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About the Series

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibility
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the
General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, com-
piles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stand-
ards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series
through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editors are
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity. It further requires that government
agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government en-
gaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate
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IV About the Series

with Department of State historians by providing full and complete
access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and
by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume have been declassified and are avail-
able for review at the National Archives and Records Administration.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and the memo-
randa of conversations between the President and the Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All of
the Department’s central files for 1977-1981 are available in electronic
or microfilm formats at Archives II, and may be accessed using the
Access to Archival Databases (AAD) tool. Almost all of the Depart-
ment’s decentralized office files covering this period, which the Na-
tional Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have been trans-
ferred to or are in the process of being transferred from the
Department’s custody to Archives IL

Research for Foreign Relations volumes is undertaken through spe-
cial access to restricted documents at the Jimmy Carter Presidential Li-
brary and other agencies. While all the material printed in this volume
has been declassified, some of it is extracted from still-classified docu-
ments. The staff of the Carter Library is processing and declassifying
many of the documents used in this volume, but they may not be avail-
able in their entirety at the time of publication. Presidential papers
maintained and preserved at the Carter Library include some of the
most significant foreign-affairs related documentation from White
House offices, the Department of State, and other federal agencies in-
cluding the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Some of the research for volumes in this subseries was done in
Carter Library record collections scanned for the Remote Archive Cap-
ture (RAC) project. This project, which is administered by the National
Archives and Records Administration’s Office of Presidential Libraries,
was designed to coordinate the declassification of still-classified rec-
ords held in various presidential libraries. As a result of the way in
which records were scanned for the RAC, the editors of the Foreign Re-
lations series were not always able to determine whether attachments to
a given document were in fact attached to the paper copy of the docu-
ment in the Carter Library file. In such cases, some editors of the Foreign
Relations series have indicated this ambiguity by stating that the attach-
ments were “Not found attached.”
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Editorial Methodology

Documents in this volume are presented chronologically ac-
cording to Washington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed
according to the time and date of the conversation, rather than the date
the memorandum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the Chief of the Editing and Publishing Di-
vision. The documents are reproduced as exactly as possible, including
marginalia or other notations, which are described in the footnotes.
Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted conventions
for the publication of historical documents within the limitations of
modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the editors for
each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that ob-
vious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and
omissions in the documents are corrected with bracketed insertions: a
correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words re-
peated in telegrams to avoid garbling or provide emphasis are silently
corrected. Words or phrases underlined in the source text are printed in
italics. Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the
original text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter
of each volume. In telegrams, the telegram number (including special
designators such as Secto), is printed at the start of the text of the
telegram.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been
accounted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number
of pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that
appear in the original text are so identified in footnotes. All ellipses are
in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
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date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used where appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepara-
tion and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2012 and was completed in 2013, resulted in the
decision to withhold 1 document in full, excise a paragraph or more in 5
documents, and make minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 21
documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the documentation and edito-
rial notes presented here provide a thorough, accurate, and reliable rec-
ord of the Carter administration’s policy toward the Arab-Israeli
dispute.

Adam M. Howard, Ph.D. Stephen P. Randolph, Ph.D.
General Editor The Historian

Bureau of Public Affairs
December 2014



Preface

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of the Foreign Relations series that
documents the most important issues in the foreign policy of the
administration of President [immy Carter. The volume documents U.S.
foreign policy toward the Arab-Israeli dispute from August 1978 until
January 1981, focusing on the Camp David Summit among President
Carter, Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin, and Egyptian Presi-
dent Anwar al-Sadat; the negotiation and conclusion of the Egyp-
tian-Israeli Peace Treaty; the Carter administration’s ongoing efforts to
broaden support for the Middle East peace process in the Arab World;
U.S. involvement in the post-Treaty talks on Palestinian autonomy; bi-
lateral security arrangements between the United States and Egypt, Is-
rael, and Jordan; as well as U.S. efforts to deal with the ongoing hostil-
ities in Lebanon and diplomatic initiatives taken in the United Nations
vis-a-vis the Arab-Israeli dispute. This volume continues the narrative
of the Carter administration’s efforts to seek a peaceful resolution of the
Arab-Israeli dispute begun in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume VIII,
Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978, which covers the
period from Carter’s inauguration to Begin and Sadat’s acceptance of
the President’s invitation to meet with him at Camp David on August
8,1978. Readers interested in the relationship between President Sadat,
the deposed Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, and the new Islamic gov-
ernment in Iran, culminating in Sadat’s decision to provide asylum to
the Shah in March 1980, should consult Foreign Relations, volume XI,
Iran: Hostage Crisis, November 1979-January 1981. The Carter admin-
istration’s broader policy toward the Middle East region, separate from
the dynamics of the Arab-Israeli dispute, including its efforts to con-
struct a regional security framework beginning in 1979, and bilateral
relations with Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the Yemens, and the Gulf States, is
documented in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume XVIII, Middle East
Region; Arabian Peninsula. For further regional context, including U.S.
policy toward the revolution in Iran and the implications of the 1979 oil
crisis, readers should consult Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume X,
Iran: Revolution, January 1977-November 1979, and Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXVII, Energy Crisis, 1974-1980.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, Volume IX

This volume continues the Foreign Relations series” documentation
of the Carter administration’s diplomatic efforts to achieve a compre-
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hensive negotiated settlement to the Arab-Israeli dispute begun in For-
eign Relations, 1977-1980, volume VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January
1977-August 1978. This volume begins with the August 8, 1978, accept-
ance by Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin and Egyptian Presi-
dent Anwar al-Sadat of President Carter’s invitation to meet with him
for talks at Camp David and continues until the end of the Carter
administration on January 20, 1981. The volume is organized into five
chronological compilations. Greater emphasis has been given to the
first seven months of the period covered by the volume; three compila-
tions are devoted to the period from August 8, 1978, until the signing of
the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty on March 26, 1979. This emphasis re-
flects the most intense period of U.S. diplomatic effort in pursuit of
what the Carter administration hoped would be the first stage of a com-
prehensive Arab-Israeli peace settlement. Indeed, during this seven
month period, the Arab-Israeli dispute reached its apex on the list of
U.S. foreign policy priorities, reflected in President Carter’s direct in-
volvement in the peace process at a level he had not reached previously
and would not reach again throughout his presidency.

The Camp David invitation in August 1978 was an important junc-
ture in U.S. involvement in the Middle East peace process begun by
Sadat’s historic visit to Jerusalem in November 1977, a process which
was languishing by the summer of 1978. Following the inconclusive tri-
partite talks at Leeds Castle in July of that year, Carter’s invitation rep-
resented an ambitious new step for U.S. diplomacy, one which sought,
through intensive, direct negotiations at the highest level, to do more
than merely continue an Egyptian-Israeli dialogue. For Carter, the goal
of Camp David was the establishment of concrete foundations for an
Egyptian-Israeli peace settlement, ultimately embodied in the two
“Framework” documents signed in Washington upon the conclusion of
the summit on September 17, 1978, in the hope of using this agreement
as the springboard for a more comprehensive peace. In doing so, Carter
placed the Arab-Israeli dispute at the center of the U.S. foreign policy
agenda in a way no U.S. President had previously attempted and cast
himself in the role of direct, personal mediator between Egypt and Is-
rael. The compilation on the Camp David Summit documents U.S.
planning for Camp David and the course of the summit itself. The
reader will note the relative dearth of official documentation, especially
memoranda of conversation, in the volume’s coverage of the summit.
According to members of the U.S. delegation at Camp David, no
written memoranda of conversation were kept of President Carter’s
discussions with Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat. Carter kept
his own notes of these meetings and afterward held debriefings with
his staff. Much of this material is now in the Carter Presidential Library
in Atlanta, Georgia, and has been incorporated into this volume as
much as possible. The volume also draws upon the portions of Presi-
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dent Carter’s personal diary relating to the summit that were published
in 2010. The complete, un-edited version of this diary is held privately
by the Jimmy Carter Center and, as of the publication date of this vol-
ume, is unavailable to the public. Requests by Department of State his-
torians to secure access to this version of the diary for use in compiling
the Foreign Relations series were denied by the Carter Center. Similarly,
Department of State historians sought access to the personal papers of
other U.S. officials in order to supplement the official record of the
summit. Former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs Zbigniew Brzezinski
granted Department of State historians access to significant portions of
their respective personal papers collections at the Library of Congress,
both of which remain closed to the public as of this volume’s publica-
tion, though Brzezinski denied access to his personal journals.

Although the Camp David Accords represented an important
breakthrough in the peace process, the task of facilitating the transla-
tion of the Framework documents into a formal peace agreement be-
tween Egypt and Israel proved a slow, often laborious, task for the
Carter administration. The compilation on the Egyptian-Israeli Peace
Treaty documents the administration’s efforts, beginning with the Blair
House talks in October 1978, to work with the Egyptians and Israelis to
reach an agreed treaty text, a process which reached a deadlock that
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance’s frequent meetings with the Egyptian
and Israeli leadership proved unable to break. The compilation on the
Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty negotiations after Vance made a De-
cember 1978 trip to the region, therefore covers the administration’s
final push to work with Begin and Sadat to break the negotiating dead-
lock, marked by Carter’s personal re-intervention in the negotiations,
first in Washington, meeting with Sadat and Begin separately during
the first week of March 1979, and then in Israel and Egypt a week later.

Following the conclusion of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, the
next round of negotiations, designed to address the question of Pales-
tinian autonomy, largely took place at a lower working level. The final
two compilations of this volume cover this period. In April 1979, Carter
passed primary responsibility for the peace negotiations to a special
representative, former Special Trade Representative Robert S. Strauss,
who was in turn succeeded by Sol M. Linowitz eight months later. With
the U.S. failure to broaden Arab support for its diplomatic efforts, high-
lighted by the negative reaction to the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty in
the Arab world as well as the pressures brought by the growing
number of foreign policy crises elsewhere, the Carter administration’s
engagement with the Arab-Israeli dispute entered a far less intensive
phase. During the last eighteen months of the administration, U.S. dip-
lomatic efforts on this issue centered largely upon keeping the (ulti-
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mately inconclusive) autonomy talks on track, securing the continued
goodwill and stability of Egypt by negotiating resupply of the military
with U.S. arms, mediating in Sadat’s mounting public rivalry with
Saudi Arabia, dealing with the ongoing upheaval in Lebanon, and ad-
dressing the series of resolutions related to the Arab-Israeli dispute
brought before the United Nations Security Council.

In keeping with the other Foreign Relations volumes in the Carter
administration subseries, the emphasis of this volume is on policy for-
mulation, rather than the implementation of policy or day-to-day di-
plomacy. As in other volumes in this subseries, the National Security
Council and the Department of State were the primary agents of U.S.
policymaking. Given the intense personal interest of the President in
the peace process through much of the period covered by this volume
as well as the President’s April 1979 decision to turn over the negotia-
tions to a special representative answerable directly to him, the former
occupied a more sustained place in determining policy. Following the
conclusion of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, these two agencies
were joined more directly in the policy making process by the Depart-
ment of Defense, especially in assessing and meeting the perceived
strategic needs of Egypt and Israel.
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Sources

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

For this volume, the editor made extensive use of Presidential
papers and other White House records held by the Carter Library.
These records proved the best source of documentation on the roles of
President Carter and the National Security Council in formulating, de-
veloping, and implementing United States policy toward the
Arab-Israeli dispute and the Middle East peace process from August
1978 until January 1981. The National Security Affairs files are divided
into two sub-series: Brzezinski Material and Staff Material. Within the
Brzezinski Material sub-series, the Country File (especially those files
on Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia, and the files on
the general Middle East region, which incorporate material on both bi-
lateral relations as well as peace negotiations and the Palestinian au-
tonomy talks which followed the March 1979 signing of the Egyp-
tian-Israeli Peace Treaty), the Country Chron series of the Brzezinski
Office File, the President’s Correspondence with Foreign Leaders File,
and the Subject File provided the richest sources of documentation. The
Cables File helped complete the documentation of the post-Camp
David negotiations through its collection of Department of State Nodis
telegrams. The Trip File provided important documentation on Presi-
dent Carter’s March 1979 visit to Egypt and Israel. The Staff Material
sub-series is a similarly valuable resource for nearly all aspects of U.S.
policy toward the Arab-Israeli dispute, especially the Middle East and
Office Files. The Middle East File—particularly, the Subject File,
Meetings File, Trips/ Visits File, and staff member Chron File contained
within—is essential both for the breadth of the topics it covers and for
its ability to display the way in which U.S. policy was developed at the
working level within the National Security Council. The Presidential
Advisory and Outside the System Files of the Office File contain some
of the most sensitive documentation generated by the National Se-
curity Council for Assistant to the President for National Security Af-
fairs Zbigniew Brzezinski and President Carter. Separate from the Na-
tional Security Affairs collection is the National Security Council
Institutional Files, which focus primarily on the records of meetings of
the National Security Council and its sub-groups, the Presidential Re-
view Committee and the Special Coordinating Committee, (including
supporting documentation generated by the Department of State, De-
partment of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and others for
the meetings), as well as documentation related to Presidential Review

XIII
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Memoranda and Presidential Determinations. Documentation from all
of these files is further supplemented by that contained within the col-
lection of papers donated to the Carter Library by Zbigniew Brzezinski
(“Brzezinski Donated Material”) and the collection of material assem-
bled by President Carter in order to write his memoirs (“Plains File”).
Both contain a significant amount of material on the Middle East peace
process, including meetings between President Carter and Egyptian
President Anwar al-Sadat, Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin, and
King Hussein of Jordan. Moreover, the Plains File includes Carter’s
handwritten notes of numerous meetings and telephone conversations
with Egyptian, Israeli, and U.S officials, including exchanges in which
no formal memoranda of conversation or other official records were
produced. Similarly, for keeping track of the President’s daily work
schedule, the President’s Daily Diary is a particularly invaluable
resource.

To document the Department of State’s role in the Middle East
peace process, the conclusion of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, and
the U.S. role in the negotiations which addressed Palestinian autonomy
after March 1979, as well as key bilateral contacts between the United
States and the Egyptians, Israelis, Jordanians, Lebanese, Saudis, and
Syrians on these issues, the Central Foreign Policy File is a core re-
source. In 1973, the Department phased out the old subject-numeric
Central Files, replacing them with an electronic system, the State Ar-
chiving System (SAS), which has been transferred to the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration and is part of the online Access to
Archival Databases (AAD). For this volume, the Central Foreign Policy
File provided cabled accounts of key meetings between Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance and the President’s two Special Representatives to
the peace negotiations, Robert S. Strauss and Sol M. Linowitz, with
their Egyptian and Israeli counterparts, accounts for which no formal
memoranda of conversation were produced. Similarly, the system con-
tains important cabled messages from President Carter and Secretary
Vance to Middle Eastern leaders, many of which were not followed up
by signed original copies. Some of the most tightly held telegrams are
not in the electronic system, but appear only on microfilm reels; the
same is true of all non-telegram documents, such as memoranda of
conversation, letters, briefing papers, and memoranda to principals.
For the sake of consistency and traceability for researchers, all citations
to documents from the Central Foreign Policy File include the original
microfilm reel numbers and frame locations. A number of Department
of State lot files are also of particular value: the records of Secretary of
State Cyrus Vance (Lot 84D241); the files of Ambassador-at-Large
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr. (Lot 80D166); the Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs Front Office Subject Files, 1978-1984 (Lot 85D251);
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and the Department of State Office of the Secretariat Staff, Special Han-
dling Restrictions Memoranda File, 1979-1983 (Lot 96D262).

