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United States of America continues its descent into economic
impotence and despair.

Neither the survival of Israel nor the ability of the United
States to bring pressure-to bear on the situation of dissidents
against tyranny can become realistic policy choices if our
American economy continues to deteriorate under the Carter
policies of high unemployment, taxes and inflation.

The rhetoric of compassion and concern becomes just that,
mere words, if not supported by the vision--and reality--of
economic growth. The present administration does not seem to
realize this. It seems to believe that if the right kind of
words are chosen and repeated often enough, all will be well.
Can those who share our humanitarian concerns ignore the
connection between economic policy, national strength and the
ability to do the work of friendship and justice and peace in
our own nation and world?

The theme of this convention, "A Covenant with Tomorrow,"
speaks directly to the question of American interests and the
well-being of Israel. There is no covenant with the future
which is not firmly rooted in our covenant with the past. Sincé
the rebirth of the State of Israel, there has been an iron-clad
bond between that democracy and this one.

That bond is a moral imperative. But the history of
relations between states demonstrates that while morality is
most frequently given as a motive for actions, the true and
abiding motive is self-interest. Well,the touchstone of our
relationship with Israel is that a secure, strong Israel is in

America's self-interest. Israel is a major sfrategic asset to

America.



Israel is not a client, but a very reliable friend, which
is not something that can always be said of the United States
today under the Carter administration.

While we have since'1948 clung to the argument of a moral
imperative to explain our commitment to Israel, no Administration
has ever deluded itself that Israel was not of permanent
strategic importance to America. Until, that is, the Carter
administration, which has violated this covenant with the past.
Can we now have confidence it will honor a covenant with
tomorrow?

The interests of all the world are served by peace and
stability in the Middle East. To weaken Israel is to destabilize
the Middle East and risk the peace of the world, for the road to
world peace runs through the Middle East.

How do we travel that road?

rirst, bk cannot positively influence events at the
perimeters of our power if power--including economic power--at
the center is diminished.

The conduct of this nation's foreign policy in the last
four years has been marked by inconsistency and incompetence.

We must have a principled, consistent foreign policy which
our people can support, our friends understand, and our
adversaries respect. Our policies must be based upon close
consultation with our allies.

We require the defensive capability necessary to ensure
the credibility of our foreign policy, and the security of our
allies and ourselves. There can be no security for one without

-
‘

the other.



Today, under Jimmy Carter, our defensive capability has
been so seriously eroded as to constitute not a deterrent but
a temptation. . -

This is not a campaign issue, it is a matter of grave
national concern; indeed so grave that the President considers
it a liability to his personal political fortunes. He has
tried to give the appearance of responding to it. But the
half-hearted meaéures he proposes are clearly inadequate to
the task.

We must restore the vital margin of safety which this
administration has allowed to erode, maintaining a defense
capability our adversaries will view as credible and that
our allies can rely upon.

As an ally of the United States, Israel must have the
means to remain strong and secure. Over the years, the
United States has provided economic and defense assistance,
and a Reagan Administration will maintain this traditional
conmitment.

In 1976, Candidate Jimmy Carter came before this
convention and said: "I have called for closer ties with
our traditional allies, and stronger ties with the State of

Israel. I have stressed,"

he said, "the necessity for a strong
defense -- tough and muscular, and adequate to maintain freedom

under any conceivable circumstances."



-4A-

One wonde;s, did the candidate listen to his own call?
Today we have fewer real allie§ and, among those, we speak
with diminished authority. Our relations with Israel are
marked by doubt and distrust. Israel today is in grave
danger, and so is freedom itself.

In 1976, Jimmy Carter declared that he would seek
what he called a "comprehensive settlement" in the Middle
Fast. What this might mean for Israel and how this might

be achieved were questions neither asked nor answered.



The comprehensive agreement which Mr. Carter sought
required, first, a reconvening of the Geneva Conference. Israel
was amenable to this step. Her adversaries agreed conditionally.
But, the conditions were that the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation be represented and that Israel effectively agree in
advance of negotiation to withdraw to the pre-1967 borders, which
were in fact armistice lines resulting from the first effort to
destroy the State of Israel. 1Israel rightly refused these
conditions and was promptly accused of intransigence. Can we
believe that Mr. Carter is not still in favor of dealing with the
P.L.0O. and desirous of forcing the terms of a settlement?

Mr. Carter invited the Soviet Union to join him in his
effort to force Israel to accept the mockery of negotiations
in Geneva. Before that, it had required a major effort to keep
the Soviets out of the Middle East peace process. In October,
1977, Mr. Carter invited them back in free of charge, and they
graciously accepted. The Carter administration presenteéf;
major achievement the conclusion of a joint Soviet-American
accord which would have given the Russians a strangLéZbold on
negotiations, as well as a convenient calling card for inserting
themselves more deeply into the Middle East.

This seriously disturbed President Sadat. The President
of Egypt did not share Mr. Carter's appreciation of the Soviets,
and he came to the conclusion which other world leaders,
including Mr. Brezhnev, have now reached: Mr. Carter 1is

incapable of distinguishing between his own short-term political



interests, and the nation}s long-term foreign policy interests.
Mr. Carter professed not to understand what all the fuss was
about.

The result was that the United States (%overnment, for the
first time in the history of the rebirth of Israel, found itself
on the outside looking in. President Sadat made his courageous
trip to Jerusalem at the invitation of Prime Minister Begin,
and a bilateral peace process began. Without, let me
re-emphasize, the participation of Mr. Carter. The quick foreign
policy success that Carter had hoped to achieve turned instead

into another major foreign policy blunder.
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Ehss,(ﬁhat we do or fail to do in the Middle East is of
vital importance not only to the peoples of the region, but
also to the security of our country, our Atlantic and Pacific
allies, Africa, China, and the Asian subcontinent.

Because of the wé;k and confused leadership of Jimmy
Carter, we are approaching a flashpoint in this tragic process,
with Soviet power now deployed in a manner which directly
threatens Iran, the Persian Gulf and Arabian Sea; with Soviet
forces and proxy forces building up again in the region; with
Soviet fleets and air bases emplaced along the sea lanes on
which we and our Allies and the entire free world depend.

In spite of this I am confident that if we act with vigor,
vision and practical good sense, we can peacefully blunt this
Soviet thrust. We can rely upon responsible Arab leaders in
time to learn what Anwar Sadat learned, which is that no
people can long endure the cost of Soviet patronage.

How we deal with Israel and her neighbors in this period
will determine whether we rebuild the peace process or whether
we continue to drift. But let it be clear that the cornerstone
of our effort and of our interest is a secure Israel, and our

mutual objective is peace.



While we can help the nations of that area#/move toward
peace, we should not try to force a settlement upon them.

Our diplomacy must be sensitive to the legitimate concerns
of all in the area. Before a negatiated peace can ever hope to
command the loyalty of the whole region, it must be acceptable
.to Israelis and Arabs alike.

Most important, we must rebuild our lost reputation for
trustworthiness. We must again become a nation that can be
relied upon to live up to its commitments.

In 1976, candidate Jimmy Carter said: "I am concerned with
the way in which our country, as well as the Soviet Union,
Britain and France have poured arms into certain Arab countries--
five or six times more than Israel receives."

But it was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 60 F-15 fighters
to Saudi Arabia. To get the Congress to go along, he assured
these aircraft would not have certain offensive capabilities.
EQ&Q? ’the Secretary of Defense tells us he cannot say whether
this commitment to Congress will be honored, until-afterNowember 42 .

