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THE WIIITE HOUSTE

Office of the Prcss Sceretary
(Santa darbara, Czlifornia)

For Immediatc Ralecase September 1, 1982

ADDRESS OF TIHE PRESIDEWT
TO THE HATION

KNBC-TV Studinsg

Burbank, Califcrnia

5:00 PDT

TIE PRCSIDENT: Ily fellow Amaricans, today has been a
day that can make us proud. It marks the end of the successful cva-
cuatian ¢of the PLO from DBecirut, Lebanon. This peaceful step could
never have been taken without the cood offices of the United GStates

and especially the truly heroic whrk of a grecat Amgrican Adiplomat,
Ambassador Philip abib.

Thanks to his cfforts I am hapny to announce that the U.S
liarine contingeht: " helpiny supervise tha evacuation has accomplished
its missicn. Our young men shcoculd be ocut of Lebanon within two weeks.
They, too, have served the cause of peace with distinction and we can
all Le very proud of them.

But the situation in Lebanon is only »art of the overall
problocm of conflict in the iliddle East. So over tha past two weeks
whilc cvents in Beirut dominated the front oade America was engaged
in a quict, behind~the-~scenas effort to lay the groudwnrk for a
broader peace in the reoion. For onec there were no rrematurz leaks
as U.S. daplonatic missions traveled to ilidcast capitals and I met
herc at hone with a wide rance of experts to may) out an American
peace initiative for the long-sufferinyg pecples of the Middle Tagst--
Arabh and Isracli alika.

It secred to me that with the acreement in Lebanon we
had an opportunity for a more far--reaching peace effort in the region
and I was deternmined to eeise that monent.

In the words of the scripturcs, the tima had come to
follow aftcr the things which make for neace. Tonicht I want to
renport tc you the .stcps we have taken and the nrospects they can
open up for a just and lasting peace in the !1iddle Dast.

America has long bLeen cormitted to bringing peance to
this troublcd region. For more than a gencration successive United
States administrations have encdeavored to develop a fair and! workable
vrocass that could lead to a true and lasting Arabh-Isracli peace.

Our involvencent in the scarch for Hideast hcace is not
a natter of preference, it is a moral imperative. The gtrategic impor
tance of the recion to the Unite:l States is well known, but our
Dolicy is motivated by more than strategic intercsts. We_ also have
an irrcversiklce cermitment to the survival and terrirorial integrity
of Zricndly states. Mor can we ignore the fact that the well-being
of much of the world‘’s cconomy is ticd to stability in the strife—
torn 'iddle East. Finally,our traditional humanitarian concerns
dictated a continuing effort to veaccfully resolve the conflict.

"Then our administration assumed office in Jaruary of

1931 I decided that the gencral framework for our Middle East poldcy -
shoul follow the broad cuidelines laid down by my predecessors.
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There were two basic issues we had to alddress. First, there was
a strategic threat to the region posed by the Soviet Union and

its surrogates, Lest demonstratad by the bHrutal war in Afghanistan,
and, second, the —2ace process between Israel and its Arab neighbors.

With regard to the Soviet threat, we have strengthened
our efforts to de :lop with our friends and allies a joint policy
to deter the Sovi :8 and their surrogates from further expansion in
the region, and, £ necessary, to defend aqgainst it.

With respect to the Arab-Israeli conflict, we have
embraced the Camp David framework as the only way to proceed. Ve
havce also recognized, however, solving the Arab-Israeli conflict in
and of itself cannot assure neace throughout a region as vast and
troubled 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 our
Egyptian and Israeli friends, and, eventually, with other friendly
countries to create the multinational force which now operates in
the Sinai.

Throughout this period of difficult and time consuming
negotiations 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 assasination 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 rencw these talks.

Secretary of State Haiqg and Ambassador Fairbanks made
three visits to Israel and Egypt early this year to pursue the
autonomy talks. Considerable progress was made in developing the
basic outline of an American approach which was to be presented to
Egypt and Israel after April. '

The successful completion of Israel's withdrawal from
Sinai and the courage shown on this occasion by Prime Minister
Degin 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 Eqgypt and Israel on the
autonomy process.

