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he LS. aid n:luuuns!‘up wﬂh Is-
rael is unllnkw
world or, i any utht:r in
history. In sheer volume, the
amount is the most generous fnl'l:lp'lvl.ld
mwn ever between any two countries,
in S'?T 72 billion thmu fiscal
' No country, including South
mmnm has ever received as much con-
Fruslma]ly mandated aid as has [srael.
ndeed, Israel receives more U.S. aid per
|Ia I.H:I'Il.lﬂ"}l' than the rotal annual
capita of several Arab states, in-
cludmg mJg-(‘I Mauritania, Sudan,
Yemen orocco.! What is
even more unusual is that Israel, like its
benefactor, is an advanced, industrialized,
technologically supluancntnd country, as
well as a major arms exporter.

This article examines the nature and
extent of U.S. foreign aid to Israel, the
strategic roots of this aid, how the rela-
tionship has been affected by the
changing world order, the aid policy of
the Clinton ndnumstra.nun |l:a ll.'llll
com t, its impact on Israel
bate within both Israel and the hmm
States, and the impact of aid on the Mid-

dJcEastmprm.

THE NATURE OF U.S. AID
1650 with small grants and exparded

with s grants ex
modestly over the next decade to include
Export-lmport Bank loans, Food for
Peace aid and general mmunm: loans.
Military loans began only after the 1967
War, were entirely by
grants in 1985. U.S. economic aid in-
creased gruﬂy in suhsequmt years, and

aced loans for economic as-

sistance in 1981. In recent the an-
nual U.S. subsidy for Israel has remained
at approximately $3 billion in military
and economic grants, in addition to more
than $500 million from other parts of the
budget or off-budget.” Unlike most L.5.
recipients of economic aid, who are re-

qmm&muselhchu]kufﬂummfur

B.g[l'lClII!Iﬂ i huﬂ“!gmshnd

rael gttlmpul its aid directly
into the government treasury. In every
other country, officials of the U.S.

* The breakdown of grant sid over the official $3
billion is as follows: bank charges incurred

5. wmmfur] mwithdnwﬂi
nulllm}.mmm Israel on ESF aid
vesied in LS. lrunuynul;:;ﬂm

State-De n
u?ﬂﬂmmﬂ:u Depart
rm.llmn]l. a coniract wn

ltluun ice (§17 n'ul-
Commerce Department

Sml

Israeli Cmpﬂlt' T :ul' En.i:'lgmi :l;ll.s.-
i ion,” Near , vol.
L 8, 14, 1995, p. 9, and
g W mﬁnpmmmm“ ‘“m“‘ U'E&m
oan
Aj',"mu"‘ April 1996, p. 7.
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ﬁfcm: for International Development
i SM{H oversee the actual programs,

either administered directly, through
non-governmental o izations, or un-
der cosponsorship with a government
agency. Since 1971, however, [sragl has
been the exception: the U.S. government
sets the funding level and these become
simply cash transfers to the Israeli gov-
ernment.*

Since 1992, the United States has of -
fered Israel an additional 52 billion an-
nually in loan guarantees, Congressional
researchers have disclosed that between
1974 and 1989, $16.4 billion in U.S.
military loans were converted to grants
and that this was the understanding from
the beginning. Indeed, all past 1.5, loans
to Israel have eventually been forgiven
by Congress, which has undoubte I]ﬁm
helped Israel’s often-touted claim
they have never defaulted on a U.S. gov-
emment loan. LS. policy since 1984 has
been that economic assistance to Israel
must equal or exceed Israel’s annual
debt rep to the United States.

 Unlike other countries, which receive
aid in quarterly installments, aid to [srael
since 1982 has been given in a lump sum
af the beginning of the fiscal year, leav-
ing the U.5. government to borrow from
future revenues, Israel even lends some
of this money back through U.5. treas-
ury hills and collects the additional inter-
est.”*

[n addition, there is the more than
$1.5 billion i;:aﬂriyate 1.5, funds mal:ﬂgn
to Israel annually in the form of $1 bil-
lion In private tax-deductible donations
and $500 million in Israeli bonds. The
ability of Americans to make what
amounts to tax-deductible contributions
to a foreign government, made possible
through a number of Jewish charities,

* Tn other countries that receive U5, economic

aid, there is an AID mission as af the 11,5,
cmbasay that avdits all relevant expendiiures,
Without such oversight in [srael, there have been

& number of scandals invalving LS. funds, such
a8 when Geperal Electric's manager for larsel was
cnug}nbrn:['ing kickbacks to Isracli authorities re-
Jqﬂmj e for procurement, or when General Fami
was found to be siphoning off 1.5, funds

{or his personal use.
| F_Elfl.ll'ﬁ cited in Edward T, Pound, *“A Close Look
at LS, Aid o Ismel Reveals Deals That Push Cost
Above Publicly Cuoted Figures,” The Wall Streer
i'q'.lur.rlnf, September 19, I!EQI, . AlG,

Martha Wenger, “The Mon q‘m L5, Aid o
Ilalmtl," Middle Easr Reporr, May-Auguar 1990, p.

a1

does not exist with any other country.
MNor do these figures include short- and
Iun%:-term commercial loans from 1.5,
banks, which have been as high as 51 hil-
lion annually in recent years.

Total LS, aid to Israel is approxi-
mately one-third of the Amerncan for-
eign-aid budget, even though Israel
comprises just .001 percent of the
world’s pulpularinn and already has one
of the world’s h{g}l}er per capita incomes.
Indeed, Israel’s GNP 15 higher than the
combined GNP of Egypt, Lebanon, Syria,
Jordan, the West Bank and Gaza. With a
per capita income of about $14,000, Is-
rael ranks as the sixteenth wealthiest
country in the world; Israelis enjoy a
higher per capita income than oil-rich
Saudi Arabia and are only slightly less
well-off than most Western E%mpe.an
countries. AID does not term economic
aid to Israel as development assistance,
but instead uses the term “economic
support funding.™ Given Israel’s rela-
tive prosperity, LS. aid to Israel is be-
coming increasingly controversial. In
1994, Yossi Beilen, deputy foreign min-
ister of Israel and a Knesset member, told
the Women's International Zionist Or-

ization, “If our economic situation is

er than in many of your countries,
hm!-; can we go on asking for vour char-
] I}' ] 11‘.

