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dents of violence and at least some of the overtones of in-
cipient civil war. ‘

Facing this tremendous emotional assault from the
right, the Labour alignment—whatever may be true of its
allies—would not be able to count on unity within its own
" ranks. Recent polls show that 30 percent of Labour sup-
porters are now against giving up any part of Judea and Sa-
maria. Thus the effort to implement the Jordanian option
would precipitate not only a major political crisis in Israel
generally but also an agonizing crisis within the Labour
alignment.

Can it be seriously imagined that in those conditions any
Labour-led coalition would take the bold step of improving
on the Jordanian option from an Arab point of view? Would
Labour and its allies offer to dismantle the defense line

along the River Jordan, contrary to Labour’s own repeated -

pledges, thus bringing down against the Labour coalition
the weight of the Israel Defence Force establishment? Or
would they offer to abandon East Jerusalem, with the
Western Wall—the main remains of the Second Temple,
sacred to all religious Jews and the prime focus of the na-
tional sentiment of secular Zionists also? Or to widen the
Jordanian option so as to include the Palestine Liberation
Organization?

It 1s rather clear that if Labour attempted any of thostg\,
things, it (like Hussein) would be committing political sui-
cide. The Jordanian option is really safe for Labour only as
long as the Jordanians refuse to touch it. So the practical
and cautious politicians who make up the Labour leader-
ship seem likely to emphasize, as they have in the past, }
precisely those aspects of their Jordanian option that are
most unpalatable to the Jordanians—thus prolonging an
impasse that to Labour is vastly preferable, in terms of the
internal politics of Israel, to the agonizing attempt at a ne-
gotiated solution.

It is true that future governments of Israel—of whatever
complexion, but especially Labour—are likely to come
under pressure, whether real or ostensible, from the Unit-
ed States to take those bold steps necessary for the pursuit
of the peace process. The Reagan Plan, announced on
September 1, 1982, envisioned “self-government by the
Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza, in association
with Jordan,” That plan was immediately rejected by the
Begin government, but the backers of the plan seem still
to hope that it may yet be accepted by a successor Israeli
government, under a suitable degree of pressure. No gov-
ernment with Likud in it could give in to such pressure
without making nonsense of Likud’s whole tradition and
deepest commitment. But even a Labour government is
likely to prefer resistance to such U.S. pressure—resis-
tance with the backing of a great majority in Israel—to the
grisly internal consequences likely to follow the taking of
those bold steps.

Neither the Jordanian option nor the Reagan Plan nor
any variant of these has the capacity for coming to fruition.
(Some cynical observers of the internal political situation
in Israel believe, however, that Mr. Peres may, perhaps be-
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fore the end of this year, make a high-profile move in the
ostensible direction of “territory for peace,” in order to
force the resignation of his Likud colleagues from govern-
ment, thus annulling the consequences of the agreement
to allow Likud to accede to the premiership two years after
the formation of the Government of National Unity. That
seems a ratherstartling hypothesis, but even if well found-
ed, it does not invalidate the analysis above. Those who
attribute such an intent to Mr. Peres do not suppose that
he would seriously persist with “territory for peace”—cer-
tainly not beyond Allon Plan limits—once he had attained
his internal political purpose. Yet even a feint in that direc-
tion would be an exceptionally high-risk exercise in Ma-

chiavellianism. And then again, perhaps Mr. Peres is not .

like that at all.)

UT SUPPOSE——PER IMPOSSIBILE—THAT SOME VARI-

ant of the Reagan Plan did come to pass. Let us take

one of the rosiest possible hypotheses where the
peace process is concerned. Let us suppose that the rather
flickering rapprochement of 1983 between Hussein and
Yasser Arafat consolidates itself, as appeared to be happen-
ing in the first half of 1985. On February 23 the text of a
settlement between Hussein and Arafat was released in
Amman. This agreement could scarcely be the basis for an
agreement between the parties and Israel. It demands
(among other things) “termination of Israeli occupation of
the occupied Arab territories, including Jerusalem,” and
“total withdrawal from the territories occupied in 1967 for
comprehensive peace as established in United Nations
and Security Council resolutions.” It contains no reference
to recognition of Israel within its pre-June, 1967, bound-
aries, and uses language that seems incompatible with
such recognition: “Palestinians will exercise their inalien-
able right of self-determination. . . .” The document also
calls for the inclusion in any peace conference (along with
the five permanent members of the Security Council and
“the parties to the conflict”) of “the Palestine Liberation
Organization, the sole legitimate representative of the Pal-
estinian people.”

On the face of it, this is not a very promising peace over-
ture. However, President Hosni Mubarak’s follow-up call
for direct negotiations, in the United States, between Is-
rael and a “joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation” (with-
out naming the PLO as a participant) was distinctly more
interesting to Israel, and met with a cautiously positive re-
sponse from Shimon Peres. In the first half of 1985 Secre-
tary of State Shuliz appeared moderately hopeful about
the possibilities for negotiation, especially in the light of
various encouraging statements from Hussein. Potential
Palestinian negotiators were being designated and were
under consideration by the State Department.

_ Let us suppose that the Hussein-Arafat rapprochement,
as followed up by Mubarak, leads to the most favorable of
possible results: Arafat publicly and explicitly announces
his willingness to recognize Israel within its pre-June,

- adedleis
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1967, limits (subject to a few minor variations), and Israel
then accepts Arafat’s PLO as a partner, along with Jordan,
in direct negotiations. Hussein and Arafat are ready to co-

operate on the basis of the Reagan Plan, which thus has -

the backing of the present leader of “the sole legitimate
representative of the Palestinian people.” Israel is ready to

. withdraw to its pre-June, 1967, frontiers (with minor van-
ations) in exchange for recognition, within these frontiers,
by the PLO and Jordan.

We are piling improbability on staggering improbabiliry
here, but not any more than certain respected editorial
writers are doing all the time.

On this basis Isracl hands over almost the whole of the

3w | West Bank to some kind of Hashemite-Arafat federation or

confederation (we will consider the alternative of a full-
‘fledged Palestinian state later). By this time Israel has giv-
en up a lot of territory, in exchange for peace. How much
peace will Israel actually have gotten in exchange for that
territory?
Peace, presumably, with Arafat and Hussein. But how
{\much peace will Arafat and Hussein get, or have in their
gift? Can anyone suppose that all, or almost all, of the PLO
would go along with that deal, orany deal? The deal would
likely be denounced, with the usual vehemence, both by
the left-wing factions of the PLO and by the Syrian-con-
trolled factions, and all those factions might well gain new
-adherents, through further defections from Arafat’s Fatah.
Syria, orchestrating its PLO factions with its usual ruthless
"gkill, would be likely to make life very hot (by the meth-
ods it has successfully used-in Lebanon) on the West
_Bank, and perhaps also in Jordan, for Arafat, Hussein, and
Itheir friends—even if their combined friends were in a

; majority in the territory, as they might well be. (Majorities

and minorities are not such important concepts in this con-
text as some Western commentators tend to assume.) In
these conditjons the territories formerly occupied by Is-
racl—and evacuated in exchange for peace—would likely
become a happy hunting ground for fedayeen (Arab guer-
rilla) activity directed against all the parties to the detested
treaty. The chief Arab parties might well not survive, and
the treaty might perish with them. Nor would the ensuing
conditions be at all preferable, from the point of view of
West Bank Arabs, to conditions under Israeli rule.

It is true that the moderate Arab states—Egypt and
Saudi Arabja—would be likely to approve the “territory
for peace” arrangements described, but on one condition:
that the territories transferred by Israel to Arab rule includ-
ed East Jerusalem. Failing that, the deal would be de-
nounced by virtually the whole Arab and Moslem world.
And it is as certain as anything can be that the state of Is-
rael will not give up any part of its capital, Jerusalem, in
exchange for anything at all, even peace.

The option of a Palestinian state on the West Bank has
also to be considered. Since this option is firmly rejected
by both main parties in Israel, as well as by most of the
smaller parties and by the great majority of the population
of Israel, the Palestinian state is even less likely, if

that is possible, to come to fruition than the Jordanian
option.

Still, the idea of the Palestinian state has to be consid-
ered, since it has the backing, or apparent backing, of the
Arab states, even the moderate ones. It is central to the re-
vised Fahd plan, as endorsed by the second Fez summit, in
September, 1982, after the expulsion of the PLO from
Beirut, and by many resolutions of the General Assembly.

The Palestinian state is expected—both by its advo-
cates and by its opponents—to be under some form of con-
brol by the PLO, “the sole legitimate representative of the

ﬁ’a]cstinian people,” as the PLO was defined by the Arab

summit at Rabat in 1974 and in every major communiqué
from the Arab states since then. Almost all Israelis would
regard such a state as an immediate threat to the security of
their own state and a longer-term threat to its existence.
They believe that the PLO would accept the mini-state on
‘thc West Bank as a step in the direction of its real objec-
tive, which remains all of Palestine. They also believe that
the PLO would use that mini-state as a base for the desta-
bilization of both Jordan and Israel, with Jordan first on the
list. On that last point King Hussein is known to be in
agreement. However, a number of distinguished and in-
fluential outside observers believe that Israeli fears on the
point are illusory and that a Palestinian state could peace-
fully and happily coexist with an Israel withdrawn to the
frontiers it had before June, 1967. They point-—as Noam
Chomsky does repeatedly in The Fareful Triangle—to a
number of statements permitting that inference, made by
-Arafat and some of his associates, generally in Western
contexts. As'against all that, Israelis point to at least an
equal number of PLO statements to a contrary effect—
_usually in Arabic and some also by Arafat—and to the
PLO’ constitution, the Palestinian National Covenant, -
which is clearly incompatible with the existence of the
Jewish state.