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

The autonomy talks werc, basically, put on hold while
we sought to untangle the parties in Lebanon and still the guns of
war. The Lebanon war, tragic as it was, has left us with a new
opportunity for *iddle 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 Reirut had been
completed, I directed Secretary of State Shultz to again review
our policy, and to consult a wide range of outstanding Americans on
the best ways to strengthen chances for peace in the Middle East.

We have consulted with many of the officials who were
historically involved in the process, with members of the Congress,
and with individuals from the private sector. &nd I have held
extensive consultations with my own advisors on the principles that

I will outline to vou tonight.
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The evacuation of the PLO from Beirut iz now complete.
And we can now help the Lelkanese to rebuild their var-torn country.
Te owe it to ourselves, and to rosterity, to move quickly to build
upon this aciievement. A stable and revived Lebanon is essential to
all our hovmes for peace in the region. %The neonle of Lebanon
deserve the Lest efforts of the international communitv to turn
the nightmares of the past several years into a new dawn of hope.

3ut the oprortunities for neace in the !Middle East
do not legin and end in Lebhanon. A3 we help Lebanon rebuild,
e must also move to resolve the root causes of conflict ketween
Arabs and Israelis. The war in Lebanon has demonstrated many
things, but two consequences are kev to the neace nrocess.

Pirst, the military losses of the PLO have not
diminishad the yearning of the Palestinian pecple for a just
solution of their claima; and, second, while Israel’s mnilitarvw
successes in Lebanon have cdemnnstrated that its armed forces are.
second to none in the region, thev alone cannot bring just and
lasting neace to Israel and her neighbors.

The cuestion now is how to reconcile Israel's
legitimate 3ecuritv concerns with the lecitimate rights of the
Falestinians, And that answer can only come at tie negotiating
talle. Cach narty must recognize that the outcome must bhe
acceptable to all and that true neace will require compromisas by
all.

S50, tonight I'm calling for a fresh start. This is
the iwoment for all those Airectly concerned to get invoived --
or lend their support -- to a workable basis for neace. The Camp
David agreement remains the foundation of our policy. Its
language ~rovides all parties with the leeway thev need for
successful negotiations.

I call on Israel to make clear that the security for
vhich she vearns can onlv be achieved through genuine neace,
a neace requiring magnanimity, vision and courage.

I call on the Palestinian reonle to recognize that
their own nolitical aspirations are inextricablv hound to recoq-
nition of Israel's right to a secure future.

And I call on the Arak states to accent thz reality
of Israel -~ and the reality that peace and justice are to be
gainad onlv through hard, fair, dir=ct nesgotiation.

In making these calls upon others, I recngnize that
the United States has a special responsibility. ilo other nation
is in the position to deal with the key parties to the conflict
on the basis of trust and reliability.

The tine has come for a new realism on the nart of
all the peoples of the :liddle Fast. The State of Israel i3 an
acconplished fact; it deserves unchallengad legitimacy within the
community of nations. But Israel's legitimacy has thus far lLeen
recognized hy too few countries and has been denied hy everv Arab
state except Lgvnt. Israel exists; it has a right to exist in
neace hehind secure and defensihle borders: and it has a right
to derand of its neighbors that thev recognize those facts.

I have personally followed and supported Israel's
1eroic struggle for survival, ever since the founding of

o
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thae State of Isracl 34 years ago. In the pre-1967 bLorders Israel
was barely ten miles wide at its narrowest point. The bhulk of
Israecl's population lived within artillery range of hostile Arab
arnies. I am not about to ask Isracl to live that way again.

Tho war in Lebanon has demonstrated another recality in
th ragion. The departure of the Palcstinians from Beirut dramatizes
rnore than ever the homelessnaess of the Palestinian people. Pales-:
tinians feel strongly that their cause is more than a guestion of
refugces. I agrae. The Camp David agreemcnts rcecognized that fact
when it spoke of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian neople and
their just requircements. For peace to endure it must involve all those
who” have been most deeply affected by the conflict. Only through
broader participation in the pceace process, most immediately by
Jordan and by the ‘alestiniansg, will Isracl be able to rest confidant
in the knowledge _lat its security and integrity will be respectad by
its neighbors. Only throuch the prccess of negotietidén can all the
nations of the iddle East achievc & secure peace.

