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INTRODUCTION

This pocket guide to Middle East prob-
lems was prepared in response to countless
requests received by the American Jewish
Committee from Jews and non-Jews alike
for a simple and brief background paper to
provide better understanding of the Arab-
Israel conflict. The questions dealt with in
these pages are those which are asked most
often by thoughtful and concemed Ameri-
cans, and the few paragraphs of expla-
nation that follow each question are
intended only to sketch in the bare outlines
of an answer.

The crisis in the Middle East is, of
course, far from simple, and many volumes
have been written in an effort to do justice
to the questions discussed here. It is hoped,
however, that this quick overview will
encourage the reader to examine the com-
plex issues and changing events that under-
lie Arab-Israel tensions with the historical
perspective essential to an understanding of
these problems.



AN END TO COLONIALISM

How long have Jews been living in Palestine
and under whose rule?

Palestine was settled by the ancient
Hebrews about 1200 B.C. The Bible re-
cords the many centuries of Jewish sover-
eignty and self-government, from the time
of the dJudges and Kings through the
Hasmonaean and Herodian dynasties; and
Jewish communities have lived there ever
since, often with a great deal of autonomy.
The territory was conquered by Assyr-
ians (721 B.C.), Babylonians (585 B.C.),
Romans (63 B.C. and 70 A.D.), Abbasid
Arabs (seventh century A.D.) and the
Ottoman Turks (1517). It remained part of
the Ottoman Empire until Turkey’s defeat
in World War I, and in 1922 became a -
British mandate. In 1947, Britain turned
the Palestine issue over to the UN.

How was the State of Israel created?

A majority of a special UN 1l-nation
committee on Palestine appointed in May
1947 to investigate the issue recommended
that the area be partitioned into a Jewish
state and an Arab state. On November 29,
1947 the UN General Assembly voted 33
to 13 for Partition. The United States,
France and the Soviet Union all voted in
support of Partition; ten countries, includ-
ing Great Britain, abstained.

In May 1948, as the British withdrew,
Israel issued its Declaration of Independ-
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ence, establishing a new nation within the
boundaries set by the UN, and the armies
of five Arab League nations launched an
armed attack to prevent the creation of the
new state. In Cairo, the Secretary General
of the Arab League declared, *“This will be
a war of extermination and a momentous
massacre, which will be spoken of like the
Mongolian massacres and the crusades.”

What was the outcome of the 1948 war?

Israel repelled the invading Arab armies.
After repeated UN efforts, separate armi-
stice agreements were negotiated in 1949
between Israel and Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan
and Syria.  Jordan—then called Trans-
jordan—occupied and annexed the Old City
of Jerusalem and most of the territory
allocated by the UN Partition Plan for an
Arab state; Israel acquired some additional
territory; and Egypt took over adminis-
tration of the Gaza Strip.

What were the other terms of the 1949
armistice agreements?

The UN-sponsored agreements, whose
aim was not only the “liquidation of armed
conflict,” but “the restoration of peace in
Palestine,”” included respect for the terri-
torial integrity and independence of each
nation, free access to all religious sites, and
peaceful settlement of disputes. All the
agreements were to remain in effect until a
“permanent peace settlement between the
parties is achieved.”



What are the size and population of Israel?

Population (as of January 1969):
2,841,000, including 2,434,800 Jews,
300,800 Moslems, 72,150 Christians and
33,300 Druzes and others.

Territory (according to the armistice
lines of 1949): 8,017 square miles.

In addition, Israel currently administers
26,476 square miles of territory occupied
during the Six-Day War in 1967—including
the Golan Heights, the West Bank of the
Jordan, the Gaza Strip and Sinai—with a
population of about 990,000.

What is Zionism?

In the Bible, Zion—the name of a moun-
tain in Jerusalem—is used repeatedly to
denote the spiritual and temporal center of
the land of Israel. Through the ages, the
phrases “return to Zion” and ‘“love of
Zion” have expressed the deep attachment
of Jews to their ancient homeland, despite
their dispersal in foreign lands. Modern
political Zionism began in the late 19th
century after the hopes of equality stirred
by the 18th -century Enlightenment were
dashed by new waves of political anti-
Semitism. Its goal was “to create for the
Jewish people a home in Palestine secured
by public law,” and it encouraged young
Jewish pioneers to settle in Palestine to
redeem and revive the land, which had been
neglected for centuries.

The Nazi holocaust gave the Zionist
movement a special impetus after World
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War II, when hundreds of thousands of
Jews who had escaped Hitler’s ‘““final solu-
tion” were left homeless and stateless in
displaced persons camps until they were
admitted to the newly created Jewish state.

Today, Zionism refers to a general con-
cern among Jews and non-Jews for the
safety and security of Israel. Jews in other
lands also share with the Israelis a “‘sense of
peoplehood” based on a common religion,
history, culture and tradition.

THE NEW STATE

How is Israel governed?

Israel is a parliamentary democracy.
Citizens of all faiths over 18 have the right
to vote, and anyone over 21 may be elected
to local office or to the 120-member
national Knesset (Parliament).

About a dozen political parties compete
for political influence. National elections
are conducted on the basis of proportional
representation. The largest party is Israel
Labor, founded in 1968 as a merger of
three labor groups. Aligned to that party is
the left-wing United Workers’ Party
(Mapam). The second largest party, and
more to the right, is the Herut-Liberal bloc
(Gahal). Other parties include three reli-
gious groups and several smaller lists. The
present government consists of a national
coalition, embracing all parties except for
the two small Communist lists and the
two-deputy Ha’olam Hazeh.



The President, whose functions are large-
ly ceremonial, is elected by a simple major-
ity in the Knesset. The Prime Minister and
Cabinet are responsible to the Knesset.
Cities and townships are governed by local-
ly elected mayors and town councils.

What is the status of the various religious
communities in Israel?

While Judaism is the principal faith,
Moslems, Christians and other religious
groups have full freedom of worship and
enjoy equal citizenship before the law.
Clergy of all faiths are paid by the state.

The supreme Jewish religious authority
is the Chief Rabbinate—made up of an
Ashkenazi Chief Rabbi, a Sephardic Chief
Rabbi and a Supreme Rabbinical Council.

Moslems, whose 300,000 adherents
make up the majority of Israel’s Arab
population, worship in some 90 mosques.
The authority of their religious courts is
protected by Israeli law.

Christians in Israel, predominantly Arab,
belong to some 30 denominations. There
are 25,000 Greek Catholics, 22,000 Greek
Orthodox, 16,000 Roman Catholics and
3,000 Maronites; 2,500 Anglicans, Pres-
byterians, Baptists, Lutherans and other
Protestants; and some 3,500 adherents
of Armenian-Gregorian, Coptic and Ethio-
pian churches. Most Christian holy sites
are in Jerusalem; in addition, there are
about 400 churches and chapels in other
parts of Israel.
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The Druzes, who number about 33,000,
have been regarded as heretical to Islam
since the 11th century. In Israel they have
legal status as a religious community for
the first time in their history.

Karaites, numbering about 10,000, reject
the rabbinic tradition and recognize only
the literal law of the Bible. They have their
own synagogues, led by minister-readers.

The Samaritans, who total some 400 in
Israel and the West Bank, are another
ancient fundamentalist sect. Their High
Priest lives in Nablus, and they have a
synagogue near Tel Aviv.

The Circassians, a Moslem sect of about
1,500, originated in the Caucasus and
settled in Galilee over 100 years ago.

The Ahmadi, a sect of some 600 orig-
inating in Pakistan, live near Haifa.

The Baha’i Faith is a small universalist
group whose most important shrines are in
Acre and Haifa.

What are the relationships of religion and
state in Israel?

The government is secular. Religion and
state are separate except in such matters as
marriage, divorce and inheritance, which
are primarily under the jurisdiction of the
religious authorities of each faith, as they
were under Turkish and British rule.

At present, the Orthodox rabbinate
exerts the dominant influence in Jewish
religious affairs and the Orthodox National
Religious Party has been a member of the
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ruling coalition for some years. The Con-
servative and Reform movements are not
officially recognized, but some 15 Conserv-
ative and Reform congregations conduct
services in Israel.

Since Israel was created as a “‘Jewish
State,” Jewish immigrants and their fami-
lies, including non-Jewish spouses and
children, are entitled to automatic citizen-
ship, a formula confirmed during the recent
“What is a Jew?”” debate in the Knesset.
Jewish holidays are observed nationally and
the Jewish Sabbath is the official day of
rest. However, persons of other faiths may
by law select an alternate day of rest in
keeping with their own religion.

What is the political, social and economic
status of Israel’s Arab citizens?

Arab citizens enjoy full equality of
citizenship and more than 80 per cent of
the Arabs participated in the 1969 elec-
tions. There are Arab mayors and other
local officials, and six Arab representatives
in the Knesset, one of them a Deputy
Speaker. Arabic is an official language in
the Knesset and the courts, and there are
Arab programs on radio and TV. The
unpopular Military Administration, which
had imposed travel restrictions on Arab
citizens living in certain border areas, was
finally abolished in 1966.

For the past decade, the Government has
conducted a vigorous program to bring
Israeli Arabs into the economic main-
stream. Their standard of living generally
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approximates that of the Jewish population
and is considerably higher than in any of
the neighboring Arab countries. In the
agricultural towns and villages the Govern-
ment has introduced new farming tech-
niques, built new homes, roads and electri-
cal systems, and set up a wide network of
education and health care. The death rate
among Israel’s Arabs has dropped from 20
to 6.1 per thousand since 1948, infant
mortality from 68 to 40 per thousand.
Education is compulsory for all children
between 5 and 14. Government-funded
schools employ Arab teachers who teach in
Arabic, and the number of Arab high
school and university students is growing
rapidly. Since 1960, Arabs have belonged
to the Histadrut, Israel’s labor federation,
which has helped them achieve higher
wages, housing, education, health services,
old-age insurance and other fringe benefits.

What are Israel’s relationships with the
international community?

Israel has been a member of the United
Nations since 1949, and participates in
many UN specialized agencies. She main-
tains diplomatic links with more than 100
nations on five continents and has trade
and cultural relations with virtually all
states outside the Communist orbit and
with some East European countries.

Israel identifies closely with the prob-
lems of the developing nations. From 1958
to the present, a broad program of inter-
national cooperation has brought over
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10,000 trainees from more than 80
African, Asian and Latin American coun-
tries for study and training in Israel. Hun-
dreds of Israeli agricultural, engineering and
managerial experts have served in the devel-
oping states, and over 5,000 students have
attended courses organized by Israeli in-
structors in their countries. Joint com-
panies for construction, water devel-
opment, trade and shipping have been set
up in a number of African and Asian lands,
with controlling shares vested in the de-
veloping nations.

THE REFUGEES

How did the Arab refugee problem arise?

During the 1948 war, thousands of
Arabs inside the borders of the new State
fled their homes, many of which were in
the line of battle.

The Arab governments claim the refu-
gees were expelled or fled in panic from
Jewish terrorists and rumors of terrorism.
Israel maintains that Arab leaders incited
the Arab masses to leave, promising they
would soon return after their victory in the
“holy war” against the Jews.

Israelis admit that during the Arab siege
of Jerusalem in the spring of 1948—while
Palestine was still under British mandate,
and after Jewish civilian convoys had been
ambushed by Arab terrorists—two illegal
Jewish terrorist groups seized the village of
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Deir Yassin and killed 254 residents. But
they point out that this isolated action was
denounced by the leadership of the Jewish
community. The Provisional Government
of Israel in its Proclamation of Independ-
ence appealed to the Arabs to remain as
peaceful citizens and “play their part in the
development of the State, with full and
equal citizenship and due representation in
all its bodies and institutions.”

A British eyewitness wrote in The Econ-
omist of October 2, 1948 that the Jewish
authorities had “urged all Arabs to remain
in Haifa and guaranteed them protection
and security.” The most potent factor in
the Arabs’ decision to flee, he declared,
“were announcements over the air by the
Arab Higher Executive urging all Arabs in
Haifa to quit” and promising that after the
British left, the combined Arab states
would “‘drive the Jews into the sea; and it
was clearly intimated that those Arabs who
remained in Haifa and accepted Jewish
protection would be regarded as renegades.”

How many Arabs left Israel in 19487

The number of Arabs who became refu-
gees as a result of the war has never been
accurately determined. The UN Economic
Survey Mission for the Middle East esti-
mated that close to 700,000 Arabs left, of
whom 620,000 were bona fide refugees still
requiring assistance in 1949—although near-
ly one million “alleged relief recipients”
were then receiving international assistance.
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What has the UN done to help solve the
Arab refugee problem?

In 1949, the UN General Assembly
established the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East (UNRWA) to provide emergency
aid for the refugees of the 1948 war. Since
then, UNRWA has provided a comprehen-
sive program of welfare and public services,
including food, clothing, shelter, medical
care, education, vocational training and
special hardship assistance, in refugee
camps located in Jordan, Lebanon, Syria
and the Gaza Strip.

In June 1965, 1,280,823 persons were
registered with the agency, distributed
among the “host’’ countries as follows:

Jordan 688,327 Lebanon 159,783
Gaza Strip 296,941 Syria 135,772
By May 1967, the total had risen through
natural increase to 1,344,576. UNRWA
and other observers believe these figures
were swollen with duplicate registrations,
deceased persons, non-refugee poor, self-
sufficient Arabs and other ineligibles.
UNRWA has been financed primarily by
voluntary contributions from UN member
states, with some help from UN specialized
agencies and corporate and individual gifts.
Of the agency’s income of some $700 mil-
lion from 1950 to the end of 1969, the
United States contributed over $455 mil-
lion, or nearly two-thirds of the total. The
Soviet Union and other Communist states,
with the exception of Yugoslavia, have
never made any contributions to UNRWA.
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Of the four Arab countries where refu-
gee camps were situated, Jordan contrib-
uted about $2% million, Egypt $5% mil-
lion, Lebanon $828,000 and Syria $1%
million. Among the major oil-producing
Arab states, Saudi Arabia has contributed
less than $3' million, Kuwait under $2
million, and Iraq and Libya less than half a
million each.

What has Israel done for the Arab refugees?

In 1949, Israel offered to take back
100,000 refugees as part of a general peace
settlement, but in the absence of Arab will-
ingness to negotiate, the offer was with-
drawn. However, approximately 60,000
refugees have been permitted to return dur-
ing the past two decades as part of a pro-
gram to reunite families. In addition, Israel
has released all $12 million in bank ac-
counts and safe deposit boxes belonging to
the 1948 refugees and has agreed to
consider compensation for abandoned
property, provided payments go into a UN
fund for resettlement. Since June 1967,
Israel has contributed about $7 million to
UNRWA and other refugee services in the
territories under its control.

What happened to Jews in Arab lands after
the 1948 war?

During and after the war, anti-Jewish
pogroms broke out in Libya and other
Arab countries. In Libya, out of a Jewish
community of 40,000 before World War II,
all but 6,000 fled after 1948.
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In Iraq, Jewish residents were classified
as enemy aliens, and their property was
sequestered. The overwhelming majority of
Irag’s Jewish population of 120,000 emi-
grated to Israel.

In Syria, soldiers and civil servants were
forbidden to trade in Jewish shops; Jews
needed special travel permits to move
about and could not sell their property.

In Yemen, mob violence and government
persecution forced virtually the entire Jew-
ish population to flee to Israel. Even in
moderate Tunisia, the Jewish population
fell from 100,000 to 20,000 in less than
two decades after Israel’s War of Independ-
ence in 1948.

In addition to the more than 600,000
Jewish refugees from the Arab countries
who migrated to Israel since 1948, more
than a quarter of a million Jews from
North Africa fled to France and other
Western countries. With few exceptions,
their homes, property, bank accounts and
other tangible assets were confiscated or
sequestered without compensation.

What is the UN position on the Arab
refugee problem?

Both the UN and the United States
believe a workable compromise can be
found in the context of an overall peace
settlement, involving repatriation for some
refugees and resettlement with compensa-
tion for the great majority.

In December 1948, the UN General
Assembly established a Conciliation Com-
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mission for Palestine and called on the
Arab States and Israel “to seek agreement
by negotiation conducted either with the
Conciliation Commission or directly, with a
view to the final settlement of all questions
outstanding between them.”

The resolution also called for efforts to
“facilitate the repatriation, resettlement
and economic and social rehabilitation of
the refugees,” and declared that “refugees
wishing to return to their homes and live at
peace with their neighbors should be per-
mitted to do so at the earliest practicable
date and that compensation should be paid
for the property of those choosing not to
return.”

On November 22, 1967 a resolution
unanimously adopted by the UN Security
Council cited the need “for achieving a just
settlement of the refugee problem” as one
of the elements in an overall peace package.

What progress has been made toward ab-
sorption of refugees in Arab lands?

UNRWA reports indicate that half the
refugees of the 1948 war were either
economically self-sufficient or on their way
to becoming so by 1964, thanks largely to
UN-sponsored education and training pro-
grams and increasing employment oppor-
tunities resulting from economic develop-
ment in the region.

More than 100,000 Palestinians have
found employment outside the host coun-
tries, primarily in the oil-producing Arab
states. However, Jordan is the only host
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country that has granted citizenship to the
refugees as well as allowed them to work. .
In Lebanon, they may work but cannot
become citizens; in Syria, they have found
employment but are often discriminated
against. In the Egypt-controlled Gaza Strip
most refugees suffered discrimination and
repression, very few were allowed to emi-
grate, and virtually none to Egypt itself.

What position do the Arab states and Israel
take on refugee resettlement?

The Arab states demand that Israel
repatriate all refugees wishing to return and
compensate the others for all properties
abandoned.

" Israel maintains that the Arab states are
using the refugees as a political football and
argues that the return of a million embit-
tered refugees would create a potential
“fifth column” close to half the size of her
own population.

However, Israel has declared a willing-
ness to re-examine the entire refugee prob-
lem in the context of negotiations for a
permanent peace settlement. In September
1969, Foreign Minister Abba Eban pro-
posed a conference of Mideast states, gov-
ermnments contributing to refugee relief and
UN specialized agencies “to chart a five
year plan under regional and international
responsibility for the solution of the refu-
gee problem in the framework of a lasting
peace and the integration of refugees into
productive life.”” And in March 1970, Prime
Minister Meir reaffirmed Israel’s readiness -
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to pay compensation for just refugee claims
in the context of a peace settlement.

JERUSALEM: HOLY CITY
OF THREE FAITHS

What are the historical, political and reli-’
gious claims of Jews and Arabs to the city
of Jerusalem?

The Israelis point out that Jerusalem has
been a focus of Jewish tradition, national
aspiration and worship since Biblical times;
that it was the Jewish capital from the time
of King David all through antiquity and
that Jews have lived there for millennia.
They also point out that during the last
century Jews have consistently been a
majority in Jerusalem.

The Arabs claim that Jerusalem has been
primarily an Arab city for many centuries,
and includes the third most holy Moslem
religious site. They also contend that their
conquest of the Old City in the 1948 war
re-established their right to it.

What are the Israeli and Arab positions on
internationalization of Jerusalem?

Israel accepted the 1947 Partition Plan
as a whole, including the internationaliza-
tion proposal, on the assumption that the
Arabs too would accept Partition as a
whole. Instead the Arabs rejected the cre-
ation of a Jewish state and besieged Jeru-
salem’s Jewish quarter. Jordan captured the
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0ld City in 1948. On December 6, 1949,
the Jordanian delegate told the UN Ad Hoc
Committee: “My delegation believes that
no form of internationalization ... serves
any purpose, as the Holy Places. . . are safe
and secure, without any necessity for a
special regime.”

When the Trusteeship Council met in
1950 to draw up a new statute for Jeru-
salem, Israel offered a propesal for UN
supervision of the Holy Places, while
Jordan refused to appear. Some Arab
states, led by Egypt and Syria, opposed
Jordan’s annexation of the Old City.

Today Israel and the Arab States are all
opposed to internationalization, and Israel
has declared she will never permit a redivid-
ing of the city.

On the issue of the Holy Places, Abba
Eban reiterated Israel’s position in a state-
ment to the UN on October 8, 1968:

Israel does not seek to exercise unilateral
jurisdiction in the Holy Places of Chris-
tianity and Islam . . . . Christian and
Moslem Holy Places should come under
the responsibility of those who hold .
them in reverence.

How did Jordan and lsrael deal with the
shrines under their jurisdiction between
1948 and 19677 How does Israel treat the
shrines today? ‘

Although the armistice agreements stipu-
lated free access to all religious shrines,
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Jordan barred all Jews from its territory,
closing off the revered Western (Wailing)
Wall and Mount of Olives in Jerusalem, the
Tomb of Rachel near Bethlehem, and the
Tomb of the Patriarchs where the Jews had
buried their dead for 2,500 years. Israeli
Christians were permitted to visit the Old
City at Christmas, but Israeli Moslems were
barred at all times.

All synagogues in the ancient Jewish
quarter of Jerusalem were demolished. The
Jewish cemetery at Hebron was destroyed,
and the entrance to the Tomb of the
Patriarchs was mined. To promote tourism,
Jordan built a road to a new hotel across
the Mount of Olives cemetery, destroying
and desecrating hundreds of Jewish graves.

Immediately after the Six-Day War, on
June 27, 1967, the Knesset adopted a
‘Protection of Holy Places Law, providing
for full freedom of access to persons of all
faiths and imposing stiff prison terms for
desecration. Copies of the law, in Hebrew,
Arabic and English, are conspicuously post-
ed throughout the country and regulations
on proper conduct and decorum are posted
at the entrances to all sites.

Since the war, various religious leaders
have reported to the UN’s fact-finding
representative that Israeli authorities are
honoring ‘““the principles...laid down
with respect to the Holy Places.”
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THE MIDDLE EAST, cradle of many ancient civiliza-
tions, is an area of cultural, social and political diversity,
and historic rivalries. It includes 18 independent Arab
states extending over 4.6 million sq. mi., with a total
population of 113 million; and 8 non-Arab states
(Afghanistan, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Greece, Iran, lIsrael,
Turkey and Pakistan} with 2 million sq. mi. and a popu-
lation of 237 million. Islam, the predominant religion,
is divided into many sects; in Cyprus, Ethiopia and
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Greece, the majority are Christians, as are about half
the Lebanese; Israel has a Jewish majority. The region
also includes such minorities as Kurds, Copts, Berbers,
and various Turkic tribes. Political organization ranges
from traditional sheikhdoms in the Persian Gulf to con-
stitutional monarchies as in Iran and Morocco, and from
one-party military republics as in Egypt, Syria and Iraq,
to the unigue multi-faith democracy of Lebanon and
the Western-style democracies of Israel and Turkey.
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THE SUEZ CRISIS AND
THE SINAI CAMPAIGN

What international agreements govern free-
dom of shipping through the Suez Canal?

The Constantinople Convention of 1888,
signed by Great Britain, Germany, Austria,
Spain, France, Italy, the Netherlands,
Russia and Turkey—which then included
Egypt—stated that the Canal would ‘“‘al-
ways be free and open, in time of war as in
time of peace, to every vessel of commerce
or of war, without distinction of flag.”
However, the Convention permits Egypt to
bar the shipping of countries with which
she is at war, and Egypt has used the
absence of an Arab-Israel peace treaty to
bar shipping to and from Israel.

The UN Security Council in September
1951 rejected this position, pointing out
that the Egyptian-Israeli armistice agree-
ment of 1949 contained specific pledges
“against any further acts of hostility.”
Declaring that ‘“neither party can reason-
ably assert that it is actively a belligerent,”
the Security Council ordered Egypt to
cease the blockade. The Egyptians refused.

What was the Soviet position in the UN?

While Soviet aid encouraged anti-Israel
militancy among the Arab states, Israeli
complaints to the UN about border raids
and loss of life were blocked by Soviet
vetoes. In 1954, the Soviet Union vetoed a
Security Council resolution reiterating its
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1951 vote ordering Egypt to open the Suez
Canal to Israeli shipping.

What precipitated the Sinai Campaign?

For several years, Egypt continued to
tighten her blockade against shipping to
and from Israel through the Suez Canal, in
violation of the 1951 Security Council
resolution. In 1954, Egypt also began to
shell ships travelling through the Straits of
Tiran to Eilat, Israel’s port at the northem
end of the Gulf of Agaba.

Meanwhile, Egyptian terrorist raids
against Israeli border settlements grew
more frequent, Israel’s retaliation became
more intense and the UN Mixed Armistice
Commission was unable to prevent the
increasing border violence.

In 1955 the Soviet Union began massive
arms shipments to Egypt and Syria, and in
1956 Jordan, Syria and Egypt formed a
joint military command, directed against
Israel. On October 29, to destroy terrorist
bases and break the tightening noose, Israel
moved into the Sinai, advancing through
the desert to the Suez. As the Egyptians
fled, the Gaza Strip and Sharm-el-Sheikh,
at the entrance to the Gulf of Agaba, came
under Israeli control.

What was the role of the Western Powers in
the Sinai crisis?

On July 26, 1956, Egypt’s President
Nasser unilaterally nationalized the Suez
Canal and declared that Egypt would

27



henceforth use Canal tolls to build the
Aswan Dam. England and France, largely
dependent on Middle East oil, mobilized
troops and prepared to restore inter-
national control of the Canal by force if
diplomatic efforts failed. The U.S., while
objecting to Egypt’s action, opposed the
use of force. Two international conferences
and a series of UN Security Council ses-
sions failed to persuade Egypt to accept
international supervision of the Canal.

On October 30, 1956, when Israeli
troops were advancing toward the Canal,
England and France issued an ultimatum to
Egypt and Israel, warning that unless both
sides ceased fire within 12 hours, British
and French troops would occupy the Canal
area — ostensibly in order to separate the
belligerents. Israel accepted the ultimatum;
Egypt refused. On October 31, the British
and French began air bombardment of
Egyptian airfields. Five days later they
invaded the Port Said area, later with-
drawing under U.S. and Soviet pressure.

What was the final outcome of the Sinai
Campaign?

On November 2, 1956, after heated
debates in the United Nations, an emer-
gency session of the General Assembly
voted overwhelmingly for a cease-fire and
ordered Israel to withdraw to the 1949
armistice lines. The General Assembly cre-
ated a UN Emergency Force “to secure and
supervise the cessation of hostilities.”

In 1957, after receiving assurances from
the U.S. and 16 other maritime powers

28



conceming her rights of passage through
international waterways, Israel withdrew
her troops from all territories taken the
previous October. For 10 years UN troops
were stationed at Sharm-el-Sheikh, at the -
entrance to the Gulf of Agaba, and in the
Gaza Strip. The Egyptian border was rela-
tively quiet, and there was free navigation
through the Gulf of Agaba.

What was the Soviet Union’s political and
propaganda role?

For more than 200 years, access to
warm-water ports in the strategic Mediter-
ranean and the Persian Gulf has been a
primary goal of Russian foreign policy. In
1946, Soviet troops tried to take over the
Azerbaijan region of Iran, but withdrew at
the threat of U.S. and British intervention.

Although the Soviet Union had voted in
the UN for the creation of a Jewish state in
1948, Moscow turned against Israel when it
became clear that she would not become a
Soviet satellite and represented an obstacle
to Soviet aspirations in the Middle East.

In the mid-1950°s the Soviet Union
embarked on an intensive campaign to
undermine Western interests and gain the
support of Arab nationalists. The Russians
supported Egyptian President Nasser’s ef-
forts to counteract the Western-sponsored
Baghdad Pact which united Iraqg, Turkey,
Iran, Pakistan and Great Britain in the
“northern tier’” mutual defense agreement.

In 1955, while Nasser was encouraging
competitive bids from England, the U.S.
and the World Bank for low-cost loans to

29



build the Aswan Dam, the U.S.5.R. made a
large arms-for-cotton deal with Egypt and
subsequently agreed to finance the Aswan
project. Massive Russian arms to Egypt and
Syria were accompanied by Soviet advisors,
expanded economic ties, student exchanges
and cultural missions to these and other
Middle East states.

THE SIX-DAY WAR

What precipitated the 1967 War?

In May 1967, Egyptian President Nasser
moved 100,000 troops and 1,000 tanks
into Sinai and insisted that the UN with-
draw its peace-keeping force from the Gaza
Strip and the Sinai frontier with Israel. The
pretext for these moves was an alleged
Israeli troop concentration along the Syrian
border, where Syrians stationed on the
Golan Heights were shelling Israeli agricul-
tural villages in the valley below. The UN
Secretary-General confirmed that no such
troop concentration existed.

On May 19, the UN forces began to
leave, and Egypt immediately occupied
Sharm-el-Sheikh, commanding the Straits
of Tiran. On May 22, Nasser closed the
Gulf of Agaba to shipping bound for Israel.

UN Secretary-General Thant expressed
his deep concern to the Egyptian govern-
ment regarding ‘‘the dangerous conse-
quences which could ensue from restricting
innocent passage of ships in the Strait of
Tiran.” He warned the UN on May 27 that
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“a clash between the United Arab Republic
and Israel over this issue, in the present
circumstances, will inevitably set off a
general conflict in the Near East.”

President Johnson, on May 23, termed
the Egyptian blockade ‘‘illegal and poten-
tially disastrous to the cause of peace.”
President Nasser told his air force in Sinai
on May 22 that he realized that his actions
meant ‘“‘a confrontation with Israel,”
adding, “We are ready for war.”

What international agreements govern rights
of passage through the Straits of Tiran?

A 1958 Geneva Convention adopted by
the UN Conference on the Law of the Sea,
by a vote of 62-1, with the Soviet Union
joining in the majority, clearly states:

There. shall be no suspension of the

innocent passage of foreign ships

through the straits which are used for
international navigation between one
part of the high seas and another part of

the high seas or the territorial sea of a

foreign state.