THE ROOTS OF U.S. AID POLICY
The U.5. commitment to Israel has often
been articulated by American officials in
moral terms, even as a case of a democ-
racy battling for its very survival. Yet,
were this actually thﬁl}:nmﬂ? motivation
for the aid program, U.5. aid to Israel
would have been highest in the early
years of the existence of the Jewish state,
when its democratic institutions were
strongest and its strategic situation most
vulnerable, and would have declined as
its military power dramatically and
its repression of Palestinians in the occu-
pied territories increased. Instead, the
trend has been in just the up‘fmite direc-
tion: major LS. military and economic
aid did not begin until after the 1967

7 Thid,
"R und briefing, Department of Stale,
eh 36, oy B oA

rc . I
Cited in Joel Bainerman, “Looking the Gift
Horse in the Mouth: Israelis Ask If U5, Generos-
!Er Might Actually Be Hurting their Co ) The
‘ashingron Post, Ociober 29, 1995, p O
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War, Indeed, 99 percent of U.S. military
assistance to Israel since its establishment
came only after Israel proved itself to be
far stronger than any combination of
Arab armies and after [sraeli occupation
forces became the rulers of a large Pales-
tinian population.

In the hypothetical event that all 1I.5.
aid to Israel were immediately cut off, it
wiould be many years before Israel would
be under significantly greater military
threat than it is to-

tinued high levels of U.S. aid to lsrael
does not likely spring from concern for
Israel’s survival. One explanation may
come from a desire for Israel to continue
its sirategic and political dominance over
the Palestinians and over the region as a
whale.

indeed, the primary reason for the
direction of 11.5, policy is the role Israel

lays for the United States. Israel has

ped to defeat radical nationalist

mavements in

day. lsrael has both Immediately following Israel’s Lebanon, Jordan

a major domestic . y and Yemen, as well
arms indusiry and  |SPectacular victory in the 1967 as in Palestine.

an existing military | War, when it demonstrated its They have kept

force far more ca-
pable and powerful
than any conceiv-

military superiority in the region,
U.5. aid shot up by 450 percent.

Syria, for man
g:ars an ally of the
oviet Union, in

able combination
of opposing forces. While a cutoff of

economic support might force Israel to
negotiate a settlement with the Palestini-
ans that would end the expensive patch-

work of [sraeli control and subsidizing of

settlements, thereby inr:rcﬂsg'iig the likeli-
hood of Palestinian statehood alongside
Israel, there would be no question of Is-
ragl’'s survival being at risk militarily in
the foreseeable future,

One of the most fundamental princi-
ples in the theory of international rela-
tions is that the most stable millla.r'&tercla-
tionship between adversaries {besides
disarmament) is strategic parity. Such a
relationship provides an effective deter-
rent for both sides against a preemptive
attack by the other. IT it were concerned
simply with Istael’s security, the United
States would be dedicated to maintaining
Isracli defenses to the point where they
would be approximately equal to any re-
alistic combination of Arab armed
forces. Instead, leaders of hoth American

litical parties have called for the
Imited States 1o help maintain nor a
military balance between Israel and its
neighbors, but qualitative Istacli military
SupEriorimy. n Israel was less domi-
nant militarily, there was no such consen -
sus for U.S. backing of Israel. The con-

" Thas commitment 1o lsmeeli superiority is often
casl in lerme of con nsafing 1_'|.1|' the sup:ri-ur
nurmerical :'rtrena.t:‘h the combined forces of
neighboring Arab states. However, nol only are
Israeli forces far better trained and moee mohile,
bt the idea of large nembers of Arab states unit-

ing to destrov Tsrael ot thes point is haghly gues-
lionakle wl best

check. Their air
force is predominant throughout the re-
gion, [srael’s frequent wars have pro-
vided battlefield testing for Amencan
arms, often against Soviel weapons, They
ve been a conduit for U.5. arms to re-
imes and movements too unpopular in
e United States io be n[mnlﬁ' granted
direct military assistance, such as South
Africa, Iran, Guatemala and the Nicara-
wan Contras. [sraeli military advisers
ve assisted the Contras, the Salvadoran

junta, and other movements and gove

m-
ments backed by the United States. The
Mossad has cooperated with the CLA and
other U5, services in intelligence %};—
ering and covert ions. [srael
missiles capable of reaching the former
Soviet Union and has cooperated with the
U.5. military-industrial complex with re-
search and emln;llmem or new jet
fighters, anti-missile defense systems and
even the Strategic Defense Initiative, a
relationship that is expected to con-
tinue." As one [sraeli analyst described it
during the Iran-Contra scandal, “It's like
Israel has become just another federal
agency, one that’s convenient to use
when you want something done qui-
etly. ™

The pattern of U.5. aid to Israe] is re-
vealing. Immediately following Israel’s
spectacular victory in the 1967 War,
when it demonstrated its military supen-

" Karen L. Puschel, U5 -fsraeli Strategic Coop-
eration in the Post-Cold War Era; An American
ﬁrgpccmle (Boulder Westview Press) 1993, p.

' Glenn Frankel, The Washington Post, Movem-
ber 19 1984
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ority in the region, UI.5. aid shot uw
450 percent. FE.u'( of this increase, EEI:!}:|Ir
cording to The New York Times, was ap-
parently related to Israel’s willingness to
provide the United States with examples
of new Soviet w captured during
the war."” Following the 1970-71 civil war
in Jordan, when Israel’s potential to curb
revolutionary movements outside its hor-
ders became apparent, aid increased an-
other sevenfold. After Arab armies in the
1973 war were successfully countered by
the largest U.S. airlift in history, with Is-
rael demonstrating its power to defeat
surprisingly strong Soviet-supplied
forces, nulu:a?z aid increased by another
800 t. These increases paralleled
the British decision to withdraw forces
from “east of Suez,” which also led to
the massive arms sales and logistical co-
operation with the shah’s lran, a key
component af the Nixon Doctrine.™

id ll:ll.uadruplc-d again in 1979 soon
after the fall of the shah, the election of
the right-wing Likud government, and
the ratification of the David ac-
cords. Aid increased yet again soon after
the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon. In
1983 and 1984, when the United States
and Israel signed memoranda of under-
standing on strategic cooperation and
military planning and conducted their
first joint naval and air military exercises,
Israel was rewarded by an additional $1.5
billion in economic aid, as well as an-
other $500,000 for the development of a
new jet fighter.” During and immediately
after the Gulf War, UL5. aid increased an
additional $650 million. '

The correlation is clear: the stronger
and more willing Israel is (0 cooperate
up':;.h U5, interests, the higher the level of
aid.