It is probably unnecessary to pay much attention to ei-

ther set of statements. It is fairly obvious that in the highly
)unlikcly event of a deal between Israel and the PLO over
ithe West Bank, the PLO would be hopelessly split. In-
deed, it is split already. The left-wing factions and the Syr-
~ian-controlled factions would launch murderous attacks on
the “traitors” (as in the Hussein-Arafat scenario). The Pal-
estinian state, long before it could destabilize others,

é

“would be likely to lose all stability itself. The Palestinian

state, if ever founded, would be apt to collapse almost im-
mediately. But itis altogether unlikely ever to be founded.

for peace—attractive as that concept is—is not a feasi-

ble option for the West Bank. It looks as if Israel will
remain in control of the West Bank for a long time. Many
Israclis—and others—view that prospect with deep mis-
givings, and they are quite right to do so. But, misgivings
of not, that seems to be the prospect that is actually there.
The really pressing questions now concern not the fu-

IT SEEMS TO FOLLOW THAT EXCHANGING TERRITORY
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regarding what is likely to happen but who would want me
to add some kind of condemnation of Israel, for its perver-
sity and folly in failing to take the necessary bold steps in
pursuit of the peace process.

I can’t do that, because [ don'’t see how I can condemn
people for failing to do things that I think they actually
can't do.

The reasons for Israel’s incapacity to abandon all the ter-
ritory acquired in the 1967 war are bound up with the two
great raisons d'étre of Zionism: the Jewish state and the
Retumn.

Basic to the idea of the Jewish state was the need for
Jews to ensure the security of Jews, Gentiles having
proved, at so many times and in so many places, that they
could not be trusted in that matter, So secure frontiers are a
basic requirement of the Jewish state. The pre-June,
1967, frontier—coming to within a few miles of the coast
and Tel Aviv—was felt by almost all Israelis to be highly
insecure. In contrast, the line of the Jordan, with the es-
carpment to the west of it, was judged ideal for defensive
purposes by the planners of the Israel Defence Force.

Outsiders advised that Israel did not need such strong
defense against the weak Arab threat, and that in any case
Israel would do better to trust to Arab good will, which it
would acquire by the surrender of all the occupied territor-
ies. On such a matter Israelis generally preferred the ad-
vice of their own soldiers to that of outsiders. This prefer-
ence followed inescapably from the whole ideology of the
Jewish state, of Zionism, and of the history of Israel. And
Israelis knew that Arab good will was not procurable for
the Jewish state. In their more conciliatory utterances—
especially to Western audiences—Arab spokesmen reject-
ed the idea of driving the Jews into the sea and allowed
them (ostensibly at least) some kind of role in the future
“secular and democratic Palestine” of the Palestinian Na-
tional Covenant. But the Jewish state, that “racist” entity,
was anathema, whatever its boundaries. So those responsi-
ble for the security of the Jewish state were governed by
military considerations alone, and not by the vain pursuit
of unattainable good will.

As for the Return, the idea of a Jewish state elsewhere
than in Palestine was considered many times in the earlier
history of Zionism. It was attractive to some Westernized,
secular Jews. But it was decisively rejected, in 1903-1905,
by Zionists of the Russian Empire who, though mostly of
secular consciousness, were deeply influenced by the Jew-
ish religious tradition. For them—and for Zionists general-
ly henceforward—the only goal was Palestine. The Bible

was the mandate, as the “secular” Ben-Gurion told the

Peel Commission in 1937, and Jerusalem was the magnet.
If that was so in a complex and deep-down way for the sec-
ularized and partly Westernized Russians, it was so in a
quite simple and down-to-carth way for most of the non-
secularized and non-Western immigrants from the Moslem
lands. For them, this land was their inheritance, by right of
Revelation, and Jerusalem was its predestined capital.
The Jews had recovered Jerusalem, after nearly two

AT 4 o

thousand years, through a train of efforts and events so
strange and unprecedented as to appear to some almost
miraculous and to others literally miraculous. To expect
the Jews, having thus again come into possession of Jeru-
salem, to hand over the Old City, with the Western Wall,
to an Arab power, or to an international authority, is.to
expect what cannot be. To ask Israel to give up all or most
of Judea and Samaria is to ask for the unlikely; to ask Israel
to hand over the heart of Jerusalem is to ask for the
impossible.

So the felt needs of the Jewish state and the animating
concept of the Return pose what seem to be impenetrable
barriers to Israel’s voluntarily accepting the kind of settle-
ment that international opinion almost universally calls for
on the West Bank.

HAT THOSE THINGS ARE SO, AS A MATTER OF FACT,
would be hard to deny, though no doubt the thing
can be done. But some, who accept that these

things are so—or more or less so—still passionately urge

that zkey ought not 10 be so. The Jewish state and the Return
may dominate the situation on the West Bank—and in

Gaza and in Israel itself—for today and, perhaps, tomor-

row. But they have no right (it is argued) to dominate it.

Both are illegitimate concepts. The Jewish state is a racist

concept. The Return is a mystical concept—that is to say,

superstitious and false. These concepts, being illegit-
imate, have no right to prevail over a legitimate, rational,
and humane principle: that of the consent of the governed.

I should like here to take a brief look at the three princi-
ples that argument opposes and embraces.

“The Jewish state is a racist concept.” Yes, in a way. Itis
racist to the extent that all nationalism is racist, which is a
large extent. Simone Weil held that racism and nationalism
were essentially the same thing, racism being simply “a
more romantic version of nationalism.” The Jewish state is
the embodiment and creation of Jewish nationalism. And
modern Jewish nationalism was very largely a response to
European nationalisms, which increasingly rejected
Jews—increasingly on racist principles—as part of the na-
tions concerned. The founders of Zionism were almost all
rejected assimilationists. Their logic was clear-cut: Since
the existing states say we don’t belong to them, very well,
we must have a state of our own.

All nationalism is exclusive, quietly so or noisily. Most
nation-states preserve their national character by stringent
immigration controls, according to criteria the most impor-
tant of which (being of a nationalist, racist character) gen-
erally remain implicit. The Jewish state is like most other
states in its determination to preserve its national charac-
ter, as determined by itself, through exclusive processes.
Where the Jewish state is unusual, and in part unique, is
through the following elements:

(a) The Jewish state did not come into being, as the Eu-
ropean states did, through a long and gradual process, on
the same territory, involving slow exclusions, inclusions,

10
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and accretions. The Jewish state was created through an  has extremely.high international prestige as rhetoric, large-
unprecedented convergence of scattered people on a for~  ly owing to the phenomenal success of the three great
mer national territory, and it crystallized at an amazing . Western revolutions inspired by it—English, American,
speed: from a political dream to a state in less than seventy  and French—and to the mimicry of much of it by the Sovi-
years. et Union (as in Stalin’s 1936 constitution). The United Na-

(b) Since the creation of the Jewish state the criterion of ~ tions Charter is full of Enlightenment ideas, and United
mationality has become a specifically religious one. Now,  Nations debates are generally conducted in terms of an as-

insofar as racial characteristics are important to racism—  sumed consensus of commitment to these ideas.
and I think they are important—this criterion actually op- The Arab case against Israel is most definitely expressed
crates agasnss racism. Before 1948 there were those in Is- | ‘in terms of that tradition. For example, the Palestinian

rael’s predominantly Ashkenazi population who would | state envisioned in the Palestinian National Covenant of
have liked to keep out the Oriental Jews, primarily on ra- =~ 1968 would be, in theory, “a secular and democratic state.”
cial grounds. But the criterion of admission was in factare-  Because the governing code of debate is based on the
ligious one, and so the Oriental Jews qualified. - Western Enlightenment value system, this puts the Arab

(c) All nationalisms exclude, but the people whom it  states (which support the principle of consent of the gov-
was most important for the Jewish state to exclude, forthe  erned) permanently in the right, and Israel (with its archa-
sake of its own survival, were its fated enemies, the bulk  ic right of Return and its Jewish state) permanently in the

of the previous settled population in the land of Isracl.  wrong,
The present state of Israel, for example, could not admit But rhetoric and reality are far apart here. Political prac-
to citizenship the Arabs of the West Bank without prepar-  tice based on Enlightenment values—the rule of law, free-
ing the destruction of the Jewish state, at least—which Is-  dom of expression, and political democracy—exceeds the
rael, being (in all essentials) the Jewish state, is not likely ~ boundaries of the West only in a few exceptional cases,
to do. and none of them are in the Middle East, with the ironic
I don’t think you can reasonably say that the idea of the  exception of Israel itself, in its internal political arrange-
Jewish state is fmherently racist, and therefore illegitimate, = ments among Jews. If there were today a Palestinian state,

unless you also condemn all other nationalisms, including  and if it were indeed a democratic state, it would be
Arab nationalism, for their exclusivities: quite a reasonable unique in the Arab world (and unusual in the world outside
proposition, but one that would stigmatize all states and  the West). In practice the rulers of the region assume and
most of the population of the globe. enforce the consent of those they govern, as the rulers of
The relation of the Jewish state to Palestine and to its  the region have done from time immemorial, without curi-
Arab population I shall consider in relation to the two in-  osity as to the wishes of the governed. The rule of law and
terrelated principles, that of the right of Return and the  freedom of expression are unknown, as they have been in
principle of consent of the governed. the past. Secularity is a matter for small elites—some of
them, as religious minorities, justifying their own domi-

) nance, as the Alawis of Syria do, in terms of secular and

HE IDEA THAT THE RIGHT OF THE JEWS TO RETURN  progressive ideas. In any case, throughout the Islamic

to Palestine transcends the will of the majority of  world the rise of Moslem fundamentalism since 1980 has

the settled population of the area is certainly basi-  increasingly challenged the secular elites.
 cally a religious one (or a religious-national one), whatever =~ Islam, even more than any other of the great religions,
secular forms it may from time to time assume. denies the existence of the dichotomy, posited by the
Does the fact that the right of Return is basically a reli- | Western Enlightenment, between religious and political
gious idea make it #pso facto illegitimate? life. Those representing (or at any rate speaking on behalf

Probably only the tougher-minded within the secularist | of) Moslem populations who appeal to Enlightenment
tradition would answer that question with an unhesitating ' ideas are engaging in double-talk, masking the realities of
yes. But some kind of yes is implicit in the whole tradition ~ what is fundamentally, on both sides, a religious-national-

‘of Western Europe and North America since the eigh- ist cultural conflict. It is a conflict, moreover, that is un-
teenth-century Enlightenment. The post-Enlightenment  likely to be resolved by appeal to an umpire from the world
tradition assumes the separation of religion from the politi-  of the Enlightenment.
cal process. The notion that a refigrious attachment justifies The presiding symbol is that of Jerusalem. The Jewish

a political claim is inherently repugnant to what has been  claim to Jerusalem is not a matter of rational argument; nor
the dominant intellectual tradition in the West for nearlya  is the Moslem claim; nor will the two claims be reconciled,
quarter of a millennium. The question is, however, or either side appeased, by arbitration; nor will either ac-
whether the dominant intellectual tradition in the West  cept the counting of heads as decisive, unless it works in
also applics to the Middle East. that side’s own favor.