How did the Arab states respond to Egypt’s
moves?

Cairo Radio, May 16, 1967: “The exist-
ence of Israel has continued too long. ..
we welcome the battle . . . we shall destroy
Israel.”

President Aref of Iraq, May 31, 1967:
“Our goal is clear — to wipe Israel off the
map.”’

31



King Hussein of Jordan, June 2, 1967:
““Our increased cooperation with Egypt and
other Arab states... will lead us to the
erasure of the shame and the liberation of
Palestine.” '

Ahmed Shukeiry, head of the Palestine
Liberation Army, June 3, 1967 (when
questioned about the fate of the Jews if the
Arabs won): “I think none of them will be
left alive.”

How did Israel react?

On May 28, Israel Prime Minister Eshkol
called the blockade ‘‘tantamount to aggres-
sion’” and announced an immediate mobili-
zation of reserves. Foreign Minister Eban
flew to the UN and to Washington, London
and Paris to ask for concerted diplomatic
action by the maritime powers in line with
their 1957 pledges to assure Israel’s right of
free passage. The international response
was slow and ineffective. The blockade
continued and more Egyptian forces moved
into Sinai.

On May 30, Jordan placed its army
under Egyptian command; on June 4, Iraq
did the same. Saudi Arabia, Algeria and
Kuwait also contributed units for a jihad,
or holy war. Egyptian artillery and Pales-
tine Liberation Army guerrillas in the Gaza
Strip began shelling agricultural settlements
on the Israeli side of the border.

On June 5, Israel launched a preemptive
air strike against major military airports in
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Egypt and against Egyptian troop concen-
trations in Sinai and Gaza. Israel appealed
to Jordan through the UN to remain out of
the conflict, but King Hussein refused and
his forces continued to shell the New City
of Jerusalem.

The war was then extended to Jordan
and Syria. When it ended on June 11, Israel
held the Gaza Strip, the Sinai Peninsula and
Sharm-el-Sheikh, formerly under Egyptian
rule; the Old City of Jerusalem and the
West Bank of the Jordan River, controlled
by Jordan since the 1949 armistice agree-
ments; and the Golan Heights of Syria. (See
map facing p. 48.)

How are territories occupied by Israel
administered?

All the occupied territories are governed
by a Military Administration. Health care,
social services and old-age assistance pro-
grams are supervised by civilians from
Israeli ministries.

On the West Bank, Arab judges preside
over civil and criminal courts, which are
open to the public. Arabs run their own
schools, according to their former curric-
ula, and in their language, but anti-Israel
passages in textbooks have been expunged.

The border between the East and West
Bank is guarded but open, and commerce
between the two areas totalled nearly
$50 million in 1969. Taxes continue at
Jordanian rates, far lower than Israel’s.
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Permits are issued for travel to Israel or to
Arab countries. In 1969, more than
300,000 Arabs went to and from Jordan;
many others commute to jobs in Israel,
where they often earn considerably more
than they did under Jordanian rule. Israeli
agronomists have set up experimental farms
to teach advanced farming methods.

In Jerusalem, Arabs and Jews move
freely through the unified city. Old City
Arabs now receive the same services avail-
able in the New City — including running
water seven days a week instead of two,
old-age assistance, insured medical services,
free schooling to age 14. Most former
employees of the Jordanian Old City
administration work for the Greater Jeru-
salem municipality at Israeli salaries. Labor
exchanges and branches of the Histadrut,
Israel’s national labor federation, have been
opened to the Arab workers. Israeli author-
ities are working on a broad urban rehabili-
tation and slum clearance program.

Whereas, under Jordanian rule, only
male property owners with assets over
$3,500 could vote, all male and female
residents over 18 are now eligible; despite
Arab propaganda urging a boycott of the
city election, and death threats from terror-
ist groups, 10,000 Old City Arabs went to
the polls in October 1969.

In the Golan Heights, the overwhelming
majority of the population of 100,000 fled
during the June 1967 fighting. Only about
6,000 people, mostly Druzes, remain.
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Of the Gaza Strip’s 358,000 inhabitants,
approximately 175,000 are refugees of the
1948 war or their children, most of whom
have been living in UN-supported camps for
20 years. Laws preceding the occupation
are still in force. The Supreme Court,
formerly dominated by Egyptians, is now
composed of Palestinian residents of the
Gaza Strip. Israel has imposed a series of
security measures against terrorist activity,
but military courts apply traditional West-
ern safeguards for the rights of the accused.
Captured terrorists receive stiff prison sen-
tences and the homes of persons believed
to have harbored or aided terrorists have
been demolished. But not a single con-
victed terrorist has been executed.

Since the Six-Day War ended, Israel has
brought many new social, educational,
health and welfare services, including a
building program of residential housing and
public institutions, into the area. However,
Arab terrorists treat acceptance of Israeli
services as political collaboration, and some
residents in the Gaza Strip and the other
occupied territories have hesitated to work
closely with the Israeli Administration for
fear of reprisal or assassination by the Pal-
estinian guerrilla groups.

What was the effect of the Six-Day War on
the Arab refugee problem?

Fear of being caught in the heavy fight-
ing, and uncertainty about their fate under
occupation, prompted an estimated

35



300,000 Arabs — over a third of them
refugees for the second time in 20 years —
to leave their homes. About 150,000
Jordanians left the West Bank during the
fighting and in voluntary migrations in the
following weeks; between 80,000 and
100,000 Syrians left the Golan Heights
before and during the fierce battle in this
area; and an estimated 35,000 crossed the
Suez Canal into Egypt from the Gaza Strip
and Sinai.

Within a month after the war, Israel
announced that persons who had left the
West Bank could apply to return. Under
programs negotiated with the Jordanian
government and the International Red
Cross, and the “family reunion’ plan,
about 15,000 displaced people came back
to the West Bank by the end of 1969, more
than 2,500 to Gaza, and about 450 to the
Golan Heights. Syrian Druzes, who assem-
bled outside the line of fire during the
battle, quickly returned to their homes and
farms when the fighting died down. How-
ever, several thousand re-entry permits
remain unused.

The new refugees have strained the
. facilities and resources of UNRWA and of
Jordan and Syria. The Syrians, however,
refuse to enter into any discussions what-
ever with Israel. Solution of the overall
refugee problem still depends on a compre-
hensive peace settlement between Israel
and its Arab neighbors.
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What happened to Jews in Arab countries
during and after the 1967 crisis?

Anti-Jewish outbreaks erupted in a num-
ber of Arab states before and during the
Six-Day War.

In Iraq and Syria, where Jews have long
been subjected to economic discrimination,
police harassment and restrictions on travel
and citizenship, the governments them-
selves initiated anti-Jewish measures. With
the June war, arrests, interrogations and
beatings became more frequent and scores
of Jews were imprisoned. Some 60 Iragi
Jews are still held without charges, and at
least 19 were killed, including 11 who were
publicly hanged as “spies’” in 1969.

The overwhelming majority of the close
to 7,000 Jews in Syria and Iraq are eager to
emigrate, but the two governments have for-
bidden them to leave. UN Secretary-Gen-
eral U Thant, in September 1969, expressed
his concern for this “group of helpless
persons,” and urged the Arab governments
to permit their departure. To date, his-
appeal has not been heeded.

In Egypt, in June 1967, police rounded
up most adult Jewish males in Cairo and
Alexandria, including the elderly and in-
firm, and carted them off to prison where
they were beaten and humiliated. Late in
1967, through the intercession of West
European governments, most of the several
hundred prisoners were released on condi-
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tion that they leave Egypt and give up their
assets, but as of April 1970, some 80 Jews
were still imprisoned. During the past three
years, Egypt’s Jewish population has
declined from 2,500 to less than 1,000.

In Libya, the first week of June 1967
was officially designated “Palestine Week,”
and sermons were delivered in the mosques
calling for a jihad, or holy war, against the
Jews. On June 5, Libyan mobs murdered at
least 10 Jews, destroyed synagogues and a
Jewish school, and burned most Jewish
stores in Tripoli to the ground. From June
1967 to the end of 1969, actual or feared
persecution led all but 200 of Libya’s
4,000 Jews to flee the country.

In Aden, Arab mobs attacked the Jewish
quarter, beating an elderly Jewish leader to
death. The entire Jewish community was
later evacuated.

Even in generally moderate Morocco and
Tunisia, there were violent demonstrations
in which several Jews were Kkilled and
synagogues and communal institutions
damaged. Authorities in both countries
condemned the outrages and moved to
prevent recurrences, and the Lebanese and
Algerian governments took steps to prevent
outbreaks against their Jewish minorities.
Nevertheless, 20,000 Jews have Ileft
Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria, in fear.
Some 3,000 persons — half of the Jewish
community — have left traditionally toler-
ant Lebanon since June 1967.

Virtually all the refugees from these
countries had to leave everything they
owned behind when they fled.
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ARAB TERRORISM AGAINST ISRAEL

How long have Arab terrorists been active
against Israel?

In violation of the 1949 armistice,
Egyptian-trained marauders (fedayeen) at-
tacked Israeli border settlements until
1956, when Israeli forces destroyed the
‘fedayeen bases during the Sinai Campaign.
Since 1964, another violent-action group,
the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO), has been training refugees in Gaza,
Syria and Iraq for a ‘“‘Palestinian Liberation
Army,” as a vanguard ‘“‘for the liberation of
the usurped part of Palestine.”

Syria used her army units to shell Israeli
border settlements before the 1967 war
and continues to aid Arab terrorist bands. -
The most active of these is the Fatah,
whose storm troops, El Asifa, have made
repeated terrorist raids on Israel from
Jordan and Lebanon since early 1965,
bombing homes and sabotaging railroads
and other public utilities.

In May 1967, UN Secretary-General
Thant told the Security Council that “Al
Fatah activities . . . [were] a major factor”
in the Middle East crisis, and noted that
“some recent incidents . . . seemed to indi-
cate a new level of organization and train-
ing”’ among the terrorists.

Fatah recruits are exempted from mili-
tary service by various Arab states. Libya
has levied a special income tax to finance
the jihad, or holy war, against Israel, and
Algeria and Communist China have pro-
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vided training for terrorist leaders. Other
funds for guerrilla salaries and arms come
from the oil-rich Arab states. Kuwait and
Irag grant their government employees
leave to enlist.

Since the Six-Day War, the Fateh and
PLO have merged, drawing increasing sup-
port from Palestinian refugees in Jordan
and Lebanon. Relations between the com-
mando groups and the governments in
these two countries have been strained and
there have been occasional armed clashes.

Several newer terrorist groups are cur-
rently competing with the Fatah-PLO for
Arab support. One of the most militant is
the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine, which has damaged the American
Embassy and U.S. banks, refineries, and
other facilities in Lebanon. The Front also
claims credit for supermarket, school and
tourist bus bombings in Israel, as well as for
the spate of hijacking and bombing of
planes bound for Israel.

What is the chronology of Arab terrorist
attacks against airline service to Israel?

July 23, 1968: An El Al plane bound
from Rome to Tel Aviv was hijacked to
Algiers; 21 Israelis aboard were held pris-
oner for a month and were finally ex-
changed for guerrilla prisoners in Israel.

December 26, 1969: An El Al plane was
attacked at the Athens airport; one pas-
senger was killed and a stewardess injured.
(On December 28, 1968, Israel retaliated,
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destroying 13 planes at the Beirut airport,
but causing no injuries or loss of life.)

February 18, 1969: An El Al plane at
Zurich was ambushed; one of the pilots was
killed, and five other persons were wound-
ed. (An Israeli security guard on board
killed one of the four attackers.)

August 29, 1969: A TWA plane bound
from Rome to Tel Aviv was hijacked to
Damascus; Israeli women and children were
detained for several days and two Israeli
passengers were held prisoner for four
months before being exchanged in Decem-
ber for 13 Syrian prisoners in Israel.

September 8, 1969: Two Arabs threw
grenades into El Al’s Brussels office, injur-
ing two people.

November 11, 1969: An Arab grenade
blew up El Al’s Athens office and killed a
two-year-old Greek boy.

December 22, 1969: At the Athens
airport, three Arabs were arrested carrying
guns, grenades and mimeographed plans for
hijacking a TWA flight to Israel.

February 10, 1970: At the Munich
airport, Arab terrorists opened fire on
passengers waiting to board an El Al plane
to Tel Aviv, killing one Israeli and injuring
11 other persons.

February 21, 1970: A Swissair plane
bound for Tel Aviv exploded and crashed
soon after takeoff; all 47 people aboard
were killed.

February 21, 1970: An Austrian plane
carrying mail to Israel was damaged by an
explosion en route to Vienna.
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How successful are the terrorist activities
against | srael?

Despite occasional, much-publicized de-
struction and bloodshed, terrorist attacks
have not disrupted normal life in Israel, nor
affected the increasing flow of tourists to
the country. Most neutral observers believe
the terrorists do not pose a significant
military threat.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

What steps did the UN urge after the June
1967 war to assure peace?

After protracted debate, the UN Secur-
ity Council, on November 22, 1967, unani-
mously adopted a British resolution calling
for both ‘“‘withdrawal of Israeli armed
forces from territories occupied in the
recent conflict’”” and an end to “all claims
or states of belligerency” with “respect for
and acknowledgement of the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independ-
ence of every state in the area and their
right to "live in peace within secure and
recognized boundaries free from threats or
acts of force.”

The resolution also calls for guaranteed
“freedom of navigation through inter-
national waterways in the area’ and ‘“‘a just
settlement of the refugee problem.”

The Secretary-General was asked to ap-
point a Special Representative to go to the
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Middle East ‘“‘to establish and maintain
contacts” with the Arab states and Israel
“in order to promote agreement and assist
efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted
settlement’ in line with the resolution.

What has been the result of the UN efforts?

Dr. Gunnar V. Jarring, the Special Rep-
resentative appointed by Secretary-General
Thant, held numerous meetings with offi-
cials of Israel, Jordan and the United Arab
Republic, the states which had accepted
the November 1967 resolution. (Syria,
which denounced the resolution, refused to
see him.) Efforts by Dr. Jarring to bring the
parties together under his auspices at a
neutral location were vetoed by UAR
President Nasser.

Since 1969, in an attempt to end the
stalemate, the United States and the Soviet
~ Union have held bilateral talks and the UN

representatives of England, France, the
U.S. and the U.S.5.R. also began a series of
discussions. The Big Four agreed that any
settlement would have to be “a package
deal” solving all outstanding issues. How-
ever, as of April 1970, the major powers
and the belligerents were still far apart on
many issues.

Jordan and Egypt have refused to end
their state of belligerence unless Israel
withdraws its forces from all occupied
territories and implements earlier resolu-
tions on refugees. Israel and the U.S. argue
that the November 1967 resolution is not
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self-implementing, but requires negoti-
ations between Israel and the Arab states to
reconcile their differences. After a binding
peace treaty is negotiated, Israel says, she-
will withdraw her forces to the “secure and
recognized boundaries” mutually agreed
upon in these treaties.

What factors are responsible for the arms
race in the Middle East?

In 1950, the U.S., England and France
pledged joint efforts to bar forcible change
in the Arab-Israel frontiers and to maintain
a military balance between Israel and the
Arab states. Intensification of the Cold
War, however, 'led to renewed Soviet chal-
lenge of Western political and economic
influence in the Middle East.

Military experts estimate that between
1955 and June 1967 the U.S.S.R. and
Czechoslovakia supplied the ‘“revolution-
ary” Arab states of Egypt, Syria, Iraq and
Algeria with $2% to $3 billion in arms. In
response, the United States and its Euro-
pean allies provided nearly $1 billion in
arms to pro-Western Arab states, including
Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia
and Morocco, and also sold about $1 bil-
lion in arms to Israel.

Since June 1967, France has imposed an
embargo on all arms sales to Israel but has
sold 110 supersonic Mirage jets to Libya.
The Soviet Union has rearmed Egypt and
Syria and has rejected repeated American
proposals for a Great Power agreement to
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curb the Mideast arms race. By May 1970,
there were reported to be some 10,000
Soviet military advisors in Egypt, including
150 Soviet pilots flying Egyptian planes.

What solution do the Palestinian com-
mandos propose for the Middle East crisis?

At a conference in Cairo in July 1968,
the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO), which includes Al Fatah, adopted a
Palestine National Covenant proposing the
dissolution of the state of Israel and its
replacement by a “democratic state” of
Palestine which would be *“‘part of the Arab
Nation.”” The Covenant declares that only
those “Jews who were living permanently in
Palestine until the beginning of the Zionist
invasion will be considered Palestinians.”

A PLO spokesman in Beirut in January
1970 proposed that Israeli Jews of Euro-
pean origin emigrate and that Jews of
Middle East origin — who today constitute
the majority of Israel’s population — be
invited back to the Arab countries from
which they fled.

Israelis regard the Palestinian plan as a
propaganda tactic designed to project a
liberal and humanitarian image abroad and
to overcome worldwide revulsion at earlier
Arab threats to destroy Israel and ‘“‘drive
the Jews into the sea.”” Other Middle East
observers point out that though some of
the younger Palestinians may well be sin-
cere in their desire to establish a tolerant,
pluralistic society, the record of the Arab
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states in the treatment of minorities —
Jewish and Christian — under their control
offers scant confidence in the possibility of
achieving such a goal.

Why does lIsrael reject proposals for a
bi-national Arab-Jewish state?

Israelis point out that earlier proposals
for a bi-national state had long been re-
Jjected as unrealistic by most neutral observ-
ers, and that this was why the UN Partition
Plan envisioned separate Arab and Jewish
states in Palestine. The bulk of the territory
allocated for an Arab state was seized by
Transjordan and Egypt in 1948. They also
point out that there are 18 independent
Arab states already in existence — most of
them Moslem by law and tradition — and
that Palestinian Arabs constitute two-thirds
of the population of Jordan and hold key
positions in its government.

“We want this country to be a Jewish
nation the way France is French, Ghana is
Ghanaian, Argentina is Argentinian,” For-
eign Minister Abba Eban told a group of
American newsmen in November 1969.
“Of course we are a pluralistic society, not
homogeneous. There is a Moslem popula-
tion and a Christian population. We want
the Arabs to keep their language, culture
and pride. We want the Christians to keep
their identity. The basic aim of the State of
Israel is to have one independent state
among 126 which expresses the Jewish
culture, tradition and heritage.”
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What kind of help does Israel want from
the United States? :

Israel . has sought economic loans to

develop its economy, and permission to
purchase U.S. military equipment. for its

de

fense. Israeli leaders have repeatedly

made clear that they do not want direct
American military aid:

Ea

We know that if we wish to preserve our
freedom and independence we must
learn to do everything we need by
ourselves. ... If we are attacked, we
must defend ourselves. And if defense
calls for sacrifice, it must be our blood
that is offered up in sacrifice and not the
blood of anyone else.

—The late Prime Minister Levi Eshkol

January 1968

What are Israel’s objectives in the Middle
st?

Qur answer is . . . to reiterate the funda-

mental principles of our policy: the
cease-fire, negotiations, a final and recog-

.nized definition of frontiers, discussion

48

of the refugee question at an inter-
national level, and the establishment of a
permanent peace with a view to setting
up a community of sovereign states in
the Middle East.

—Foreign Minister Abba Eban
February 25, 1970
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ADDRESS BY ANDRIW J. YOUNG
NATIONAL EMERGENCY CONFERENCE
FOR PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

JANUARY 25, 1970

1

It is px-'obably fair to say 1tl-E'gla.i: shifts in middle East policies are lubricated
by 2 very considerable amount of oil. Gove;rnments are never easily swayed by mere
reoral considerations and they can be.come impossibly matu_arialistic and opportunistic
where one of the earth's major oil reserves is concerned. We would be performing
one of the zC.g,lf:t'ea’c acts of self deception if we ignore the oi; interests involved in the
current re-examination of American Middle East policies.

As a Black Man, I have agonized for the past year over the tragic spectacle

of Black Men killing each other, knowing that if there were no oil in Biafra, the intensity

and tenacity of the conflict would have been infinitely less. Both sides would have had

few concerned allies df tribal rivalries alone were the main issue rather than oil.

S ' We are witnessing in the United States a naked and blatant intervention of '
\""-\.

big corporate influence in international policy. This is perilous because by defirition,
they are strictly centered in profits.,

Such intervention has made a mockery of the Constitution and relegated

serious foreign policy decisions to third and fourth level '"management men'' operating

abroad. This is especially true of our Latin American policy, with the Dominican

ot aulj’ < Tsezhi 51‘-‘-‘-“?-'-\{-9 endamsenad B N2 J.—:::;wa‘,

b\.\"l a“ QML'\?.‘(;'QR fﬂﬁﬂ.lf.a T‘aﬁ'i:-ﬁ p:th(l gmu“;‘-\cg\a \?u-‘.-m:\: A\
eadiveoard by Con?m\t ‘wleeference v e afives &
wWasnows, -

If a small nation is in the way of a mega-multi-national corporation, that

intervention being a classic example.

small nation may well be sacrificed on the altar of corrupt power and influence which
stands at the center of governmental agencies. With two highly secret agencies
operating in foreign affairs - the CIA and FBI - no Congressman or Senator can be

sure where decisions are coming from and on what they are based.

L




- We mul.st never- forget that we have hundreds of corporations that are in
thémselves richer and more powerfui than o-ver_ half the nations of the wlorld.. It is
naive to 'aséume that f:he;rl .do n.ot have a.ctix_re intelligence and foreign policy sections
: and: that they do not_ work aggressively to cre:ate -politicé,l and milité.ry situations which
ai-é in fheir own selfish interest. Israel is threatened by this'trag_i.c p.roc.ess. She ha. s
no oil to ba;rter for her Ina.tional independenge-. IThére is very little about Israel to
make it ;im.;e;re.sting to thel o.il cartels, in fact, she has threatened their ability to |

~ exploit the Arab world by cofning into an arid wa.sfela.ﬁd and cr'ea:ting a modern

J'

-industrial state. There she stands as a constant reminder to the Arab world that a

- ez 3 Sl“.l.l ha s deamonchrale 2 "l‘e\,ﬁ'!‘ 2 cu.r-a.{f. cand E...
better life is possible.\in the middle East. “\@2€ Echle zud Shot ‘pw-_tni décase anfd
.3 |\ \ —r:_::u.‘ {5 Pyt ua’( \2_.3'\-\-‘-'10{'_ LN it et w'\"-.--t.-{"’b A

w N2z milde okl
1 could get into a dlSCUSSlOI’l of the many complex questions that are involved

in the Israeli- Arab conilic t. There are border questions, refugees, religious shrines

~and age old antagonisms. However, only one question is crucial, the right of Israel

_._.--to survive as a state in Peace. The oil interests are at best indifferent to this

;

o M o <
" fundamental question and some may even be hostile. It is also my thinking that the
Nixon Administration is more receptive to corporate influence than any -administration

in mY lifetime. ' ' el

'I'hé outlook is bleak unless the great corporatlons' in_fluence is neutra.hzed
by a greater force----the conscience of the people of the.na‘tion.
- This administration is adz;nittedly up-imagiﬂative and wanting for conscience,
yet it ié incoﬁtestabi—y .prludent and éalculating_. It has seen how close t§ disastér a

previous administration came when it dis-regarded warnings and plunged head long

>

" into the Vietnamese obscenity.




PAGE THREE

W.'é should be ablé to convince Pfesiden‘t Nixon that an overwhelfning
majority of the American people are uncompromisingly determined that Israel's
. right to survive slhould not be traded for barrlels of oil. Jews and Gentiles alikel
would be greatly disturbed by back-door déa;ls which trade off a proud and oft-
persecuted people for oil reserves. N |
 On this issue the American people will stand firm. We are not likely to

stand by and Wring our hands amid another genocidal plot. Blacks especially, are

sensitive to the issue of surv1va.1 and the attempts at man ulatlon of th ir de stmy 1D
Tl 5 \,MPa A &M & .:-N eedoe hae beed VWecatawed Yo pelohons wilh
(o v € ) 10 "NI'I-

by corporate influences. h‘“‘m@ften, hexeesr=s, they have felt that American Jewry
has been their exploiter rather than their ally. Israel as a nation has a far better

record of concern for the under-priviledged, exploited peoples of the world than be
T s * hee slaue sugdwal | Teeast Mot Rhep 5

g -3 1 1 {' ufeﬁ "‘d"'bé G'{' '\'ﬁc\humapdi-ili s ecoviomite d.&(i ﬁl)g
som2 of her. brothers here in America. "E“ e upozhuinhy +o Plack & ,_‘d ) ¥ w_,;{_ Tudion aud

~. > RO ﬁs«ﬁ’—c-mrmd-qa—cﬁlﬂ op preseed Teeples,
Where survival is truly at stake, the Black Community will rally with

the oppressed. However, we must avoid panic over such trifles as supposed Black
anti-semitism which exaggerate tensions rather than ameliorate them. There is

" an objective record which indicates that Blacks are no more guilty of predjudiced

: s Vs of sinilan c@«,‘. ~cducsboial 16\'22-&) e s al ‘{(\ Z MRS RC'MatLd[rf RVETEN)

attitudes toward Jews in=spite-of the fact that the Black man is thrown in direct
contact with Jews who are struggling desperately to make it in a highly compaztetive
and ruthless business world. There is no threat to American Jewry-even in
the deep South where they are in a very small minority.

We can summon the strength of the American people in behalf of Israel's

survival and neutralize or subdue the power of corporate influence. The issues must
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be kept clear and tb fhe point. | The éecurity and safe}.y of I.sr-a._el must be the
dominant : note to reach the greatest number of Am_ericaps of Good w_ill. 'fhi_s
need not‘cémpromise the right of Israel to do it's own negotiating.
Prasricaws , : .
Wee should have learned from Vietnam that the North Vietnamese
cannot speak for the Viet Cong and that the U. S. is -limitéd in it's ability to
set terms of compromise for the South Vietnamese. |
Israel is not dealing with secure nation statesl that can control and
) -d_i_s cipline the Pale-s_t—ine Liberation Front. The irleluen;::e of the so called major
powers is of little value in' a hostile geurilla enclave, and Israel is afforded little |
securiﬁy by such top level agreements. . -

There can be Peace in the middle east but only id terms worked out in

~detail by ‘the beligerents théms elves.
= . For Israel, Peace meaﬁs security. It is their right to survive and
corl-fiﬁue to grow as a né.tion. . |
o F__orl-A_ra.bs, ‘P-eac:é is development. Their real war is against hunger,
—~—.disease _a_%_ld__illitgracy. The real issue in the Arab world is su:t;vival of a people
“against the .enerlr.xies of their -enviormeni‘; and do@estic life. I suspect there will be
no Peace and Secﬁrity forllsra.el-:'until there is Peace and Development Vfor the
Arab World. R
| . This -is .é, conflict for which there is no military soluti'on.'l ’Ih the final
"~ analysis Peace in .the middle east must come from-the minds and hearts and hand;

of men. It cannot come from the barrel of a gun.

£
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PAGE FIVE : .

It is an audacious assumption to suggest to a people in 2 minority
and surrounded by hostile nations that their survival can only be assured through
non-violence, I dare to xﬁake that suggestion.

| Negotiations must replace arme;d conflict aﬁd non-militar y aid must
moﬁ’e throughb outlthe middle East so that the hux;gry mighi; be fed, the homeless
| house&, the sick healed and the blind given sight to see that those whom they

thought to be enemies are really their brothers, : ,
_ 3 ; §




[end]
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Tt was reported in Cairo last week that the drab
: m—}en;o‘p H"lf{»rm_ﬁm
Ieagtre 's information committee had begun a week-long meeting to f}p\ropaganda
campaipgn against Israel and to discuss proposals for a pan-Arab public relations
company .
Those ef=ws who have observed the workings of Arab

propagandists in the United States are hardly convinced that the Arabs have

waited for 'L‘.he outcome of the Cairo conference before beginning their activities (=
Ve

A recadt Sba& or’ﬂtw Stnee The Juwe 1967 Confiier | Pyob Leq ue Govern menty
k‘}m“‘ﬁi

S(ar,w‘t Vi

seﬁq"

Tatesy Some $ (0 Mmillron Loy anfi- t.?mo( prngagamdﬂ.

here.h In New York City, for eyample, pro-Arab front groups ,S hefied by sevepat—
Cve

esaa:r.S ‘
Protestant clergymn, have recently pubhahed and d:.stn'buted mdelymmﬂnmmm

Loncst

to pbt‘:ve that there is no continuity between modern Israel and ancient Israel. g, £

Judiam, thzse docmnen/ insist§, has been superseded by Christianity, which is the

| ressyvey )
S (e 3./
s is t&e!19th century, pre-ecumenical view of

derrs \m»ug wsed 35_) - : '
Judaism;\'&a (_guea there is no re]a.g:.ous and historic basis for the Jewish claim

et

to mo_dern Israel.' “

new Israel.

