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P'.EACE TALKS IN THE MIDDLE EAST - BUT IS ANYBODY LISTENING? 
Daniel Jeremy Silver 
February 7, 1971 

solemnly 
Mankind has never found peace .on a scrap of paper howeverXJeXCeD1.a•vadxy: 

signed and ceremonially promulgated. No peace treaty has ever truly ended con-

flicts between nations. Treaties are made to be broken and as soon as one power or 

another sees an advantage or as soon as another government seizes power in one of 

these nations and renounces the treaty it is as if it had never been. The treaty of 

Versaille which ended the first global war gave Europe enough peace in order to 

grow another generation of cannon fodder. The Middle East will not find peace in a 

scrap of paper. Unless we recognize that the tensions between nations are ongoing; 

unless we recognize that when the political tensions between nations are aggravated 

by passion, by deliberately flamed hate: unless we recognize that what is being sought 

in the Middle East is an accommodation, a modis vivendi, some arrangements , vhich 

will keep the big guns from shooting and the fas t planes f rom flying; unless we keep 

our feet on the ground and do not ask for too much~ unless we recognize that what 

we are talking about is some temporary arrangement which will buy time, save 

lives; / here is no hope for any kind of serious confrontation of the issues. '.zr 
will b·1· h ·11 b • anyone is uncle r the illusion that a peace settlement sta 1 1ze t e area, w1 ring 

around some kind of permanent solution to the problems between Israel and the 

Arab States and within the Arab states themselvefie is buying disappointment, 

he is asking to be disillusioned. One can almost write even now the scenario of 

the events after a ~eace set,tlement,. Let's assume what is not even problematic, 
,.. A '. I ' I 

but let's assumi ~ it's the
1 
best. that could be, that the Arab states will accept 

' some accommodation of boundaries with Israel, that they will agree to open the 
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Straits of Tiran and the Suez Canal to all flag terrific; that there will be an arrange-

, 
ment for the sacred places of Jerusalem, that there will be some provision for the 

treatment of all the displaced persons of the Middle East, both Arab and Jew. Let's 

assume that all of the seemingly outstanding issues are adjusted, that the paragraphs 

are carefully written. Furthermore, let's assume that a Big Four peacekeeping 

task force is sent to the area, its companies to be astride both sides of these borders 

to keep the peace. What then? How long would it be before one of the revolutionary 

cells of guerillas in Iraq or in Jordan begins to agitate against this treaty of infamy? 

How long would it be before some of the political opponents of Mr. Sadat or whoever 

was the Egyptian President who signed these protocols, how long would it be before 

this opponent or that opponent emerge as the demagogue at the head of a Hitlerian 

kind of operation, because it is exactly what Hitler did with the Treaty of Versailles, 

M1nouncing this treaty, saying we must drive all of the aliens, all of the foreigners 

from Islam, from Islam's land, from the Arab world, you were sold out, 

you were abandoned, come back to your principles, I will lead you on the holy -
crusade. How long would it be before guerilla bands began to sift into Israel to 

plant the bombs or some kind of terrorist activity would shoot :.I-a cargo ship 

bound for Israel and the Suez Canal? And what if Israel tried to retaliate? How 

many of the peace-keeping companies of Russians and French and English would be 

sibs through which the terrorist could pass tzhc:w:w¢ going westward but through 

which the Israeli army could not pass going eastward? This has happened before. 

It happened with the United Nations peacekeeping forces in the early sixties. How 

long would it be before tensions built up and finally the demagogue now astride in 
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before 

Egypt or in the throne in Jordan wa'11'1 suddenly and the demand,of the 

Russians and the French who are the allies of the Arab world, that they pull out from 

the peacekeeping force, that they are no longer wanted, thank you for your guns, thank 

you for your planes, thank you for your missiles, but no thank you for the corps don 

solitaire, the barrier which was erected between us and the final attack. 

Mr. Sadat, the new President of Egypt since the death of Nasser, has proven 

to be a remarkably locquacious fellow. He has in the last months traveled the length 

and breadth of his land, encouraging the people who throng out in the public square 
.. 

of Alexandria and Cairo; we will win the war, no part of Arab territory will remain 

under foreign domination, we must be prepared to take the kinds of aggressive ac-
us \I 

tions which will in sure our rights and to give visible content to his oratory he has 

now brought into being a national militia. All civilian men in Egypt up to the age of 

35 who are not in the army have been given arms and they were told that they will 

be led forward, but they must be prepared in the meantime for some kind of Israeli 

attack. It's only a matter of time till we launch out to take back that which is legi

timately ours. And when he was interviewed by James Reston of the New York Times 
I I 

I I 

he said very simply: never, never, never will I negotiate with the Israelis. 