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 100 main battle tanks
to Jordan,

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to provide U.S. licensed

turbine engines for Iragi warships.
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I was appalled to see the Carter administration abstain
from voting on, rather than veto, the Resolution passed by the
United Nations Security Council two weeks ago}tota%?%zgregarding
the Democratic Platform promises of 1976 and 1980. As I stated
then, that Resolution not only undermines progress toward peace
by putting the United Nations on record against Israel and on
one side of the sensitive issue of the status of Jerusalem;
it also presumes to order other nations--including our Dutch
ally--to move their embassies from Jerusalem.

I believe this sorry episode sheds some new light on an
earlier action by Jimmy Carter concerning another U.N. resolution,
voted on in March this year. On March 1lst, the Carter admini-
stration failed to veto a mischievous U.N. Resolution
condemning Israel's presence in Jerusalem, calling it an
"occupation”. That was the position of the Carter administration
on Saturday. Two days EngQ, on a Monday, reacting to the public

outcry, Jimmy Carter put the blame for this outrage on his

Secretary of State and reversed the position of the administration.

The man who asks "trust m%ﬂ,)zigzags and flip-flops in ever
/

more rapid gyrations, trying to court favor with everyone: Israel,

the PLO, the voting bloc in the United Nations and the voters at
home. On March lst, it took the Carter administration three days
to switch positions. On August 20th, it took only three minutes.

Secretary of State Muskie condemned the 1J.S. Resolution on

-
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Jerusalem in a long speech that was for the voters in this
country. Minutes later, he abstained instead of vetoing the
U.N. Resolution. That was for the PLO and their friends.

This is the Carter record on the Miadle Fast. Arab leaders
are persuaded that we don't say what we mean. Israel is
persuaded that we don't mean what we say. How do we build
productive relations with either side on such a basis?

Beere we can act with authority abroad, we have to
demonstrate our ability to make domestic policy without asking
permission of other governments.

Mr. Carter sent an emissary to Saudi Arabia to ask for
permission to store petroleum here in our own country--a
strategic reserve vital to our national secqggty and long
demanded by Congress. The Saudis, predictably, said no. Mr.
Carter halted the stockpiling.

Can we have relations with our friends in the Arab world
if those relations are built on contempt for us?

Clear away the debris of the past four years, and the
following issues remain to test the good faith of the Arab
nations and of Israel, and to challenge our national will and
diplomatic skill in helping them to shape a peace.

There is the unresolved question of territorial righf%
resulting from the 1967 war.

There is the status of Jerusalem which is part of the
first question.

There is the matter of refugees.

There is the matter of the PLO, which I consider distinct

-

from the matter of the refugees.
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The question of territory, putting aside Jerusalem for
the moment, must still be decided in accordance with Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338. We will tolerate no effort
to supersede those Pesolutions. We must weigh the future
utility of the Camp David accords against that position.

There are basic ambiguities in the documents Camp David
produced, both in the links between the Israeli-Egyptian peace,
and in the provisions for an autonomous regime in the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip. These ambiguities have now brought
negotiations to a dangerous impasse.

Let us remember that an autonomous Palestinian Arab regime
for the West Bank and the Gaza Strip was an Israeli proposal--
a major concession of) Israel's part in the interest of progress
toward peace.

Negotiations between Israel and Jordan could result in long
and creative steps toward resolving these problems. Israel and
Jordan are the two Palestinian states envisioned and authorized
by the United Nations. Jordan is now recognized as sovereign
in some 80 percent of the old territory of Palestine. Israel
and Jordan are the parties primarily authorized to settle the
future of the unallocated territories, in accordance with the

principles of the Wandate and the provisions of Resolutions 242

=

-

and 338,

Thus, the autonomy plan called for in the Camp David
Agreements must be interpreted in accordance with the two
Security Council Resolutions, which remain the decisive and

authoritative rules governing the situation. The Camp David

-
‘



12

Agreements cannot and should not lead to fundamental changes
in the security position, or to the withdrawals of Israeli
troops, until Jordan and other neighbors make peace.

Jerusalem has been a source of man's spiritual inspiration
since King David founded it. IQ:E centrality to Jewish life
is known to all.

Now it exists as a shared trust. The holy places of all
faiths are protected and open to all. More than this, each is
under the care and control of representatives of the respective
faiths. ©Unlike the days prior to 1967, Jerusalem is now and
will continue to be one city, undivided, with continuing free
access for all. That is why I disagree with the cynical actions
of the Carter administration in pledging to preserve the status
of Jerusalem in its party platform and Qﬁé;;?undercutting Israel o~
and Jerusalem by abstaining on a key U.N. vote. I believe the
problem of Jerusalem can be solved by men of good will as part
of a permanent settlement. The immediate problem is to make
it easier for men of good will to come to the peace table.

President Carter refuses to brand the PLO as a terrforist
organization.

I have no hesitation in doing so.

We live in a world in which any band of thugs clever
enough to get the word "liberation" into its name can thereupon
murder school children and have its deeds considered glamorous
and glorious. Terrorists artnot guerillas, or commandos or
freedom-fighters or anything else. They are terrorists and

they should be identified as such. If others wish to deal with

-
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them, establish diplomatic relations with them, let it be on
their heads. And let them be willing to pay the price of
appeasement,

The PLO is said to represent_the Palestinian refugees. It
represents no one but the leaders who established it as a means
of organizing agression against Israel. The PLO is kept under
tight control in every state in the area except Lebano%jwhich
it has effectively destroyed. As for those it purports to
represent, when any Palestinian breathes a word about peace to
Israel, he is an immediate target for assassination. The PLO
has murdered more Palestinians than it has Israelis.

This nation made an agreement with Israel in 1975 concerning
its relations with the PLO.

This administration has violated that agreement.

We are concerned not only with whether the PLO renounces
its charter calling for the destruction of Israel, we are equally
concerned with whether it is truly representative of the
Palestinian people. If we can be satisfied on both counts,
then we will not be dealing with the PLO as we know it, but a
quite different organization, one truly representative of those
Arab Palestinians dedicated to peace and not to the establishment
of a Soviet satellite in the heart of the Middle Fast.

Finally, the guestion of Arab Palestinian refugees.

My analysis of this tragic situation begins with the
Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel, May 14,

1948, Let me read the relevant paragraph:
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"We appeal--in the very midst of the onslaught launched
against us now for months~-to the Arab inhabitants of the
State of Israel to preserve peace and to participate with us
in the upbuilding of the étate on the basis of full and equal
citizenship and due representation in all its provisional and
permanent institutions."

Tragically, this appeal was rejected. People left their
land and their homes confident Israel would be destroyed in

a matter of days and they could return. Isreal was not

=
™

destroyed and the refugee problem is with us today.

could Ae

ne
Zhe solution to this refugee problem i@ assimilatio

Arab Palestinian state.
The Psalms speak t«
that we strive for. They are a vision of our ideals, of the
goal to which we strive with constancy, dedication and faith.
They embrace our hopes for a just, lasting peace in the Middle
East and our hopes that the works of justice and mercy be done
at home:
...May our garners be full,
affording every kind of store;.
May there be no breach in the walls,
no exile, no outcry in our streets.

Happy the people for whom things are thus;
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It is given to us to see that this vision is never lost,
its message never forgotten, that the work of peace and
justice and freedom goes on, inspired by our values, guided

by our faith and made permanent by our commitment.

{The following is for RR's text only -- not for

printed version.)

Let us hope during these Holy Days of Resh Hashanah and
Yom Kippur that this next year will bring peace and justice
to all the peoples of the Middle East; and to all of you

I wish a Happy and Healthy New Year.



‘Reagan Bush Committee
901 South Highland Street, Arlington, Virginia 22204 (703} 685-3400

MEMORANDUM
TO: Bill Casey
FROM: Dick Wirthlin
DATE: September 1, 1980
RE: Comments on the draft of the B'nai B'rith :speech

The tone of this speech is clearly pro-Jdewish and militarily
hard line. Before we lock this speech up, Bill, I suggest

we ask ourselves the gquestion, what headline will this speech
generate and what is the headline we want to create?