. the ]
The debate in the UN Security Council‘last weekAlso

demonstrated how religion and politics can be used and abused, Here, too, Arab
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delegates attacked ke Jewish religion in order to make their political points.
[
Sadly, this kind of attack has won some acceptance in Christian circlese

_ Unfortunately, since the June, 1967 Middle East conflict, a
\(\dnk\/fvt‘) \90‘1« O‘A\/unceﬁ and ({‘SW ih MI“-FQ?‘-P (Amitﬂ{'&uc(tm] {9‘-’1""“-244—- h“

series of contradictions have marked Jewish Christian relationships ’ On the one (2%
bussscufyin
hand, a growing number of Catholic and Frotestant bodies have taken significant

- steps to combal anti-Semitism, Leading Christian scholars have stressed the
U& (M.(mau\wf value Fodwe—TFewrs— [y The Divine ?lgnw

fact thal Judaism is a living traditiony and that Tsrzel and the city of Jerusalem

have unique historic, cultural and religious meaning for the Jewish peoples
On the other hand, a small but vigorous minority of Christian

clergy with missionary interests in the Arab countries is sponsorin

ﬂlrﬂﬂ; of§ -ﬁ”w‘lfoll‘:‘;‘l _.
isseminating mnhimfin i-Is CVRecs fo & ‘oasie wegtule |
ﬁg ) Arab anti-Israel pmpagE_mcla@JM:MW -;;‘ :\ o Cpieace P )

Coucled 1n ‘t\a\a(bgruﬁ m?ﬁi'ﬁvﬁi Judagun as o Faihe
Now, no one would deny that in the Iree marketplace of

ideas, the Argb govermments and their sympathizers have a right to make their

cases The anxieby in

the Jewish community grows out of
4’41’\9 [ = i oo v o frve desStosds -

the fact that much of

The problem must be faceds The current Middle East crisis

is obviously a source of concern to all people wip seek peace and justicd for
ihc,\udmj twe Pk '.re.‘&lﬁee.s and The opererced Jows 1 Avab coca tnee,

all members of the human family) It is to be hoped that responsible Christians
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‘and Jews will seek to reconcllé Arabs and Israells rather than allow the

continued polarization that this Arab propaganda fosterse




51 Plympton Road:
Sudbury, Mass. 01776
November 15, 1970

Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum

The American Jewish Committee
165 East 56th Street

New York, N.Y. 10022

Dear Rabbi Tanenbaunm,

Here is a more recent edition of the paper I sent
you a few weeks ago entitled An Alternative to War in
the Middle East. I think it more adequately reflects
the opinion on both sides of the issue.

Is there any possibility that I might come to see
you at your office? I would like very much to hear ;
your views on my proposal. For a.‘nout two _weeks, starting
on_the 18th of November, I will be in New York., I1'l1
call your Secretary to see about arranging an appointment.

NS aT

Richard H. Forbes
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In searching for a peaceful settlement in the Middle East
it is important to recognize the need for extraordinary measures,
for the world is witnessing a confrbntation between some of the
most powerful emotional, ideological and spiritual forces of our
time. The atmosphere of violent hatred and mistrust which character—
izes the relations between the belligerents, combined with the deter-
mination of the superpowers: to stand firm in the defense of what
they consider to be their vital economic and political interests
has produced one of the most dangerous international situations of
modern times, a situation in which the greatest military powers: in
history could be drawn by events outside of their direct control
into an armed confrontation. Such a confrontation could well be

the beginning of a third world war.

thile the gravity of the situation has certainly not been
igné;ed and, indeed, would appear to have résulted in the exercise
of considerable restraint on both sides, it must, nevertheless, be
~admitted that until the issues behind the conflict are resolved

to everybody's satisfaction the Middle Bast will continue to be a
breeding ground for international hostilities of all kinds. Al-
though "restraint" may be the watchword of the moment, there is no
guarantee that it will continue to be so in the future. It is,
therefore, vital that advantage be taken of the current cease fire
to put forward a plan for the resolution of the differences between

the two sides and the creation of a framework which will help prevent

conflict in the future.
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As a minimum such a plan should lead to the accomplishment of
the following goals:

1 - Bach nation in the area must have the right to live
without threat of attack or extinction.

2 = More than one million Palestinian Arab refugees must be
settled justly. Their legitimate political and economic
aspirations must be recognized.

3 - Rights of passage through international waterways must be
preserved for all nationse.

4 - Secure and recognized territorial boundaries must be
established in order to achieve respect for the political
and territorial integrity of all states in the region.

There is no guick or easy way to achieve these goals, mno way

to impose a solution or produce a skillfully engineered diplomatic
agreement. Any such solution would inevitably break down with the
first minor infraction of the terms. The gulf of hatred and fear

ig far too wide.

If a peaceful settlement is ever to be achieved it must be done
by developing a wholly new approach which will be capable of pro-
viding the nations of the Middle East with a positive alternative to

war — an incentive to forget the past and look to the future.

There is a way in which this might be done. It would involve
the nations of the world in a major cocoperative effort and would
Tequire an extensive commitment of resources, but because the long

term benefits would be very great it would be a workable plan.
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THE PLAN
The northwestern corner of the Sinai Peninsula, an area of
approximately twenty square miles; would be purchased from Egypt
by the United Nations. This area, which includes an undeveloped
natural harbor, would provide the base for an international city-
state to be developed and governmed by the U.N. and to serve, eventually,

as the international organization's new home.

The rest of the Sinai Peninsula would be leased to the U.N. by
Egypt, contingent upon the withdrawal of all Israeli forces. This
lease would give the United Nations the right to occupy and develop
the peninsula, and the U.N. would agree to pay Egypt a fixed percentage
of all income thus generated. Egypt would resume political and eco-
nomic authority over all population groups and economic concessions
which existed on the Sinai prior to the 1967 war and would have ex-
clusive rights to all income derived from these sources. Income
generated in the international city (the twenty square miles) would

belong exclusively to the U.N.

Since the Sinai Peninsula is mostly uninhabited, except for the
Israelis, it could provide a truly neutral home for the United Nations.
It would give the U.N. a viable geographical and political base and,
in time, a2 viable economic base. The U.N. would be centrally located
in an area that could eventually provide a true bridge between Bast
and West. In addition, because it would be totally new the city
could be conceived and constructed as a model incorporating the best
ideas from all over the worlds It could become a true synthesis of

all cultures, all races, all technologies, all art forms and all
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political and economic systems. With the passage of time such a

city might even become the center of a true world government.

Once the U.N. took over control of the Sinai Peninsula many
of the most important causes of the current conflict would disappear.
An effective buffer state would be created between Israel and Egypt,
thus allowing Israel to withdraw her forces and providing the Egyptian

‘government with a persuasive reason for not pursuing the war.

As a result of its authority over the Sinai the U.N. would
éontrol the Straits of Tiran and would share control of the Suez Canale.
Thus, the Egyptian government would no longer be in the uncomfortable
position of having to exclude Israeli shipping from these two vital
waterways in order to placate Arab public opinion. Once Israel was
guaranteed access to the Suez Canal and the Straits of Tiran one of |

the most serious obstacles to peace would be removed.

In addition, it can be assumed that the construction of an
international city and the development of the Sinai would provide
the entire region with real economic advantages. To begin with,
such activity would create quantities of jobs for people who despar—
ately need them — especially the Palestinian refugees. It would be
quite possible for the U.N. to create an agency for the training and
job placement of these people. Such an agency might also be given the
responsibility of providing housing for the workers and education for
their children until such time as these things could be provided

through the normal channels of economic and political activitye.

Another economic advantage would be the "overflow" from the

development of the resources of the peninsula. The whole area could
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become a "proving ground'" where the vast technological resources of
the world could be applied to such diverse fielde as hydrology, de—
salinization, ecology, pollution control, mining, agriculture and
industry in much the same way that the United States and Russia
developed the technology of space. In this instance, however, dupli-

cation of effort would be minimized.

One final economic advantage which could result from the plan
would be-the stimulation of trade, both in the region itself and
with the rest of the world. The United Nations would be well suited
to serve as a neutral medium for communications, transportation and
commerce between the hostile nations, thereby hastening the develop-
ment of mutually advantageous normal relations. In addition, it is
more than likely that the new city-state would become an important
center for international trade since it would be able to offer
important geographical advantages for manufacturing, business, and,

especially, shipping.

THE POLITICAL SETTLEMENT

While the merits of the plan ma& appear obvious from a purely
logical point of view, it must be admitted that logic is not enough
to calm the hatred and fear which are the primary motivating forces
behind the struggle. The fiercely emotional climate has grown out of
a seemingly irreconcilable conflict between the.dual nationalisms of
the Arabs and the Jews, greatly compounded by the existence of a large
body of homeless Arab refugees which can not and will not be absorbed
by the nations surrounding Israel. As recent events have illustrated,
these refugees have developed a militant nationalist feeling, and in

the frustration of their economic and political ambitions they have
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become quite desparate. Until a political settlement is worked out
for this particularly difficult problem, it is unlikely that the plan

presented here will ever gain acceptance in the Arab World.

It isy, therefore, vital that the implementation of the plan be
contingent upon the resumption of peace talks with full participation
by the leaders of the refugees. The plan would provide a much needed
incentive for the successful conclusion of such talks by holding out
to them a promise of great future benefits for their people, many of
whom could be absorbed by the new city-state and given decent homes
and good jobs. If, at the same time, Israel could be encouraged by
offers of long term loans and other forme of assistance to offer the
refugees a choice of accepting substantial reparations paymentis or
being resettled with full economic and political rights in either
Israel or a new Palestinian state which could be created on the West
Bank of the Jordan, then there would no 1§ﬁger be any reason for war.
Israel could be recognized as a sovereign state, and boundary disputes
could finally be settled. The Palestinian guerillas now held prisoner
could be released, and all the nations of the Middle East could, at
last, begin to devote their full attention to solving their vital
economic and social problems. In doing so they would be safe in the
knowledge that their rights to self-determination were being protected
by the new international city-state whose presence would insure the
access of all nations to the region while prohibiting its domination

by any one powers.

For centuries the economic, political and social development of
the Arabs has been blocked by the struggles of great powers to domi-

nate the Middle East. Such a struggle is currently taking place between
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the United States and Russia. The reasons are not difficult to
understand, for aside from the vast economic potential of the region
itself, the Suez Canal and the Sinai Peninsula provide the only links
between two of the most important bodies of water in the world, on the
one hand, and between the world's two largest land masses on the other.
As History has amply shown, any power which has been able fo dominate
the Middle East has been able to dominate much of the globe. Con-
versely, failure to control the region.has almost invariably led to

the swift dissolution of even the mightiest of empires.

If the world is ever to live in peace and, in particular, if the
nations of the Middle East are ever to be left free to determine their
own futures, it is essential that this most vital of all regions become
the center of a new kind of intermatiomal cooperation. Otherwise,
continued international competition will lead us inevitably to self-

destruction.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN

The implementation of this plan will not be easy. To begin
with, the United Nations in its current form is not well eguipped
for such an undertaking. Plagued by one of the world's most cumber—
some bureaucracies and hamstrung by the insidious power of the veto,
this organization which was once the hope of the world has gradually
slipped into disrepute. As one diplomat said, according to the
September 28th edition of Newsweek, "It's an achievement of sorts
to endure 25 years. But it's always now that counts, and right now
we're in trouble. Hope and energy drain away over the years. I'm
tired. And so is the United Nations. We need a transfusion and we

need it soon."
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The plan presented here can provide the necessary transfusion.
However, the question still remaina, can the patient respond to the
treatment? Is the U.N. capeble of rising to the challenge? The only
sure way to answer this question is to let the United Nations decide

for itself.

If the U.N. does decide to implement the plan certain things
will have to be done. Initially, a commission will have to be appointed
to prepare an in-depth study of the proposal, including detailed
surveys of the land area, analyses of diplomatic and legal questions,
site plans, cost estimates and so on. Such a study will present no

insoluble problem.

A problem of much greater magnitude will arise when and if the
decision is made to follow through, for it will then become necessary
to generate large amounts of capital and develop an effeétive admin—
istrative structure capable of carrying out the plan without the
usual bureaucratic red tape. Either the U.N. will have to substantially
alter its charter (highly unlikely) or it will have to create a separate
and independant political body with complete authdrity to raise and
spend money for the project. Ideally, the delegates to such a body
should be elected directly by either the govermments or by the people
of the member states and should be free to exercise their votes as
individuals — without direct control by their governments — during
their term of office. This body should continue to have exclusive
authority over the city-state after it is built, while the present

body should maintain its asuthority over all other issues.

There will be many initial problems that will have to be solved
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before the city can be built. To begin with, it will be necessary
to develop sufficient sources of both water and power. Until these
are in existence the city-state will probably have to depend on Egypt
via the Nile and the Aswan Dam. Harbor facilities and an airport

‘will also have to be developed before mach else can be dones

These and other problems stemming from the isolation and deso-
lation of the Sinai Peninsula will all have to be solved. Some will
probably present serious obstacles. Nevertheless, there is ample
evidence to indicate that such difficulties are not insurmountable.

A particularly relevant case in point is Israel which has accomplished
wonders in a similar environment with mothing like the resources. that

will be available to the U.N.

One final problem which must be considered stems from the fact
that Israel will most likely be reluctant to withdraw from the
Peninsula until the project is well under way. At the same time,
it is doubtful that much can be accomplished until she has withdrawa.
Luckily, a solution to this dilemma has already been suggested by
Amitai Etzioni, Director of the Center for Policy Research in New

York.

In an article which appeared in the September 18th edition of

the Washington Post, Dr. Etzioni, who is considered pro-Israel by

most Arab sympathizers, proposed that Israel could, without greatly
damaging her defensive positions, withdraw the Bar Lev Line - the

string of fortified bunkers which constitutes her frontline — to 2
position some 30 odd miles from the Suez bank. This would have the

advantage of placing the line out of range of the Egyptian artillery
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and missiles while providing the world (and Egypt) with a solid

indication of Israel's good intentions.

United Nations peacekeeping forces of the traditional variety
could then be stationed in the buffer zone which would thus be created
between the two armies, and work would be able to proceed on the city.
Once the U.N. had established itself on the peninsula, Israeli forces

would withdraw entirely.

CONCLUSION
One of the sad ironies of the current situation in the Middle
East is that the United Nations was the instnmment most immediately
responeible for the creation of the State of Israel, and thus, for the
existing state of war. At the same time, the U.N. has thus far been
totally unable to maintain peace in the area — though it haé tried

valiently on numerous fronts and on numerous occasions.

The problem is that the organization has'no Teal power and never
will have as long as it is obliged to rely entirely on moral force,
persuasion and diplomacy. Until the United Natioﬁs acquires a real,
viable, self-sustaining economic base, it will never be a real power
in the world. For this Treason it is vital to the U.N. and vital to

the cause of peace that this plan be implemented.

Once the United Nations holds and develops the Sinai Peninsula
it will begin to exercise an important influence over intermational
affairs. Imperceptibly at first, but then, as the political and
economic benefits of the city-state become more apparent and as the
city becomes incre#singly important as a central market‘place for the

world, the United Nations will acquire some real muscle to back up its



e 11 d
moral pronouncements. When this happens, we will have a base, not
only for a peace-keeping force in the Middle East, but for a true

world government.

* OH O ¥ ¥ O W ¥

For more copies of this paper please
write to: -

Richard H., Forbes
51 Plympton Road
Sudbury, Mass. 01776

Please keep reguests small as print-
ing costs are high, or have copies
made at your own expense.
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November 19, 1970
Milton Sllerin
Judah Graubart

Clovis Maksoud

On Wednesday night, November 11lth, I attended a small dinner given

in a private home, for Clovis Maksoud the Assistant Zditor K1 Ahrém,
the Egyptian newspaper. After the dlnner, he spoke and answered
questlons from the audience of 30-40 guests.

Maksoud's basic theme was the need for better United States understanding
of the Aradb position in the Middle East. After enumerating some of the
theoretical and psychological reasons motivating United States support
of Israel (e.g., western guilt for the holocaust), he went on to enum-
erate what'he believed were the obstacles to better U.S. - Arab relations.

- The first obstacle is to be found in the manner that Israel plays upon
American politicians (according to Maksoud). Dividing United States
Senators and Congressman into conservative legislators on the basis

of "the cold war logic of the 1950's." That is, by constantly harping
on the menace of Russian intervention in the Middle East, and the need
to counter it with a strong Israel, the Israelis are thus able to
mobilize conservative political support for their cause.

Regarding the liberals, while they too respond in terms of American
interests in the Middle East, their real reason for doing so, (according
to Maksoud), is that if they fail to respond, they'll be accused of
anti-Semitism, an accusation which no good liberal could abide. Though
he didn't say so, in effect, it sounded to me as if he was claiming

that while the Israelis speak to the liberals in terms of American
interests, their hidden agenda with them is the threat of 1abellng

them as anti-Semites.

Regarding liberal Senator s, who support Israel, yet oppose the war
in Viet Nam (as examples he cited Senators McGovern, and Kennedy),
Maksoud said in an off-the-record and unofficial statement that he
considered such attitudes "hypocritical'", and the result of a
"double standard."

Also in the matter of political support for Israel, Maksoud spoke
at length about the "Zionist lobby", which, he claimed, goes into
action as soon as there is any wavering in United States support
for Israel. To document the charge of a "Zionist lobby", he
referred to the fact that many Jews financially - support the cam-
paigns of certain Congressmen and Senators, thus obligating these
legislators to respond to pressures from their Jewish constituents
on matters of importance to Israel. Maksoud cited two examples.
The first was the repetition of part of a conversation he allegedly
had with Congressman Henry Fowler of Washington, in which Fowler
said, according to Maksoud, that regardless of the rightness or
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wrongness of the Arab position on the Middle East, he had to
support Israel because of his large number of Jewish contributors.
Maksoud also claimed that in a recent (unspecified) television
program, Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield said he supported
Israel because of a large Jewish constituency.

Although Maksoud said he believed the Arabs had an uphill climb

in the battle for public opinion, he believed especially in terms

of America, that they would gain strength. He pinned this hope

on three circumstances. The first was the growing support of the
academic community. While he admitted that college professors do

not yield a great deal of political influence, nonetheless, he felt .
their support was important. Secondly, Maksoud said that the growing
identification of black people in the United States who are struggling
for equality would come to identify in growing numbers with the
"oppressed" Arabs who are also "struggling" for equality against

the "racialistic" doctrine of Zionism.

Thirdly, Maksoud said he was heartened by the growing number of

young Jews who are rejecting the concept of a special Jewish relationshlp

to Israel. Fourth and finally, he stated that he was heartened by
what he called the "Politics of the New Generation'", which has become
more skeptical and examining of American Foreign policy (as in

Viet Nam and elsewhere), and which he believes will become increas-
ingly skeptical of the American commitment to Israel.

The speaker also made numerous references to the usual propaganda
concerning alleged Israeli atrocities, the interpretation of Israel
as being a state which is usurping legitimate Arab lands, etec.

Accompanying Maksoud was Hessan Abdullah, the Director of the Arab

‘Information Office in Chicago, and to whom the speaker referred

to as_the "Jordan Consul General", a position that I was not pre-
viously aware he held

I must grudgingly confess that Maksoud was extremely effective.
Most of the individuals who attended the meeting were no sophis-
ticated about the Middle East, and were quite swayed by his ability
to articulate the Arab course.

On the whole, it was not a very pleasant evening.

JG:pc

ce: Simon Segal
George Gruen
Will Katz
Isaiah Terman



AMERICAN JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL LAW _
Vol. 64 September, 1970 No. 4

LEGAL ASPECTS OF THE SEARCH FOR PEAC
IN THE MIDDLE EAST o

By Eugene V. Rostow*

The topic set for the discussion tonight - legal as-
pects of the search for peace in the Middle East - must of course
be examined, like any other legal problem, in the context of his-
tory and policy. The processes of politics which have been at
work in the Middle East for more than sixty years make the famous
Near Eastern Question of the nineteenth century seem like a chil-
dren's game. The Near East has in fact plagued world politics
for centuries. Disraeli's celebrated remark could have been made
by nearly all his predecessors, and by all his successors. Over
and over again, local rivalries, conflicts and enmities, bitter
in themselves, have become irreconcilable when linked to the
conflicting aspirations and fears of world Powers.

Since the focal point of our concern is the present
and the future, I shall do no more than recall the break-up of
the Turkish Empire, and the rise of Zionism and of Arab nation-
alism, during the first World War; the dissolution of French and
British security positions, during and after the Second World War;
the emergence of Soviet ambition in the area, and its connection
first with the Zionist cause, as a device to drive the British
out of the Eastern Mediterranean, and then with the Arab dream
of destroying Israel, as the catalyst for transformations greatly
in its interest; and the special role of the United Nations in the
creation of Israel in 1947, and in the wars and controversies
which have swirled around it ever since.

Against this background, and that of customary inter-
national law, the effort to achieve a condition of peace in the
Middle East - or at least a condition of peace between Israel
and its neighbors - is taking place within a sharply defined
legal framework. Three sets of documents are of primary impor-
tance in_delineating that framework: the Armistice Agreements
of 1949,l the Cease-Fire Resolutions of the Security Council,

* Sterling Professor of Law and Public Affairs, Yale University.

l. 42 U.N. Treaty Series 303, No. 656 (1949) (with Jordan); ibid.,
327, No. 657 (1949) (with Syria); ibid., 251, No. 654 (1949)
(with Egypt); ibid., 287, No. 655 (1949) (with Lebanon).
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of June, 1967; and the Security Council Resolution of November 22,
1967.3 Other documents and rules of. law are germane - the Tripartite
Declaration of-1950,4 for example, and successor statements,. in-
cluding the Eisenhower Middle East Resolution of March 9, 1957,
which was amended and reaffirmed in 1961;° the Security Council
resolutions on belligerency, the Suez Canel, and many other sub-
jects; and the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea.® But
the three documents I first listed dominate the problem, because
they represent. and: embody rare moments of agreement on. basic
issues, made by the parties, and supported by the great Powers.

In view of my involvement in these problems for a time
as an official of our Government, let me make explicit what will
in any event be plain; that I shall take ‘a position here which
represents not only my personal and.professional opinions, but
those of American policy as well - American policy, be it said,
increasingly. conscious of Soviet penetration of the Middle East,
and necessarily concerned to prevent Soviet hegemony.

I shall start, if I -may’, with Security Council Resolu-
tion No. 242, of November 22, 1967, for I consider it to be
primary. That: resolution was achieved after more than five
months of intensive diplomatic effort on the part of the United
States, Great .Britain, Denmark, Canada, and a number of other
countries. The history of that effort gives the text a very
plain meaning indeed.

It will be recalled that when large—scale hostilities
erupred on June 5, 1967, the Soviet Union blocked American cease-:
fire proposals for several days, until it realized what was hap-
pening in the field. Then, when the Cease-Fire Resolutions were.

2. Security Council Res. 233, 234, 235, 236 (1967); 62 A.J.I.L.
303-304 (1968). :

3. Security Council Res. 242 (1967); 62 A.J.I.L. 482 (1968).
4. 22 Dept. of State Bulletin 886 (1950).

5. 71 Stat. 5, P.L. 87-5, March 9, 1957; 75 Stat. 463, P.L. 87195,
Sept. 4, 1961.

6. 15 U.S. Treaties 1606, T.I.A.S., No. 5639; 516 U.N. Treaty
Series 205; 52 A.J.I.L. 834 (1958). ;



finally in place, a major diplomatic campaign, extending around
the world, was brought into focus first in the Security Council;
then in the General Assembly; then at Glassboro; and finally
back in the Security- Council.

A number of positions emerged. Their interplay, and
the resolution of that interplay, is reflected 'in the resolution
itself.

The Soviet Union and its chief Arab associates wished
to have Israel declared the aggressor and required, under
Chapter VII if possible, to withdraw to the Armistice Demarca--
tion Lines as they stood on June 5th, in exchange for the fewest
possible assurances; / that after withdrawal, Israeli maritime
rights in the Strait of Tiran would be "no problem" (sometimes
the same. thought was expressed about the Suez Canal as well) ;
and that after Israeli withdrawal the possibility could be dis-
cussed of a document that might be filed with the Secretary
General, or of a Security Council resolution, that would
finally end any possibility of claiming that a "state of
belligerency" existed between Israel and her neighbors.

The Israeli position was that the Arab governments
had repudiated the Armistice Agreements of 1949 by going to
war; that the parties should meet alone, and draw up a treaty
of peace; and that until negotiations for that purpose began,
Israel would not weaken its bargaining position by publicly
revealing its peace aims, although the Prime Minister and
the Foreign Minister did state publicly and officially that
Israel had no territorial’ claims as such, but was interested
in the territorial problem only insofar as issues of security
and maritime rights, and, of course, the problem of Jerusalenm,
were concerned. Meanwhile, Israel began its administration of
Jerusalem, the West Bank, the Golan Heights, the Gaza Strip
-and Sinai as the occupying Power under the Cease-Fire Resolu-
tions, justifying its policies "at the municipal level," and
without annexations, in the perspective of that branch of
international law.8

7. See, e.g., U.N. Doc. S/PV.1351, pp. 21-27, June 8, 1967.

8. Stone, No Peace - No War in the Middle East 7-20 (1969);
E. Lauterpacht, Jerusalem and the Holy Places 50-51 (1968);
McNair and Watts, The Legal Effects of War, Ch. 17 (1966);
Gutteridge, "The Protection of Civilians in Occupied Terri-
tory," The Yearbook of World Affairs 290 (1951); Stone, The
Middle-East under Cease Fire 10-13 (1967); Gazit, Israel's
Policy in the Administered Territories (1969); Government
of Israel, Two Years of Military Government, 1967-1969,
(1969) .
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The United States, Canada, most of the West European
and Latin American nations, and a large number of nations from
other parts of the world, supported a different approach, which
ultimately prevailed.

In view of the taut circumstances of May and June, 1967,
no majority could be obtained, either in the Security Council or
the General Assembly, to declare Israel the aggressor. The gques-
tion of who fired the first shot, difficult enough to resolve in
itself, had to be examined as part of a sequence of Byzantine
complexity: the false reports of Israeli mobilization against
Syria; the removal of U.N.E.F. forces from the Sinai and the
Gaza Strip; the closing of the Strait of Tiran; the mobilization
of Arab forces around Israel, and the establishment of a unified
command; and the cycle of statements, propaganda, speeches and
diplomatic efforts which marked the final weeks before June 5.
Before that mystery, sober opinion refused to reach the conclu-
sion that Israel was the aggressor. No serious attempt was made
to obtain a resolution declaring the United Arab Republic to be
the aggressor.

Secondly, the ma]orlty opinion both in the General
Assembly and in the Security Council supported the American
view, first announced on June 5, 1967,° and stated more fully
on June 19, 1967, 10 that after twenty bitter and tragic years
of "war," “belllgerency,“ and guerrilla activity in the Middle
East, the quarrel had become a burden to world peace, and that
the world community should finally insist on the establishment
of a condition of peace, flowing from the agreement of the parties.

Third, the experience of the international community
with the understandlngs which ended the Suez Crisis of 1956-1957
led to the conclusion that Israel should not be required to with-
draw from the cease-fire lines except as part of a firm prior
agreement which dealt with all the major issues in the contro-
versy; justice for the refugees, guarantees of security for
Israel's border, and her maritime rights in the Gulf of Agaba
and the Suez Canal; a solution for Jerusalem which met the
legitimate interests of Jordan and of Israel, and of the three
world religions which regard Jerusalem as a Holy Clty, and the
establishment of a condition of peace.

9. 56 Dept. of State Bulletin 949-953 (1967).

10. President Johnson, "Principles for Peace in the Middle East,”
57 Dept. of State Bulletin 31 (1967).



In 1957; ln deference. .to’ Arab: sen91t1v1ty about
seemlng publicly to "recognize" Israel, "negotiate" with
Israel, or to make peace“'with,Israel):the“United States took
the lead in negotiating understandings which led to the with-
drawal of Israeli troops from the Sinai, and the stationing
of U.N.E.F. forces along: the Sinai border, in the Gaza Strip,
and at Sharm-el-Sheikh. The terms of: that understanding were
spelled out in a carefully planned series of statements made
by the governments both in their capitols,; and before the
General Assembly. Egyptian commitments of the period were
broken one by one, the last being the reguest for the removal
of U.N.E.F. and the closing of the Strait of Tiran to Israeli
shipping in May, 1967. That step, it was clear from the
international understandings of 1957, justified Israeli Tili-
tary action under Article 51 as an act' of self-defense.

Fourth, while the majority approach always linked
Israeli withdrawal to the establishment of a condition of
peace through an agreement among the parties which would
also resolve long-standing controversies about the refugees,
maritime rights, and Jerusalem, the question remained, "To
what boundaries should Israel withdraw?" On this: issue, the
American position was sharply drawn, and rested on a critical
provision of the Armistice Agreements of 1949. Those agree-
ments provided in each .case that the Armistice Demarcation Line
"is not to be construed in any sense as a political or terri-
torial boundary, and is delineated without prejudice to rights,
claims or positions of either Party to the Armistice as regards
ultimate settlement of the Palestine question."l2 Many other
provisions of each Agreement make it clear that the purpose of
the Armistice was "to facilitate the transition from the present
truce to permanent peace in Palestine" and that all such non-
military "rights, claims, or interest" were subject to "later
settlement" by agreement of the parties, as part of the transi-
tion from armistice to peace.l3 These paragraphs, which were

11. Many of the critical documents appear in Department of
State, United States Policy in the Middle East, September,
1956-June, 1957 (1957, esp. pp. 332-342; United States
Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, "A Select
Chronology and Background Documents Relating to the Middle
East," prepared by the Library of Congress, Legislative
Reference Service (1967, rev. ed. 1969). See also H. Finer,
Dulles over Suez (1964), Chs. 17 and 18.

12. 42 U.N. Treaty Series, 256, Art. V, par. 2 (1949).
13. Ibid., Preamble, p. 252; Art. I, p. 252; Art. IV, par. 3,

P. 256; Art. XI and Art. XII, p. 268.
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put into the agreements at Arab insistence, were the legal founda-
tion for the controversies-over. the:wording: of paragraphs_1l and 3
of Security Council Resolution 242, of November 22, 1967.14

That resolution, promulgated: under Chapter VI of the
Charter, finally received the unanimous support of the Council.
It was backed in advance by the assurance of the key countries
that they would accept the resolution and work with Ambassador
Jarring to implement it.