On the surface, it might seem to. The rhetoric of the The Jews today rule in Jerusalem for the same material
Arab-Israeli debate has been almost entirely the rthetoricof  reason as the British ruled before them, and the Ottoman
the Western Enlightenment tradition. It is a rhetoric that  Turks before them, and all the others before them, back to
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Caliph Omar and beyond—because they conquered the
place. But the attackment of the Jews to the city is older and
deeper than that of any of its previous conquerors.

It is argued that conquest as a claim to rule, though very
widely acceptable up to 1914-1918, is no longer accept-
able since the Fourteen Points, the Atlantic Charter, and
the Charter of the United Nations. But the Jewish and the
Moslem claims to Jerusalem are anterior to those docu-
ments by many centuries and will not be resolved by refer-
ence to the modern documents, vastly inferior as these are
in authority and in emotional power and in other respects
to the Bible and the Koran.

The right of Return is based on the Bible and contested
(by implication) in the Koran. When the Koran is defeat-
ed—for the time being, at least—the appeal goes out to
the post-Christian world, in terms of the post-Christian
ideology of the Enlightenment, under the slogan of “con-
sent of the governed.” But any realities pertaining to that
slogan belong to the world appealed to, not the world that
appeals.

I know well that the line of thought traced above will be
ill received by many Westerners—both friendly and un-
friendly to Israel—and also by many people in Israel itself.
The Jews of the Diaspora played a large part in the devel-
opment and diffusion of Enlightenment ideas, gloried in
them, and benefited from them, for a time. Israelis of Eu-
ropean origin inherit a value system largely drawn from the
European Enlightenment. Indeed, this inheritance is one
of the sources of the great internal malaise of Israel. Most
of the Oriental Jews have no such inheritance. They tend
to find it more or less incomprehensible, and irrelevant
or even noxious to Israel’s needs in its actual besieged
condition. '

I'm afraid—and there are grounds for fear—that the
Orientals have a point, The Western Enlightenment and
the idea of the Return don't fit together; they only rub to-
gether uneasily. The idea of the Return comes out of that
older world which the phslosophes 1ejected, and the Return
took shape under unimaginably harsher necessities than
any that had ever impinged on the pkilosophes.

it is—in the basic sense that Israel is not free to be oth-

er than the Jewish state in Palestine, and that the Jew-
ish state, once in possession of Jerusalem, is not capable of
relinquishing that city.

The Moslem world is also not free to be other than what
itis, and is certainly incapable of acquiescing, openly, ful-
ly, and voluntarily, in a Jewish state in Palestine with Arab
subjects and its capital in Jerusalem.

It seems to follow that the sicge of Israel will continue,
in some form, into an indefinite future. That is not neces-
sarily or immediately as tragic a statement as it may sound.
In certain conditions the siege could become—for a peri-
" od, at least—a largely latent and almost metaphorical af-
fair. Israel could find itself at peace, in one way or another,

IBELIEVE THAT ISRAEL CANNOT BE OTHER THAN WHAT

with all its neighbors. The peace with Egypt held during

. the 1982 war in Lebanon. There has been a de facto

peace, with no fedayeen, between Jordan and Israel since

+1973; this held even in 1982. Israel’s greatest problem
.among its Arab neighbors is Syria, with its Soviet backing
.and its presence and proliferating influence in Lebanon,

i Yet a tacit accommodation, even with Syria, is possible,
:as was proved in 1976, over Lebanon. The later break-
f;down of that arrangement was partly owing to the over-
weening and baroque ambition of Ariel Sharon. But it was
élso owing, perhaps in larger part, to a stipulation intro-
duced by Israel into the tacit agreement of 1976 between
,it_sclf and Syria. This was the stipulation that Syrian au-
thority should not extend to Lebanon’s far south and. the
border with Israel. This stipulation led to the develop-
ment of “Fatahland,” in southern Lebanon, beyond Syria’s
control—and so to the conditions that provided the occa-
sion, if not all the reasons, for Israel’s intervention in 1982,

It appears that there was a school of thought in Israel in
1976 that opposed the stipulation as to the extent of Syria’s
authority in Lebanon. That school seems to have been
vindicated by events. It seems, therefore, within the
bounds of possibility that a new and less restrictive tacit ar-
rangement could be reached with Syria over Lebanon,

‘with a certain “territory for peace” content. One version of

such an arrangement could include the following:

(a) Israel would withdraw its troops from all of Lebanon,
without insisting—as once it did—on Syria’s also with-
drawing. Israel has now in fact withdrawn from Lebanon
almost completely, the exception being Israel’s continued
support for ‘the Christian-officered South Lebanon Army
on Lebanon’s border with Israel. The abandonment
of that support is almost certainly a necessary pre-condi-
tion for any overall arrangement between Israel and Syria.

(b) Israel would agree secretly to Syria’s hegemony over
all Lebanon, to be assured by means of Syria’s own Machi-
avellian devising.

(c) Syria would undertake to see that there would be no
PLO activity in Lebanon other than by forces of that name
under complete Syrian control, and that those forces
would not take part in any fedayeen activity.

(d) Syria would guarantee the safety of the Maronite
Christians in their own areas as well as the safety of those ele-
ments on Israel’s border who have cooperated with Israel.

And finally:

(e) If these arrangements held and peace prevailed over
a stipulated period, Syria would get back the Golan
Heights, demilitarized.

If some such arrangement could eventually be worked
out with Syria—building on the 1976 precedent—Israel
would then at last have peace with all its neighboring
states: peace by treaty with Egypt, peace by tacit under-
standing with Jordan (as discussed below) and Syria and,
;’hrough Syria, with Lebanon.

That seems the nearest thing to a comprehensive Mid-
dle Eastern settlement that is actually available in the real
world.
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It is the very intensity of this concern about the need to
save Jewish lives, a concern that has the Holocaust at the
- back of it, that produces the pattern of military behavior so
shocking to outside observers. Israel refuses to accept a
conflict of attrition—‘“one for one”—which it must inevi-
tably lose, because of its inferiority in numbers. Israel has
therefore consistently applied the doctrine of “asymmetri-
cal response”—hitting back with far greater force at the
quarter from which it was attacked.

Israel withdrew from most of Lebanon last spring be-
cause of the unacceptably high casualties—more than 650
Israelis had been killed since June of 1982—that remain-
ing in Lebanon involved. And when Shiite militia inflicted
further casualties on the retreating Israeli forces, those
forces hit back with their accustomed increment of vio-
lence. It was the level of Israeli casualties that determined
both the retreat and the reprisals.

For some outside observers, the reprisals tended to ob-
scure the fact of the retreat and the mood that dictated that
retreat. That mood, in my belief, remains the one de-
scribed by Eric Silver in the immediate aftermath of Be-
gin's retirement:

The Israel Menachem Begin created in his own image
was more narrowly Jewish, more aggressive and more iso-
lated. Social and religious tensions were closer to the sur-
face. But as the Kahan Commission demonstrated, gov-
emment was still accountable to the people, democracy
and the rule of law were alive and kicking. The press was
not silenced by appeals to patriotism. In the autumn of
1983, the disengagement from the problems of Lebanon
showed Israelis soberly aware of their limitations as well
as their strengths. That was not the legacy the sixth
Prime Minister had meant to leave his people, but it was
one worth cherishing.

Shimon Peres’s style as prime minister reflects that
mood. He seems today modest and judicious, and free—
as is Shamir—from the contagious and intoxicating shrill-
ness of Begin. The Government of National Unity has
done a little better than most people thought it might, and
Peres’s own stature has risen accordingly. There are
chances of greater accommodations and relaxing of ten-
sions. But neither the Government of National Unity nor
any probable successor is likely to be able to lift the siege
altogether.

Israel is obliged, by the very nature of its predicament,
to remain forever on its guard and to be the ultimate judge
of its own security. And those who condemn Israel should
reflect that its predicament is not the creation of Israelis
only but is also the creation of all the rest of us: those
who attacked and destroyed the Jews in Europe, and those
in Europe and America who just quietly closed our
doors.

Against that background Western statesmen might have
the grace to be more sparing in their admonitions ad-

dressed to Israel, keeping in mind that many of the peo-
ples those statesmen represent did much, over many
years, and in many ways, to impress upon Jews the neces-
sity of creating the Jewish state.

HE PALESTINIAN ARABS HAVE EVERY RIGHT TO SAY

that they are the indirect and innocent victims of

what happened to the Jews in Europe. They are.
They are also the victims of the vanity and fantasies of
their own leaders; victims also of the Machiavellian Arab
rulers—who use them as stalking-horses in the pursuit of
their own ends—and of illusions promoted by the hollow
and far-from-disinterested sympathy of European leaders.
The best hope of the West Bank residents is in ceasing to
rely on Palestinian émigrés or professions of sympathy
whose cruel unreliability has been demonstrated on count-
less occasions. They have to face Israel, on their own, with
nothing serious going for them except their lifeline to Jor-
dan. Their best hope for the future lies not in the illusory
and ever-receding perspective of “territory for peace” but
in the strengthening of the “adversarial partnership” or
tacit condominium between Isracl and Jordan. In practice
West Bank residents have shown a willingness to support
that condominium, over the years, to the extent that it was
available. Events in Lebanon from 1982 to 1985 have sure-
ly been of a nature to suggest to West Bank residents that
the people who are most clamorous about the absolute need
to secure “full Palestinian rights” are no friends of the Pales-
tinians’, It was not only Christian Arabs, allied with Israel,
who massacred Palestinian Arabs, at Sabra and Shatila (in
1982); it was also Moslem Arabs, allied with Syria, who
carried out such massacres (in 1985). There was a world
outcry about the first massacres; remarkably little was
heard about the second. But Palestinians were equally vic-
tims in both cases.