M Cited in Stephen Green, Taking Sides: Amer-
tca’s Secrei Relavions with a Militant Israel
|Brattlebora, VT: Amana Books, 1988) p. 250.
Alzo known as the Guam Doclnne, or “se
strutegry,” where a Third World nLIT' would b capa-
ble of military intervention on behalf of the
Ulnited States, thus minimizing the political risks
from direct American miliary intervention. For a
deserption of this policy in relation to the Persian
Giulf see Zunes, “The LL8.-GOC Relationship: [ts
Rise and Podential Fall™ in Midale Easr Policy,
vol, T1; mo. 1, 1953, particularly pp. 103-1
** The chronslogy of nid figures is token from
Wenger, op. cit.
" Poumd, op. il

93

POLICY DEBATES
In reality, the history of unconditional
LIS, aid to Israel is not that unfamiliar: it
i5 a result of the same Kind of thinking
that has guided U.S. policy elsewhere. As
Ron Young observes in his study Missed
Opportunities for Peace, the same world
view —an em is on military solutions
to political problems, the underestimation
of the power of popular movements, the
tendency to take an exaggerated East-
West perspective, and the insistence on
unilateral mitiatives —has dominated U.S,
policy towards Israel and the Middle East
as well.'” This mistaken perception of
Middle East excepticnalism in U.5. for-
eign policy has made the widespread dis-
semination and discussion of critiques of
that policy even more difficult than on
other issues. o
Traditionally, there has been a divi-
sion among foreign-policy elites re-
garding the wisdom of such large-scale
and unconditional support for the lsraeli
government. One group, often referred
to as the “State Department Arabists,”
held that the Arab world has much more
to offer the United States sirategicall
and economically than does [srael.
porting a militant Israel, they argued,
could %ﬁad to strong anti-American sen-
timent in the Arab world and increasing
instability in the region. The other fac-
tion, which has itionally been domi-
nant, holds that Ismael is sulficiently
strong militarily to play a stabilizing role,
Furthermore, whatever the resentment
from the Arab masses, there is little po-
litical pluralism in the Arab world to
worry about, and most Arab leaders—
due to their investment of petrodollars in
the West, recognition of Western military
er, or general conservatism— can
F-;:t:'wwe the United States for its support
of Fam_el. By blaming the "Jewish
lobby™ rather than American leaders for
Wasﬁingtnn's hostile position towards the
Arab world, a perspective often deliber-
ately encouraged American diplo-
mais, they can absolve the U5, govern-
ment of its responsibility. Indeed, since
Israel is a status quo whose inter-
ests often coincide with those of Arab re-
imes, a strong lsrael can actually be to
ir advantage, not just because it offers

Up-

" Ronald Young, Missed O rn:.rr.r'ﬂ'riimﬁ)r Peace:
IS, Middle Exst Palicy 19811984 (Fhiladelphia:
American Friends Service Committee, 1988).
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otection against radical challenges
rom within and from outside, bul be-
cause it serves as a useful diversion for
Fﬁpu]ar dissatisfaction with their own
eadership.

During the first Eﬂ‘igars following
[srpel’s victory in the 1967 War, this lat-
ter tendency dominated U.S, foreign-

licy circles, particularly during

eagan administration. Indeed, most of
the Arabists were purged or had retired
by the 1980s. However, the inrifuda led
to a slight shift in perceptions.
inability of Israeli military might to curb

ular resistance in the occupied

territories and the dangerous precedent it
sct for possible insurrections against pro-
Western Arab leaders led o a
reevaluation of the role of the lsraeli
military as a stabilizing force, Combined
with the end of the Cold War, which less-
ened the need for Israel as a major link
in the “strategic consensus” against pos-
sible Soviet penetration in the Middle
East, the intifada resulted in the Bush
administration’s challenging Israeli poli-
cies to a degree unheard of in Washing-
ton for more than a generation. These
profests were in rhetoric only —
unconditional military and economic aid
to the lsraeli government continued to
flow —but it did indicate something of a
more halanced policy, at least symboli-

cally.
%n addition, the dramatic increase in

mili c tion and arms transfers
o tht:?rtatmhﬂ Gulf ration
Council {GCC) during and after the Gulf

War demonstrated that Israel was not the
only country on which the United States
relied to maintain its interests in the re-
%:nn. However, it soon became clear that
the potentially unstable Gulf monarchies,
still suspicious of U.S. intentions and
lacking the advantages of Israel in terms
of well-trained forces, technological s0-

histication, and ability to mobilize their

uman and material resources, could
never be a substitute for the ULS. alliance
with [sracl.

The Gulf War proved once again that,
rather than being a liability, Israel was a
strategic asset: [sraeli developments in
g:ir-ln—%mund warfare were integrated
into allied bombing against Traqi missile
sites and other targets; Israeli-designed

conformal Tuel tanks Tor F-15 Tighter-
bombers greatly enhanced their mnge;
[sraeli-provided mine plows were used
during the final assaults on Iragi posi-
tions; lsraeli mobile bridges were used by
LS, Marines; Israeli targeting systems
and low-altitude x}ramlnﬁ_dcvmeﬁ were
“mllzcll:d Mﬂcm h wuptmé andh [5-
rael deve components for the
widely uﬁ‘d ahawk missiles. It served
as yet another reminder of how lsrael
remains, in the eyes of American policy
makers, an im nt sirategic ally, Given
that contin LS. support of Israel—
despite its ongoing and, indeed, worsen-
ing repression of the Palestinians —did
not interfere with an unprecedented de-
ree of cooperation with Egyvpt and the
Eiuif manarchies or with ra hement
with Syria, few nsks see 1o be in-
volved in continuing such an alliance.
With the weakening of the intifada,
the triumph by the United States and its
allied pro-Western monarchies in the