It is important to recall what the resolution requires.
It calls upon the parties to reach "a peaceful and accepted”
agreement which would definitively settle the.Arab=Israeli con-
troversy, and. establish conditions of "just and lasting peace"
in the area in accordance with the "provisions and principles”
stated in the resolution. The agreement required by paragraph 3
of the resolution, the Security Council said, should establish
"secure and recognized boundaries" between Israel and its neigh-
bors "free from threats or acts of force," to replace the Armistice
Demarcation Lines established in 1949, and the cease-fire lines of

14. "The Security Council

"(l) Affirms that the fulfillment of Charter principles
requires the establishment of.a.just and lasting peace in
. the Middle East which’ should include the application of
both' the following principles:

(i) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from terri-

tories occupied in .the recent conflict;

(ii) Termination .of .alli.claims or states of bellig-.
. erency and respect for and acknowledgement of .
the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every State in the
area and their right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free from
threats or acts of force;

"(2) Affirms further the necessity

(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through
international waterways in the area;
(b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee
problem;
(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability
- and political independence of every State in
- the area, -through measures including the estab-
lishment of demilitarized zones."

-6-



June, 1967. The Israeli armed.forces.should.withdraw to such
lines, as part of a comprehensive agreement, settling all the
issues mentioned in the resolution, and in a condition of
peace.

On this point, the American position has been the same
under both the Johnson and the Nixon Administrations. The new
and definitive political boundaries should not represent "the
weight of conquest," both Administrations have said; on the
other hand, under the policy and language of the Armistice
Agreements of 1949, and of the Security Council Resolution
of November 22, 1967, they need not be the same as the
Armistice Demarcation Lines.l® The walls and machine guns
that divided Jerusalem need not be restored. And adjustments
can be made by agreement, under paragraph 2 of Security Council
Resolution 242, to guarantee maritime rights "through inter-
national waterways in the area," and, equally, to guarantee
"the territorial inviolability and political independence of
every State in. the area, through measures including the estab-
lishment of demilitarized zones."16

This is the legal significance of the omission of the
word "the" from paragraph 1(i) of the resolution, which calls
for the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces "from territories
occupied in the recent.conflict," and not "from the territories
occupied in the recent conflict." Repeated attempts to amend
this sentence by inserting the word "the" failed in the Security
Council. It is therefore not legally possible to assert that
the provision requires Israeli withdrawal from all the terri-
tories now occupied under the Cease-Fire Resolutions to the
Armistice Demarcation Lines.

This aspect of the relationship between the Security
Council Resolution of November 22, 1967, and the Armistice
Agreements of 1949 likewise explains the reference in. the reso-.
lution to the rather murky principle of "the. inadmissibility of
the acquisition of territory by war."l7 whatever the full

15. Speech by President Johnson, Sept. 10, 1968, 59 Dept. of
State Bulletin 348 (1968); Speech by Secretary Rogers,
Dec. 9, 1969, 62 Dept. of State Bulletin 7 (1970).

1l6. See note 14.

17. Security Council Res. 242 (1967), Preamble.



implications. of that obscure idea may be, it would clearly permit
the territorial adjustments and special security provisions called
. for by the Security Council resolutionl8 and the Armistice Agree-
ments of 1949.

The resolution provided that the Secretary General
should appoint a representative to consult with the parties,
and assist them in reaching the agreement required by paragraph
3 of the resolution.

I might add a word on the much mooted question of who
has- "accepted" the resolution. As I indicated earlier, this is
not a. real issue, since the key parties to the hostilities had
given advance assurances that they would cooperate with the
Secretary General's representative to promote the agreement
called for by the resolution. Shortly after . Ambassador Jarring
had begun his consultations in the area, however, the question
emerged, in the form of Arab insistence that Israel. indicate its
"acceptance" of the resolution, or its "implementation" of the
agreement,; before discussions could proceed. One version of
these proposals would be that Israel withdraw to the Armistice
Demarcation Lines; as they stood on June 4, 1967, in advance
of negotiations on any other problems of the resolution. This
position, of course, would violate the text of the resolution,.
and the experience of broken promises which the text reflects.

A good deal of the dlplomatlc history of this problem
is reported in Foreign Minister Eban's comprehen51ve speech to
the General: Assembly on October 8, 1968.12 The Israeli posi-
‘tion is summarized in the statement of May 1, 1968, made to
the Security Council by the Israeli Permanent Representative
to the United Nations:

"In declarations and statements made publicly

and to Mr. Jarring, my Government has indicated
its acceptance of the Security Council resolution
for the promotion of agreement on the establish-:
ment of a just and lasting peace. I am also
authorized to reaffirm that we are willing to
seek agreement with each Arab State on all mat-
ters included in that: resolution."

18. See S. M. Schwebel, "What Weight to Conguest?", 64 A.J.I.L.
344 (1970). '

19. U.N. General Assembly,'230th Plenary Session, p. 1686.



On May 31, 1968, Foreign Minister Eban reiterated this statement
in the Israeli Parliament.

Corresponding statements have been made publicly and
privately by other parties to the conflict, but without specific
reference to the requirement of "agreement" in paragraph 3 of
the resolution. The Government of the United Arab Republic has
repeatedly said that it accepts the resolution as requiring "a
package deal," but it has thus far rejected procedures for con-
sultation and negotiation accepted by other parties to the
conflict. ¢ - : '

There is great skepticism among the parties: a skep-
ticism altogether natural against the background of more than
twenty years of history. The Arabs fear that Israel has no
intention of withdrawing, even to secure and recognized bounda-
ries; Israel fears that the Arabs have no intention of making
peace.

But Israel has said repeatedly and officially that it
has no territorial claims as such; that its sole interest in the
territorial problem is to assure its security, and to obtain
viable guarantees of its maritime rights; and that, even on the
difficult issue of Jerusalem, it is willing to stretch its ima-
gination in the interest of accommodating Jordanian and inter-
national interests in the Holy City.

These assurances by Israel have been the foundation
and the predicate of the American position in the long months
since June, 1967. If the Arabs are skeptical of Israeli pro-
fessions, their remedy is obvious: put them to the test of
negotiation. They could be sure, as Prime Minister Golda Meir
remarked the other day, that the position of the United States
in- the negotiating process would come more than half way to
meet their claims.

To this point, however, it has proved impossible to
initiate the final stages of the processes of consultation and
negotiation which are necessary to the fulfillment of the reso-
lution. The reason for the stalemate is simple. The Government
of the United Arab Republic has refused to implement the resolu-
tion.. And thus far it has been backed in that posture by the
Soviet Union. President Nasser could not long persist in this
stand against the will of the Soviet Union. Under these circum-
stances, and in the nature of Arab opinion, no other party to
the conflict can move towards peace.

In this connection, Secretary Rogers' redent comment
is illuminating. He stated:



"We have never suggested.any withdrawal
until there was a final, binding, written
agreement that satisfied all aspects of the
Security Council resolution.

"In other words, we have never suggested
that a withdrawal occur before there was a
contractual agreement entered into by the
parties, signed by the parties in each other's
presence, an agreement that would provide full
assurances to Israel that the Arabs would
admit that Israel had a right to exist in
peace.

"Now, that is what has been lacking in
the past. The Arabs have never been willing
to do that; and if that could be done, we
think it would be a tremendous boon to the
world. :

"Now, we have also provided that the
security arrangements would be left to the
parties to negotiate, such as Sharm-al-Shaykh,
and the Gaza Strip, the demilitarized zone,
and so forth."2J

It is easy to understand the Soviet position, and
that of the United Arab Republic, in terms of a policy of
political and military expansion which threatens not only
Israel, but Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and the states of
the Persian Gulf. It is not, however, a posture easy to recon-
cile with the terms and purposes of the Security Council Reso-
lution of November 22, 1967,

20. 62 Dept. of State Bulletin 218-219 (1970).
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QUESTIONS RAISING SOME TYPICAL ARAB CONTENTIONS

(Questions follow the organization of the syllabus)

Political and Legal Aspects of Relations

Between Israel and the Arab World.

ll

Israel's establishment as a state was supported by
the international community to compensate the Jews
for the decimation of their numbers during World
War II. Why should the Arabs have to pay for
Christian sins? : '

Wasn't the creation of the State of Israel contrary
to the principle of national self-determination
(Article 80 of the U.N. Charter), since the parti-
tion decision was arrived at by the General Assembly

of the United Nations and not by choice of the people

of Palestine?

If you accept the inadvisability of the acquisition
of territory by war, shouldn't Israel be required to
return to the United Nations established boundaries
of 19472 '

- If Israel were not bent on territorial expansion,

then why did it annex East Jerusalem?

If Israel were not determined to retain the territory

it conquered in the June War of 1967, why has it been
so reluctant to participate in U.N.-sponsored talks
aimed at returning the territories to their rightful
owners?

If Israel is not inherently aggressive and expansion-

ist, why did Israel attack Egypt in October 1956 and
in June 1967 when there was room for diplomatic -ef-
forts to settle the issues in dispute?

Why has Israel, which owes its establishment to the
United Nations, flagrantly defied numerous United
Nations resolutions?

What right did the Jews, who owned only a small per-
centage of the land in Palestine, have to establish
a state embracing large areas of non-Jewish land?
Moreover, the growth of the Jewish settlements in

T
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Palestine always encompassed injustices, even though
they paid for the land, because Jewish settlements
expanded through land transactions that displaced
Arab farmers and smallholders. Therefore, how can
the sovereign expression of that enterprise be legi-
timate if its inception and 'stages of development
were based on a series of injustices meted out to
the native population?

Why isn't Israel willing to submit the issues to
the International Court of Justice?

Is it not true that Israel threatens world peace
because of its present policies? If not, why does
Israel try to aggravate the tensions between the
Soviet Union and the United States for its own
selfish interests regardless of threats to world
peace and the dangers of an outbreak of.a third
world war?

Why do the Americans support Israeli political
positions so strongly when American interests in
a détente with the Soviets are thereby harmed?

Why does the United States persist in its pro-
Israel policy when that policy endangers vital
American economic interests in the Arab world?

Does not Israel's participation and escalation

of the arms race with American weapons enable

the Soviets to increase their influence in the
Middle East at American expense via arms deliveries
to the Arabs? '

Israel is clearly allied with the forces of' reaction
in the world and in the Middle East. [Did not the
crisis of May 1967 begin because the Israelis were
trying to overturn the socialist government of Syria?]
Did not the Israelis attempt to initiate a rebellion
against the government of the late President Nasser
through its penetration raids deep into Egyptian
territory in the fall and winter of 1969-1970. [More
generally, is it not evident that Israel has become

a tool of the U.S. imperialism and capitalist '
exploitation?] '



II. Issues Concerning the Arab Minority, the
Occupied Territories and the Refugees.

15. Who is responsible for the existence of the
Palestinian refugees? Were the refugees not
born out of fear of Jewish terrorism in the
1940's? Did their numbers not. grow because
of the Israel Army's policy in the War of
1948 of expelling Arabs from their homes in
cities newly congquered by them?

16. Israel's creation solved one refugee problem

but simultaneously produced another. Is jus-
tice served by fulfilling the national aspira-
tions of the Jews and ignoring the legitimate
national aspirations of the Palestinian Arabs?

17. Why hasn't Israel taken back the refugees it
drove from their homes, or at least offered
to. compensate them?

18. How can one justify Israel's violations of
fundamental human rights in the . occupied terri-
tories by such acts as the destruction of homes
of civilians, reports of torture, expulsions and
the continued administrative detention of several
thousand Arabs? Does Israel recognize the Geneva
Convention?

III. Implications of Israel as a Jewish State.

19. How can Israel live at peace with its neighbors
since, by definition, it is 'a state dedicated to
the ingathering of the Jews of the world and thus
to inevitable territorial expansion to meet the
needs of its growing population?

20. Does not the character of Israel as a Jewish State
preclude the establishment of peace between Arabs
and Israelis in the Middle East? Moreover, does
this ideological commitment not stifle nationalist
expression and identification for Israel's non-
Jewish minorities? How can Israeli Arabs, for
example, be expected to consider a Jewish State
as their national home? '

=
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24.

Why is the Jewish claim to Palestine any stronger
than the Christian or Muslim claims?

How can Jewish nationhood_be deemed legitimate
when under the principle of self-determination
Palestine should belong to the Arab Palestinians
which constitute its majority? Since the origin
of the great majority of Jewish Israelis is in
other countries, in contrast to the Palestinians
who have lived in Palestine for centuries, why
should the Palestinians allow the Jews to deter-
mine the national character of the country?

Israel's Law of Return grants automatic citizen-
ship to any Jew wishing to go to Israel. Doesn't
this place Jews in other countries in a position
of having dual loyalties?

If Israel is a Jewish Staté with ties to world
Judaism, can American Jews be trusted to consider
Mid-East problems in terins of the American national
interest?
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70-900-151
THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE
date December 1, 1970
to Staff Task Force on the Middle East
from Phyllis Sherman '
subject

The Task Force.will hold its next meeting on Thursday,
December 10, at 3:00 p.m. in Room 800A. Sidﬁey Liskofsky and
George Gruen will report on the recently held Lawyers Workshop
on Legal Issués-iﬂ?tﬁé Mid&le East and the plans for follow-up

on the Conférente;

Encissed for your infbrmation.are some of the documents
which were made available for the participants. A paper on the
principal issues in the Middle East was presented at the meeting
by Ambaésad&r Shabtai Rossenne of the'Israéli Mission to the.
ﬁnited Nations. This is a rather bulky document which ié not
évailaﬁle in sufficient quantities for distribu;ioh. However,
if ény of you are interested, you may borrow copies from Sidney

Liskofsky or George Gruen.

PS:la
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LAWYERS' WORKSHOP ON LEGAL ISSUES IN THE MIDDLE EAST
November 21-22, 1970
Union of American Hebrew Congregations

888 Fifth Avenue, New York City

General Chairman: BERNARD G. SEGAL, ESQ.
Immediate Past President,
American Bar Association

Opening Session: Saturday, November 21 - 6:00 P.M - 10:00 P.M.

Chairman-Moderator: BERNARD G. SEGAL, ESQ.
Dinner: 6:00 P.M.

Discussion: 7:30-10:00 P.M.

Topic: "Political and Legal Aspects of Relations
Between Israel and the Arab World"

Speaker: AMBASSADOR SHABTAI ROSENNE

Deputy Permanent Representative:
of Israel to the United Nations

Sunday Morning Session: November 22 - 9:30 A.M.

Chairman-Moderator: JUDGE JUSTINE WISE POLIER
Past Chairman,
American Jewish Congress
National Executive Committee

Topic: "Issues Concerning the Arab Minority, the
Occupied Territories and the Refugees”

Speakers: HONORABLE ZVI TERLO
Director-General,
Israel Ministry of Justice

AMBASSADOR NETANEL LORCH
Director, Latin American Division,
Israel Ministry for Foreign Affairs; .
Delegate to U.N. General Assembly



Sunday Lunch Session: November 22 - 12:30 P.M. - 2:30 P.M.

Chairman: JEROME J. SHESTACK, ESd.
Co-Chairman, Committee on International.
Organizations, American Jewish Committee

Topic: "Major Mid-East Issues at the Current
U.N. General Assembly Session"

Speaker: AMBASSADOR YOSEF TEKOAH
Permanent Representative of
Israel to the United Nations

Sunday Afternoon Session: November 21 - 2:30 P.M. - 5:00 P.M.

Chairman-Moderator: HONORABLE MOSES L. KOVE
National Chairman,
ADL European Affairs Committee

Topic: "Implications of Israel as a Jewish
State -- For Jews Inside Israel and
For Jewish Communities Outside"
Speakers: HONORABLE 2ZVI TERLO
Director-General,
Israel Ministry of Justice

RABBI ARTHUR HERTZBERG
President, Conference of’
Jewish Social Studies;
Lecturer in History,
Columbia University

Discussion of future plans - JEROME J. SHESTACK, ESQ.
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to _Rabbl Marc Tanenbaum
from: ;Rabbl A James Rudin
subject

URGENT AND CONFIDENTIAL

Bill Harter called me this: morning to tell me that he and
four others will be leaving this evening (October 1lst) on Alitalia
at 7:30 PM for a tour of the Middle East. This group will also
include Peter Johnson, Nancy Krasa, Dean Lewis and Syngman Rhee,

This group represents the Middle East Task Force and is a
followup to Ellwyn Smith's and Don Wilsen's trip. They will be
spending 5 days in €Gaire, 3 in Amman, 5 in Beirut, 1 in Cypress
and 7 in Israel. . In additiem, Bill will be joined by his wife for
an additional week in Israel. They will be arriving in Israel on
‘October 1l4th and the group will leave on the 20th.  Lynda Harter
.is sending me the exact -itinerary but while in Israel they will be
staying at the Tel Aviv Hilton and the East Jerusalem YMGA.with a
one ‘day trlp to Tiberius to v151t Archblshop Raya. :

‘Rhee is the new Middle East specialist W1th the United
Presbyterian Mission Council, - He ‘is:a Korean and leans towards
the Third World ideology but accordlng to Harter is a"tough-minded
independent thinker."” Johnson is:a‘¢lassic New Left type who' has
a love/hate relatlonshlp with Israel and Harter .says Israel is
Johnson's personal crisis. .Krasa.is the former editor of the Union
Theological Quarterly, is a close friend of Arthur’ Hertzberg and .
thus ‘the "right way" regarding the Middle East. .Dean Lewis, 'is of
course, well known to us .as the Executive Secretary of the United
Presbyterign Division of Church and Society. .He has become much
more favorable to Israel with passing time,. partly as a result of
his own growth and partly because of the bitter attacks that the
overseas missionaries have made upon him and the report.

According to Harter it will be "very rough going' since the
anti-Israel lobby is not even interested in the content ‘of the
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present report, nor of any updating report. As long as the Presby-
terian document is not 100% pro-Arab and anti-Israel, the attacks
will come not on substance but on process, Here we are in good
shape, since Lewis is a master process man.

The 1974 United Presbyterian General Assembly will be held in
Puerto Rico and the Middle East Report will be wvoted at at that
time. Again, according to Harter it promises to be a bitter, angry
floor fight, and he urges us to make sure that our Presbyterian
friends ‘are well represented in the various delegations.

Bill said that his group has a meeting scheduled with Michael
Pragai, but that he would like Bernie Resnikoff to arrange some
meetings with Arthur Lurie, Amnon Rubinstein, and with a "Shashar
‘type" regarding the administrated territories. According to Harter
‘the group did nmot want to arrange a hard and fast itinerary in
Israel, both because of the Succoth period and because they wanted
their freedom of movement. Hence they did not want Bernie to arrange
a complete itinmerary a la American Baptist tour.

Here are my comments on all of this:

1. This trip has been planned for over a month but we were not in-
formed about it until the very day the group is leaving.

2, It appears that we will derive very little good from this trip
since the makeup of the group tilts towards a more radical Third
World basically anti-Israel position. By the time they reach

Israel the group will have had 13 days in Arab countries and one

day on Cyprus;. .During this time you may be assured they will be
beset with all shades and forms of anti-Israel opinion, ranging from
overseas missionaries to ''moderate Arab Christians', and of course
including Paléstinian guerrillas and apologists for terrorism,

3. The Israel end of the trip seems deliberately to have been left
fluid by design. I suspect that Bill Harter himself is arranging
all the contacts. He has come to us very late and wants only a
minimal amount of help from our office.

4. We need to contact Bernie at once regarding this trip and then,
of course, we must sit down with Dean, Bill and perhaps Nancy Krasa
to discuss future developments with them when they return, but it is
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clear that the Middle East Task Force Report is in great jeopardy
and that it will be a long and difficult fight to salvage even ‘the
little good that has already been accomplished.

AJR:FM

ce: Judith Banki
Inge Gibel
Gerald Strober
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AMERICAN JEWISE COMMITTEE

March 16, 1871 ’5 li :

TO: Staff Task Force on Middle East
FROM: Morris Fine

SUBJECT: Program Plans

This is to confirm the time and place of our next meeting --
Thursday, March 18th at 2:30 p.m. ﬁ “

We snall discuss program plans in the light of the recent
political developments. The latest Embassy "Pink Sheets®,
which have been widely circulated to the press are attached.

MF/rtg

- 71-800-338
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THE COMPONENTS OF A SECURE PEACE

1. On March 5, 1971, UN Secretary General U Thant issued a report
to the Security Council on the Jarring talks. In it he referred to
the most recent documents which Egypt and Israel had transmitted to
Ambassador Jarring. Both documents, the Egyptian (February 15,
1971), and the Israeli (February 26, 1971), comprise the basic
positions of the respective parties as submitted to Jarring in
reasponse to his secret Aide Hamoire‘of February 8, 1971. The
central proposition of his paper was that:

"lgrael would give a commitment to withdraw its forces
from occupied UAR territory to the former international
boundary between Egypt and the British Mandate of
Palestine. The UAR would give a commitment to enter ;

- into a peace agresment with Israel and to make explicitly
therein to Israsl on & reciprocal basis various under=
takings and acknowledgements arising directly or :
indirectly from paragraph 1(11) of Security Council
resolution 242 (1967?."

The Secretary Genaral made the above public in his report (para: 8)
and then went on to issue the following judgement. (para. 14):

"l wish, moreover, to note with satisfaction the positive
reply given by the UAR to Ambassador Jarring's initiative.
However, the Government of Israsl has so far not responded
to the request of Ambassador Jarring that it should give

a commitment on withdrawal to the international boundary
of the UAR.¥

And in paragraph 15 he went on to say:

."I appeal, therefore, to the Government of Israsl to give
further coneideration to this question and to respond
favorably to Ambassador Jarring's initiative."

2 Treated in the Pullouing pages ia an analysis of:

a) The boundary principle as related to Security Council
resolution 242; '

b) The substance of the Egyptian reply to Ambassador Jarring,
February 15, 1971;

cl The Soviet posture in light of the Egyptian document;

d) - The Egyptian-Soviet political strategy in the current
diplomatic phase;

@) The Israeli reply to Ambassador Jarring, February 26, 1971.

The Boundary Principle

X 8 The authority of the UN Secretary Gensral ie defined by the
United Nations Charter. It does not include the right to determine

Israsl's future boundary. It is not the UN Secretary General who
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will have to live with Egypt once those boundaries, whatever they
are, are delineated. ISragl and Egypt are the parties to the talks
‘that have hardly got under way, and it will be they alone who
will determine what their mutual boundary shall be in negotiation.
This remains true, notwithstanding the persistent efforts of the
Soviets and the Egyptians to cultivate an international climate in
support of an imposed settlement in keeping with the 1957 precedent.
At that time, it will be recalled, the UN was employed as the
instrument of imposition upon Israel under the impetus of the
Russian threat of force and the American threat of sanctiona.

Egypt and the Soviet Union cannot but draw sncouragement now from:
the kind of value judgement the Secretary General has publ.cly !
uttered on the positions of the respective sides.

The Conception of the Resolution

4, By arbitrarily determining that Israel "should give a commit-
ment on withdrawsl to the international boundary of the UAR," Israel
is denied the right of even presenting its territorial case in a
negotiation with Egypt. (The 'interrational boundary' referred to
is one and the same es8 the 5th of Junse 1967 line. Any impression
that the withdrawal envisaged does not include the Gaza Strip is
erroneous. The intention is to effect a total Isrsesl withdrawasl,)

i Nowhere in Security Council resolution 242, which is the basis
of the Jarring talks, is it stated that the border of which the
Secretary General speaks is the "secure and recognized boundary" of
which the resolution speaks. That boundary, according to the reso-
lution, is to be delineated in negotiation between the parties.

As its sponsors have publicly affirmed, the resolution was
deliberately phrased so as to permit a genuine border negotiation.
Its author, the then British Ambassador to the UN, Lord Caradon,
sald in the Security Council on November 22, 1967, when the resoclu-
tion was presented, that "any action to be taken must be within the
framework of permanent peace and withdrawal must be to secure
boundaries.” No less an eminent authority than Eugens Rostow, the
then U.S. Under Secretary of State, reaffirmed very recently the
centrality of the territorial negotiation as conceived by the reso-
lution. He wrote:

"...Paragraph 1(1) of. the resolution calls for the

withdrawal of Israeli armed forces 'from territories

occupied in the recent conflict', and not 'from the

territories occupied in the recent conflict.'.
Repeated attempts to amend this santence by inserting




S e, SEERREAEI (LR s = I
T

POLICY BACKGROUND -3~ g MARCH 105 1971

the word 'the' failed in the Security Council. It
ias therefore not legally possible to assert that
the provision requires Israeli withdrawal from all
the territories now occupied under the ceasefire
resolution to the armistice demarcation lines."
(American Journal of Internstional Law, Vol 64,
1970, p. 69)

Israel accepted the resolution and agreed to cooperate with the
Jarring mission precisely because it linked the establishment of &
"just and lasﬁing.paaca“ with the establishment of "secure and
recognized boundaries," other than the June 5, 1967 linas.

Isrsel's Fundamental Policy on the Boundary Question

6. Under no circumstances will Israsl surrender its right to a
fres negotiation with Egypt of this most crucial of issues, It will
resist all pressurses, from whatever the sourcse, be they military or
political, that aim at resurrecting Israel's past territorial vul=-
nerability by precluding the negotiation of future secure bounda-
ries. Israel permitted this to happen once before by acquiescing in
the imposed solution in 1957. It will not squander its territorial
security égain. Israel is ready, in peace, to withdraw from the
caasefire lines. But this time the uithdrauél will be to boundariss
that are secure, and shall bs rendered so by geography. As stated
on March 7, 1971 by Prime Minister Golda Feir in an interview with
the British Independent Television:

e say that a new border, a negotiated border, will

be somewhere between the ceasefirs line and the June

4 line, 1967."
This is the meaning of the provision contained in Paragraph 4 of
Israel's document to Ambeseador Jarring of February 26, 1971.
(see attachad paper) It reads:

"Uithdresuwal of Israel armed forces from the Israsl-UAR

ceassfire line to the secure, recognized and agreed

boundaries to be established in the peace agreement.

Ierael will not withdraw to the pre-June 5, 1967 lines.”
At a press conference in Jerusalem on Merch 7, following the publi-
cation of the U Thant report, Foreign Minister Eban again rﬁltarated
this fundamental principle of policy: "Our position," he empha-
eized, "is and remsins as stated on the 26th of February 1971, in

Paragraph Four of that document."

The Territorial Security Concept

Ta When Israsl speaks of secure boundaries it méane. above all,
‘the elimination once and for all of those territoriasl focii of past
aggression; the removal of those geographic conditions that have in
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the past tempted attack on vulnerable frontiers and on exposed
shipping lanes. Consider, as an example, the case of the Straits

of Tiran. Twice in ten ysars the Straits were subjected to Egyptian
blockade, so easily facilitated by control of Sharm el-Sheikh. And
twice did such Egyptian aggression trigger major confrontations
between the two countries, in 1956 and 1967.

In 1957 Israel, faced by a jpint Soviet-American front against
it, yielded to preésure and withdrew from Sharm el-Sheikh and the
rest of Sinai and the Gaza Strip, back to the old exposed armistice
line and thus was deprived of the opportunity to conclude a Becure
peace with Egypt. Ierael accepted under duress a mixed bag of
international arrangements and assurances that were designed ;b
buttress its fragile frontier with Eqypt, but which wers to-'collapse
upon their very first testing in May-3June 1967.

Israel will hawve nathing to do with conceptions of this kind -
again. It will not withdrau from and surrender a location such as
Sharm el-Sheikh to the protection of international arrangements and
guarantess that, by their very substance cannot but be tenuous.
After two wars and intermittent tension between them, Imerael has the
right to maintain with its own forces the security of Sharm el-
Sheikh, its only link with East Africa and Asia. '

The Substance of the Egyptiasn Document

8. In its reply to Ja;ring of Fabruaryl15. 1971, Egypt stated that
it is prepared, under certain conditions, to enter into a peacs
agreement with Isreel. As will be seen in the attached Israeli
document to Ambassador Jarring of February 26, 1971, Israsl welcamed
this readiness on the part of Egypt to entertain, after 22 yeéra of
bailigarency, the conclusion of a peace agresment bstween the two
countries, Normal international procedure would suggest that,
having presented their basic positions, Egypt and Israel should
proceed now, under Ambassador Jarring's auspices, towards a detailed
and concrete negotiation on their respective terms with a view to
reconciling their differences and drawing up their psace agreémént.

9. The Egyptian conditions for a peace agresment uith_IQrael ars
ultimative. Unlike the Israeli propoeal, they meks no allowance for
a negotiation process to bridge the profound differences that inevi-
tably exist efter more than two decades aof hostility. In the
Egyptian document, Isreel is required to carry out a total with=-
drawal from Sinai and the Ga;a'strlp, indeed from all the territo-=
ries on esvery front. It is,'furthermara, expected to renounce its
sovereign rights on the refugee issue and give entry to a mass Arab
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influx. (President Sadat in his address of March 7, 1971, when he
announced the abrogation of the ceasefire, referrsd to the above
two clauses when he said: "Egypt's sine gua non conditions are:
complete withdrawal from all territories occupied in June 1967,

and the observance of the legitimate rights of the peopls of Pales-
tine.") With respect to the obligations Egypt itself would be pre-
pared to assume towards Israel, nowhere is there any direct commit-
ment to Israsl on the crucial gquestion of freedom of navigation
through the Straits of Tiran and through the Suez Canal. And, as
the instrument of guarantee of the Egyptian version of a settlement,
Egypt conceives of international security arrangements much in line
with those of 1957.