On the Department of Defense’s involvement in the negotiation of
military aid packages for Egypt, Israel, and Jordan, particularly after
March 1979, a number of files are worthy of note, especially FRC
330-82-0217B, the Official Records of the Secretary of Defense for 1980;
and FRC 330-81-0446 and FRC 330-81-0711, both covering the policy
files of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs during 1979. Some additional material on Department of Defense
involvement in bilateral relations with Middle Eastern countries is in
the papers of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, an unprocessed col-
lection in the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress and to
which Department of State historians were given access. This material,
however, is largely duplicated in the official records of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense in the Washington National Records Center in
Suitland, Maryland.

A final collection worthy of note is the papers of Sol M. Linowitz,
President Carter’s Special Representative to the Middle East Peace Ne-
gotiations from December 1979 until January 1981, which are in the
Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress. While it is one of the
smaller collections represented in this volume, the Linowitz papers
yielded significant records of conversations between Carter and Li-
nowitz on the latter’s role in the Palestinian autonomy talks as well as
reports produced by Linowitz for the President on his regular trips to
the region, some of which were produced by Linowitz himself and
were not found in the official files.

Unpublished Sources

Department of State, Washington D.C.
Bureau of Intelligence and Research Historical Files (INR/IL)

Lot Files For lot files already transferred to the National Archives and Records
Administration at College Park, Maryland, Record Group 59, see National Archives
and Records Administration below.

Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Assistant Secretary’s Files—1973-1983,
Miscellaneous Middle East Documents, Lot 83D340

Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, NEA Front Office Subject File
1978-1984, Lot 85D251

Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241

Office of the Secretariat Staff, Special Adviser to the Secretary (S/MS) on Soviet Affairs
Marshall D. Shulman—Jan 21, 74-Jan 19, 81, Lot 81D109
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Office of the Secretariat Staff, Special Handling Restrictions Memos, 1979-1983, Lot
96D262

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
RG 59, Records of the Department of State

Central Foreign Policy File
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Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Atlanta, Georgia
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Vertical File

White House Central Files

Central Intelligence Agency, Langley, Virginia

Office of the Director of Central Intelligence
Job 80M01542R: Executive Registry Subject Files (1978)
Job 81B00112R: Subject Files

Office of Near East and South Asia Analysis, Directorate of Intelligence
Job 06T00412R: Intelligence Publication Files

Office of Support Services, Directorate of Intelligence
Job 81T00031R: Production Case Files
Job 82T00150R: Production Case Files
Job 82T00466R: Intelligence Publication Files ('80)

History Staff Files

Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland
Record Group 330, Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense

FRC 330-81-0446, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
PDASD Policy Files, 1977-1981

FRC 330-81-0447, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
PDASD/ISA Files, 1970-80

FRC 330-82-0205, Official Records of the Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary of
Defense, and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, 1979

FRC 330-82-0217B, Official Records of the Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary of
Defense, and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, 1980

FRC 330-82-0270, Official Records of the Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary of
Defense, and the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, 1979

National Security Council, Washington, D.C.

Carter Administration Intelligence Files

Defense Intelligence Agency

Historical Collection

Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

Harold Brown Papers

Sol Linowitz Papers
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Arab-Israeli Dispute,
August 1978-
December 1980

Constructing Frameworks for Peace: The Camp
David Summit, August 8-September 17, 1978

1. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to the Ambassador to
Israel (Lewis)'

Washington, August 8, 1978, 15527

WHS81110. Please deliver immediately upon receipt.

August 8, 1978

To: Ambassador Samuel Lewis American Embassy Tel Aviv Israel
From: Zbigniew Brzezinski

Subject: Camp David Mid-East Meeting Announcement

Below follows text of announcement Jody Powell will make at
11:30 a.m. edt today.” Please note minor changes in text:

“The President is pleased to announce that President Sadat and
Prime Minister Begin have accepted an invitation to come to Camp
David on September 5 for a meeting with the President to seek a frame-
work for peace in the Mideast.

All of these leaders agree that there is no task more important than
the search for peace. Secretary Vance has informed the President that
both Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat have welcomed the
meeting, and the President is gratified by their response.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File,
Box 8, Backchannel Messages: Middle East: 2/78-11/80. Confidential; Sensitive; Flash.
Printed from a copy that indicates the original was received in the White House Situation
Room.

2 Powell made the announcement to assembled reporters in the Briefing Room at
the White House on August 8. The text as read by Powell is printed in Public Papers:
Carter, 1978, Book II, p. 1393.
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Each of the three leaders will be accompanied by a small number
of their principal advisors. No specific time has been set for the dura-
tion of the meeting.”

2. Special National Intelligence Estimate Prepared in the
Central Intelligence Agency'

SNIE 36.4-1-78 Washington, August 8, 1978

LEBANON: PROSPECTS FOR EXPANDED CONFLICT
INTRODUCTION

The intense Syrian-Christian fighting that broke out in Beirut on 1
July 1978 and that has continued intermittently since has set the stage
for a major confrontation between Syria and the principal Lebanese
Christian militias. Israel’s aim in the current situation is to prevent Leb-
anon from becoming a confrontation state responsive to Syria—sup-
port of the Christian militias is part of Israel’s preventative measures.
We believe that the Israelis would intervene if the fighting intensified
and they perceived that the Christian militias were being defeated by
the Syrians.? We do not believe that it would matter to the Israelis who
initiated the fighting. A new and more serious round of fighting could
occur at any time.

Syria’s overall objective in Lebanon is to maintain a unified Leba-
nese state, relatively stable and responsive to Damascus’ influence.

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, History Staff Files, SNIE 36.4-1-78 Lebanon:
Prospects for Expanded Conflict. Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. A note on the
first page reads: “The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of
the Department of State, the Department of Defense, and the NSA, along with the Assist-
ant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army; the Director of Naval Intelli-
gence, Department of the Navy; and the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Department
of the Air Force, participated in the preparation of this estimate. The DCI submitted this
estimate with the concurrence of the National Foreign Intelligence Board except where
noted in the text.”

20n August 7, Vance wrote in a letter to Boutros that the “Israeli government feels
it has an obligation to the inhabitants” of South Lebanon “and to Major Haddad in partic-
ular to see to it that their sense of security is maintained.” However, Vance pointed out,
following his discussions with the Israelis during his recent visit, the Begin government
“has no objection” to the deployment of Lebanese army forces to South Lebanon, hitherto
opposed by Christian militias, an “immediate task” that “should be seriously consid-
ered.” (Secto 9023 to Beirut, August 7; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, D780332-0106)
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President Assad’s current aim is to neutralize the political and military
power of the Christians sufficiently to force them to acquiesce to Syria’s
directions. Assad probably will attempt to avoid an all-out assault on
the Christian heartland. Concern over possible Israeli intervention has
been the principal constraint on the Syrians in dealing with the chal-
lenge posed by the Christian militias. Thus far, Assad has moved cau-
tiously, seeking to avoid confrontation with Israel while reinforcing the
Syrian military presence around the principal Christian areas and at-
tempting to isolate the militia leaders politically. Assad has demon-
strated to date an intuitive sense of how far he can go in provoking Is-
rael, but there is always the risk of miscalculation on his part.

The aim of most militia leaders is to force the withdrawal of Syrian
forces from Lebanon, and to reinforce further the dominance of the
principal Christian militias throughout Lebanon. We believe that the
Christian militias will continue attempts at provoking the Syrians into
renewed large-scale fighting that would draw the Israelis directly into
the Lebanese conflict on the side of the Christians.? If necessary, Chris-
tians leaders are quite prepared to see the collapse of the government of
Lebanese President Sarkis and the establishment of a truncated Chris-
tian state in Lebanon, which they believe would be backed by Israel.*

[Omitted here is the Discussion portion of the estimate.]

3 The Department of State disagrees with the thrust of this sentence because it im-
plies that the Christian leadership has determined to escalate the fighting in order to
draw in the Israelis. [text not declassified] most Christian leaders suspect that the Israelis
may not intercede even if the level of fighting increases. However, action by the militias
ensures continued high level Israeli support and interest. Moreover, there are clearly
provocations on both sides. [Footnote is in the original.]

4In an August 9 memorandum to Brzezinski, Sick reported Ambassador Samuel
Lewis’s assessment of the “very ominous” mood among the Israeli leadership over Leb-
anon: “Israeli TV is showing emotional pictures of Lebanese refugees talking about the
killing and destruction, and Begin keeps saying ‘Christians are being killed and no one is
doing anything.” It is very clear that Israel is considering ‘doing something.”” (Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Subject File, Box 57, Leb-
anon: 8/78)
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3. Telegram From the Embassy in Saudi Arabia to the
Department of State'

Jidda, August 10, 1978, 0800Z

5841. For the Secretary from Atherton. Subj: Meeting With Prince
Saud.

1. Ambassador West and I had a very good two hour meeting with
Prince Saud in Taif evening August 9 in which Saud expressed full sup-
port for the President’s invitation to Sadat and Begin and said he was
considering recommending that SAG issue a public statement of sup-
port. In this cable I want to give you the highlights of the meeting. A
full account® will follow shortly.

2. I began the meeting with a broad review of the situation as we
see it and went through in detail with Saud the talking points that you
approved. I stressed that the President felt the moment was critical and
that a U.S. initiative and all-out effort to break the impasse was neces-
sary. I explained in some detail why direct negotiations between the
parties are necessary. In this regard Saud said flatly that he felt Saudi
Arabia’s position on negotiations had been misrepresented. Saudis had
not sought to put an end to negotiations, and Fahd'’s trip to Cairo had
not had that purpose; Fahd had in fact arrived in Egypt after Sadat had
made his decision not to go to follow-on talks to Leeds.’

3. I stressed President’s seriousness of purpose in inviting Sadat
and Begin to Camp David, and I pointed out that in doing so the Presi-
dent had engaged his prestige. It is an act of courage which deserves
the broadest possible support and we are confident it will find support
from Saudi Arabia. Saud replied with considerable feeling that “we
want Camp David to succeed” because its success would be the success
of “our closest friends, Egypt and the U.S.” He said “we will do every-
thing we can to help” and added that Saudi Arabia will make its sup-
port known.

4. In response to a question by Saud as to the likely outcome of the
Camp David meeting, I said that while I could make no specific forecast
I could assure Saud that we do not regard the meeting as a pro-forma
exercise; we envisage a serious discussion at highest level about how to

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850033-0033. Se-
cret; Immediate; Exdis Distribute as Nodis. Sent for information Immediate to Tel Aviv
and Cairo. Printed from a corrected copy.

2 Telegram 5848 from Jidda, August 10. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, P850033-0044)

3 Reference is to the Leeds Castle Conference held near London July 17-20. For doc-
umentation on the conference, see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIIL, Arab-Israeli Dis-
pute, January 1977-August 1978, Documents 266-273.
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overcome present differences on key issues. Saud spoke at length of his
concern that Sadat, having already made concessions on peace and se-
curity, would be asked for further compromises. He stressed that what-
ever comes out of Camp David must be broadly acceptable in the Arab
world. Saud repeatedly returned to this concern, that at Camp David
we would press Sadat to agree to compromises on withdrawal and Pal-
estinian issue that would be unacceptable to the Arabs. I repeated that I
could obviously not say what would emerge from Camp David, but
said Saudis can be assured that ideas we put forward on all of the major
issues—peace, withdrawal, security, and the Palestinians—will be con-
sistent with our positions on Resolution 242* which Secretary and Pres-
ident have explained to Saudi leaders over past year. I explained also
that at Camp David we would be seeking agreement on the broad prin-
ciples that must guide a comprehensive settlement rather than the de-
tails. I could not predict whether there would be agreement or if so
what the details would look like and could not discuss specific formu-
lations which would have to emerge from the negotiations, but I did
think that at least at the end our ideas would be clear. All this seemed to
reassure Saud. He reiterated his support for the Camp David meeting,
but added that Saudi Arabia feels toward it like the mother of the bride;
it waits with both hope and apprehension.

5. After we had gone through this at length, I raised question of
Soviet involvement in the peace process, pointing out that we have
always felt the Soviets will have to be involved at some point but think
their involvement at the outset would complicate the task impossibly.
In this regard I said the Secretary had asked me to mention that he had
been surprised to hear the Soviets quoting the Saudis as saying they
(the Saudis) want the Soviets brought in. Saud reacted very quickly to
this, saying Saudi Arabia saw a Soviet role only because of Soviet influ-
ence with the Palestinians and to a lesser degree with the Syrians, and
because the U.S. had not taken a position that would attract broad Arab
support. He remarked quite pointedly that if there were a change in the
American position toward the Palestinians, and the U.S. were to “build
bridges” to the Palestinians, there would be no need for a Soviet role. In
the absence of that, the Soviets would probably be needed to bring the
Palestinians along. Having made this point, Saud went on to say, with
considerable emphasis on his words, that as a general principle Saudi
Arabia would like there to be no Soviet involvement either in the peace
process or in any other way in the Middle East: “we don’t want them
here, and we don’t think they have a role to play”.

4 For the full text of United Nations Security Resolution 242, adopted unanimously
on November 22, 1967, see The Quest for Peace, pp. 18-19.
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6. Final point Saud had to make regarding the Camp David
meeting was that he hoped what emerges therefrom will include the
Palestinians and the principle of self-determination for the Palestinians.
He stressed that this would be very important on gaining support in
the Arab world. I said I could understand this concern but cautioned
that what we want is a workable set of principles not a ringing declara-
tion that will not advance the cause of peace in practical ways. On the
Palestinian question, we believed the Aswan formulation® was a prac-
tical one.

7. We then turned to discussion of Lebanon. I stressed our concern
over the situation there and told Saud of the time and effort you had
put in on the Lebanese problem during your trip. Saud said he had read
our press briefing® on Lebanon and considered it very good. He re-
counted the talks Fahd and he had had recently in Damascus, saying
that the Syrians are very suspicious of the U.S. Syrians misunderstood
the U.S. effort to call a security council meeting on Lebanon, saw the
hand of Israel—and therefore the U.S.—behind the agressiveness of the
Christian militias, and were suspicious of the contacts of the American
Ambassador in Beirut with the Christian leaders. I said none of this is
true. As regards the last point, I explained that Ambassador Parker’s
contacts were undertaken on instructions from Washington and in the
cause of restraining the Christian extremists and strengthening Presi-
dent Sarkis. Saud said he and Fahd had told the Syrians that their sus-
picions of the U.S. are unfounded. Saud said he considered most im-
portant thing U.S. could do now would be to give as much attention as
possible to its contacts with the Syrians. I told Saud we had been and
still were active in Damascus, and especially in Israel, in seeking to
keep the lid on in Lebanon.

% In his remarks to the press after meeting with Sadat in Aswan on January 3, Carter
said: “We believe that there are certain principles, fundamentally, which must be ob-
served before a just and a comprehensive peace can be achieved. First, true peace must be
based on normal relations among the parties to the peace. Peace means more than just an
end to belligerency. Second, there must be withdrawal by Israel from territories occupied
in 1967 and agreement on secure and recognized borders for all parties in the context of
normal and peaceful relations in accordance with United Nations Resolutions 242 and
338. And third, there must be a resolution of the Palestinian problem in all its aspects. The
problem must recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and enable the
Palestinians to participate in the determination of their own future.” (Public Papers:
Carter, 1978, Book I, pp. 19-20) For documentation on Carter’s meetings with Sadat at
Aswan, see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-
August 1978, Documents 185-186.