In spite of the cuts already made I believe the speech is still
too long. We might cut the paragraph on p. 6 beginning with
the phrase, "We mus  ~ we..." and all of p. 7.

Further, the top paragraph of p. 10 might be eliminated. The
Governor's addition on the bottom of p, 9 acts as a sufficient.
bridge into the discussion of the Carter Administration's U.N.
record.

It seems to me that points of maj .on that might be
raised by the speech focus on th Do we want to have
the Governor indicate that the so_. . .. . :he refugee probléem
involves assimilation (Pp. 18). He may, of course, already be

on record favoring this solution.

You might note a few minor observations. In the second par&graph on
p. 14 we may state simply that the two states, Jordan and Paléstine
were authorized by the United Nations.

I cannot read the last line on p. 15 and on p. 17. Are there
any reasonable grounds to assume that there are any other organi-
zations other than the PLO that might be spawned that fit the
criteria we list in the third paragraph? If not, why do we raise
the issue at all?

In summary, I am sure that the attendees will respond positively to
what the Governor states. My concern lies with those Americans

who are already concerned about the Governor's "militant" positions
which may further alienate, if not allies,neutrals in the Arab
orbit. At this juncture, on this potentlally explosive issue we
need to assume a low not a high profile.

Paid for by Reagan Bush Committee. United States Senator Paul Laxalt, Chairman. Bay Buchanan, Treasurer.
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Tonighe—3 want—to" speak to-yee—aboet the state of Israel,
af its importance to our own nation and ite—itmpeweentpmec
world peace. ) '

But in a sense when I speak of Israel, I speak as well of
other concerns of B'Nai Brith and of the entire Jewish community
in the United States. 1Israel is not only a nation--it is a
symbol. During my campaign I have spoken of the values of
family, work, neighborhood, peace and freedom. I made a

WwWeold B~
commitment to see to it that those values ame at the heart of
policy-making in ;t; Reagan administration. Israel symbolizes
those values. What is Israel if not the creation of families,
working together to build a place to live and work and prosper
'in peace and freedom?

Tigrs , !n defending Israel's right to exist, we defend
sorRething-more—thmn—a—rodion—mecdedond the very values upon
which our own nation is built,

The long agony of Jews in the Soviet Union is, of course,
never far from our minds and hearts. Once—againy—those—ancient,
Simplte—yrtessential-velvmecofis_ to niwd: All these suffering

people ask M is that their families get the chance to work
where they choose, in freedom and peace. They will not be
forgotten by a Reagan Administration.

But I must tell you this:

No policy, no matter how heartfelt, no matter how deeply

rooted in the humanitarian vision we share, can succeed if



the United States of America continues its descent into economic
1mpotence and despalr.
NEIfHER THE oR-

Wee survival of Israel a-é the ability of the United States
to bring all the pressures it can to bear on the situation
of dissidents against tyranny s=mmiitee—ef—bhesc-eomrape

o )
espeated—ee become realistic policy choices if our American
economy continues to deteriorate under the Carter policies of high
unemployment, taxes and inflation.

The rhetoric of compassion and concern becgﬁggfﬁgié
words if not suppori by the vision--and reality--of economic (25
growth. %The present administration does not seem to
realize this. It seems to believe that if the right kind of
words are chosen and repeated often enough, all will be well.
Can those who share ;::% humanitarian concerns- - agwfessdo-—-
ignore the connection between economic policy, national
fétrength and the ability to do the work of friendship and
justice and peace in our own nation and world?

The theme of this convention, "A Covenant with Tomorrow"
“eGer@e—rteh speaks directly to the question of American
interests and the well-being of Israel. There is no covenant
with the future which is not firmly rooted in our covenant
with the past. Since the rebirth of the State of Israel, there
has been an iron-clad bond between that democracy and this one.

W!Eineést‘Ehét %me¢ bond is a moral imperative. I-aswes.

But the history of relations between states demonstrates that

while morality is most frequently given as a motive for



actions, the true and abiding motive is self-interest. \:;SL
the touchstone of our relationship with Israel is that a
secure, stdkng Israel is in America's self-interest. Israel
is a major strategic asset to Aéerica.

Israel is not a client, but amfwserm-emand a very reliable
friend, which is not something that égg:gg said of the .
United States today.wmden ¥le Canver o calinflr |

While we have since 1948 clung to the argument of a moral
imperative to explain our commitment to Israel, no Administration
has ever deluded itself that Israel was not of permanent
strategic importance to America. Until, that is, the

Carter Administration, which has violated this covenant with

Wj‘fé-vf
the past. St
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The interests of all the world are served by peacéf%n the

‘Middle East. S
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Are_ Serued-by—gealrtty. To weaken Israel is to destabilize
the Middle Eastm

5)&? risk the peace of the world, gigzgt—éhe—sama—eéme,

teovey the road‘f%*%géce Pa-the—wordd runs through the Middle East.

How do we travel that road?

First, we cannot positively influence events at the
perimeters of our power if power--including economic power--
at the center is diminished. axdmpodigptn—disareay.

The conduct of this nation's foreign policy in the last
four years has been marked by inconsistency¥ incompetence,

iuul;incoaetancr.
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We rQowise—sw®w++] have a principled, consistent
foreign policy which our people can support, our friends
understand, and our adversaries Tespect. Our policies wishl
be based upon close consultation with our allies.

We require asdwid-biwmwc the defensive capability
necessary to ensure the credibility of our foreign policy, and
the security of our allies and ourselvese #ar There can be
no security for one without the other.

uwd&a{ﬂnp«71ﬂbj%ﬁgb,;

TodayApur defensive;eééaéiéz has been so seriously
eroded as to constitute not a deterrent but a temptation.

This 1is noE‘a campaign issue, it is a matter of grave
national concern; s=—=wseerc, inde at the President
considers it a liability to his personal political fortunes,

Ha AaoLadad
. thataeeesnt, L@F=s to gilve the appearance of
responding to it. But the half-hearted measures he proposes
are clearly inadequate to the task.

We must restore the vital margin of safety which this

. I * . Q\
administration has allowed to erod%_~4&>4mxﬁhﬁaéataéa—e

defensive capability our adversaries will view as credible and

that our allies can rely upon.

In 1976, Candidate Jimmy Carter came before this convention
and said: "I have called for closer ties with our traditional
allies, and stronger ties with the State of Israel. I have
stressed," he said, "the necessity for a strong defense--tough
and muscular, and adequate to maintain freedom under any

conceivable circumstances."



W candidate dadwmdt listen to his own call.

Today we have fewer real allies and, among those xzeowadring,

we speak with diminished author?fy. Our relations with Israel
are marked by doubt and distrust. Israel today is in

grave danger, and so is freedom itself.

In 1976, Jimmy Carter declared that he would seek what
the;uéalled a "comprehensive settlement" in the Middle East.
What this might mean for Israel and how this might be
achieved were questions neither asked nor answered. Whea
the-answere—became—apparentr—it was Ltoolatke.

