLO
legitimacy. The PLO had to accept several realizations: a peace process
with Palestinian, not just PLO participation (presenting Arafat with the threat
of alternative leadership), and an interim, not final, arrangement with terms
it did not like.

27



Diplomatic History of the Middle East

Dr. Sami Musallam
Director of the Office of the President, Jericho

he subject of the diplomatic history of the Middle East is a very broad

topic and in order to cover it adequately | would need much more time
than allocated for this lecture; it could itself serve as the subject for a whole
seminar. | want to concentrate here on the period after 1948, but let me give
you a little information concerning what happened before 1948 and the
concept of the ‘Middle East'.

The concept of the Middle East or Near East is a Western concept, devel-
oped from the viewpoint of the British Foreign Office. If we look at the region
from the viewpoint of the Indian Foreign Office, for example, we would say
West Asia, not the Middle East. This is not only a geographical, but also a
conceptual difference. Today, the Middle East - according to the British
definition - contains the Arab Orient, Egypt, Sudan, Iran, Turkey, Afghani-
stan and the Arab Peninsula. North Africa is not included in this concept.
The Near East encompasses the same territory but excludes Iran and Af-
ghanistan. This geographic concept embraces the perception of the region
as an island, isolated from its natural habitat, the Asian continent. It gives
the impression that we are orientated towards the West. It is thus contradic-
tory to the actual Arab-Islamic history where our political, religious, and
cultural historical relations were at least balanced between the Mediter-
ranean basin and the Asian continent. So, here | would rather tend to stick
to the concept according to which we are Asian and Mediterranean; this
leaves us with the task of defining our relations with the Western World as
well as with the Asian continent. For us, if we want to define the Middle
East, it includes all the members of the Arab League, even the Comoros.
For the purpose of this lecture | want to refer to this region in its Asian and
Mediterranean context.

! Presentation given at PASSIA on 10 March 1997 as part of the PASSIA Seminar on Dipiomacy and
Conflict Resolution in the Middle East.
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The most important event in diplomatic history in the Middle East before
1948 was the breaking up of the Ottoman Empire into three colonial impe-
rial regions with France controlling North Africa, Syria and Lebanon, Great
Britain assuming control over Egypt, Palestine, Iraq and the Arab Peninsula
and ltaly controlling Libya. With the breaking up of the unified political sys-
tem of Ottoman rule into tripartite domination, a process of development of
regional parties and policies set in. Within the spheres of influence of the
colonial powers there was still freedom of movement, so that, for example
Moroccans could easily go to Syria and vice versa. From Ottoman rule to
the colonial system, Arab unity was thus transferred to a lower, regional
level. This, in addition to the intellectual and social developments, provides
the background against which the diplomacy of the time has to be seen.

In order to understand the events before 1948, one has to take into account
that the political decision-making process in the region’s countries was not
independent but took place under the dictation of colonial or mandatory
officials. There always existed, however, a local ruling elite of big families -
such as the Hashemites, the Mohammed Ali dynasty, the Wahhabites etc. -
that had different political strategies. After the end of World War Il, there
was a rush of diplomatic activity under the rallying cry of independence, the
struggle to shed the yoke of European domination in favor of Arab unity. But
at the same time, a development concept other than that of Arab unity was
propounded by a new generation of educated elites: the concept of social
and economic development according to the Western, capitalist style. This
happened as a function and a result of the higher level of education offered
by private foreign and missionary schools, through collaboration with the
occupation administrations and through mutual influences between Westermn
and Arab thinkers. Incidentally, it was not a new phenomenon; since the
mid 19" Century, Western ideas had been translated and absotbed by Arab
culture and thinking and they constituted an important factor in the period of
the ‘Arab awakening’.

For the post-1948 period, | want to make two generalizations that have
been the driving force behind all diplomatic history in the Middle East. The
first one is that all diplomatic activity has been related to the Palestine
Question. The other side of this coin is Israel. Israeli policies in the Middle
East have equally been the driving force (or the stumbling block, depending
on how you want to see it) of diplomatic history in the region. The second
generalization is that the concept of Arab unity and the struggle to arrive at
it has, on the one hand, been a result of a common identity, whereas on the
other, it has also been an answer to the Palestine Question. In every turning
point in Middle Eastern history, Palestine was the reason for Arab political
and diplomatic activity.
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The 1948 Nakba (the Catastrophe) and the War of 1967 were not only ca-
tastrophes for the Palestinians; they were also Pan-Arab catastrophes, and
the psychological and social ramifications of losing Palestine - the heart of
the land mass that is called the Arab World, and the joining point between
three continents - were felt by every man on the street in every Arab coun-
try. Moreover, as a result of the first Nakba, the political movements in the
Arab countries took independent courses, which led to a ‘mushrooming’ of
Arab countries and the fragmentation of Arab unity into independent political
systems, which developed different political courses. There was no unified
vision or common plan of action regarding the Palestine Question, the ques-
tion of Arab unity, the relations with the West or the East or the overall ques-
tion of economic development, which included the questions of whether the
public or the private sector should dominate the economy, or if socialism,
capitalism or state capitalism was the appropriate approach to development.

The Arab League was founded, in my opinion, as a ceiling - imposed by
Great Britain, as the foreign dominating power - to absorb and limit Arab
aspirations of unity. The British, whilst preparing to leave the region, wanted
to ensure that the Arab League would be the framework for Arab unity.
Another example is the formation of the Islamic Conference Organization
(ICO) in 1969. This organization was formed as an answer to the Palestine
Question, and, more concretely, to the fire in Al-Agsa Mosque, and to quell
Nasserism, i.e., to ‘straight-jacket’ Pan-Arab feelings. The whole text of the
ICO’s basic law is about Palestine and Jerusalem; all the bodies es-
lablished were designed to further the issue of Jerusalem. Of course, today,
these two organizations have changed in regard to their functions, their as-
pirations, and their results. Here, | am talking about the motivations that
were behind their establishment; you will find these motivations reflected in
the organizations’ early statements and resolutions.

