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An examination of the last forty-five years in the diplomatic history of the State of
Israel reveals that the relationship forged between Israel and the US during this
period proved to be a cornerstone of Israel’s diplomacy. Levi Eshkol, the father of
the strategic alliance between the two countries, has been assigned a place of honor
in Israel’s early history, first and foremost because of the dramatic change
engendered by the Washington—J erusalem alliance that he fostered.! In retrospect,
that development seems obvious—US President Harry S. Truman was the first
world leader to recognize the Jewish state after independence was declared.
However, from 1956-64, it was actually France that became Israel’s strategic ally.
During that period, arguments developed in the government, the IDF, and other
government bodies regarding the nature of that policy, and in the end it was
altered. Some of those arguments were topical and rooted in fundamental issues.
Others were reflective of the conflicts between the prominent political figures of
the time. On the one side (advocates for the French orientation) were Prime
Minister David Ben-Gurion and the “youngsters,” headed by Defense Ministry
Director-General Shimon Peres, who were supported by active generals, including
Moshe Dayan, Zvi Zur and Ezer Weizman. On the other were the “middle-agers,”
headed by Finance Minister Levi Eshkol and Foreign Minister Golda Meir,
alongside the head of the Mossad and General Security Services (GSS), Isser

Harel, and senior military personnel such as Haim Laskov and Yitzhak Rabin.

How did the dynamic develop between those demanding a French orientation and
those opposed to it? Why was that orientation eventually changed? This discussion
is of great importance, especially in light of the fact that over the years, Jerusalem'’s
American foreign policy orientation became a strategic pillar for Israel, the
contribution of which has proven invaluable. It is also important because the
argument regarding the French orientation constituted a true reflection of the
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dramatic political conflict between central figures in the Israeli government at that
time. Its consequences resonated in Israeli politics for an entire generation and
perhaps even longer.

In September 1955, a new stage in the confrontation between Israel and its
Egyptian-led Arab neighbors began. A large weapons deal between Egypt and
Czechoslovakia, in which Cairo was slated to receive very advanced Soviet
weaponry,” threatened to rupture the delicate strategic balance that had existed
since the War of Independence.’ That transaction, along with other weapons deals
with the Soviet bloc, and with other countries such as Britain, ensured Israel’s
neighbor to the south a supply of more than 200 advanced fighter jets, hundreds
of tanks, and various types of artillery. It was clear to Prime Minister Moshe
Sharett, Defense Minister David Ben-Gurion, and IDF Chief of Staff Moshe
Dayan that they had to prepare for the new situation that would be created in the
region after the deal was signed. In the fall of 1955, the IDF had a mere thirty
fighter jets at its disposal. With the infusion of new weapons to Israel’s Arab
adversaries, the disparity between Arab and Israeli air power would be dramatic —
as high as 10:1, and the situation of the IDF’s armored corps, in relation to that of
Egypt, would not be much better.” Israeli policy makers had to face the question
of how to respond to that development. All were in agreement that the military
buildup could lead to Israel’s destruction. “The furnishing of substantial quantities
of heavy weaponry to Egypt means the unleashing of a war of annihilation against
Israel,”® declared Sharett to the Knesset.

However, as in the past, differences of opinion arose among the “hawks.”® Sharett
wished to counteract the Egyptian arms deal by purchasing heavy weapons from
Washington and by seeking an American—Israeli security pact.” Ben-Gurion and
Dayan did not, of course, reject the prime minister’s attempt to try to achieve a
military and strategic balance. They were in favor of a defense agreement with the
US, but they did not believe that either the US or France and Britain were willing
to help Israel, and they wanted to thwart the Egyptian course of action with a
military campaign. They claimed that the large weapons deal that Egypt had
signed with Czechoslovakia would strengthen Gamal ‘Abd al-Nasir’s regime and
would prompt the Egyptian president to behave more aggressively toward Israel,
including even initiating all-out war. In their estimation, an Israeli military action
could strengthen Israel’s deterrence, which had eroded since the War of
Independence, and would lessen the significance of the designated supply of arms
to the Egyptian military. It would also solve the problem of infiltrators.®
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Although the defense minister and chief of staff were in favor of a large-scale
military operation, in the end, Sharett was able to prevent this course of action. In
the time left in his tenure as prime minister, Sharett succeeded in convincing the
ministers in his government and other important individuals in the Israeli
establishment’ to join his opposition to a military “adventure” because it was not
at all clear that such a mission could foil the Egyptian—-Soviet agreement. This was
especially after he claimed that in the end, it would be possible to convince the
Americans or the British, and maybe the French as well, to supply Israel’s military
needs. This pro-American stance was a pillar of the foreign policy that Sharett
wanted Israel to adopt.'” Ben-Gurion, on the other hand, was very doubtful as to
whether this was the correct course of action.!" He, Peres and Defense Ministry
officials strongly believed that the Americans would not reverse their embargo
policy."”” Consequently (along with other European countries, including Britain
and Germany), France was viewed as the only possible source of arms to Israel.'s