These, then, are our gencral goals. What ars the, spec f£ic
new American positions and why arc we taking them? In the Camp Dav d
talks thus far both Israecl and Ecypt have felt free' to axpress oper
their views as to what the outcome should be. Undcerstandably thelr
views have differed on many points. Thc United States has thus far
soucht to play the role of mediator. 'le have avoided »nublic comment
on thc key issues. We have always rccognized aznd continue to regoy-
nize that only the voluntary agrcamont of those partics most directly
involved in the conflict can provide an enduring solution.

But it has become evident to me that some clearer
sense of America's position on the key issues is necessary toc en-
courage wider support for the peace process. First, as outlined
in the Camp David Accords, 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 consideration must
be given to the principle of self-government by the inhabitants of
the tarritory and the legitimate security concerns of the parties
involved.

The proof is in the five-year period of transition
which would begin after free elections for a self-governing Palestin-
ian authority to prove to the Palestinians that they could run their
own affairs, and that such Palestinian autonomy poses no threat
to Israel’s security. The United States will not support the use
of any additional land for the purpose of settlement during the
transitional period. 1IMdeed, the ifmipdiate ddoption of a settlement
freeze by Israel, more than any other action, could create the confi-
dence needed for wider participation in these talks.

Further settlement activity is in no way necessary for
the msecurity of Israel and only diminishee the confidence of the
Arabs that a final outcome can be freely and fairly negotiated.

I want tc make the American position well understood.
The purpose of this transitional pericd is the peaceful and orderly
transfer of authority from Israel to the Palestinian inhabitants of
the West
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Bank and Gaza. At the same time, such a transfer must not interfere
with Israel's security requirements.

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 indfpendent Palestinian state in
thosgse territories, nor is it achievable on the basis of Israeli
sovereignty or permaent control over the West Bank and Gaza. So the
United States will not support the establishment of an independent
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza. And we will not support
annexation 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. DBut 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 cur approach squarely on
the principle that the Arab-Israeli conflict should be resolved
through negotiations involving an exchange of territory for peace.

This exchange is enshrined in United Nations Security
Council Resclution 242, which i3, in turn, incorporated in all its
parts in the Camp David Agreement. U.N. Resolution 242 remains
wholely valid as the foundation stone of America‘'s Middle East
neace 2ffort. It is the United States' position that, in return
for peace, the withdrawl provision of Resolution 242 applies to
all 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 arrangement offered in return.

Finalilly, we remain convined that Jerusalem must remain
undivided. DBut its final status should be decided through negotiation.
In the course of the negotiations to come, the United States will
support positions that seem to us fair and resonable compromises
and likely to promote a. sound agreement. We will also put forward
our own detailed proposals when we believe that they can be helpful.
Anc, 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 Ambassadors in Israel,
Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia have presented to their host
governments the proposals, in full detail, that I have outlined
here tcday. Now, I am convinced that these proposals can bring
justice, 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 aspirations of the Palestinians.

MORE



e will work hard to broaden participation at the peace table as
envisaged by the Camp David Accords. And I fervently hope that the
Palestinians and Jordan, with the supprort of their Arab colleagues,
will accept this opportunity.

Tragic turmoil in the !iddle East runs back to the
davn of history. 1l.. our wmodern day, conflict after conflict has
taken its brutal toll there. In an ag= of nuclear challenge and
economic interdependence, such conflicts are a threat to all the
neople of the world, not just the "liddle Rast itself. 1It's time for
us all -- in the :liddle East and around the world -- to-'call a halt
to conflict, hatred, and prejudice. 1It's time for us all to
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
'liddle East is a tragedy of opportunities missed.

In the aftermath of the settlement in Lebanon, we now
face an opportunity 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. lle 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-Israzli 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, compassionate 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
sreat undertaking. Thank you and God bless you.