Gulf War, and the election of a more
moderate—and thereby less provoca-
tive— government in Israel, odds of

major political instability resulting from
unconditional suﬂfmrt lsrael de-
creased. As a result, the United States felt
more confident in its unqualified back-
ing of Israeli policies and increasing still
further the level of aid, particularly when
Bill Clinton became president in 1993,

CLINTON AND U.S. AID

Under the Clinton administration, the
strategic rﬂlaﬂnnshiﬁ_hgﬂ heen strength-
ened still further. This is in part because
Israel’s role as a surrogate for U8, stra-
tegic interests has never been limited to
concerns over Soviet influence. As in
many other parts of the Third World, the
Cold War was more the excuse than the
actual reason for U.S. concerns over in-
stability and challenges to LIS, economic
and political hegemony. Indeed, radical
nationalism and, more recently, extremist
[slamic forces have been seen by Ameri-
can policy makers as at least as threaten-
ing to American interests in the region as
was communism, and [sraeli support in
challenging such perceived threats to
American hegemony has always been,
and will continue to be, quite welcome,
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Clinton’s attitude towards the contro-
versial 510 billion foan guarantee is re-
vealing. During the | campaign,
Clinton attacked Bush from the right,
criticizing the incumbent’s inzistence that
the loan guarantee be linked to curhing
the lsraeli settlements in the occupied ter-
ritories or that it be withheld until after
the Israeli elections in June, a position
which many Israelis interpreted as Clin-
ton's endorsement of the Likud. Feeling
heat from Clinton,

million to facilitate withdrawal from West
Bank cities, based on the highly contro-
versial assertion that it cost more to with-
draw troops than to maintain them in
hostile ur areas. .

Indeed, Clinton has explicitly prom-
ised the Israelis that aid would remain
constant regardless of Israeli settlement
policies.® The Israelis know they will be
compensated for every dollar (and more)
that they contribute to maintaining their
Sence in West

o e’ [The oruels aow they willbe | Bk e
ush approv {(and more) that they contribute to , according to
loans in August, de- L " s rticle 49 of the

spite a lack of I+ |maintaining their presence in the | Geneva Convention,
raeli assurance that |West Bank.... which bans occu-

they would halt set-
tlement activity, Though Clinton claimed
that the loans would be used for housing
for Jewish immigrants, none of the
MOney Was for such purposes; in-
deed, Israel had thousands ofpl.?nﬂc::u ed
housing unit]?&paniculaﬂy in Beersheba,
where most refugees were initially set-
tled.'* The Israeh govemment ac
edged that the loans were more of a
cushion than anything vital to the econ-
ﬂm}r_!il

) Cﬂn%mss attached a
quiring the president to ded
of addit settlement activity from the
%2 billion annual installment of the loan.
In October 1993, the United States offi-
cially announced to [srael that there
wolld be a $437 million deduction in the
next year's loan due o settlement con-
struction during the 1993 fiscal year.
However, State nt Middle East

-talks coordinator Dennis Ross im-

mediately let the [sraeli government
know that the United States would find a
way to restore the full funding. Within a
month, Clinton authorized Israel 10 draw
an additional $500 million in U.S. mili-
tary supplies from NATO warchouses in
Europe. A similar scenario unfolded the
following year: after deducting 5311.8
million on settlements from 1995 loans,
Clinton authorized $95.8 million for re-
deploying troops from Gaza® and 5240

wl-

rOVISion re-
educt the costs

" Interviews at Ben-Gurion University in Reer-
speba, January 1994,
Crvid Hoffman, The Washingien Pose, June 10,

903,
’L' Ruth E. 5teele, “"Why Republicans Have Put Cuts
in Aid to Terael ‘04T the Table,” Washington Re-

ving powers from
transferring parts of their own civilian
population into territory taken by mili-
tary force. This conversion from loan
guarantees to grants results in what
amounts to a direct subsidy for [sraeli
seftlement activity. UN. Secunity Council
Resolution 446, adopted unanimously
with U.S. support, specifically reguires
[srael o wi w from those seltlements
?ﬂ?l&ﬂ]ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ}'. WhJIEF Rﬁﬂluhmﬁﬁj{
orbids any cou rom supporting [s-
rael's mlu%imﬁmﬁw- Using U.S. aid
to undermine U.N. Security Council
resolutions is in sharp contrast to the U.S.
insistence that the intermational commu-
nity maintain strict sanctions against
Arab states such as Imag, Libya and Su-
dan for their violations of r LLN.
resolutions, _
Republicans in Congress, despite
their fiscal conservatism and opposition
to most other forms of foreign aid, are
similarly munificent regarding aid to Is-
rael. Ewﬁn ltr H-'.':w‘t:h Gingrich (R-
GA) has a longstanding supporter
of unconditional aidg to Israel; indeed, his
wife Marianne earns $2500 per month
lus commissions from a corporation to
abby U5, c::rmEanies to invest in lsrael.
Senate Foreign Relations Committee

w{tﬂﬂﬂ Middle East Affairs, April-Muy 1995, p.
* Lucille Bames, "Once Agun, Tsrael Gets Away
With 5 ing LLS. Aid on Settlements,” Wagh-
ingron Report on Middle East Affairs, October-
MNovember 15395, )

! Wathan Jones, “Exempting laracl Makes For-
eign Ard Savings Insignificant,” Washingion Re-
pa.rtmﬁﬁddﬂciim Affairs, March 1995, p. 44,
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chairman Jesse Helms {R-NC) insists that

cutting U.5. aid to Israel is “off the ta-

ble," and former Senate majority leader

Eﬂbk Dole has also opposed any aid cul-
H-ﬂ SI:IS

ARMS TRANSFERS CONTINUE
Cont to many predictions, the end of
the Cold War early advances in the
Middle East [Im,ace. process have not less-
ened U5, military and economic aid to
Israel. It is higher now than 20 years ago,
when Egypt’s massive and well-equipped
gnn_ﬁ:.l ﬂrg::l-;_'.s threatened wa&, when ”
ria’s military was ex in

w:;ﬂl advanced Soviet wpan r:Er r':ﬂen}r
armed factions of the PLO were launch-
ing terrorist attacks into Israel, when Jor-
dan still claimed the West Bank and sta-
tioned large numbers of troops along its
lengthy border and demarcation line with
Israel, and when Irag was kin
upon a vast militarization program. Now,
Eu-‘:n a I.ungstzuldh? peace treaty with

gypt and a large demilitarized and in-
ternationally monitored buffer zone;
given ongoing talks with a gradu-
ally demilitanzing Syria weakened by the
collapse of its Soviet patron; given the
PLOs close cooperation with [sraeli se-
curity; given Jordan's having signed a
peace treaty fully normalizing relations;
and given the weakness of Irag’s armed
forces, devastated during the Gulf War
and under strict international sanctions
and monitoring, why do such high levels
of aid continue?