The Meaning of the UAR Terms

10. But for the expression of willingness to enter into a peacs
agreement, the UAR response to Ambassador Jarring reveals that
Egypt's position has not changed one iota from its traditional
posture. Its terms are e restatement, without dewviation, of Egypt's
classic political doctrine. As they stand, they are devoid of
practical expression of what normal pesaceful relations between
states are supposed to mean. Above all, they fail to address them-
selves to the elimination of the root cause of the past conflict
which is tha'kay to a future peace that will be secure. That root
cause is the boundery issue. As its condition for peace, Egypt
would have larasel restore its past territorial uuinarahility. This
Israel will never do. It will not do so because the political and
militery reelities of the present and the politicsel and military
contingencies of the future are such that a settlement without rea-
aonable geographic security would be & paper peace alons.

The_Soviet Posture and the Eqyptisn Proposal

11. The Egyptian proposal is not an independently conceived docu-
ment. Its conception, if not its language, was devised in close
consultation with the Soviet Union in the furtherance of a common
etrateqy. The extent of the intimacy of military and political
coordination between Moscow and Cairo was alluded to by the Egyp-
tian President himself in his address of March 7, 1971. Divulging
that on the ave of the Egyptian termination of the ceasefire he
had madé, at the invitation of the Soviet leaders, a secret trip
to Moscow on March 1-2, 1971, Sadat declared:

"Eyerybody knows the rols the Sowviet Union hae played
until now...I wish to express my absolute satisfaction

with my discussions in Moscow which covered all subjects.
The USSR will continue its full and positive support of
the UAR."
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12. The primary Soviet goal in involwving itself so decisively in
eavery major Egyptian move, is its quest to maintain and consolidate
its power position in the Middle East, with Egypt as the base. To
achieve this, it must maintain its credibility in Arab eyes by hold-
ing out to them the real hops that it can deliver the political '
victory they ssek over Israel, i.e. total Israsli withdrawal. With=-
out that, Soviet influence in Egypt and throughout the Middle East
is ultimately threatened. Russia was ready, in the Spring of 1969,
to encourags Egypt to employ limited military action - war of attri-
tion - in the attempt to put teeth into the effort to achieve the
goal of total uithdréual. It gave Egypt every backing in the attri=
tion campaign and when, in the winter of 1970, Nasser found himself
on the verge of total collapse, the Soviet Union moved in and
involved itself directly on a combatant basis with ground personnel,
missiles and pilots.  The fighting escalated and so did the risks of
a widar confrontation, while the results justified neither. The
Sgviet Union accordingly advised its client state to shift, for tha:
time being, the emphasis from the military to the diplomatic.

The Diplomatic Strategy

13. This is the backdrop against which ihs Egyptian reeponse

to the American peace initiative and later, the decision "to enter
into a peace agresment" on ths condition of a total lsraeli with-
drawal, should be seen. The object remains as before: the eviction
of Israal From all the occupied territories through the imposition
of an Egyptien-Soviat style settlement. Having shelved for the time
being the military option, the Soviets and the Egyptians have now
set themselves the task of ulnﬁing Americen pressure on Israsl Bso as
to compel it to withdraw totally, thus recreating the international
conditions that had made 1957 possible. Thie is the strategic goal
in which President Sadat, in coordination with the Soviets, is -
currently sngaged.

14. In a speech before the representatives of the Palestinian
terrorist organizations in Cairo on February 28, 1971, Sadat summed
up in the following words the objectives of his strategy as:

"g The deepening of the commitment of our Frzend.

b The neutralization of the advaraary.

c) The isolation of the snemy.™
(In the UAR political lexicon, the Soviet Union is "the friend", the
U.S. is the "adversary" and Isreel, "the ensmy.")
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15. .Central to the implementation of this strategy is the driving
of a wedge betwsen the United States and Israsl as occurred in 1957.
Once done, Israel is rendered isolated both in the international
councils, and perhaps, too, in the field. The conditions would then
be set to enable Russia to activate the Security Council and/or the
Four Pouwer forum aon behalf of an Arab interpretation of Security
Council resolution 242. Thuse, the groundwork would be laid for an
imposed international political arrangement and, failing that, the
possible condonement of a Soviet-Egyptian military effort to impose
the arrangement by force. That was the scenario of 1957.

16. The tactical ploy which Sadat hae utilized in his attempt to
drive a wedge betwsen Israel and the United States is his acceptance
of an invitation "to enter into a psace agresment with Israel."

That offer is made subject to a central condition which Egypt and
the Soviet Union know Israel will never accept and will ba evan
prepared to fight over if ﬁs:assary: the issue of total withdrawal.
Egypt and the Soviet Union understand that the only prospect of sver
possibly winning a total withdrawal would be through imposition.

for this to happen Israel has to be rendered internationally isola-
ted, and for that to occur a U.S. movement away from Israel is
required. Then the prospect would be opened for a fFour Power common
front against Israsl and the conditions created for an imposed
political errangement. It was to facilitate this prospect that
Egypt and the USSR introduced a new slement into the political dis-
cussion. It is 8 semantic one: the use of ths term 'peace agree-
ment', presented as though it were an unprecedented concession.
Having used the term, Egypt is now demanding of the U.S. that it
deliver Israel on the territorial matter. "The U.SL,“ Sadat said

in his speech of March 7, "will not be able to evade this
obligation."®

Fruit of Joint Israel-U.S. Policy

17. Unlike those of Egypt and the USSR, the policiee of Israel and
the U.5. are not identical. But, ever since 1967, they have met on
the criticel principle that this time there will be no imposition
of a eettlement, but a tfua peaca, ona that ie freely negotiated
bstween the parties. That principle hae generated policies and
actions on the part of lerael and the United States that have pro-
‘duced results which have advanced the peace process. Israel's
tenacious stand in the field; the U.S. maintenance of the local
military balance of power through the sale of weapons to Israsel;
the overall US political stance; and its deterrent actions that '
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vere applied during the second half of 1970 - these together have
been the policies that compelled Egypt and Russia to turn, for the
time being at least, from the military option to the diplomatic
one. Now, an Arab leader has uaed the words, "peace agreement
with Isreel." Leaving aside for the moement the tactical motive
which inspired the words, the fact is that for the first time in
22 ysare they have been uttered. (For 22 years it was widely
suggested that were an Arab leader to sven pronounce such words,
his political and physical assassination would autumatiﬁally
follow,)

18. This is movement. It is progress of a kind that would have
been thought inconceivable a year and mors ago. Surely, if fur-
ther mavement is to be registered beyond the realm of semantics
and into the arena of a genuine peace with security, it will bes,
in the first instance, by keeping to these proven policies. In
1969-70 Egypt and the Soviet Union tried the option of war and
failed. They turned to diplomacy. Now they are trying, through
diplomacy, to achieve their goal of a total Israsli withdrawal by
means of an imposed settlsment. This too must be made to fail if
they are to ever contemplate the option of a genuine peace with
Becuritf, freely negotiated between the parties, that will eradi-
cate the conflict once and for all. The United Stetes can help
bring this esbout by continuing to stand fast against any attempt
to impoese a settlement.

Peace With Security

19, The essence of lasting peace is tha creation of a new pattern
of relations between Israel and its neighbors. This will never be
achieved if Israel is to be made strategicelly vulnerable agaiﬁ.
The only kind of peace which will prove credible and therefore

. lasting is the one that offers Israsl territorial sacurify, there=
by removing the tamptation of future aggression. JIsrael will not
flinch in its insistence on the establishment of new and secure
boundaries through.a free exchange with Egypt. It will net with-
draw es it did in 1957, unless it is to boundaries thét have been
freely negotiated and that replace the irrational and exposed
demarcation lines which served in the past as the true invitation to
attack. After three wars of survival fought alone and 22 ysars of
insecure and unrecognized borders, Isresl is resolved this time to
aettle For nothing lees than a psace which also offers it a rea-
sonable margin of territorial security. This is the essence of the
Israeli peacse proposal of February 26, 1971, the text of which is
attached.
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TEXT OF DOCUMENT TRANSMITTED BY THE ISRAEL AMBASSADOR TO
THE U.N., MR YOSEF TEKOAH, TO AMBASSADOR GUNNAR JARRING,
FEBRUARY 26, 1971

Pursuant to our meetings on 8 February and 17 February, I am
instructed to convey to you, and through you to the UAR, the
following:

Israel visws favorably the expression by the UAR of its
readiness to enter into a peace agreement with Israel and
reiterates that it is prepared for meaningful negotiatians
on all subjects relevant to a peace agreement between the two
countries,

The Government of Israel wishes to state that the peace
agreemsnt to be concluded bestween Israsel and the UAR should -
inter alis - include the provisions set out below.

A) Isreel would give undertakings covering the following:

1. Declared and explicit decision to regard the conflict
betweesn lerael and the UAR as finally ended, and termination
of all claims and estates of war and acts of hostility or
belligerency between Israel and the UAR.

2 Respect for and acknowlsdgement of the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence of the UAR.

K. 7 Respect for and acknowledgement of the rights of fhs UAR
to live in peace within secure and recognized boundariss.

4. Withdrawal of Israel Armed Forces from the Israsl-UAR
cease~-fire line to the secure, recognized and agreed bounda=
ries to be esteblished in the peace agresment. Israel will
not withdraw to the pre-Juns 5, 1967 linses.

5. In the matter of the refugess and the claims of both
partiee in this cannection, Israel is prepared to negotiate
with the Governmente directly involved on:

a) The payment of compensation for abandoned lands and
property.

b) Participation in the planning of the rehabilitation
of the refugees in the region. Once the obligations of
the parties towards the ssttlement of the refugee issus
have been agreasd nseither party shall be under claims
from the other inconsistent with its sovereignty.

6. The responsibility for ensuring that no warlike act, oar
act of violence, by any organization, group aor individual
originates fFrom or is committed in the territory of Israel
against the population, armed forces or property of the UAR.

Te Non-interference in the domestic affairs of the UAR.

8. Non-participation by Israel in hostile alliances against
the UAR and the prohibition of etationing of troops of other
parties which maintein a state of belligerency ageinst the
UAR. .



26 February 1971 _ 2a

B. The UAR undertakings in the peace agreement with Israel
would include:

T Declared and explicit decision to regard the conflict
between the UAR and Israsl as fimally ended and termination
of all claims and states of war and acts of hostility or
belligersency betwean the UAR and Israsel.

2. Respect for and acknowledgement of the msovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence of Israsel.

. s Respect for end acknowledgement of the right of Israel

to live in peace within ssecure and recognized bnundar;aa to
be determined in the peace agresment,

4, The responeibility for ensuring that no warlike act or
act of violence, by any organization, group or individual

originates Ffrom or is committed in the territory of the UAR
against the population, armed forcss or property of lerasl.

b Non=interference in the domastic affairs of Israel.

6. An explicit undertaking to guarantes free passage for -
Ierasl ships and cargoes through the Suez Canal.

7. . Termination of economic warfare in all its manifesta-
tions, including boycott, and of interference in the normal
international relations of Israel.

8. Nnn-participation by the UAR in hostile alliances
against Israel and the prohibition of stationing of troops
of other parties which maintain a state of belligerency
againet Israsl.

The unn and Israel should enter into a peace agrsement
with each other to be expressed in a binding treaty in
accordance with normal international law and precedent, and
containing the above undertakings.

- The Government of Israel believes that now that the
UAR has, through Ambassador Jarring, expressed its willing-
ness to enter into a peace agreement with Isreel, and both
parties have presanted their basic positions, they should
now pursus their negotietione in a detailed and concrate
manner without prior conditions so as to cover all the
points listed in their respective documents with a view to
concluding a peacs agreement.
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Watergate -- Trauma for Washington and the country...

"This place is so breathlessly beautiful — and damned
ugly. I could just cxry..."

Of the millions of words spoken or written about Watergate, these few may best sum up
the mood in Washington these days. They were spoken by a middle-aged Missouri tourist on
the steps c_uf the Capitol, as reported by the New York Times last month.

Many Washingtonians find it easy to identify with the anguish of that Missouri lady.
April in .the nation's capital is excrutiatingly beautiful and wondrous. Though it happens
every year, it never fails to evoke exhilerating joy the day that first crocus pushes through
the front lawn, followed in a day or two by that first cherry blossam, then that first for-
sythia and jonquil and tulip and dogwood in seemingly never-ending succession of surprises.
Magnificent displays of Spring beauty surrounding the White House and the Capitol, the art
galleries and the historic monuments, attest to a capital that appreciates the beauties of
nature. -

But April of 1973 brought other kinds of daily surprises, daily revelations, daily
discoveries. Campeting with the wondrous beauties of nature each day were ugly evidences of
man's frailties. And on the last day of that April, the President of the United States went
to the American people and acknowledged that ugliness. Earlier that day, his principal aides
had been fired or "resigned." The vital business of government, he revealed, had been side-
tracked. Confidence in the American "system" had been shaken, perhaps destroyed.

The first days of May —— as this is being written -- have been filled with talk of
indictments and impeachments, of conspiracies and corruption, of trials and mistrials. "The
warst," everybody by this time has gotten used to saying -— some in hope, mest in fear -~
"is yet to come."

There have been traumas before in this nation's capital. Ten years earlier, as the
procession of kings and presidents and prime ministers followed the bier of President Kennedy,
pecple wondered whether our system would survive that shock. Five years later, the sight of
armed troops patrolling the White House as smoke billowed forth fram riot-torn streets a few
blocks away -- in the wake of the assassination of Martin Luther King -- made many wonder
whether Washington would ever be the same.

But the trauma of 1973, though free from physical violence or threat, has been even
more shattering. The others may have reflected unsolved problems in our society, but these
crises essentially were touched off by personal, senseless acts. Watergate symbolized an
organized perversion and corruption of the political system itself — by powerful individuals
who knew, or should have known, better. And it came at the very beginning of the second term
of an Administration that had won a spectacular victory at the polls, an Administration that
was preparing to use its power and its prestige for the next steps in its historic break-
throughs in foreign policy. A President whose place in history had seemed assured for build-
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ing new relationships with China and the Soviet Union now had to worry about what his staff
was saying to a grand jury!

If developments continue to pile up day by day as they have these past five weeks, this
Letter may soon be ‘overtaken by events. But, at this time —— with due regard to the presump-
tion of innocence of individuals unless guilt is proven =- this seems to be the context in
which the story has been and is still unfolding:

The effort to re—elect the President was started early in 1971. It seemed then not to
be an easy prospect. Plans were evidently laid for a long, tough campaign. Those plans
either consciocusly included or permitted to happen a whole series of actions that ranged from
the unethical to the clearly criminal. They involved not only down-the—line operatives of the
campaign apparatus but men at the very highest levels of the Federal govermment; already im-
plicated in either the initial crimes or subsequent cover-up are several of the President's
very closest White House aides, a former Attorney General, a former Secretary of Cammerce,
the acting FBI Director and even the CIA. They embraced not only cbvious criminal acts like
burglary and bugging, but interference with justice. They were financed by countless and
unaccounted millions of dollars in campaign funds both raised and spent in ways that appeared
to violate numerocus laws. What remains unclear and unknown at this writing is the extent to
which this range of criminal actions was known to the President himself, if at all, and when.
He has repeatedly denied advance knowledge of these crimes, and has condemned them.

He is not the only Republican to condemn them. Even before the full gravity of the
story was known, GOP leaders like Senators Goldwater, party Chairman George Bush, and his
predecessor Robert Dole, and Presidential Counsellor Ann Armstrong were demanding full dis-
closure. And totally untouched by charges or even insinuations were most members of the
Cabinet and other top appointees. Implicated were primarily members of the tight circle of
personal Presidential aides and officials of the Committee to Re-elect the President. Though
not a party affair as such, however, the political significance was unmistakeable.

Watergate once meant. only a clumsy attempt to eavesdrop on Democratic headgquarters.
Seven men had been found guilty of that "caper." But now "Watergate" was a symbol of a much
broader conspiracy and its attempted cover-up, a major effort by powerful officials, still not
fully identified, to prevent the defeat of an incumbent Administration. It is unprecedented
in American history.

Did the "System" Fail?

"Politicians are all crocks, anyway...Like they say, all's
fair in love and war. This time they just got caught, \
that's all. ="

These are the words of another Washington tourist as reported by the New York Times,
these after the President's speech. One wondered to what extent this attitude was prompted
by the President's own cament the night before that "it can be very easy under intense
pressure to fall into shady tactics...both of our great parties have been guilty of such
tactics in the past." '

It was this observation that evoked the greatest criticism of Mr. Nixon's speech.
Many were quick to point out that in fact neither of the great parties had ever been charged’
with tactics that come anywhere near what has come to be symbolized by "Watergate." As.in-
dicated earlier, the Republican party itself appears to be innocent of any wrang-doing. Any
suggestion that Watergate is merely a current version, only a little more serious than usual,
of a regular American practice, these critics say, is to defame the American political system.

President Nixon was on much stronger ground when he declared that “America must not
again fall into the trap of letting the end, no matter how great, justify the means." Re-

. jecting any suggestion that Watergate means the bankruptcy of our political system, the
President declared that "it was the system that has brought the facts to light and that will
bring those guilty to justice — a system that in this case has included a determined grand
jury, honest prosecutors, a courageous judge, and a vigorous free press."
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"Politicians are all crooks anyway..."

The most recent polls tell us that many Americans share this view. The tonviction of
a former Democratic Governor of Illinois and current charges against a top associate of
Chicago's Mayor Daley will undoubtedly reinforce this judgment. To same, moreover, persconal
crimes of avarice may seem more serious than those motivated by political, presumably im-
personal, motivations. It is this failure to distinguish between violations of law — criti-
cal as they are, especially when camnitted by goverrment officials -- and the corruption of
the political and legal process itself that concerns many of the cbservers of the Watergate
scene. William Shannon points out that Watergate does not involve outsiders trying to corrupt
members of the government...it is a conspiracy by insiders to crush their "political cpponents
and maintain themselves in power."

"All's fair in love and war..."

This oldest of cliches may go far to explain Watergate. Whoever the specific culprits
may turn out to be, it is already quite clear that their actions were indeed pursued in an
atmosphere of war, not political rivalry. Those who opposed the President were not opponents;
they were enemies. War is dirty business. Spying, lying, forgery, infiltration, bribing,
burgling...who would not use these to win a war?

Herein lies perhaps the tragic meaning of Watergate and fram this trauma, hopefully,
may came better understanding and a better future. The American political system permits
tcugh battles for power, but there are limits beyand which such battles cannot go without de-
stroying the essence of our democratic system and the basic unity of the nation. In a total-
itarian society, the ruling power is, by definition, at war with the opposition. But the
Mmerican system was designed to be one of tolerance, of moderation, of campramise. Alexander
Hamilton said it well: "We are forming a republican government. Real liberty is neither
found in despotism or the extremes of democracy, but in moderate government." Abraham Lincoln
told a divided nation that, despite the pending conflict, his countrymen would have to work
with one another. "We are not enemies, but friends," he said. j

It didn't take Watergate to make many cbservers of the Washington scene note and com-
plain about this "war" psychology that motivated some of Mr. Nixon's principal aides. Fre—
quently, the substance and the achievements of the Administration were ignored or downgraded
because of the style, the mood of its key figures. They were not only loyal to the President,
they not only believed fervently in him and his policies, they would broock no suggestion that
he was less than perfect or that his policies could stand any modification.

- With some admirable exceptions, it has been widely noted, the White House crew seemed
to lack compassion, tolerance, a sense of humor, a sense of proportion. Jokes about the
Prussions in the palace quard could not disguise a deep resentment shared by Cabinet members,
Senators, and by other White House figures. Perhaps nothing better illustrated the no-
nonsense, you're-with-us-or-against-us mentality of the President's chief managers than the
mimeographed, cold-blooded demands for resignations from Presidential appointees, and their
unceremonious acceptances in many more cases than anticipated, just two days after the elec—
tion. There must be many former Administration officials now deriving quiet satisfaction
from same of the recent developments.

Has the Nixon Administration Become "Inoperative"?

Perhaps the most camforting aspect of the Watergate trauma is precisely that moderation
of which Hamilton spoke. Despite speculation about impeachment and same I-told-you-so talk
here and there, there are very few people of influence in this town today who want to see
the Nixon administration "fall." If we had a parliamentary system that provided a system for
doing so, the Watergate developments would certainly have seriously threatened the continuation
of the government. But there is no such system, and most cbservers — including the most ar- '
dent Democrats -- do not wish to see a crippled presidency. They demand full disclosure, but
they pray that that full disclosure will not reveal a President who personally and directly
was involved in either the initiation, the execution or the cover-up of serious crimes. Both
of Mr. Nixon's presidential opponents, Hubert Humphrey and George McGovern, have made moder-
ate, conciliatory statements. '
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It is one of the ironies of this moment in history that last week the arch-conserva-
tive William Buckley should write,"For such reasons, it is critical to begin now to focus on
what punishment should be meted out if it should be established that President Nixon was
guilty, as so widely believed, of obstructing justice," while the arch-liberal John Osborne
wrote in the New Republic that " A degree of compassion is in order. ' There is tragedy in
the spectacle of a President demeaned, a presidency imperiled."

Jews have traditionally been admonished to"pray for the welfare of the government."
This cbserver believes -- barring such developments that would make any speculation moot——
that the White House has been seriously hurt, but that it need not be permanently crippled
and inoperative. It may seem naive and unrealistic to invoke Shakespeare's comforting thought
about "sweet uses of adversity." But traumas do sametimes lead to greater understanding and
greater sensitivity. Individuals do sametimes emerge stronger after recovery from injury or
disease. From the ugliness and despair of Watergate same basic truths and precepts are being
rediscovered, same hopeful new beginnings are emerging.

** The system has worked, not failed. Men who only weeks ago were at the pinnacle of
power are having to justify their actions before grand juries and Senate investigators.
For those who continue, power is less likely to be arrogantly held and exercised.
Every American, from the President down, has been reminded that nobody is above the
law, that power remains subject to the popular grant.

** The new cast of characters is encouraging. The first men assigned to new tasks by the
President in the wake of these developments —- Elliot Richardson, Leonard Garment,
William Ruckleshouse, General Hague —- are widely respected men, considered by most
as being more gentle, humane, moderate, reasonable, tolerant than same of those al-
ready gone. If this pattem continues,and if he brings in new, attractive, and moder-
ate men and warmen fram outside his present entourage, a new sense of moderation and
co-operation could emerge that would do much to bring renewed confidence and respect
for the Administration.

** A hew relationship with the press is emerging. The President's reference to a

: "vigorous, free press," Ron Ziegler's apology to the Washington Post, and Mr. Agnew's
frank Trepudiation of his own former attacks on the press, attest to a more construc-
tive relationship. Rarely has the meaning of a free press been more dramatically

demonstrated.

** Political reforms will be advanced. The President himself has now declared that "we
must reform our political process." It may now be easier to get truly effective con-
trols on campaign funds and expenditures -- perhaps even direct Federal funding to
replace the present system. Changes in law or not, the next campaigns are certain to
be freer of scandal and skulduggery.

** Accomodations with the Congress more likely. Both the White House and the Congress
will wish to work closer together now. Already, the insistence on unlimited use of
the executive privilege has been modified. Co-operation with the Senate investigation
of Watergate seems assured.

The Watergate crisis cames at a very significant time — same would say fortuitous
time. The first months of 1973 were characterized by a historic clash between the Administra-
tion and the Congress.-- and between the Administration and many segments of American life.
Everybody seemed to be itching for a fight. On issues of foreign policy -- the bambing of
Cambodia, for example -- and impoundment of funds and termination of ongoing programs, it was
widely and loudly asserted that the Administration was showing arrcgant use of power, a self-
righteousness that tolerated no dissent, and a determination to use any means to achieve its
goals.

If Watergate creates a more accamodating attitude, a greater readiness to compromise,
a less arbitrary rejection of alternative views, this may well be one of the sweetest uses
of the Watergate adversity. Few wish to see the Administration humbled, but many would wel-
come a greater humility. And nowhere is there a greater need for new approaches, new co-
operation, new accamodation than in the whole area of damestic social policy.
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.The Battles over Social Policy...

Watergate has pushed almost everything else in Washington off the front pages, but
the historic changes in damestic policy proposed by the Administration have resulted in a
series of clashes, legal actions, legislative counterproposals, and, mostly, lots of talk.
It is too soon to take score. The decisive votes and actions have yet to be taken. But
there are indications that —— at least until the Watergate explosions — the Administration
was operating from strength in the main areas of the battle.

Power of the Veto ---

The main weapon Mr. Nixon has in his fight with Congress is the veto. Wwhen the Con-
gress ignores his wishes and enacts a program he doesn't like, or puts too much money in a
program, the President says no —— and all he needs then to sustain his veto is one-third of
the members of only one house of Congress. How easy it is for him to get this kind of support
was made quite clear on the very first test this year when, on March 27, the Senate failed
to override the veto of a bill that almost everybody had thought was so popular no Senator
or Congressman would dare to vote against it -- a vocational rehabilitation act that was more
expensive than the President had wanted. And a few days later, the Congress failed to over-
ride another supposed "sacred cow" -- a rural water and sewer bill. Little matter that
solid majorities were voting in favor of these programs; one-third in one house was enough
to kill them. To get the President's final approval, then, either capitulation or campromise
is necessary.

--- and Impoundment

The President's advantage in the battle continues even if the Congress should over-
ride him. His right to impound funds voted by the Congress against his will has caused
howls and legislative proposals, but thus far no actual legislation and no decisive court
order. Each house of Congress has developed a proposal that would give Congress same control
* over what the President could impound. But there is a big difference in the proposals and
the likelihood of early agreement is remote. 2And if the two should agree, there's that veto
threat again!

With the powerful support of Appropriations Cammittee Chaidxman Geroge Mahon and Speak-
er Carl Albert, the House has been considering an anti-impoundment law that would grant Con-
gress the right to disapprove any impoundment, but would permit the impoundment to stand if
no action was taken in 60 days. The bill has the support of the ILeadership Conference on
Civil Rights and many other groups because it has such powerful Congressional sponsorship
and would constitute at least same protection against unilateral action by the President.

But the process involved would admittedly be a tough one to invoke successfully. On the
Senate side, another version was developed by Senator Sam Ervin, one that would terminate any
impoundment within 60 days unless both Houses by majority votes approve the action. This
would make the cancellation of an impoundment substantially easier than the House version.

The Ervin version has been adopted by the full Senate, along with a very key addition.
Proposed by Senator Muskie, the Senate added a ceiling on Federal expenditures for fiscal
1974 of $268 billion —- some $700 million less than the President's own budget. The Muskie
move was needed to satisfy those critics of anti-impoundment legislation who argued that with-
out a ceiling, successful reversals of impoundments would lead to unacceptable deficits.

--- and Threats of Inflation

This, of course, is the principal arqurent the Administration has been invoking in
opposition to any legislation it feels is too expensive —- and in defense of Presidential
impoundments. It is the Administration's judgment that inflation will be even worse than it
is now if more than $250 billions is spent by Uncle Sam this year, or $268.7 billion in the
year starting July 1. The extent to which the Administration is prepared to push this argu-
ment was made dramatic last month, at the height of concern over meat prices, when John Ehr-
lichman, the recently resigned Chief of Domestic Policy at the White House, declared that if
all of the pending Democratic proposals were enacted, it would mean a 15% increase in taxes
for everyone or higher prices on everything. ;
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Critics of the Administration say there just is no basis for such a charge, that it
is transparent scare tactics. Econamic behavior is simply not that precise, they say. In-
flation has been galloping along precisely during the period in which the President is having
his way both as to inflation controls and in budgetary restraints. Federal revenues, more-
over, have actually been running at a much higher rate than anticipated, so the deficit pros-
pect is not as serious as predicted.

Nevertheless, Congress is working to meet the fiscal argument of the Administration.
The one positive development that's came ocut of the whole controversy is substantial agree-
ment that Congress must change its present appropriations process. The present system does
not provide any mechanism for over-all control of expenditures by the Congress. Liberals
and conservatives may disagree on how high Federal expenditures, and revenues, can be set;
they may disagree on how to apportion the available funds among campeting demands; but they
do agree on the need to resist inflationary pressures —- and tiiis requires better control of
fiscal policies.

Congress takes Historic Step

Last month, a special Joint Budget Cammittee of the House and Senate recammended major
changes in the appropriations process. Widely hailed in both houses and in both parties, and
by the press, it nevertheless faces a tough battle for adoption. Already, cries of alarm have
been heard both from those in the Congress who would have to yield their present influence
over particular segments of the Budget -- and fram liberal elements who claim that the pro-
posal would not provide adequate opportunities for those who wish to give higher priorities
to social programs. :

But the basic idea is challenged by very few: Congress would create professional ma-
chinery that would permit it to do a camparable job to what is done by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget for the President. By March 1, a House Budget Cammittee would be required to
report on overall appropriation ceilings, revenue targets, and allocation among all the appro-
riation subcommittees. By May 1, the entire Congressional process in both houses waild have
to be campleted or, failing that, the President's budget would prevail. A second stage of
the process takes place at the end of the year, reflecting changed conditions.