¢ For a summary of the August 8 Department of State press briefing on the situation
in Lebanon see telegram 200652 to Alexandria, August 9. (National Archives, RG 59, Cen-
tral Foreign Policy File, D780325-0103)
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8. In accordance with State 200866 I did not use talking points on
Lebanon in State 200854.% I told Saud we do not have anything to sug-
gest at the moment but will want to stay in close touch with the SAG on
Lebanon.

9. At end of group meeting, I asked for private talk with Saud and
made the points you had asked me to convey, adding a few of my own
about the way the “non-paper” (i.e. my talking points) which I left with
him July 23° had been distorted and misused. Main point I made was
that we felt Saudis had encouraged Egyptians to have no further direct
contacts with Israelis and had generally appeared to be working at
cross purposes with us during critical period following Leeds talks. I
said you were quite unhappy about all this and that we hoped Saudis
would consult with us in first instance when they disagreed with us,
rather than going to others. Saud protested that we had misunderstood
their actions and motives, but he seemed to me evasive about specifics
and sequence of events. Without arguing details, I expressed concern
about perceptions all this had created in U.S. with respect to U.S.-Saudi
relations. At the end, Saud said he would recommend Prince Fahd
issue statement of support for President Carter’s proposal for Camp
David meeting. I told him this would be important for Presidents
Carter and Sadat and also for U.S.-Saudi relations. We will have to wait
and see whether such a statement is in fact forthcoming and what it
says but in any event I believe this exchange was essential to clear the
air and will hopefully have some salutary effect on Saud. At end of
meeting, Saud said he would arrange meeting with Crown Prince
Fahd," about which up to then he and other Saudis had been vague

7 Sent August 9. (Telegram Tosec 90068/200866 to Beirut, August 9; National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2231)

8Sent August 9. (Telegram Tosec 90067/200854 to multiple posts, August 9; Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2217)

? Atherton’s summary of his July 23 conversation with Saud is in telegram 6146
from Amman, July 24. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P850093-2523)

10 Atherton and West met with Fahd and Saud for one and one-quarter hour on Au-
gust 10. During the meeting, Fahd expressed “total support” for Carter’s Camp David
initiative and gave a “vigorous denial of the ‘amazing rumor’ that the Saudis had ever
sought to persuade Sadat to abandon his initiative.” Following a review of the substance
of Atherton’s meeting with Saud the day before, Fahd stated “he hoped whatever comes
out of Camp David will mention the right of self-determination for the Palestinians.”
(Telegram 5846 from Jidda, August 10; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, P850033-0039) Atherton conveyed a longer summary version of this meeting in tele-
gram 6497 from Amman, August 11. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, P850093-2607) Following Atherton’s visit, Khalid sent Carter a letter on August 15,
in which the king expressed his “deep appreciation and true esteem” for the “gigantic,
courageous step” taken by Carter in convening the Camp David meeting. (Telegram 5961
from Jidda, August 15; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P850033-0057)
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and unwilling to be pinned down. We left Saud well after midnight,
and within an hour had confirmation that meeting with Fahd will be
Thursday at 2000 local in Jidda.

West

4. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the Soviet Union'

Washington, August 11, 1978, 21217

203927. For the Ambassador. Subject: Message to Gromyko.
1. Please deliver the following message to the Foreign Minister.?
2. Quote.

Dear Mr. Minister:

Having just completed my trip to Israel and Egypt, I wanted to say
a few words to you about the reasons for President Carter’s invitation
to President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin to meet with him at Camp
David.

As you know, we believe it is essential to continue efforts to build
on the breakthrough that resulted from President Sadat’s visit to Israel
last year.? Serious work has been done in the discussions since then.

While progress has been made, it has become clear that discussions
must now take place at the highest political level. Agreements must be
reached on the key issues of withdrawal, security, and the determina-
tion of the Palestinians’ future before negotiations can succeed at the

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2243. Se-
cret; Cherokee; Immediate; Nodis. Drafted by Tarnoff; approved by Vance.

2 Toon delivered the message to Soviet Acting Foreign Minister Korniyenko on Au-
gust 14. Toon reported to Vance that after reading the letter and undertaking to transmit
it to Gromyko, Korniyenko “commented that your hope that the Soviet Union would
support the Camp David Summit meeting was unfounded. The Soviet side considers the
path of Egypt-Israeli talks to be a blind alley which can cause ‘dangerous complications’
in the Middle East. Noting that in my view the Soviet position was wrong, I told Korni-
yenko that as a careful reader of the Soviet press I was not surprised at his response.”
(Telegram 19273 from Moscow, August 14; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, P850067-1888)

3 Sadat visited Jerusalem November 19-21, 1977, becoming the first Arab head of
state to publicly travel to Israel since its founding in 1948. During his visit, Sadat gave a
speech in Arabic at the Knesset, calling for Israel’s withdrawal from territory acquired
during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war as well as a permanent home for the Palestinians. A full
translation of Sadat’s speech is in “Transcripts of Sadat and Begin Addresses,” The New
York Times, November 21, 1977, p. 17.
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ministerial and technical levels. Our hope is to make progress at the
summit on these basic issues.

We hope the Soviets will lend support to this endeavor, realizing
its importance as a step toward achieving a just, lasting and compre-
hensive peace.

On another subject, we are working on the response that Paul
Warnke will be delivering to you, and I hope that it will be ready soon.

Sincerely, Cyrus Vance

End quote.
Vance
5. Telegram From the Embassy in Jordan to the Department of
State'

Amman, August 12, 1978, 22032

6532. For the Secretary from Atherton. Subj: Meeting With King
Hussein August 12.

1. Summary: In my talks in Amman with King Hussein late after-
noon August 12 and earlier in the day with Abdul Hamid Sharaf and
Acting Foreign Minister Abu Odeh, I did my best to dispel concern
over their perception that there has been erosion in the U.S. position on
a Middle East peace settlement. All three voiced this concern, and Hus-
sein spoke more frankly than I have ever heard him of his apprehen-
sion that the U.S. appeared to be pulling back from its position on
meaning of Resolution 242 conveyed to him over the years since 1967.
He said at one point that these past months have been “the most dis-
tressing of my life.” I assured them that our positions have not changed
and that the positions we will take at Camp David in September will be
consistent with those the President and the Secretary have conveyed to
Hussein. His demeanor implied that he will believe it when he sees it.
What he said, however, was that he welcomes the Camp David
meeting, adding that even if it brings no progress it will be useful as
long as it produces a U.S. position compatible with Resolution 242. I
emphasized the importance of our friends in the Arab world expres-

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850093-2458. Se-
cret; Niact Immediate; Exdis Distribute as Nodis. Sent for information Immediate to
Cairo, Tel Aviv, and Jidda.
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sing publicly their support for the President’s initiative. I said we were
very pleased over Fahd’s statement, which had been helpful as well in
making the Saudi position clear in the U.S., and I hoped Hussein would
give consideration to finding a way for Jordan, too, to show its support.
(I had earlier said to Sharaf that Jordan’s reaction will be closely
watched in the U.S.) Hussein reiterated that he hoped for the success of
the Camp David meeting and, turning to Sharaf said “we will see what
we can do”. Hussein, hence, did not tip his hand on question of Jorda-
nian public support. He may wish to consult his cabinet on issue, and
we will just have to wait and see how this matter develops. In all these
meetings I was accompanied by Suddarth and Korn. End summary.

2. Question of Jordanian perception of an erosion of U.S. position
came up and was discussed at length in my morning meeting with
Sharaf, who expressed concern that U.S. position on the West Bank and
Gaza was very [garble] to the Begin plan.? I told Sharaf I thought there
had been misunderstanding in both Jordan and Saudi Arabia of what I
had said in my previous visit in July. My purpose had been to set out
our thoughts coming out of the Leeds talks® on the Egyptian and Israeli
West Bank/Gaza proposals; in doing this it was in no way my intention
to imply that West Bank/Gaza arrangements should be made without
prior agreement on a broad framework of principles covering all the
major issues, withdrawal, peace, security and the Palestinian problem.
I assured both Sharaf and Abu Odeh that this is our goal and that our
positions remain as the President and the Secretary had earlier stated
them in talks with King Hussein. With both Abu Odeh and Sharaf I
made a strong pitch for some public expression of support from Jordan
for the President’s Camp David initiative. I said this was not only im-
portant for President Carter and Sadat, but for U.S.-Jordanian relations.

3. In the meeting with Hussein, which lasted about 40 minutes, I
covered all the points in the talking points you approved for my stops
in Saudi Arabia and Jordan. I emphasized in particular that the Presi-
dent felt we are at a critical juncture in the Middle East (Hussein
agreed), that an effort was needed to break the impasse and the U.S.
was the only one that could do so. I explained at length why direct ne-
gotiations are necessary. I said that our objective at Camp David will be

2 During meetings with Carter in December 1977, Begin presented a plan for Pales-
tinian “home rule” in the West Bank and Gaza. The plan called for the establishment of a
Palestinian administrative council through free elections, while leaving security of these
areas to Israeli authorities. The plan also called on Israel to hold in abeyance for five years
its sovereignty claim to the West Bank; at the end of that period Israel would review the
arrangements to see how well it had worked. For documentation on the Begin plan, see
the attachment to Document 177 and footnote 6, Document 180, in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978.

3 See footnote 3, Document 3.
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to get agreement on a broad framework of principles. We cannot
promise success but at least by the time the Camp David meeting ends
U.S. position will be clear. I explained that the President intends to
make an all-out effort and is ready to continue the talks at Camp David
as long as necessary. I also assured Hussein that the Camp David
meeting was our own idea and that we had not discussed it with
anyone else. Begin and Sadat first learned of it when the Secretary ar-
rived in Jerusalem and Alexandria® (Suddarth had told me the King
might be sensitive about the absence of any advance consultation.)

4.1 said I realized that the impression existed in the Arab world
that there had been an erosion in our position. The Secretary wanted
me to assure His Majesty that is not the case. We continue to believe
that a framework of broad principles has to be the starting point, and
the ideas and suggestions that we will put forward at Camp David will
be consistent with those the Secretary and the President have discussed
with Hussein. I pointed out that the Camp David initiative was an act
of great courage on the part of the President, just as was Sadat’s ac-
ceptance of the invitation, and the President deserves the broadest pos-
sible support. I said I hoped Jordan would consider ways it could show
its support.

5. Hussein thanked me for coming and said that, speaking as a
friend of the U.S. and in spirit of our relations, he had to say that the re-
cent period had been a very confusing one. Hussein said what he had
heard not only after the Leeds conference but before that time had
caused him to have doubts about the steadfastness of the U.S. In 1967
the U.S. spoke of Israeli withdrawal with minor border modifications.
Now we hear of a 5 year period “that would lead to we don’t know
what” and the possibility of Israeli forces staying on the West Bank
with Jordan providing a “cover” for their activities. Hussein said U.S.
ideas did not appear to bring in the Palestinians sufficiently, and he
stressed the importance of involving the Palestinians fully in the settle-
ment effort. Hussein said in the post 1967 period the U.S. and Jordan
had differences on only two issues, Jerusalem and the need for minor
border modifications to be on a reciprocal basis. In recent years, how-
ever, differences seemed to have multiplied.

6. In sum, Hussein said, he felt there had been a “very serious ero-
sion in the U.S. position” and that it had damaged the U.S. image in the
Middle East. At one point he said the past few months had been “the
most distressing of my life.” (Comment: Hussein never alluded to his

* Vance met with Begin August 5-7 in Jerusalem, and Sadat August 7-9 in Alexan-
dria where he presented both leaders with invitations to meet with President Carter at
Camp David. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January
1977-August 1978, Documents 285-288.
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desire to visit the U.S., but I suspect this also was implied in this re-
mark.) However, Hussein said he was glad to have our assurances that
U.S. positions remain unchanged and welcomed the President’s Camp
David initiative. Even if Camp David does not bring progress, Hussein
said, it will be important and helpful if it produces a U.S. position com-
patible with Resolution 242. “We look forward to hearing the best pos-
sible news from Camp David” Hussein added. I said I had had a good
talk with Prince Fahd’ and we had been very much heartened and
pleased by Fahd’s statement® of support for the President’'s Camp
David initiative. I noted that Fahd’s statement had also helped a great
deal in the U.S. in dispelling doubts about Saudi Arabia’s position.
Turning to Sharaf, Hussein said “we will see what we can do.”

7. At end of this part of conversation, I reminded Hussein that
during my previous visit I had said it would be helpful to know more
precisely what Jordan needs in a statement of principles to be able to
join negotiations. It would be particularly helpful to have his thoughts
on this before September 5. I subsequently underlined this point with
Sharaf. Both were non-committal.

8. With this the conversation on Middle East peace efforts ended.
There followed a brief discussion of Lebanon, which is being reported
separately.”

9. As regards the question of a Jordanian statement of support for
the President’s Camp David initiative, Hussein did not tip his hand in
any way. Later in the evening Abu Odeh remarked that he did not
think we should expect anything “yet”. Suddarth’s guess is that Hus-
sein will wait to consult his cabinet before formally deciding anything,
at least for appearances sake.?

Suddarth

5 See footnote 10, Document 3.

® The Embassy transmitted the text of Fahd’s statement as well as a proposed re-
sponse by Atherton on August 11. (Telegram 5849 from Jidda, August 11; National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780328-0836)

7 For Atherton’s August 12 summary of his discussion of the situation in Lebanon
with Hussein, see telegram 6533 from Amman, August 12. (National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, D780331-0444)

8 An official Jordanian statement expressing Hussein’s support for the Camp David
talks was broadcast on August 12. The Embassy transmitted the text of the statement in
telegram 6534 from Amman, August 13. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D780331-0274)
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6. Paper Prepared in the Department of State'

Washington, undated

PLANNING FOR CAMP DAVID

General Considerations

Our problem in the area is confidence; it is acute in Jordan but se-
rious also in Saudi Arabia and in Egypt. Hussein quite frankly tells us
he sees an erosion in our position, not only since Leeds? but since 1967.
The Saudis and the Egyptians are a little less openly skeptical, but they
too think that we have moved off of our position or fear that we will
once the Israelis and their friends in Congress begin to put on the heat.

To a large extent, the erosion of Arab confidence has been brought
about by our search for ways to get around Israel’s refusal to commit
itself to turn the West Bank and Gaza back to full Arab control at the
end of five years. There are two problems here:

a) —The various schemes that we have thought up, while admit-
tedly imaginative, have been too complex. At times we have not been
clear even in our own minds about exactly what we meant. No wonder
the Arabs were confused.

b) —The above notwithstanding, it is true that the moderate Arabs
will buy, albeit reluctantly, things like a five year transition period and
Israeli security arrangements on the West Bank and Gaza. But not
without the assurance, in advance, that the West Bank and Gaza will be
turned back to Arab sovereignty. Some ambiguity on this point might
be allowable, but Sadat wou%d at least have to be able to claim that he
had gotten a commitment from the Israelis to withdrawal. If he accepts
anything less (he probably won’t) he will be repudiated.

In short the Arabs want us to stop trying to find schemes for get-
ting around Israel’s refusal to make the commitment to withdraw—
schemes that in their minds leave too much uncertainty—and start
trying to find ways to get the Israelis to change their position. We are
now at the point where we are going to have to do that if we want to
keep Sadat and the Saudis with us, and if we are to have any chance of
ever getting Hussein to join the negotiations. Further devising formulas

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Korn on August 14. The paper was in-
cluded as part of a briefing book prepared during Camp David preparatory strategy
meetings attended by Vance, Saunders, Quandt, and Atherton at Ambassador Averell
Harriman’s estate near Middleburg, Virginia, beginning on August 11. The complete
briefing book is ibid. For Vance’s account of the Middleburg talks, see Hard Choices,
p. 218.