Matti Peled, the late Israeli major
encral and Knesset member, ried
t as far as he could tell, the $1.8 bil-

lion figure for annual mili SUp
was arrived at “out of thin air,™* Such a
tigure is far more than Israel needs o re-
p-]%m&h stocks, is not apparently related
directly to any specific security require-
ments, and has remained relatively con-
stant in recent years, thereby reenforcing
the impression that it is little more than a
U.S. government subsidy for American
arms manufacturers. This benefit to
American defense contractors is mulli-
plied by the fact that every major arms
transfer to Israel creates a new demand
by Arab states —most of which can Pﬂil'
hard currency through petrodollars —for

i | 1
Steele, op. cit.
“ Inlerview, (General

Maj red. ) Mattityaho Pe-
led, May 12, 19!5‘:2“: Seattle, %’-‘A.

b

additional American w s to chal -
lenge Israel. Indeed, Israel announced its
acceptance of a Middle Eastern arms
freeze in 1991, but the United States ef-
fecively blocked it

In 1993, when 78 Senators wrole
President Clinton insisting that aid to Is-
rael be continued at the current levels,
they justified it on the grounds of mas-
sive arms procurement by Arabs states,
neglecting 1o note that 80 percent of
those arms transfers were of LS. origin.
Had they really been concermed about [s-
raeli security, they would have voted to
block these arms transfers to the Gulf
monarchies. Yet this was clearly not the
purpose. Even Israel did not actively 25)
F_c:se the sale of 72 hiﬁghls_mphigtimi

-15E jet fighters to Saudi Arabia in
1992, since the Bush administration of -
fered yet another increase in U.S. arms
transfers to Israel in return for Israeli ac-
quiescence.

. In many respects, U.5. aid polic
nicely serves the interests of both sides.
Israel, Saudi Arabia and the United States
all share an interest in curbing radical
nationalism and preserving the regi
status quo— if deemed necessary, ly
military force, In addition, for the Is-
raelis, Arab militarism serves as an excuse
tor continued repression in the occupied
territories and resistance o demands for
territorial compromise. For autocratic
Arab leaders, Israeli military ET SETVES
as an excuse for their lack of internal
democracy and inability to address badly
needed social and economic reforms. It
15 noteworthy that for m_s;gg ears before
the Oslo accords, the United States was
sending billions of dollars in arms to
Gulf states, which took a harder line to-
wards Israel than the PLO did, while at
the same time refusing to even talk with
the Palestinians.

The resulting arms race has been a
honanza for 1.5, weapons manufactur-
ers, which may actually be a major ex-
planation for U5, aid policy. For while
the E!'G-ISmnl litical action committees
(PACs) certainly wield substantial clout
with their contributions to congressional
candidates supportive of large-scale
military and economic aid (o Israel, the

* Alan Kronstadt et al . Hostlle Takesver: How
the Aerospace Indusries Arrociation Gain Cons
trol of American Foreign Policy and Double Arms
Transfers 1o Dictators, (Washington, DC:_ Project
ot Demilitari zation and Democmey. 1995).
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Aerospace Industry Association—which

romotes massive arms transfers to the
Middle East and elsewhere—is even more
influential, contributing more than $7.4
million in each of the most recent two
clection cycles,* and provides the addi-
tional inducement of creating jobs and
bringing federal dollars into key states
and congressional districts. Indeed, the
Clinton administration has showed no

walms about continued aid to gfdm

pite its cngoing occupation of West-

erm Sahara, and to Indonesia, despite its
continuing occupation of East Timor,
Like Israel, these U.5. allies, all serious
human-rights violators, continue to oc-
cuﬁf neighboring states in defiance of
U.N. Security Council resclutions, vet the
Clinton administration — like its predeces-
sors-— has rejected linking aid to these
countries to their compliance with inter-
national norms, even without the support
of a strong domestic lobby.

IMPACT OF AID TO ISRAEL
.hrgrllleably,, the large amounts of U.5. aid
to the [sraeli government have not been
as beneficial to Israel as many would
suspect. Most of the economic assistance
ha!radgune primarily to finance non-
productive sectors such as settlements
and the military, as well as to finance
loan repayments to American banks. In-
deed, each fiscal vear since 1974, ap-

_m;:mgt::]; $1 billion of Israel’s $1.2

llion in omic Support Funds has
been used to cover the interest and prin-
cipal due on previous 1.5 loans that
were made primarily to finance arms
purchases from the United States.” In
addition, the $1.8 billion in annual mili-
tary aid is in fact simply a credit line to
Amerncan arms manufacturers and actu-
ally ends up costing Israel two to three
times that amount in training, staffing
and maintenance, urement of spare

rs, and other related expenditures.™

e overall impact is to increase Israeli

economic and military dependency on
the Uinited States and to drain Israel's
fragile economy,” taking money away

* Joshua Goldsiegin, PACS in Frﬂ{rﬂe:_ﬂﬁmﬁn
Parierns in the 1994 Elpenons (Washington:

r for Reaponsive Politics, Jupe 19957,
4 JWing, op. cit.
o Peled interview, ,
** It is noteworthy that in the development of a
new anli-missile defense for Israel, the
Unated States initially insisted that it be mobile,

&n-
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from Israel’s once-generous social wel-
fare system.