EID 6:20 P.M. PDT



THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
(Santa Barbara, California)

FOR RELEASE AT 6:00 p.m. PDT September 1, 1982
(9:00 p.m. EDT)

TEXT OF ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT
TO THE NATION

KNBC Studios
Burbank, California

Today has been a day that should make all of us proud. It marked the
end of the successful evacuation of the PLO from Beirut, Lebanon.
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, Ambassador Philip Habib. Thanks to his
efforts, I am happy to announce that the U.S. Marine contingent
helping to supervise the evacuation has accomplished its mission.

Our young men should be out of Lebanon within two 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 two weeks, while
events in Beirut dominated the front page, America was engaged in a
guiet, behind-the-scenes effort to lay the groundwork for a broader
peace in the region. For once, there were no premature leaks as U.S.
diplomatic missions travelled to Mid-East capitals and I met here at
home with a wide range of experts to map out an American peace
initiative for the long-suffering peoples 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 on the steps we have 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 U.S. administrations
have endeavored to develop a fair and workable process that could
lead to a true and lasting Arab-Israeli peace. Our involvement in

the .search for Mid-East peace is not a matter of preference, it is a
moral imperative. The strategic importance of the region to the U.S.
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 dictate a continuing effort to peacefully resolve conflicts.

- MORE -



WWhen our Administration assumed office in January 1981, 1 decided
that the general framework for our Middle East policy should follow
the broad guidelines laid down by my predecessors.

There were two 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 Afghanistan; and,
second, the peace process between 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 surrogates from further expansion in the region,
and, 1if necessary, to defend against it. With respect to the
Arab-Israeli conflict, we have embraced the Camp David framework as
the only way to proceed. We have also recognized, however, that
solving the Arab-Israeli conflict, in and of itself, cannot assure
peace throughout a region as vast and troubled 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 our Egyptian and
Israeli friends, and eventually with other friendly countries, to
create the multinational force which now operates in the Sinai.

Throughout this period of difficult and time-consuming negotiations,
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 this year to pursue the autonomy talks.
Considerable progress was made in developing the basic outline of an
American approach which was to be presented to Egypt and Israel after
April.

The successful completion of Israel's withdrawal 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 Egypt and Israel on the autonomy process. So, 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 parties 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
Secretary of State Shultz to again review our policy and to consult a
wide range of outstanding Americans on the best ways to strengthen
chances for peace in the Middle East. We have consulted with many of
the officials who were historically involved in the process, with
Members of the Congress, and with individuals from the private
sector, and I have held extensive consultations with my own advisors
on the principles 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
achievement. A stable and revived Lebanon is essential 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.

- MORE -



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 between Arabs and Israelis.

The war in Lebanon has demonstrated many things, but two consegquences
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 cannot bring just and lasting peace to Israel and her
neighbors.

The guestion now is how to reconcile Israel's legitimate security
concerns with the legitimate rights of the Palestinians. And that
answer can only come at the negotiating 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 am 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 foundation of our policy. Its language provides all
parties with the lee-way 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
magnaminity, vision and courage.

I call on the Palestinian people to recognize 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 recognize that the United States
has a special responsibility. No other nation is in a position to
deal with the key parties to the conflict on the basis of trust and

reliability.

The time has 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 recognized 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.

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 Palestinian people. Palestinians feel
strongly that their cause is more than a guestion of refugees. I
agree. The Camp David agreement 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
participation in the peace process -- most immediately 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 new American
positions, and why are we taking them?

- MORE -



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.
Understandably, 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 continue to recognize -- that only the voluntary
agreement of those parties most directly involved in the conflict can
provide an enduring solution. But it has become evident to me that
some clearer sense of America's position on the key issues is
necessary to encourage wider support for the peace process.

First, as outlined in the Camp David Accords, 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
consideration 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 purpose 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 their own affairs, and
that such Palestinian autonomy poses no threat to Israel's security.

The United States will not support the use of any additional land for
the purpose of settlements during the transition period. Indeed, the
immediate adoption of a settlement freeze by Israel, more than any
other action, could create the confidence needed for wider
participation in these talks. Further settlement activity is in no
way necessary for the security of Israel and only diminishes the
confidence of the Arabs that a final outcome can be freely and fairly
negotiated.