The comprehensive agreement which Mr. Carter sought
required, first, a reconvening of the Geneva Conference.
Israel was amenable to this step. Her adversaries agreed
conditionally. But, the conditions were that the Palestine
Liberation Organization be represented and that Israel
iéffectively agree in advance of negotiation ﬁo withdraw to
the pre-1967 borders, which borders were in fact armistice
lines resulting from the first effort to destroy the State of
Israel. Israel rightly refused these conditions and was

N WN\-QO:ES-\
promptly accused of intransigence. # st Lredusart M

Mr. Carter invited the Soviet Union to join hir in
his effort to force Israel to accept the mockery ofnegotiations.

gg;ggwﬁ‘¢ n*[od@€,u&h&4¢5 yho- ¥
in Geneva. -Fs-hadmbalken a major effort to ké3p~aa§sé¢fgﬁt of v

the Middle East peace process. In October, 1977, Mr. Carter
invited them back in free of charge, and they graciously .

accepted. The Carter Administration presented as a major

C £ o o g Ao



achievement the conclusion of a joint Soviet-American accord
which would have given the Russians a strangle-hold on
negotiations, as well as a convenient calling card for
inserting themselves more deeply into the Middle East.
N £ thic 3 1 reulas bt id
This :
&seriously disturbed President Sadat. The President of -Egypt
did not share Mr. Carter's appreciation of the Soviets, and
he app#EEmtiy came to the conclusion which other world
leaders, including Mr. Brezhnev, have now reached: Mr. Carter
is incapable of distinguishing between his own short—term
political interests, and the nation's long-term foreign
- policy interests. Mr. Carter professed not to understand what
all the fuss was about and said he was "proud of the Russians."
The result was that the United States government, for the
first time in the history of the rebirth of Israel, found
:itself on the outside looking in. President Sadat made his
courageous trip to Jerusalem at the invitation of Prime Minister
Begin, and a bilateral peace process began. Without, let
me re-emphasize, the participation of Mr. Carter. The guick
foreign policy success that Carter had hoped to achieve 4ed
tﬁf§£%§§%€b tﬁs:gfzgﬁt;g;er foreign policy.ﬁé%3;£:aﬁmant_9§—
Ris—AdmiTistrattobo
We must not have any illusions about precisely what
is at stake in the Middle East. The overriding issue is
neither refugees'fbr 0il. These are grave and momentous

problems. But the overriding issue which impedes every



productive attempt at solutions to those problems is the effort
of the Soviet Union to maintain turmoil there and under the
cover of that turmoil to project itself further

into the area.
For thirty years the Soviet Union has been exploiting every
possible conflict in this region--and awakening a number which
/¥ Aas Yu ke,
have been slumbering--in order to advance its power, *twmieiry
foothold after footheld, and country after country, until
today we find its outposts stretched from Afghanistan to Algeria,
from Syria to Libya to Ethiopia and Angola. Throughout this
period, the Soviet leaders have stirred up Arab hostility to
Israel as a cruel weapon for provokiﬂg and prolonging war
after war, and have abetted an endless cycle of terrorismv}\J
5Jd9 in _oxrdex to bring Arab states under its own influence. The
Arab-Israeli conflict could have ended in a just and lasting
.peace a long time ago--in the early 1950s--had not the
Soviet Union tempted Arab leaders to imagine that Soviet arms
and Soviet political support would permit them to destroy

Israel. Thie—is-—the-gotirce—aof TFhe single most important

obstacle to peace between Israel and her neighborsis the fact
that continuing hostility there is fundamental to the
objectivés of Soviet expansionism.

Thus, what we do or fail to do in the Middle East is of
vital importance not only to the peoples of the region,

(4

but_to the security of our country, our Atlantic and Pacific

allies, Africa, China and the Asian subcontinent.



Because of the weak and confused leadership of Jimmy
Carter, we are approaching a flashpoint in this tragic process,
with Soviét power now. deployed in a manner which directly
threatens Iran, the Persién Gulf and Arabian Sea; with Soviet
forces and proxy forces building up again in the region; with
Soviet fleets and air bases emplaced along the sea laneé on
which we and our Allies and the entire free world depend.
We-must act deeisively while-thereia—stiit—time—to-—proteet
owk-_interest.in-peaca.

In spite of this I am confident that if we act with
vigor, vision and practical good sense we can peacefully

———

blunt this Soviet thrust. We can rely upon e##ex responsible

Arab leaders in time to léarn what Anwar Sadat learned, which
is that no people can long endure the cost of Soviet patronage.

How we deal with Jsrael and her neighbors in this period
IQill determine whether we rebuild the peace process of whether
we continue to drift. But let it be clear that the cornerstone
of our effort and of our interest is a secure Israel, and
our mutval objective is peace.

Bixgwt ,While we can help the nations of that area move
toward peace, we Gamrnot—ayd should not try to force a settlement
upon them. A—dictated peaee—wiil—not he a lastimg—peace.

Sesend, Qur diplomacy must be sensitive to the legitimate
concerns of all in the area. Before a negotiated peace can
ever hope to command the loyalty of the whole region, it must

et be acceptable to Israelis and Arabs alike.
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Third, and most important, we must rebuild ougﬂreputation

for trustworthiness. We must again become a nation that can

s

/LLfLefzgg::’ . . ) N
be to live up to its commityments.

et

In 1976 candidate Carter said: "I am concerned with the
way in which our country, as well as the Soviet Unicn, Britain
and France have poured arms into certain Arab countries--
five or six times more than Israel receives."

But it was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 60 F-15 fighters
to Saudi Arabia. To get the Congress to go along, he assured
these aircraft would not have certain offensive capabilities.
Today the Secretary of Defense tells us he cannot say whether
this commitment to Congress will be honored until after November 4.

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 100 main battle
tanks to Jordan.

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to provide U.S. licensed
turbine engines.for Iragi warships. |

Ln_l&l&—c&n&f&ate—@ef%ef—eiéd;/Z"I go—rot—botieve—thigt—the

oad to oeace (in the Middle :j;y( can—be—Efound by

We kqowfhaa»long he held that opinion after he was elected.
-
o
In 1976 capgidate Carter said of the Palestinians:
/}ﬁ(\ -

"We mbat'hgké’it ciéa;'tg,ﬁhe world that there can be no

i =

‘reward for terrorism."

-

\:4£,Then, in 1977, P;esident«QQEE?r'said there_égsg‘bé a
lestinian "hemeland.®—— " T——— _

MW&MMM};W
Torrusmm. — Terrsnrm: O QT wwﬁgu,ww)
porhiy Wm%q—m.
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In 1976 candidate Carter said: "We have all been deeply
disturbed by the drift of the United Naticns and by the

acrimony and cliquishnéss that seems to have taken hold."

Today what is happening in the U.N. is undermining the
peace process and the United States is noted there not for its

leadership but for its saparemtdy limitless capacity to take abuse.
I was appalled to see the Carter Administration abstain,»

LN

Tath el veto, the Resolution passed by the United Nat'gns
+o dusregudicr H Aemaciatse Plet AL’ISL.

Security Council two wee 3o s I stated them, &tme 976
étfiﬂp

40X Resolution not only undermines progress toward peace by

putting the United Nations on record against Israel and on
one side of the sensitive issue of the status of Jerusalem;
it also presumes to order other natiens--including our

Dutch ally--to move their embassies from Jerusalem.

en earrred Jim 4 ad failed to ImSTrU

olution, wehit back and
’.a week earlier

"N. .The Democratic

Pakty recognizes ang-stgports 'the established gtatus of
Jerusalem a e Capital 5f\\srael, with free accelsg to all

its hdly places provided to alf\%z'ths. As a symbol of this

§tand, the U.S. Embass moved~from Tel Aviv to

Jerusalem.
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I believe this sorry episode sheds some new light on an
earlier actien by Jimmy Carter concerning another U.N.
resolution, voted on in March this year. On March lst, the
Carter Administration failed to veto a west mischievous
U.N. Resolution condemning Israel's presence in Jerusalem,
calling it an "occupation." That was the position of
the Carter Administration on Saturday. Two days later, on a
Monday, reacting to the public outcry. Jimmy Carter put the
blame for this outrage on his Secretary of State and reversed
the positicn of his Administration.

