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* EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

‘ There are a'nunbei of "policy questions outlined in thi

" attached paper which deserve our careful considergtion in the

days ahead., The Department of Defense has included its vlcwa
at the end of this summary. ‘

Our approach 'is premised on the basic assumption tbat Ve

'lﬁouldtsek Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon as rapid ey
possible, The thrust of our recommendations ars des gncd to -

sccomplish this objective in a realistic way, given the new
circumstances that pertain in Lebanon. While ve pay be at-
conflict with Israel on a number of di{fferent polEtl, :
pevartheless, our approach, in general, is fully onxisteat
wtth the statad aims of Is:acli pollcy. :

3

. Pirst, ve have recommended a continuatioa of our policy
uhlch makes Israeli withdrawal conditional on arrangements to
protect the northern border of Israel, i.e., the ptated Israell

. objective. We do not want to return to 'the status quo ante and <. "
- then have to face another Israeli. invasion in thrpe months. :

our strategic interests and the peace protess canpot abaorb o

5 anotho; shock like this.

. If we ate to secure Isracl's nocthern border,! ve nust

consider what kind of peacekeepjnq force could bo'iatttposed tox

accomplish this. There are three recommendations: an

i . indigenous force, an expanded UNIFIL, and an international

foroe along the lines of the MPO. Ouz preference §s an .

.- expanded UNIFIL. This will be very difficult to jachieve, and
- therefore we have to think of a fallback to an HTD type force,

ot an- fndigenous force.

An indigenous force acceptable to Israel would be -
interpreted as being under Israeli control and would have
insufficient legitimacy in the eyes of bthers. MNevertheless,
there may be a combined option of 1nd£ganous fordes and a

UNIFIL or HFO type of force, ! i
The thitd question raised is whether the U.S. should

'participlte in such a force. The paper outllneslthe pros and

cons for this course and indicates that the cons may outweigh
the pros if we are speaking of U.S. combat fotrces.
Neavertheless, there is a range of options open tl us for U.S.
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.participation i{f this becomes politically advisable and"
feasible, - We can, for exanmple, provide support Ifunctions or
- provide a Sinai rield Mission type of civilian unit fop
technical monitoring. This is a decision that need not, and
should ‘not, be made now, until we know the circumstances that
" evolve from our discussions of a peacekeeping farce.

A fourth policy question is whether or not to couple our
efforts to obtain Israeli withdrawal with efforts to resolve

" . B0e It i8 our view that even with Israeli withdrawal and a

peacekeeping force in place, coptinued instability in northcrn:;:}ff'

Lebanon will impact adversely on the southern solution, We

. - feel there are oppoctunities in the present sityation which we; ;“

could take advantage of, if possible, and that the costs of

failure are minimal, We suggest that to be effective such an L:

= . effort must. have international backing. ,

v e e " e

.- " - The last questibn relates to tﬁe peaéa;ﬁrocoSl; It will be - -

¥ .all but impossible to continue progress in the Zutonomy talks

"I'= _agreement on withdrawal i{s reached. We ‘suggest '‘that ve need to’ =

think further about how we should use the time rjow
.productively, if at all possible, in the directfon of
- implementing the Camp David Accords, and ve are [preparing an
" options paper on this subject. ‘ '

Pinally, ve feel we should continue to excl de the Soviets

_-i fronm ‘active participation in our diplomatic efforts and ‘:

negotiations folloving a ceasefire. b y

i“" the fighting continues the more aiffichlt it wiﬂl be to achieve
some of the options we have suggested, ..

:’ R ‘

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT ADDENDUM '

Defense sought a footﬁote to expliin it did not jwish ta dissent
from this paper so much as to raise for the consideration of
the President three fundamental issues:

(1) The paper seems to identify U.S. objectives with those
— of Israel, with no analysis or rationale, and in particular
accepts the Israeli view that their withdrawal must not be
unconditional, as called for in Resolution 509 (which we voted
=  for) but must be conditiopal on the creation of |a new regime
for all Lebanon and its southern regions. This regime could

s

larger political problems of Lebanon. . We recomniend that we do '~

¢
o :

.. 'unkil Israel withdraws, or at least the-- i: framework for an s VA

= Clearly, the military situation is evolving and the longer - . -

e resy:




' None of these conditions prevail in south Labauou
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provc to be a costly and difficult and even impossible new USG
undertaking on behalf of Israel, particularly in light of
teactions elsevhere in the Xrab world, like the Gulf, where -
socutlty cooperation with us could be hacmed,

" {2) DOD belleves the papa: as drafted is too optinmistic
.about ‘our {nfluence and opportunities and does not give the
.President a realistic picture of the dangers, %gis rtegard,

_there is a critical omission i{n the issue of thc and its
future role, even though this issue and :;e Palest{nian problen
4n general is at the heart of the proble

”

-for Lebanon, at least as outlined in this paper. $uch a foroe

" is not comparable to the one we developed for the Sinai, There.

we had a prior peace agreement, two strong and stable
governments in support of our presence, and an-area of
-responsibility with few {nhabitants who threaten tEh force,

ere U, 8
l-:viccaea w111 probably bc killed. A - . e ;-'f
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) (3) DpoOD cannot endorse a U.S. role 1n a peace*eepinq force
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