Such a process obviously cannot be available for Fiscal 1974 —— and it would be a mir-
acle to have it operative for Fiscal 1975. So less ambitious proposals have been made which
would help in this year's deliberations. The Muskie amendment was noted above. Senator
Hubert Humphrey has pending a Senate resclution that aims at putting the Congress on record
in favor of both fiscal responsibility and a re-ordering of naticnal priorities. It states
simply that in order to stay within the President's budget of $268.7 billion for Fiscal 1974,
and in order to be able to finance about $10 or $12 billions worth of social program now
threatened by veto, impoundment, or termination, the Congress intends to (1) reduce defense
expenditures by $5 to $7 billion, and (2) increase revenues by $5 to $7 billion through tax
reform.

The Priorities Issue ~--

_ The Humphrey resolution may never be adopted, but it does at least hit the central
issue. Once agreement is reached on overall expenditures, a fair and informed debate is
needed on how best to use the available funds — the priorities issue. And it is here that
the trouble starts. Funds added to one program must came out of another.

Thus, there are many supporters of social programs who are not in favor of reduced de-
iense expenditures. Organized labor, for example. The recently announced closings of defense
installations across the country brought howls fram some of the most "dovish" members of the
Congress! But it isn't only self-interest that has kept same fram supporting defense cuts.
~ Even among those who fought hard against our involvement in Vietnam, there are some who Sup-

pc')ril: a strong American defense posture, as a guarantee against withdrawal from world respon-
sibilities and a warning to those who would endanger the security of nations we are cammitted
to befriend, including Israel. But there are many students of defense and international pol-
icies, including Senator Humphrey and Paul Warnke, who believe that American strength would
not be Jeopardized by a reasonable reduction of the "fat" in the present budget, and by re-



sisting unnecessary new weapons systems.

After years of general rhetoric about national priorities, then, we face real, tough
decisions on priorities. In his Budget recammendations, the President has made his choices.
Now, the Congress and the many "spe01al interests" in the country are seeking ways to affect
those choices.

The Social Programs

The argument over social programs continues unabated. It is largely, but not only, a
"priorities" debate. The President's vetoes and impoundments are almost always justified by
fiscal imperatives, but it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that even if there were no
fiscal crunch, many of the programs would be in jeopardy anyway. Mr. Nixon has declared:

"America is still recovering fram years of extravagant, hastily passed measures, de-
signed by central planners and costing billions of dollars, but producing few results...
The high-cost, no-result boondoggling by the Federal government must end."

This sweeping rejection of recent Federal efforts in the social area has been bitterly
attacked by some who have participated actively in the advocacy and implementation of such
efforts. Vernon Jordan, the usually soft-spoken moderate head of the Naticnal Urban League,
has characterized the President's budget proposals as a "counter-revolution designed to de-
stroy the social reform of the 1960's." He accused the Administration of offering "a blue-
print for the conversion of a national policy of 'benign neglect' into a policy of active
hostility to the hopes, dreams, and aspirations of black Americans."

Bayard Rustin, while critical himself of same of the recent social programs, has laud-
ed the efforts of the Sixties as reflecting "compassionate and profoundly humane view of
social problems" and has argued that they "proved significantly more effective at resolving
these problems than local governments could ever hope to bhe."

In a major Commentary article that has already stirred much camment, Ben Wattenberg
and Richard Scammon argue convincingly that, despite the great gaps that still exist and
must be eliminated, the plight of America's minorities and poor has been improving signifi-
cantly, and that Federal social programs had much to do with that improvement.

The Administration's proposals have started a major national discussion on the use-
fulness of our recent efforts —— as well as the economic consequences of major Federal ex-—
penditures to support them. This reporter finds it gratifying that even among the most rabid
critics of the Administration's proposals, there is recognition that some programs have in-
deed not worked or worked well, that new solutions must be found.

Amidst the shrill voices on both sides of the argument, cbjective and serious analysis
is emerging. (An excellent series of articles will be found in Cammentary for May -- entitled
Nixon, the Great Society and the Future of Social Policy.)

The Jewish community is participating actively in this great national debate. In our
own American Jewish Cammittee -— at the Board of Governors, the Damestic Affairs Commission,
the Washington Advisory Panel, at Chapter meetings, and at the upcaming Annual Meeting —-= the
subject is receiving close and open-minded consideration. A reading of the growing llt.erature,
reinforced by personal discussion, leads this cbserver to note these general trends in
"Jewish" thinking:

** The "Jewish" interest is both particularist and universalist. Housing projects for the
elderly, OEQ programs for the Jewish poor, higher costs for Medicare -- these and other
concerns directly affect many Jews. Our deep interest in improved cammmity relations
and social justice for all people makes us worry about the bitter resentments and
further alienation being felt by the disadvantaged and minority groups.

** A strong Federal role in promoting the social welfare remains vital, even while we
seek ways of sharing that role with local government and the private sector. Revenue-
sharing must not be permitted to weaken the basic Federal commitment to programs that
pranote social justice.
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** Present social programs should be thoroughly reviewed for possible improvement, but
there should be caution and restraint in terminating such programs as Legal Services,
Cammunity Action, Model Cities, and Public Employment, unless and until better programs
are ready to assume the functions for which they were created.

*% The fiscal implication of adequate social programs must be accepted. If it is not
feasible or possible to reduce other expenditures, our tax policies should be reviewed
and perhaps modified.

** Jews must not tire in the quest for social justice; they must not permit their impa-
tience with the slowness of prog‘ress to lead to abandonment of that quest; they must
not be so disturbed by the irritation of social change and social experimentation that
they will be unwilling to take necessary and reasonable risks to meet the costs that
may be required.

* & %k %

Support for Jackson-Mills-Vanik Amendment Continues

The last few weeks have seen very significant moves in the campaign to secure the right
of Soviet Jews to emigrate. A historic meeting of 10 Jewish leaders with President Nixon and
Henry Kissinger on April 19 brought the welcome assurances that the Soviets had abandoned,
though not officially repealed, the education tax. In the days that followed, satisfaction
over that development was balanced off by reports that harassments against Jews and the denial
of visas to those previously affected by the head tax were continuing.

For a few days, it seemed that support for the pending Jacksan amendment (which would
deny special trade concessions unless the Soviets permitted truly free emigration) was weak-
éning, because of statements attributed to Wilbur Mills, Hugh Scott, and others. But real-
ization that the real issue was not a particular tax, but free emigration, not anly reinforced
support for the amandment, but brought additional, vital support. Wilbur Mills reintroduced
his bill following a conference with Richard Maass. Russell Long, Chairman of the key Senate
Finance Commuittee, last week joined the 76 Senators who had earlier endorsed the Jackson
Amendment.

Following a May 1 meeting with Henry Kissinger, on the eve of his departure for Moscow,
a statement was issued by Richard Maass, Max Fisher, and Jaccb Stein, expressing appreciation
to President Nixon for his efforts on behalf of Soviet Jews, continuing support for the Jack-
son Amendment, and expressing hope that "continuing efforts by the President and the Congress
will achieve the right of free emigration for Soviet Jews."
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PETRODOLLARS, CONTINUED

I am enclosing, for ycur information, a copy of an
article on the impact of Petrodollar growth on the
world economy, which appeared in yesterday's
Washington Post. I believe it graphically tells

the story of the significant danger we all face

as a result of the OPEC nations' accumulation of
capital surpluses. Unfortunately, however, the
author comes to a most gloomy conclusion in the
article's final paragraph; we believe that forth-
right action can be taken to alleviate the situation
more effectively than simply "paying the bill." One
such approach is outlined in the paper, also enclosed,
written by our committee member, Arnold Safer, which
I commend to you for its cogency. o :
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The Real il Crisis Is Still To

Come

THE WASHINGTON POST

We May Be Running Out of Borrowed Time To Pay the
OPEC Bill

By Richard J. Whalen

WE AMERICANS ARE inclined to live with illu-
sions, but we have outdone ourselves when it
comes to the economic and political consequences of the
Arab oil cartel.

For more than three years we have been acting like
cartoon characters who run off the cliff but don't fall at
once. We have deceived ourselves with the notion that
non-cartel countries could merely borrow money and
*ime and the problem of quadrupled oil prices somehow
1night go away, that we could manipulate paper curren-

cies and tinker with bookkeeping devices and go on liv-
ing essentially as we bad been doing before the winter
of 197374. But we cannot.

We and our allies and trading partners are in serious
economic difficulties, our feet still planted firmly in
mid-air, and unless we recognize this fact, we are likely
to be in for a rude descent, It is impossible to predict
precisely what form that descent might take. It could in-
clude a new round of steep inflation in this country,

causing a sharp decline in consumer purchasing power, .

production and employment — in short, a new reces-
sion. It could include a steady erosion in the value of the
dollar in international currency markets, possibly even a
panicky collapse of confidence and a flight from the dol-
lar. It could result, most destructively, in am ever-widen-
ing and bitter trade war that causes the disintegration of
the liberal trading system created since World War 11,
‘What is not in doubt is that the oil-consuming natjons,
led by the United States, ultimately will pay a heavy

price for the petroleum we have burned on credit. The
question now is whether we have the will to attempt to
control events as much as possible, or whether we will
continue to let events control us.

Praying It Will Blow Over

HIS WILL DOUBTLESS strike many as an unduly
L gloomy view. Alarm over the oil cartel's impact on
the world economy was much in fashion a few years ago,
but now complacency reigns even though the political
and financial strains are becoming more visible, Influen-
tial economists are unconcerned with the falling dollar,
spiralling debts and worsening trade frictions because,
in their tidy abstract world, surpluses and deficits are
balanced to the penny within a closed global economic
system whose stability they take for granted. '

1

True. we appear on the surface tu have weathered the
storm remarkably well. without many of the painful
changes and adjustuients the {lassandras had warned
smainst, But that is precisely the point: Qur strategy has

Whalen, a former journalist for The Wall Street
Juurgml and Fortune magazine, is currently an eco-
normic consultant and writer based in Washington,

‘been to skirt the storm and pray it might blow over. It is
s}ill blowing, and we may be running out of borrowed
{ime and money.
.- "Picture in your mind’s eye the affable proprietors of
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
J1OPEC) attired as waiters, presenting the bill for the
Aeast to the oilimporting countries. We and our allies
‘ind trading partners are aware that we could not afford
this feast, that we have been living far beyond our
Ineans. But we have consumed the oil and have mo
cchoice but to pass the check from hand to hand, watch-
Jng it grow ever more unaffordable by the moment, hop-
Jing that somehow a new economic boom will break out,
wr a rich uncle will suddenly appear, or something will.
Hiappen to prevent us from being crushed beneath a bur-
den of debt assumed to support living standards we can
1o longer afford.
.- The OPEC bill by now is massive. In 1977, OPEC’s
Trevenues are expected to total some $130 billion, or al-
Ynost 10 times the cartel’s oil revenues only five years
‘ago, before prices were quadrupled. The oil-consuming
world is collectively borrowing about $40 billion a year
10 close the gap between what it owes OPEC and what it
earns by selling goods and services to the cartel. For a
Year or two, even several years, that cumulative $40 bil-
Yion annual borrowing might be sustained. But it cannot
‘continue indefinitely. Nations, like individuals, cannot
keep spending or borrowing at a far higher rate than
-_tl;eir earnings allow. For some, the interest charges
#lone on the ever-mounting debt swiftly become as bur-
densome as repaying the principal itself. Moreover, the
pyramid of debt upon debt becomes more unstable as
the earnings prospects of the borrowers become more
and more dubious.
" 'The most vulnerable countries in this over-spending,
siorrowing and check-passing routine, as widely noted,
ere in the developing world. They have been paying for
their oil bills mainly by borrowing funds that come from
a“recycling” of the surplus earnings of the oil cartel.
For the past few years, OPEC nations have been deposit-
img dollars with U.S. and other commercial banks in ac-
eobunts that can be withdrawn on short notice. The banks
then use these dollars, at a handsome profit, to make me-
dium-to-longterm loans to oilconsuming mnations,
chiefly in the middle-income brackets of the developing
syorld. y
Since 1974, according to a conservative U.S. Treasury
estimate, OPEC's cumulative total surpluses have
amounted to some $145 billion, which the banks have
lent out or “recycled.” But even though the appetite for
OPEC's 0il remains vigorous, the borrowing capacity of
some of the less affluent consumers is nearly exhausted.
- Statistics tell part of this disturbing story. Some three-
fifths of the new borrowing by non-OPEC developing
countries is being used to pay the interest and principal
on existing debts, and four-fifths is going to repay pri-
vate banks. According to a recent analysis by an Ameri-
can Express affiliate, half the dollars borrowed by devel-
oping countries will be used to repay debts by 1980, and
two-thirds by 1985.
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Interest charges alone now rost the developing coun-
iries ahout $21 billion a vear. 2 75 per “ent increase since
it73. The Intermational Monetary Fund estinates that
for ihe developing countries as + whole, interest charges
will absurb about 12 per cent of their hard-currency
rarnings from exports. For some Latin American coun-
tries — Peru, Argentina, Mexico, Brazil — the figure is
mnuch higher. As of mid-1976, Brazil alone owed commer-
vial banks $17.4 billion, more than $11 billion oritto US
banks.

But these debt-burden statistics, and others even more
pathetic depicting the plight of the poorest of Third
World oil-consumers, are not the most troubling parts of
the crisis. What is more worrisome, at least so far as this
aspect of the problem is concerned, is the wholesale re-
treat of commercial bankers from the once lucrative but
now too risky business of lending to oil-<consuming coun-
tries in the developing world. As rapidly as they can, the
banks are turning the recycling responsibility over to
publicly financed lending agencies, such as the IMF,
which recently expanded its lending capacity. Thus,
through our IMF contributions, U.S. taxpayers are be-
ginning to assurne part of the risk borne by the bankers
during the initial round of oil dollar recycling. And the
question of how to finance OPEC-caused debt is passing
from the abstract realm of economics and finance to the
arena of domestic and international politics.

For the banking system, a real danger does exist that
one or more countries will default on their debts. Not
long ago, Federal Reserve Board Chairman Arthur
Burns privately tonguelashed a group of commercial
bankers for their recklessness in stuffing their vaults
with suspect [OUs — and then turning to the Fed and
the IMF for assurances of a bailout if these loans go sour.

A More Ominous Problem

UT THIS RISK of default, which could be dealt

with by stretching out repayment terms, is not the
most ominous part of the overall trend in petrodollar fi-
nance. The larger part of the problem is that more and
more of the oil-consuming world’s total debt to OPEC is
coming to be financed by US. over-spending and bor-
rowing, by the United States buying far more oil and
other products than it can really afford and thereby put-
ting more dollars in the hands of other nations so they
can purchase oil. It is as though the check for the oil
least, after passing round the table, is winding up per-
manently in Uncle Sam’s hand.

There are those who would applaud the poetic justice -

of the world's biggest energy consumer getting stuck
with the check. But there is much more to the unfolding
oil finance crisis than simple (or complex) ideas of jus-
tice.

The ability of the United States to pick up the check
for the rest of the oil-consuming world is subject to the
international money markets’ judgment not merely of
our economic resources, but also of our pelitical wisdom
and skill in managing the economy. The value of the dol-
lar — and much else — depends on how much long-term
confidence dollar holders, particularly the Saudi Arabi-
ans, have in the dollar,

The United States currently is paymg some $45 billion
for imported oil. After subtracting our income from
goods and services we sell to the world, the United
States is running a net trade deficit this year of almost
$30 billion at an annual rate. After further subtracting
our income from foreign investments and other over-
seas transactions, the United States-will wind up with a
net balance-of-payments deficit in the §15 billion range.
That $15 billion is used by the rest of the world chiefly to
pay for oil, whether the dollars go first to OPEC nations
and are then ient out through the banking system, or
whether they go directly to other trading partners for
their goods. (In the first quarter of this year, for ex-
ample, the United States ran a trade deficit of $1.8 bil-
lion with the non-OPEC developing countries, in con-
trast with a surplus alniost as large in 1675

By itself, for the United States to run a $15 billion defi-
cit for a year or twu is nv cause for alarm. The United
States, by far the world's most creditworthy bérrower,
can readily find the money. Indeed, money seeking ref-
uge from political insecurity has been pouring into the
United States from Europe and the Far East.

But in the view of many more troubled nations in the
increasingly shaky world financial system, it is becom-
ing essential for the United States to run a more or less
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permanent payments deficit. Otherwise, those nations
will pot be able to find money to pay for their mounting
oil bills. As Brazil's finance minister, Mario Simmonsen,
declares: “We are in the second phase of the oil crisis —
the permanent phase.”

The United States, however, cannot run a a more or
less “permanent” payments deficit. At some point in the
not too distant future, that would end up undermining
the dollar. Since 1973, following two devaluations of the
dollar, there have been no fixed exchange rates in the
world financial system. The relative values of major cur-
rencies, including the dollar, “float” against each other
depending on the market’s reaction to different coun-
tries’ trade and balance-of-payments positions, to their
flow of investments, and, importantly, to their compara-
tive domestic rates of inflation. Central banks no longer
“peg" their currencies at fixed rates, though they do in-
tervene in the markets to support them.

The virtue of flexible exchange rates is that every ad-
justment of currencies’ relative values does not require
a crisis, as it did during the late 1960s and early 1970s. The
world financial system might have collapsed two or
three years ago if it were still based on fixed exchange
rates pegged to a stable dollar. Moreover, without float-
ing rates, the world economy could not have accommo-
dated the unprecedented and continuing financial
strains produced by OPEC surpluses. But the defect of
the “dollar standard” is the lack of an anchor in the sys-
tem. The value of the dollar can fluctuate sharply,
greatly increasing the risks of dolhr-huidmwchaslhe
oilrich Arabs.

In any event, “floating"” exchange rates by themselves
cannot accomplish the fundamental adjustments which
have been forced on the world economy by OPEC but
which thus far have been largely delayed.

Treasury Secretary W. Michael Blumenthal and other
senior officials recently have been asserting that the
mounting US. payments deficit is our generous contri-
bution to international financial stability and the collec-
tive adjustment to OPEC's price escalation. It is also
politically the least painful course to follow, compared
with belttightening to balance our energy budget, as
our skeptical allies in Bonn and Tokyo are quick to point
out. '

As they see it, the Carter administration has been de-
liberately running a deficit and thereby tacitly devalu-
ing the dollar again — trying to gain a competitive ad-
wvantage for U.S. exports. That would tend to pass a large
part of the oil check back to our rich trading partners.

The allies also accuse the United States of attempting
to shift part of the burden for paying for our runaway

oil imports to Western European and other nations,

(Spain, Brazil) with which we are running large trade

surpluses. Dismissing Washington's pretensions to inter-
mational virtue, they note, accurately, that the United
States has a unique advantage in the world trading sys-
tem: It can settle its debts by printing more dollars —
i.e,, by allowing our domestic money supply to rise faster
than the currencies of our major trading competitors
are inflated. The West Germans, with their hyper-sensi-
tivity to inflation and their delight in large trade sur-
pluses, are caught in an exquisite dilemma: They hold al-
most twice as many dollars in their official reserves as
we do in ours, and they accuse us of “exporting infla-
tion” to them through our payments deficits,

Our Baffled Allies

l N RECENT MONTHS, the United States has pursued
a kind of dollar dmhmacy that has alternately haf-
fled and infuriated our chief allies. For example, they
were ireated to the novel spectacle of secing an Ameri-
can Treasury Secretary throw his weight against an
“overvalued" dollar in the foreign exchange markets.

In late June, Blumenthal startled Western finance
ministers al a Paris meeting by declaring: “We need sig-
nificant shifts — into deficit — in the [balance of pay-
ments| positions of such surplus countries as Japan, Ger-
many, Switzerland 2nd the Netherlands.” Blumenthal's
blunt admonition came after frustrating months of be-
hind-the-scenes pressure on the Japanese and the Ger-
mans to reduce theic huge trade surpluses and allow
their currencies to rise in value.

Until then, despite the skyrocketing U.S, trade deficit,
the dollar had been strong. Blumenthal’s manufactured
“crisis" succeeded in frightening foreign bankers and
brokers and their clients — especially Arabs holding
vast amounts of dollars. (They also hold billions of dol-



lars worth of Treasury securities which have painlessly
financed recent U.S. budger deficits, one of the impor-
tant benefits of a stable dollar that Blumenthal seemed
to overlook.) In any event, as foreigners took the Secreta-
ry’s advice and switched to “stronger” currencies, the

dollar plummeted.

Despite the pressures for a more or less permanent
U.S. payments deficit, Secretary Blumenthal has tried to
depict the OPEC<aused imbalances and dislocations in
the world economy as passing phenomena. As he de-

clared last May:

“The present situation is a temporary one . . .The
trade deficit is so high in 1977 because of the unusually
heavy demand for energy in the early part of the year
because of the unusually hud weather. Secondly, the
trade deficit is so great because the American economy
1> ahead of the other economies in terms of its recovery .
... When other countries catch up in their economic
growth and development . . .[the US. balance-of-pay-
ments| deficit will he smaller or it will be eliminated.

Therefore we don't see this as a permanent situation.”

Secretary Blumeathal's key assumption of more rapid
recovery abroad §s not shared by observers closer to Lthe
stagrant eccnomies of Western Zurope, who see no
sighs of an eventual “catch-up” with the United States,
On the contrary, the Organization for Economic Coaper-
ation and Development recently revised its cstimate of
the 1978 growlh rate yor member countries on the Conti-
nent downward to a mere 2.7 per cent, which would
push politically dangerous unemployment higher, In
West Germany, the prime economic mover of Europe,
the jobless rate is above 5 per ceat, which is considered a

crisis level in that country.

tn Europe, as in the United States, business capital
spending. which had heen expected to provide increas-
ing impetus to recovery, remains disappointingly slug-.
gish. There is no shortage of investment funds — only a
shortage of risk-takers, as Dr. Kurt Richebacher of
Frankfurt's Dresdner Bank wrote last spring: “Just as
water piles up behind a dam, monetary capital is accu-
mulating in the financial markets . . .|because] costs
and risks are ou¥ of all proportion to the prospects of

profits.”

In Japan, too, business activity is stagnant, inventories
are rising and plant and equipment investments are flat.
According to the Bank of Japan's latest figures, ship-
ments of capital goods declined in the second quarter
.this year, the first such drop since 1975, and machinery
orders fell 7.5 per cent below the previous quarter, indi-

cating corporate plant and equipment spending will
shrink.

Under intense pressure from Washington, Japanese
monetary authorities ure ullowing the yen to appreciate,
which in theory should make Japanese exports. such us
automohiles and ennsumer electronic goods, more ex-

pensive. But Japanese industry, with its heavy debt,
“lifetime employment” policies and high fixed costs.
typically prefers 1o absorb the effects of a rising yem
rate rather than increase prices and risk a decline in
volume.

Throughout the industrialized world. OPEC has nullj-
fied the principal motive for new investment — profits
— and therefore greatly increased the danger of re-
newed recession.

Hoping 1o Aveid a Recession

Y RAISING ENERGY costs to levels that indusiries

and "households alike cannot afford, OPEC, in ef-
fecy, has permanently destroyed a significant part of the
U.S. and other non-OPEC economies. In an original anal-
vsis. Llwo economists at the St. Louis Federal Reserve
Bank, Robert H. Rasche and Joha A. Tatom, recently an.
nounced this startling conclusion:

“The large increase in the price of energy in 1974 per
manently reduced economic capacity, or the potential
cutput of the US. economy, by 4 to 5 per cent. The pro-
ductivity of existing capital and labor resources was
sharply reduced . . .To maintain real output at its origi-
nal [pre-OPEC] level, commodity and industrial prices
must rise by the same percentage as the increased en-
ergy cost o restore all relative prices to their original
values.”

In other words, the U.S. economy is forced to operate
roughly $90 billion below its potential because of OPEC's
uncompensated price increases. Under the Carter ad-
minisiration’s energy program, the United States would

belatedly begin raising costs and prices to the new level
imposed by the oil cartel, hoping the result would not be
recession. Washington's freedom to apply stimulus to
the domestic economy is limited by the pileup of dollars
outside the United States, because policymakers must
fear the market's reaction to a real or potential rise in in-
flation.

With oil selling at $13.50 a barrel, the world economy
is clearly out of balance. To restore equilibrium, the per-
sistent OPEC trade surplus must shrink and eventually
disappear. Either the price of oil must come down, or
the consumption of oil must dramatically decline. If
OPEC held the price steady for a few years, worldwide
inflation obviously would reduce the real price of oil. A
severe recession that reduced demand for oil probably
would eliminate OPEC's surplus of dollars, but that ben-
efit surely would be lost in the general political up-
heaval that would ensue.

A less drastic remedy obviously would be for the cil-
producing countries to directly finance the sale of their
oil to consuming countries, a practice they now confine
10 the poorest developing lands. But the Arab oil produc-
ers running the biggest surpluses — Saudi Arabia, Ku-
wait, and the United Arab Emirates — show little in-
clination to transact business in any currency except
dollars — at least up to now.

The United States will run a trade deficit of roughly
$25 billion this year, another on the order of $20 billion
next vear, and probably still another in 1979. If this
trend continues, the Western bankers who manage the
Arabs’ {inancial affairs will certainly advise them w
“diversify and spread their risks” by selling dollars and
buying German marks, yen and Swiss francs. This would
steadily weaken the dollar in money markets. If this ero-
sion of the dollar were to snowball, it is entirely conceiv-
able that substantial dumping of dollars would occur.

The fate of the British pound is worth noting in this
respect. A couple of years ago, as the British allowed in-
flation to soar and the exchange rate of the pound fell,
the OPEC nations “pulled the plug.” Nigeria alone with-
drew half its pound reserves from London in a single
day.

~ The View From Saudi Arabia

PEC IS EXCHANGING a “real,” non-renewable nat-
ural resource — petroleum — for paper dollars
backed solely by the world's confidence in US. strength.

" The dollar is not only an international medium of ex-

change for purchasing goods and services. For Saudi
Arabia especially, with its unspendable surplus, the dok
lar is also a store of value for the future, a means to pro-
vide for the time when the oil runs out.

Saudi Arabia is keenly aware of the power of its “vil
weapon,” but the kingdom thus far shows little sign of
realizing that it also holds the balance of world financial
power. Saudi Arabia's official reserves stood at about $27
billion at the end of 1976, nearly double its $14.3 biliion
at the end of 1974. The concealed reserves of the Saudi
Arabian Monetary Agency are believed to lift the total
1o near $35 billion, or more than the combined official
reserves of West Germany ($34.8 billion) and the United
States {$18.7 billion). In contrast to free-wheeling Iran
and sophisticated Kuwait, Saudi investment policy
abroad has been very conservative. Up to mow, the
Saudis have tended to buy the kind of financial assets
the Americans wanted to sell, such as US. Treasury
bonds, just as they tended until recently to sell their oil
on terms and in amounts favored by the Americans.

But the Saudis who have custody of the kingdom's
reserves take their long-term responsibility quite seri-
ously. The staff of the monetary agency can be seen
daily at midday, praying in the entrance hall of their
building. If they should one day lose faith in American
promises (or even worse, American foresight and intelli-
gence) and conclude that Washington has no intention
of imposing tough restraints on its energy consumption,
narrowing its payments deficit or maintaining the inter-
national value of its currency, the Saudis might well de-
cide prudently to “lighten up” on dollars and switch to
other assets. By liquidating only a modest fraction of
their dollar holdings on the foreign exchange markets,
the Saudis could unleash tidal waves of homeless liquid-
ity, cause unprecedented currency distortions and
prompt the wholesale erection of restrictive interna-
tional trade and financial barriers. The result of such a
dollar crisis could be the destruction of the liberal trad-
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ing system that has been the West's great economic
achievement of the past two generations.

Alternatively, the Saudis could simply accept fewer
dollars (and risks) by curtailing their oil production. To
finance their ambitious internal development program,
the Saudis need to pump only about 4 million to 5 mil-
lion barrels of oil a day, as opposed to their recent out-
put of about 9 million barrels daily. An influential body
of opinion within the Saudi ruling family holds that the
best way to preserve the kingdom's oil riches is in the
ground, not in inflation-ravaged paper.

Just now, the world supply of oil is more than ample,
to say the least. But recent Saudi production cutbacks
bave not gone unnoticed by Secretary of Energy James
R. Schlesinger and his top aides, who fear a future sup-
ply-demand squeeze that would send oil prices soaring.

There is no politically attractive “solution” to the mas-
sive problems caused by OPEC's price increases and sur-
pluses, which is why it has taken so long for the United
States to devise an energy program. Indeed, there may
be no solution of any kind short of an early decline in
the real price of oil or a drastic deciine in the consump-
tion of oil. Nations cannot keep on spending and borrow-
ing far beyond their real earning ability. One way or an-
other, we are bound to pay OPEC’s bill.
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Introduction:

The most serious flaw in the Presidentis energy package 1s its virtual silence
about OPEC. . If the President.is askinrg théIAmerican people for sacrifices, then he
should be frepared to tell‘them what plans he-ﬁight havelfor at least attempting to
dilute the price-setting fﬁwefs of the cartel. Present sacrifice should have the

prospect of future reward.

A Different ﬁconomic Perception:
| The Administration contends tﬁat the world as a whole is facing a physical

shortage of oil as early as 1985. That proposition is open to question. There is

an economic shortage in the U.S. because controls hold prices below market clea;ing

levels. The U.S. may have a physical shortage at current controlled price levels;’

but it is improbable that the world as a whole is facing such a shortage. By the end

of 1977, OPEC will have excess capacity of 12 MMB/D, some 25% of non-communist world

consumption. And that isloniy in terms of the producing capacity of proven oil reserves!

According to even the most conservative geologists, ultimately recoverable oil reserves

around the world are vastly in excess of what the world will need for several decades.

If world oil supplies run short in the next 20-25 years, it will be dug to the politics

of o0il conflicting with its economic and engineering requirements.