Ezra Sohar has observed how, unlike
borrowing money to build a factory, bor-
rowing for armaments does not produce
profits or create the ripple effect or an-
cillary industries that strengthen the
u'l-lr;:: [ ncclil_'mm . Until I%I: 1967 Wand
when [sracli military spending averaged a
little over 8 percent of the G[&}H Isracl's
annual growth rate was a healthy 9 per-
cent. When military spending dramati-
cally escalated with an enormous increase
in procurement of 1S, weapons, at times
reaching as much as 35 percent of GNP,
the economy faltered. Currently, mili
iﬁendin is slightly under 20 percent

1& GNP, and the economy is still strug-
g In _!:I

gume critics from the right, particu-

larly those calling for a liberalization of
the Israeli economy, have started calling
for the reduction or elimination of eco-
nomic aid. Amon Gafny, the former

overnor of the Bank of Israel, argues

at 1.5, aid has impaired the country’s
long-term competitiveness. Similarly,
Maoshe SFRI;:“ of Bar-Tlan University
notes how the Israeli economy went
downhill with the dramatic upsurge of
LS. aid in the early 1970s.* Even the
selling of lsraeli bonds is now gues-
tioned: According to Joel Bainerman,
editor of Tel Aviv Business, the slogan,
“Investing in Israel’s Future,” should be
replaced by “building a bigger debt for
Istael.” Including interest, the Israeli

vernment currently owes

Eg billion: interest rates are well above
similar bonds in the United Seates. Asa
result, fewer bonds are purchased by
committed Zionists, and inCreasing
amounts are bought up by internalional
banks, financial institutions, pension
funds, and state and local government
agencies in the United States."

Bainerman further writes, “The end
of foreign aid would not only improve
the chances of reforming lsrael’s over-
centralized economy, in which subsidies
play an imporiant part, but increase the

ate the lsracli preference for a cheaper amd
simpler fixed system, which would have been guite
guate for their small termtory.
Baintrman, op, il
N gimcha Ea]:ﬂrl, “# Peace Economy for lssael”
The Mew Economy, Speing 1995,
- Il:Lujdnerman, op. cit.
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chances for political reform as well."™ In
the United States, such sentiment is not
only echoed among traditional conserva-
tive critics of Ismael; even the staunchly

ro-Israeli Mew Republic has cited how

1.5, aid has “retarded free enterprise by
supporting subsidies and monopolies for
favored constituencies.™*

Some left-win lg Israelis argue just the
pppqﬂute: that the United Stl%ﬁ s “FmE
its aid weapon to pressure sraeli gov-
emment to weaken the Hisrradur ([srael’s
powerful trade-union federation), privat-
ize state-controlled enterprises, cut social
services and lower taxes.™ Such eco-
nodmic restructuring has been a reguire-
ment for U.5.-backed loans to a number
of countries as a means of creating a
more favorable climate for U.S. invest-
ment, 50 it should not be surpnising for
lsrael to be held to such standards as
well. Indeed, State Department officials
admit that U.S. aid is used as leverage o
ENCOUTARE aﬁrcattr_pﬁvatlzauun and that
U.5. officials routinely give advice on
long-tern macroeconomic planning.”

et the dissent from the left regard -
ing U.S. aid far deeper. First of all,
the failure of the United States to use aid
as leverage is seen as effectively saho-

taging the efforts of peace activists in Is-
racl to change [srael policy, a pnl.i:..iy
which Peled referred to as pushing lsrael

“toward a posture of callous intransi-
ence.™ [n the lsraeli press, one can
ind comments like those in Yediot

Ahronot which describe their country as

“the Godfather's messenger,” since Is-

racl undertakes the “dirty work”™ of the

Godfather, who “always tries to appear

to be the owner of some large, respect-

able business.” lsraeli satirist B. Mi-

chael describes 115, aid to Israel as a

situation in which “My master gives me

food to eat and 1 bite those whom he tells

* Thid
" Charles Lane, "Rabble Rmui.rlf: Matiopal Tnee-
gunity” The New Republic, June 12, 1995,
1- Peled interview. o

i of State, op. cit. Given that AITY
support goes directly into the [sraeli treasury with
few restnctions, it i unclear just how this pres-
fure 15 _amwd.

Mt w Outlonk, May/June 1975,
1% hathan Sh . Yedioe Ahronop, Movember 'ﬁ,
199, cited in Moam Chomsky, World Ovders O
ard Mew (MNew York: Columbia University Press,
1564), p. 206.

gue

o8

me to bite. It's called strategic coopera-
tion. ™

A number of Israelis and other left-
wing Zionists argue that, like any other
nationalist movement, Fionism has its
pluralist, democratic and inclusivist ele-
ments alongside reactionary, chauvinistic
and militanst elements. The primary rea-
son the latter have domi , they argue,
is not anything inherent in Zionism, but
the blank check offered by the United
States that encourages lsraeli oppression
of its Middle Eastern neighbors and close
ties with the West, undermining the last
vestiges of Labor Zionism's commitment
to socialism, non-ali ent and coop-
eration with the Third World.* As former
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger put it,
“Israel’s obstinacy.. serves the purposes
of both our countries best.™ The rise of
the Likud bloc in [srael from a minority
faction to the dominant party, as well as
the rightward drift of the Labor party, is
in large part due 1o this large-scale
American support. No parties with those
kinds of policies could last very long in
office, %iwu the self-defeating effect of
such mulitarization on economic grounds
or in terms of intermational isolation,
were they not su to such a degree
that they did not have to worry about the
consequences of their policies on their
own population.

ese left-wing critics fear that Is-

rael’s dependence on what is seen by
many as an imperialist power like the
United States alienates |srael’s potential
allies in the Third World and leaves Israel
vulnerable to the whims of U5, foreign
policy. Indeed, some go as far as to ar-
lsrael is being set up to be the
scapegoat for U.S. policy in the region,
much as the Jews of Europe were set up
as tax collectors, money lenders and
other positions leaving them vulnerable
to popular reaction.®

= ?hbd.iwm:l Haaretr, Movember 11, 1983, cited

i .

