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Stincer Safeaquards

he -Administration shares your concern that Stinger missiles

§Ob~fall into the hands of unauthorized persons or groups for
otential use in acts of terrorisn.

To preclude such an eventuality, strin
een estabklished for the control and i

missiles bv all foreiagn purchasers.

gent safegquards have
ssue

cof Stinger

The recorcd is impeccable for those governments which have
purchased Stinger through the Foreign Military Sales systen
ané have implemented the required security measures.

In addition to the stringent controls placed on the sale of
Stinger to NATO countries and major non-NATO allies, the
following safeguards are required from all other Stinger
recipients to reduce the liklihood of their compromise:

-- All missiles will be periodically inventoried by serial
number.

~— Expended missiles will be demilitarized prior to disposal.

~— Only authorized military personnel will have access to the
missiles. These personnel will be thoroughly briefed on the
reguirements to account for the weapon and its conmponents by
serial number before and after use.

~-=- Random access to the missiles would be granted to USG
experts. Rancdom access is defined as the recipient's
agreement, upon USG reguest, to allow USG experts to visit
the Stinger storage site and view and inventory the missiles
and other system components as soon as mutually convenient,

but within a previously agreed to and specified perioc of
time.

-—- Active components of the system, 2
and missiles, will te stored separately.
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The Government of Bahrain has an agreement providinc for the
safegquarding of sensitive U.S. original military ecuipment,
and~has received high marks from U.S. survey teams survey
security. This sale would further be conditicned on Bahr
acceptance of stringent security measures including separ
storage of launchers and missiles, riccrous inventory
procedures, and random access by U.S. persoeonnel.
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This sale will not impact on our own fcrces' readiness. The
Stingers will come from the "Specizl Defense Acguisition
Fund" which Congress authorizec to be established to procure

limited stocks of defense articles for future foreign sales.

Nor does this represent a new opening for sales throughout
the region. A number of similar requests have already been
refused, because we didn't see the threat as compelling or
alternatives were available. However, the military and
political justification for selling Stingers now to Bahrain
i far more compelling than the argument against the sale.
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Tpe stinger is & man-portatle air celsnse §7552T which fFires
heat-se=2king missiles carryinc & hich evclosive warrheszd
Because it is portable, Stinger provides a relatively
low-cost air defense system to even ths smallest of conmbat
forces andéd allows the user to fill caps in its air éefense
coveraca,.

Stincer replaces the earlisr ceneraticn Refsve systerm, having
& more gensitive "gesker" which permits the ctearztor to
encace a target frem any ancle. Recevye is nc lecnger in
production {indeed, U.S., forces are alreadv moving to a nex:-
aneration Stinger.)

Stinger is designed to allow one man to "fire and forget" the
missile against low-flying hnelicopters anc high-speed
mgneuvering aircraft. It has a rance of approximately three
m%les ané is normally used with identification-friend-or-£foe
(IFF) equipment.

>

stinger system consists of a reusable gripstock and a
ingle missile which is packaged in a disposable launch

be. Adcitional missiles may bte mated with and fired by the
ipstock.

Q0

What is the Threat in the Gulf

The support of Gulf states for U.S. naval operations in the
Gulf has raised their exposure and vulnerability to Iranian
intimidation. As details of this support has become known,

the threat of retaliatory air attacks from Iran has increased
significantly.

Tme Iranian Air Force poses a potential threat to the
moderate Arab states of the Gulf, with the capability of
launching potential damaging raicds against oil facilities,

desalinization plants, ports, and shipoing throughout ths
Gulf.

The Iranian Air Forc
F-4g, F~Ss, and F-14
armed helicopters.

e f£1i
s

Stinger will provide an incremental improvement in air
defenses. Because of the increased number of attack aircraft
likely to be lost to Stinger defenses, the addition qf
Stinger should cause an aggression-prone Iran to hesitate
before launching an attack.



STATEMENT BY MARLIN FITZWATER
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR PRESS RELATIONS

The success of our policy and naval presence in the Persian Gulf
is reflected in the action of the Arab states at their Summit
meeting in Amman, their unprecedented cooperation with us in the
Gulf, and the presence in the Gulf of naval forces from five of
our NATO allies. Prime Minister Shamir's recent statements
strongly supperting our Gulf posture and its contribution to
stability and greater realism in the area also bear testimony to
the wisdom of our approach. A critical element in the success of
our policy is that our moderate Arab friends and our Allies see
the United States as being reliable,

The emergence of legislation in the Congress that would prohibit
the sale of STINGER air defense missiles to countries with a
legitimate need for them is a source of serious concern. The
immediate target of the proposed amendment is a limited sale of
STINGERs to Bahrain.