Indeed, France agreed to sell Israel twenty-four Mystere IV'* fighter jets and to
supply other weapons as well. From Britain, Israel bought approximately a
hundred aging Sherman tanks and two refurbished destroyers (the Jaffa and the
Elath)." Israel also signed arms agreements with Canada and West Germany.'®
But the quantities of weapons that Sharett procured were meager relative to the
IDF’s burgeoning needs. Clearly frustrated, the minister of defense commented
on the fact that the sales involved “millions of dollars” but not “tens of millions.”"”
Therefore, the only potential large-scale source for weapons continued to be Paris
and Washington. But French statesmen only partially agreed to Sharett’s request,'®
while the Americans—to the bitter disappointment of Israeli government
members —did not respond favorably to Israel’s pleas for weapons.!” Therefore,
there was not yet any satisfactory military or political response to Egypt’s contract
with Czechoslovakia.?” That fact convinced Ben-Gurion that it was necessary to
launch an immediate, comprehensive preemptive military action against Egypt.?!
In the meantime, Ben-Gurion succeeded Sharett as prime minister on November
3, 1955. From then on, it became clear that a large-scale military action would
probably be carried out in the near future.

At the same time, however, just as his predecessor had done, the new prime
minister continued to seek new sources for weapons. For this, he enlisted the help
of Shimon Peres, the energetic young director-general of the Ministry of Defense.
Whereas in the past, France had displayed clear signs of sympathy and friendship
toward Israel, in February 1956, relations became closer still.”? There were many
reasons for this change.”” Some related to the socialist leanings of the new French
prime minister, Guy Mollet, and to the personal amity felt toward Israel by leaders
in that new administration, including Foreign Minister Christian Pineau.?* Another

important reason was France’s strategic interests in the Suez Canal, which were
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endangered by Nasir’s threat to nationalize it. Yet another reason was the tense
situation in Algeria and the fact that Nasir was considered an ally of the Algerian
rebels seeking independence from France. An additional important factor was the
existence of an Israeli lobby in France, headed by Ambassador Ya'akov Tzur, and
the intense activity of Peres among high-ranking individuals in Paris.?

Ben-Gurion sent Peres to France in order to convince its leadership to quickly
supply weapons to Israel. Peres’ great resourcefulness bore fruit. He was able to
establish contacts with both government officials and heads of the French aircraft
industry, who were interested in selling sophisticated weaponry to Israel in
exchange for cash.?® Once the French had acquiesced to the Israeli pleas, a series
of secret talks ensued between an Israeli delegation (headed by Dayan, Peres and
Yehoshafat Harkavi, head of IDF intelligence) and representatives of the French
Ministries of Defense and Foreign Affairs. In June 1956, they reached an
agreement for full Israeli-French cooperation. The French agreed to supply Israel
with 200 AMX tanks, 72 additional Mystére IV jets, and a large amount of light
weapons and ammunition. On behalf of the State of Israel, the three negotiators
signed the agreement, which provided for the immediate supply of all the arms
and ammunition for $80 million, to be paid two years from the date the agreement
was signed. Peres signed the acquisition agreement on behalf of the government
before he had even received authorization from Ben-Gurion or Eshkol.?” Neither
the defense nor finance minister envisaged such a swift and complete French
response. When the delegation members returned to Israel and updated Ben-
Gurion, he realized the magnitude of their success, and was not deterred by the
high price that Israel would have to pay for the deal —an amount equaling almost
one-fifth of the country's budget.28 He told the group that it was “a somewhat

dangerous adventure. but what is to be done? Our whole existence is such.””