The—Cartar—pattermremerges—wi-th-—appalling—atasiby. The
man who asks "trust me," zigzags and flip-flops in ever more
rapid gyrations, trying to court favor with everyone: Israel
a8 the PLO, the votinag blcc in the United Nations and the
voters at home. On March lst it took the Carter Administiiifon

three days to switch positions. On August 20th it took them

only three minutes. Secretary of State Muskie condemned the

U.N. Resoluticn on Jerusalem in a long speech,,ne—dcuh?ééﬁd&\é?

7r ..... o *MJ ; —%ien, Minutes later ha_

A B A
resolutloq‘ comniigo fawerwieh—2M0
,aéi#ii!ﬁ" PLO and their friends.

This is the Carter record on the Middle East. Arab leaders

are persuaded that we don't say what we mean. Israel is
e w2
persuaded that we don't mean what we say. We—ecannot build

2

productive relaticns with either side on such a basis.
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Before we can act with authority abroad, we have to
demonstrate our ability tc make domestic policy without

ASKING o "
permission of other Governments.

TCRER Mr. Carter w® sent an emissary tc Saudi Arabia
to ask for permission to store petroleuglgh our own country——
a strategic reserve vital to our national security and
H-mowdwwe long demanded by Congress. The Saudis, predictably,

N
said no. &'ﬁ Carter Mlted the

stockpiling.

A wE
have relations with our friends in the Arab

woria bUiTE ORI AQE BT IN covramr FoRys.

Iaewe Llear away the debris of the past four yearsjgthe
following issues remain to test the good faith of the Arab
rations and of Israel, and to challenge our national will
and emr diplomatic skillg in helping them to shape a peace.
| There is the unresolved auestion of territorial rights
resulting from the 1967 war.

There is the status of Jerusalem which is a part of the
first question.

There is the matter of refugees.

There is tbe matter of the PLO, which I consider distinct

from the matter of refugees.

The question of territory, putting aside Jerusalem for
the moment, must still be decided in accordance with Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338. We will tolerate no

effort to supersede those Resolutions. We must weigh the
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future utility of the Camp David accords against that position.

Aa;Lime—passa#_sinca—Camp_DanidT—we—mueé—*eeegnizertmat

’ ( C-ARC DAL/
'there are basic amblgultles in the documents produced,

both in the links between the Israeli-Egyptian peace, and in

the provisions for an autonomous regime in the West Bank and )
the Gaza Strip. These ambiguities have uéi'brought negotlatlons
to a dangerous impasse.

\(TET’U-‘ (&u r'wd(; ECTHAF
LE—ahaial Fe—tooartd Luqc~£herfdsa;;¥ an autconomous

Palestinian Arab regime for the West Bank and the Gaza Strip

was an Israeli proposal--a major concession on Israel's
part in the interest of progress toward peace.

We- can understand the importance of that concession by

o the first principles governing the situation

in those areas.\ Under Security Council Resolution 242,

to administer the West Bank and the

Qud 0Yans

Israel has the rig

Gaza Strip until Jorda have made peace

with her. Moreover, Resolbufion 242 provides that when peace
comes, Israel should withdraw her armed forces, not
necessarily to her 1967 borders, bWt to "secure and recognized
boundaries" which can be protepted by\special security
arrangements.
These provisicons reflect the disappointment and false hopes
of many earlier efforts in the quest for peace well as the
2§;ial legal staus'é; these territories. They areNgot,
th/// ized

like Sinai and @ Golan HEIthS, internationally recox
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\parts of t, Jordan, Syria or any ¢ er state. Instead,

-

they are unallocated territories of a British mandate for

but as a glaimant. Both Israel and Jordan have legitihate
interests in the West Bank.

Negotiations between Israel and Jordan could result in
long and creative step tcwards resolving these problems.

Israel and Jordan are the two Palestinian states envisioned and
authorized by the United Nations. Jordan is now recognized

as sovereign in some 80 percent of the old territory of
Palestine. Israel and Jordan are the parties primarily
authorized to settle the future of the unallocated territories,
in accordance with the principles of the mandate and the
provisicons of Resolutions 242 and 238.

Thus the autonomy plan called for in the Camp David
Agreements must be interpreted in accordance with the two
Security Council Resolutions, which remain the decisive and
authoritative rules govefning the situation. The Camp David
Agreements cannot and should not lead to fundamental changes
in the security position, or to the withdrawals of Israeli

Gud otk MRIGhtoys

troops, until Jordan amd-Sygi+e—at—least make peace.

Jerusalem has been a source of man's spiritual /(;

: !/
inspiration since King David founded it,%fm

T e Ay T TP S

bk
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Now it exists as a shared trust. The holy places of all faiths
are protecteda-m open to all. More than this, each

is under the care and control of representatives of the

reiiecuve :1ths. @ Q— P W C /f(? d

’ under Jordanian <control, the Jews were‘ /

expelled and given no access to their holy places. The

consequence& of this contol within the Islamic world was not

one of univers satisfaction, however. King Faisal used to Say

he wished he migh¥ visit Jerusalem, but would not while it

was held by the Jews It is worth noting, however, that

he would not go while 1% was held by the Jordanians either.

-

So we confront this aBpect of an experience gquite different

from our own in which religi and nationalism combine. It
is reasonable conclusion that evern were Israel to abandon

her capital, the result would npt'be

s

permanent and peaceful
'resolution of the quesiton of Jerusalem.
Then there are the holy places themsel¥es, and the
fervor these generate. The Islamic people say rusalem is
our holiesg,city, we should have it. The Jewigh people
sgé_ﬂebrbn:iS»eér second holiest city, we belong ther

v
Just ad we will advance suggestions for a settlement within

\_/Aw'—“\-\

the fg;mework of(ZEZ" so we will advance suggestions for the

o

resoluticn of the question of Jerusalem which, as

e /

. T , / \
position in Je:usalem, W&m&hes—.#

'~I intend. to accommodate~te-that-reaILtYr\but

&_; A\AM wa aa. . Th ﬂ&- C.M‘A.LQ@' M‘E_-.A...‘ T PMT-
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S T o -
I will not“ggfbeyggg\ﬁhat today."To~d?3§9,ng%5§;sgzx§:np
— - o ) “

pUrpoese.- - _~\\

- NN A
R j. N _'\'"m;___:/

I believe the probleﬁ*can be solved by men of good will

N AT tE oA STNANTAY eaGTS T T T
The immediate problem is to make it easier for men of good

U, o

will to come to the table.

Wt pTrings—me—eo=the~PBO. President Carter refuses to

brand the PLO as a terrorist organlzatlon

p o 4»\L~#L /vur-;::;sgiziig:\. At dL:&ewE A~ ,

*

We live in a world in which any band of thugs clever
enough to get the word "liberation" into its name can
thereupon murder schcool children and have tgé‘éeeds
considered aglamorous and glorious. Terrorists are tewronites,

~not guerillas, g:i commandos or freedom-fighters or anything

THey ARE TERRORISTS ,
else,yand & should be identified as such. If others wish to

deal with them, establish diplematic relations with them,

What needs—tota—undesstood atmmt FThe PLO, whieh is said

to represent the Palestinian refugees, treo=bewt it represents

no one but the leaders who established it as a means of
organizing aggression ag;inst Israel. The PLO is kept under
fight control in every state in the area except Lebanon which it
has effectively destroyed. As for those it purports to represent,

when any Palestinian breathes a word about peace with Israel,

iy
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he is$;;;;§;:::;:;:'t§rget for assassination. The PLO has
murdered more Paiestihians than it has Israelis.