Now in the west the fog has developed, the assumption has developed in recent 

years, that the Arabs never mean what they say, that they are children of bombast, 

• ~' I that they love oratory, they talk to hear themselves talk, we- must not listen to what 

they say because it's not really meant. They talk in a kind of symbolic hyperbolic 

language - leave it at that. Let's leave it at that. Let's accept that Mr. Sadat does 

not mean what he has said and he will never never never seriously negotiate with 

the Israelis. Why then these speeches? Obviously he ~at the very least to 

identify himself with the basic passion of his people, the flames of hate, the flames 
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of ravon, the revenge, the flames of vengeance which have burned so brightly, which 

have been kept burning so brightly by Arab propaganda for these last twenty five years. 

r>1-L-
He obviously doesn't want anyaaaty coming behind him and doing that which southern 

politicians in the United States ten, twenty years ago most feared. tf 'th~y ran for of

fice the thing they feared most was that some other politician would come along and 

say worse things about the negroes than they were prepared to say. Now why does 

a Sadat have to engage in this kind of vulgarity, this kind of deliberate inflammation 

of passion? Obviously because the passions are real, obviously because they are 
..... 

I I ~ 

there, because they a..e cultivated. Can they be done away with overnight? Will 

he not be there if a scrap of paper is signed? Have not these people, many of them 

semi-literate, most of them poor, been encouraged to believe that this is a holy war, 

a holy crusade? What would happen to the man who signs the paper? How long would 
' 

it be before tM prophet of vengeance, a demagogue, arises and elbows him out of 

power and takes over the nation and burns the scrap of paper? 

If anyone wants to understand why Israel is so careful of its security arrange

ments, they so determine that whatever happens in these negotiations nothing will 

happen which will undermine her viability. Let him understand the nature of poli

tical life in the Middle East. The idealists of the world are bedazzled by peace. 

Everyone wants peace. Everyone wears peace jewelry. Peace has become a 

marketable commodity. Everybody wants peace, but sometimes the desperate 

urge for peace is the best way to bring about a second round or a third or a fourth 

a new war, And iMace we mean simply that peace which is imposed upon the 

smallest of the parties involved, Israel, a peace which cuts into her ability to sur

vive, which removes
1
let's say,the buffer of land which she now has between her 

enemies and her economic heart, her cities, if we take from Israel but do not give 
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Israel hard) validJ reasonable realistic assurances 1n return all that we have done is 

to increase the tensions in the area, increasej Israel's need to attack quickly if she 

is threatened, increase, the Arab world's appetite to gulp more than she has yet di

gested. The problem is this - the idealists, the peaceniks of our world, think that 

the issue in the Middle East is simply to return the situation to the status quo ,.,,.,. .. ~ 

to what existed before May-June of 1967. Talk to the average, well-intentioned but 

Israel to withdraw to the 1967 borders,' the issue is to assure Israel the freedom of 

passage through the major waterways of the area: the issue is to guarantee some kind 

of international control over the shrines in Jerusalem; the issue is to begin a solution 

to the rehabilitation of the problem of those who have been displaced, both Arab and 

Jew
1
in the Middle East in the last twenty or twenty-five years, the so-called refugee 

problem, and that's the issue. But that's not the is s ue and no Arab leader in the 

last twenty-five years has ever said that it is the issue. In the Arab mind the issue 

is the existence of the State of Israel and behind the question of roll back to 1967, 

behind that issue which occupies so much of the space which fills our newspapers, 

beyond that issue there are a number of others, cards that they are ready to play . 
• 

J. ,. 

One of the things Waat we must assure ourselves of is this - that there have 

been no signals from the Arab world, that there is a point at which she will say, this 

once 
is what is acceptable to us, llDba,t we have gotten this far, we make no more demands 

upon Israel. Rather what you have is this - yes, let's achieve a withdrawal, a roll

back. Israel has everything to lose, we have everything to gain. We 111 be able to 

cross the Suez Canal without the expense and manpower of a cross canal amphibious 

operation. We'll be able to gain back the mineral and oil resources of the Sinai. 