For the past fortvy vears, 'n a gocd friend to the
United States, ¢ Ll egienal naval presence.
In fact, it woeulu .uve ween iwpussipie to accomplish the recent
naval buildup in the CGulf to protect U.S. flag ships from Iranian
attack without the help of Rahrain. At the same time, Bahrain's
axtraordinary support for the U.S. has made it even more

vuinerable to Iranian military threa%ts. A! s against Bahrain
could ’ t TS, er Tobveoi-oig 1ts, o.ace U.S, ships and
aircra net_vi t Baprain's airfield.
Improv efens. uyaauet Such Aa-tac.. ..u.u protect
Americ... .o..o., w. well as Balirain. The STINGER system is

precisely what Bahrain needs to Fill gaps 'In its defenses against
the most likely threat, and no other svectam can do the jcob as

well, 1eped with 5 to
defen T threat.
We fuily share Congressional concerns apbout preventing diversion

of STINGERs into hostile cr terrorist hands, and so does Bahrain.
That is why we have always insisted on reliable safequards that
rule ocut the possibility of transfer or diversion as an absolute
precondition far anv STINGFR sale. Any goas et that will'not
accept ~rrot—be .sold _STINGERs, We must not
forget ciac vie Lancay arvernative to caretul, tiqhtly controlled
and monitored STINGER sales to states who legitimately need them
and with whom we have important defense relationships is a
further proliferation of un » Soviet

3y S . That would increaac, UL el Sant, e LerrOrist threat
i Cue area.

The Administration is actively seeking to work with Congress on
this irportant issue to develop a mutually acceptable solution.
The more we can cooperate in projecting an image of steadiness
and resolve in the Gulf, the more progress we are likely to make
in reassuring our friends, deterring our adversaries, and
defending our vital jnterests in that critical region.

FoEo#
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

December 2, 1987

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations has proposed a ban on transfers of Stinger
man—porgable, air defense missiles to states in the Persian Gulf
region during FY88. I strenuously oppose this measure, which
would have a seriously corrosive effect on United States' and
other western democracies' strategic interests in the Persian
Gulf. Passaoce of thic amendmen’ s hake—-the Arabs' growing
confidence 1 ad ;- ~F-~-t' - By driving a wedge between
us and our Guir ALab | Furcueww, Such tegislation would validate
Iran's belief that we are weak in our commitment and that the
Executive and Legislative branches are divided on Gulf policy.

The Fmendment would send precisely the ¥ ’ " to the
Soviet "-7-- We will be telling General Secretary worbachev
that tue v.o. is committed to seeing a prompt, negotiated
settlement to the Iran-Irag conflict. We will make clear to the
Soviets that we expect them to® cooperate with us in the U.N. on
this key reglonal issue. At the same time, by our actions, they,
like Ira must understand we will stand by our friends and

maintain our presence in the Gulf as long there is an increased
Iranian threat.

Our policies and presence in the Gulf region are finding
increasing international support and understanding. Since the
summer, five NATGC allies have dispatched ships to help ensure the
safety of Gulf sea lanes, and a sixth has placed extra forces in
the Mediterranean Sea to compensate for our allies' deployments in
the Gulf., Japan and Luxembourg are providing financial aid.

The Arab Gulf states have greatly expanded military
cooperation with the U.S. and allied navies. They led efforts at
the Arab Summit to get united Arab League pressure on the U.N.
Security Council to rapidly implement the Council's call for a
comprehensive settlement to the Iran-Iraq war. During his recent

visit, Israeli Prime Minister Shamir too endaorsed U.S. Persian
Cnlf nolicvy, o - -

In this context, the-Bahrain Stinger question takes on
special %ignificance. Bahrain has hosted the U.S. Navy‘s Middle
East Forge for four decades. Bahrain is the cornerstone for our

The Honorable
John C. Stennis,
Chairman;, : :
Commlttee on Approprlatlons,.
) . Unlted States Senate.



current activities in tho rrnmian- Dabhradn mavmibs ~ven ditious
passage of U.S. milita tities of
equipn t stance to
our cc h

ions have

not QUile ULIIULLICEU LI vy Joev cue suucuwanso uuve awe bowed to

Iranian intimidation.

We count on Bahrain to provide the first.*line of defense for
U.S. personnel and facilities in Bahrain. Stinger is the
appropriate system for deplovment an Rahrzipni ~=>+tr~l yessels and

in " "he isl_ _ . e = e — - ﬁ_g‘vy aiready has armed

its snips 10 tne vuir with Stinger. The Bal ’ "~ .se Force
{BDF) is well-trained, disciplined, and has an un-'-—----2 =-ecord
pr = 7 "' @ weapons.

I un@erstand Congress' concern that U.S. weapons like Stinger
not be diverted to terrorists. However, the way to protect our
interests, foreign policy and security, is not by banning sales,
and leaving our friends at risk. This Administration's policy is
that all FMS Stinger sales must be conditioned on both need, and
a willingness to institute stringent safequards. We are prepared
to suppott legislation to that effect.

I knéw in the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations that concern
was expressed that the Administration has some secret agenda on
Stinger sales to the Gulf. This should not be. I discussed the
importance we placed on this sale during my meetings with Senate
and House leacders in September. 1In October, the President agreed
to delay finalizing this sale until Congress had completed its

review of the arms sales to Saudi Arabia. He cdid not at any time
agree to drop this proposal.

The Administration is working closely with your committee on
an overall appropriations bill to support accomplishment of
shared, and longstanding, U.S. national security interests. Ve
hope by your actions that you will send a message to a watching
world that the United States will support friends in an area of

strategic importance who share our interests and are materially
supportiqg our objectives.