On July 24, 1956, about a month after the agreement was signed, the first shipment
of French arms reached the Kishon port in Haifa. Other shipments soon followed,
including Vautour fighter jets. Consequently, Israel was prepared for war, at least
from the point of view of the strategic military balance. The IDF’s dramatic victory
in the 1956 Sinai Campaign constituted unequivocal proof of this.

Because of the arms agreement signed between Israel and France in the spring of
1956, not only was military parity achieved between Israel and Arab states, but
France was now considered Israel’s strategic ally.®® The alliance between the two
countries became stronger still, reaching its peak in the three agreements that
enabled Israel to join the nuclear club.’’ On December 12, 1956, one month after
the end of the Sinai Campaign, the first agreement was signed between the two
states in which France committed itself to extending industrial and technical aid
to Israel through the establishment of a nuclear reactor for research purposes that
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would operate on natural uranium provided by France. On August 21, 1957, a
second agreement was signed in which the two countries agreed to cooperate on
the manufacture of nuclear weapons. In the third agreement, signed the following
October, all the military aspects of the issue were summarized, including the
establishment of a facility for separating plutonium. Many years passed before the
idea came to fruition and a nuclear bomb was developed, but these agreements
constituted proof of the close alliance between Israel and France.

II

Charles de Gaulle’s rise to power in the second half of 1958 was a turning point in
the special relations that had developed between Israel and France. The French
president wished to normalize relations with Arab states, and that was bound to
occur at Israel’s expense. After an agreement was signed between France and
Egypt on August 22, 1958, the president and particularly his foreign minister,
Maurice Couve de Murville, strove to change the nature of the relationship
between France and Israel. This was feltin various realms but was most prominently
manifested in the nuclear issue. De Gaulle wanted to halt French assistance to
Israel’s nuclear program and its aid in the construction of a nuclear reactor in

Dimona.®

From that point on, various circles in the Israeli administration began to criticize
Israel’s French orientation. Political heavyweights, such as Foreign Minister
Golda Meir, Finance Minister Levi Eshkol, IDF Chief of Staff Haim Laskov and
the head of the military operations branch at GHQ, as well as Yitzhak Rabin,
considered that policy a mistake and maintained that it needed to be balanced or
altered. They were convinced that de Gaulle’s foreign policy would sabotage
Israeli-French relations. In their eyes, depending on only one country was a grave
error. They insisted that Israel establish parallel relations with the US and attempt
to convince the Americans to become Israel’s principal weapons supplier. Israel,
they believed, needed to come under Washington’s patronage. Their struggle did
not succeed, chiefly because the Americans refused to change their policy and
supply the strategic weapons that the IDF required, and were certainly not willing
to contribute to the development of Israel’s nuclear capabilities. Another reason
for their failure was Ben-Gurion’s steadfastness in preserving Israel’s French
orientation; the unremitting support of senior IDF officers, led by the commander
of the Air Force, Ezer Weizman, as well as of the head of IDF intelligence, Chaim
Hezog, and Peres, who had been promoted to the position of deputy defense
minister in 1959. Those Francophiles ensured that France’s demand for exclusivity

with regard to supplying weapons to Israel was met.%
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Peres, for example, exerted pressure on Meir and Ben-Gurion to immediately
cease “putting out feelers,” as they were constantly doing, regarding the possible

3

acquisition of arms from the Americans,* as this could insult the French and cause

them to change their mind about supplying Israel with the arms it required.

However, Meir was not worried about the warnings —and her strong distaste for
Peres, which dated back to the outset of her tenure as foreign minister, actually
spurred her to act in the opposite direction. She did negotiate with the French and
did not stop complimenting its leaders on their friendship with Israel. When she
met de Gaulle in early August 1958, she praised and exalted France and its people
and promised Israel’s eternal friendship.® But, at the same time, she did not trust
him. Meir did not attribute much significance to the statement of the president at
that meeting: “Convey to your government that the deepest and warmest friendship
exists between Israel and France and will not change.”® She considered those
words non-binding and hinted as much to the journalists covering her trip.” In
her view, relations with France, as with Britain, were based on mutual give-and-
take. Israel needed arms as well as British and French political support,® and
those two countries in decline stood to gain politically from that relationship. But,
more importantly, the arms industries in their countries stood to make significant
financial gains. The arms brought over from Britain, especially from France, by
the IDF were paid for in full, much of it in cash. Beyond the economic aspects,
there were also political interests.”