We'll be able to move our troops up to within minutes of the major cities of Israel and 
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now that we have the very sophisticated luna ground to ground missile which the 

Russians have given us, the most devastating weapon of war yet introduced into the 

Middle East, we will be able to cover Israel from Tel Aviv to Haifa to Jerusalem 

with the rain of our cannon. 

But what else? What happens if Israel rolls back? What's the next item on the 

agenda of demands? Was it the item of the borders of 1948? The Arabs have never 

accepted the legitimacy of the borders of the 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s. They are cease-fire 

borders brought about, of course, because the Arabs •axe sta~ in 1947 would not 

accept the UN partition decision and attacked the issue and were determined to drive 

the issue into the sea and when the Israelis fought back the borders which were there 

as of June or July in 1948 became the semi-permanent borders of the area, but the 

partitioned borders, the borders described at the United Nations at Lake Success 

than thqse 
in '47 are now older which 1ilese Israel has enjoyed in the last twenty years so there 

is always the legalistic claim we want Israel to pull back to the borders of 1948. 

And if that we re• •~at' s the next item on this agenda? The in-

ternationalization of Jerusalem. In the partition decision the United Nations voted 
I / ~ 

I 

to internationalize Jerusalem, but when the Arab legion and the Jordan legion marched 

across the Jordan and gobbled up the West 6a_nk which was intended to be originally an 

Arab state, an independent Arab state, and marched into Jerusalem seeking to cap

ture Jerusalem for itself
1
the Jewish citizens of Jerusalem appealed to the United 

Nations for troops for their defense. You have demanded this city as your city, 

now defend it, no troops were sent, the Israelis had to defend themselves, the 

divided city came into being. But the issue, the legalistic issue, remains 

active on the Arab agenda, the borders of 1948, the issue of the internationalization 

of Jerusalem, the destruction of°Israel's very capitol. And beyond that there is 



7 

the issue of the rehabilitation and the return of the Arab refugees, 1, 200, 000 or the 

original 600, 000, that is arguable - what is demanded is that these people be returned 

to the lands,af the homes from which they fled at the provocation of their own leaders 

for 
Rehabilitation we do not accept. Restitution· ai: the lands ol\imost 23 years ago. 

two, million Jews who have been dispossessed ·from the Arab world in the intervening 

years, this is not an issue. What is issue is simply the absolute right of these people 

to return, presumably the absolute right to return, to their national home. The 

results in terms of Israeli security, in terms of the destruction of their economy, 

that's of no concern to us. This is an absolute right. And beyond the issue of the 

1948 boundaries and beyond the issue of the internationalization of Jerusalem and 

beyond the refugee issue there is the issue of what is now being called the inalienable 

rights of the Palestinean people to self-determination. A new has come 

into being through Arab propaganda called the Palestinean people. It never existed 

before in history. Most of the Arabs who were in Palestine in the 1940 1s came in

to Palestine in the 1920's and the 1930's from Iraq and from Syria because the Jews 

had brought prosperity to the land and they were drawn there as magnet, there 

was work there. 

But now there is something called the Palestinean people and they presumably 

have inalienable rights. The Arabs are not talking simply about an independent Arab 

state on the West Bank, that's already assumed. They' re talking about the inalien

able rights of the Palestinean people to determine what's right for the State of Israel. 

First, their return and they talk in grand terms of a bi-national state, of an open 
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society, of Israeli nationalism, but once they have returned they speak also) interest-

ingly) of the forcedexit of all the Jews who have come illegally into Israel, that is, 

all the European Jews who are now in Israel. Yes, we will accept the Oriental Jews 

who have lived in this land for a thousand years, 150, 000, but all the rest must go. 

About ten years ago Mr. Nassar finally learned that the bombast, the oratory 

to which he was accustomed didn't set well with the west. Remember how he used 

to speak of coming into Tel Aviv not on a red carpet but on a carpet of blood? And 

how he would drive the Israelis into the sea, that oratory was counter-productive, 

was put aside. Now he began to speak in terms which he thought would be attractive 

to the west, to the idealists in the west. He talked of the rights of the Palestinean 

I 
people, never of the rights of the Jews of Egypt to survive in~ security ifw' Egypt, 

but the rights of something called the Palestinean people, inalienable rights • 

He talked of never compromising these rights, of the necessity of all states to be free 

and to be open and to be democratic. Suddenly it appeared as if Israel was a Qa aae 

to radical chauvinist society. There are fourteen Arab states. There are fourteen 

million square miles of Arab land. Twenty=five years ago there were some three 

million Jews in Dar ar Islam, in the Arab world. Today there are less than a 

hundred thousand. Where have all the Jews gone? Why have they gone ,almost 

everyone? They have on because of chauvinism, because of ~ 
' 

, because of racism. Thli'ands, their rights, have been expropriated. 