Sincerely yours,

George P, Shultz
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- — The concern over highly sophisticated weapons falling into

~terrorist hands is a valid one which we share. The risk,
however, is heightened not by carefully controlled U.S. sales of
Stinger but by the unchecked proliferation of Soviet-origin
hand-~-held air defense missiles throughout the region. I
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states in the region, none subject to the rigid controls upon
which the U.S. Government insists,

Some opposition to the sale of Stinger to Bahr n has been
expressed along the line that "arms sales should not be made as
diplomatic gestures”. While we of course insist on firm !
military justification for arms transfer proposals, I think we

all must recognize that arms --'-- <“p have s—--'*- ‘=pact. The
very annc “--1nent 0~ decisign oy e " @ -~ «=y, an advanced
weapon 8, _____ ‘sends _ rsignal _to pot: *ies that the
PeCipi—e-a- ’ - ter. MilA LG Wl u:vjire to sell
Stinger .. cciiicaii 2w weeww ~.. the most valid military

requirement, the political message that would be conveyed to
Iran should not ba undereatimated. There also would be an !
equally clear message conveyed to both Tehran and our friends in
the Gulf if the Bahralinl request is not met. If any government
did deserve an expression of U.S. appreciation for its supporq
of our Gulf policies, Bahrain would be at the top of the list,
in addition to having played host to our naval presence in the
Gulf for nearly forty years.

I began by saying that I sought your suppert in opposing
rastrictive legislation that would unnecessarily and harmfully!
limit the Administration's conduct of natlonal security and
foreign policy in the Gulf. Both the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Crowe, who has a long association with
Bahrain from his service as Middle East Force Commander, and I
would be pleased to meet personally with you to discuss the
matter further if you desire. My staff is also available to
provide any additional information you might need.

Sincerely, l

. At Naianen
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Yitzhak Shamsr

ISRAEL AT 40:
LOOKING BACK, LOOKING AHEAD

ne of Israel’s leading poets wrote recently that the
State of Israel is the realization of the greatest collective effort
of the Jewish people since Moses led the Hebrews out of Egypt.
In the forty years since the leadership of a small community of
600,000 souls proclaimed the establishment of the state, this
effort has shown dramatic results indeed.

On the very first day of Israel’s existence, we were invaded
by the armies of seven countries, whose combined populations
outnumbered ours by more than a hundred to one. A full one
percent of Israel’s population was killed in our war of inde-
pendence—in American terms today that would mean the loss
of two-and-a-half million people.

In relation to its size, the country’s borders were longer than
any other country’s, and virtually indefensible. Its infrastruc-
ture was embryonic, and its economy based mostly on agricul-
ture and light industry. Yet in its first years Israel successfully
repelled the military onslaught, defended itself against a con-
tinuous terrorist campaign, and absorbed and integrated 1.2
million Jews, twice the number of its original Jewish population.

Contrary to common perceptions, most of these immigrants
were not the surviving remnants of the holocaust, but Jews
from Arab countries, indigenous to the region, whose lives had
become intolerable after World War II, and who were often
in danger of annihilation. Almost 800,000 of them came to
Israel, and now more than half of Israel’s population is of
Middle Eastern and North African origin.

Other immigrants, white, brown and black, arrived from
over a hundred countries, speaking almost as many languages
and dialects. They came from areas of unimaginable poverty
and from the most prosperous lands on earth, from totalitarian
dictatorships, medieval tyrannies and the most enlightened
democracies. Afflicted by differences, irritations and incom-
patibilities, they have nevertheless become one nation, all pull-

Yitzhak Shamir is the Prime Minister of Israel.
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ing—albeit often contentiously—in the same direction. And
despite the natural volatility of such a mix, they havq created
a sound and secure society. Violent crime in Israel, for_ instance,
including terrorist acts, is among the lowest in the industrial
democracies—and one-tenth of that in the United States.

That people from such varied backgrounds became one
nation in such a short time demonstrates the unique historical,
religious and cultural bonds that tie the Jewish people together
and to the Land of Israel. This unity and the traditional Jewish
commitment to freedom and democracy buttressed the capac-
ity of the fledgling state to withstand the initial assault by its
neighbors and has enabled it to survive continuous hostility
and a condition of quasi-war ever since, with its commitment
to Western values intact.

Israel’s citizens—Jews, Muslims, Druze and Christian—are
equal before the law. Its judiciary is totally independent and
beyond reproach; its elections, in which 70 to 80 percent of
the electorate vote, are exemplary; its parties, from the extreme
left to the extreme right, are all represented in parliament; and
its numerous newspapers, in Hebrew, Arabic, English and
other languages, reflect an incredible diversity of opinions.
The Arab citizens of Israel are the only Arabs in the Middle
East who can vote freely for a representative democratic gov-
ernment and who enjoy freedom of speech, assembly and
movement.

Israel’s declaration of independence, which proclaimed the
rebirth of the Jewish state in its historical home, set down three
main objectives. The first was to provide a haven for every Jew
who needed and wanted it. The second was to make Israel a
spiritual fountainhead and emotional magnet for the Jews of
the world, so that those among them who wished to fulfill their
lives as Jews would settle in it.

The third objective deemed important enough to be in-
cluded in the declaration was peace with our neighbors. We
wanted the state to be the fulfillment not only of our prayer
“Next Year in Jerusalem,” but of the prayer “He who makes
peace in His high places, may He make peace for us.”

There was no Palestinian problem as such at that time. The
only people who called themselves Palestinians then were the
Jews of Palestine. Our English-language newspaper was the
Palestine Post, our orchestra, the Palestine Symphony, and our
fundraising organization, the United Palestine Appeal. I'he
Arabs living in Palestine insisted that they were part of the
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Arab nation and shunned the appellation ‘‘Palestinians.” It is
a common misconception today that Israel replaced some kind
of Palestinian entity. In fact, in the 3,000-year history of the
country, which we know as the Land of Israel and the world
calls Palestine, the only independent national sovereignty ever
to exist there has been Jewish.