For analytical purposes we may group the major topics in Middle Eastern
diplomatic history since 1948 (the Palestinian Nakba) according to ten titles
or themes. These are, of course, not exclusive, but | think they can highlight
events in the area and refresh the memories of students of Middle Eastern
politics. The ten themes are as follows:

inter-Arab feuds and unions;

the water question;

the tripartite invasion of Egypt (Suez Canal crisis);

the War of 1967;

the Lebanese Civil War beginning in 1976;

the 1982 Israeli siege of Beirut and the departure of the PLO;
the War of the Camps;
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8.
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10.

the Iranian revolution and the Iran-Iraq War;
the second Gulf War;
the Palestinian and Middle East Peace Process.

If we go through this period since 1948, we can and may elaborate upon
these topics in more detail. For the sake of brevity, | will mention them in the
form of points as follows:

The continuation of the 1948 War as the Pan-Arab Nakba; the Palestin-
ian refugee problem; the fragmentation of Arab unity into independent
political systems and the development of these independent political
units on independent courses; inter-Arab feuds because of the absence
of a unified vision or plan of action in regard to the Palestine problem,
Arab unity, relations with the West (US) and the East (USSR) and eco-
nomic development.

The Non-Aligned Movement and its Five Principles of Bandung.

The development of the regional groupings: CENTO (Central Treaty
Organization, encompassing Great Britain, Iran, Turkey and Pakistan,
and supported by the US, also known as the Baghdad Pact), SEATO
(South East Asian Treaty Organization); demonstrations and counter-
movement to CENTO in the Arab World.

Fedayyeen activities in Gaza; nationalization of the Suez Canal and tri-
partite aggression on the part of Britain, France and Israel against Egypt.

Water question: Johnston Plan.

Lebanese issue of 1958, US landing and change of government and
president in Lebanon.

Jordanization of the army in Jordan: Glubb Pasha affair; Suleiman
Nabulsi government; change of government and the end of infant demo-
cratic movement in the Hashemite Union (as answer to the United Arab
Republic).

Revolution in Irag; repercussions in the Middle East: end of CENTO,
apparent failure of US-Western diplomacy, and rising tide of Soviet di-
plomacy and presence; repression of communist and Marxist ideological
trends in the area despite improved relations between existing Arab
regimes and USSR.

Arab Union: Egypt and Syria, and later Iraq and Yemen; the Aref broth-
ers period.
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e Independence movements in North Africa: Morocco, Tunisia (1956) and
Algerian revolution; popular sympathy, solidarity and anti-French feeling
all over the Arab World; quiet Libyan independence under the Senusi
dynasty.

e Developments in the oil states: Gulf States under British protection and
military presence; migration of Arab, and mainly Palestinian workforce to
Gulf countries, first to Kuwait, then to Saudi Arabia and other Guif
countries; Oman closed to outside world; Saudi Arabia getting richer
through oil, self-assertion in Arab politics; obstacle in face of spread of
Nasserism; Saudi conflict with Abdul Nasser first politically, then militar-
ily in North Yemen; change of monarchs in Saudi Arabia to alleviate po-
litical pressure and changing internal conditions and to face Arab (Abdul
Nasser) criticism; South Yemen under British rule, war of resistance.

* Breaking up of Egyptian-Syrian unity; Arab conciliation with the driving
force of Abdul Nasser and Faisal; beginning of Arab meetings (summits)
on a regular basis; and, in 1964, formation of PLO by Arab Summit.

e On the Palestinian scene: dispersion and refugee status; open and hidden
‘persecution’ of Palestinians everywhere; formation of Pan-Arab parties,
such as PAM, Nasserism, PPS, Moslem Brotherhood, Communist
parties and formation of an independent Palestinian line: Fateh (1956 in
Kuwait); the establishment of the PLO as the Arab states’ answer to
Fateh, in order to control the Palestinian liberation movement (Fateh’s
goal was to liberate Palestine, but the Arab states did not like the idea of
an underground independent movement beyond their control, so they
took the first opportunity that appeared and founded an Arab-led or-
ganization, the PLO, at the first Arab summit held in Alexandria in 1964).

Diversion of Jordan water, tributaries.

The War of 1967, An-Naksa (defeat), has often been portrayed as a
successful bid to some Arab regimes and therefore a victory for the
Arabs, whereas in fact, the devastating defeat led to the loss of Arab
self-esteem. Fateh-fedayyeen as the answer to An-Naksa; Battle of Al-
Karameh and the regaining of Arab self-esteem.

Palestine Question becomes central to UN activities; Security Council
Resolution 242; formation of ICO.

In September 1970: Jordanian-Palestinian conflict; Arab-lsraeli-Ameri-
can intervention on the side of Jordan.

1973: October War; important role of the UN Security Council; Resolu-
tion 338.
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e 1974 Arab Summit: PLO recognized as sole legitimate representative of
the Palestinian people; increased PLO role on international scene and
beginning of European acceptance of PLO.

e Increased role of the European Economic Community (EEC) in Middle
East; discovery of oil as a strategic weapon; Arab Gulf countries experi-
ence economic boom; Euro-Arab dialogue as a function of the improved
image of the PLO; the EEC Venice Declaration in support of Palestinian
rights; the rising economic power of Saudi Arabia and other Gulf coun-
tries; demise of the Euro-Arab dialogue on the question of PLO chair-
manship of the dialogue; European (and indirectly American) pressure
on the PLO to accept Resolution 242; Beirut as a center of diplomatic
activities.