2 See footnote 3, Document 3.
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for circumventing the Israelis now will lose us what little confidence
we still enjoy. (And furthermore won’t work with the Israelis. Begin
understands quite well what we are aiming at. He won’t go along and
is probably encouraged in his resistance by the knowledge that we are
looking for expedients rather than taking him on directly.)

Kamel and Saud, and many other Arabs who regard themselves as
our friends and feel they have a stake in Sadat’s future, fear that at
Camp David we will strike a middle ground between the Egyptian and
Israeli position and will try to persuade Sadat to agree to “compro-
mise”. They obviously think we might succeed in doing so. What they
in fact mean is that they fear we will try to persuade Sadat to accept
something that is less than a firm Israeli commitment to withdraw after
five years.

The Camp David Meetings
Broadly speaking, there are two things that we have to decide:

a) —what we want to end up with; and
b) —how we can best go about getting where we want.

What do we want to end up with?

Ideally we would like to close the Camp David meeting with
agreement between Sadat and Begin on a broad framework of prin-
ciples for a settlement, covering all the main elements—peace, with-
drawal, security and the Palestinians—which serve as a basis for a
series of continuing negotiations to hammer out the details in each of
these areas.

We know in advance, however, that it is not going to be possible to
get such agreement. We also know several other things; they might be
called the ground rules of the game:

—We cannot allow Camp David to be seen as a failure. The blow to
the President’s prestige and authority and the consequences for sta-
bility in the area would be too serious.

—Since it cannot succeed in achieving its ideal goal, we must have
an acceptable fallback.

—Somebody is going to go home disappointed, probably mad,
from Camp David. There will be no way to please both sides at this
point (but the temptation to try will be strong and should be guarded
against). Any effort to do so is likely to please the Israelis but alienate
the Arabs.

—The Arabs do not really expect that at Camp David Begin will
make the concessions that will be needed to achieve a Declaration on
terms minimally acceptable to Sadat. They will, however, be satisfied
and consider the meeting a success if it ends with the US taking a posi-
tion on the issues minimally acceptable to Sadat.

If we do this, the Israelis will be unhappy and the Administration
will be attacked by Israel’s supporters in Congress and various Jewish
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organizations. A certain level of displeasure on the part of the Israelis
and their supporters is inevitable; it will be the price of keeping Sadat
and the moderate Arabs with us. What we will need to do is find ways
to minimize the repercussions.

The first step we need to take in our preparations for Camp David
is to arm ourselves with texts that the President could use with Sadat.
We should have a series of texts, running from the most acceptable to
Sadat to one or two that we judge to be on the borderline of what Sadat
can accept. Responsibility for the preparation of these texts should be
put in Atherton’s hands since he has much more direct experience in
negotiating the principles than any other member of the group. Ar-
rangement should also be made for Atherton to have a serious session
with the President before Camp David to brief the President on the fine
points of the positions and the sensitivities of the two sides as regards
the language of the Declaration.

Our other main project will be to figure out how to get with the
least possible damage from here to the statement of our position accept-
able to Sadat at the end of the conference.

Getting To Where We Want

We start from the given that we cannot simply lay our proposal on
the table at the outset. As much as possible, our ideas must seem to
emerge from a genuine process of negotiation. We should recognize
however that this is an ideal which is probably attainable only in part at
best.

—We can expect Sadat and Begin to meet and talk with one an-
other, but it would be unrealistic to think that they will negotiate in the
technical sense of the word.

—If we try to force them into a negotiating situation we risk
heading the talks into an impasse and a breakdown. Hearing the Israeli
position in all its starkness could cause Sadat to react as he did after
Leeds.

—Begin knows our tactic and will be armed to meet it. No matter
how long we get Sadat to sit down and talk with him he will always say
that not enough time was allowed for negotiation. Begin’s fuse will be
long and slow. Sadat’s short.

In brief, very early in the Camp David talks we risk coming up
against a contradiction between our need to have our positions emerge
from the course of the talks and the need to get them out in such a way
that they will have the desired impact on the Arab side. We will be
faced then with the choice between:

—dropping the fig leaf of negotiations; and
—stringing out presentation of our proposals or so watering them
down that we are seen by Sadat as failing to fulfill our commitments.
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Planning a strategy to avoid being caught on the horns of this di-
lemma, or if unavoidable to minimize the dangers therefrom, is another
(with the drafting of texts) urgent task. This will involve the develop-
ment of a detailed scenario for the Camp David meetings and for the
presentation of our proposals. Saunders should be given responsibility
for this.

A third task will be to draft a speech for the President to give at the
close of the Camp David meeting. Responsibility for this could be given
to Quandt.

There would thus be three task forces, headed by Atherton,
Saunders and Quandt respectively, who would be assisted by various
other members of the Middle East working group to do the following:

—prepare our position on the Declaration
—prepare a detailed scenario for the Camp David talks
—prepare a draft of a speech by the President.

After Camp David

Assuming that Camp David ends with a US statement of positions
minimally acceptable to Sadat, we can expect to find ourselves at odds
with Israel and the negotiations therefore deadlocked because the Is-
raelis refuse to continue them on the basis of our position. We will need
to pursue the study (already begun) of ways to bring the Israelis to re-
consider their positions.

7. Briefing Paper Prepared in the Department of State and the
National Security Council'

Washington, undated

THE PIVOTAL ISSUE: THE SINAI/WEST BANK RELATIONSHIP
The Issue

The pivotal issue at Camp David will be the relationship that exists
in the minds of both Begin and Sadat between the resumption of Sinai

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Outside
the System File, Box 66, Middle East: Negotiations: 8-11/78. Secret; Nodis. In the upper
right-hand corner, Brown wrote: “9/1. HB.” According to Quandt’s account of the Camp
David negotiations, Quandt, Vance, Atherton, and Saunders drafted this paper during
their strategy meetings at Middleburg, Virginia, beginning on August 11. (Quandt, Camp
David, pp. 212-213)
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negotiations and progress on the West Bank/Gaza/Palestinian com-
plex of questions including the fundamental territorial issue. This rela-
tionship will underlie all of the discussions, although you may find
only Begin and the Israeli team interested in getting it out in the open
and pinned down.

Stated very briefly, the two fronts are linked in each man’s mind in
the following manner: Israel has placed top priority since last No-
vember on reaching a separate agreement with Egypt on the Sinai.
Having now realized that that is not in the cards, Begin will be trying to
acquire Sadat’s commitment to conclude a final Sinai agreement, or
failing that a “partial” Sinai agreement, in return for the minimum
change in the present Israeli position on the West Bank/Gaza. Sadat
also seeks a Sinai agreement that will bring about Israeli withdrawal
from Egyptian territory, but cannot politically afford to pursue such an
agreement in the absence of a clear change in the Israeli position re-
garding military withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza, the settle-
ment of Israeli citizens there, and Palestinian involvement in the ulti-
mate disposition of the territory.

Background

The two committees established after the Ismailia Summit*—mili-
tary and political—rather quickly established a division of labor dif-
ferent from what their names might imply. The Military Committee,
meeting in Egypt under Gamasy and Weizman, became the venue for
discussing a Sinai agreement. The Political Committee, which met for-
mally for only two days in Jerusalem at the Foreign Minister level but
whose work continued through U.S. mediation, addressed the task of
developing the framework for a comprehensive settlement and came to
focus increasingly on the West Bank/Gaza/Palestinian complex of
problems.

The Military Committee made substantial progress in defining the
essentials of a Sinai agreement, including an Israeli offer to return all of
pre-1967 Sinai to Egyptian sovereignty. The Defense Ministers were
able to agree in principle on the outline of a timetable for Israeli with-
drawal and on at least the rudiments of such arrangements as the estab-
lishment of buffer zones and limited armaments areas. Such potentially
contentious issues as the status of Sharm el-Sheikh, which controls the
Straits of Tiran, together with the land bridge to it from Israel—both of
which Israeli Labor governments had insisted on retaining under Is-
raeli authority—were agreed upon in principle.

2 For documentation on the December 1977 summit meeting between Begin and
Sadat at Ismailia, see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January
1977-August 1978.
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Substantive discussions on the Sinai became stuck on two issues.
One was the disposition of two airfields which Israel has constructed in
the eastern Sinai—one in the north not far from the Gaza Strip and one
in the south near Eilat. The other was the status of Israeli settlements
which have been established in the northeastern Sinai between the
Gaza Strip and el-Arish. The former is essentially a military question;
the latter, while given a security coloration by some Israeli leaders, is
primarily an issue with domestic political ramifications in Israel.

Israel has privately suggested to Egypt that these two issues be re-
solved through an exchange of territory. Sadat has resolutely main-
tained that there will be no tampering with the pre-existing interna-
tional boundary. It seems clear that, were Sadat politically able to
conclude a separate Sinai agreement, a deal could be struck by relying
on time-phasing and other compromise solutions for resolving both the
airfield and settlement issues. It is virtually certain, however, that Sadat
will refuse to entertain further negotiations over outstanding Sinai
issues in the absence of significant movement by Israel on the West
Bank/Gaza/Palestinian question.

Efforts to pursue the goal of the Political Committee—achieving a
Declaration of Principles which would provide the framework for a
comprehensive agreement—have made less progress. The major bar-
riers to agreement continue to be (a) whether and if so how the prin-
ciple of Palestinian self-determination shall be applied and (b) the re-
lated issues of Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza and
who shall exercise sovereignty over these two areas. The U.S. has re-
mained actively involved in these efforts, and with our assistance, the
parties have been discussing for the first time questions which lie at the
very heart of the Arab-Israeli conflict—namely, the ultimate partition
of Palestine between Jewish and Arab political entities. Neither side de-
scribes the issue in these terms today, but this is what is basically at
stake for both and accounts, on the one hand, for Israel’s desire to keep
the territorial boundary question open and, on the other, for the Arab
desire to foreclose (except for minor modifications) what they perceive
as further Israeli expansion through settlements and territorial acquisi-
tion beyond the 194967 Armistice Lines. In the Arab perception, ac-
ceptance of those lines as Israel’s boundaries already involves
conceding two-thirds of pre-1947 Palestinian territory.

On the question of Palestinian self-determination, Egypt publicly
espouses the maximum in free choice for all Palestinians wherever they
reside (although privately hoping to stave off the creation of an inde-
pendent state under radical leadership) while Israel would prefer that
only residents of the West Bank and Gaza participate at all in the
process and then only in negotiations in which Israel could exercise a
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veto. The formulation® you used at Aswan last January holds the poten-
tial for a compromise on this issue. Language clearly derived from your
statement, elaborated to provide that Palestinian representatives be a
party to the negotiations, should ultimately be acceptable to both
parties.

The more difficult stand-off exists on the questions of Israeli with-
drawal and sovereignty. The Egyptian position on withdrawal is
grounded in the legal principle (embodied in the preamble of Resolu-
tion 242) of “the inadmissability of the acquisition of territory by war,”
although Sadat has accepted (including publicly) the need for “minor
rectifications” in the pre-1967 border between Israel and the West Bank.
He also recognizes that withdrawal poses security problems for Israel,
and has been increasingly forthcoming in his support for time-phased
withdrawal and special arrangements to solve those problems. On sov-
ereignty, Egypt holds that it resides in and should be exercised by the
Palestinians themselves. (It is useful to recall that neither Egypt nor any
other Arab state ever recognized Jordanian sovereignty over the West
Bank prior to 1967.

The present Israeli position on these questions is a function of the
longstanding conviction of Begin and his Herut Party that the West
Bank is an integral part of the land of Israel, and that its separation from
Israel prior to 1967 was a temporary aberration rectified by the war in
that year. This finally came out in the open in February when the Israeli
Cabinet refused to concede that Resolution 242 required Israeli with-
drawal from any of the West Bank. On this, the Israeli position at the
present time is at variance with our own and with that of all other
parties involved in the discussions leading to the adoption of 242. Some
members of the present Israeli Government, while not endorsing Herut
ideology, nevertheless reject West Bank withdrawal purely on security
grounds. Begin believes that Israel has a valid claim to sovereignty over
the West Bank, although it is willing to admit that other competing
claims exist. Even those Israeli political parties which reject Herut ide-
ology are not prepared to accept minor modifications and insist on the
need for “territorial compromise” (meaning more than what the Arabs
would consider minor changes in the 1967 lines) for security purposes.

In April we asked Israel a set of questions designed to get it to
come to grips officially with the matter of how to resolve the status of
the West Bank after an interim period. Israel replied in June with an-
swers that did not move things at all. Three weeks later the Cabinet
somewhat modified its position and agreed either “to consider” any

3 See footnote 5, Document 3.
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plan for territorial compromise presented by the Arabs or “to discuss”
after an interim period the issue of sovereignty, to which it said that “a
solution is possible.” As an indication of the problem before us, this
was considered a major advance by many Israelis but has made little
impression in Egypt, since it falls far short of what Sadat feels he needs.
It appears that there is little room for further softening of the Israeli po-
sition except, perhaps, in return for a commitment by Sadat to pursue a
Sinai agreement.

Both parties have accepted the need for an interim period between
the beginning of the implementation of any West Bank agreement and
the ultimate disposition of territory and sovereignty. This provides us
with the ability to argue that irrevocable changes need not, indeed
cannot, occur immediately. It does not, however, diminish Sadat’s de-
sire to receive a commitment that those changes will indeed take place
nor Begin’s difficulty in giving such a commitment.

What Each Man Wants

Conceptually, the needs of the two leaders can be expressed as
follows:

—Begin, in order to justify the political and personal crises he
would face in agreeing in principle to withdraw from the West Bank,
will want from Sadat a commitment to see the Sinai negotiations
through to a final solution which includes the removal of the Egyptian
military threat and normalization of relations. It remains to be seen, in
fact, whether even then he could agree to an ultimate relinquishment
of Israeli control (except for security strongpoints) to an Arab author-
ity which would come to exercise many if not all the attributes of
sovereignty.

—Sadat, in order to justify the political crisis within the Arab
world which would follow his agreement to pursue a Sinai agreement
before West Bank details have been worked out, will want from Begin a
commitment to withdraw from the West Bank and Gaza subject to ne-
gotiation of the security and other details of a settlement, to freeze Is-
raeli settlements, and to allow the Palestinians a meaningful voice in
the eventual disposition of that territory.

Begin, in addition, wants to be assured that if he makes the neces-
sary commitments on the West Bank there will be someone on the Arab
side with whom Israel can negotiate. He understands that Sadat’s goal
is to draw Hussein into the negotiations, but will want some assurance
that, if that proves impossible, Sadat himself will undertake to nego-
tiate at least the general guidelines of a settlement for the West Bank
and Gaza and will negotiate a Sinai settlement even if there is no actual
change in the status quo on the West Bank/Gaza.
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In more concrete terms, Begin wants as regards the Sinai:

—A credible and public commitment to continue Sinai negotia-
tions with a view toward reaching agreement. This could be given visi-
bility by the reconvening of the Weizman/Gamasy talks soon after the
Camp David talks end.

—Assurance that such an agreement will not entail the immediate
dismantling of either the airfields or the Israeli settlements in the Sinai.
(Because of Sadat’s own needs, this may have to be given in the form of
a verbal side understanding to which you are witness, with the recogni-
tion that Sadat may have to deny its existence if it were to leak.)

Begin has the following additional desires as regards the West Bank, as-
suming he is willing to commit Israel to withdrawal at all:

—Assurance that there will be no resolution of the sovereignty
issue until after the interim period, presumably of five years.