! For example, see Cherie Brown, et al., “A Dl
Pn]icI'.-' on Jewish Liberation,” Ruch Hadashah #4
{1981}, particularly 'pp 11-13,

) KJ-HII'IE’. ears -'.F'U val, (Boston:
Little, Brown, Lompany Ja 621,

example, see Chene Brown, cil; and
Lunes, “Zioniam, Anti-Semitism Imperial -
ﬁlﬂ}m Peace Review, val. 6, no. | (Spring



ZUNES: STRATEGIC FUNCTIONS OF U5, AID TOISRAEL

DISSENT IN THE UNITED STATES
U5, aid to Israel, like most Foreign aid, is
not ar with the American public.
According to a 1994 poll by the Wirthlin
Giroup, a majority of Amencans favored
a phase-out of aid o Israel by 1998, In
another question, one-third of those
polled called Tor an immediate phase-out
of aid, a allghrlllc?-' larger number called for

failure of peace and human-rights activ-
ists o aggressively challenge assistance o
the Israeli government on grounds of
human rights and international law. Con-
scqucntlgnhl'.smrtruf the more promunent
FOALPS lenging ULS. aid to Israel are
ose that fail to similar positions
vis-d-vis Arab regimes with human-rights
records as bad or worse than Israel's.

a reduction a Such duull:lle-

Iy 18 t R standards leave
gllljp:’rlll]rte Cﬁl-l -.hack in the 1980s, when the American these groups
rent levels. i li open to charges

levels. peace movement had mobilized public DF“ 1o Chal
Fo d . . tisemitism,
gmmg"u ;‘l .m'_g' opinion in the United States to levels wh?ﬂh ?5 “,;.t' |
popular with the |whijch prohibited direct U.S. military helped by their
American pub- ) : occasional ap-
lic, pﬂmcuﬂ:_ﬂ}. assistance to Guatemala, South Africa, | peals to pativist
among conser-  |Jran and the Contras, the United States | sentiments that
vatives, who are R indeed some-
gugpiciﬂuﬁ .l::.f Silﬂph" HI'IIIBd thE'SE' I:l'.llllltl'll‘.'ﬁ ﬂll'ﬂllgll umFg_ mq““n
intermationalism | Jgrae], antisemific
in overnones.
advocate a more isolationist foreign pol- Ome out-

icy. Yet it has traditionally been the
American left that has raised these issues
and forced them into the national debate,
most profmunently regarding Central
America, but in other Third World re-
gions as well.

However, the American left, even
among those concerned with issues of
peace and justice in the Middle East, are
divided over the question of aid. Histori-
cally, countries that invade and occupy
the terri of their neighbors engage in
systematic human-rights violations, ref-
use to recognize the national rights of a
people that it exiles and continually
subjugates, use American weapons
against civilian targets, arm and train
death squads, ignore U.N. resolutions,
and systematically flaunt international
legal conventions are the targets of
American peace aclivists.

Yet, just as with the tendency by
some on the right to single out Israel for
criticism, there is a tendency on the left
to single out Israel for immunity from
criticism. One resulting problem is the

* Wirthlin Group, 95 percent confidence level,

polled Sepiember 68, 19494, 53 pervent favored
<o, 3 percen o, [1 percent did mot
or had na opinion. On the question of

amount of aid, 33 percent said cutoff, 36 percent

said reciection, 18 percent favored cumrent levels, &
nl favored an increase, 6 cent did not

nerw o had no opinion. Cited in Washingron
Report on Midale East Affairs, Movember-
December 1964,

come of continued high levels of uncon-
ditional aid to Israel 18 that it )
congressional efforts to curb U.S. mili-
tary aid to repressive regimes elsewhere,
E-frf‘:.':rls- to pass legislation that would re-
strict aid systematically to countries that
refuse to sign the Nuclear Non- )
Proliferation Treaty or engage in certain
violations of international law have been
blocked solely because the Iprm'isumm of
the hill would include Israel.

It is doubtful that Israel could afford
the heavy economic burden of continu-
ing their occupation of neighboring
Arab lands, such as the costs of mam-
taining the military forces in the territo-
res, tﬁe construction of illegal settle-
ments, and the expanded infrastructure to
bypass autonomous Palestinian popula-
tion centers, without U.S. financial sup-
port. Another problem is that the in-
creasingly interlocked military-industrial
complexes of the two nations have fur-
thered the questionable projection of
L5, military Br into conflict-
ridden areas: For example, back in the
1980s, when the American peace move-
ment had mobilized public opinion In
the United States to levels which prohib-
ited direct U.S. military assistance to
Guatemala, South Afnca, Iran and the
Contras, the United States simply armed
these countries through Israel.

Yet virtually no leading political fig-
ures, outside of some right-wing isola-
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tionists like Patrick Buchanan, have pub-
liely cHLbestinned these ongoing high lev-
els of 1.5, aid to Israel. Most prominent
liberal Democrats, who have raised ques-
tions about 1.5, aid w0 repressive regimes
elsewhere, have categorically rejected
linking aid to Israeli compliance with in-
ternational law and human rights. While
the role of the pro-Israel lobby is often
exaggerated as the determining factor in
the overall thrust of U.S. Middle East
policy,* there is little question that it has
effectively neutralized liberal sitlon
on Capitol Hill. Yet congressional liberals
have not had to endure much pressure
from the other direction: most liberal
lobbying groups have avoided address-
ing 1 iddle East altogether.

Indeed, most organized peace and
human-rights groups have been unusu-
ally silent regarding U.5. aid 1o [srael.
This derives in part from the fact that,
while most strategic analysts recognize
that Israel is not under immediate mili-
tary threat, there is still a widespread per-
ception that Israel 15 under siege. As a re-
sult, those who oppose military aid to
lsrael are easily depicted as advocating
the destruction of the Jewish state and are
thus relegated to the fringe of 11.5. pub-
lic opinion along with anti-Jewish bigots.
Consequently, there is virtually no
chance that the U5, government will
consider a cessation or reduction in
military aid to Israel in the foreseeable
future. Therefore, many peace and hu-
man-rights groups argue that they should
focus l%eir energy on more immediately
attainable goals, such as supporting the
ongoing peace process and an lsraeli
freeze on expanding settlements in the
occupied territories, and nol risk losing
their political credibility on the aid issue.
Furthermore, those uppnsin&;:n_:phasls
on the aid question believe that it raises
an unnecessarily divisive issue at a time
when there is aﬁ:ressjng need to reach
out 10 those with a more mainstream po-
litical perspective in both the Jewish
community and elsewhere, [_'ram::ularl}_r
since opposing military aid to Israel will

¥ Fines, The Roats of the 115 -Tereli Relation-
ship,” New Political Science, Spring-Summer
I";'!? . mog. 20-22,

For similar conclusions, albeit from & very
differcnt ptr;pnclwn:. see AF K. Organski, The
36 Billion Bargain: SIFEI{'F_}' anad Polities in 15
Assistance to ferael (New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 199, especially chapler 3.

inevitably be depicted as putting Israel’s
survival at nsk and thus alienate many
potential allies.