e The Lebanese Civil War leads to ethnic cleansing, family cleavages,
organization of new parties, spread of militia activity and the breaking up
of a functioning Lebanese administration; there has always been an in-
tra-Lebanese problem, not a problem created by the PLO - the PLO
contributes to the unity of the country by protecting the economy and
providing security (for example, the Lebanese banks and other social
and economic institutions were protected by the Palestinian Force 17);
PLO-Syrian conflicts in 1976.

e Inter-Arab pressures; Riyadh Conference; first official contacts between
PLO and US administration, letter of thanks from then US Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger to Chairman Arafat; international mediation efforts
to solve the Middle East conflict, such as the Soviet-American statement
(1978) and the American-Israeli counter-statement; continuous Israeli air
raids on PLO camps in Lebanon; loss of Palestinian refugee camp in Tel
Az-Za'atar; international sympathy for plight of Palestinians and con-
demnation of Lebanese militias and indirectly of the Syrian role.

e Victory of Iranian Revolution hailed in the Middle East and condemned
in the West; Irag-Iran War with the Arab states on the side of Irag and
Western indirect help to Iraqg; Iraqgi perseverance and lranian collapse;
Khomeini's statement of ‘myrrh to be drunk’; after the war: Iraq has great
economic difficulties and is not able to repay its debts, which Kuwait re-
fuses to pardon.

¢ Efforts to ensure peaceful conflict resolution after the October War such
as the Palestinian National Council's (PNC) Ten-Point Program and ac-
ceptance of Security Council Resolution 242; Geneva Peace Confer-
ence; Sadat’s invitation and unilateral move to make peace with Israel
announced parallel to Egyptian-Libyan conflict and Egyptian threats to
overrun Libya; Arafat's conflict resclution methods to solve Egyptian-
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Libyan conflict; Sadat announces trip to Jerusalem in presence of Arafat,
who knew nothing about the initiative; problems on Palestinian scene;
assassination of Sadat by extremist Islam-oriented soldiers.

Siege and war in Lebanon; Palestinian steadfastness; Israeli losses in
the war and PLO departure from Lebanon to Tunis; Israeli occupation of
Lebanon and Beirut and massacres in the Sabra and Shatila refugee
camps; with the PLO in Tunis, diplomatic activities shift to North Africa,
coup d'état in PLO with Syrian help and siege of PLO in Tripoli; Israeli-
Syrian collaboration against PLO/Arafat; indecisive decision from the
Soviet side to support Arafat, but total support from the German Demo-
cratic Republic (GDR).

First Camps War waged by Amal against Palestinian refugee camps
with support of Syria, Second Camps War with support of Syria; fall of
Sabra and Shatila and of the PLO troops’ commander in Shatila, Ali Abu
Tok; 6,000 Palestinians imprisoned in Syrian jails; PLO wins interna-
tional sympathy.

The Second Gulf War proves the victory of Arab economic power over
Arab military power in the international alliance against Irag led by the
US; Arabs are split into two camps: the popular feeling is in favor of Irag,
the Arab official position against it; UN role and sanctions as function of
American domination; defeat of Iraq; Arab rift remains: destruction of
Arab solidarity and heavy price paid by PLO/Palestinian people for their
solidarity with and faith in Iraq.

The peace process: the PLO adopts the 1988 Declaration of Independ-
ence; Bush initiative; Madrid Conference; talks in Washington and on
the Oslo track leading to the Declaration of Principles (DoP) in 1993 and
the Cairo Agreement in May 1994, return of the PLO to Palestine; Israeli
withdrawal from Jericho area and the Gaza Strip, and re-deployment
outside the major towns and villages of the West Bank; developments
on the PNA side, such as elections, nation and state building, etc.

Future of Palestinian-Jordanian relations: There has always been a PLO-
Jordan love-hate relationship. The PLO advocates a Palestinian inde-
pendent course and - after independence is achieved - a referendum on
the nature of the Palestinian-Jordanian relations. Officially, the Palestin-
ian National Council (PNC) has taken a decision in favor of a confedera-
tion with Jordan, and this decision is binding, but in order for there to be
a confederation, there first have to be independent states: a Palestinian
state, and a Jordanian state.



French Foreign Policy in the Middle East’

Gilles Andreani
Head of the Planning Staff, French Foreign Ministry, Paris

am not an expert in Middle Eastern Politics, but | will present here the

French perception of the Middle East. It is a difficult topic that | am going to
talk about. Firstly, because it is a very emotional subject, and secondly, be-
cause it has been distorted so much by history, or what we can call, the
‘French Middle Eastern dream’. Let me explain what | mean by saying this.
When | was a child, | used to go to the Museum of French Monumental Art,
where there was a section on the Middle East showing how the French built
and shaped the region. This is a dream; it has never existed like this. The
French have had a strong presence and influence, but the Middle East has
not been shaped by the French. However, the French leaders, until today,
cultivate this Middle Eastern dream and spread this distorted version of
history.

What do the French decision-makers see today when they look at the Mid-
dle East? They see a range of countries from Turkey to Morocco, having all
sorts of different bilateral ties with France. In addition, each of these coun-
tries is facing important transitions. France has a responsibility in this, from
which it cannot walk away.

What do French decision-makers not see? They do not see a threat diffus-
ing from the Middle East, something like a rise of Islamic movements
threatening France. They see the process of building post-colonial nation
states with the armies having a strong role in this process. And they see
that the countries of this region, although of course being very different,
share common transitional features.

What do the French decision-makers see when they look at their own
country? They see one essential feature, and that is, a community of about

! Presentation given at a roundtable meeting held at PASSIA on 2 April 1997.
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4.5 million people from the Middie East that came to France to stay. France
has by far the greatest Muslim community in Europe and we face the
challenge of finding a way to integrate this community into a secular state.
The second facet French leaders see is the community of about 600,000
Jews that live in France. What do French leaders derive from this domestic
situation? They have a particular sensibility when it comes to the peace
process and a special interest in just outcomes.