Israeli leaders, as Eric Silver suggests, have been at least
to some extent sobered and chastened by some of the re-
sults for Israel of Sharon’s hubris over Lebanon. It may be
that a similar process is going on among Palestinian lead-
ers, where it matters most: on the West Bank itself. If so,
the illusory and highly publicized pursuit of “territnry for
peace” is likely to be paralleled by quieter talks ab__:how
to make the sharing of the territory somewhat less uncom-
fortable and less dangerous for Israelis and Palestinians
alike—as well as for the Jordanians. If so—and on the oth-
er relatively optimistic hypotheses discussed above—we
will witness a considerable abatement of the siege of Israel
as the century draws to a close. But the possible abatement
depends on Arab recognition of superior Israeli military
strength and adjustment to that fact, which is not likely to
be accepted as a permanent fact. And so “abatement” im-
plies suspension, not necessarily an approaching termina-
tion. What is not in sight is an end to the siege. O
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Mr. Friedman, m~mbers of the National Executive Council

of the American Jewish Committee, ladies and gentlemen,

I welcome the opportunity to discuss with yod tonight the .
search for peace in the Middle East, to review events of the
past year which offer new prospects for movement in this
process, and to discuss obstacles that remain. [ will also
address the question so often asked: Why is the United
States so actively involved in seeking a solution to the
Arab-Israeli dispute and the Palestinian issue since there is
neither a crisis in the region nor any agreement”on even the

outlines of a possible settlement?

The Middle East peace process has ebbed and flowed., It
gained great momentum in the late 1970's and produced the
first great step toward Arab-Israeli accommodation -- the

Egypt-Israel peace treaty and the Camp David Accords.

But the bright promise of a broader peace and a solution
of the Palestinian issue which we hoped would flow from Camp
David was denied, It gave way instead to retrenchment,

stagnation, and the tragic war in Lebanon. But this year
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there is new.momentum toward peace. Israel and Jordan have

again begun to search for ways to break the stalemate.

In Israel, the Unity Government has withdrawn Israeli
troops from Lebanon and launched a program of economic
reform, its first two priorities. Now Israel’s leaders are
wrestling aggain with the controversial questions of peace
with the Arabs and the future of the 1.4 million
Palestinians who live under Israeli occupation. Prime
Minister Peres has made clear his desire to lead Israel into
direct negotiations with Jordan based on U,N., Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 in search of lasting peace
and a just solution to the Palestinian problem. ..

Jordan’s King Hussein, recognizing the futility of
confrontation and concerned about the stability of the region
and the unfulfilled aspirations of the Palestinians, has
boldly called for peace with Israel and a solution to the
Palestinian issue., In statements which break new ground in
the Arab world, Hussein has called for negotiations with
Israel "promptly and directly”...”in an environment free of
belligerent and hostile acts”. The King’'s initiative is all
the more remarkable, since he is ready to engage in a
negotiating process with no guaranteed outcome, whereas for
years, Arab states have refused to consider negotiations with

[srael, without assurances of the final result.



- -3 -

Prime Minister Peres has responded to the King's
initiative by acknowledging Hussein’s sincerity and his
genuine desire for peace. And the King has replied by
calling Peres a man of vision. Such expressions of mutual
respect by an Israeli Prime Minister and an Arab leader both
constitute a remarkable public dialogue and symbolize a new
atmosphere of hope and compromise, Jordan has taken a
further step in signalling its commitment to peace with
Israel by restoring diplomatic relations with Egypt. By
breaking with the rejectionists who have sought to isolate
Egypt for making peace with Israel, Jordan associates itself
with Egypt’'s courageous decision to lead the way toward a
broader peace in the region. -

President Mubarak shares Hussein’'s and Peres’ concerns
for future stability in the region. He too has supported
renewed momentum in the peace process and has played a
constructive role in support of practical steps toward diract
negotiations., Although there have been strains in the
Egypt-Israel relationship, both states are committed to their
peace treaty. In the Egyptian approach to the peace process
there is a healthy element of self-interest, since Egypt
seeks a broadening of the peace process to vindicate its

historic choice for peace with Israel.

The willingness of Jordan, Israel and Egypt to renew the

search for a broader peace has been mirrored by a similar
movement within the Palestinian community in support of peace

and accommodation with.Ternel
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These are important changes in the political landscape of
the Middle East. The desire of King Hussein to engage in
negotiations with Israel, his focus on the process, rather
than the outcome, the positive response from Israel, and the
support of Egypt and moderate Palestinian elements offer new
hope that a solution can be found. That is why we have

called this the year of opportunity.

Although the climate for peace has improved markedly,
some major obstacles still stand in the way of direct
negotiations, The toughest of all is the question of who
shall represent the Palestin.ans in negotiations. Both
Israel and Jordan agree that Palestinians must part1c1pate in
the process that will address their legitimate rlghts as a
people as well as the security of Israel and Jordan. Both
states also acknowledge that the Palestinians who take part
must be respected, credible representatives of their
community, since they will be called on to make compromises

that must be part of any realistic settlement

Thus far, there is no agreement on who those Palestinians
should be. The PLO demands the exclusive right to represent
the Palestinians, and King Hussein has associated Jordan with
the PLO in his February 11 peace initiative., Many
Palestinians who support the PLO are prepared to accept the
terms which Israel, Jordan and the United States believe

should be the basis for negotiations: acceptance of the



- 5 ..,."

existence of Israel and UN Security Council Resolutions 242
and 338, But the PLO, as an organization, has yet to
transcend its deep internal divisions and to meet these
conditions, clearly and unequivocally. WNor has it been
willing to forswear all violence as a means of achieving its
ends. Recently constituent elements of the PLO have been
involved in new acts of terror and ossossination: including
the murder of three Israelis in Cyprus, the hijacking of the
Achille Lauro and the killing of Leon Klinghoffer, |

Recently, PLO chairman Arafat made a qualified statemént
concerning an end to violence, The meaning and effect of
this limited undertaking will have to be judged by the
situation on the ground., But it must be understgbd t@at all
violence everywhere in connection with the Middle East
conflict obstructs the goal of direct negotiations for peace

and must be eradicated.

King Hussein has joined Prime Minister Peres in deploring
these and other acts of terror and violence as harmful to the
peace process. He has also worked hard and successfully to
prevent the use of Jordanian soil for terrorist attacks
against Israel and the West Bank. Israel believes that the
PLO is disqualified for a role in the peace process because
of its failure to renounce all violence and to recognize
Israel. Hussein, however, continues to believe that the PLO

must be involved, as the only organization with broad-based
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support throughout the Palestinian community, He believes
that the PLO has the capacity to transform itself, if given
the opportunity.

The view of the United States toward the Palestinian
representation issue is that Palestinians of goodwill who
seek peace and accommodation with Israel and who“commond
respect in their community should come forward to play this
role. We also believe that those who continue to practice
violence and terror count themselves out of the process. But
the ultimate decision on which Palestinians are acceptable
must be agreed by the Palestinians, Jordanians and Israelis,

among themselves,

The Administration’s policy toward U.S. recognition of
the PLO is another issue. We have said clearly and
consistently that the PLO must first accept Resolutions 242
and 338 and recognize Isrgel's right to exist before we will
engage it in a dialogue. But the relationship between the
U.S. and the PLO is not a central issue in the peace
process. The Palestinians must negotiate with Israel,
together with Jordan, not with the United States. They must
therefore produce representatives who have demonstrated their
willingness to seek peace with Israel., The PLO, as an
organization, has not yet met this challenge, which was put

to it a vear ago by King Hussein.
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Another question that must be resolved in the search for
peace is how to structure some kind of international support
for direct negotiations. King Hussein, whose peace
initiative faces harsh opposition from Syria and other
rejectionists, has called for an international conference to
provide an umbrella he needs for entering into nggotiations
with Israel. We understand the King's need, and have agreed
to explore with Israel and Jordan some means of international
auspices for this process. Prime Minister Peres has also
responded positively to the King's desire by offering to
consider some international mechanism acceptable to all the
. parties to support direct talks, The sticking point has been
the role of the Soviet Union. Our-view and Isrqgl's is that
the USSR, by its failure to restore diplomatic rélatipns with
Israel and its negative policies, has failed to demonstrate
that it would play a constructive role in the peace process.,
Another question is the role of Syria, which has shown no

interest, to date in joining the peace process.

Where are we now in our efforts to surmount these hurdles
and move on to direct negotiations, which the United States,
Israel and Jordan all desire? What has been the impact of
recent acts of terrorism on our efforts? It is true that the
Achille Lauro hijacking diverted our attention, temporarily
from the peace process. Indeed, it is the aim of the

terrorists whose goal is to intimidate all those who seek

compromise. Thus, both Israel and Jordan have been
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victimized by increasing terrorist acts in recent months. We
are determined however, not to allow terrorism to halt our
efforts for peace, and Israel and Jordan share our

determination,

In their recent visits to Washington, King Hussein and
Prime Minister Peres urged that we do everything possible to
sustain the positive momentum of recent months. And both
leaders expressed their urgent desire for this in tﬁeir
eloguent statements at the United Nations., We are
maintaining our close dialogue with Israel and Jordan and
continuing to search for ways to resolve the issues of
Palestinian representation and international auspices.