Soaringlenergy costs today are less the result of impending physical shortage than
of OPEC's monopolistic pricing practices. Until the OPEC issue is recognized, dealing
with the physical .shortage alone may be costly and ineffective.

In his energy program, the President has stressed the goal of reducing U.S..oil
izports over the next eight years. Through a mix of energy conserﬁatiun and new
supplies of alternate fuels, the Presi&ent hopes to gradually reduce our dependence

upon OPEC oil supplies. 2lthough the President did not explicitly state that one

objective of his energy program might be to dilute the price-setting power of the oil -

cartel, the goal of reducing U.S. oil imports implicitly leads to the conclusion that

the U.S. would like to achieve a greater influence over the setting of international
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oil prices. Thus, if our contention is correct that it is omly the U.é. which has a
temporary physical shortage, sufficient oil supplies will continue to be afailable
from other countries. Therefore, we should be able to change the mechanism py which
we import our oil today, and thereby at least trj to obtain better commercial terms

for our oil imports.

Technical Proposals

Various technical plans have been proposed for altering the oil import.system.
Thesé range from alcomplete takeover of all oil imports by the U.S. government on the
one hand, to granting an anti-trust exemption to the internmational oil compénies so
they can more effectively bargain with OPEC, on the other hand. More recently,
proposals have been made to change the system of foreign tax credits granted to
‘American oil Eompanies.-thereby changing the profit inﬁéntives of the companies in
their dealings with OPEC. Perhaps the most Widely known proposal fo; altering the

0il import mechanism is the so-called Adelman Plan, involving a system of secret bidding

for the right to sell foreign oil in the U.S. Profgssor Adelman of M.I.T. proposes

that each month, fhe U.S. government should set an import quota and auction off import
tickets to those who would like to sell foreign oil in the U.S. An oil company, an

OPEC government, Or anyone else who might have foreign oil to sell would have to submit

a sealed bid as to the amount he would pay for his oil import franchise. The U.S.
government would collect those revenues ffom the sale of the import tickets and rebate
them back to the American public. If a foreign oil exporter desired to incfease his

u.é. market share, he could increase the émount which he would pay for the import ticket,

and thereby presumably accept less on a net basis for his oil. The potential would be

created for one OPEC country to secretly compete with the other.

Market Conditions:

The "sealed bid" approach, or other plans to stimulate competiﬁion in the international

crude oil market, become attractive options fof dealing with monopoly pricing provided
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that market conditions exert sufficient presspre on some OPEC members to expand their
- 0il exports through price-cutting. S;nce growing surpluses in the international oil
market are likely to aqcur, at least between now and 1980, the time may now be opportune
to take directlaction to dilute the price-setting powers of the oil cartel. International
action does not minimize the need foé a strong domestic Energy Policy, but in fact
reinforces that need. |
OPEC's recent unity on pricing, as well as its benign stance toward oil-consuming
nations, may be an attempt to cover up a major underlying problem it will have to deal
with over the next two or three years. Even as world demand for oil remains sluggish,
new oil sources are coming on stream. fetween 1977 aﬁd 1986, world consumption (outside
the communi;t bloc) is likely to increase by only 4 or 5 million barrels per day. fet
new 0il supplies--from the North Sea, Alaska, Mexico and many other sources=-=will increase
by 6 or 7 million barrels per day. For 6?EC as a whole, this means declining sales; for
some member countries, it will mean cuttiﬁg back oil production. And, as almost every
OPEC member is rgalizing{ rising import costs are making it almost impossible to cut
back oil exports without jeopardizing deve10pmeﬁt objectives..
Thé way for any one OPEC country to maintain its o0il sales in the face of declining
demand would be to cut prices. The incentive to do so will grow as excess capacity
builds within OPEC over the next twﬁ or three years. To prevent this, OPEC must either
set up a centralized ailocétion system or agree to lower prices in an attempt to stimulate
overail demand. The adoption of either alternative will further erodé OPEC unity and will
mean increased bargaining power for the consuming countries.
The timing may now be ecritical. The period 19?6—80 offers the Bes; opportunity
to dilute.the cartglgs influence over the world oil ﬁarket, or, at the least, to reach

a more healthy accommodation with its legitimate aspirations.

A Nifferent Political Perception:

Yet, why has there been little or no U.S. government response in this direction?

The answér, it seems to me, is a fundaﬁentaliy different percéption of the energy problem
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on the part of U.S. Mideastern policymakers. First, forecast worldwide oil shortages

in the 1980's. Second, and as a consequence of this projection, emphasize how‘ .
dependent the U.é. is upon Mideast oil for the viability of its economy. Finally,

coﬁple this o0il dependence with growing Arab economic influence to suggest a diplomatic
tilt towar& the.Arab side of the Arab-Israeli dispute. |

The corrolary to this theorem is that any atteﬁpt to confront the OPEC cartel

on commefcial grounds could be destabilizing to Mﬁdeast politics, partiéularly in the
Persian Gulf. That is, if intra-OPEC frictions grow as a result of competitive pres-
sures in the oil market, -there could be increased instability in the Mideast oil pro-
ducing nations; In this volatile area of the world, violenée could erupt and could *
cause serious physical damage_to oil producing and transportation facilities, thereby
halting the flow of oil. Or, intra-OPEC frictions could even result in the overthrow

of conservative pro-Western Arab regimes,.and open up possibilities for increased Sovigt
influence in the Persian Culf. Thus, it seeﬁs to me, that the U.S. government willu

not attempt to dilute the price-setting powers of the OPEC cartel, at least not diréctly,
but rather accept the monopoly price of internmational oil and the continuing economic
damage which it is doing. This acceptance of the cartel and the dominant role playéd by
the Arabs within OPEC, means a continued erosion of support for Israel in the diplomatic
arena. Because, if push comes to shove, fhe political perception exists that the Arabs
can-again cut off the o0il, or severely damage the economy by faising 0il prices significantly.

On the other hand, a different reading of the international oil problem would resﬁlt

in a different political perception of an appropriate.U.S. policy role in regard to tﬁe
Arab—léraeli conflict. If.the U.S. were to adopt an international oil policy which
attempted to dilute OPEC's monopoly power in the international oil market, éeeking in fact
to reducé international.oil prices during the coming period of market surplus, then.a
strong, democratic Israel would become vital to U.S. interests if and when a split ﬁithin
OPEC led to increased political instability in the Mideast. That is, if intra-OPEC

frictions on commercial oil policy grounds lead to both a lower price for international

o0il and increased unrest in the Persian Gﬁlf, then a strong Israel may be our best ally
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for controlling the diplomatic, economic, and military situations. How long the current
regime in Saudi Arabia and the dictatorships in Iran, Iraq, and Lit»z can last may be
independent of what the U.S.Idoés anyway. For example, a recent report from Saudi Arabia
states that 1500 army and other officialslwere arrested for plotting a coup, apparently
backed by the Libyan government. Discovered by an Egyptian military advisor, these
events could explain last month's border war between Egypt and Libya. Buf to the extent
that commercial actions by the U.S. might be related to growing instability within or
among these OPEC nations, then the capabilities of the U.S. to respond to potential
left-wing, Soviet backed regimes in ‘the Arab world would be enhanced by increasing the
U.S. commitment to Israel. In other words, it's not a one way street héading in the
Arab direction, as currently perceived by some Mideastern policymakers in the American

government.

Conclusions

To summarize, as political perceptions now exist, attempts.to dilute OPEC's price
setting powers along coﬁﬁercial lines become counter-productive to the diplomgtic
thrust of maintaining OPEC's cohésion in the ihterest of maintaining Mideastern political
stability. Unless this perception is turned around, it seems to me that U.S. foreign
policy will increasingly tilt toward the Arab causé and away from the Israeli. Domestic
pblitical pressure by U.S. Jewish groups for greater Américan support of Israel will be
ineffective rhetoric in the face of the reality of growing Arab dominance of the world's
0il supplies and of vastly increased Arab economic influence. Hence, before the U.S.
government even contemplates new commercial mechanisms for the import of oil, in the
interest of attempting to dilute OPEC'Q price setting powers, present foreign policy

perceptions will have to change significantly.
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Booizs Considered

The Control of Oil by John M. Blair
(Pantheon: $15)

The Brotherhood of Oil by Robert Engler

(University of Chicago; $12.50)

In late May, the Wall Street Journal
commented at length on the energy
crisis. The editorial was so in conflict
with reality that one was tempted to
dismiss it as a work of unwitting satire
by an unconscious Russell Baker, but it
was a serious symptom of the debased
level of public discussion in this area. It is
appalling that business ideologists at the
Journal, or Republican Presidents and oil
Democrats can soberly suggest that the
Platonic simplicities of Economics One
be applied to an industry which is a
monument to at least a half century of
'violating both the anti-trust statutes
and the law of supply and demand. Only
they do and people seriously debate
whether price decontrol might not
accurately price energy resources and
thereby fix their use at the proper level.
. These new books by John M. Blair and
Robert Engler are a marvelous antidote
to such nonsense. They are massively
documented, analytic studies of what
Engler calls “the rapacious and corrupt-
ing private government of energy,” an
institution, | would add, which is more
dirigiste than the government of the
United States itself. Yet if Control and
Brotherhood  often cover common
ground, they do so from different points
of view and come to contrasting policy
conclusions. Blair is an economist who
knows of the oil conspiracy against the
public interest from years of staff work
as a Senate trustbuster, and sees hope in
the anti-trust solution. Engler is a
political scientist, sensitive to the com-
plex issues of power in this case, and
inclined—in a most undogmatic, critical
way—toward truly democratic planning
and socialization.

Since the 1920s, the oil industry has
carefully contrived to control supply. In
the old days, when weak, corrupt Middle
Eastern governments were clients of the
Seven Sisters, that was done by collu-
sion with, or the deception of; sovereign
states. Within the United States itself,

‘there was the “prorationing system”
based on the Texas Railroad Commis-
sion and enforced by a Federal law
against “hot oil” (i.e., produced in
violation of state gquotas) in interstate
commerce. When this system was
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challenged—by Mossadegh’s
nationalization of Iranian oil in the early
’50s, or by Enrico Mattei’s aggressive
leadership of the publicly owned Italian
energy complex—boycotts and: em-
bargoes were organized, governments
were overthrown and, in Mattei’s case,
murder may have been used as a
weapon. Indeed, every single tactic
which has been used by the Arabs
against the West was first used by
Western corporations against the Arabs.

This careful control of energy supply
did not, of course, extend to oil alone.
The case of shale is instructive in this
regard. After both World War I and
World War II, the Federal Government
launched R&D programs to learn how to
effectively extract oil from the abundant
Western shale. The first effort was

. killed by Herbert Hoover in 1930; the

second was ended under Eisenhower

pursuant to a recommendation made by .

an industry panel. It was like, the Denver
Post said, asking a jury of railroad
presidents to determine the subsidies
for the trucking industry. But one
company persisted in trying to develop
this source—only to have Gulf buy a 23
percent interest in it, thus persuading it
not to upset the industry’s Plan.

The failure to understand this system
has led many people to argue that
American prosperity in the ‘50s and ‘60s
was built on “cheap energy.” They do
not realize that the oil import quota
program, instituted by Eisenhower in
the late ‘505 and retained by Nixon even
when his own Cabinet commission told
him it made no sense, kept cheap oil out
of this country. It would, after all, have
competed with expensive American oil
and kept us from following our “Drain
America First” policy. In the '60s, Blair
estimates, consumers paid about four
billion dollars a year because they were
denied access to that cheap oil. Engler
shows how Nixon also finessed the
maverick Occidental company and the
entire New England region. They
wanted to locate a tanker terminal and a

refinery in a foreign trade zone to be -

created at Machiasport, Maine. Six
governors and the entire New England
Congressional delegation’ went to bat
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. for the scheme; the oil majors were

against it. Oil won. (There were impor-
tant environmental issues at stake, but
that was not why the scheme came a
cropper.)

All of this was accomplished by
straight politics and by the most devious
maneuvering and even corruption. For
instance, as both Blair and Engler note, a
major figure in the oil import quota
decision was then Treasury Secretary
Robert B. Anderson—a Texas oil man
who just happened to hold a contract
allowing him to benefit from an increase
in oil prices when he impartially helped
decide what American policy would be
on oil prices. It was the same Anderson,
Engler shows, who in 1960 had conven-
ed the representatives of the two
American companies with refineries in
Cuba and, in effect, urged them to take
an intransigent stand against Castro’s
insistence that the plants refine Russian
crude. And that, of course, was a critical
moment in the fateful deterioration of
American-Cuban relations.

Industry’s regulation of supply—
accomplished with the full support of
the United States government which,
for all intents and purposes, waived the
anti-trust laws for the oil planners and

(over)
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presented them with hundreds (yes
hundreds) of billions in tax subsidies—
was astonishingly effective. The growth
rate in supply projected by the com-
panies between 1950 and 1972 coincided
99.9 percent with the actual increase in
supply. And this feat is made all the
more extraordinary in that the industry
had to coordinate a varied range of
national components to achieve their
projections. ’

Let such bygones be bygones, the oil
apologists now say. The fact is, the
industry needs high rates of profits in
order to get the capital to invest in
solving the energy crisis. That assumes
that the very same companies which
took hundreds of billions of government
handouts and used them to make this
country unnecessarily dependent on
foreign imports have the social wisdom
and conscience to deal with the problem
they did so much to create. It also
ignores the fact that oil targets its
profits, dictating to the market rather
than deigning to obey its commands.
Thus Exxon told the Senate in 1974 that
“a return on equity at least in the 14

percent-16 percent range is required.”

Required for what? To serve the energy
needs of the American people, the
industry argument holds. To be invested
in making more money—in Ringling
Brothers, Montgomery Ward or what
have you—the facts show. Thus the
chemical industry has been quite able to
raise capital on its own, not the least
because it is the largest earner of dollar
exchange of any US manufacturing
industry. And yet, in 1973, 7.1 percent
of oil's net investment in fixed assets,
within the United States and worldwide,
was in chemical plants.

Moreover, there is abundant evidence
that the companies are still colluding
with OPEC. As Blair puts it concisely
with regard to the two “sides” in this
relationship, “their common interest in
the maintenance or enhancement of
price transcends their interest as in-
dividual buyers or sellers...” That
cozy, symbiotic relationship also ex-
plains why the corporate oil politicians
are anti-Israel and pro-Arab (the various
ultra-Left theories which see Israel as
- the pawn of American imperialism have
got the issue upside-down even though
the facts are incredibly obvious).

In the presence of such structures of
government-supported, price and sup-
ply fixing, what can the society do?
" Decontrol, says the Wall Street Journal
and the “free market” ideclogues. That
is, to put it kindly, preposterous, for it

would simply free the companies to rig
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the market for windfall profits. John M.
Blair, on the other hand, rejects the
nationalization solution for political
reasons (there is little Congressional
support for it) and on economic grounds
(he thinks 1t could institutionalize
inefficiencies). Yet, he is also critical of a
regulatory approach, both because of its
administrative  difficulties and its
tendency to perpetuate inefficient
producers and allocations. He favors the
public promotion of competition in an
industry where the spread between cost

“and price is greater than any other

(except pharmaceuticals) and there is

‘therefore, ample room to encourage

undercutting which can still yield hand-
some profits. ,

This could be dome, Blair argues,
partly under existing law: ending the
collusion in the concerted restriction of
crude production, and forcing the ma-
jors to share more of their crude with
independent refiners. And it would also
demand new legislation to break up
vertically integrated structures. There is

merit in all of those approaches, even -

though I do not think Blair sufficiently
copes with his own excellent documen-
tation of the dreary record of anti-trust
failure in this area. What bothers me is
the rather off-handed rejection of the
planning and public ownershipstrategy,
which could parallel some of Blair’s
proposals. In this area, I find Engler’s
fine book most compelling.

This is hot to suggest that Engler, or I,
regard nationalization as a miracle cure.
That fantasy can be left to those leftist
simplifiers who are content with merely

inverting the Wall Street  Journal's
dogmas. “State capitalism;” Engler com-
ments, “may be no more efficient than
its private counterpart. And public
authorities may be equally insulated
from democratic accountability.”
Moreover, there are decentralist policies
which could point in new directions, i.¢.
an REA-type subsidy for locally owned
and controlled solar cooperatives. It
worked with conventional electrifica-
tion in the rural areas; why not with the
harnessing of the sun? The problem, as
Engler shrewdly understands it, is that
we are dealing with an enormous
concentration of political power in the
oil industry. That can only be offset by a
counter-concentration of democratic
power, for as long as the corporate
status quo exists, both regulation and
anti-trust can be rigged by its power.
In thus preferring Engler’s policy
analysis to Blair’s, | do not want to
sleight the latter’s book. Both of these
studies are enormously and helpfully

'substantial. Still, I am persuaded by

Engler's very un-Messianic, critical
awareness of the need for a basic
restructuring of the decision process. It
may well be, as Blair says, that such a
move is politically quite difficult. The
problem is, as Engler so rightly con-
cludes, it is the only possible alternative
and we have totake the first stepon that
fabled journey of 10,000 miles.

Michael Harrington

Michael Harrington -is chairman of the
Democratic Socialist Organizing Com-
mittee.

The New Republic

~



THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date October 18, 1978

to . Area Directors (one per office; please share)

from Sonya Kaufer

QAL ED @M@Q@W@Wf _

subject PLO and Arab Rejectionists: Obstacles to Mideast Peace

Saudi Arabia on the Fence

Concessions in the Interest of Peace

A Victory for Peace and A Triumph for Negotiations

: The four op-eds attached cover different aspects of

: the Israel-Egypt negotiations. It would be helpful if you
could persuade several members of your chapter to send them
to their local papers within the next week to ten days.

Regards.

SFK:hp
ce: National Professional Staff
78-965-34 '



N

PLO and Arab Rejectionists: Obstacles to Mideast Peace

The condemnation of the Camp David Agreements by Syria, the Palestine
Liberation Organization and the radical Arab rejectionist front, and their
active attempts to sabotage Israeli-Egyptian moves towards peace demonstrate
to the world that they have no hope of retaining their destructive influence
except by prolongihg the conflict in the region. This explains their daily
attacks on President Sadat for his coﬁfageous decision to recognize Israel,
meke peace, normalize relations, and put an end to three decades of warfare
in the Middle East.

With Soviet and radical Arab support, the PLO has continued its campaign
of terror, strengthening Israel's conviction that her very existence would
be threatened by the establishment of an independent PLO-run Palestinian
state on her borders.

By rejecting the Camp David Framework for Peace Agreements, the PLO,
Syria, and the other extremists are demonstrating once again that they are .
not inrterested in peace in the Middle Fast. This has led Presiden£ Sadat
recently to declare: 'I have had enough,... their ingratitude an& obscenities
have gone beyond all limits... I shall never put the destiny of Egypt or the

Arab cause in the hands of those children, those murderers."



Saudi Arabia on the Fence

In justifying its sale of F-15 jet fighters to Saudi Arabia last
spring, the Carter Administration declared that "Saudi Arabia is of
critical importance és a moderate, constructive influence in the Middle
East, particﬁlarly in the quest for peace." Yet Saudi Arabia has refused
publicly to support the agreements reached at Camp David, which provide a
suitable framewofk for a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israel conflict.

Success in translating the Camp David accords into agreements that
will bring peéce to the Middle East depends, to é significant degree, on
regional support for these moves. Saudi Arabia, which shares with Egypt,
Israel, and the United States a common interest in promoting the peace and
stability in the area, is instead lending encouragement to the radical
Arab rejectionist front and the Soviet Union in their efforts to. sabotage
the peace effort. If the Saudis are to merit Washington's designatiﬁns as

”moderate constructive' force, they will have to stand.up and be counted
on the side of the Camp David efforts to achieve security and peace for all

the peoples of the area.



CONCESSIONS IN THE INTEREST OF PEACE

In assessing the Camp David achievements, it is important to
keep in mind that a major factor in the successful conclusion of
those negotiations was the far-reaching concessions made by Israel.

Barely a month after Egyptian President Sadat's historic
visit to Jerusalem, Israel offered to return full sovereignty over
the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt. At Camp David, Prime Minister
Menahem Begin went even further, agreeing t6 give up vital military
airfields, withdraw all Israeli troops, and -- with the approval
of Israel's parliament -- to remove and relocate all Israeli
civilian settlers from Sinai. The overwhelming support given the
Begin agreements by Isrﬁel's parliament and its peoplé highlight.
that country's strong desire fo: peace and the risks it is pfepared
to take to achieve it.

The Camp David agreements regarding the West Bank and Gaza --
densely populated areas whiﬁh pose an even potentially greater
security risk to Israel than Sinai =- also point up Israel's
readiness to compromise in the interest of peace. In December 1977,
Prime Minister Begin prOpdsed a 26=-point pian that would grant
self-rule to the Arab residents éf the WeSt Bank and Gaza, and
dismantle Israel's military government, while leaving the issue
of sovereignty open. lLast July, at the leeds Conference in England,
Israel's Foreign Minister Dayan indicated that his country was
prepared to discuss the question of sovereignty during the S5-year
transitional period of Arab self-rule and would also consider a
territorial compromise on the West Bank if the Arabs preferred it
to the self-rule proposal.

...continued...
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At Camp David, Israel went even further in agreeing to reduce
and withdraw its security forces to designated locations, to
permit the creation of a Palestinian Administrative Council that
would handle all internal matters, including local policing, and
fo formally recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people by providing for their participation in the determination
of the ultimate status of the West Bank and Gaza.

In all of its dealings with President Sadat since his
courageous, historic visit to Jerusalem last winter, Israel
has proved that it is ready to do everything possible to
bring about the peace its people have yearned and worked for

from the very first day of Israel's birth.



A VICTORY FOR PEACE AND A TRIUMPH FOR NEGOTIATIONS

The question of who won or who lost at Camp David may be
best left for future historians. . What is clear now is th;:at
the Camp David Agreement has been a victory for peace.
Furthermore, it has proved what Israeli leaders have been
saying for 30 years -=- that only through direct negotiations
can peace be achieved in the Middle East.

Prior to the face-to-face negotiations at Camp David
it was unreasonable to expect that either side to the dis- -
pute would be prepared to make concessions. Camp David has
demonstrated that only by meeting face-to-~face were Egypt
and Israg.l able to move away from previously held positions,
show their good faith, and ultimately accept the campromises
required for a just and lasting peace opening the way for
normal and friendly relations befween their two peoples.



THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

e

Institute of Human Relations ® 165 East 56 Street, New York, N.Y. 10022 * 212/751-4000 * Cable Wishcom, N.Y.

October 18, 1978

T Members of the FACommission Steering Committee

FROM: Morris Fine

You will be interested in the enclosed two reports.
One is by Richie Maass on his recent meeting at the White
House and the other by Evelyn Sommer, representative of

WIZO at the UN, on her trip to the Soviet Union.

7=

MF/ac
Encs. (2)

cc: Area Directors
Staff Advisory Committee

78-550-83

RICHARD MAASS, President B W BERTRAM H. GOLD, Executive Vice-President
MAYNARD |. WISHNER, Chairman, Board of Governors M MORTOM K. BLAUSTEIN, Chairman, Mational Executive Council ™ HOWARD |. FRIEDMAN, Chairman, Board of Trustees ®
GERARD WEINSTOCK, Treasurer ® LEONARD C. YASEEN, Secretary ® AROBERT L. HOROWITZ, Associate Treasurer ® THEQDORE ELLENOFF, Chairman, Executive Commitiee W
Honorary Presidents: MORRIS B. ABAAM, LOUIS CAPLAN, IRVING M. ENGEL, ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, PHILIP E. HOFFMAN, ELMER L. WINTER B Honorary Vice-Presidents: NATHAN APPLEMAN,
RUTH R. GODDARD., JACK A GOLDFARB, ANDREW GOODMAN, EMERY E, KLINEMAN, JAMES MARSHALL, WILLIAM ROSENWALD = MAX M, FISHER, Honorary Chairman,
Mational Executive Council @ MAURICE GLINERT. Honorary Treasurer M JOHN SLAWSON, Executive Vice-President Emeritus ®  Vice-Presidents: STANFORD M. ADELSTEIN, Rapid
City, S.0.; JORDAN C. BAND, Cleveland; EDITH S. COLIVER, San Francisco; DAVID HIASCHHORN, Baitimore, RAYMOND F. KRAVIS, Tulsa; ALFAED H. MOSES, Washington, D.C.;
ELAINE PETSCHEK, Westchester; MERVIN H. RISEMAN, New York; RICHARD E. SHERWOOD, Los Angeles; SHERMAN H. STARR, Boston; ELISE D. WATERMAN, New York ®



OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

‘Memorandum of Meeting at the White House, Tuesday morning,
September 19, 1978 - 9:00 A. M.

-

Present from the White House: President Carter, Vice President Mondale, Natiozxal
- Security Advisor Brzezinski, Assistant Secretary of
State Saunders, Hamilton Jordan, Ed Sanders, Bob
Lipschutz.

Present from the Jewish community: Ted Mann, Chairman of the Conference of Presi-
dents; Bertram Joseph, Chairman of ADL; Howard
Squadron, President American Jewish Congress;
Larry Weinberg, Chairman AIPAC; Saul Teplitz,
Chairman Synagogue Council; Rabbi Israel Miller
and RM.

Saunders opened the meeting by giving considerable background about the manner in which
the Camp David meeting was held; the intensity of the negotiations offset by the informality
of the setting;?%‘li: lack of agreement which existed until the last day of the meeting. He
said that the President had devoted over ten to twelve hours a day to the problems, working
on drafts, trying to resolve position papers, etc. He said that he felt that the single thread
which held negotiations together was the deep religious commitment of the three parties and
the recognition by both Sadat and Begin of this commitment by Carter. He said that the
President proceeded from his recognition of three points which had to be resolved:
Security of Israel, legitimate rights of the Palestinians and the time to deal in sequence
with problems by testing them on the ground. The latter point was referring to Gaza and
the West Bank., He said that the President worked out the Sinai security agreement with
Begin personally and that the final arrangements re Sinai were basically in the words of
Carter who had drawn up a number of drafts. He said that on one night he had been called
to the President's cabin after 3:00 A, M, and found the President working on a draft state-

ment,

Brzezinski came in at this point and repeated what Saunders had said about the importance
of the religious commitment of the three men. He also talked about the intensity of the
negotiations and the early morning hours during which the President worked.
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‘Squadron asked if there were any indication if Be gin knows how the vote will go in the
Knesset. Aside from the statement that there would be no party discipline, no one knew
the answer. Squadron asked, "What about Hussein? ! The answer from Saunders was
that Jordan had been woven into the process; that both Sadat and the President had
spoken to Hussein from Camp David; that the agreement does not measure up to
Hussein's ideal but that it is the first concrete proposal that has been presented to.
Hussein for consideration and it was important that a strong effort be made to bring

him along; that Saudi's support was also needed. Saunders said that he believed it
could be done without Jordan but that this was only a fallback position, a poor solufion,
not to be spoken of publicly.

Teplitz asked about security and he was told the docament speaks for itself but that the

continued relationship of the US and Israel would obviously be part of the understanding.

No formal defense agreement was asked for or offered but there is a commitment to consult

on: , :

1. The removal of Israeli's airfields from the Sinai and US help in reconstructing
them in the negative.

2. Security in the Sinai and West Bank during the transition period.

3. Financial support and military supply.

Conversations were held between Harold Brown and Ezer Weizmann.

Burt Joseph asked some questions with respect to the self-rule proposal. For example,
how to protect against assumption of power by the radicals. There are no answers to this
as yet. '

The question was asked how were UN forces to be approved for Sharm—,eI—Sheikh; in view "’
of the automatic majority at the UN. The answer was that since UN forces were already
in the area, it would not require a change in policy to extend their authority to the south.

Mondale spoke about the perseverance and hours and hours of personal effort on the part

of the President. He spoke of Sadat's personal danger -- as opposed to political danger --
in agreeing to a bilateral treat in the event the other Arab states do not go along. He said
that the USSR will work to défeat the agreements and that he would not be surprised if the
Russians did something dramatic to break them up. He said that the supply of arms to the
radical states in the Middle East is the Russians' major lever-and that if peace comes to the
Middle East the Russians will have lost their influence there. He said that the draft
agreements were reviewed 23 times and that final resolution of the problems did not come
until 5:30 P. M. Sunday and that two weeks of beautiful weather at Camp David ended that
evening with a violent rainstorm and lightning.

Carter described how Jerusalem was left out of the agreements. He said that he had told
Begin that the only official American position with respect to Jerusalem dated back to 1967
and was that Jerusalem was part of the West Bank. Begin said that if this statement were
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~ put into the papers that he would go home. Carter then told Sadat that although the

US position was as stated above that he would like to see in the agreements feference
 to settlement of the Jerusalem issue at some time in the future. Sadat said that if
this were included he would walk out. Carter then went to Begin and said that he might
be able to get Sadat to agree to no mention of Jerusalem and Begin said this would be
fine. Carter then told Sadat that he thought he could obtain Begin's agreement to
leaving all mention of Jerusalem out of the agreements. This was the way it was
resolved, '

The President told us that he felt so strongly about the need for an agreement that he
was fully prepared to be a one-term president if he failed. (it is curious that this
remark of Carter's which was made public was interpreted in the JTA as Carter's
writing off of the Jewish vote, as if that would have been a deciding factor in 1980. .
With or without the Jewish vote, in fact, Carter would be a one-term president, in my
view, had Camp David been a failure). '

Carter demonstrated to us compete familiarity with every aspect of Israel's needs. He
was obviously elated but he was neither boastful nor overoptimistic. He felt that there
were many hurdles to be jumped. He expressed appreciation for the help that was given
by Dyan, Weizmann, and especially Barak, who was referred to several times as the
Israeli Brandeis. He also praised Egyptian counterpart. .