This nation made an agreement with Israel in 1975 concerhing
its relations with the PLO.

Ard this Administration has violated wkTHAC Acac‘éam,

We are concerned not only with whether the PLO renounces its
charter calling for the destruction of Israel, Wéﬂare equally
concerned with whether it is truly representative of the
Palestinian people. If we can be satisfied on both counts,

then we will not be dealing with the PLO as we know it, but A

Qéﬁgzagﬁlzatiog(quite different? one truly representative
of those Arab Palestinians dedicated to peace and not to the

establishment of a Soviet satellite in the heart of the

Middle East.

Finally, the question of Arab Palestinian refugees.

My analysis of this tragic situation begins with the
Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel,
May 14, 1948. For those of you who don't remember it, I will
read the relevant paragraph:

"We appeal--in the very midst of the onslaught launched
against us now for months--to the Arab inhabitants of the
State of Israel to preserve peace and to participate with us in
the upbuilding of the State on the basis of full and equal

citizenship and due representation in all its provisional and
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permanent institutions.”

Tragically, this éppeal was rejected. People left their
land and their homes confident Israel would be destroyed
in a matter of days and they could return. Israel was not

destroyed and the refugee problem is with is today.

The solution to this refugee problem is assimilation.
Even if there were to be a West Bank state, there would not
be sufficient room on the West Bank to accommodate all
the refugees. Thus, the most logical place for them to
be assimilated is Jordan, designated by the U.N. as the

Arab Palestinian state.

mem-fhe Psalms ~e=dimey speak

to our concerng)tauéght, for they encompass all that we strive

for. They are a vision of our ideals, of the goal to which we
strive with constancy, dedicaticn and faith. They embrace

our hopes for a just, lasting peace in the Middle East and our

14
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hopes that the works of justice and mercy be done at home:
.(;May our darners be full,
affording every kind of store; ...
May there be no breach in the walls,
no exile, no outcry in our streets.
Happy the people for whom things.are thus;
It is given to us te-wewk to see that this vision is
never lost, wmb its message @ never forgotten, that the
work of peace and justice and freedom goes on, inspired by

our values, guided by our faith and made permanent by our

committment.



Draft: #2
August 29, 1980

5:15 p.m. (N.K., R.V.A., W.F.G.)

Tonight I want to sp@ak to you about the state of Israel,
of its importance to our own nation and its importance to
world peace.

But in a sense when I speak of Israel, I speak as well of
other concerns of B'Nai Brith and of the entire Jewish community
in the United States. Israel is not only a nation--it is a
symbol. During my campaign I have spoken of the values of
family, work, neighborhood, peace and freedom. I made a
committment to see to it that those values are at the heart of
policy-making in the Reagan administration. Israel symbolizes
those values. What is Israel if not the creation of families,
working together to build a place to live and work and prosper
in peace and freedom?

Thus, in defending Israel's right to exist, we defend
something more than a nation--we defend the very values upon
which our own nation is built.

The long agony of Jews in the Soviet Union is, of course,
never far from our minds and hearts. Once again, those ancient,
simple, yet essential values come to mind: all these suffering
people ask for is that their families get the chance to work
where they choose, in freedom and peace. They will not be
forgotten by a Reagan Administration.

But I must tell you this:

No policy, no matter how heartfelt, no matter how deeply

rooted in the humanitarian vision we share, can succeed if



the United States of America continues its descent into economic
impotence and despair.

The survival of Israel and the ability of the United States
to bring all the pressures it can to bear on the situation
of dissidents against tyranny: neither of these can be
expected to become realistic policy choices if our American
economy continues to deteriorate under the Carter policies of HiéH
unemployment, taxes and inflation.

The rhetoric of compassion and concern becomes mere
words if not support by the vision--and reality--of economic
growth. And the present administration does not seem to
realize this. It seems to believe that if the right kind of
words are chosen and repeated often enough, all will be well.
Can those who share your humanitarian concerns--as I do--
ignore the connection between economic policy, naticnal
sﬁrenqth and the ability to do the work of friendship and
justice and peace in our own nation and world?

The theme of this convention, "A Covenant with Tomorrow"
is one which speaks directly to the guestion of American
interests and the well-being of Israel. There is no covenant
with the future which is not firmly rooted in our covenant
with the past. Since the rebirth of the State of Israel, there
has been an iron-clad bond between that democracy and this one.

We insist that this bond is a moral imperative. I agree.
But the history of relations between states demonstrates that

while morality is most frequently given as a motive for



actions, the true and abiding motive is self-interest. And
the touchstone of our relationship with Tsrael is that a
secure, storng Israel is in America's self-interest. Israel
is a maﬁor strategi¢ asset to America.

Israel is not a client, but a fRzend--and a very reliable
friend, which is not something that can be said of the
United States today.

While we have since 1948 clung to the argument of a moral
imperative to explain our commitment to Israel, no Administration
has ever deluded itself that Israel was not of permanent
strategic importance to America. Until, that is, the
Carter Administration, which has violated this covenant with
the past. I subﬁit to you that it cannot and will not
honor a covenant with tomorrow.

The interests of all the world are served by peace in the
Middle East. Short of that ultimate goal, our interests
are served by stability. To weaken Israel is to destabilize
the Middle East. To destabilize the Middle East today is to
risk the peace of the world. And at the same time,
today the road to peace in the world runs through the Middle East.

How do we travel that road?

First, we cannot positively influence events at the
perimeters of our powér if power--including economic power--
at the center is diminished, and policy in disarray.

The conduct of this nation's foreign policy in the last
four years has been marked by inconsistency, incompetence,

and inconstancy.



We require and will have a foreign policy which our allies
understand and our adversaries understand. Our policies will
be based upon consultation with our allies.

We require and will have the defensive capability necessary
to ensure the credibility of our foreign policy, and the
security of our allies and ourselves: for there can be
no security for one without the other.

Today our defensive capacity has been so seriously
eroded as to constitute not a deterrent but a temptation.

This is not a campaign issue, it is a matter of grave
national concern; so grave, indeed, that the President
considers it a liability to his personal political fortunes
and, on that account, tries to give the appearance of
responding to it. But the half-hearted measureshhe proposes
are clearly inadequate to the task.

We must restore the vital margin of safety which this
administration has allowed to erode. We must maintain a
defensive capability that our adversaries will respect and
that our allies can rely upon. |

We must have Presidential leadership that our adversaries
will respect, and that our allies can rely upon.

In 1976 Candidate Jimmy Carter came before this convention
and said: "I have called for closer ties with our traditional
allies, and stronger ties with the State of Israel. I have
stressed," he said, "the necessity for a stReong defense--tough
and muscular, and adequate to maintain freedom under any

conceivable circumstances."



Apparently, the candidate didn't listen to his own call.
Today we have fewer real allies and, among those remaining,
we speak with diminished authority. Our relations with Israel
are marked by doubt and distrust. Israel today is in
grave danger, and so is freedom itself.

In 1976, Jimmy Carter declared that they would seek what
they called a "comprehensive settlement”" in the Middle East.
What this might mean for Israel and how this might be
achieved were questions neither asked nor answered. When
the answers became apparent, it was too late.

The comprehensive agreement which Mr. Carter sought
required first a reconvening of the Geneva Conference.

Israel was amenable to it. Her adversaries agreed
conditionally. The conditions were that the Palestine
Liberation Organization be represented and that Israel
veffectively agree in advance of negotiation to withdraw to
the pre-1967 borders, which borders were in fact armistice
lines resulting from the first effort to destroy the State of
Israel. Israel rightly refused these conditions and was
promptly accused of intrdgigence.