II

There was little we were not ready to do to achieve peace.
Attesting to that was the very fact that we accepted the U.N.
General Assembly resolution on the establishment of a Jewish
state in ten percent of the area originally allotted to a national
Jewish homeland by the mandate of the League of Nations.
But the Arabs around us found unacceptable the existence of
an independent non-Arab state in any area, however small, of
what had once been part of the Arab empire, and they contin-
ued to war against us. In 1967, as a consequence of one of
these wars, we brought Judea, Samaria and Gaza, as much
parts of the Land of Israel as any other, under Israel’s control.
Today, a little less than one-quarter of the area of the original
Palestine mandate is in our hands. The other three-quarters,
now called the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, is in Arab hands.
Jordan, whose population consists of people from both sides of
the Jordan River is, therefore, a Palestinian Arab state in every
respect except in name.

When King Hussein’s grandfather proclaimed his independ-
ence from Britain, he wanted to call his country Palestine. The
British Foreign Office dissuaded him. King Hussein himself,
and all other Palestinian leaders, have stated that the Arabs on
both sides of the river are one nation. And indeed, two-thirds
of Jordan’s population is from western Palestine, as are most
of the members of its parliament and the best-known prime
ministers and members of the government. Stating these facts
does not, of course, imply opposition on our part to King
Hussein’s rule in Jordan. But, clearly, another Palestinian state
between Jordan and Israel, in the 2,000 square miles of Judea
and Samaria—an area the size of a large county in the western
United States—makes no sense politically, cannot be viable
economically and can only serve as a terrorist, irredentist base
from which both Israel and Jordan will be threatened.

What does make sense is continuing the peace process via
the one and only route with a proven track record: direct
negotiations between the parties to the conflict. I believe peace
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with Jordan is a realistic, eminently attainable goal. A de facto
peace between our countries has existed for quite some time.
Movement of Arabs from both sides of the Jordan River i1s
free. Trade between Jordan and Judea and Samaria flourishes,
and Palestinian Arabs in Judea and Samaria carry Jordanian
passports and can vote in elections for Jordan’s parliament.
From the present conditions to a close cooperation with Jordan
in a large variety of spheres is but a relatively small step, one
which could lay the foundation for a formal peace treaty.

I have declared time and again that I am ready to meet King
Hussein anywhere, anytime, without preconditions, to discuss
peace. Direct negotiations. with Jordan can start tomorrow, in
Amman, in Jerusalem or on “neutral” ground such as Camp
David, with the full blessing and unreserved backing of every
member of the Israeli government.

A formula for negotiations was worked out at Camp David
between Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat and Prime Minis-
ter Menachem Begin. The centerpiece of the Camp David
accords is the autonomy plan for the Palestinian Arabs, which
includes a five-year transition period—a vital test of coexis-
tence between Jews and Arabs. It leaves open for later delib-
eration the sensitive issue of sovereignty. And although it falls
far short of our demands, it embodies a realistic attempt to
move forward a political solution.

But the Jordanian monarch has maintained that he will only
talk with us if we accept the Soviet proposal for an international
conference to be held under the auspices of the United Nations.
There is support for this idea in Israel, too, and clearly, as long
as it exists, neither Hussein nor anyone else is going to come
to direct talks.

We are told that King Hussein needs an international um-
brella to protect himself from the radical forces in the Arab
world. But a country that cannot defy the radicals on matters
of procedure cannot be expected to defy them on matters of
substance. Indeed, there cannot be any doubt that an interna-
tional conference would be reduced to the lowest radical de-
nominator, and present a united front against Israel. Its express
purpose would be to effect total Israeli withdrawal to the 1949
armistice lines. Nor can there be any doubt that the notion of
a purely ceremonial international conference, which would
merely provide a cover for bilateral talks, is a chimera. The
Soviets, who begat the idea of the conference, have made clear
their intention to participate actively in its decision-making
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process. And European leaders, as well as the American secre-
tary of state, have also declared that they would promote their
own plans at such a conference.

The complex and sensitive nature of the issues between Israel
and Jordan are such that only direct, independent, open-ended,
face-to-face negotiations can provide the unpressured atmos-
phere that is absolutely vital for reaching an agreement. In
these negotiations, representatives of the Arab residents of
Judea and Samaria—not members of the Palestinian Liberation
Organization and not terrorists—should of course participate.
It is, after all, their autonomy that will be discussed. And while
the exact nature of the autonomy should be left to the negoti-
ating table, Israel’s record of response to genuine peaceful
intent speaks for itself.

Unfortunately, Palestinian Arabs in the past have too often
entrusted their fate to other Arab governments and extreme
elements such as the PLO. Terrorist organizations have used
threats and assassination against those Arabs who showed an
inclination to negotiate with us. That is why victory over
terrorism is an essential prerequisite for the achievement of
peace, and not, as some would have it, the other way around.

It is also necessary for Egypt and Jordan to join in the process
and give the necessary backing to those Palestinian Arabs who
will opt for negotiations and coexistence with Israel.