Many of these people• have lived in these lands far longer than the Arabs. The 

Jews of Iran, the Jews of Iraq, the Jews of Lebanon, the Jews of Egypt, have been 

in those countries for a thousand years and more, two thousand years and more. 

The question in the Middle East is whether the Arab world is prepared to put aside 
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this whole unstated agenda of demands. If in fact Mr. Sadat's 

to negotiate on the basis of the issues raised by 1967, the issues raised by the United 

Nations resolution of November of '67, that is, withdrawal to defensible borders, 

free passage to the Suez and the Gulf of Akaba, some final resolution of the problem 

of the displaced, to the refugee, some assurance about the internationalization of the 

religious of Jerusalem - if this is the agenda and the whole agenda then 

obviously there can be serious and meaningful talk, serious and meaningful compro

mise. But, if as many suspect, what we're dealing v W, here is with part of a poli-

' . 1 

tical tactic, not with a final system of negotiation, then I'm afraid the world is in 

'-1 

for disappointment aa-I am convinced that if I, reading our papers, can analyze the 

hopes and the desires, the ploys of the Arab world, the Israeli foreign office ana-

lyzed these long long ago. 

What is t issue? At issue is1as the Israelis have suggested from the very 

beginning, • the integrity and the survival of the State of Israel. It's non-negotiable 

for the Israeli, but it is obviously something which is desired by the Arab world. 

I think it's important for uf ill- we Ip.tend to read these stories as they appear 

day by day in the paper to review, to refresh ourselves, as to how these negotiations 

came about, perhaps we can see this all more clearly. There was a war in 1967 

and after the 1967 war was over the United Nations came into meeting of Security 

Council and passed in November of that year a resolution which is 

the basic issues which had to be negotiated between the parties. Mr. 

' stated 

was appointed as the representative of the United Nations to be the intermediary, 

to promote the resolution of November of 1967. If you recall the papers those 

days you read how seemed to be permanently shuttling between Cairo 

and Aman and Jerusalem and New York, moving here and there. The Israelis were 
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eager for some kind of final solution, some peace. They talked of meeting face to 

face with the leaders of all the nations. The Arabs were always eager to keep these 

negotiations to the lowest common demonimator, not in the Middle East, but far from 

the Middle East, at New York; not with the leaders of the State or even the foreign 

ministers of the State but with the representatives, ambassador or representatives 

at the United Nations. And they insisted from the very beginning that the issue was 
. 
1n 

not a package deal which all of the items would be brought together for some kind 

of final resolution, but it had to be first the automatic withdrawal of Israel from all 

the Arab territories, the territories that were occupied in '67 and then, perhaps, 

the rest could be laid on the table and discussed,' not laid on the table, discussed in-

formally with the Arab ambassador to the United Nations speaking in this direction, 

Mr. Yahring within circles around and who speaks aJUiXVDUI in this direction to the 

Israeli. We were not to admit that Israel exists. Mr. Yahring was unsuccessful 

8'i- bringing about the simplest of negotiations, etting an agenda to begin with and 

during those months Russia was as you recall busily rebuilding the destroyed ar

senal of the Egyptians. Russia began to send in her pilots, her missile experts 

into Egypt and finally in August of 1968 Mr. Nassar announced as the basic policy of 

the Arab world a position which no one has yet cancelled. I quote it to you: 

The following principles of Egyptian policy are immutable: One - no 
negotiation with Israel. Two - no peace with Israel. Three - no rec
ognition of Israel. Four - no transactions will be mfde at the expense 
of Palestinian territories or the Palestinian people. ' 

And with that great declaration he unleashed what was to be a war of attrition. 