Mr. Carter invited the Soviet Union to join him in
his effort to force Israel to accept the mockery of negotaitions
in Geneva. It had taken a major effort to keep Russia out of
the Middle East peace process. In October, 1977, Mr. Carter
invited them back in free of charge, and they graciously

accepted. The Carter Administration presented as a major



achievement the conclusion of a joint Soviet-American accord
which would have given the Russians a strong-hold. over
negotiations, as well as a convenient calling card for
inserting themselves more deeply into the Middle East.

None of this impressed Israel particularly, but it
seriously disturbed President Sadat. The President of Egypt
did not share Mr. Carter's appreciation of the Soviets, and
he apparently came to the conclusicn which other world
leaders, including Mr. Brezhnev, have reached: Mr. Carter is
incapable of distinguishing between his own short-term
political interests, and the nation's long-term foreign
policy interests. Mr. Carter professed not to understand what
all the fuss was about and said he was "proud of the Russians."

The result was that the United States government, for the
first time in the history of the rebirth of Israel, found
itself on the outside looking in. President Sadat made his
courageous trip to Jerusalem at the invitation of Prime Minister
Beagin, and a bi-lateral peace process began. Without, let
me re-emphasize, the participation of Mr. Carter. The guick
foreign policy success that Carter had hoped to achieve had
turned into the first major foreign policy embarrassment of
his Administration.

We must not have any illusions about precisely what
is at stake in the Middle East. The overriding issue is
neither refugees, or oil. These are grave and momentous

problems. But the overriding issue which impedes every



productive attempt at solutions to those problems is the effort
of the Soviet Union to maintain turmoil there and under the
cover of that turmoil to project itself further and further
into the area.

For thirty years thd%OViEt Union has been exploiting every
possible conflict in this region--and awakening a number which
have been slumbering--in order to advance its power, taking
foothold after foothold, and country after country, until
today we find its outposts stretched from Afghanistan to Algeria,
from Syria to Libya to Ethiopia and Angola. Throughout this
period, the Soviet leaders have stirred up Arab hostility to
Israel as a cruel weapon for provoking and prolonging war
after war, and have abetted an endless cycle of terrorism,
in order to bring Arab states under its own influence. The
Arab-Israeli conflict could have ended in a just and lasting
;peace a long time ago--in the early 1950's--had not the
Soviet Union tempted Arab leaders to imagine that Soviet arms
and Soviet political support would permit them to destroy
Israel. This is the source of the single most important
obstacle to peace between Israel and her meighbors: the fact
that continuing hostility there is fundamental to Soviet
expansionism.

Thus, what we do or fail to do in the Middle East is of
vital importance not only to the peoples of the region,
but to the security of our country, our Atlantic and Pacific

allies, Africa, China and the Asian subcontinent,



Because of the weak and confused leadership of Jimmy
Carter, we are approaching a flashpoint in this tragic process,
with Soviet power now deployed in a manner which directly
threatens Iran, the Persian Gulf and Arabian Sea; with Soviet
forces and proxy forces building up again in the region; with
Soviet fleets and air bases emplaced along the sea lanes on
which we and our Allies and the entire free world depend.

We must act decisively while there is still time to protect
our interest in peace.

In spite of this I am confident that if we act with
vigor, vision and practical good sense we can peacefully
blunt the. Soviet thrust. We can rely upon other responsible
Arab leaders in time to leéarn what Anwar Sadat learned, which
is that no people can long endure the cost of Soviet patronage.

How we deal with TIsrael and her neighbors in this period
will determine whether we rebuild the peace process or whether
we continue to drift. But let it be clear that the cornerstone
of our effort and of our interest is a secure Israel, and
our mutual cbjective is peace.

First, while we can help the nations of that area move
toward peace, we cannot and should not try to force a settlement
upon them. A dictated peace will not be a lasting peace.

Second, our diplomacy must be sensitive to the legitimate
concerns of all in the area. Before a negotiated peace can
ever hope to command the loyalty of the whole region, it must

first be acceptable to Israelis and Arabs alike.



Third, and most important, we must rebuild our reputation
for trustworthiness. We must again become a nation that can
be trusted to live up to its committments.

In 1976 candidate Carter said: "T am concerned with the
way in which our country, as well as the Soviet Unicn, Britain
and France have poured arms into certain Arab countries--
five or six times more than Israel receives."

But it was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 60 F-15 fighters
to Saudi Arabia. To get the Congress to go along, he assured
these aircraft would not bhave certain offensive capabilities.
Today the Secretary of Defense tells us he cannot say whether
this commitment to Congress will be honored until after November

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to sell 100 main battle
tanks to Jordan.

It was Mr. Carter who agreed to provide U.S. licensed
furbine engines for Iraai warships.

In 1976 candidate Carter Said: "I do not believe that the
road teo peace (in the Middle East) can be found by
U.S. Soviet imposition of a settlement."”

We know how long he held that opinion after he was elected.

In 1976 candidate Carter said of the Palestinians:

"We m¥@t make it clear to the world that there can be no
reward for terrorism."

Then, in 1977, President Carter said there must be a

Palestinian "homeland."
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In 1976 candidate Carter said: "We have all been deeply
disturbed by the drift of the United Naticns and by the
acrimony and cliquishness that seems to have taken hold."

Today what is happening in the U.N. is undermining the
peace process and the United States is noted there not for
its leaderhip but for its followership.

I was appalled to see the Carter Administration abstain,
rather than veto, the Resolution passed by the United Nations
Security Council two weeks ago. As I stated then, the
Resolution not only undermines progress toward peace by
putting the United Nations on record against Israel and on
one side of the sensitive issue of the status of Jerusalem;
it also presumes to order other naticns--including our
Dutch ally--to move their embassies from Jerusalem.

When I learned that Jimmy Carter had failed to inst;uct
his Secretary of State to veto this Resolution, I went back and
read the Democratic Platform adopted only a week earlier
in New York City. It said, and I quote: ". . .The Democratic
Party recognizes and suppofts 'the established status of
Jerusalem as the Capital of Israel, with free access to all
its holy places prcvided to all faiths. As a symbol pf this
stand, the U.S. Embassy should be moved from Tel Aviv to
Jerusalem.'"

Within one short week of agreeing to run on this platform,

Jimmy Carter acted precisely opposite to its clear provisions.
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I believe this sorry episode sheds some new light on an
earlier acticn by Jimmy Carter concerning another U.N.
resolution, voted on in March this year. March 1, the
Carter Administration failed to veto a most mischievous
U.N. Resolution that condemned Israel's presence in Jerusalem,
calling it an "occupation." That was the position of
the Carter Administration on Saturday. Two days later, on
Monday, reacting to the public outcry, Jimmy Carter put the
blame for this outrage on his Secretaery of State and reversed
the positicn of his Administration.

‘The Carter pattern emerges with appalling clarity. The

man who aske "trust me," zigzags and flip-flops in ever more
rapid gyrations, trying to court favor with everyone: Israel
and the PLO, the voting blecc in the United Nations and the
voters at home. On March lst it took the Carter Administration
three days to switch positions. On August 20th it took them
only three minutes. Secretary of State Muskie condemned the
U.N. Resoluticn on Jerusalem in a long speech, no doubt
courting favor with the voters at home; then, minutes later,
he failed to veto this resolution, courting favor with the
PLC and their friends.

This is the Carter record on the Middle East. Arab leaders
are persuaded that wé don't say what we mean. Israel is

persuaded that we don't mean what we say. We cannot build

productive relaticns with either side on such a basis.
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Before we can act with authority abroad, we have to
demonstrate our ability toc make domestic policy without
getting the permission of other governments.

It was Mr. Carter who sent an emissary tc Saudi Arabia
to ask for permission to store petroleum in our own country--
a strategic reserve vital to our national security and
a measure long demanded by Congress. The Saudis, predictably,
said no. So the Carter Administration caved in a halted the
stockpiling.