Some critics of U, S. policy have argued that we have
underestimated the difficulty of these obstacles. They claim
that in our search for a process of negotiations, we have
underestimated profound substantive differences which still
divide the parties and the absence of any consensus within
Israel, as well as among the Palestinians and among the
Arabs, on an acceptable solution, According to this view,
the parties have shown they can at least cope with the status
quo, although it is unsatisfactory, and that it is a mistake
to try to change it for some uncertain alternative., In
short, they argue, in the absence of a serious crisis, leave

well enough alone.



But the status quo is not stable. The Middle East is a
dynamic region in which the forces of pragmatism and
compromise contend with extremism, confrontation and
religious fundamentalism. The Arab-Israeli conflict provides
a volatile focus for these conflicting forces within Israel,
among the Palestinians and in the Arab world, These tensions
are serious. The history of other conflicts pro&es that
they will not evaporate under benign neglect, And unless the
elements who support moderation and compromise are actively
supported and encouragded, the future is likely to bring

gregter strife and danger for all.

The costs of inaction are high for Israel. whose future
security and well being can be assured in the long rup only
if peace is achieved and the Palestinian dilemma is
resolved, The human and material cost which years of
conflict have imposed on Israel has been immense. It is a
great tragedy of the modern era that a nation which was born
as a symbol of the highest values of peace and redemption,
not only for the Jewish people, but for mankind, has been
deprived of the right to realize this dream. The threat of
yet another war, the uncertainty and tension of the current
uneasy conflict, and the strain imposed by control of a
large, resentful Palestinian populace in West Bank and Gaza
are a great burden to Israel’s social and democratic fabric,

That is why Prime Minister Peres and many other Israelis have
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expressed the urgent need for a just solution to the
Palestinian dilemma and peace with all its Arab neighbors to

insure Israel’'s security,

The need for peace and accommodation is no less urgent
for the Palestinians. Their desire for justice and a greater
role in fulfilling their own aspirations also demands a
response., This community, particularly its younger.
generation, is also challenged by the forces of extremism and

fundamentalism, which feed on frustration and despair,

For Jordan, like Israel, peace and a resolution of the
Palestinian issue is also essential for future wsll being,
That is why King Hussein, whose nation already iﬁcludgs a
majority of Palestinians, wants urgently to define a new
relationship with the Palestinians now living under Israeli

control,

The stakes are high for Israel, the Palestinians and
Jordan to come to terms with each other and to reconcile
their respective interests and aspirations, If Israel is
denied its right to permanent peace, security and
recognition, if the Palestinians are denied their legitimate
rights, and if Jordan’s quest for peace is thwarted, all will

be victims,
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We reject the theory that the interests of Israelis.,
Palestinians and Jordanians in this conflict are
irreconcilable and that this is a zero sum game. We are
certain that with flexibility and a willingness to
compromise, the urge for peace, which is strong in Israel,
among the Palestinians and in Jordan, can be translated into ‘o~
negotiations and ultimately agreement which provides justice

and security for all,

Why do we say the United States also has an important
stake in such a solution? Our deep interest in the security
of Israel, an ally whose strength and welfare are vital to
us, our friendship with Jordan and ‘Egypt, whose gpntinued
moderation and stability and well-being are of key importance
and our traditional commitment to human values, which are
threatened by adverse forces in the region, require us to

commit ourselves as a nation,

Diplomacy abhors a vacuum, and if we should opt out of
the peace process, those who believe in the role of force and
in absolute solutions will take our place. We have a duty to
ourselves and our friends to continue our diplomatic efforts,
notwithstanding the obstacles, in support of our friends who
yearn for peace and believe in compromise and moderation. We

must continue to encourage flexibility and acommodation by
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all the parties to a conflict in which there are no black and
white answers and in which all the protagonists have

compelling equities.

Whenever [ visit Israel, 1 am encouraged by the vigor of
debate over the peace nrocess, Israel's future and the
Palestinian issue, Your organization has furthered this
process in a constructive way by supporting the principle
that this dialogue should also flourish among Israel’s
friends abroad, whose commitment and support for Isrogl are a
source of great strength. The Jewish people, in Israel and
throughout the world, because of their own experience have a
unique perspective on the suffering of others, 4 have always
believed that their faith and tradition, to which the-world
owes so much, will help build peace between Israel and its
Arab neighbors. Peace is also a holy creed of Islam and the
Arab people. Their culture also offers the spiritual and
moral strength needed for peace and reconciliation. These
two peoples of the book, both descendents of the sons of
Abraham, are destined, in the words of Prime Minister Peres,
“to live side by side, from time immemorial, till the end of
time.” They deserve our continuing, active support in their

search for peace.






PRIME MINISTERAPERES ON THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

"we are interested in international accompaniment but
international accompaniment in which both Israeli and the
other side have equal conditions. We have no opposition to
the United States, England and France, but the Soviet
Union severed relations. And I have already said and I am
repeating it: There are Arab statesmen who have reached
the concluusion that if the Russians do not renew
diplomatic relations with 1Israel, they should not. be
invited to the international conference. That is also the
opionion of the United States. the Arabs." (Peres,
10/2/85, Israel television)

"What the Jordanians and the Palestinians are saying is
that it's not comfortable for them to meet with . us in
daylight. I don't understand why they have to be bashful
for peace when they are open for war. When the Arabs went
to war, did they search for proxies or superpowers?”
(Peres, 10/2/85, Israel television)

"] see our position earning more support and understanding
from the U.S. The Soviets are aware of our position.
"Diplomatic relations exist when there are differences of
opinion. We won't go with the Russians unless they resume
diplomatic relations with in the light of day. I believe
that position has a chance of succeeding." (Peres,
10/2/85, Israeli television)

"(Re Geneva Conference:) 1973 was an experiment. It was
an empty exercise. Since then we've gained experience.
Why can Israel not say to the Russians 'If you want to
join as mediators, in the middle as people bridging gaps,
first of all renew relations.! Why should I repeat the
1973 situation?" (Peres, 10/2/85, Israel television)

As long as the Soviet Union fails to renew its diplomatic
relations with Israel, we will not grant it the status it
is unworthy of: the status of a mediator. (Peres:
Jerusalem Domestic Service, 10/1/85 FBIS)

“What would happen [at a conference such as the one
proposed by King Hussein]? The Soviet Union would be
raised to the status of mediator despite the fact that it
has severed relations with Israel and locked its gates to
Jews seeking to leave. In other words, the Soviet Union
would not recognize Israel diplomatically but Israel would
have to publicly recognize the Soviet Union's objectivity.
The Soviet Union might declare that it supports the Arab
positions and the position of Syria, which 1is the most
exremist amoung Arab countries. It would justify Syria‘s
goals and the Palestinian charter. What then would be the

chances that Jordan or a Palestinian delegation would
adopt a position more moderate than that of the Soviet
Union?" (Prime Minister Shimon Peres, Address to the
Knesset, 6/10/85)

"You need a great deal of conviction to say to Israel,
'Look, we have prepared a beautiful trap, why don't you
fall into it?'" (Peres, WP, 9/12/85)
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MIDDLE EAST ARMS TRANSFER STUDY Vﬁ@twéfﬁ m‘* ’*éu&xmm\

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- — The study is a comprehensive review of U.S. arms sales policy to the Middle
East in light of U.S. objectives in the region undertaken to assure that our
arms sales assist in attaining those objectives.

-— U.S. regional strategic objectives are: continued stability and security of
friendly states; the peaceful resolution of regional conflicts, especially the
Arab-Israeli conflict; a favorable strategic position vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union; and unimpeded access to Persian Gulf 0Oil.

— Successful pursuit of these objectives is endangered by current Iranian, and
possible long-term Iraqi, security threats to the moderate Arab states of the
Gulf, the immediate Syrian threat to Jordan and prospective threat to Israel,
and the Libyan threat to the Sudan and Egypt. U.S. interests are also -
threatened by Soviet influence, the potential for large-scale Soviet
aggression, and by terrorism. The ironclad U.S. commitment to a qualitative
military edge for Israel will ensure Israeli military superiority over any
combination of probable foes for the foreseeable future.

-—— While direct U.S. military intervention would be necessary to cope with
Soviet aggression, involvement in lesser crises, unless invited, could be

" politically destabilizing to local governments and might not command U.S.
public support. Arms sales foster military self-reliance which raises the
threshold at which U.S. intervention might be necessary. If direct military
involvement were required, the infrastructure, interoperable equipment and
tactical doctrines introduced through sales would ease the deployment of U.S.
forces.

-— U.S. security assistance to moderate Arab states strengthens their defense
capabilities against external and internal threats and bolsters the stability
of the individual governments.

-- In terms of deterrence, U.S. security assistance implies a commitment that
may be as important as the arms themselves.

-~ Arms sales and security assistance programs position the U.S. to continue
its role as the principal intermediary between Israel and the Arab states.
Maintaining that role depends importantly upon responding to the economic and
security needs of the states principally concerned: Israel, Egypt and Jordan.

— At the same time, attempts to condition security assistance upon development
of the peace process have failed to produce results — since no one party
controls the process —— and have weakened U.S. leverage while, occasionally,
providing an opening for Soviet influence.

—— The study concludes that arms sales and security assistance can: enhance
our strategic position while reducing the need for direct U.S. intervention;
contribute to regional stability by improving the deterrent capability of
friendly states; improve the chances that our friends will prevail if
deterrence fails, and encourage others to take risks for peace as we preserve
our role as intermediary. ..
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| r ‘) He graduated from Los Angeles City Col-
g

ege and Memphis State University. He has
two children and resides in Los Angeles,
Calif. He was born December 21, 1926, in
Franklin, N.C.