The second main aspect is that, with the end of the Cold War, transition
processes have started in many of the region’s countries. How do they af-
fect us? How can we help to make them go as smoothly as possible? When
we look at our economic stakes in the Middle East, we see that they are
high, but not as high as they were before. Only about four to five percent of
our trade goes to the region, but the region is much more important when it
comes to market access, investments, etc. Factors usually mentioned in
that respect are dependency on energy resources and geographic proxim-
ity. Saudi Arabia and Iran are France's main suppliers of oil, but there is no
great dependence. In fact, France depends on its ouiside energy supply
much less than might be thought. The geographic proximity to the region is,
of course, a fact, which becomes especially important due to what | told you
about this Middle Eastern dream that drives the French attitude.

Now, what do French decision-makers believe ought to be done? The key
answer is that they think that France should act by shaping European poli-
tics for the region. France looks at the region as a whole; it looks at the
problems that have much in common all over the region and considers the
economic aspects as being the most difficult in the transition process. The
‘Marrakesh Agreement’ provided for the countries of the Southern rim of the
Mediterranean to open up their markets. This, of course, brings fiscal hard-
ships to these economies due to the loss of tariff incomes and an inability to
compete. We should try to combine economic and political approaches, the
result being a single process. In the Barcelona process, the EU tried to do
this at three levels:

1. Trade - having bilateral trade agreements with the countries of the region;

2. Aid- compensating for the transition process on which the EU will spend
4.2 billion ECU over the next five years;

3. Political dialogue - so as to build partnerships and confidence and,
eventually, a kind of informal security arrangement between the two re-
gions. In this regard, a ‘Security Charter’ will be discussed in Malta in a
couple of days.
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Now, this brings us back to the peace process. Supporting the peace proc-
ess is an active policy of France and of Europe as a whole. This is symbol-
ized by the recent appointment of the EU Special Envoy to the Middle East,
Miguel Moratinos.

Discussion

Adnan Husseini: A few weeks ago, we had a visitor here at a PASSIA
roundtable from the French prime ministry [Mr. Guy Sorman] who said:
"Israel is more important to France than Palestine." Can you comment?

Gilles Andreani: With respect to trade and economic relations, of course
there is a difference in our relations with Israel and the Palestinians, but our
position in regard to the peace process is far more neutral than that of other
countries.

Dr. Albert Aghazarian: For me it has become clear that the Germans, French
and British all have different positions on the Middle East. This has become
particularly obvious since the end of the Cold War. | feel that the French
leadership have always been allergic to others interfering in their policies
towards the Middle East, a good example being the Iragi experience, when
France, in a unilateral diplomatic initiative, approached Iraq just before the
outbreak of the Gulf War. Irag then relied on France, but was deceived.
What are your views on this? And then, | want to repeat the previous ques-
tion but from another angle. We talked about Israel being more important to
France than the Palestinians. Now, is France more important to Israel than
Europe? Or, is France merely dismissing a European role in the peace
process in an off-handed manner?

Gilles Andreani: Let me start with your last question. | am not totally pessi-
mistic about shared European policies, which are clearly in the making,
including in regard to coordination and funds. It is true that Middle East
initiatives have mainly been started by France, but the other Europeans
‘approved’. There is broad agreement on the basics of the peace process.
Maybe there is a difference in style but not in substance among the Europe-
ans. The British, for example, under the Conservatives, are reluctant to take
a public stand against the US, but they supported Moratinos’ appointment in
the end. Also, Germany has had its problems with the latest EU actions, but
in the end the basic parameters are the same in the EU.

As for Iraq, why did Mitterand go and accept a confrontation? He had in

mind the Palestinian issue and wanted to state clearly that one must not
invade other countries’ territory like that. However, there was no hostility in
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his attitude towards Iraq. If Saddam had offered to pull out, Mitterand would
have agreed to support Irag. | really should emphasize that there has never
been a deal of the kind you mentioned between Iraq and France.

Adnan Husseini: We are against the ongoing sanctions against Irag, which
has abided by all Security Council resolutions during the last two years. It is
time to look after the Iraqi people, the children, the future generation that is
growing up now and is suffering from the consequences of the sanctions.

Gilles Andreani: In our opinion, Irag has not yet fully complied with Security
Resolution 687. It has changed for the better and we appreciate that, but
not every demand has been fulfilled. In addition, if you talk to members of
the Iraqgi opposition, you will hear that they are not too happy about the par-
tial lifting of the sanctions under the food-for-oil agreement, as they say this
supports the regime. In fact it was France that fought most ardently for UN
Resolution 986 while others worked against it. | am sure the economic ac-
tivities allowed under this resolution will lead to an improvement.

Dr. Mahdi Abdul Hadi: There were three main opinions in Palestinian
society at the time of the Gulf War: one saying that occupation is always
wrong, another that this was an Arab affair in which the Americans and the
Europeans should not interfere, and the third, that of the youth saluting
Saddam Hussein in the streets, saying it was time for Israelis to feel the
suffering that we had faced under their occupation.

When President Chirac came to Jerusalem, he made it clear that the ques-
tion of Jerusalem has not been solved until today. How can we build on
this? You know that the heart of the problem, the symbol of the conflict is
Jerusalem. What is the French policy on Jerusalem?

Gilles Andreani: Legally, we stand on firm ground and our point of view is
clear. We accept the international resolutions pertaining to Jerusalem and
we think that the issue has to be solved in a comprehensive Palestinian-
Israeli peace agreement.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: Would you support the reopening and re-functioning of the
Arab Municipality in Jerusalem?

Gilles Andreani: As | said before, we think that negotiations are the only

solution; all we can do right now is to criticize the decisions and actions
taken by Israel to change the facts on the ground.
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Dr. Abdul Hadli: But would you support us if we were to respond to the Is-
raeli actions with a civil society initiative?

Gilles Andreani: As | said before, as long as it falls within legal parameters -
it is fine with us.