Even if such a movement to cut U5,
aid were successful, so this argument
goes, it might make matters worse. Such
a cutoff might cause the Israeli public,
increasingly open to the idea of granting
the Palestinians ?rﬁa! rights, to close
ranks behind right-wing politicians and
destroy the peace process. Many Israclis
would see such a move as an abandon-
ment and betrayal that would reinforce
feelings of isolation and persecution built
over centuries. According to this argu-
ment, this would not encourage neécessary
compromise but would lead to even more
reckless behavior by the [sraeli military,
Such concerns have led many lsraclis on
the left, including most of the recognized
leadership of the ¢ Mow movement,
to oppose any threatened cutoff or re-
duction in LS. aid.

Those peace activists advocating this
more cautious approach point out that
many critics of lsraeli policies do not
share such universal pnnciples, and use
Israeli violations of human rights and
international law as an excuse for at-
tacking the world’s only Jewish state.
While such people are cenain]g? # minor-
ity among those critical of U.S. policy in
the Middle East, it reinforces a wide-
sFrend assumption that any criticism of
1.5, support of the Israeli government
carries just such a hidden agenda. For
this reason, many who supg;[da Iwo-state
solution and a more even- ed U5,
pﬂlicyhhcli:ve that a mnfmnta]_:tnna] ap-
proach is counterproductive, that there
should be no threats of a reduction of aid
and that any criticism of the Israeli gov-
emment should be kept private. While
critics of this approach note its similanty
with the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions" “quiet diplomacy” toward Latin
American dictatorships and “construc-
tive engagement” towards South Africa,
its defenders observe that Israel's isola-
tion and the Jews' history of persecution
dictates such a cautious sirategy. Indeed,
Americans for Peace Now, one of the few
American Jewish groups to openly chal-
lenge the Likud government’s policies,
argues that U.S. aid to Isragl should be
kept at current levels 1o maintain the
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“strong and prosperous Israel necessary
to make peace "™

IMPACT ON THE PEACE PROCESS
Ajd 1o Israel, particulary in recent years,
has been justified as necessary to support
the peace process. However, as not
authority on negotiations Roger Fisher
has observed, one must apply both a car-
rof and a stick to convince a party to
make the compromises necessary in di-
plomacy. Using either one alone denies
the party you are trying to influence any
Incentive.”” Yet, the Linited States has
used the carrot with Isracl almost exclu-
sively. With repeated public pronounce-
ments by ULS. officials that aid to Israel
15 unconditional, Israel has no incentive
to make the necessary concessions that
could lead to peace, or even to end its
human-nghts abuses and violations of
international law. As former Sec of
State Henry Kissinger once told a col-
league, *1 ask Rabin to make conces-
sions, and he says he can’l because Israel
15 weak, 50 1 give him more arms, and he
say he doesn’t need 10 make concessions
because [sracl is strong.™

This stands in contrast to the frequent
use of aid as leverage to Jordan, Leba-
non, Egin and other Arab states, as well
as the Falestinian authority. )

Yet, as this article has shown, it has
long been in the ULS. interest to maintain
a mulitarily erful and belligerent [s-
rael dependent upon the United States,
Real could undermine such a rela-
tionship. The United States therefore has

ursued a policy of Pax Americana, one
hat might bring greater stability (o the
region while falling short of real peace.
The David agreement was a prime
example, in that it more closely resem-
hled a tripartite military pact that a true
ace lrealy, promising more than $5
lion of additional weaponry and eco-
nomic assistance to both countries and
closer American strategic cooperation.

“‘ i!gn;..cn'iﬁw with director Barry Rubin, April 2%,
J"'H}lgjgcr Fisher et al., Bevond Machigvelli: Tools
Coping with Conflice (Combricdge: Harvard

111'«'1:1::1?' Press, 1004), _

FEcdward Sheehan, The Arabs, frraetis and
Kiszinger: A Secrel H:‘:rnﬂr af American Diplo-
ey e the Middle E“i’ﬂh ew York Readers Dii-
gest Preas, 1976), p. ,
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The United States refused o follow
through on provisions of the agreement
calling for Falestinian autonomy, in-
creasing aid to Israel even as Jewish
eolonization and anti-Palestinian repres-
sion in the termitories greatly increased.
Indeed, this ald package was supposed o
be a one-time loan, but has since evolved
e an annueal grant that now lakes up
the majority of the U.S, foreign-aid
budget,

he ability of those in the United
States and Israel who oppose large-scale
and unconditional aid to Israel will per-
haps determine the fate of the peace
process. Currently, those who support the
status quo— American and lsraeli mili-
tary and political officials, American
supporters of the Israeli government and
U.5. arms manufacturers —exercise
enormous political power. Indeed, de-
spite some of the opinions of critics cited
in this article, there has been virtually no
debale on a national scale in either
country about the risks inherent in the
U.S.-Israel relationship.

The result could be tragic, not just
for the Palestinians, Lebancse and others
who are the immediate victims of the lar-
gess of American aid to Israel, but ulti-
mately for Israel itself. Like El Salvador
and South Vietnam, Israel has become a
client state whose 1m:|-:rshlr has made
common cause with U.5. global designs
in ways that could ultimately create con-
siderable damage. lsraeli leaders and
their counte s in many American Zi-
onist organizations have been reﬁrjng
the historical error of pursuing short-
term benefits for their people over long-
term security. For Israel’s economic and
military security ultimately lies not in the
amount of economic and military aid it
receives from the United States, but in [s-
rael’s willingness to recognize Palestinian
stalehood, share Jerusalem and withdraw
from all occupied terntories—in short, to
make peace with ils neighbors.