—Assurance that Israel will retain sufficient latitude in future ne-
gotiations to avoid having to confront a final solution which is preju-
diced to permit only “minor modifications.”

—Assurance that Israel will be allowed some agreed form of secu-
rity presence on the West Bank beyond the interim period.

—Assurance that, should King Hussein fail to enter the negotia-
tions even if guidelines for negotiating West Bank and Gaza issues are
agreed between Egypt and Israel, Sadat will either himself negotiate a
West Bank/Gaza settlement or not insist on such a settlement as a pre-
condition for concluding a Sinai agreement. (Sadat has on occasion told
us he will negotiate a West Bank/Gaza final settlement if Hussein and
the Palestinians won’t. Ambassador Eilts feels strongly that it would be
impossible politically for Sadat to do this.)

Sadat, for his part, wants as regards the West Bank and Gaza:

—A clear and public Israeli commitment to withdraw from the
West Bank and Gaza, couched in terms that he can say preclude other
than “minor modifications.” (Ironically, language on withdrawal that
is clear on the principle but vague on the extent may now be more
easily acceptable to Sadat and other Arabs precisely because of the po-
sition thus far adopted by the Begin Government.)

—A freeze on further Israeli settlements.

—A clear and public commitment to resolve the issue of sover-
eignty after the interim period in the context of Israeli withdrawal—i.e.,
a commitment which he can interpret as meaning the area will devolve
to Arab political authority. A reiteration of the Israeli willingness to
“discuss” the sovereignty question at that time will not be sufficient.

—Language in any agreed document that assures active Pales-
tinian participation in the process of determining the future of the West
Bank and Gaza, including their consent to the terms of a final peace
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treaty. Sadat wants language which includes the code-phrases “legiti-
mate rights” and “a solution of the Palestinian problem in all its
aspects.”

Sadat has the following additional desiderata as regards the Sinai, as-
suming he is willing to continue negotiations at all:

—Assurance that Israel agrees that such negotiations, and any
agreement that may ensue, will be part of a comprehensive agreement.
He may insist on a verbal understanding that final implementation of a
Sinai agreement must await the successful conclusion of the steps
agreed upon during an interim period on the West Bank.

—Assurance that when the implementation of a Sinai agreement
has been completed, the Israeli airfields and settlements will be
removed.

Handling the Dilemma at the Summit

General Considerations

Both men are coming to Camp David with the need to deal with
the West Bank/Gaza and Palestinian issues very much in their minds.
For Begin and his team, however, the goal is a Sinai agreement, and
West Bank negotiations constitute a means to that end. Sadat, on the
other hand, will want to avoid talking about the Sinai. To him this is a
subject that must await basic Israeli decisions on the West Bank and
Gaza. He believes he has already shown sufficient flexibility to warrant
give from the Israeli side and is in no mood to make further conces-
sions, least of all on his own territory. Moreover, Foreign Minister
Kamel and other members of Sadat’s party will be ready to encourage
Sadat to hold firm should he show signs of weakening.

While the relationship between the Sinai and the West Bank will
inevitably surface directly at some point, the result when it does will
not depend solely on the obvious issues themselves. It will also be
greatly affected by our success prior to that time in (a) helping each to
understand the political requirements of the other and (b) building a
sense of shared strategic interest. Success in these areas early on would
hopefully pave the way for a greater willingness by each to acknowl-
edge the substantive needs of the other outlined above.

Bilateral with Begin

The task with Begin in this respect will be twofold:

—To convince him of our sympathy with Israel’s desire to con-
clude an agreement on the Sinai, thus normalizing its relations with its
largest and potentially most dangerous Arab neighbor and going far
toward removing the threat of another disastrous war, and

—To convey to him our understanding of Sadat’s reluctance to do
so in the absence of something he can use in the wider Arab context.
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You might express your esteem for the vision which both Begin
and Sadat have thus far shown in confronting very difficult and com-
plexissues. In the process, it would be important that Begin be left with
no doubt that in your mind Sadat’s decision to visit Jerusalem was a
watershed event in Middle Eastern history, undertaken in defiance of
an Arab consensus to the contrary and at great personal and political
risk. Begin should understand that you, without taking sides on the
specific issues at hand, can understand why Sadat, from his perspec-
tive, believes that his act has not yet been reciprocated. It is also clear,
however, that Sadat has not sufficiently recognized the importance of
Begin’s proposals on the Sinai.

You might also wish to stress the conviction that Sadat is serious in
his offer to support security arrangements that will relieve Israeli con-
cerns on this score. Begin would hopefully be left with the feeling that,
in your mind, the existence of the time buffer provided by an interim
period, the resulting ability to think in terms of time-phasing, and the
fact that all arrangements will be freely negotiated and actual with-
drawal will depend on prior agreement on security, make Israel’s secu-
rity concerns manageable. Most importantly, the U.S. remains com-
mitted to Israeli security, including in the context of negotiated changes
in the status quo.

Bilateral with Sadat

The task with Sadat will also be twofold:

—To convince him of the negotiating assets available to him in
seeking Israeli concessions on the West Bank because of Israel’s desire
for a Sinai agreement, and,

—To help him understand what is realistically achievable at this
time on the West Bank without destroying his faith in the constancy of
U.S. positions on key issues.

Sadat will want to focus almost entirely on West Bank/Gaza/Pal-
estinian questions. We will have to try to lay out Begin’s background,
his ideological mindset and the basic support he has within his gov-
ernment—all without conveying the impression that we are sympa-
thetic to the Israeli position on withdrawal from the West Bank. If Sadat
asks whether our interpretation of Resolution 242, including our com-
mitment to “minor modifications,” has changed, you can say that we
continue to believe that should be the end result but a precise commit-
ment to it is not achievable at this point.

It is important to underscore the historic importance of his Jeru-
salem initiative.! In this respect, you might wish to refer to the fact that

4 See footnote 3, Document 4.
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no previous Israeli Government has been prepared to return all of Sinai
or has been as willing as this one to discuss as thoroughly the core
issues of the conflict—those surrounding the Palestinian dilemma.

It would be helpful to express sympathy with Sadat’s belief that he
should not be asked to discuss the Sinai further when Israel still has not
made basic decisions on the West Bank. However, it is a Sinai agree-
ment that the Israelis want most badly, and that desire provides Sadat
leverage with regard to the West Bank. Although we do not expect ne-
gotiations on the details of a Sinai settlement during the Summit, it is
our view that a commitment on Sadat’s part to resume Sinai negotia-
tions would be the most effective instrument available in bringing Is-
rael to confront the need to reconsider its West Bank position.

We could also explain to Sadat the value we see in agreements that
can be implemented over a period of several years, both on the West
Bank and in the Sinai, describing how we see the initialling-signing-
ratification-implementation stages of a Sinai agreement being phased
in relation to specific stages of agreements on the other fronts in such
a way that Egypt could retain a degree of leverage over the overall
process throughout.

Finally, it may be necessary at some point to note that Israel’s re-
sistance to explicit withdrawal language in the context of general prin-
ciples relates not only to the West Bank/Gaza, but to the Golan Heights
where Israel will only be brought to contemplate withdrawal if Syria
makes a much more convincing offer of peace than it has so far.

8. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Israel’

Washington, August 14, 1978, 1355Z

204867. For Ambassadors Lewis and Eilts from Saunders. Subject:
Message to Begin on Israeli Settlements. Ref: Cairo 18867.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2296. Se-
cret; Flash; Nodis. Drafted by Saunders; cleared by Stanislaus R.P. Valerga (S/S-O); ap-
proved by Saunders. Sent for information Immediate to Cairo.

2 In telegram 18867 from Cairo, August 14, the Embassy reported on a conversation
between Eilts and Egyptian Ministry of Information Under Secretary Mursi Saad El-Din
in which the latter responded to Eilts’ request to “lower” the public media rhetoric
vis-a-vis the Israeli Government in advance of the Camp David Summit. Saad El-Din
pointed out that an Israeli Cabinet announcement of August 13—which stated that Israel
intended to establish five new West Bank settlements—caused “embarrassment for
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1. For Lewis. Secretary has asked me to send you the following text
of a message from him to Prime Minister Begin.’ Begin text:

Dear Mr. Prime Minister:

We have just heard of the rumored plan to establish five new set-
tlements on the West Bank. As you will remember after the historic
steps of last fall, a principal reason the peace negotiations very soon ran
into trouble was the action taken with respect to settlements. I am
deeply concerned, and urge you not to take any step which would under-
mine the Camp David meetings or subsequent peace negotiations.

Please inform me directly what your plans are so that I can help to
ease the concern being expressed here and in Egypt. End text.

2. In passing this on, you may relate it to the Secretary’s conversa-
tions with Begin and Sadat* on cooling the rhetoric before the Camp
David meetings. The text of the message gives you a peg on which to
hand [hang?] this point.

3. For Eilts. We are providing you with the text of the Secretary’s
message to Begin only for your background so you will have the flavor
of it. However, the Secretary has asked that you get word to Kamel
that, as we understand it, no Israeli Cabinet action has been taken on
new settlements, but we have been in touch urgently with the Israeli
Government and are awaiting their response. We will say this publicly
and will also state that our position on settlements remains unchanged.
Secretary, as of this moment, plans to make this statement himself
when he faces the microphones following his closed session with the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee this morning (Monday).

Vance

Sadat.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850067-2078) Details of
the decision to establish five nahal settlements in the Jordan River valley, made in secret
by the Israeli Ministerial Committee on Security Affairs in June, are in telegram 10343
from Tel Aviv, August 13. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D780331-0595)

3In telegram 10411 from Tel Aviv, August 15, Lewis stated that Vance’s message
was delivered to Evron on August 14 for delivery to Begin. (National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, P840137-1595)

4See footnote 4, Document 5.
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9. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State’

Tel Aviv, August 15, 1978, 1104Z

10418. For the Secretary, Atherton and Saunders from Ambas-
sador. Subject: Some Thoughts on Camp David Strategy.

1. The big problem at Camp David will be to get Begin to agree to
certain phrases in a declaration of principles which will be like castor
oil for him. Dayan and many others are skeptical that he will bring him-
self to swallow the medicine, since he would have to walk away from a
lifetime conviction about Israel’s right to rule over the West Bank. But
there is a chance he will rise to the historic moment, which he knows
may be his last and best chance to become the Prime Minister who
brought peace to Israel.

2. To have any hope of bringing Begin around will require far more
than just another vague indication that with “satisfactory” language
about the West Bank and Gaza in hand, Sadat would then go to Hus-
sein to seek his participation, and if refused, might then shoulder the
Palestinian problem himself. Begin will need much more than that to
show for abandoning his ideological position, especially with his asso-
ciates in Herut.

3. Put another way, the GOI will be asking what Israel will get
from Sadat for acquiescing publicly on the principle of withdrawal.
(Explicitly promising eventual Arab sovereignty is, I think, out of the
question for Begin.) To get from Begin what Sadat needs will require
him to make concrete certain understandings at which he has only
hinted to the Israelis thus far. The goal should be a mutually agreed,
specific framework coming out of the summit for a final, if phased, set-
tlement in Sinai. Less from Sadat will bring less from Begin. Sadat’s se-
riousness about peace will be judged here by his seriousness about a
concrete agreement over Sinai, whatever is said about the West Bank
and Gaza.

4. Nobody knows how far Begin is willing to go to reach an agree-
ment with Sadat, probably not even Begin himself. What I am sure of is
that the Prime Minister’s final fallback will not emerge unless Sadat
shows flexibility that has been notably absent from recent Egyptian
statements, both public and private. In order to leave his past behind,
Begin will have to be sure that Sadat will make a deal—mnot just talk

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978. Secret; Immediate; Exdis Distribute as Nodis. Sent for informa-
tion Immediate to Cairo and the White House.
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about one, but eventually make one. Thus, we will no doubt be faced in
the September meeting with Begin and Sadat each waiting for the other
to blink. That of course is where our own ideas come in. But in my
view, we must take great care not [garble] through our own interven-
tion the stark clarity of Begin’s own choice.

5. His first interest will be to blame stalemate, if it occurs, on
Sadat’s inflexibility. In that case, it will not be enough for us to argue
that Sadat was prepared rpt prepared to be flexible in private rpt pri-
vate. The Israelis have heard that song before, and most do not now be-
lieve it. If Camp David were to fail, then it would be critically important
for the subsequent political debate here and in the U.S. that Begin be
seen as rejecting Sadat’s clear, forthcoming and public offer, or Sadat’s
acceptance of U.S. compromise proposals. If Begin adheres to his pre-
vious position, if Sadat does pretty much the same, and if the U.S. puts
forward ideas to bridge the gap which neither side accepts, Begin will
return to Israel generally applauding the President’s effort and specif-
ically blaming the failure on Anwar Sadat. Most Israelis will believe
him.

6. As far as is possible, we must seek in the Camp David talks to
avoid giving Begin this way out. The choice for Begin, and for Israel
should be as clear as we can make it. And that will require at Camp
David a still flexible Anwar Sadat, ready to further moderate his posi-
tions, and recognizable as such by the majority of people in Israel.

7. Since moments of such clarity are as rare in international politics
as anywhere else, we may not be able to pull this off. But we should try,
and in the first instance that means the President should talk to Sadat
along these lines at the outset. I recognize such a course will surely
cause Sadat serious problems with his Arab brothers. In compensation,
the U.S.-Egyptian relationship would be reinforced for the foreseeable
future, a not inconsiderable achievement for him as well as for us. But if
Sadat holds back at Camp David, his Jerusalem initiative will be dead
and buried as far as Israelis are concerned, and that includes those most
critical of the Begin government’s present policy.?

Lewis

2 Lewis sent a second telegram on August 17, in which he observed that Sadat’s
“flexibility” in the negotiations would mean agreement to a deferred resolution of the
sovereignty issue until after a five year interim period, a “border rectification” on the
West Bank “measured in kilometers and not in meters,” an Israeli security presence on
the West Bank beyond the interim period, and agreement to negotiate an agreement on
the West Bank and Gaza if Hussein refused to participate. (Telegram 10589 from Tel
Aviv, August 17; National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978)
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10. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Israel'

Washington, August 16, 1978, 0116Z

207141. Subject: Message to Begin on Settlements. Ref: State
204867.

Following for your information is Prime Minister Begin’s reply to
the Secretary’s message of August 14, as delivered by Israeli Embassy
August 15. Begin text:

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I thank you for your kind message of August 14th which reached
me first thing this morning upon my return from a brief but fine
vacation.

I understand your message was written before our cabinet re-
solved? to suspend all decisions with regard to the five proposed nahal
settlements until after the Camp David meeting.

I wish to use this opportunity, Mr. Secretary, to inform you of two
basic facts:

—A) Nahal is a formation within the framework of the Israel De-
fense Forces.

—B) The most recent decision to establish five new nahal outposts
in the Jordan Valley was originally taken on June 18, seven weeks be-
fore the idea of the forthcoming tripartite meeting was conceived.

I am informed that certain commentators in the U.S. media have
expressed the opinion that Israel, by its alleged acts, was actually
seeking to torpedo the Camp David meeting. You will perceive from
the facts, Mr. Secretary, that nothing could be further from the truth.
And truth, as always, will prevail.

May I repeat to you my profound conviction that whilst I believe
all of the three countries concerned are interested in the success of the
Camp David meeting, none is more so than the State of Israel.