Dr. Riad Malki. | want to follow up on this. If the Israeli side continues to
create facts on the ground in Jerusalem, we will be compelled to do the
same. The reaction of the international community has so far only been
condemnation, nothing more. Now, if we did the same, if we created facts
on the ground, what would be your reaction? Would you also condemn
such an initiative, or would you see it as a kind of free competition?

A second guestion has to do with the goal of a collective European foreign
policy, which implies that the EU member states have to give up their na-
tional positions. Do you not feel that you would lose your independence with
this process?

Thirdly, what is your interest in the transition processes you mentioned and
what kind of final result do you envision? It seems to me that you support
the establishment of micro-French models everywhere. What about the
Algerian crisis, for example? People say that this is not an Algerian crisis,
but a fight between France and the US over their values.

Gilles Andreani: | want to skip the first question as it is too vague, too un-
clear. As | am a French government official, | can only say again that we will
support initiatives that have a sound legal basis, but we insist that a solution
has to be found through a negotiated process.

Concerning the politics of the EU, | want to remind you that already since
1958, we have given away so many sovereign powers; we have transferred
a variety of concerns to the Union. For example, none of the European coun-
tries has its own trade policy. We can live with this because in return we
receive a much more forceful position e.g., on the world markets. We hope
that the same will happen in the field of foreign policy. The problem here is
that foreign policy is usually more connected with action, and action is hard
to reconcile with compromise. Having a united foreign policy will give us
more weight, and EU positions will be more credible.

Regarding the transition processes, as | said in the beginning, the area
covers a wide range of different countries, but 1 will give you one example:
In Turkey, we would lke to see a consolidated democracy and a sound
market economy develop. But there are problems such as the army and the
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question of whether the Refah Party will go the right way, integrating itself
into the secular Turkish system, but these have ncthing to do with France.

Concerning Algeria, | want to emphasize that we know better than to fight
with the Americans over Algeria. Yes, at some stage, the Americans bet on
the Islamic Salvation Front whereas France never wanted to take sides in
the conflict, but there is no contest between France and the US in Algeria.

Dr. Mohammed Jadallah: Recent French policy towards the Palestinians,
Chirac’s visit to Jerusalem, and the French role in Lebanon, have all raised
the expectations of the Palestinians. We now want to see the French
support be translated into constructive action on the ground in support of
our national aspirations. Also, it is important that each European country
should back Moratinos, in order to enable him to fulfill his role.

Gilles Andreani: What we do is that we pursue just outcomes. In the past,
the French often took positions that were offensive to Israel. Today, these
are more or less European positions, and they are more acceptable to Is-
rael - to the Israeli Government and the Israeli public.

HE Stanislaw de Laboulaye: Let me elaborate a little on this. We try to play
the role of honest brokers. Therefore, the improvement in our relations with
the Israelis over the past 15 years is important not only for us, but also for
you. If we want to act as a broker, we need to be heard by both sides.

| think you need to ask yourself the following question: Do you want an
honest broker or do you want a protector? For our part, we want to play the
role of an honest broker, not a protector.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: The whole peace process is at stake and no matter what
happens next - we need to bring the regional partners, Cairo and Amman,
back in. Are you, as an honest broker, ready to have the four players
together at a summit in Paris, for example? Can France take an initiative?

Dr. Marwan Bishara: We, as Jerusalemites, example should decide what
could be done in regard to Jerusalem. France has already done a great
deal, for example, it has frozen the renewal of aid to Israel. There are a lot
of initiatives that need to be taken, but first we must specify what we need,
what we want from the French or the Europeans. We have to present our-
selves as serious partners to France.

Gilles Andreani: This discussion has been going on in France for some
time, but we are realistic - we cannot be co-sponsors at the same level as
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the US. We cannot play a symmetric role. For example, we cannot engage
in the same military commitments as the US, and you do not want to end up
with Israel being supported by the US and the Palestinians by the EU. It is
only possible to have two co-sponsors, but not two protectors. There is a
need for the two co-sponsors to work closely together, not to compete.

Dr. Malki: Only when we talk about a peace process different from Oslo can
we expect a new EU role. In Oslo, Russia and the US were installed as offi-
cial sponsors of the peace process, although Russia has meanwhile dropped
out. Moratinos has now reluctantly been accepted by Israel, but not by the
US. It is true that the Europeans are not on the same level as the US. It is
up to Moratinos now to upgrade the role of the EU in the peace process.

Dr. Nago Humbert: What | want to say is too sensitive for me to express in a
foreign language, so please understand that | prefer to speak in French. |
am not a Palestinian and | am not a Frenchman. My country has no foreign
policy: We are always with the stronger side. | want to take advantage of
your presence today and give you an insight into the situation, the current
state of the peace process. The circumstances today are terrible, and the
Palestinian territories are still occupied. | know what | am talking about
since | have worked here all through the Intifada. For Palestinians it is hard
even to obtain permission to receive treatment in hospital. Yesterday, when
| came from Nablus to Jerusalem, | had to pass 12 checkpoints.

For the Palestinians, there is nothing left to negotiate, they have aiready
made too many concessions. A false assessment of the situation prevails in
Europe, where it is believed that the Israelis and the Palestinians are at the
same level, and that only some effort is needed to come to a negotiated
settlement of the problem. The truth of the matter is that we have an occu-
pying power that does not care about international resolutions and Interna-
tional Law. Israel's settlement policy is a provocation. | had the hope that
the European representatives would fill the gaps and take initiatives, but
here they only try to appease. We see Clinton on TV saying that he is not
pleased with the settlements, but then the US vetoes the condemnation of
Israel's settlement policy in the UN Security Council. The US is not credible
and the Europeans must take the initiative, even if the US does not want
this, however, | do not see this happening. Therefore, my outlook is very
pessimistic. | think this will end in terrible bloodshed.