Second Anniversary of Solidarity

-Statement by the Principal Deputy Press
Secretary to the President.
September 1, 1952

The President deeply deplores the acts of
violence which resulted in the tragic loss of
life in Lubin. He deeply regrets and con-
demns the use of deadly force to break up
peaceful demonstrations in Warsaw and
other cities on Solidarity’s second anniversa-
ry.
These events once again point up the
need- for reconciliation-and restoration by
the Government of basic human rights in
Poland. The fact that demonstrations in-

B )volving thousands occurred in eight major

~—

cities in the face of Government warnings
that security forces would use violence to
put them down and dole out summary pun-

" ishments wvividly illustrates and demon-

strates the strength of the dedication of the
Polish people to free trade unions and other
basic liberties.

The deaths of the two individuals in
Lubin can only serve to deepen the already
extensive chasm separating Polish authori-
ties from the Polish people.

The Polish Government’s actions against
the demonstrators are the latest manifesta-
tion of martial law in Poland and dramatize
the significance of the policies which the
President announced last December.

Exclusions From the Merit Pay System

Message to the Congress Transmitting a
Report. September 1, 1982

JTo the Congress of the United States:

Supervisors and management officials in
GS-13, 14, and 15 positions throughout the

Federal Government are covered by the
Merit Pay System as required by Chapter
54, Title 5, U.S. Code, unless otherwise ex-
cluded by law. -

Upon proper application from “the heads
of affected agencies and upon the recom-
mendation of the Director of the Office of
Personnel Management, I have, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 5401(bX2XB), excluded 9 agencies
and units of agencies from coverage under
the Merit Pay System.

Attached is my report describing the
agency or unit to be excluded and the rea-
sons therefor.

Ronald Reagan
The White House,

September 1, 1982,

Note: The éxclusions affect certain employ-

ees of the following: the Board of Veterans
Appeals, Veterans Administration; the Ad-
visory Committee on Federal Pay, the Na-
tional Mediation Board; NATO, Interna-
tional Staff (Evere, Belgium); NATO Inte-
grated Communications System Manage-
ment Agency (Brussels, Belgium); NATO
Maintenance and Supply Agency (Luxem-
bourg City, Luxembourg); NATO Supply
Center (Capellen, Luxembourg); Supreme
Headquarters  Allied  Powers  Europe,
SHAPE, (Belgium); and the Federal Avi-
ation Administration, Department of Trans-
portation. -

My fellow Americans: .

Today -has been a day that should make
us proud. It marked the end of the success-
ful evacuation of PLO from Beirut, Leba-
non. This peaceful step could never have
been taken without the good offices of the
United States and especially the truly heroic
work of a great American diplomat, Ambas-
sador Philip Habib.

Thanks to his efforts, I'm happy to an-
nounce that the U.S. Marine contingent
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helping to supervise the evacuation has ac-
complished its mission. Our young men
should be out of Lebanon within 2 weeks.
They, too, have served the cause of peace
with distinction, and we can all be very
proud of them.

But the situation in Lebanon is only part
of the overall problem of conflict in the
Middle East. So, over the past 2 weeks,
while events in Beirut dominated the front
page, America was -engaged in a quiet,
behind-the-scenes effort to lay the ground-
work for a broader peace in the region. For
once there were no premature leaks as U.S.
diplomatic missions traveled to Mideast cap-
itals, and I met here at home with a wide
range of experts to map out an American
peace initiative for the long-suffering peo-
ples of the Middle East—Arab and Israeli
alike. )

It seemed to me that with the agreement
in Lebanon we had an opportunity for a
more far-reaching peace effort in the
region, and I was determined to seize that
moment. In the words of the scripture, the
time had come to “follow after the things
which make for peace.” Tonight I want to
report to you the steps we’ve taken and the
prospects they can open up for a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East:

America has long been committed to
bringing peace to this troubled region. For
more than a generation, successive United
States administrations have endeavored to
develop a fair and workable process that
could lead to a true and lasting Arab-Israeli
peace. i

Our involvement in the search for Mid-
east peace is not a matter of preference; it’s
a moral imperative. The strategic impor-
tance of the region to the United States is
well known, but our policy is motivated by
more than strategic interests. We also have
_an irreversible commitment to the survival
and territorial integrity of friendly states.
Nor can we- ignore the fact that the well-
being of much of the world’s economy is
tied to stability in the strife-torn Middle
East. Finally, our traditional humanitarian
concerns dictated a continuing -effort to
peacefully resolve conflicts.

When our administration assumed office

in January of 1981, I decided that the gen-

eral framework for our Middle East policy

~should follow the broad guidelines laid
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down by my predecessors. There were twoghm
basic issues we had to address. First, there ;

was the strategic threat to the region posed
by the Soviet Union and its surrogates, best
demonstrated by the brutal war in Afghani-
stan, and, second, the peace process be-
tween Israel and its Arab neighbors.

With regard to the Soviet threat, we have
strengthened our efforts to develop with
our friends and allies a joint policy to deter
the Soviets and their suirogates from fur-
ther expansion in the region and, if neces-
sary, to defend against it.

With respect to the Arab-Israeli conflict,
we’ve embraced the Camp David frame-
work as the only way to proceed. We have
also recognized, however, solving the Arab-
Israeli conflict in and of itself cannot assure
peace throughout a region as vast and trou-
bled as the Middle East.

Our first objective under the Camp
David process was to ensure the successful
fulfillment of the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty. This was achieved with the peaceful
return of the Sinai to Egypt in April 1982,

To accomplish this, we worked hard with g
our Egyptian and.Israeli friends and, even- <

tually, with. other friendly countries to
create the multinational force which now
operates in the Sinai. Throughout this
period of difficult and time-consuming ne-
gotiations, we never lost sight of the next
step of Camp David—autonomy talks to
pave the way for permitting the Palestinian
people to exercise their legitimate rights.
However, owing to the tragic assassination
of President Sadat and other crises in the
area, it was not until January 1982 that we
were able to make a major effort to renew
these talks.

Secretary of State Haig and Ambassador
Fairbanks made three visits to Israel and
Egypt early this year to pursue the auton-
omy talks. Considerable progress was made
in developing the basic outline of an Ameri-
can approach which was to be presented to
Egypt and Israel after April. :

The successful completion of Israel’s with-
drawal from Sinai and the courage shown
on this occasion by Prime Minister Begin
and President Mubarak in living.up to their-
agreements convinced me the time had
come for a new American policy to try to
bridge the remaining differences between

e
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C- }Igypt and Israel on the autonomy process.

.

, in May, I called for specific measures
and a timetable for consultations with the
Governments of Egypt and Israel on the
next steps in the peace process. However,
before this effort could be launched, the
conflict in Lebanon preempted our efforts.

The autonomy talks were basically put on
hold-while we sought to untangle the par-
ties in Lebanon and still the guns of war.
"The Lebanon war, tragic as it was, has left
us with a new opportunity for Middle East
peace. We must seize it now and bring
peace to this troubled area so vital to world
stability while there is still time. It was with
this strong conviction that over a month
.ago, before the present negotiations in
Beirut had been completed, I directed Sec-
retary of State Shultz to again review our
policy and to consult a wide range of out-
standing Americans on the best ways to
strengthen chances for peace in the Middle
-East.

We have consulted with_many of the offi-

cials who were hisforically involved in the
rocess, with- Members of the Congress, and

p
: )with individuals from the private sector.
“~”And I have held extensive. consultations

with my own advisers on the principles that
I will outline to you tonight.»

The evacuation of the PLO from Beirut is
now complete, and we can now help the
Lebanese to rebuild their war-torn country.
We owe it to ourselves and to posterity to
move quickly to build upon this achieve-
ment. A stable and revived Lebanon is es-
sential to all our hopes for peace in the
region. The people of Lebanon deserve the
best efforts of the international community
to turn the nightmares of the past several
years into a new dawn of hope. But the
opportunities for peace in the Middle East
do not begin and end in Lebanon. As we
help Lebanon rebuild, we must also move
to resolve the root causes of conflict be-
tween Arabs and Israelis.

The war in Lebanon has demonstrated
many things, but two consequences are key
to the peace process. First, the military
losses of the PLO have not diminished the
yearning of the Palestinian people for a just
solution of their claims; and, second, while
Israel’s military successes in Lebanon have
demonstrated that its armed forces are
second to none in the region, they alone

Bl

cannot bring just and lasting peace to Israel
and her neighbors.

The question now is how to reconcile Is-
rael’s legitimate security concerns with the
legitimate rights of the Palestinians. And
that answer can only come at the negotiat-
ing table. Each party must recognize that
the outcome must be acceptable to all and
that true peace will require compromises
by all.

So, tonight I'm calling for a fresh start.
This is the moment for all those directly
concerned to get involved—or lend their
support—to a workable basis for peace. The
Camp David agreement remains the foun-
dation of our policy. Its language provides
all parties with the leeway they need for
successful negotiations.

I call on Israel to make clear that the
security for which she yearns can only be
achieved through genuine peace, a peace
requiring magnanimity, vision, and courage.

I call on the Palestinian people to recog-
nize that their own political aspirations are
inextricably bound to recognition of Israel’s
right to a secure future, -

And I call on the Arab States to accept
the reality of Israel-—and the reality that
peace and justice are to be gained only
through hard, fair, direct negotiation.

In making these calls upon others, I rec-
ognize that the United States has a special
responsibility. No other nation is in a posi-
tion to deal with the key parties to the
conflict on the basis of trust and reliability.

The time las come for a new realism on
the part of all the peoples of the Middle
East. The State of Israel is an accomplished
fact; it deserves unchallenged legitimacy
within the community of nations. But
Israel’s legitimacy has thus far been recog-
nized by too few countries and has been

denied by every Arab State except Egypt..

Israel exists; it has a right to exist in peace
behind secure and defensible borders; and
it has a right to demand of its neighbors
that they recognize those facts.

I have personally followed and supported
Israel’s heroic struggle for survival, ever
since the founding of the State of Israel 34
years ago. In the pre-1967 borders Israel
was barely 10 miles wide at its narrowest
point. The bulk of Israel’s population lived
within artillery range of hostile Arab
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armies. I am not about to ask Israel to live
that way again.