We cannot have relations with our friends in the Arab

BulLT
worldjupon their contempt for us.

If we clear away the debris of the past four years, the
following issues remain to test the good faith of the Arab
nations and of Israel, and to challenge our national will
and our diplomatic skills in helping them to shape a peace.

There 1s the unresolved guestion of territorial rights
resulting fromrthe 1967 war.

There is the status of Jerusalem which is a part of the
first question.

There is the matter of refugees.

There is the matter of the PLO, which I consider distinct
from the matter of refugees.

Let me address these in order.

The question of territory, putting aside Jerusalem for
the moment, must still be decided in accordance with Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338. We will tolerate no

effort to supersede those Resolutions. We must weigh the
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future utility of the Camp David accords against that position.

As Camp David recedes, we must recognize that there are
basic ambiguities in the Camp David documents, both in the links
between the Israeli-Ecyptian peace, and in the provisions for
an autonomous regime in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

These ambiguities have now brought negotiations to a dangerous
impasse.

It should be recalled that the idea of an autcnomous
Palestinian Arab regime for the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
was an Israeli proposal--a major concession on Israel's
part in the interest of progress toward peace.

We can understand the importance of that concession by
gcing back to the first principles governing the situation
in those areas. Under Security Council Resolution 242,

Israel has the right to administer the West Bank and the

Gaza Strip until Jordan, and Syria at least, have made peace
with her. Moreover,.Resolution 242 provides that when peace
comes, Israel should withdraw her armed forces, not
necessarily to her 1967 borders, but to "secure and recognized
boundaries" which can be protected by special security
arrangements.

These provisicns reflect the disappointment and false hopes
of many earlier efforts in the quest for peace as well as the
special legal staus of these territories. They are not,

like Sinai and the Golan Heights, internationally recognized
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parts of Egypt, Jordan, Syria or any other state. Instead,
they are unallocated territories of a British mandate for
Palestine, still subiect under internaticnal law to the
principles of the mandate as a trust. Israel is in the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip not merely as an occupying power,
but as a claimant. Both Israel and Jordan have legitimate
interests in the West Bank.

Negotiations between Israel and Jordan could take a
long and creative step tcowards resolving these problems.
Israel and Jordan are the two Palestinian states envisioned and
authorized by the United Nations. Jordan is now recognized
as sovereign in some 80 percent of the old territory of
Palestine. 1Israel and Jordan are the parties primiarily
authorized to settle the future of the unallocated territories,
in accordance with the principles of the ,andate and the
provisicns of Resolutions 242 and 238.

Thus the autonomy plan called for in the Camp David
Agreements must be interpreted in accordance with the two
Security Council Resolutions, which remain the decisive and
authoritative rules govefning thé situation. The Camp David
Agreements cannot and should not lead to fundamental changes
in the security position, or to the withdrawals of Israeli
troops, until Jordan and Syria at least make peace.

Jerusalem has been a source of man's spirituval
inspiration since King David founded it, and the target of

various national aspirations for many centuries.
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Now it exists as a shared trust. The holy places of all faiths
are protected. They are open to all. More than this, each

is under the care and control of representatives of the
respective faiths.

By contrast, under Jordanian control, the Jews were
expelled and given no access to their holy places. The
consequence of this coﬁtol within the Islamic world was not
one of universal satisfaction, however. King Faisal used to say
he wished he might visit Jerusalem, but would not while it
was held by the Jews. It is worth noting, however, that
he would not go while it was held by the Jordanians either.

So we confront this aspect of an experience quite different
‘from our @¥h, in which religion and nationalism combine. It
is reasonable conclusion that even were Israel to abandon
her capital, the result would not be a permanent and peaceful
resolution of the gquesiton of Jerusalem.

Then there are the holy places themselves, and the
fervor these generate. The Islamic pecple say Jerusalem is
our td&& holiest city, we should have it. The Jewish people
say Hebron is our second holiest city, we belonag there.

Just as we will advance suggestions for a settlement within
the framework of 242, so we will advance suggestions for the
specific resoluticn of the question of Jerusalem which, as
any pclicy prcposal must be, will be in accordance with reality.
And the reality is that Israel is not going to relinguish her
position in Jerusalem, nor her claim to Jerusalem as her

capital city. I intend to accommodate to that reality, but



16

I will not go beyond that today. To do so would serve no
purpose. I do not prcmise miracles in this regard, although,
given the situs, we can agree there are precedents. I do
promise a sensitive effort.

I believe the problem can be solved by men cf good will.
The immediate problem is to make it easier for men of good
will to come to the table.

Which brings me to the PLO. President Carter refuses to
brand the PLO as a terrorist organization.

I do not hesitate.

We live in a world in which any band of thugs clever
enoucgh to get the word "liberation" into their name can
thereupon murder school children and have the deeds
considered glamorous and glorious. Terrorists are terrorists,
not cuerillas, not commandos or freedom-fighters or anything
else, and they should be identified as such. If others must
deal with them, establish diplematic relations with them,
allow them to open embassies, let it be on their heads. They
should know that the cost of appeasement has always proved to
be exorbitant.

What needs to be understood about the PLO, which is said
to represent the Palestinian refugees, is that it represents
no one but the leaders who established it as a means of
organizaing aggression against Israel. The PLO is kept under
tight control in every state in the area except Lebanon which it
has effectively destroyed. Af for those it purports to represent,

when any Palestinian breathes a word about peace with Israel,
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he is immediately a target for assassination. The PLO has
murdered more Palestinians than it has Israelis.

This naticon made an agreement with Israel in 1975 concerning
its relations with the PLO.

This Administration has violated it.

We are concerned not only with whether the PLO renounces its
charter calling for the destruction of Israel. We are equally
concerned with whether it is truly representative of the
Palestinian people. If we can be satisfied on both counts,
then we wiil not be dealing with the PLO as we know it, but
an organization cguite different: one truly representative
of those Arab Palestinians dedicated to peace and not to the
establishment of a Soviet satellite in the heart of the
Middle East.
| Finally, the gquestion of Arab Palestinian refugees.

My analysis of this tragic situation begins with the
Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel,

May 14, 1948. For those of you who don't remember it, I will
read the relevant paragraph:

"We appeal--in the vefy midst of the onslaught launched
against us now for months--to the Arab inhabitants of the
State of Israel to preserve peace and to participate with us in
the upbuilding of the State on the basis of full and equal

citizenship and due representaticon in all its provisicnal and
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prermanent institutions."”

Tragically, this appeal was rejected. People left their
land and their homes confident Israel would be destroyed
in a matter of days and they could return. It didn't happen.
So when we measure the tragedy we measurebculpabjlity, and
Israel shares no part of it.

The answer to the refugee‘problem is assimilation.

Even i1if there were to be a West Bank state, there would not
be sufficient room on the West Bank to accommcdate them.

So the answer is assimilation, and the most logical place
for them to be assimilated is Jordan, designated by the U.N.
as the Arab Palestinian state.

Let me conclude with words from the Psalms. They speak
to our concerns tonight, for they encompass all that we strive
for. They are a vision of our ideals, of the goal to which we
strive with constancy, dedication and faith. They embrace

our hopes for a just, lasting peace in the Middle East and our



19

hopes that the works of justice and mercy be done at home:
...May our garners be full,
affording every kind of store; ..-
May there be no breach in the walls,
no exile, no outcry in our stréets.
Happy the people for whom things are thus;
It is given to us to work to see that this vision is
never lost, that its message is never forgotten, that the
work of peace and justice and freedom goes on,'inspired by
our values, guided by our faitb énd made permanent by our

committment.