Gilles Andreani: Thank you for your very emotional speech. | am not going

to repeat what | have said before, but the EU cannot replace the US; that is
obvious. But of course, there are things that we, as Europeans, can do.
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Dr. A.W. Ata: As | am a psychologist, | want to ask a humanistic, rather than
a political question. When Chirac was in Jerusalem, | was in Australia. The
Australians were stunned at Chirac’s reaction. A lot of people, for the first
time, realized that the Europeans have to be more forthright concerning the
Israelis. Seeing Chirac’s visit to the Old City on TV, it became clear that the
Israelis are now pushing us even physically. What was the reaction of the
French public?

Gilles Andreani: My best guess concerning what the French laymen think is
as follows: It has become clear - at least since the Intifada - that one people
here has been wronged, i.e., the Palestinian people. This did not only
become clear as a result of Chirac's visit to Jerusalem. But you also have to
see that the European reaction to Chirac’s behavior was not unanimous. It
received a lot of bad press in Germany, for example, where France was
accused of taking a special stand. So, there were pros and cons in Europe.

Adnan Husseini: If you were to imagine being in the position of Arafat, what
would you do under the current circumstances? Continue with the peace
process?

Gilles Andreani: | cannot answer this question directly, but | want to tell you
what an Israeli told me yesterday when | asked him the same question. He
said - and this was right after the two suicide attacks in Gaza - that if Arafat
wanted to take the first step now and unilaterally decided to resume coop-
eration with Israel, Netanyahu would be left with his back to the wall and
would come back to the negotiation table. The problem is that Arafat might
lose the support of his constituency by doing this.

In the American newspapers, the focus has changed drastically since Arafat
suspended the security cooperation with Israel. Now, the press is no longer
talking about Har Homa, but only about the question of whether or not Ara-
fat gave a green light for the bombings. You have to be aware of public
opinion.
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Ambassador Richard Murphy
Former Assistant Secretary of State, US State Department, Washington, DC
Currently with the Council on Foreign Relations, New York

I am sure that in your view we in the US are not doing the right thing con-
cerning the Middle East. | arrived at a time when tensions were high again.
In Amman, people told me that the Oslo process is dead and that it is time
for Camp David-style negotiations. Our role in the Middle East has varied
over time, but basically, we have stayed on the sidelines. To illustrate this, |
want to quote Tom Friedman, who was referring to Reagan’s second term:
“The US has served as a caterer only.” The peace talks have basically been
carried out by the Israeli-Palestinian leadership. | was at this impressive oc-
casion on the White House lawn in 1993 as a commentator for a public radic
station, sharing the microphone with Daniel Shaw. He interrupted me in my
comments and told me: “Look at the faces. These are the faces of two fami-
lies that have come together at a wedding, but that hate each other.” And
he was right, as we can easily see now. We stayed on the sidelines because
it seemed to be true that only direct negotiations work. Only Oslo worked;
all the other mediated channels did not. The Oslo channel blossomed quickly
and you arrived at agreements at the highest level, although these are some-
times ignored, as has become obvious with the present crisis. But the
leaders have reached agreements, and thus, we think, they should be able
to get over the impasse. Nevertheless, it is legitimate to ask if this is still
enough in today’s situation.

The US has two main interests in the Middle East: security or stability in the
region and access to the energy resources of the Gulf. Therefore, the US is
in favor of a durable peace as an end to this confrontation. We need the
help of moderate leaders to link these two interests. Also, ‘Operation Desert
Storm’ is linked to the peace talks. We have reached agreements with the
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) states in order to aveid long and danger-

! Presentation given at a roundtable meeting held at PASSIA on 8 April 1997.
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ous delays in action, as was the case after Irag’s invasion of Kuwait. Our
presence in the Gulf is tolerated, which has never been the case in the past.
Before, the Gulf States wanted some form of a US involvement, but they
preferred that this support come from outside. A visible US presence was
seen as an embarrassment. This embarrassment has been reduced with
the rising success of the peace process here.

In this part of the Middle East, the process looked irreversible, and | think it
is irreversible, even though the level of confidence and trust has decreased.
It is irreversible, but very fragile, more fragile than we had ever thought. The
current crisis that began with the assassination of Rabin and Netanyahu's
election has also meant a return to friction between the US and the rest of
the world in both the Security Council and the General Assembly of the
United Nations (UN). The US certainly does not feel at ease in this role of
the pariah. Now, it has lost its last ally in the Council besides Israel; it is not
even joined by Costa Rica in its vetoes. There is an Arab League proposal
to be discussed in the UN on reconsidering relations with Israel. Even in the
Gulf Countries, there is a re-evaluation of the relations with Israel.

The question is: Should there be a higher level of US action? Will Clinton
move in and involve himself as Carter did in the Middle East in 19787 We
are still possessive of the peace process, and there is no real coordination
of our actions with Europe. We are proud of our relations with Israel and
with some of the Arab states and there are still grounds to assume that as
far as the Middle East is concerned, there is no betier mediator than the
US. If you want to make comparisons with Camp David, | have to ask: Can
history repeat itself? First of all, there are no clear parallels between the
Sinai and the West Bank plus the Gaza Strip. There are not even parallels
between the leaders. You cannot compare Clinton and Reagan or Arafat
and Sadat. The other question, is if we could define a framework for a final
settlement, how could we be useful in this? As you all know, historically,
there is strong support for Israel in the US, not only from the Jewish
community, but also from the Christian community.