In conclusion, Mr. Secretary, I wish to respectfully remark on one
particular sentence in your recent message. It reads: ‘as you will re-
member after the historic steps of last fall, a principal reason the peace

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2308. Se-
cret; Immediate; Nodis. Drafted by James P. Covey (NEA/IAI); cleared by Korn,
Houghton, Ann K. Korky (NEA), and Stanislaus R.P. Valerga (S/S-O); approved by
Korn. Sent for information Immediate to Cairo.

2See Document 8.

3 August 14.
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negotiations very soon ran into trouble was the action taken with re-
spect to settlements.’

I am compelled to differ. In certain quarters this was given as an
excuse. It was never the cause. I have heard many excuses why the Jan-
uary talks in Jerusalem were so abruptly suspended to your surprise
and mine, the latest being the speech made by Foreign Minister Dayan
at the very inception of the meeting.

All this however, belongs to the past. I am looking ahead to our im-
portant consultations in which we have all agreed to embark for the
sake of peace.

I shall be grateful, Mr. Secretary, if you would bring this letter to
the knowledge of the President.

With best wishes, Sincerely, Menachem Begin.
End text.
2. We do not plan to respond.

Vance

11. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Syria'

Washington, August 16, 1978, 0148Z

205958. Subject: Presidential Letter on Camp David Summit.

1. Please pass the following letter from President Carter to Presi-
dent Assad ASAP.? There will be no rpt no signed original to follow.

2. Begin text. Dear Mr. President: I wish to share with you some of
my thoughts on the forthcoming Middle East meeting at Camp David.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780332-1115. Se-
cret; Immediate; Exdis. Drafted by the White House; cleared by W. Nathaniel Howell
(NEA/ARN) and Thomas C. Martin (5/5-0); approved by Veliotes. On August 11,
Vance sent a draft copy of the letter, along with a list of suggested recipients, to Carter.
This draft copy, with Carter’s handwritten amendments, is in the Carter Library, Na-
tional Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box 52, Middle East: Camp
David Cables and Memos, 8/1-15/78. In telegrams 205956 to Amman and 205956 to
Jidda, both August 16, the Department transmitted individualized versions of this letter
to Hussein and Khalid. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D780332-1118 and D780332-1113 respectively)

2 Seelye reported that he delivered Carter’s letter to Dabboul on August 16 for im-

mediate transmittal to Assad. (Telegram 4717 from Damascus, August 16; National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780335-0306)
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I know from our talks in Geneva® of your own deep desire for a just
and lasting peace. My understanding is that Syria continues to adhere
to the relevant Security Council resolutions constituting the basis for a
negotiated settlement and has left the door open to rejoining the negoti-
ations if conditions acceptable to Syria are met. We are gratified that
Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat have both responded posi-
tively to the invitation to meet with me next month in a major new ef-
fort to establish a framework for a Middle East peace settlement.

We have purposely not set a fixed duration for the talks, scheduled
to begin on September 6, so as to be able to allow as much time as is
needed for our efforts to succeed. This is an encouraging indication of
the seriousness with which these parties are approaching this meeting.

I extended this invitation because I believe we have reached a cru-
cial point in the search for peace in the Middle East. Nine months have
passed since President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin opened signifi-
cant new possibilities for negotiations with the historic meetings in Je-
rusalem and in Ismailia. The sides have made progress toward re-
solving some of the issues that divide them at this time, but recently, as
you are aware, an impasse was threatened. I am convinced that we
cannot afford an impasse, since the positions would then harden and
the atmosphere deteriorate to the point where the present opportunity
for peace could well become another of the lost opportunities that have
marked the history of this tragic conflict.

The objective of the Camp David meeting will remain as it has
been defined by the two sides themselves in negotiations this year: to
make progress toward an agreement on a framework, based on Secu-
rity Council Resolution 242, that would allow steady progress toward
agreement on specific issues, within the context of the agreed goal of a
stable, just and comprehensive peace. An agreed framework such as
the United States is seeking might ultimately make it possible for other
parties to the conflict, including Syria, to rejoin the peace negotiations.

Our experience in attempting to facilitate and promote negotia-
tions this past year has demonstrated that it is impossible to carry nego-
tiations beyond a certain point on the crucial issues unless the heads of
government themselves can be engaged in a direct exchange. This was
one of the considerations that led me to the decision to extend invita-
tions to the two leaders to meet with me at Camp David. Our objective
will be to achieve agreements at the political level which can provide
guidance for the negotiators on the key issues. I plan to do everything

3 Carter met Assad in Geneva on May 9, 1977. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol.
VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978, Document 32.
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within my power to help President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin
achieve the progress for which we are all searching.

As we move into this crucial new phase of the Middle East negotia-
tions, I wanted to share with you my reasons for taking this step and
thoughts about what we hope to accomplish. I am aware of your con-
cerns but I also hope that you will keep an open mind about the contri-
bution such talks might make. I would welcome your own thoughts.

With my best wishes, Sincerely, Jimmy Carter.

End text.
Christopher

12. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter'

Washington, August 17, 1978

SUBJECT
Camp David

The State Department will give you a comprehensive book® re-
garding substance, procedure, and schedule. At this point I would only
like to make the following points:

1. The three leaders will not be truly in the same boat. Sadat cannot
afford a failure and he knows it; both Sadat and Begin think you cannot

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 51, Middle East: 7-9/78. Secret; Sensitive. Outside System. Carter initialed “C”
in the upper right-hand corner of the memorandum, indicating that he saw it.

2 Vance sent the briefing book, designed to be a “first round of reading in prepara-
tion for the Camp David meetings,” to Carter under an undated covering memorandum.
(Carter Library, Vertical File, Camp David Study Papers) In a second attached undated
memorandum to Carter, Vance outlined the eight parts of the briefing book, covering ob-
jectives, meeting scenarios, model documents, the conduct of meetings and the personal-
ities involved, building public support, the international environment in which the talks
will take place, possible outcomes, and the “Nine Points” paper presented to Begin and
Sadat in February 1978. Carter added the handwritten notation: “To Begin & Sadat:
Analysis of consequences of failure. More ambitious goals. Communications w/Hussein.
Inform Soviets at all?” (Ibid.) Quandt wrote in his account of the talks that Vance,
Saunders, Atherton, and himself worked out the basis of this briefing at the Middleburg
strategy meeting. (Quandt, Camp David, pp. 212-213) Quandt submitted an August 17
memorandum to Brzezinski analyzing the briefing book and outlining his “reservations”
with it. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box
51, Middle East: 7-9/78)
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afford a failure; but Begin probably feels that a Camp David failure is
Sadat’s and Carter’s failure but not his own. Begin might well calculate
that Sadat will be undermined and your policy will be discredited.
Thus things will eventually return to what they were before you initi-
ated the active search for peace.

2. It follows from the foregoing that you will have to make it very
clear to both of them, but especially to Begin, that failure at Camp
David will have directly adverse consequences for relations with the
United States. In addition, failure is likely to reintroduce the Soviet
Union into the region.

3. Sadat will define success in terms of substance, particularly in
regards to withdrawal. Begin will define success largely in terms of
procedure, since he prefers procedural arrangements to substantive
concessions.

4. The above, in turn, means that you will have to extract substan-
tive concessions from Begin, while persuading Sadat to settle for less
than an explicit commitment to full withdrawal and return to 1967 lines
with minor modifications.

5. You should avoid being overly absorbed in details or specific
formulations, particularly during the first few days. Both Sadat and
Begin will be trying to manipulate you to side with them, and Begin in
particular will try to draw you into the details and verbal formulations
that he enjoys discussing as a way of avoiding decisions. The State
briefing papers include specific language on a number of substantive
issues, but this should be thought of as illustrative, not as something
you will want to introduce in the initial talks. As a point of reference,
the attached table gives some idea of possible formulations on the cen-
tral issues of withdrawal, borders, security, and sovereignty that we
might try to get Sadat and Begin to accept.
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Attachment

Table®

1. Withdrawal

II. Borders

1. Security

IV. Sovereignty

undated

Illustrative Language on Central Issues

Minimum Objective

Maximum Objective

“Withdrawal from
territories occupied in
1967 in conformity with
Resolution 242, including
the principle of the inad-
missibility of the acqui-
sition of territory by war.”
“Borders should be
established on the West
Bank/Gaza that satisfy
the aspirations of the
Palestinians and the
security needs of Israel.”

“Special security
arrangements, including
demilitarization, etc.”

“The question of
sovereignty will be
resolved by negotiations
by the end of the five-
year period.”

3 Secret; Sensitive.

“Withdrawal on all fronts
from territories occupied
in 1967....”

“Borders should be
established in conditions
of security and peace that
approximate the lines exist-
ing between 1949 and 1967,
with modifications as
agreed among the
parties.”

“Special security
arrangements, including a
continuing Israeli presence
at strategic locations as
agreed among the
parties.”

“The question of
sovereignty will be
resolved by negotiations
in conformity with all the
principles of Resolution 242
by the end of the five-
year period.”
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13. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department of
State'

Cairo, August 18, 1978, 16062

19298. For Secretary, Atherton and Saunders only from Ambas-
sador. Subject: Thoughts on Camp David Strategy. Ref: (A) State
207516 (B) Tel Aviv 10589.%

1. To my mind, our objective at Camp David should be obtaining
arrangements, whether they be in a declaration of principles or in some
other form, that do more than get us through this round of talks. They
should be rooted in the realities of the area situation if they are not to be
blown away with the first political gusts, which Camp David will inev-
itably generate. Both Sadat and Begin should be urged to be as flexible
as possible, but form as well as substance should be carefully
considered.

2. This said, and with all respect to Sam,* I think some of the ideas
suggested ref B would, if accepted, court grief and impermanence. The
Secretary may know more from his private talk with Sadat® than I do
about how far he is willing to go, but Sadat’s credibility at home and in
the Arab world would be seriously impugned if he came home with the
type of arrangements Sam suggests. Sadat would be accused of having
bought a pig in a poke. He would in effect have agreed to a significant
territorial compromise in the West Bank and to go ahead with concrete
Sinai arrangements in return for some vague Israeli commitment that
the sovereignty issue will be decided after five years—no one knows
how—and acceptance of Begin’s home rule plan.® If Begin even refuses
to bite the bullet on sovereignty, after Sadat has accepted other points,
it will be cold comfort for Sadat to know that the Israeli Prime Minister
may thereafter be criticized at home. Sadat’s concessions, like those he
made earlier on normalization, will from that time on be pocketed by
whatever Israeli Government is in office and negotiations will in ef-
fect have to start from there. Sadat will look foolish to his people and
the Arabs and, worse still, the US-sponsored peace process will be
discredited.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978. Secret; Cherokee; Immediate; Exdis Handle as Nodis. Sent for in-
formation Immediate to Tel Aviv.

2 Telegram 207516 to Tel Aviv, August 16. (National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy File, P840140-2311)

3 See footnote 2, Document 9.
4 Samuel Lewis.

5 See footnote 4, Document 5.
6 See footnote 2, Document 5.
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3. In my judgment, if there is to be any chance of Sadat’s being able
to sell to Hussein, the Palestinians and the Saudis (as well as to his own
military and public) whatever arrangements emerge from Camp
David, careful packaging will be required. Any West Bank territorial
compromise that may emerge should be strictly cast in the context of
“minor”, a term which has never been carefully defined and should
therefore lend itself to some reasonable elasticity in interpretation, pro-
vided this is not too blatant. If the Israelis openly call such a concept ter-
ritorial compromise, Sadat will have trouble selling what he has ac-
cepted. It seems to me that within the context of “minor” rectifications,
the Peres proposed (but subsequently dropped) language at Vienna
could be considered, namely “there will be changes in the borders be-
tween the West Bank and Israel which satisfy the aspirations of the Pal-
estinians and satisfy the security of Israel”.” Sadat has accepted this.
And all of this should be wrapped in a resounding reaffirmation of the
principle of the inadmissability of the acquisition of territory by war. I
know that this will be hard for Begin to swallow, but we may be asking
Sadat to swallow even more bitter medicine.

4. As far as the Israeli security presence on the West Bank is con-
cerned, demilitarization ought to be the objective, but it is a word that
may be difficult to sell. The concept, on the other hand, should be sale-
able to Sadat, depending upon how it is put. At this stage, we may be
well advised to limit any public declaration to something general, i.e.,
“adequate security arrangements will be worked out”.

5.1 frankly am at a total loss as to how Sadat can conclude a full
peace treaty or something less on the West Bank by himself. It would be
nice if he could, as he sometimes says he will, but he cannot do so and
hope to make it stick. Nothing that he negotiates in the West Bank gives
any form of legitimacy to the interim regime. As I have previously
stated, it will be building on quicksand and will not endure.

6. There is much in the Begin plan® that makes good sense were its
authorship not so suspect in Arab eyes. But ending the Israeli occupa-
tion and setting up self-government, if it is to be acceptable in the Arab
world at large, should be with the consent of all of the parties, in-
cluding the Palestinians. It is not enough to have self-rule delegated by
the Israeli Military Government. That’s an important point.

7. Israeli settlement activities, though now temporarily stopped,
will have to be addressed. Knowing our position, the Israelis have reg-
ularly sought to pull the wool over our eyes until caught flagrante del-
icto, so that admission was inescapable. The Israelis, for reasons which

7 See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-
August 1978, Document 264.

8See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-
August 1978, Document 177.
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from their point may be understandable, want to change the demo-
graphic picture in the West Bank. Despite Dayan’s talk about only indi-
viduals being allowed to purchase land, I suspect that the Israelis will
continue to try to create facts on the ground that will affect what
happens in five years. Given this situation, the illegality of large scale
Israeli settlement activity in the West Bank should be reaffirmed if
Sadat is to sell some unpalatable territorial concessions to confreres.

8. Since the Camp David meeting may bring us to the crunch, I
have one other general observation to make with which Sam may or
may not agree. Despite his sense of U.S. pressure, Mr. Begin strikes me
as being in an advantageous position. If Sadat does not agree to his ter-
ritorial demands, the Egyptian President can be depicted as being at
fault; if Sadat agrees to those territorial demands, that’s all the better; if
Sadat subsequently goes under because of such agreement, well—
that’s just too bad because Mr. Begin knew all along the unreliability of
the Arabs and, anyway, it removes the one Arab leader who success-
fully challenged Israel’s longtime sole claim on the affections of the
American people; and if it fails because of Begin’s own unwillingness
to go the extra mile, this can be explained away at home and any oppo-
sition criticism will be manageable for as adroit a political leader as Mr.
Begin. Sadat has no such advantage. He must come out with something
saleable or he is in trouble, his already faltering peace initiative will be
irrevocably damaged, and the validity of his reliance on the United
States will be perceived by his own people and the Arabs as having
been misplaced.

9. The above are general thoughts based on reftels. It is difficult to
be specific in the absence of some more precise indication of what our
objectives will be at Camp David. As requested elsewhere, I am pre-
paring a series of messages’ on the political/economic dynamics of
Egypt which I hope to submit next week and which will spell out in
greater length the constraints under which even the normally venture-
some Sadat will have to work.

Eilts

°0On August 21-22, Eilts sent three telegrams to the Department on the political and
economic dynamics of Egypt as they affected the peace process. Telegram 19438 from
Cairo, August 21, discussed the basic political, economic, and social institutions in Egypt.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850067-2107) Telegram 19415
from Cairo, August 21, discussed Sadat’s personal compulsions and constraints as he ap-
proached the Camp David talks. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P850067-2098) Telegram 19474 from Cairo, August 22, provided an analysis of Sadat
himself. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850067-2125) A sepa-
rate paper, sent in telegram 19377 from Cairo, August 21, overviewed the current state
of the Egyptian economy. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D780341-0199)
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14. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Turner
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Brzezinski)'

Washington, August 21, 1978

SUBJECT

Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat’s Perceptions of the Camp David Summit as
of 18 August 1978

1. Attached for your information is a report [1 line not declassified]
concerning Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat’s observations of the
Camp David Summit in which he has expressed hope for the attain-
ment of two separate but related achievements.