I want to make the American position clearly understood: The purpose
of this transition period is the peaceful and orderly transfer of
domestic authority from Israel to the Palestinian inhabitants of the
West Bank and Gaza. At the same time, such a transfer must not
interfere with Israel's security requirements.

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 independent Palestinian state in those territories.
Nor is it achievable on the basis of Israeli sovereignty or permanent
control over the West Bank and Gaza.

So the United States will not support the establishment of an
independent Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza, and we will
not support annexation 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 involving an
exchange of territory for peace. This exchange is enshrined in
United Nations 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 that -- in return for peace -- the
withdrawal provision of Resolution 242 applies to all 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

- MORE -



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

Finally, we remain convinced that Jerusalem must remain undivided,
but its final status should be decided through negotiations.

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.

During the past few days, our Ambassadors in Israel, Egypt, Jordan,
and Saudi Arabia have presented to their host governments the
proposals in full detail that I have outlined here tonight.

I am convinced that these proposals can bring justice, 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 aspirations of the Palestinians. We will work
hard to broaden participation 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. 1In an age of nuclear challenge and economic interdependence,
such conflicts are a threat to all the people of the world, not Jjust
the Middle East itself. ‘It is time for us all -- in the Middle East
and around the world -- to call a halt to conflict, hatred and
prejudice; it is time for us all to 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
opportunity 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 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 towards
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, compassionate 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.
<
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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 between 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 cannot bring just and lasting peace to Israel and her
neighbors.

The question now is how to reconcile Israel's legitimate security
concerns with the legitimate rights of the Palestinians. And that
answer can only come at the negotiating 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 am 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 foundation : i-td., Its language provides

all parties with the lee-way 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 regquiring
magnaminity, vision and courage.

I call on the Palestinian people to recognize that their own
political aspirations are inextricably bound to  jespeet—£er Israel's

right to a secure future. rchﬁmxﬁrmtg

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 recognize that the United States
has a special responsibility. No other nation is in a position to
deal with the key parties to the conflict on the basis of trust and
reliability.

The time has 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 recognized by too few

countries, and has been denied by every Arab state except t. - o de
Israel exists; it has a right to exist in peaE@?‘jnﬁzﬁ%gﬁéggéﬁfTﬁgfh“L .
to demand of its neighbors that they recognize those facts. /

The war in Lebanon has demonstrated another reality in the region.
The departure of the Palestinians from Beirut dramati: s more than
ever the homelessness of the Palestinian people. Palc_.tinians feel
strongly that their cause is more than a question of refugees. I
agree. The Camp David agreement 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
participation in the peace process -- most immediately 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 new American
positions, and why are we taking them?
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS ON THE MIDDLE EAST
My Fellow Americans:

Today has »jeen a day that should make us proud. It
marked the end of the successful evacuation o: O from
Beirut, Lebanon. This. . peaceful step could never have been
taken without the good offices of the United States and,
especially, the tfuly heroic work of a great American
diplomat, Ambassador Philip Habib. Thanks to his efforts,

I am happy to announce that the U.S. Marine contingent

helping to supervise the evaucation has accomplished its
Vrval vt

mission. Our boys should be out of Lebanon within two

weeks. They, too, have served the cause of pecace with dis-

tinction 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
two weeks, while events in Beirut dominated the front page,
America was engaged in a gquiet, behind-the-scenes effort to
lay the groundwork for a 5roader peace in the region. For
once, there were no prematufe.leaks as U.S. diplomatic
missions traveleled to MidEast capitals and I met here at
home with a wide range of experts to map out an American
peace initiative for the long-suffering peoplescéftfhefMidaie
East, Arab and Israeli alike.

It seemed to me that, with the agreement in Lebanon, we
had an opportunity for a more far-recaching peace effort in

the region -- and I was determined to seize that moment.

N

Lirwsr i s/ Y /82, J:00 pon.



Page 2

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 on the steps we have tlaken,
and the prospects they can open up for a just and lasting peace
in the Middle East.