I am often asked why we do not simply ignore PLO terrorism
and negotiate with this organization, recognized by the Arab
League as the sole representative of the Palestinian people. It
is an astonishing question. No country has ever been asked to
negotiate with an organization that denies its right to exist.
The PLO is not a Palestinian creation, nor has its existence
anything to do with the so-called occupation of Judea and
Samaria (the “West Bank”). It was organized by Egypt and
Syria three years before the 1967 war to conduct terrorist
warfare against Israel, and it is dedicated not to liberating this
or that territory, but to the annihilation of Israel. That a
terrorist organization, established less than 20 years after the
holocaust and committed by its constitution to the destruction
of Israel, enjoys observer status at the United Nations and
diplomatic standing in many capitals is a sad commentary on
the state of international morality.

In the ten years since President Sadat, responding to Mena-
chem Begin’s overtures, came to Jerusalem, the international
community seems to have forgotten the unprecedented lengths



ISRAEL AT 40 579

to which Israel went to secure a peace treaty with Egypt. By
relinquishing the Sinai Peninsula, Israel forfeited not onl_y
strategic depth in that sector, but 91 percent of all the land it
had gained in the defensive war of 1967. Israel gave up 16
thriving towns and villages, rich oil wells it had developed, vast
treasures of mineral wealth, and sophisticated air and naval
bases. The total cost of the withdrawal has been estimated at a
staggering $20 billion—practically the equivalent of Israel’s
foreign debt. I abstained in the vote in the Knesset on the
Camp David accords for two reasons. First, I was opposed in
principle to the evacuation of Israeli towns and villages as
stipulated in the agreement. Second, I objected to the prece-
dent set by our withdrawal to the June 1967 armistice lines.
But democratic governments are bound by treaties con-
cluded by their predecessors, and the Camp David accords do
represent the highest degree of agreement on a comprehensive
peace plan that has ever been reached between Israel and an
Arab country. We must work with it and ensure its fulfillment.

11

Since the signing of the Camp David accords and the peace
treaty with Egypt, we have witnessed Egypt’s growing tendency
to distance itself from these agreements. We have been partic-
ularly disappointed by Egypt’s reluctance to normalize relations
with us. I have written to President Hosni Mubarak several
times and tried to impress on him the crucial importance of
demonstrating that Egypt’s peace with Israel is workable, ben-
eficial and can serve as a solid base for the expansion of the
peace process. I continue to hope that Egypt’s courage in
piercing the barrier of hatred around Israel will be matched
by a readiness to engage in an effort to revive the peace process.
This could be achieved by renewing the talks on the ways and
means of implementing the autonomy agreement, and taking
up our proposal that President Mubarak invite King Hussein
and us to peace talks under his sponsorship.

The Camp David accords recognized the intrinsic difference
between our treaty with Egypt and any agreement we could
conclude with our eastern neighbors. While we were willing to
dismantle the towns and villages we built in the Sinai desert
and to relinquish every inch of the Sinai, it is quite unthinkable
that we should allow Judea and Samaria, the cradle of our
nation and culture, to revert to being Judenrein, forbidden to
Jews, which was the case during the Jordanian occupation of
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1948-67. Our legal right to the land was internationally rec-
ognized by the League of Nations when it awarded Great
Britain the mandate of Palestine for the express purpose of
establishing a Jewish homeland in it. But regardless of how the
question of sovereignty over Judea and Samaria is resolved, we
cannot be barred from Shiloh, Bethel and Hebron any more
than we can be excluded from Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and Haifa.

The security problem, too, is quite different on our eastern
border. In the case of Egypt, the 300 miles of desert separating
- the population centers of the two countries make agreements
on demilitarization, separation of forces, multinational peace-
keeping forces, listening posts and warning systems viable sub-
stitutes for strategic depth. But the borders of Judea and
Samaria are within rifle range of pedestrians in the streets of
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv. The Judea-Samaria mountain range
dominates Israel’s population centers, main industrial zones,
its rail and road arteries and international airport. Relinquish-
ing Israeli control over these ridges can only turn the clock
back to the pre-June 1967 days when the Arab regimes felt
that destroying Israel was a feasible option. For, lest we forget,
peace with Egypt and the growing trend among some Arab
regimes. toward accepting Israel is a direct result of Israel’s
1967 victory. A dwarfed, vulnerable Israel can only present a
temptation that will inexorably reverse this trend and trigger
another war.

With uncommon solicitude, we are told by some of our
friends and all of our foes that we must forfeit control of Judea
and Samaria because otherwise the high Arab birthrate will
cause us to become a minority in our own country within a
generation; that with the growing numbers of Arabs in Judea,
Samaria and Gaza, the country can be either democratic or
Jewish but not both, i.e., it can only retain Jewish control by
depriving Arabs of the vote. Even if this threat were real, it
would be unthinkable for Israel, as it would be for any nation,
to relinquish its own territory, or its claims of sovereignty and
the right to security because of demographic prognostica-
tions—particularly since history shows that these are highly
speculative and inaccurate. .

In 1967 we were warned that within 20 years the Arabs in
the area between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean
would outnumber us. In fact the ratio of Jews to Arabs west of
the Jordan has remained virtually the same, two-thirds Jewish
and one-third Arab.
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Population growth depends not only on birthrates but on
many factors: economic cycles, immigration and emigration
and unexpected influences on the birthrate curve. Our pres-
ence in Judea and Samaria has made the place more attractive;
we established five universities where none existed before,
employment is abundant, and the Arabs of the area enjoy, for
the first time in their history, freedom of movement, speech
and peaceful assembly and the right of habeas corpus. As a
result, fewer Arabs leave it now than under the Jordanian
occupation. In addition, 100,000 Arabs have entered the area
under the family reunification plan.