~ The cannon began to bombard the east side of the Suez, planes began to foray deep 
' 

into Sinai, his guerillas began to take the~11 rubber barges during the night to 

come across to plant explosives, the terrorists were unleashed. Israel's response 
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was swift and it was sudden and it was devastating. The Israeli Air Force was let 

loose and the Israeli Air Force gained control of the s~ and was able to carry out 

raids deep within Egyptian territory. And the Russians were shocked at the success 

of the Israeli counter attack and they began to move in greater and greater supplies 

and the Russians began to take over the actual fighting of the war, not only manning 

the missile~ sites, but actually their pilots scrambling into planes and flying 

missions. Finally1in January of this year by the way Mr. Sadat in one of his more 
) ) 

locquacious moves admitted that at one point in one day of January of last year six 

of the Russians were killed by Israelis in one particular attack. But they were not 

able to regain mastery of the sky. The war was escalating, there was obvious danger, 

the Israelis were on the ascendant and the United States was obviously eager for a 

lowering of the decibal , for some kind of arrangement. Mr. Rogers and 

Mr. Sisko with great elan you recall in August of this year arranged a standstill 
) ) 

cease fire. Israel was the only one who had anything to lose by this cease fire be-

cause she could lose the control of the skies which she had won with her lives, 

but she was willing to test what Mr. Rogers said was a new mood among the Egyp

tians and among the Russians. The guns fell silent and the typical Arab response 

to negotiations began to unfold. Standstill, cease fire took place at midnight at 

12:01, the more sophisticated SAM III Missiles began to move forward closer and 

even 
closer to the Canal, and proved that in the event the United States had never arranged 

for careful surveillance of this canal area for the standstill, the freeze. In any 

case the cease fire was in effect and in effect also was the Russian-Arab Russian-

Egyptian ploy of creating a dense missile screen all the way up to the Suez Canal. 
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The six months of the accepted cease fire gave to the Egyptians three things - the 

first) it regained for them control of the skies over Egypt; secondly, because of the 

range of the SAM III missiles it gained for them some control of the sky over the 

Israeli line, the line on the other side of the Suez; and third it gave to 

some 8, 000 Russian technicians and soldiers who were now in Egypt} amphibious ex

perts )a chance to train three Egyptian divisions in amphibious attack procedures. 

The months passed. The world had a breathing spell. Mr. Yahring~ was 

supposed to have gone into his work again in August but, of course, because of the 

contemptible way in which the Arabs ha flaunted the purpose of the cease fire the 

Israelis never allowed the negotiations to proceed. As the negotiations were for six 

months they were to end on the 5th of February. As January began to pass America 

began to become more and more concerned again about a new fighting in the Middle 

East. Our concerns are many, primarily due to the fact that it is Russia who is on 

the front line, we have a large great power east west confrontation. We were 

eager to find peace, we're always I suppose eager to find peace. We began to 

' 
look for ways in which to bring the Yard!lll mission into focus again and begin 

negotiations. And there other signals by the Egyptians or by the Jordanians that 

they were willing to negotiate seriously, but there were some signals that they 

were not prepared necessarily to begin fighting again on the 5th of February, and 

by hard the United States) giving certain assurances to the Egyptians} 

primarily that some boundary division described by NI~. Rogers in October of 1968 

which returned Israel almost exactly to the boundaries of 167 would be those which 

would be acceptable to the United States and now we discover also that United States 
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would reconvene the Big Four power talks. She was able to encourage Egypt to under-

go one 30 day extension to this cease fire. Israel was being pushed, if you will, 

towards re-entering the Yahring talks for many reasons. Mrs. Meir said we want 

peace. There were also reasons to believe that there might be a new mood on the 

other side.~ Hussein had faced civil war in the fall and had come out victorious. The 

degree of defeat of the Arab guerillas ~ only now becoming apparent. You remember 

last spring the great romantic buildup of this unstoppable force of freedom fighting, 

guerillas who were the wave of the future in the Middle East or so our American press 

told us. These freedom fighting guerillas proved not even ·equal to Hussein's army, 

they were very badly mauled. Perhaps Hussein would be in a different mood, fu-."'"'--

Sadat would have come into power. Perhaps he, too, might be will

ing to be more accommodating. He might not have the meglomania that Nassar had. 

the desire of tre United States for peace had to be taken into con-

side ration by the Israeli government. . Dayan said the re are times when we must 

swim in cold waterJw.e knowing all of the risks and all of the dangers the issues 

are far more complex than even we understand. The Israelis agreed to the resumption 

of Mr. Yahring's mission and they summoned him to Jerusalem and the world thought 

they were summoning him to Jerusalem for some kind of procedural wrangle. But 

instead they presented to him then on the 17th of January a list of fourteen points 

which they felt are the basis for any meaningful solution to the problemsof the Middle 

East. Let me read them to you: 

1. The declared and explicit decision to regard the conflict as finally 
terminated. 
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2. Respect and acknowledgment by the parties in explicit terms of 
each others' sovereignty, territorial integrity and political inde
pendence. 