The war in Lebanon has demonstrated
another reality in the region. The departure
of the Palestinians from Beirut dramatizes
more than ever the homelessness of the Pal-
estinian people. Palestinians feel strongly
that their cause is more than a question of
refugees. I agree. The Camp David agree-
ment recognized that fact when it spoke of
the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people and their just requirements.

For peace to endure it must involve all
those who have been most deeply affected
by the conflict. Only through broader par-
ticipation in the peace process, most imme-
diately by Jordan and by the Palestinians,
will Israel be able to rest confident in the
knowledge that its security and integrity
will be respected by its neighbors. Only
through the process of negotiation can all
the nations of the Middle East achieve a
secure peace. .

These, then, are our general goals. What

are the specific hew American positions, -

and why are we taking them? In the Camp
David talks thus far, both Israel and Egypt
have felt free to express openly their views
as to what the outcome should be. Under-
standably their views have differed on
many points. The United States has thus far
sought to play the role of mediator. We
have avoided public comment on the key
issues. We have always recognized and con-
tinue to recognize that only the voluntary
agreement of those parties most directly in-
volved in the conflict can provide an endur-
ing solution. But it’s become evident to me
that some clearer sense of America’s posi-
tion on the key issues is necessary to en-
courage wider support for the peace proc-
ess.

First, as outlined in the Camp David ac-

. cords, there must be a period of time

during which the Palestinian inhabitants of
the West Bank and Gaza will have full
autonomy over their own affairs. Due con-
sideration must be given to the principle of
self-government by the inhabitants of the
territories and to the legitimate security
concerns of the parties involved. The pur-.
pose of the 5-year period of transition
which would begin after free elections for a
self-governing Palestinian authority is to
prove to the Palestinians that they can run
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their own affairs and that such Palestinian
autonomy poses no threat to Israel’s secu-
rity.

The United States will not support the
use of any additional land for the purpose of
settlements during the transitional period.
Indeed, the immediate adoption of a settle-
ment freeze by Israel, more than any other
action, could create the confidence needed
for wider participation in these talks. Fur-
ther settlement activity is in no way neces-
sary for the security of Israel and only di-
minishes the confidence of the Arabs that a
final outcome can be freely and fairly nego-
tiated. ]

I want to make the American position
well understood. The purpose of this transi-
tional period is the peaceful and orderly
transfer of authority from Israel to the Pal-
estinian inhabitants of the West Bank and
Gaza. At the same time, such a transfer
must not interfere with Israel’s security re-
quirements.

Beyond the transition period, as we look
to the future of the West Bank and Gaza, it
is clear to me that peace cannot be
achieved by the formation of an independ-

ent Palestinian state in those territories, nor

is it achievable on the basis of Israeli sover-
eignty or permanent control over the West
Bank and Gaza. Se, the United States will
not support the establishment of an inde-
pendent Palestinian state in the West Bank
and Gaza, and we will not support annex-
ation or permanent control by Israel.

There is, however, another way to peace.
The final status of these lands must, of
course, be reached through the give and
take of negotiations. But it is the firm view
of the United States that self-government
by the Palestinians of the West Bank and
Gaza in association with Jordan offers the
best chance for a durable, just, and lasting
peace. We base our approach squarely on
the principle that- the Arab-Israeli conflict
should be resolved through negotiations in-
volving an exchange of territory for peace.

This exchange is enshrined in United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 242,
which is, in turn, incorporated in all its
parts in the Camp David agreements. U.N.
Resolution 242 remains wholly valid as the
foundation stone of America’s Middle East
peace effort. It is the United States position
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that, in return for peace, the withdrawal ™

C')provision of Resolution 242 applies to all

-

t

fronts, including the West Bank and Gaza.
When the” border is negotiated™ between
Jordan and Israel, our view on the extent to

- which Israel should be asked to give up

territory will be heavily affected by the
extent of true peace and normalization, and
the security arrangements offered in return.

Finally, we remain convinced that Jerusa-
lem must remain undivided, but its final
status should be decided through negotia-
tion.

In the course of the negotiations to come,
the United States will support positions that
seem to us fair and reasonable compromises
and likely to promote a sound agreement.
We will also put forward our own detailed
proposals when we believe they can be
helpful. And, make no mistake, the United
States will oppose any proposal from any
party and at any point in the negotiating
process that threatens the security of Israel.
America’s commitment to the security of
Israel is ironclad, and, I might add, so is

- mine.

During the past few days, our Ambassa-
dors in Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi
Arabia have presented to their host govern-
ments the proposals, in full detail, that I
have outlined here today. Now I'm .con-
vinced that these proposals can bring jus-
tice, bring security, and bring durability to
an Arab-Israeli peace. The United States
will stand by these principles with total
dedication. They are fully consistent with
Israel’s security requirements and the aspi-
rations of the Palestinians.

We will work hard to broaden participa-
tion at the peace table as envisaged by the
Camp David accords. And I fervently hope
that the Palestinians and Jordan, with the
support of their Arab colleagues, will accept
this opportunity. .

Tragic turmoil in the Middle East runs
back to the dawn of history. In our modern
day, conflict after conflict has taken its
brutal toll there. In an age of nuclear chal-
lenge and economic interdependence, such
conflicts are a threat to all the people of the

- -yworld, not just the Middle East itself. It’s

ime for us all—in the Middle East and
around the world—to call a halt to conflict,
hatred, and prejudice. It’s time for us all to
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launch a common effort for reconstruction,
peace, and progress.

It has often been said—and, regrettably,
too often been true—that the story of the
search for peace and justice in the Middle
East is a tragedy of opportunities missed. In
the aftermath of the settlement in Lebanon,
we now face an opportuntiy for a broader
peace. This time we must not. let it slip
from our grasp. We must look beyond the
difficulties and obstacles of the present and
move with a fairness and resolve toward a
brighter future. We owe it to ourselves—

and to posterity—to do no less. For if we -

miss this chance to make a fresh start, we
may look back on this moment from some
later vantage point and realize how much
that failure cost us all. -
These; then, are the principles upon
which American policy toward the Arab-
Israeli conflict will be based. I have made a
personal commitment to see that they

_endure and, -God willing, that they will

come to be seen by all reasonable, compas-
sionate people as fair, achievable, and in the
interests of all who wish to see peace in the
Middle East. )

Tonight, on the eve of what can be a
dawning of new hope for the people of the
troubled Middle East—and for all the
world’s people who dream of a just and
peaceful future—I ask you, my fellow
Americans, for your support and your
prayers in this great undertaking.

Thank you, and God bless you.

Note: The President spoke at 6_p.m. from
the studios of KNBC-TV in Burbank, Calif.
The address was broadcast live on nation-
wide radio and television.

iy
United States Ambassador to Portugal

Nomination of Henry Allen Holmes.
September 2, 19582

The President today announced his inten-
tion to nominate Henry Allen Holmes, of
Washington, D.C., to be Ambassador to Por-
tugal. He would succeed Richard J. Bloom-
field.
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\THE MIDDLE EAQIPEACE PROCESS.AND THE UNITED STATES
~ Address by Assistant Satretary of State Richard W. Murphy
Before National Executive Council of the
American Jewish Committee, Miami, Florida

November 9, 1985

Mr. Friedman, members of the National Executive Council

of the American Jewish Committee, ladies and gentlemen.

I wglcome the opportunity to discuss with yod tonight the
search for peace in the Middle East, to review events of the
past year which offer new prospects for movement in this
process, and to discuss obstacles that remain. [ will also
address the question so often asked: Why is the United
States so actively involved in seeking a solution to the
Arab-Israeli dispute and the Palestinian issue since there is
neither a crisis in the region nor any agreement™on even the

-

outlines of a possible settlement?

The Middle East peace process has ebbed chd flowed, It
gained great momentum in the late 1970’'s and produced the
first great step toward Arab-Israeli accommodation -- the

Egypt-Israel peace treaty and the Camp David Accords.

But the bright promise of a broader peace and a solution
of the Palestinian issue which we hoped would flow from Camp
David was denied, It gave way instead to retrenchment,

stagnation, and the tragic war in Lebanon. But this year
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there is new momentum toward peace. Israel and Jordan have

again begun to search for ways to break the stalemate.

In Israel, the Unity Government has withdrawn Israeli
troops from Lebanon and launched a program of economic
reform, its first two priorities. Now Israel's leaders are
wrestlinig again with the controversial questions of peace
with the Arabs and the future of the 1.4 million
Palestinians who live under Israeli occupation. Prime
Minister Peres has made clear his desire to lead Israel into
direct negotiations with Jordan based on U.N, Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 in search of lasting peace

and a just solution to the Palestinian problem., .

Jordan’s King Hussein, recognizing the futility of
confrontation and concerned about the stability of the region
and the unfulfilled aspirations of the Palestinians, has
boldly called for peace with Israel and a solution to the
Palestinian issue, In statements which break new ground in
the Arab world, Hussein has called for negotiations with
Isragel “promptly and directly”...”in an environment free of
belligerent and hostile acts”., The King's initiative is all
the more remarkable, since he is ready to engage in a
negotiating process with no guaranteed outcome, whereas for
years, Arab states have refused to consider negotiations with

Israel, without assurances of the final result.
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Prime Minister Peres has responded to the King's
initiative by acknowledging Hussein’s sincerity and his
genuine desire for peace. And the King has replied by
calling Peres a man of vision. Such expressions of mutual
respect by an Israeli Prime Minister and an Arab leader both
constitute a remarkable public dialogue and symbolize a new
atmosphére of hope and compromise. Jordan has taken a
further step in signalling its commitment to peace with
Israel by restoring diplomatic relations with Egypt. By
breaking with the rejectionists who have sought to isolate
Egypt for making peace with Israel, Jordan associates itself
with Egypt's courageous decision to lead the way toward a
broader peace in the region. -,

President Mubarak shares Hussein's and Peres' concerns
for future stability in the region. He too has supported
renewed momentum in the peace process and has blayed a
constructive role in support of practical steps toward direct
negotiations. Although there have been strains in the
Egypt-Israel relationship, both states are committed to their
peace treaty. In the Egyptian approach to the peace process
there is a healthy element of self-interest, since Egypt
seeks a broadening of the peace process to vindicate its

historic choice for peace with Israel.