We expressed our deep appreciation to the President who reciprocated by saying that he
knew that we had gone through difficult times with him and that it had been sometimes
embarrassing for us but that he appreciated our support. The President left after
approximatley 30 minutes and we stayed on to talk with the other members of the White
House staff., '

A side note: Before the meeting began, Ed Sanders told us that it had been suggested

to him (possibly by Bob Lipschutz) that there be a meeting be tween Carter and about

250 leading Jews at which the President would detail in some form what was said to us
later, but that he (Sanders) had vetoed the idea as a mistake. We all agreed that it would
be a mistake and was unnecessary for the Jewish community. oo
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Muslims si’ate 3-day parley
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A THREE-DAY NATIO‘\?AL Conference

through Stmday in’ Chicago. A spokesman for the M:m-
lim Community: Center of Chicago, which is
e event,’said.no particular significance should be at- .

'ached to the*senference being held on the Christian - J oy
ood Friday through Easter celebration: Jews and evang ehcals

Community: Development is scheduled for nué h'u:!ay Reglglon oo Ty

Purpose’of the gathering is to discuss whether Mus- - | JEWS HAVE BEEN adversely. affected. in “""' attl-

in the U:utad States should make plans and take tﬂde towa.rd evangehcals by a variety of recent devel-
F“?s to shepe’their future lives according to Islamic - OPments, according to ‘Rabbl Marc H. Tanenbaum,

ciples:: The',meeting will attempt to capitalize on  Rational director. of interre of the Ameri- ;

e experiences ot Muslim minorities. throughout the can Jewisu Committee. President Carter’s “‘alfémating |

rorid and; evolve. specific solutions appheeble carTor-and-stck pressures against Israel” should not
enczn%scene “Workshops will deal with such mat- be considered- representative of the attitude of the 50

as Isfamic education for children and adults and ‘Tuillion-evangelical Christians in the U.S.,” millions ‘of

l:smz funds for community services. Sessions will be- * ~-whom are among Israel’s strongest supporters,” he-
at

9 a.m fext Friday in Herman Hall at the Illinois + said.
stitute ofiTectnology, 32d and State Streets. =-.- =.. Rabbi Tanenbaum PﬂﬁSﬁd Billy Graham's stmng
There are about 70,000 Muslims. in the Chicago area -Statements in support of Israel, advertisements by
id aboutzfwo million nationwide, Shaikh A Z. Ham. evengelicals in numerous daily newspapers opposing
ad, chaiman of the conference steering committee, ~the Soviet-US."accord of last October and favormg
id. He said a commumty dinner for 1,500 people is stronger support of Israel, recent establishment of an .
tnned for>7 p.m. Fnday in- McCormmk Place’s Chi- _International Organization of Evangelicals Concerned
° Roo.m © " for Israel, and strong statements by Dr. Jimmy Allen,

!
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- president of the Southern Baptist Convention, favoring |

Y ew. mvestments pohcy .- - xeligious pluralism,. separation of church and state,"
USTEES OF THE American Lutheran Church have #33 hurnan Tights for Jew; and Christians m the Soviet

pted 2 new program covering its investments in Uil cloevitre. o
- dited States corporations doing business in South Af- ; ’ . -

a. They encouraged a “nonadversary” approach to Dates to Jemember WA
fporate execatives in discussions of their-involve- - @ An International Seminar on Religion in, Amenca,
mts. Géorge S. Schultz, the board’s exécutive secre sponsored by De Paul University’s departments of edu-
P’ warried against the “simplistic assumption” that - eational foundations and religious studies and the |
churches* power as stockholders is going to bring 8  Thomas Morus Akademie of Germary, is scheduled for
bedy end to South Africa’s oppression of blacks. At Saturday -through next -Friday- The week of emtg
t, he said, the American Lutheran Church's new begins at 3 p.m. Saturday with an address by the Rev. ,
gram may be “contributory to long-range change "  Ben Richardson of De Paul on “Black Perspectives on
Religion in America” in Room 192 in De Paul's

VOOdy to Ckarge tuition - i Schm1tt Academic Center,:2323 N. Seminary Av. Be- ‘

DR THE FIRST TIME in its history, Moody Bible sides listening to lectures, pamcrpants who have come

I

l
_i

)

ftute will_begin charging tuition for its evening from Europe to study rehgxon in the U.S. will v:sn f

Jol. Allyn'Sloat, director of Moody Evening School, local religious instituticns during the week.

' there ‘dre ‘mixed émations” about the change but * @ Churches throughout the C!ur:ago area will cele- ..

view. of the schpol’s’ desire to expand its: -evening brate Pa}m Sunday
ram “throtighout the nation,’ tumon will help pay -
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SPECIAL TO THE JTA
THE VISIT OF POPE JOHN PAUL 11

By Marc H. Tanenbaum

NEW YORK, Sept. 25 (JTA) -- There is
more than a surface symbolism in the fact that
Pope John Paul Il arrives in the United States on
Yom Kippur, the most solemn day in the Jewish
year. For on Yom Kippur the Jewish people
throughout the world articulate their deepest val-
ves and aspirations for the redemption of the Jew-
if:lh prople, of Israel, and of the entire human

mily.

"And may all wickedness be consumed asa
flame, " Jews pray on this day, "and may evil rule
be removed from the earth. " How is evil in the
world fo be overcome ? The Jewish prayer book
proposes as an answer, "May all Your (God's)
children unite in one fellowship to do Your will
with a perfect heart."

Pope John Paul |1 comes to these shores at a
time when the American people, and particularly
the Jewish people, feel deeply troubled about
"the wickedness and evil rule” in the world. At
Camp David on July 10 | joined a group of 10
religious leaders in discussing with President Car-
ter and his fop aides "the malaise of America™
and "the crisis of confidence.”

For Americans, this pervasive anxiety and
downbeat mood may well be an accumulated res-
ponse to the shocks of Vietnam, Watergate, the

.assassinations of the Kennedys and Martin Luther
King -- a gloom now deepened by the ecoromic
decline and the Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries induced oil crisis.

The Passion Play Of Andrew Young

For American Jews who, as Dorothy Parker
said, are like everybody else but more o, there
is the additional emotional burden these days of
watching incredulously as elements in our govern-
ment and some public personalities fall all over
themselves to embrace and legitimatize the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization assassins, people who
daily murder, bomb and terrorize innocent civil-
ians, men, women and children.

Add to that dispiriting mood the Passion -
Play of Andrew Young -~ the first Black Ambassa~
dor to the United Nations who is perceived as mar-
tyred, and the fact that some demagogic leaders
resort to raw, blatant, racist anti-Semitism trot-
ting out the ancient and discredited canard of col+
lective Jewish guilt — "the Jews crucified him."
And the President of the United States finally tells
the truth, namely, that "the Jews" did not crucify
Andy Young who foreordained his resignation by
his own conscious actions.

Meanwhile, the collective Jewish guilt
charge has become established os a dogmatic ver-
ity in much of the Black consciousness and will be
as difficult to overcome as the original "Christ-
killer" canard.

Overarching these domestic troubles, Fope
John Paul Il comes to the United Nations ata
time when the entire human family feels in its
bones a universal malaise. The insane proliferation
of nuclear weaponry finds the United States and
the Soviet Union bristling with the capacity to
destroy the four billion people of the earth 20
times over. There is now the real possibility of
igniting a global Auschwitz. We are, in fact, the
first generation to be told that we may be the last.

Pope Helped Save Jewish Lives

Against that bleak cosmic backgroﬁnd, it is
little wonder that there is such widespread expec-

tation asociated with the Pope's visit. Pope John
Paul Il experienced in his personal life the barbar-
ism, the suffering, and dehumanization of Nazi
racism and anti-Semitism. He responded to that
evil rule by helping to save Jewish lives in Poland
during World War |1, :

He stood courageously against the Polish Com~
munists who destroyed Jewish homes and cemeteries
in their orgy of anti-Jewish hatred, and he fought
effectively for human rights =~ for religious liberty,
the right to educate children religiously, the right
to emigrate and reunite fomilies.

When | first met Pope John Paul 1l on March
12 in Vatican City, together with other Jewish lead-
ers | was deepiy impressed by his intellectual acuity,
his deep spirituality, his sensitive respect for Juda-
ism and the Jewish people, his abhorrence of racial
and religious hatred, his grasp of the real world, his
respect for the human dignity of all people, above
all, his hope. Such a commanding personalify has
the capacity to call the world fo its senses — to
turn away from nuclear disaster and moral anarchy
and fo turn toward human unity.

The Church And The Jewish People

In his first official statement of his personal
attitudes on the relation of the Catholic Church to
the Jewish people, Pope John Paul Il told us: "I
believe that both sides (Christians and Jews) must
continue their strong efforts to overcome difficulties
of the past, so as to fulfill God's commandments of
love, and to sustain a truly fruitful and fraternal
dialogue that contributes fo the good of each of
the partners involved and fo our better service of
humanity." .

And the Pope concluded, "As a sign of under-
standing and frofernal love already achieved (be-
tween Christians and Jews), let me express again
my cordial welcome and greetings fo you all with
that word =0 rich in meaning, taken from the Heb-
rew language, which we Christians also use in our
liturgy: Peace be with you. Shalom, Shalom!"”

That message of Shalom 4~ of peace, of mutual
respect, of love, of human solidarity -- uttered by
this cha~ismatic Pope in a troubled, even threat-
ened world, could not come at a more opportune
time not only for America but for the world at large.

COMBATTING ANTI-SEMITIC PROPAGANDA

MEXICO CITY, Sept. 25 (JTA) -~ The
Central Jewish Committee is acting to counter a
flood of anti-Semitic propaganda from abroad con-
tending that the Holocaust never occurred. The
Committee, through its anti~defamation body, the
Comite de Tribuna Israelita, will soon publish an
anthology in Spanish containing documents, photo~
graphs and eye-witness accounts by Holocaust sur-
vivors of the death camps and ghettos of Nazi-
occupied Europe.

©  The project was prompted by the appearance
here of several books, edited and published in Spain,
which deny that Jews were murdered in Europe dur-
ing the years 1940-1945. Sergio Nudelstejer, secre-
tary of the Central Jewish Committee, displayed
samples of these publications at a recent meeting
of anti~defamation leaders. They include a book by
a Spanish writer, J. Ecochaca, titled "The Myth of
the Six Million, " claiming that the Holocaust was a
fraud and a Ipamphlef in ﬁe same vein written by
Leon DeGrelle, a Belgian Rexist leader and former
Nazi agent. -

TEL AVIV (JTA) == The Habimah National
Theater has decided to name its auditorium after the
90-year-old First Lady of the |sraeli and Hebrew
theater, Hanna Rovina.
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POPE JOHN PAUL II'S VISIT -~ A JEVISH PERSPECTIVE
By Marc H, Tanenbaum¥

NEW YORK (RNS) -- There 1s more than a surface, symbolism in the
fact of Pope John Paul II's arrival in the United States on Yonm
Kippur, the Day of Atonement, the Most solemn deay in the Jewish year.
For on Yor Kippur, a day of fasting, repentance, and renewal of
hope, the Jewish people throughout the world articulate their
deepest values and aspirations for the redemption of the Jewish
people, of Isreel, and of the entire human family.'

"And may all wickedness be consuued as a flame," Jews pray on
this day, "and may evil rule be removed from the earth," How is evil
in the world to be overcome? The Jewish prayer book proposes as an
answer, "May all Your (God's) children unite in one fellowship to
@ Your will with a perfect heart.

Pope John Paul II comes to these shores at a time when the
Anerican people, and particularly the Jewish people, feel deeply
troubled about "the wickedness and evil rule" in the world. At
Camp David on July 10th I joined a group of ten religious leaders
in discussinv with President Jtmmy Carter and his top aildes

"the Malaise of Auerica’ and "the crisis of confidence." For
Americans, this pervasive anxlety and downbeat moocd may well be
an accumulated response to the shocks of Vietnam, Watergate, the
sssassinatlons of the Kennedys and Martin Luther King -- a gloom now
deepened by the economic decline and the: OPEC-induced oil crisis.

For American Jews who, as Dorothy Parker said, are like
everybody else but more so, there is the additional emotional
burden these days of watchilng incredulously as elements 1in our
Government and some public personalities fall all over thewmselves
to embrace and legitimatize the PLO assassins, people who daily

muorder, bomb and terrorlze innocent civillans, men, women, and
.children.

. Add to that dispiriting mood the Passlon Play of Andrew Young --
the first black Ambassador to the United Nations who 1s perceived as
martyred, and the fact that some demagogic leaders resort to raw,
blatant, racist anti-Semitism trotting out the ancient and
discredited canard of collective Jewish guilt -- "the Jews
crucified him." And the President of the United States finally
tells the truth, namely, that "the Jews" di1d not crucify Andy Young
who foreordained his resignation by his own conscious actions.
Meanwhile, the collective Jewlsh guvilt charge has become
established as a dogmatic verity in much of the black consciousness

and will be as difficult to overccme as the original "Christ killer"
canard.,

(more) PAGE -10-
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*Rabbl Tanenbaum is national interreligious affairs -
director of the American Jewish Committee. He met with Pope John
Pavl II in March 1979 in Vatican City.

.

o s P e S - —




RELIGIOUS NEWS SERVICE -11- TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1979

Overarching these domestic troubles, Pope John Paul II comes to
the United Nations at a time when the entire human family feels in
its bones a2 universal malaise, The insane proliferation of nuclear
weaponry finds the United States and the Soviet Union bristling with
the capacity to destroy the four billion people of the earth 20 times
over, There 1s now the real possibility of igniting a global
Auschwtiz, We are, in fact, the first generation to be told that
we may be the last.

The natlions of the earth spend more than $400 billion a year to
maintaln armles but cannot find the means nor the wisdom nor the
compassion to save some 800 milllon human beings from starvation and
hunger. Sclence and technology, long venerated as unambiguous
sources of materlal blessing, also £ill the earth with toxic
pollution and nuclear radiation; unguided Skylabs and crashing
DC 10s careen dangerously around us, The implements of advanced
technology are daily employed by a growing band of military
dictatorships to enforce their totalitarian rule through
systematic torture and massacre of millions of human beings --
Cambodla, Uganda, Vietnam, Ireland, Argentina, the Sovilet Union.

It 1s as if the world has gotten out of control.

Against that blesk cosmic background, 1t 1s little wonder that
there 1s such widespread expectation associated with the pope's
vlsit. Pope John Paul II experienced in his personal life the
barbarlism, the suffering, and -dehumanization of Nazi racism and
anti-Semitism. He responded to that evil rule by helping to save
Jewish lives in Poland durilng World War II, He stood courageously
agalnst the Polish Communists who destroyed Jewish homes and
cemeteries in their orgy of anti-Jewish hatred, and he fought
effectively for human rights -- for religlous liberty, the right
to educate children religiously, the right to emigrate and
reunite famillies,

When I first met Pope John Paul IT on March 12th in Vatican
City, together with other Jewish leaders, I was deeply impressed by
** his intellectual acuity, his deep spirituality, his sensitive
respect for Judaism and the Jewish people, his abhorrence of
raclal and religious hatred, his grasp of the real world, his
respect for the human dignity of all people, above all, his
hope. Such a commanding personality has the capaclty to call the
world to its senses -- to turn away from nuclear digaster and
moral anarchy and to turn toward human unity. £11 of us have a stake
in that urgent message being heard and acted upon, while there is
st1ll time to avert global catastrophe,

In his first official statement of his personal attitudes on the
relation of the Catholic Church to the Jewlsh pecple, Pope John
Paul II told us:

"I believe that both sides (Christlans and Jews) must continue
thelr strong efforts to overcome difficulties of the past, so as to
fulfill God's commandments of love, and to sustain a truly frultful
and fraternal dialogue that contributes to the good of each of the
partners involved and to our better service of humanity.,"

And the pope concluded, "As a sign of understanding and fraternal
love already achieved (between Christlans end Jews), let me express
agaln my cordlal welcome and greetings to you all with that word so
rich in meaning, taken from the Hebrew language, which we Christians
also use in our ILiturgy: Peace be with you., Shalom, Shaloml"

That message of Shalom -- of peace, of mutual respect, of love,
of humen solldarity -- uttered by this charismatic pope in a troubled,
even threatened world -- could not come at a more opportune time not
cnly for Amerlca but for the world at large,
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The ;ituation in the Middle East has moved from crisis to
crisis. Up to now only superficial "solutions" have been pro-
posed to problems which have become frbzen in inflexible rhetoric.
A fatal sense of hopelessness has taken root in the minds of many
as the dreary cycle of hostilities and suffering has continued.

Fixation  on the. past and-anxiety over the present can block
- creative thought and action concerning the future of the Middle
East. Yet the peace of the world.requireshthat the cause of human
dignity and legitimate national aspirations be served in a way that
fosters peace and prosperity fbr the entire region. What follows
is proposed as the basis of a settlement that ﬁbuld meet these
conditions:

Elements of a Propgsal toward Peace
'in the Middle East

The situation in the Middle East has been steadily deterio-
rating.
The region has been torn by three sets of wars:
. the Arab-Israeli wars
. the Egyptian-Israeli war of attrition
. the Jordanian-Palestinian war
The cause of this continuing situation lies in the failure
of the international community, the UN, and the nations immediately

involved (both Arab and Israeli) creatively and effectively to

seek direct solutions of the underlying problems which are its

source.



‘The basic problems are three:

. The dehumanizing condition in which the Palestinian
‘refugees are forced to live. '
(Their situation has not been alded by.
sterile arguments over past responsi-
bilities for their continuing plight.)

. Failure to establish a Palestinian Arab state
which would embody the legitimate. aspirations
of Palestinian Arabssy

. Failure to provide for the economic development
of now unproductive areas of the region.

Théie is urgent need for a new approach that will make up
for these failures and rescue men from the sense of hopelessness
their continuance threatens to create.-

Major groups within the international community mﬁst address
themselves seriously and immediately to developing solutions
adequate to overcome the obstacles that now stand in the way of
peace in the Middle East.

These groups include:

. the nations most immediately involved,
principally Israel, .Egypt and Joxrdan;

. scholars and technicians familiar with
the needs and potential of the area;

. the great powers among. the nations of the
world;

. the United Nations;

. private agencies.

Toward a Political Settlement

In a very real sense, the Palestinian question is the Gordian
knot of all the present difficulties. The Arab nations did little
to better the condition of the Palestinians during the twenty

years that they were in control; the Israelis have accomplished



no more during their past five years of control over Gaza. In
order to cut the Gor@ian knot, the Jordanians and Israelis must
jointly provide a homeland for the Palestinians. This action
would assist mightily in solving the political probiems which
beset Israeli-Arab and Bedouin-Palestinian relationships.

Settlement of the political question of Palestine goes hand
in hand with a solution of- the refugee problem. They are over-
lapping problems.

A Palestinian state would enable the Arab Palestinians to
realize their rights as human persons to participate in a society
which can provide for their needs and the future of their children.
The legitimacy of the aspirations of Palestinians for nationhood
has been acknowledged in the past, but no effective means has been
provided for its realization.

There must be room in.the Middle East for both Israel, a
recognized state and secure homeland for Jewish people, and for
Palestine, an Arab state.

To provide for a State of Palestine, Israel must be prepared
to withdraw from its occupation of the Jordanian areas of the
West Bank.

To this area should be joined other territory of Arab Pales-
tine annexed_by the Hashemite King Abdullah in 1850.

This combined area would form a territory for the State of
Palestine.

The sponsorship of the UN and the cooperation éf the major
powers is vital to the establishment of the State of Palestine and

to the restoration of normal relations. with the Arab Palestinians.



Toward Economic Development

Political stability requires economic development.

The proposed Palestinian state, Israel, Jordan and Egypt all
have a natural economic interdependence which should giVé rise
to cooperative developmental programs.

The economic viability .of the Palestinian state requires
that it have insured access to seaport facilities throﬁgh an open
corridor. Such access could be made available to it at Haifi if
Israel opened the way to a trade route.

A Palestinian land claims agency would have to be established
to settle claims between .conflicting parties. . Such a.body should
be supplied with funds by Israel, Jordan, and the world community.

The greatest resource available to a Palestinian state is
its people. The nations of the world individually as well as
through the United Nations, .should assist in developing educational,
medical and other facilities to serve the needs of the Palestinian
people.

A Palestinian volunteer corps, not unlike the Peace Corps,
could contribute greatly. Perhaps Palestinians would wish to
invite cooperation by-an.Internaticnal Youth Corps, working with
them toward development..

Economic aid should be forthcoming for the Palestinian state--
not only from Israel, Egypt, Jordan and other nations of thé Middle
East, but also from the U.S.A., the U.S.S:R., Japan and other major
powers, as well. as from the international community at large.

Technology has opened new possibilities for the development

awnd afﬁm«a Audiotanteal icfb*jﬁ’ S all. .
of the area, Nuclear power can be developed-to supply fresh water
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through desalinization, generate eléctricity,.produce fertilizers,
and meet other basic needs of a balanced agro-industrial society.
The region has already been endowed with a favorable climate.
| Similarly, in the Sinai, Egypt énd Israel could cooperate
in the development of an area which is largely uninhabited at
present. The TVA may provide a working model for such cooperative
development. Settlement .could. be opened to any one willing to
homestead in the area. If immigration could be attracted from
both sides of the Sinai, this might help to creafe a model of
Israeli-Arab cooperation for the mutual upbuilding of peace and
prosperity in a long—troubled area.
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These proposals contain elements essential to achieving
security, development and peace .in the Middle East., In their
present form, they are not a finished formula for settlement.

They are, however,.earnestly recommended to the parties directly
involved, to the major powers, and to the international community,

for study, elaboration, and, it is hoped, implementation.



The following review by Moshe Davis has been circulated to several
persons in the British Council of Churches,

_ "The Conflict in the Hiddle East and Religious_Faith”
Published by the British Council of Chu?dhés. Price;2/—; . PPe33

o This is a gravely disturbing document; none the less so because it is
not "an official pronouncement of the policy of the churches", The seven
distinguished scholars who comprised the “fordng Paerty served in their
personal capacity but their views must cbviously serve as a guide to the
current dlrectlon of church.thought.

Lhe study strongly crlt;013°s any attempt to "discern the fulfilment
of prophecy in the contemporary occupation of part of Palestine- (1) vy
members of the Jewish community" as "unrealistic" and. "artificial", Neither
are the promises of the 014 Testament any more acceptable: !'The view that
the promises of Ged are known and irrevocable involves far too simple
. conception of our knowlédge of God." It would be interesting to know how
‘far the same view is applied to the Hew Testament.

There i8 great doubt even as to’ the identity of the Jew today. "Are
the Jews today, in their worldwide dispersion, the exact successors of
those in the Bible?" But by contrast: "I4 is conceivable that some of
‘the present day Arab Palestinians are the descendants of those (Canaanites)
who remained." -

_ It is not merely the Biblical link between the Israel of 2,000 years
and the Igrael of today that is questioned. "Does the increasing
secularization of the Jewish: people, hoth in modern Israel and in the world
at large, affect its claims to be the spivitual as well as the phy51cn1
successor to the people of the Bible?" -

3 . Even where there is recognition of Jewish rights in Palestine it 1is
described as a "de facto” right and a right contingent upon its treatment

of its Arab minority, Happily the verdict here is "Israel could not be

" said to have forfeited its right to exist by reason of ifs treatment of

the Arab minority"; hardly a very generous assessment,

The ultimate in absurdity is subsequently reached when the question is
posed: "But, granted these reasons for considering seriously the claim of
the Jews to a land of their own, does it follow that this land must be
Palestine” and it goes on "Nor is the question entirely theoretical, Ve
are reminded of DRast Africa and Biro Bidjan!

One final instruction to the faithful: '"Christians of the West are
" finding that much of their traditional sympathy with Zionist aspirations
are based on an interpretation of the 014 and liew Testament which is now
outdated™. I find it hard to believe that it is only the fundamentalist
Christian vhe would object to this,

Thiz document should rank priority on the agenda of a meeting between
Jewish and Christian leaders., In my opinion it is as much an affront to
Christian teaching as it is to Judaism,.

) The following personal letter has been received from The Revd W.W. Simpson,
General Secretary of the Council of Christians and Jews, and a member of the
Working Party.

"Dear Moghe,

‘At last a reply %o your comments on the BCC pampblet. Tirst, as you
know, or should know (though the fact is not made as clear as it should be)
the pamphlet as it stands is really the vork of a single handj; the Chairman's,
At one staze it was suggested that the members of the orking Party should




be responsible for particular chapters but in the end we decided that
this was impracticable and agreed to leave the final version to Anthony
Harvey, taking into account verious papers and notes contributed by
individual members. One of my "contributions" was to draw attention to
the so-called Restorationists, which I think perhaps deserve more notice
than they have had so far. All this means that vhile I admit te hawing
contributed to the discussicns I do not regard myself as being committed to
all the views expressed’ifi this’ document which is in any case intenrded,.
as you yourself have recognised, as a dLSCUSSan.StaItET, rather than a
question answerer, or probjem solver. And here I entirely endorse your
penultimate sentence with jaccepting your final judgment that it is "as
much an affront (a strong;hord that!l) to Christian teaching as it is to
Judaism". In case you read no further than this... would you join in
arranging a neeting of Jewish and Chrlsui n leaders to tackle thls |
together, That really would Justlfy our, and its, existence.

I think "gravely disturbing" is perhaps rather strong. It might be
rather more disturbing in fact- if it-were "an. officizl pronouncement",
As it stands it is simply a "balon d'essai", intended to provcke, rather
than stifle discussion.

So far as I personally am concsrned I am happiest about the opening
-sections on the 0ld Testament - and in perhaps slizhtly less degree - the
Wew, I believe very strongly thot some still current views both about
prophecy and promises sre "unrealistic" and "artificial" - "arbitrary"
is another word that comes to mind - and that there is great need for a
serious and far-reaching theological discussion here between Christians
and Jews, not ‘as representing opposite view points but as together
exploring issues as yet unresolved from either angle, So far as I am
concerned, this goes as much for the Mew as for the 0ld Testament. T see
no @ifferencé whatever in the basis for the approach tc these two bodies
of Seripture. Both, I believe, should be submitted to the same criteria
of examination and criticism - and, mutatis mutandis, both have the right
to stand their critics againsit the wall and pronounce judement on them.

On p.4 two or three points struck me as being relevant to the approach
to the whole document, These are:

i) The statement in line 2f that "Christians have come to leaxrn etc"
is beginning to be true, but we have a long way tc go before it can
‘really be taken "au pied de la lettre".

ii) In principle, I am sure thet the conclusion that "the Muslim
must be given a fair hearing"” is valid, though egually valid is the

T claim that the Maslim must ‘give s fair hearing -to-the Jew-and--to- the—.
Christian, And we are'a long way from the Muaslim acceptance of that
claim. Vhere, and how, do we begin?

iii) The uneasy conscience on the part of many Christians is
certainly evident -~ as are also the divided opinions among them,
for substantiil evidence of vhich you need look no further than
this pomphlet.

iv) Perhaps the most positive and constructive sentence in the
pamphlet is the one beginning "By being forced etc..." 1.12 concluding
paragraph, Why not hasien on to this?

The problems centred upon wha t is referred to as "the increasing
secularizatiof of the Jewish people" are by no means peculiar to the
Jewish people, They apply no less, perhaps much more, to the Christian
world. I am always trying to get over to my Christian friendss that
Israel (whether conceived as the people as a whole or as the State) is a
kind of divinely ordained mirror in which, had e but the courage and the



honesty we (Christians) might discover some quite shattering things
abtout ourselves, Else what is Israel about and where is the light to
lighten the Gentiles? And incidentally I do not accept the normally
pejorative interpretation of the term "secularisation" in relation to
Israel. I believe very strongly that in some of the professedly
"anti-religicus" movements in Israel (the State) there are discernible
trends of a deeply religious significance,

Your comment on p,19, the description of the recognition of Jewish
rights as "de facto" (I thought UN recognition gave a "de jure" status)
and your assessment of the verdict on Isrnel's treatment of the Arab
minority as "hardly very generous'" I entirely endorse, It hardly
behoves anyone in this country to designate Isrsel's democracy as
theoretical unless we acknowledge that our own is no different and that
in times of war many kinds of democratic freedoms are are either
abandoned or curtailed.

Page 21, and the gquestion at the opening of the main paragraph
understandably preduced a fairly violent reaction on your part, But is
it reclly "the ultimate absurdity". To many non-Jews it is a real
question, however mistaken we may feel to be their grounds for asking it!
loreover an attempt is made in what follows to put the question itself
into the perspsctive of a relevant frame of discussion which takes into
account not only the practical considerations which led to the State
being established vhere it is, but also the "powerful religious and
psychological reasons which made the choice of Palestine inevitable".
This, surely, is very far from being ultimately absuxd.

Firally, your penultimate paragraph on the "final instruction to
the faithful", I do not myself object fto the words you quote, I believe
that there are many spirations of Christians no'less than Jews, and not
merely in relation to Zionism or a Jewizh State, vwhich are besed upon
outdated interpretations of Eoly Scripture, Whether of the 0ld or the
New Testaments And I believe that there is today o tremendous need as
well as cpportunity for study of these issues - certainly separately,
but, as I prefer to hope, increasingly together.

Can we do something about this? 7There is a real programme here of
vitally important work for your department as well as mine. We shall
need to do a good deal of homework before it is re,dy for launching -
and it must be beamed at the younier generation, "

The Revd W.W. Simpson