3. Establishment of secure, recognized and agreed boundaries. 

4. Other additional arrangements for insuring security. 

5. Withdrawal of military forces from territories lying beyond positions 
agreed in the peace treaty. 

6. Termination of all states of war and acts of hostility or belligerency. 

7. The responsibility for insuring that no warlike act, or violence, by any 
organization, group or individual originates from or is committed in its 
territory against the population, citizens or property of the other party. 

8. Termination of all discriminations or interferences, economic warfare 
in all its manifestations, including boycott. This obligation is not dependent 
on anything except the conclusion of the state of war. 

9. Provisions laying down the obligations accepted by the parties towards 
the settlement of the refugee problem, after which neither party shall be 
under claims from the other inconsistent with its sovereignty. 

10. Arrangements concerning places of religious and historic significance. 

11. Arrangement for free port and transit facilities. 

12. Nonparticipation in hostile alliances and the prohibition of stationing 
of troops of other parties which maintain a state of belligerency against 
the other. 

13. Noninterference in domestic affairs and noninterference in the normal 
foreign relations of the other party. 

14. Peace must be expressed in a binding treaty in accordance with normal 
law and precedent. 

All the issues were laid on the table. There was nothing that Israel was not pre

pared to discuss or to negotiate. And the Egyptian response was first to be stunned I 

I think)>y the willingness of the Israelis to raise all these issues as issues of sub

stance to move immediately beyond procedure. And then their offer was the 
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offer of allowing the Israelis to withdraw some miles beyond the Suez 

Canal so the Suez Canal could be opened. Now what would that do? It would insure 

that the Egyptians could have troops on the east bank of the canal without beri:ng the 

expense of cross canal attack. It would up the Egyptian economy by hundreds 

of millions of dollars a year from the canal transportation. What would it do for 

Israel? Not a thing, obviously. Now that negotiation, United Arab Republic style, 

we have yet to understand, to have any signal from either the Soviet or the United 

Arab Republic that they are willing to engage in serious negotiation. The Israeli 
/, fl :. 'tc-t 

cartoonist, Dosh, in a apa,r"e little cartoon the other day where w saw a swimming 

pool and a diving board and there was a little Israeli on the diving board crouched 

, line 
over. There was Dayan~ you know, sometimes you have to swim in cold water 

I 

and he was saying to himself, .-e- what if there's no water in there? There may not 

be. And the Israelis are going into this round of ne gotiation, rather cynically, rea

, / J , 

listically, cold-eyed, but nonetheless you must risk for peace ana are prepared to 

make certain risks for it. 

Now I think during these next months the challengtill be whether or not those in 

the west who always sympathized with Israel as a democracy, who understood her 

basic love of peace, whether they are willing to understand the large complexity of 

issues involved or whether they are so bemused by peace, the word rather than the 
, 

substance, the hope rather than the reality, ~.,,.·a.1118' heavily on Israel to try and 

force her to break, to give up her few bargaining ploys without anything of substance 

in return. It's going to be a long period. It's going to be a frustrating period. In 

many ways it's going to be a bitter period because Israel ,fflf::J seem to be standing 
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adamant, as if she's unwilling to bend for she has bent and she has bent again. She 

bent in August of this year. The Egyptians gave up nothing. She gave up an advantage. 

She bent in January of this year, she wanted face-to-face negotiations at the highest 

possible level, serious talk. The Egyptians wanted this masquerade. Why? Because 

they still look on their greatest advantage as the advantage of the fact that the world 

is so avid for peace that even Israel's friends will ultimately lean upon Israel and 

force her to break that which they know they themselves cannot do. And so they 

•. involving the big four, involving the Security Council 

rather than coming together and adjusting the issues which are outstanding. 