America has long been committed to bringing pcace to this
troubled region. For more than a generation, successive U.S.
administrations have endeavored to develop a fair and workable
process that could lead to a true and lasting Arab-Israeli peace.
Our involvement in the search for Mid-East peace is not a matter
of preference, it is a moral imperative. The strategic
importance of the region to the U.,S. 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 strifé—torn Middle East. Finally, our traditional
humanitarian concerns dictate a continuing effort to peacefully
resolve conflicts.

o

When wmy Administration assumed office in January 1981, I
decided th;t the general framework for our Middle East policy
should follow the broad guidelines laid down by my predecessors.

There were two 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

Afghanistan; and, second, the peace process between Israel and

its Arab neighbors. With regard to the Soviet threat, we have
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strengthened our efforts to develop with our friends and allies a
joint policy to deter the Soviets and their surrogates from further
expansion in the region, and, if nécessary, to defend against it,.
With respect to the Arab-Tsraeli conflict, we have embraced the Cémp
David framework as the only way to proceed. We have also recognized,
Solving the anl.a-'f,w.-.gt; unﬂi_d, .
however, that the—Camp-David-process, in and of itself, cannot assure
peace throughout_a region as vast and troubled 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 Qith the peaceful return of the Sinai to Egypt in
April 1982, To accomplish this, we worked hard with our Egyptian
and. ITsraeli friends, and eventually with other friendly countries, .
to create the multinational force which now operates in the Sinai.
Throughout .this period éf difficult and time-consuming
negotiations, 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 legitiméte 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. .On-my--instructions, Secretary of

o d Aﬁ-‘nuﬂ b ,C;:/L--k- el
State Haig made-iwe visits .to Israel and Eygpt in-January-and <o

H .
Eebruary_of.this ycar to pursue the autonomy talks. Considerable

progress was made in developing the basic outline of an American
approach which was to be presented to Egypt and Israel after

April.- Q‘
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The successful completion of Israel's withdrawal from Sinai
QA;_ YT e4E o8 Y - S

and the courage shown on this occasion by bgth President Mubarak
and_RfimewMinisﬁermBeg{h 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 Egypt and Israel on
the autonomy process. So, 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 parties in Lebanon and
still the guns of war.

The Lebanon war, tragic as it was, has left us with acifw
opportunity for Middle East peace. We must seize it now whiit
there-is-stidd~timew We-must bring peace to this troubled

T VO R 1§ RN AT .
area so vital to world stabilityA It was with this strong
conviction that over a month ago, before the present neéotiations
in Beirut had been completed, I directed Secretary of State
Shultz to again review our policy and to consult a wide range
of outstanding Americans on the best ways to strengthen
chances for peace in the Middle East. We have consulted

with many of the officials who were historically involved

in the process, with Members of the
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Congress, and with individuals from the private sector, and I
have held extensive consultations with my own advisors on the
principles I will outline to you tonight.

The evacuation of the PLO from Beirut is now coﬁplete. 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 achievement. A stable and revived Lebanon is
essential 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 thé 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 between 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 cannot bring just and lasting
peace to Israel and her neighbors.

The gquestion now 1s how.to reconcile Israel's legitimate
security concerns with the legitimate rights of the
Pa¥estinians. And that ans;er can only come at the negotiating

table. Each party must recognize that the outcome must be
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acceptable to all and that true pecace will require compromises
by all.

So, tonight I am 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 tﬁe foundation on which we must
build. It's language provides all partiecs with the lee-way
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 magnaminity, vision and courage.

I call on the Palestinian people to recoénize that
their own political aspirations are inextricably bound to
respect for 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 recoghize that the
United States has a special responsibility. No other nation
is in a position to deal with the key parties té the conflict
on the basis of trust and reliability.

The time has 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 unchallengea
legitimacy within the community of nations. But, Israel's
legitimacy has thus far been recognized by too few countries, aﬁd

has been denied by every Arab state except Egypt. Israel exists;
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it has a right to exist in peace; and it has a right to demand of
its neighbors that they recognize those facts.

The war in Lebaﬁon has demonstrated another reality in the
region. The departure of the Palestinians from Beirut dramatizes
more than ever the homelessness of the Palestinian people.
Palestinians feel strongly that their cause is more than a
question of refugees. I agree. The Camp David agreement
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 broadexr participation in
the peace process.—— most immediately by Jordan and by the
Palestinians -—- will Isracl 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 new
American positions, and why are we taking them?