This was not the way in which Meir saw the relationship between Israel and the
US. In her opinion, Israel was politically and economically dependent on that
country, and there was no substitute for that dependence. That was, therefore, the
reason she did not hesitate to continue to exert pressure on the Americans to
supply the IDF, even if the French, British and West Germans supplied those
arms in an almost regular fashion. Nor did she hesitate to demand that Israel be
accepted as a member of NATO™ even after de Gaulle rose to power, though it
was clear to her that the French president had his own deep-seated reservations
about NATO. She knew that “putting out feelers” to the Americans could actually

heighten tensions between France and Israel.

This state of affairs resulted in a continuous rise in tension between Foreign
Minister Meir and Peres,” both as director-general and, from 1959, as deputy
minister of defense —an appointment that greatly increased his political standing.*
The tension between the two had already existed, but now it was seemingly based
onreal contrasts between their different political approaches. The foreign minister’s
political strategic viewpoint was based on the recognition of the US as the most
important and friendly power to Israel,* despite the fact that the American
administration under Eisenhower and later Kennedy did not always see eye-to-
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eye with Israel regarding its political and military strategic objectives. The US
tended, for example, to see Egypt as a state with which it should try to establish
correct relations and in which to increase American influence in order to compete
with the Soviets.” Meir also favored an American orientation despite the fact that
Ben-Gurion was more inclined to view France as the patron-friend to trust in,
chiefly because of the American administration’s cool relations with Israel and the
president’s refusal to meet with him.** On more than one occasion, he complained
that “it makes political sense for them [the Americans] to support us, but one can

never know how the president will act.”

To Meir it was clear that France was Israel’s main weapons supplier, and therefore
France’s extremely important role in ensuring Israel’s security made it necessary
for Jerusalem to cultivate ties with Paris. The same was true of Britain, which also
supplied essential weapons to Israel.® Therefore, she engaged in fostering relations
with the heads of those two countries.® However, she had no doubt that at the end
of the day, in light of the strategic importance of the US, the Americans would
have to replace the. Therefore, not only did she not accept the preference for
France as Israel’s chief ally as etched in stone, but from the time she entered
0fﬁce,50 she did not cease to press for a change in the current policy that would
lead Israel to an American orientation. But the heads of the US administration
made it difficult for her. In the president’s global vision, as was manifested in the
Eisenhower Doctrine, which was declared on January 5, 1957 and ratified by the
two American houses of Congress, Israel constituted a part of the Western world;
therefore, as US Special Envoy to the Middle East James Richards® explained to
Foreign Minister Meir (the text of which was made into an official document by
the two countries),” if the USSR were to attack Israel directly, the US would
consider this a “clear case of a Communist attack and the president would take
action.” She suspected that the Americans did not really mean that. “Behind
closed doors,” she complained to de Gaulle at her meeting with him, “the Americans
want to create the impression that they will not abandon Israel, but they did not
say that explicitly,” and on the day of reckoning, in her estimation, they might
shirk their responsibility,* despite the fact that the secretary of state’s staff made
sure to convey to her that “the integrity and independence of Israel are crucial to
America... the president of the United States will stand by Israel’s side if it is
attacked, even to the point of sending in the military.”*® Meir was not convinced,
and a clear justification for that skepticism, in her opinion, was the administration’s
staunch refusal to supply weapons to the IDF.*® Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles was, however, prepared to have his country aid Israel in funding® the
acquisition of arms, but this did not make Meir any less doubtful of the sincerity
of the Americans’ desire to nurture relations with Israel.
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Eventually, the pressure she exerted in her frequent conversations with Dulles,
his successor, Christian Herter,’® other government leaders® and heads of the
Senate and the Congress, coupled with Egypt’s closer leaning to the Soviets,
succeeded in thawing the ice somewhat. In 1957, the Americans began to provide
economic aid to Israel once again, including large shipments of surplus food, which
they had stopped sending at the end of the previous year In protest over Israel’s
steps toward war.®® During the latter half of 1958, it was clear that the American
president was going to change US policy regarding military aid as well, although
in a less drastic way. The first indication of this change occurred when Eisenhower
agreed to assist Israel in purchasing heavy weapons from Britain.®' Later,
Washington supplied Israel directly with 100 106 mm recoilless artillery pieces®
and on September 29, 1959, Meir met with Herter. They agreed that Israel would
specify to the US administration which weapons the IDF sought.® Later, President
Kennedy agreed to supply Hawk missiles to Israel, but it was a long time before
the US became the IDF’s chief weapons supplier.