2. This information, [less than 1 line not declassified], is a raw report,
not finally evaluated intelligence. The report is also being made avail-
able to the Secretary of State.

Stansfield Turner

Attachment

Report Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency”
undated

SUBJECT

Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat’s Perceptions of the Camp David Summit as
of 18 August 1978

1. [less than 1 line not declassified], Egyptian President Anwar al-
Sadat told [less than 1 line not declassified] that despite anticipated diffi-
culties, he has hopes for the success of the Camp David Summit. He
stated that the participation of President Jimmy Carter in the peace
process makes possible, if not probable, the attainment of two separate
but related achievements. The first achievement would be a two-part
publicly announced agreement to include the acceptance of principles,
based on UN Resolution 242, coupled with an agreement on the Pales-

L Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Sub-
ject File, Box 9, Camp David Talks: [State Department Briefing Book]: 9/78. Secret; Sensi-
tive. A handwritten notation on the document reads: “Outside the System. Bill Quandt.”

2 Gecret; Sensitive.
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tinian question based on the Aswan Formula announced by President
Carter at Aswan, Egypt in January 1978.

2. The second achievement, to be won through hard bargaining,
would be a precisely written secret agreement on the framework for a
Middle East peace settlement. This secret agreement would be signed
by both President Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachim Begin
with a witnessing signature by President Carter. The reason President
Sadat would insist on a written document witnessed by President
Carter is to prevent subsequent statements by the two parties—either
inadvertently or deliberately—misinterpreting the understanding
reached between the leaders of Egypt and Israel.

3. In defining what he meant by a precise agreement on the frame-
work for a Middle East peace, President Sadat stated that both he and
Prime Minister Begin had to agree on a clear definition of all the major
aspects of a Middle East settlement. Following the acceptance of this
major, overall framework of agreement, details would then be worked
out by committees, hopefully to include the participation of other Arab
nations also.

4. President Sadat’s own basic tenet for a framework of an agree-
ment allows for considerable flexibility on details, but no compromise
on sovereignty or territory—except for minor adjustments on the West
Bank.

5. President Sadat proposed the Palestinian question as one ex-
ample of the need for both a public and a secret agreement. Whereas
the public statement could announce an agreement on the Aswan For-
mula as a basis for the Palestinian issue, secret negotiations would need
to address Israeli concerns regarding which Palestinians would be the
future leaders of a Palestinian West Bank.

6. President Sadat stated that President Carter’s participation is es-
sential because he (President Sadat) has lost the trust and confidence
which he had in Prime Minister Begin, and now he must fall back on his
trust in President Carter’s sincerity and fairness. President Sadat felt
that if he and Prime Minister Begin reached a precise written under-
standing and if President Carter witnessed that written understanding,
then the peace process could indeed take a major step forward.

3See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-
August 1978, footnote 4, Document 187.
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15. Report Prepared in the Vice Directorate for Production,
Defense Intelligence Agency'

DIAIAPPR 202-78 Washington, August 22, 1978

SYRIA-ISRAEL: COLLISION OVER LEBANON (U)

Summary

(C/NOFORN) Syrian and Israeli policies in Lebanon appear to be
evolving in a direction that will lead to a major confrontation. This possibility
has little to do with the tactical situation in Beirut or in southern Lebanon, but
is a consequence of fundamentally contradictory policies. Syria must remain
involved in Lebanon if it is to achieve a solution favorable to its own regional
interests. Israel, meanwhile, appears to seek an end of Syrian presence there.
For Israel, the coming clash with Syria in Lebanon represents the awakening of
a conflict that has lain largely dormant since the spring of 1976.

Background

(C/NOFORN) After more than two years of overt involvement in
Lebanon, Syria’s goal of developing a unified, stable, and responsive
state on its western border seems more remote than ever. No visible
progress has been made on the basic problems complicating the Leba-
nese situation; no strong central authority has emerged, no national
consensus favoring unity has developed, and powerful armed groups
opposed to Syrian aims have not been neutralized. The latter problem
is the most immediate.

(C/NOFORN) Syria’s current difficulties are with its erstwhile
allies-of-convenience, the Christian militias of the Phalange and the
National Liberal Party. When Syria first intervened overtly in Lebanon
in 1976, the Christians were being worsted by the combined forces of
the Muslim Leftists and the Palestinians. Syria feared that if that coali-
tion should triumph, the emergent Lebanon would risk coming under
radical Arab influence—particularly that of Syria’s arch enemy, Iraq.
Out of fear for Syria’s strategic interests, Damascus moved against the
Muslim coalition, effectively siding with the Christians. That threat
was eventually surpressed, but the Christians soon turned on their
“rescuers”, realizing that Syria intended neither to dismantle the Pales-
tinian forces nor permit the Christians to reassert their ante bellum he-
gemony in Lebanon.

(C/NOFORN) The Christians utilized the respite afforded by
Syrian intervention to improve substantially their military posture and

1 Source: Defense Intelligence Agency, DIA Historical Collection, Box MEA-1 (5 of
12), 1977-1979. Secret; Noforn.
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have emerged as the most powerful non-Syrian force in Lebanon. At a
minimum, they are capable of defending the areas under their control
against the Muslim Leftists and Palestinians. It is clear that if the Chris-
tians cannot dominate a new Lebanon, they will try to fragment the
country along confessional lines to achieve unencumbered political
dominance in the areas—the richest in Lebanon—under their control.
This objective has brought them into direct conflict with the Syrians.
The first clash occurred at Fayadiyah in February 1978, and since then
the tempo of fighting has increased. The results have not been disap-
pointing to the Christians, and they seem more determined than ever to
thwart Syrian designs.

(C/NOEFORN) For its part, Israel’s policy toward the Syrian pres-
ence in Lebanon has until recently reflected some ambivalence. In late
1975 and early 1976, Tel Aviv expressed strong opposition to Syrian in-
tervention in the Lebanese civil conflict because of the threats such a
development would pose to Israel’s security. Of particular concern
was the threat to Lebanon’s status as a Christian-dominated non-
confrontation state, and that posed by a Syrian military presence along
Israel’s northern border. The careful manner in which Syria handled its
escalating intervention in Lebanon, its tacit acknowledgement of Israeli
security concerns, US pressure on Israel not to over-react to Syrian
moves, and the transitory security benefits that the Syrian involvement
provided Israel allowed Israeli officials to come to accept a carefully
controlled Syrian presence in Lebanon. Israel at times was called upon
to control Syria’s actions, but at no time did Israel appear to be moving
to end Syrian involvement. Tel Aviv, however, never accepted that the
Syrian presence should become either permanent or dominant and, to a
very real degree, Syria is in Lebanon at Israel’s sufferance. It now ap-
pears that the Israeli Government has decided to end the Syrian adven-
ture in Lebanon.

Discussion
Syria’s Position and Options

(S/NOFORN) In the face of its difficult position in Lebanon, Da-
mascus has three basic options: withdraw from Lebanon; confront the
militias and prepare for a prolonged occupation; or temporize and
hope for favorable developments. Syria has so far pursued the third op-
tion, partly out of natural caution and partly out of fear of the repercus-
sions from exercising options one or two. The third option, however, is
beginning to prove counterproductive. No favorable developments are
on the horizon, and a series of escalating clashes, separated by tense
cease-fires of more and more limited duration, has been occurring.
Christian hardliners appear intent on provoking a Syrian military at-
tack in the belief that Israel will come to their assistance. So far, how-
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ever, there is no indication that President Assad, who would personally
make the decision to implement one of the other options, has decided
to do so. Nevertheless, Christian provocations and the unproductive-
ness of the present policy probably will eventually force him to recon-
sider. A withdrawal from Lebanon—partial or complete—would be an
open admission of a massive policy failure and would entail serious
risks to the stability of the Assad regime. Before taking such an irrevers-
ible and dangerous step, Assad will most likely essay a military solu-
tion. Although Damascus is thoroughly aware of the Israeli factor in
such a decision, Tel Aviv’s low profile during the fighting in Beirut in
the latter half of July may have led Syria to believe that Israeli support
of the Christians has its limits. Certainly, there is some support in the
Syrian military—especially in Lebanon—and government for a more
militant policy. At some point, it will probably seem preferable to
probe Israel’s commitment to the Christians, rather than move directly
to the withdrawal option. However, if Damascus feels it can count on
Israeli forbearance, it is probably miscalculating. In the final analysis,
Tel Aviv will not permit the Christians to be crushed.

Israeli Perceptions and Responses

(§/NOFORN) The developments that prompted Israel to shift its
policy are not known, but Israeli policymakers may have concluded
after early July that Syria had no intention of ever leaving Lebanon;
there was no chance to restore Lebanon to a unified state; and that Syria
would inevitably attempt to crush the Christians. They probably rea-
soned that, if these conclusions proved correct, Israel’s ultimate night-
mare of a Syrian puppet state on its northern border would become an
accomplished fact.

(S/NOFORN) Israel has consistently opposed such a development
and has worked to avoid it. Additionally, termination of Syria’s pres-
ence would remove a direct threat to Israel’s northern border and leave
the Christians in a dominant military-political position. Ultimately of
course, such a policy would lead to the Balkanization of Lebanon. This,
however, has already occurred to a degree, and Israel might find such a
situation quite comfortable.

(§/NOFORN) Israeli actions since early July suggest that it has
made and is implementing a decision to force a Syrian withdrawal. Tel
Aviv provided an unprecedented level of support to the Christians fol-
lowing Syrian shelling of east Beirut in early July, and allegedly en-
couraged the Christians to harass Syrian forces. The Israelis have made
increasing references to the need for Syria to withdraw from Lebanon
and have alleged Syrian intentions to massacre the Christians.

(S/NOFORN) Pursuit of such a policy is not without risks, for
dealing with the mercurial Christian leadership is at best a delicate pro-
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cedure. Israel is quite experienced in this and is certainly aware of the
problems involved. Nevertheless, the Christian militias are an available
tool with which to bring pressure to bear on the Syrians, and Israel may
believe that if this leads to a showdown with Damascus, the Syrians
will back down in the face of Israeli threats.

Outlook

(5/NOFORN) There is a real possibility of a miscalculation by one
side or the other in this situation. While not seeking a confrontation
with Syria, Israel’s actions risk it. The future status of Lebanon is, how-
ever, a strategic problem for Israel and not merely a sideshow in the se-
curity and foreign affairs arena. Hence, Israel is probably willing to run
even major risks. For its part, Syria appears more likely than ever be-
fore to probe Israel’s will in Lebanon. The implication of these respec-
tive policies is that both powers are seemingly embarked on courses of
action that risk a major confrontation in the Middle East, perhaps not in
the immediate, but almost certainly within the foreseeable future.

16. Memorandum of Conversation'

Ismailia, August 26, 1978

SUBJECT
Meeting with President Sadat re Camp David

PARTICIPANTS

President Anwar al-Sadat
Vice President Mohamed Husni Mubarak
Ambassador Hermann Fr. Eilts

I met with Sadat for one and a half hours in Ismailia. Vice Presi-
dent Mubarak was also present.

I first briefed Sadat on our current thinking on the scenario for the
Camp David talks. I told him the thought is to devote part of the first
day to bilaterals between President Carter and each of the two visiting
leaders. Thereafter, the scenario might develop depending upon how

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts. The memorandum of conversa-
tion was found attached to an August 28 covering memorandum from Eilts to Vance, sent
through Atherton, in which Eilts summarized Sadat’s main points. (Ibid.)
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the talks progress. Sadat said that this arrangement is agreeable to him.
He is anxious to have the opportunity to have an in-depth talk with
President Carter prior to the first trilateral meeting. I then told the Pres-
ident that [ was returning to Washington the following day and asked if
he had any thoughts he wished me to convey. President Sadat asked
that I convey his warm greetings to President Carter and the Secretary
and to outline to them his preliminary thinking as follows:

He first said that we should leave the Israelis to what he called
their own misimpressions. The Israelis believe that he will be seeking a
declaration of principles. This, Sadat stressed, is not his immediate ob-
jective. We should seek what President Carter has already stated,
namely, a framework for a comprehensive settlement. Sadat noted that
Begin has spoken of wanting President Carter to act as a “broker”, not
as a full partner. Sadat was happy that President Carter has reaffirmed
his willingness to be a full partner. He will want to discuss with Presi-
dent Carter their common strategy.

As he had stated, he will not be asking for an immediate declara-
tion of principles. This is still desirable, but should be handled at an-
other level. At the Head of Government level, the focus should be on
what President Carter has said, namely, a framework for a comprehen-
sive settlement. This is the very least that should come out of the Camp
David meeting. The framework should be a written document signed
by Egypt and Israel. Such a written document should be the Camp
David achievement.

Sadat continued that he has not yet formulated his strategy in de-
tail. He is still working on it and will in the next week or so concentrate
on fleshing out his ideas. He already had some broad ideas in mind,
however.

First, Sadat noted, President Carter should be prepared for a “con-
frontation” between Sadat and Begin. But, as he had told the Secretary,
President Carter should be assured that he, Sadat, will not let him
down. It will, nevertheless, require a confrontation with Begin. He reit-
erated that he will want to discuss his strategy with President Carter
when they meet on September 6.

Sadat said that he considers the Camp David meeting to be a
turning point. It will be a crucial meeting, especially if—as he hopes
will be the case—the meeting creates some movement in the stalled
peace process.

Sadat wants President Carter and the Secretary to be sure that he
has taken into account all considerations that they have previously dis-
cussed in formulating his strategy. Apart from land and sovereignty, be
it Sinai or Golan, everything is negotiable. Here Sadat noted that he will
not be speaking for Syria, but any plans that are developed at Camp
David will presumably also apply to the Golan. He will, however, be
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speaking for the West Bank and Gaza. On the West Bank, Sadat stated
he will prepare himself for “flexibility”. (He did not elaborate on what
he had in mind.) He went on to say that in anything he negotiates, it
will not only be Egyptians, but the Saudis as well who should support
it. The Saudi position is terribly important. The U.S. has great interests
in Saudi Arabia and has had a historical relationship with that country.
If a satisfactory framework can be achieved, the Saudis will support it.
He had the previous day received a message from Prince Fahd in reply
to the President’s letter to King Khalid.> Fahd’s message had stated
that, apart from relinquishment of Arab land and sovereignty, the
Saudis will support him in whatever he agrees upon.

I said I was glad to hear that there will be flexibility in his West
Bank ideas but noted that some of his closest colleagues contend that
Egypt has no mandate to discuss West Bank matters. How did he see
this aspect of the problem? Sadat agreed that the lack of a clear-cut
mandate from either the Arabs, Hussein or the Palestinians poses a
problem for Egypt in negotiating West Bank matters. But, Sadat ob-
served, if he neglects to negotiate the West Bank, which means the Pal-
estinian case, he will in effect be pressed into appearing to negotiate for
a separate Sinai settlement with Begin. This, as he put it, will subject
him to criticism by the Soviets and the rejectionist Arabs. A separate
agreement for the Sinai will strengthen the Soviets in the area. This
should, at all costs, be avoided. The second reason why he is prepared
to negotiate for the West Bank is the position of Egypt as the leader of
the Arab world. He noted that Egypt has half the population of the
Arab world. Real power lies in Egypt. Israel recognized this in the Oc-
tober 73 war. The Syrians were finished in 48 hours, but it took 19 days
before the Israelis bested the Egyptians. Even then, they would not
have been able to do so if the U.S. satellite photography had not been
furnished to the Israelis. This satellite photography had revealed his
25th Division preparing to cross the Canal. Egyptian leadership in the
Arab world will be totally damaged if he were to discuss only Sinai. An
agreement on a framework of peace signed with Egypt will give the Is-
raelis the endorsement of the largest Arab power. No one can do any-
thing to change this. There may be some terrorism, but there is no real
threat to Israel if Egypt is out of the conflict.