People vote with their feet, and the Arab inhabitants have
been voting for, rather than against, living under our “occu-
pation.” These facts should be borne in mind by those who are
quick to condemn our presence in Judea, Samaria and Gaza
and particularly our antiterrorist measures there. They should
also remember that the Arabs who refer to us as occupiers of
Judea, Samaria and Gaza also consider us occupiers of Jerusa-
lem, Tel Aviv and Haifa.

But Judea and Samaria are, to a large extent, barren lands,
and many of their residents seek their fortunes elsewhere,
while the birthrate of those who remain is dropping as progress
and modernity influence their life-styles.

Moreover, Jewish immigration, which has always been a
factor in the demographic equation of Israel, will continue to
be so. No one would have believed two decades ago that almost
200,000 Soviet Jews would come to Israel, nor that 12,000
Ethiopian Jews would. If only a quarter of the Jews who want
to leave the Soviet Union choose Israel, 100,000 would come,
and there are many in Iran, Syria and Ethiopia who must also
be rescued. Regardless of demographic considerations, Israel
must continue to give top priority to attracting Jews from all
over the world. That is the essence of the Zionist dream.

Ultimately, the ability of Arabs and Jews to live together,
and not population ratios or even peace treaties, will determine
the prospects for peace. Learning to do so is a long process,
with no easy solutions, for which patience and perseverance
are essential. We must resist the temptation of a quick fix and
beware the proclivity of democratic societies to negotiate with
themselves. Under the constant pressure of domestic and in-
ternational public opinion and growing impatience among :he
population in the face of harassment and uncertainty, such
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societies tend to make preemptive concessions. In Israel’s case
this could prove fatal.

Dictatorships suffer no such pressures. With no parliaments
or free press to account to, they can persist with impunity in
positions of intransigence. I believe the Arab people want to
mingle with us as neighbors, tourists, tradesmen and sports-
men, not to confront us on the battlefield or at a road ambush.
The evidence for this is plentiful. Some 100,000 Arabs from
Judea, Samaria and Gaza work every day in Israel with virtually
no incident. Arabs from countries whose governments call for
our destruction come to our cities as tourists and to our
hospitals as patients; they transact business with us—albeit
furtively; they write fan letters to our radio disc jockeys, and
they listen to and watch our news broadcasts. When their
governments begin to respond to their wishes, peace—perma-
nent, stable and durable peace—will come to our region. There
is a direct relationship between Egypt’s progress toward de-
mocracy and its willingness to make peace with us. The obverse
is also true: the more tyrannical the regime, the less likely it is
to negotiate and compromise. Those who derive hope for the
Arab-Israeli conflict from the German-French rapprochement
must remember that France and Germany were able to bury
their age-old enmity only when they were both ruled by dem-
ocratic governments.

v

Differences in political philosophy have also plagued Israel’s
relationship with the Soviet Union. The U.S.S.R. initially sup-
ported the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, and
extended diplomatic recognition.to it immediately. But when
the Soviets realized that Israel was not going to be part of the
socialist camp, they moved toward a pro-Arab policy, which
over the years developed into alliances with the most virulent
radical regimes, governments that are acknowledged sponsors
of international terrorism and openly committed to the destruc-
tion of Israel.

Before 1967 the Soviet Union armed Egypt and Syria to the
teeth, enabling them to provoke the Six-Day War. After !srael’s
victory the Soviets and their satellites severed diplomatic rela-
tions with Israel and massively rearmed Egypt, Syria and Iraq.
When, following the October 1973 war, Egypt turned to the
West, the U.S.S.R. continued to arm the rejectionist regimes
of Syria, Libya, Iraq and the People’s Democratic Republic of
Yemen, this time concluding friendship treaties with them and
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accompanying the weapons systems with thousands of “advis-
ers.”

Syria, a confrontation state which makes no secret of its hope
to destroy Israel, now has 8,000 Soviet advisers in its army and
an antiaircraft missile system manned by Soviet officers and
connected with Moscow command and control. It has acquired
the Soviet Union’s most sophisticated weapons, including MiG-
29s, the most advanced Soviet tanks, long-range surface missiles
that can hit Israel’s interior, and a chemical warfare capability.

The Soviet Union helped initiate and pass the 1975 U.N.
resolution equating Zionism with racism and has voted consis-
tently—most recently last September—to expel Israel from
the United Nations. Its policy on the emigration of Jews, more
dependent on its relations with the United States than its
involvement with the Arab-Israeli dispute, has gone from allow-
ing almost 300,000 Jews to leave in the 1970s to permitting
only a thousand a year in the 1980s. In 1987 the number rose
to 8,000, and some of the more celebrated prisoners and
refuseniks have been released. But there has been no change
in the Soviet refusal to abide by international human rights
agreements, which postulate the right of people everywhere to
leave their country. Nor has there been any indication of
willingness to allow the repatriation of the Jewish people who,
unlike other ethnic groups in the Soviet Union, have no home
there, to their homeland in Israel.