In the Camp David talks thus faxr, both Israel and Egypt have
felt free to gxbress openly theilr views as to what the outcome
should be. Understandébly, 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 —- ana\continue to recognize ~- that only
the J@luntary agreement of tﬂgse parties most directly involved

in the conflict can provide an enduring solution. But it has
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. become evident to me that some clecarer sense of America's
position on the key issues is necessary to encourage wider
support for the peace process.

First, as outlined in the Camp David Aécords, there
must be a period of time during which the Palestinian
inhabitants of the Weét Bank énd Gaza will have full autonomy
over their own affairs. Due consideration must be given to
the principle of self-government by the inhabitants of the
territoriés and to the legitimate security concerns of the
parties involved.

The purpose of the S5-ycar 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 their own affairs, and that such Palestinian
autonomy poses no threat to Israel's security.

The United States will gﬁﬁgégp;;a use of any additional
land for the purpose of settlements during the transitional
period. Indeed, the immediate adoption of a settlement
freeze by Israel, more than any other action, could create
the confidence needed or wider participation in these talks.
Further settlement activity is in no way necessary for the
security of Israel and oﬂly diminishes the confidence of the
ARrabs that a final outcome can be freely and fairly negotiated.

I want to make the American position well understood:

The purpose of this transitional period is the peaceful and
orderly transfer of authority from Tsrael to the Palestinian
inhabitants of the West Banklend Gaza. At the same time,

such a transfer must not interfere with Israel's security

requirements.
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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 indecpendent Palestinian state in
those territories.. Nor is it achicvable on the basis of Israeli
sovereignty or permanent control over the West Bank and Ga:za.

So the United States will not support the establishment of
an independenf Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza, and
we will not support annexation 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~énd—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 offeré the best
‘chance for a durable, just and lasting peace.

We base our approach sgquarely on the ﬁrinciple that the
Arab-Israeli conflict should be resolved through negotiations
involving an exchange of territory fof peace. This exchange is
enshrined in United Nations 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' éosition that -- in return for
peace -~ the withdrawal provision of Resolution 242 applies to all
fronti’including the West Bank gnd Gaza.

When the border is negotiaﬁgd 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
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arrangements offcred in retuxn.

Finally, we remain convinced that Jerusalem must remain
undivided, but its final status should be decided through
negotiations.

In the'courée 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
et e Tt M{ﬂ,ﬁ.&-ﬁ.’# fxreel iz ie . . ‘
negotiating process ~- that threatens the security of Israel.nﬂmtkm‘

Commitment Fo the SbchrH’J of Israel is irtnclad.
During the past few days, our Ambassadors in Israel, Egypt,

Jordan, and Saudi Arabia have presented to their host governments
the proposals in. full detail that I have outlined here today.

I am convinced that these.prqposalé can bring justice, bring-
security, énd.bring durability to an Arab-Israeli peace.

The United States will stand by these principies with total
dedication. They are fully consistent with Israel's security
reguirements and the aspirations of the Palestinians. We will
work hard to broaden participation at the pcace 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

AN
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its brutal toll there. 1In an age of nuclear challenge and
economic interdependence, such conflicts are a threat to all the
people of the world, not just the Middle Fast itself. Tt is time
for us all -- in the Middle Fast and around the world -~ to call
a halt to confliét; it is time for us all to 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 Fast is a tragedy of opportunities missed.

Tn the aftermath of the settlement in Lebanon we now face an
opportunity 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 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 ﬁpon which American policy
towards the Arab-Israeli conflict will be based. I have made a
personal commitﬁent to see that the& endure and, God willing,
that they will come torbe seen by all reasonable, compassionate
peaple as fair, achievable, and in the interests of all who wi;h
to see peace in the Middie Fast.

Tonight, on the eve of what can be a dawning of new hope for
the people of the troubled Hiddle East -- and for all the world's

A :
people who dream of a just and pcaceful future -- I ask you, my
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fellow Americans, for your support and your prayers in this
grcat undertaking.

Thank you and God bless you.