People say, you can tell if a crisis exists when you look at the stock ex-
change and when you look at the street. When we look at Wall Street, we
cannot see an impact of the Netanyahu government. Up to now, there has
not been a pull away from Israeli shares and there has not been a dramatic
collapse of the exchange rate. When we lock at the Arab street, we do not
see a second Iniifada. The Israelis, by moving out of the cities, have man-
aged to avoid a direct confrontation with the Arab street, but there might
well be more terror and more lethal attacks.
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The US perception is that there is no immediate threat of war in the region
and that the differences will be settled. But if there is no peace and no end
to the confrontations in sight, the lack of stability will prevail. The
Palestinian-Israeli relations are the key and the basis for the normalization
of Israel's relations with the Arab states. This process of normalization has
now come to a halt. The Syrian-Israeli negotiations were broken off by
Israel last March, but the situation seems to have remained stable, and on
the Golan, we have not had a single incident since 1967. Lebanon seems to
be a more dangerous catalyst for a broader confrontation. We think that a
stable situation can only be reached there after both parties withdraw from
the borders. The Palestinian issue remains the benchmark. Today, as |
understand, the Palestinian income has sunk to about two thirds of what it
was before the Oslo process. This is not a great record, and the bad mood
can be felt all over. For Israel, security remains the main concern.

Can we set a framework for the final status negotiations? What do we
want? What do you want? What do the Israelis want? We know that be-
tween the Israelis and the Palestinians, there is no balance in standing - be
it militarily or from the point of having a state, etc. How much time do we
need for this? In general, | would say, we need time enough for the Israelis
to institutionalize a security frame, and enough time to allow for Palestinian
institution-building, but we should not wait too long so as not to allow further
bombings to derail the peace process.

We have been avoiding the issue of Jerusalem for a long time because it is
too emotional. The idea of Oslo was to first build trust and confidence and
leave Jerusalem as one of the last issues. | do not have another answer
today on Jerusalem. Studies are being done here, in Europe and in the US
on the issue. Netanyahu says that he will never tolerate the building of a
Berlin Wall in Jerusalem, but who wants this anyway? When | checked and
asked people, | could not find a single persen. The idea of Jerusalem as the
eternal and indivisible Jewish capital brings us to the problem of exclusivity.
Jerusalem is and will remain a major challenge. The other issues, | think,
will be resolved.

If the atmosphere in general remains one of conflict, however, every Arab
leader that gains Israeli trust will lose support at home; only in an atmos-
phere of peace will it be possible to negotiate with one another and to move
forward.
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Discussion

Dr. Mahdi Abdul Hadi: Last week, Beilin and his team met with Palestinian
(Fateh) figures in Ramallah to discuss how to build bridges between the
Palestinians and the Israelis and how to go back to the negotiation table.

During the meeting the Palestinians made it clear that their re-entering the
negotiations is conditional on the following:

- the freezing of all Israeli actions that alter the status of Jerusalem;

- the continuation of the Israeli military re-deployment according to the
Oslo [ and Il Accords;

- the opening of the safe passages between Gaza and the West Bank in
order to maintain the integrity of the Palestinian territories:

- access by the Palestinians to their two ‘lungs’ - Amman and Cairo - in
order to enable development in all fields without Israeli interference;

- special consideration of the Palestinian security concerns.

Can Washington take such a basket and use it with Netanyahu? What is
Washington’s stand on this? What do you think?

Amb. Richard Murphy: Washington is and has always been biased towards
Israel. Maybe the only exception to that was Camp David, but such a level
of involvement as in Camp David is not likely today. You have to realize that
only when there are ongoing talks can Washington exert influence. Impos-
ing a baskel, of course, would not be welcomed by the Israelis and we
would not do that. The basic message is: If you want to see the one-sided-
ness of the US, then you just have to stay away from the negotiations.

In 1987, there was a remarkable change in the way in which the American
public perceived the Palestinians, but if the present situation resulted in a
second [niifada - | doubt it. | do not think so. You would be accused of only
wanting to kill innocent women and children.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: If we want to learn from the Camp David experience: What
about a new scenario today to close the gap between the Israeli right-wing
government and the Palestinians? | think we should bring in the regional
partners, Amman and Cairo, with a US-EU umbrella in order to continue with
what has been agreed upon for the interim phase, and at the same time start
the final status negotiations. What is the American stand towards such a
scenario?
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Amb. Murphy: You are setting your hopes too high at all levels. Why should
we not just keep up the process that was planned in Oslo - meaning that
there is time left until May 1999 for the final status negotiations. This is not a
lot of time to solve the four major pending issues.

Awad Mansour: Do you think that the tensions at the regional and the local
level are a phase or are they critical?

Amb. Murphy: Maybe, we could say, they are a critical phase. The tensions
are at a height right now due to the drop in confidence in Netanyahu. But if
these current tensions were solved, there would still remain problems. Peo-
ple have been encouraged to keep up with the peace process for a long
time, to make investments, etc. The Palestinians need to catch up with the
train before it has gone, and the train is speeding up. Israel has jumped on
and it can compete with other hi-tech states - another effect of the Arab
boycott, which made Israel concentrate on other parts of the world and on
defense industries. Israel has its markets and partners outside the Middle
East. The vision of the New Middle East has already been passed by.

Naim Ateek: Sometimes | get the feeling that the problems concerning the
final settlement do not originate with the Netanyahu government, but with
the US. Maybe the Palestinians should hold direct negotiations with the US
about the framework of the peace process. The US has replaced the UN in
the peace process, but its position seems to be unclear: Has the US aban-
dened the UN resolutions as a basis for conflict resolution? Has it decided
to accept whatever the two sides agree upon? Is there still an interest in a
just solution?

Amb. Murphy: | know of no one in Washington that has dropped these
resolutions as the basis of the peace process. The ‘land for peace’ formula
still stands, but there is a desire to have people work things out, and there is
a belief that they can do it because they worked things out in 1993. | believe
in progress, but this progress can only be based on trust. Unfortunately,
there is no evidence at the moment that this is happening - because there is
no symmetry in power and status.