There have been some limited changes on the diplomatic
level. Poland has reinstated diplomatic relations, albeit at a low
level, and the Soviet Union has sent a temporary consular
mission to Tel Aviv, as yet unreciprocated by the presence of
an equivalent Israeli mission in Moscow. But Soviet support
for the PLO and Syria, and its general anti-Camp David, rejec-
tionist stance show no sign of diminishing. Last spring the
Soviets sponsored a reconciliation of PLO factions on a platform
calling for continued terrorism—euphemistically known as
““armed struggle”” and the dismantling of Israel. Let us hope
that glasnost, internal reform and the signing of nuclear arms
agreements with the United States will affect Soviet policy on
Jewish emigration and change Soviet conduct in regional con-
flicts.

A\

While Soviet policies toward Israel are governed by ideolog-
ical and geopolitical considerations and reflect the general
friction between totalitarian regimes and the free world, Eu-
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ropean attitudes have been dictated by economic considera-
tions and energy policies. The European dependence on Arab
oil, particularly during the 1970s, led to a pro-Arab stance. It
took the form of huge arms sales to Arab countries and an
embargo on sales to Israel, of diplomatic accommodation with
the PLO and turning a blind eye to terrorist activities. With the
collapse of oil prices and the growing realization that the use
of the oil weapon against the West had more to do with
economic factors than with the Arab-Israeli conflict, European
relations with Israel improved. But the damage to Israel from
the meteoric rise in oil prices was not confined to temporary
diplomatic and political setbacks.

The transfer of hundreds of billions of dollars to the coffers
of the Arab oil-producing states enabled them to become the
largest purchasers of arms in the world—not only for them-
selves, but for countries such as Syria and Jordan which depend
on their largesse. Since 1973 approximately $100 billion in
sophisticated weapons have poured into Arab arsenals. Over
$30 billion worth has been purchased by the Saudis alone.
Such staggering military buildups can only exacerbate the
volatility of an already highly inflamed area, particularly since
the Arab regimes receiving these weapons repeatedly assure
their allies that, regardless of what the U.S. Congress is told
about the purpose of the purchases, the arms will ultimately be
used against Israel.

Throughout the 1970s the United States resisted the eco-
nomic and political pressures of the oil crises and retained the
confidence of both sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The U.S.
role was indispensable in concluding the interim agreements
between Israel and Egypt and between Israel and Syria, as well
as the Camp David accords. Now, too, America’s relationship
with both sides makes it a natural ‘‘honest broker” for future
negotiations. Clearly, its closeness to Israel has only contributed
to its credibility and ability to maneuver.

The change in America’s relationship with Israel from sym-
pathy and support to a strategic alliance was a gradual process
in response to Middle Eastern realities and to Israel’s emer-
gence as a major geopolitical actor in the region. In 1970,
when Syria, using the PLO cadres in Jordan as a ﬁfth columr},
threatened to invade Jordan, it was Israel’s warning, coordi-
nated with the United States, that aborted the move. A Syrian
victory, assured by its overwhelming superiority, would have
meant the stationing of Syrian forces complete with Soviet
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“advisers’’ on the shore of the Red Sea, on the border of Saudi
Arabia. In time it became clear that Israel was not only a power
to be reckoned with but a strategic ally fully identified with the
free world. Moving from that to the strategic agreement and
the formalization of the relationship by granting Israel the
status of a major ally was a natural development.

The relationship has proven strong enough to survive some
painful incidents. The tensions during the Lebanon war were
caused, I believe, by the chasm between the Israeli and Amer-
ican perceptions of the PLO. Despite its record of heinous crimes
almost exclusively against civilians, the PLO was seen by some
Americans at the time as a product of injustice and refugee
camps, a guerrilla army fighting against the ‘“‘occupation of the
West Bank and Gaza.”

Israel knew it to be a terrorist arm of Arab governments, an
instrument of state-sponsored terrorism, which used victims of
frustration and misery in the Arab world—by no means only
in refugee camps—as its recruits for murder. Formed in 1964
it operated mostly from Jordan until chased out by King
Hussein in the ‘“‘Black September” clampdown of 1970, in
which thousands of PLO members were killed. The pLO then
settled in Lebanon, again on the initiative of the Arab govern-
ments, and developed an infrastructure of a despotic ministate
and a center of world terrorism.

There was almost no terrorist group in the world that did
not receive training, logistical assistance, financial support and
weapons from the PLO. It succeeded in assembling over 20,000
trained men who, unlike regular armies of sovereign states,
could hide behind the shield of civilians no one wanted to hurt.
It threatened to become a serious destabilizing force not only
against Israel and Jewish targets in Europe but against the
whole free world.

Beyond that, Israel saw in the PLO the embodiment of Arab
rejection of Israel’s right to exist. The greatest obstacle to
peace in the Middle East still is the insistence of Arab govern-
ments that the organization whose charter stipulates the de-
struction of Israel is the sole representative of the Palestinian
people.

Washington did not always see it our way. While conceding
our right to security on our northern border, it opposed the
destruction of the PLO and intervened to rescue Yasir Arafat
and his organization twice during the Lebanon war: once from
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the Israeli siege of Beirut, and then from the Syrian-sponsored
attack by his rival, Abu Musa, in Tripoli.

The second goal of the war was a peace treaty with Lebanon.
An agreement was signed under American sponsorship in May
1983, with the understanding that Syria would withdraw its
forces from Lebanon. But the Syrian government reneged,
and the Lebanese, who could not act independently as long as
Syria occupied their land, scrapped the treaty. Syria now oc-
cupies 70 percent of Lebanon.