111

It was actually military personnel, headed by Chief of Staff Laskov and the head
of Military Operations Yitzhak Rabin, who came to Meir’s aid in her argument
with Peres.® They preferred American arms (with the exception of Mirage fighter
jets) because they did not believe that France had the appropriate quantity or
quality of weapons with which to confront Egypt’s Soviet-made weapons. The
most sophisticated tank manufactured by France was the AMX-13. It was inferior
to the American-made Patton tank and was not suitable, in their opinion, for
Israel’s needs, particularly after the Egyptians and Syrians had received shipments
of the state-of-the-art Soviet T-54 and T-55 tanks. The IDF even preferred the
obsolescent British Centurion tank over its French counterpart.®

However, after Dayan retired from the army and entered politics (on January 1,
1958), Peres became the most influential individual in the defense establishment,
and even the support of Laskov and other high-ranking military officers for the
foreign minister’s position was of no avail. The ambitious Peres wielded great
influence over Ben-Gurion, through which he was able to neutralize the opposition
of the army generals and, thus, also that of Meir. He even had his “own” officers
in the general staff who supported his approach, including Chaim Herzog, Ezer
Weizman,® and later also Chief of Staff Zvi (“Tchera”) Zur, Laskov’s successor.”
Like Peres, Weizman viewed the acquisition of American arms as a “wish that is

far from being fulfilled.”®®

According to Peres, the alliance forged between Israel and France in mid-1956 not
only caused a situation in which the IDF was supplied with ample weapons and
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ammunition, but, no less important, also one in which Israel was able to start
building the atomic reactor in Dimona, which was supposed to enable Israel to
eventually develop nuclear weapons within a few years. He was convinced that
despite de Gaulle’s opposition to the development of Israel’s atomic program,
France would continue to support Israel militarily and politically, would supply
the coveted Mirage jets, and would even support, in its own way, Israel’s nuclear
program. On the other hand, he had no doubt that Washington would oppose
Jerusalem’s nuclear program even more vehemently than Paris; therefore, in his
opinion, Israel must not change over to an American orientation. Moreover, he
opined that Israel should make every effort to preserve the Israeli-French alliance,
though if France, for example, could not supply certain weapons to Israel, it should
buy them from Britain or Germany. Ordering weapons and equipment from the
US could sabotage these efforts, he thought, since an acquisition of this type could
be viewed very negatively in France, which considered the American defense
contractors a threat to its own lucrative trade.

In order to bypass the opposition of those two individuals to his policy with regard
to the French orientation, Peres was aided by Weizman, who was in effect the
person who determined the IDF’s long-term purchasing policy. Since his
appointment as commander of the airforce in 1958, Weizman implemented an
independent policy that sometimes led to clashes with Laskov, and later with
Rabin. As a close associate of Peres, and particularly due to the fact that the two
did not hold the chief of staff in especially high esteem, they knew, each in his own
way, how to neutralize opinions differing from their own, such as those of Laskov
and Rabin, and to make their opinions acceptable to the defense minister.®”
Weizman'’s only wish at that stage was to buy a hundred French Mirage jets,
instead of the sixteen or twenty-four with which Laskov and Rabin had made
due.”®

These two approaches —the Francophile and the pro-American —first came into
head-to-head confrontation in the winter of 1960. In advance of an upcoming
meeting between Ben-Gurion and President Eisenhower, the Israeli prime minister
met with Laskov and Rabin, who told him that “every effort should be make to
break the ‘American ring’ that closes off to us the source of weapons from the
US.”! Laskov even prepared a detailed list of military equipment to be requested
from the Americans, with two Hawk anti-aircraft missile batteries topping the list.
Rabin, who had just returned from a wide-ranging and conclusive visit to the
French military, apparently told Ben-Gurion at that meeting how he had described
to the top French brass the threats facing Israel. He explained to them why the
IDF needed sophisticated French arms,” and from their response he got the clear
impression that his hosts, although they did not refuse his requests and understood
Israel’s situation (particularly the IAF’s need for Mirage fighter jets), were mired
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in their own war against the underground in Algeria. His impression was that
France would make every effort to find partners in the Arab world (particularly
in Egypt) to aid in its suppression of the underground; therefore, he came to the
conclusion that the close bond between Israel and France was in danger.”