The willingness of Jordan, Israel and Egypt to renew the
search for a broader peace has been mirrored by a similar
movement within the Palestinian community in support of peace

and accommodation with-Israel.
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These are important changes in the political landscape of
the Middle East. ~The desire of King Hussein to engage in
negotiations with Israel, his focus on the process, rather
than the outcome, the positive response from Israel, and the
support of Egypt and moderate Palestinian elements offer new
hope that a solution can be found., That is why we have

called this the year of opportunity,

Although the climate for peace has improved markedly,
some major obstacles still stand in the way of direct
negotiations. The toughest of all is the question of who
shall represent the Palestin.ans in negotiations. Both
Israel and Jordan agree that Palestinians must participate in F
the process that will address their legitimate r?ghtsvas a
people as well as the security of Israel and Jordan. Both
states also acknowledge that the Palestinians who take part
must be respected, credible representatives of their
community, since they will be called on to make compromises

that must be part of any realistic settlement

Thus far, there is no agreement on who those Palestinians
should be. The PLO demands the exclusive right to represent
the Palestinians, and King Hussein has associated Jordan with
the PLO in his February 11 peace initiative., Many
Palestinians who support the PLO are prepared to accept the
terms which Israel, Jordan and the United States believe

should be the basis for negotiations: acceptance of the
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existence of Israel and UN Security Council Resolutions 242
and 338, But the PLO, as an organization, has yet to
transcend its deep internal divisions and to meet these
conditions, clearly and unequivocally. Nor has it been
willing to forswear all violence as a means of achieving its
ends. Recently constituent elements of the PLO have been
involved in new acts of terror and assassination: including
the murder of three Israelis in Cyprus, the hijacking of the
Achille Lauro and the killing of Leon Klinghoffer. |

Recently, PLO chairman Arafat made a qualified statement
concerning an end to violence., The meaning and effect of
this limited undertaking will have to be Jjudged by the
situation on the ground. But it must be understgbd t@at all
violence everywhere in connection with the Middle East
conflict obstructs the goal of direct negotiations for peace

and must be eradicated.

King Hussein has joined Prime Minister Peres in deploring
these and other acts of terror and violence as harmful to the
peace process, He has also worked hard and successfully to
prevent the use of Jordanian soil for terrorist attacks
against Israel and the West Bank. Israel believes that the
PLO is disqualified for a role in the peace process because
of its failure to renounce all violence and to recognize
Israel. Hussein, however, continues to believe that the PLO

must be involved, as the only organization with broad-based
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support throughout the Palestinian community, He believes
that the PLO has ihe.ccpccity to transform itself, if given
the opportunity.

The view .of the United States toward the Palestinian
representation issue is that Palestinians of goodwill who
seek peace and accommodation with Israel and who“commcnd
respect in their community should come forward to play this
role. We also believe that those who continue to practice
violence and terror count themselves out of the process. But
the ultimate decision on which Palestinians are acceptable
must be agreed by the Palestinians, Jordanians and Israelis,
among themselves,

The Administration’s policy toward U.S. recognition of
the PLO is another issue. We have said clearly and
consistently that the PLO must first accept Resolutions 242
and 338 and recognize Israel’s right to exist before we will
engage it in a dialogue. But the relationship between the
U.S. and the PLO is not a central issue in the peace
process., The Palestinians must negotiate with Israel,
together with Jordan, not with the United States. They must
therefore produce representatives who have demonstrated their
willingness to seek peace with Israel, The PLO, as an
organization, has not yet met this challenge, which was put

to it a year ago by King Hussein.



Another question that must be resolved in the search for
peace is how to structure some kind of international support
for direct negotiations. King Hussein, whose peace
initiative faces harsh opposition from Syria and other
rejectionists, has called for an international conference to
provide an umbrella he needs for entering into nggotiotions
with Israel, We understand the King’s need, and have agreed
to explore with Israel and Jordan some means of international
auspices for this process. Prime Minister Peres has also
responded positively to the King's desire by offering to
consider some international mechanism acceptable to all the
parties to support direct talks., The sticking point has been
the role of the Soviet Union. Qur view and Isrqgl's is that
the USSR, by its failure to restore diplomatic rélatipns with
Israel and its negative policies, has failed to demonstrate
that it would play a constructive role in the peace process.
Another question is the role of Syria, which has shown no

interest, to date in joining the peace process.

Where are we now in our efforts to surmount these hurdles
and move on to direct negotiations, which the United States,
Israel .and Jordan all desire? What has been the impact of
recent acts of terrorism on our efforts? It is true that the
Achille Lauro hijacking diverted our attention, temporarily
from the peace process., Indeed, it is the aim of the
terrorists whose goal is to intimidate all those who seek

compromise. Thus, both Israel and Jordan have been
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victimized by increasing terrorist acts in recent months. We
are determined hOWevgr, not to allow terrorism to halt our

efforts for peace, and Israel and Jordan share our

determination,

In their recent visits to Washington, King Hussein and
Prime Mjinister Peres urged that we do everything possible to
sustain the positive momentum of recent months. And both
leaders expressed their urgent desire for this in tﬁeir
eloquent statements at the United Nations. We are
maintaining our close dialogue with Israel and Jordan and
continuing to sedrch for ways to resolve the issues of
Palestinian representation and international auspices.

Some critics of U, S. policy have argued that we have
underestimated the difficulty of these obstacles. They claim
that in our search for a process of negotiations, we have
underestimated profound substantive differences which still
divide the parties and the absence of any consensus within
Israel, as well as among the Palestinians and among the
Arabs, on an acceptable solution, According to this view,
the parties have shown they can at least cope with the status -
quo, although it is unsatisfactory, and that it is a mistake
to try to change it for some uncertain alternative., In
short, they argue, in the absence of a serious crisis, leave

well enough alone.
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But the status quo is not stable. The Middle East is a
dynamic region in which the forces of pragmatism and
compromise contend with extremism, confrontation and
religious fundamentalism. The Arab-Israeli conflict provides
a volatile focus for these conflicting forces within Israel,
among the Palestinians and in the Arab world. These tensions
are serious. The history of other conflicts pro;es that
they will not evaporate under benign neglect., And unless the
elements who support moderation and compromise are actively
supported and encouraged, the future is likely to bring

greater strife and danger for all,

The costs of inaction are high for Israel. whose future
security and well being can be assured in the long run only
if peace is achieved and the Palestinian dilemma is
resolved. The human and material cost which years of
conflict have imposed on Israel has been immense. It is a
great tragedy of the modern era that a nation which was born
as a symbol of the highest values of peace and redemption,
not only for the Jewish people, but for mankind, has been
deprived of the right to realize this dream. The threat of
yet another war, the uncertainty and tension of the current
uneasy conflict, and the strain imposed by control of a
large, resentful Palestinian populace in West Bank and Gaza
are a great burden to Israel’s social and democratic fabric.

That is why Prime Minister Peres and many other Israelis have
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expressed the urgent need for a just solution to the
Palestinian dilemma and peace with all its Arab neighbors to

insure Israel’s security,

The need for peace and accommodation is no less urgent
for the Palestinians. Their desire for justice and a greater
role in*fulfilling their own aspirations also demands a
response. This community, particularly its younger.
generation, is also challenged by the forces of extremism and

fundamentalism, which feed on frustration and despair.

For Jordan, like Israel, peace and a resolution of the
Palestinian issue is also essential for future well being.
That is why King Hussein, whose nation already iﬁcludes a
majority of Palestinians, wants urgently to define a new
relationship with the Palestinians now living under Israeli

control.,

The stakes are high for Israel, the Palestinians and
Jordan to come to terms with each other and to reconcile
their respective interests and aspirations., If Israel is
denied its right to permanent peace, security and
recognition, if the Palestinians are denied their legitimate
rights, and if Jordan’'s quest for peace is thwarted, all will

be victims,
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We reject the theory that the interests of Israelis.,
Palestinians and Uordanians in this conflict are
irreconcilable and that this is a zero sum game. We are
certain that with flexibility and a willingness to
compromise, the urge for peace, which is strong in Israel,
among the Palestinians and in Jordan, can be translated into
negotiations and ultimately agreement which provides justice

and security for all,

Why do we say the United States also has an important
stake in such a solution? Our deep interest in the security
of Israel, an ally whose strength and welfare are vital to
us, our friendship with Jordan and Egypt, whose ggntinued
moderation and stability and well-being are of key importance
and our traditional commitment to human values, which are
threatened by adverse forces in the region, require us to

commit ourselves as a nation.

Diplomacy abhors a vacuum, and if we should opt out of
the peace process, those who believe in the role of force and
in absolute solutions will take our place. We have a duty to
ourselves and our friends to continue our diplomatic efforts,
notwithstanding the obstacles, in support of our friends who
yearn for peace and believe in compromise and moderation, We

must continue to encourage flexibility and acommodation by
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all the parties to a conflict in which there are no black and
white answers and in-which all the protagonists have

compelling equities.

Whenever -1 visit Israel, 1 am encouraged by the vigor of
debate over the peace process, Israel’s future and the
Palestinian issue, Your organization has furthered this
process in a constructive way by supporting the principle
that this dialogue should also flourish among Israel’s
friends abroad, whose commitment and support for Israel are a
source of great strength, The Jewish people, in Israel and
throughout the world, because of their own experience have a
unique perspective on the suffering of others, l have always
believed that their faith and tradition, to which the-world
owes so much, will help build peace between Israel and its
Arab neighbors. Peace is also a holy creed of Islam and the
Arab people, Their culture also offers the spiritual and
moral strength needed for peace and reconciliation. These
two peoples of the book, both descendents of the sons of
Abraham, are destined, in the words of Prime Minister Peres,
“to live side by side, from time immemorial, till the end of
time.”  They deserve our continuing, active support in their

search for peace,
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