Peace can come in the Middle East. The Arab world really has much to gain 

1&:0&1-e presence of Israel, Israel's trained manpower, her proven ability to make a 

barren land fertile, her scientific skill, all these could bring prosperity and they 
, I 

could bring fertility and they could bring much that was pleasing. War helps no 

one. War is costly. These little states are using up their gross national product, 

their wealth, the weapons which they can ill afford. Everyone needs peace, but 

only yet, man being man peace can come when there is a willingness to sacrifice these 

pipe dreams, these hates, these old fanaticisms and that's the question. The water 

is cold, we're not even sure there's water there, but we pray there may be. 
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mrnt of th@ ju~t "nd . 
pCRre which • 1~ the 
nt Alm of thl!I resolu-

- . -. 

foll r,tr,rr 1nn tn ,ti,. i mrdi
~,_. for11r,., , ,1 ,_,,. ,.,,. , "rt11n 
lndi •, prn,:whl,.,. · r nt ,,1, ¥- Ith· 
out wfw h " , 1 r 11~ t ,,n I not 
h" rrg:iritrd :., ~ 1f11:1t 10n 
of pr:trr . rra < r involvH 
am,,ng11t ot1,rr lhlna1: . 

( I ) 
Thr d~d:1rrcf nntJ rxpl1 rl t 

drci~inn to rr~ard th,. ((>n• 

flict as flni.lly trrmlnatrrf . 

(2) 
• Respect and acknowlrd•· 
!llent by the partie~ in cxpltc• 
1t tcr_ms of each othrra' 
s~vcre,gnty, territorial integ
rity and political independ
ence. 

[3) 
E5tablishment of secure, 

recognized and agreed bound
aries. 

rrr,11rd~ ptllrP. with l-t] 
,,. ft rnncrpt rmhr~c-

beyond position~ agreed in 
the peace treaty. 

l&J 
Termination of alt st;ttr~ 

of war and acts of hostility 
nr belllg«!rency. 

[7) 
The responsibility for in

~urln- thAt no warlike 11,t, 
nr violence, by any or~at1f1R
tion. group or individuitl 
orl !! inates from or is com
n,lttrd In lt9 territory again~t 
thr population, citizens nr 
prop~rty of the other party. 

lAJ 
Trrmination of all discrim

ination~ or interferences, 
<-'connmic warfare in all its 
manifrstation~. includin~ 
boycott. Thi~ obligation is 

not dcrcndent on anythin~ 
ex cpl the conclusion of the 
~late of war. 

[9] • , 

Provisions layinJt down the 
ohll~atlons accepted by the 
p;utits towards the ~cttle
mcnt of the refugee problem, 
after which ,neither party 
~hall be undrr claims from 
the other inconsistent with 
its sovereignty. 

[ 10) 
Arrangements concr.rning 

praces of religious and his
toric significance; 

[ 11] 
Arrangement for free port 

and transit facilities. 
[12] 

Nonparticipation in hostile 

Alliance~ and the prohihition 
or ~tatloning or troOpJ of 
other putlcs which maintain 
a statr or belligerency againat 
the other. 

[13] 
Nonintrrfcrcnce In dome~• . 

tir affairs and nonintcrfor
cn r in the norm~, forei.Em 
rrlations of the other party. 

(14) 
Pcact mu~t be txprcs~ed In 

1 binding trcAty in 1ccord
'{lnc:e with normal law and 
precedent. 

All nf th~ poinf.~ tXCl'1't 10 
and I I al.i;o apply to Egypt, 
ond 10 of th« 14 apply to 
ttha,1on, with which l~rael 
ho~ no ttrrrtonal di~r,utes. 

1 nrl~hhorly rr1:.tinn, 0th r arlditional arrange-
'f'"ratlnn In i.c-ror,I- mrnts for in5uring security. A 
th th, Ch11rt,r ,,, thf' 131 •.; :t:\ . RN Q [d 
t~ '"'"'· Rut wh11th"r Wlth<1rnw~1 nf mllil~ry .,, ··: \ •· c 

P,l -~ae,r~tly,t 
2 

Ir; f'lr< ,.,. frorn trrritnrir, 1:; inJt y .:, : ~ ,_·•. ~.
1 

.. _ :"> Q NS TAB 1£ 

' epooc1r•1n Cairo on .June \ ,... • ~~~,·;:-:·-,::~"'."~:1-:;-:~~~-----=5:.:TH.AVENUf 

• 
• 

• 

2J, 19b8. H • aaicJ: •--...._....., _ _ 

"The followin • 
One - n g Principlee 
ihree _o negotiation with 
bo made~~ ~ecognition of 
Palestinia he expense or 

n People.,, 

or tyyptiAn al 
Israel. Twop- ~cy are immutoble: 
Israel. rour - ~ peace with Israel. 
Palestinian ter ·to transactions Will 

ri ories or.the 

r 

I 
I 

---' 

A 

i 
t 
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