It was against the backdrop of this serious evaluation that Rabin went to Ben-
Gurion —and apparently that was how he succeeded in convincing him to attempt
to purchase American arms. No wonder, then, that when Peres heard about the
conversation between the defense minister, chief of staff, and head of military
operations, he vehemently opposed their request. This was mainly due to his fear
that their chances of acquiring Mirage jets would be harmed, as would Israel’s
nuclear program, which was faced with de Gaulle’s opposition. With Weizman’s
support, and that of Herzog, who defined the relationship between Israel and the
US as “gripped by hysteria,”” he tried to persuade Ben-Gurion not to agree to the
entreaties of Laskov and Rabin, claiming that France and its leaders would take a
very negative view of Israel’s acquisition of American arms at the expense of
purchases in France.

Ben-Gurion actually accepted the approach of the chief of staff and the head of
military intelligence and conveyed their request to the American president. But, at
that meeting with Eisenhower, he also noted that Israel did not intend to consider
the US the IDF’s principal weapons supplier. The president did, indeed, promise
Ben-Gurion that he would supply defensive equipment™ to the IDF, including
two Hawk missile systems, which the IDF greatly needed. Not only was Laskov’s
and Rabin’s success a partial one —in that Ben-Gurion himself remarked to the
president that Israel viewed France as its main weapons supplier —but a short
time later it became apparent to them that that success was irrelevant. Peres did
ultimately convince Ben-Gurion not to change his policy toward France because
he presented reasoning based on the assumption that de Gaulle, who sought to
halt French support of the construction of the reactor in Dimona (but had only
made verbal expressions of his desire to do so at that point), would soon turn his
words into actions. This was especially so after French Foreign Minister Couve de
Murville told the Israeli ambassador to France on May 14, 1960 that his government
had decided not to supply uranium to Israel in the future. Moreover, he hinted
that the purchase of Mirage jets was also in jeopardy.” This was enough to exert
double pressure on Israel and to convey a clear message regarding the nuclear
issue via France’s refusal to recognize the legitimacy of Israel’s development of
atomic weapons. France also conveyed its protest over Israel’s military contacts
with the US and its fear that the French arms industry would suddenly lose one of
its largest customers.
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Israel, via Peres, and with the wholehearted agreement of the prime minister,
made it clear to the French that it would not change its acquisition policy as it
stood since 1956. This led the French government to immediately consent to
supplying twenty-four Mirage jets to Israel, which were delivered at a festive
ceremony on May 11, 1960. One month later, Ben-Gurion, accompanied by Peres,
traveled to France for a policy meeting with French leaders to clarify the issue.
During his meetings, he realized that just three months after his talks with the US
president, an entirely different dynamic was being created. During his two
meetings with de Gaulle, Ben-Gurion was promised by the French president, after
having been expressly asked to do so by the Israeli prime minister, that France
would continue its pro-Israel stance, including supplying all arms and fighter jets
needed by Israel in the future.”” Because of de Gaulle’s continued opposition to the
construction of the nuclear reactor in Dimona, the two agreed that Israel would
not begin building an atomic bomb but that construction on the reactor would
continue,7 8 and, no less important, that in the future, “new arrangements would be
made for scientific cooperation,”” as Herzog, the head of military intelligence, put
it. The practical significance of those “arrangements” was the continued cooperation
between France and Israel on the nuclear issue.

On December 29, 1960, Peres was able to claim another achievement after
reaching an agreement with the French, whereby Israel would continue to develop
its nuclear capabilities and France would not prevent the companies that had thus
far assisted Israel in that endeavor from continuing their work. The agreement,
which was updated again in February 1961, stated that France would not renege
on the three agreements it had signed with Israel. This signified that the attempt
to divert Israel’s foreign policy to an American orientation was finally over. To
those ministers in the Israeli government, most notably Golda Meir, and heads of
the security establishment, led by Rabin, who had demanded such a change, there
was no choice left but to accept the prime minister’s decision at Peres’ urging
regarding the continued French orientation of Israel’s foreign and weapons
acquisition policies. The Francophiles had won, at least for now.

Translated from the Hebrew by Yvette Shumacher
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