The Israelis want peace, but they want it at a fair price the way they per-
ceive it - the same as with you. This means, you both need the process to
lead to a lasting peace that satisfies both sides. | think that we should coor-
dinate more with the Europeans.
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Yes, we have been one-sided, but we have also proven that we are ready
to confront Israel if necessary. Think about the pressure exerted in respect
to the Suez Crisis in 1956, the arms program under Nixon and the rejection
of loan guarantees under Reagan. However, such pressure is only useful
when it can lead to a new phase of negotiations. | assume that you do not
doubt that there is a will for peace in the US? | think the question is rather if
there is enough will here. Clinton has to be convinced that it is ‘do-able.” But
even then, he does not have the same personality as Carter; he will not get
himself engaged the way Carter did in the Middle East.

Samir Huleileh: The whole Oslo process has been based on an American
concept that includes starting with the easiest issues, then, allowing a proc-
ess of confidence-building before, finally, dealing with the difficult problems.
Thus, in phase one and two, we should mainly have measures of confi-
dence building; an environment conducive to peace should have been built
during the transition period. But we have not arrived at a stage where the
Palestinians can experience feelings of confidence and trust, so it does not
make a difference if we negotiate for six months, two years or ten years or
forever. With this government, there will be no delivery.

Amb. Murphy: It is true, the measures taken by Netanyahu are parily re-
sponsible for the current stalemate and Clinton is very unhappy about that.
The process remains fragile, but some achievements are irreversible as you
can see on the Jordanian-Israeli track. The Palestinians have the toughest
issues of all, one can not just compare the West Bank and Gaza to the
Sinai, it cannot be resolved that easily.

As for the confidence issue, | want to remind you of the hatred that had ex-
isted between the French and the Germans for hundreds of years before the
establishment of the European Community. In the 1920s, nobody could have
imagined that the two peoples could live as friendly neighbors; today, nobody
can imagine that the two peoples could go to war against one another.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: But we have a totally different case here. We have two
peoples in one land. Netanyahu does not want to pull out of the occupied
territories. We now face his intention to share with us the West Bank and
Gaza - not on an equal basis, but according to an apartheid system.

Dr. Mohammed Jadallah: From my point of view, nobody in the Arab. World
expects a change in US policy towards the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. There
is no illusion about this. Therefore, | am surprised to hear from you that
there are elements of influence such as the Palestinian street that can
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change the American standpoint. You moved on to talking about terrorism. |
want to state clearly that the only terrorism we have here is the Israeli
military presence and its actions in the West Bank and Gaza. The US
should consider the Palestinian street’s reaction legitimate and refrain from
labeling it as violence or terrorism.

Amb. Murphy: That is what | said, namely, that the Palestinian street in
1987 changed the American public’s perception of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. Before that, the American public was not able to distinguish
between Arab actions, the legal situation and the forceful Arab speeches
that it perceived as threatening. | do not think that a second Intifada would
have the same effect. In your confrontation with the Israelis you are much
better off with a non-violent approach then by using violence. The Israeli
public relations are much better, more persuasive. They have managed to
ensure that in the public opinion the Arab street is identified with violence
and terrorism. You need to change this picture.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: Now, we have come to a stage where there is no real Pal-
estinian opposition because there is nothing to oppose; there is no peace
process to be against. Nobody delivers anything.

Dr. Joel Peters: | have just come back from a trip to Washington, so | want
to make a couple of comments regarding US foreign policy. My impression
is that at the moment, there is a paralysis in US foreign policy because at all
levels, there are overloaded agendas. The second impression is that in
Washington, over the last three years, there has been a development in
opposition to the Oslo process. This has been the result of lobbying by
people supporting Netanyahu or Arabs opposing the process. This is one of
the problems. The other thing is that unlike at Camp David, where we had a
clear US policy, a clear situation and a full checkbook, there is still the
question of whether or not the US is capable of developing a coherent
policy at the present time.

Amb. Murphy: Another thing that is complicating the problem of foreign
policy formation in the US is the lack of a big enemy to rally around. You are
right; there is no detailed blueprint concerning US policies towards the
Middle East, and the checkbook is not ready at hand either. Only when
there will be a substantial upgrading of perspectives regarding a solution
will it be feasible to expect Congress to take action. Now, Congress is
simply not in the mood to get involved. There is a strong feeling that we
cannot and should not write the treaty, but | still think we should do more
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than what we are doing at the moment. Washington is floating in foreign
policy and Clinton is very uncomfortable with this.

Dr. Abdul Hadi: 1s there no fear of the ‘clash of civilizations' as envisioned
by Samuel P. Huntington? Has not Islam become the new enemy?

Amb. Murphy: This clash of civilizations is a mere bubble on the academic’s
screen. In my opinion, it does not explain anything and it certainly does not
determine US foreign policy.

Adnan Husseini: We have only one choice and that is to accept negotia-
tions - in spite of everything that is going on, and in spite of the fact that it
will be an unjust peace, that the street will not accept it, and that we will
have to deal with all the ensuing problems.

Amb. Murphy: | do not say that you have to accept the Israeli peace, but |
say that negotiations are the only way to come to any agreement.

Ismail Tazziz: In all this talk about self-determination, democracy, etc. where
do the Palestinians fit? What does the US really want for the Middle East?
Do you want a balanced solution? After the Gulf War, the US tried to estab-
lish the New World Order in the region. You are a biased sponsor. This be-
comes clear in your vetoes in the Security Council. What can we expect
from such a sponsor?

Amb. Murphy: A significant step has already been taken on the White House
lawn, but there are no quick solutions, and Washington is not ready to
impose answers. Our interests are not identical with Israel's. Do not push us
in the UN: you will not succeed this way. This becomes obvious when you
look at what happened with Abu Ghneim. We are clearly negative about the
building of the settlement. As | understand it, the settlement is part of a
master plan that was drawn up in the early 1970s. Again, our interests are
in peace in the region and in the free access to energy resources in the
Gulf. As far as we a