Israeli forces withdrew from Lebanon in 1985. Only a six-
mile-wide security belt on our northern border is under Israeli
control. Without it, the Galilee would be exposed to the same
intolerable harassment—shelling and terrorist infiltration—to
which it was subjected in the eight years preceding the Peace
for the Galilee operation of 1982. But the partial reorganiza-
tion of PLO elements in Lebanon and the introduction of
hundreds of Iranian-sponsored Hezbollah terrorists into the
area threaten to turn it again into a dangerous terrorist base.
Until an independent, sovereign government is established in
Lebanon and the Syrian occupation is removed, Israel will have
to maintain a security belt and take the necessary measures to
defend its northern region against terrorist incursions and
shellings.

America’s increasing understanding of Israel’s problems with
Lebanon-based terrorism contributed to cementing American-
Israeli relations and to the calm atmosphere between the gov-
ernments which followed the Lebanon war. By November 1983
Israel’s relations with the United States had reached a stage of
unprecedented cooperation and mutual understanding. It was
given concrete expression in a statement by President Reagan
announcing the establishment of a joint political-military co-
ordinating committee and the decision to establish duty-free
trade between the two countries. President Reagan also noted
that friendship and cooperation between the two countries
would continue, in spite of occasional differences of view.
“Disagreements between good friends do not alter the unique
and sturdy foundation of our relationship,” he said.

VI

Another problem in U.S.-Israeli relations arose during the
Arab demonstrations and riots in December. Pictures of riot-
quelling by security forces are never pretty, and when taken
out of context on television they can be ugly indeed. Perhaps
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the nonmilitary fields. It is a leader in microelectronics, com-
puter hardware and software, biotechnology, chemicals, te}e-
communications, medical diagnostic and monitoring equip-
ment, solar and other energy systems, and irrigation technql—
ogies. Israel leads the world in diamond-polishing, both in
production and marketing; its banking operations are global;
and its exports range from tomatoes to executive jets.

Not having the size and the scale to compete in conventional
mass production, Israel must excel in new ideas, innovative
breakthroughs in' products and processes. Now that air travel
and satellite communications have shrunk the world, Israel can
provide world businesses with unsurpassed skills. Thus, for
example, electronic companies assign research and develop-
ment to Israel while locating production in other countries.
Such ventures abound between innovative Israeli companies
and established international producers in microelectronics,
biotechnology, computers, special energy systems and office
automation. These enterprises enjoy the extra benefit of Is-
rael’s free trade agreements with both the United States and
the European Common Market. No other country can offer
this access to the two major Western markets.

The dislocations of wars, the relinquishing of the Sinai, the
oil shocks of the 1970s and their ripple effects, the economic
slump in the West, the double-digit inflation in the United
States in the late 1970s, the Lebanon war and a cumbersome
wage and price indexing system all affected our economy and
helped cause runaway inflation. But due mostly to the willing-
ness of Israelis in all walks of life to make personal sacrifices
and lower their standard of living for the common good, we
succeeded, in a much shorter time than we had a right to
expect, in bringing inflation down from triple digits to below
17 percent a year. Our immediate goal is to reduce it to a
single digit within the next two years. Having stabilized the
economy, we intend now to stimulate growth by cutting taxes,
liberalizing the capital market, selling off government-owned
companies and reducing bureaucratic involvement in business.

But what we aspire to is not just economic independence and
a better life. Perhaps the most unusual part of Israel’s outlook
is its belief that no matter what difficulties it has to confront,
it must extend a helping hand to others. Since 1957 Israel has
provided expert aid to scores of countries in such critical areas
as agricultural technology, irrigation, food production, hous-
ing, communications, electrification, construction, water sys-
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tems, health and regional planning. These countries include
31 black African nations, as well as other lands of the Mediter-
ranean littoral, Asia, Central America and South America.
Israel’s expertise derives from direct experience in developing
a land which a little over a century ago was nothing but desert,
rock and swamp. Now this expertise is being used in Egypt—
still on a small scale—to the benefit of both countries. There
is nothing Israel would rather do than contribute this expertise
in science, technology, medicine and agriculture to all the other
countries of the Middle East.

Our goals, not in any particular order, are as follows:

—Solidifying Israel’s friendship and cooperation with the United
States. This entails further deepening and institutionaliz-
ing of trade, strategic and political collaboration, and
greater efforts in achieving economic independence and
explaining our position to the American public.

—Strengthening the peace with Egypt. Our partner in peace
should shoulder with us the responsibility for normalizing
relations between our countries and for bringing our other
neighbors to the negotiating table.

~—Attaining peace and coexistence with all our neighbors. This
entails projecting the message that violence will not bring
a solution to the conflict; that terrorism must end; that
the PLO cannot be a participant in any political process;
that Arab refugees must be resettled; and that direct
negotiations without preconditions is the only viable op-
tion for reaching peace.

—Fulfilling the ideal of making Israel the home of the Jewish
people and an Israeli society that is founded on the moral
principles of the biblical prophets. '

The roots of Jewish and Arab heritage—in language, history,

culture and religion—have much in common. Together the
two peoples can usher in a renaissance chapter in the region.
Our vision of peace is not limited to ending hostilities, or even
to eliminating the threat of war. What we strive for is the
fulfillment of the dream of the founder of Zionism, Theodor
Herzl, who envisioned ninety years ago that a Jewish state
would be a partner in bringing about an economic renaissance
and unprecedented growth in the region, the realization of its
unlimited potential, the flourishing of its culture, and a life of
coexistence, amity and goodwill for all its people.
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