He recalled that his Jerusalem trip® had given Israel legitimacy so
far as the Arabs are concerned. On the West Bank, he reiterated that he
will show flexibility. The West Bankers, he professed to know from his
Jerusalem trip, are with us. This will provide ample legitimacy to any
West Bank arrangements he might negotiate. He is ready to proceed

2 Gee footnote 1, Document 11.
3 See footnote 3, Document 4.
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with or without Hussein. If there are no Jordanians on Al Agsa, he is
ready to put up an Egyptian flag and deploy Egyptian forces on the
West Bank.

Sadat went on to say that there can be no concessions on the Sinai
borders. He hoped that whatever proposals the U.S. may make, the
idea of Sinai border concessions will not be included. If it is, he will
refuse it. This also applies to the sometimes mooted concept of Israeli
settlements remaining in Sinai, perhaps under Egyptian Government
protection. This is also not acceptable to him. Retention of the Sinai set-
tlements is as a matter of principle refused. He could under no circum-
stances agree to this. He noted that this is a point of disagreement be-
tween him and the U.S. President Carter had at one point or another
suggested something along those lines, but he wanted to emphasize
that he cannot do this. (He did not spell out why not, but negative
Egyptian military reaction has sometimes been cited as the reason why
he cannot.) “Let us have no illusions on this matter,” Sadat said.

Having said this, Sadat wanted President Carter to know that he
will cooperate in making everything go smoothly. On the West Bank,
he recognizes there is a security problem for Israel. He is ready to meet
that security problem. If Hussein comes in, he is sure Hussein will do
the same. If Hussein does not come in, he, Sadat, will take the responsi-
bility. In negotiating the security problem, Sadat suggested that this
should include the termination of the Israeli military government im-
mediately after signature of an agreement, and also the withdrawal of
Israeli forces. If this can be achieved, it will enable him to get Arab sup-
port for the agreement. The rejectionists will disavow it, but no matter.
Over 90 percent of the Arabs can be persuaded to support Sadat if such
agreement is reached.

When the stage of concrete proposals is reached, Sadat indicated
we may want to tell the press about this. He plans to discuss this with
President Carter at their first bilateral meeting.

There will be a role for the United States to play in the implementa-
tion of the agreement. Begin, Sadat was sure, will oppose it, but Sadat
said he wants Begin to come out in the open and to be exposed on his
opposition. Sadat stated emphatically that he has no confidence in
Begin. It would be better to be negotiating with Peres, Weizman or even
Golda Meir. But Begin is the Prime Minister and he will have to be ex-
posed. Begin’s idea of partial separate agreements is also “completely
excluded”. So is the concept of a third disengagement agreement. Sadat
said emphatically that he will not sign anything of this sort with Begin.

Apart from this, however, he was sure President Carter will be sat-
isfied with his strategy. As he had said at the outset, he has broad out-
lines but must still fill in the details. He will probably give President
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Carter a written paper on the Egyptian strategy and positions. He plans
to meet with Foreign Minister Kamel this week to develop details.
Sadat said he is thinking of “saving President Carter for a major
coup.” Begin will be working on a theory that President Carter plans to
come out with some proposals. This is what Begin is trying to abort.
Perhaps, Sadat said, President Carter will not have to make any pro-
posals or suggestions. He, Sadat, is thinking of doing something along
the lines of his Jerusalem visit that might vitiate the need for an Amer-
ican proposal at this time. He did not at this time wish to elaborate.

President Sadat said that he will need President Carter in what he
called a Dullesian* exercise in brinksmanship. “This man Begin,” he
said, “is totally against any agreement except on his terms.” Sadat’s
strategy is that President Carter and he come out “victorious,” what-
ever the results of the Camp David talks might be. Begin is trying to
“hit” at President Carter, but Begin will find that this turns into a trap
for him.

As I was leaving, I asked whether Sadat has had any further
thoughts on bringing Gamasy. Sadat said he does not plan to bring
him. To do so will only give Begin the opportunity to divert the discus-
sions by suggesting that the Defense Ministers might be tasked with
discussing difficult matters. If agreement is reached and a need arises
for Gamasy to come in order to work out details, Sadat noted that Mu-
barak can send the general to Washington within twenty-four hours.

# Reference is to John Foster Dulles who was Secretary of State from 1953 until 1959.

17. Telegram From the Embassy in Jordan to the Department of
State’

Amman, August 28, 1978, 152872

6941. Subject: Message to President Carter From King Hussein.

1. Royal Court Chief Sharaf presented Charge August 28 the fol-
lowing message to President Carter from King Hussein.

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 4, Middle East-1978. Secret; Immediate; Nodis.
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2. Quote: Dear Mr. President, Thank you for your letter” of August
15, 1978 in which you kindly acquainted me with your views and
thoughts regarding the future meeting at Camp David. Your initiative
in arranging this meeting reflected your personal courage and pro-
found sense of commitment to peace in our region and in the world. I
am particularly grateful and satisfied at your assurance that your ef-
forts at Camp David will be guided by your views on a just and lasting
peace which have been the subject of our talks and contacts since the
beginning.

—Allow me, in return, to put before you our views of the present
situation and the prospects of future progress.

—Before President Sadat’s unprecedented initiative, Jordan was
seeking to build a consensus among the Arab States [garble] people.
These efforts I was conducting while in close consultation with you and
within our agreed framework. The idea would have assisted in over-
coming the serious procedural obstacles, the problem of coordination
among the Arab parties and the issue of Palestinian representation in
the peace talks. President Sadat’s surprising and unprecedented initia-
tive, although brave, led to a deep eruption within the Arab world
upsetting the atmosphere of cooperation necessary for achieving a
comprehensive settlement. Israel’s negative attitude towards all the es-
sential substantive questions in a future settlement, demonstrated in
the talks following President Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem, caused a serious
setback in the peace process and the atmosphere in general. It has in-
creased the belief in the Arab countries that the Israeli Government is
opposed to a total withdrawal from the Arab territories occupied by
force in June, 1967 under any circumstances, and it does not intend to
allow any reasonable solution of the Palestinian question based on rec-
ognition of the right of the Palestinian people, recognized in many
United Nations Resolutions, or the right to participate under condi-
tions of freedom in solving the Palestinian problem and in exercising
their legitimate human right of self determination. More than at any
time previously, Mr. President, I am now sadly persuaded of this. The
revelations resulting from President Sadat’s initiative have brought us
in the Arab world to this unavoidable conclusion. This is not to say that
we in Jordan are any less convinced of the necessity and urgency of
achieving a peaceful settlement and more precisely a lasting peace in
the area. But we have now a more realistic assessment of the prospects
of such a settlement. For us in Jordan, the situation has always been
particularly unique and delicate in view of our special relationship

2 Gee footnote 1, Document 11.
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with the Palestinian question. The Israeli Government has also added
to the obstacles by denying any Jordanian right in the West Bank and
refusing to admit that it is occupied Jordanian territory. It is more
necessary for us now to have a clear and unambiguous indication that
as a result of the process of negotiation Israel would end its occupation
of the West Bank and Gaza and the other territories occupied in June,
1967 and allow a process of self-determination leading to the resolution
of the Palestinian problem along lines outlined and with reciprocal
guarantees for future mutual security to Arabs and Israelis alike. I am
convinced that under such circumstances it would be within our ability
not only to participate actively and positively in constructing peace on
a solid and lasting basis but also to influence our Arab brethren to par-
ticipate in the peace process on the basis of the formula you suggested
earlier for Geneva or a similar collective framework.

—I do hope and pray that your brave initiative in arranging the
forthcoming talks in Camp David would result in the necessary break-
through. I am sure that you are determined to achieve substantive
progress. Permit me, however, to point out that it is feared here in
Jordan that the inability to achieve such genuine progress in the talks,
as a result of Israel’s proven intransigence, might prompt the partici-
pants to issue a vague and uncommiting document of principles aimed
at de-emphasizing the differences and inviting other participants. It
would be unhelpful to move along such a course and, consequently, ex-
pose potential participants such as Jordan to unjustified international
and local conflicting pressures. It would be unfair and unrealistic to ex-
pect Jordan and other Arab parties to shift their stands on principles on
such grounds in the absence of genuine indications of an Israeli posi-
tive attitude on the substantive questions.

—I wish to assure you, Mr. President, that Jordan remains ready
and willing to participate in all peace efforts that have a credible chance
of progress and a productive conclusion. We are committed to the ideal
of peace in our region and the hope of a just settlement. After the talks
in Camp David I hope that we would reopen close consultations re-
garding the situation. I shall conduct consultations with my Arab
partners in this spirit and for the reactivation of the atmosphere of col-
lective search for peace and positive action. I have already conveyed
my country’s views to President Sadat and I am sure that he under-
stands and appreciates them.

—I wish to thank you again for your confidence and friendship. I
hope I can reciprocate and that my country would remain the strong
friend and partner to your great country as it has always been and a
factor for stability and a force for the preservation of the identity of the
area and for honorable peace here and in the world.
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—With my best wishes and deep respect. Your sincere friend, Hus-
sein I. End quote.

3. Original letter being pouched to Department (S/S).?

4. Report of Sharaf’s background comments on letter being cabled
septel.*

Suddarth

3 A copy of the original typewritten and signed letter from Hussein to Carter, dated
August 27, as forwarded to Brzezinski under a September 11 covering memorandum
from Tarnoff, is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material,
President’s Correspondence with Foreign Leaders File, Box 11, Jordan: King Hussein,
2/77-2/79. Carter sent a brief response to Hussein's letter on September 2. In the letter,
Carter stated appreciation for Hussein’s “clear and candid expression of your position re-
garding the possible participation of Jordan in the negotiations in the future.” Carter
added, “Both of us are aware of the difficulties involved, but I want you to know that I am
determined to spare no effort to achieve genuine progress at Camp David. I am con-
vinced that both Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat also want very much to see
this meeting succeed. We will be concentrating at the highest political level on the core
issues of the just and lasting peace we all seek. I intend to participate actively as a full
partner in those efforts.” (Telegram 224191 to Amman, September 2; National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780360-0240) Carter’s message was delivered to
Hussein by Suddarth in London on September 4. (Telegram 7030 from Amman, Sep-
tember 4; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780360-0732)

*In telegram 6942 from Amman, August 28, Suddarth summarized his August 28
conversation with Sharaf regarding Hussein’s letter. After Sharaf reiterated the points
contained in Hussein’s letter, Suddarth “strongly urged” Jordan to “keep an open mind
until after Camp David. Sharaf said it would do so but emphasized that Jordan wants
U.S. to know its position clearly before talks start. King [Hussein] had sent a similar letter
to Sadat.” Suddarth concluded that Hussein’s letter “appears to leave little room for
Camp David talks to produce enough positive results for Jordan to associate itself with
ongoing negotiations, unless a major breakthrough occurs on Israeli willingness to make
major change in its position on West Bank withdrawal and Palestinian self-
determination—a change which Jordan thinks will not occur.” (Telegram 6942 from
Amman, August 28; National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 5, Preparations for Camp David
Summit—August 1978)
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18. Memorandum From the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget (McIntyre) to President Carter!

Washington, August 30, 1978

SUBJECT
U.S. Aid to the Middle East

As you prepare for the Camp David meeting with Prime Minister
Begin and President Sadat, I believe you should bear in mind a growing
predicament in our aid to the Middle East. On the one hand, you
should continue to assure both Israel and Egypt that the levels of U.S.
economic and military assistance will not be decreased or withheld as
leverage in the peace negotiations. On the other hand, there is an in-
creasing disparity between the customary levels of U.S. aid to the
Middle East confrontation states and their actual needs for assistance.

Below are some of the facts that point up the increasing difficulty
in justifying continued high levels of U.S. aid to the Middle East. I am
not in this memorandum suggesting a reduction in those aid levels in
1980. But I do suggest that you should consider the need to begin
creating a climate where appropriate reductions will be acceptable dip-
lomatically to Israel and Egypt.

—Total: U.S. aid to the four Middle East confrontation states totals
$3.1 billion (see attached table), or 39% of all U.S. bilateral assistance in
1978.

—Israel: At $1.8 billion per year, U.S. aid to Israel amounts to
nearly $500 per capita. Israel’s balance-of-payments surplus is expected
to be in the range of $800 million for both 1978 and 1979. This surplus
allows Israel to increase its foreign exchange reserves (up 20% since
1976), retire short-term debt, and prepay medium- and long-term com-
mercial debt. GNP growth, low since the 1973 war, is now expected to
be in the 5-6% range in 1978 and to increase to 8% in 1979 and beyond.
In addition, DOD and intelligence analyses indicate that the current
level of Israeli military capabilities insures Israel’s security against any
likely attack by Arab forces. Preliminary analysis as part of the fall
budget process indicates that U.S. aid of $1 billion would be sufficient
to meet Israeli needs.

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 52, Middle East: Camp David Cables and Memos, 8/16-31/78. Secret. A copy of
the memorandum was sent to Brzezinski.
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—Although Egypt continues to have serious economic problems,
its prospects have improved measurably since 1976, largely because of
massive aid infusions from the U.S. and the Arab oil states. World
Bank, IMF, and USG analyses all project a steady decrease in aid re-
quirements in the future. While total new U.S. aid commitments have
been running at about $1 billion annually, disbursements will reach
$800 million in 1978 after two low years as the program gathered mo-
mentum. The “pipeline” of undisbursed AID prior commitments will
thus be nearly $1 billion by the end of this fiscal year. It now appears
that new AID supporting assistance of $600 million rather than the cur-
rent level of $750 million, when combined with outlays from the pipe-
line and food aid ($200 million annually), will be sufficient to maintain
flows of at least $1 billion through 1981 or 1982. This would more than
meet your commitment to President Sadat to maintain aid levels (in
disbursement terms) over the next few years. A continuation of new
U.S. commitments at the 1979 level would likely permit the wealthy
Arab oil producers to reduce their aid.

—Aid levels for Jordan and Syria are primarily determined by
levels for Egypt and Israel. Nevertheless, both of these smaller confron-
tation states are sufficiently strong economically that they could with-
stand a reduction in U.S. aid in the context of an overall cut-back of aid
to the Middle East.

The disparity between recipient needs and U.S. support levels in
the Middle East could be particularly important in making 1980 budget
decisions as we consider heavy demands for funds to meet U.S. secu-
rity interests elsewhere in the world. To meet new demands for assist-
ance to Africa (especially southern Africa), Portugal, Turkey, and Latin
America, we expect State to recommend a 1980 security assistance pro-
gram well in excess of the planning ceiling. This in turn will force diffi-
cult tradeoffs with other areas if overall budget objectives are to be met.
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Attachment
Table?
undated
U.S. Aid to Middle East
Confrontation States, 1977-1979
(in millions of dollars)
1977 1978 1979 est.
Israel
Security Supporting Assistance 785 785 785
FMS Credits 1,000° 1,000* 1,000°
PL 480 11 7 5
Housing Guarantees 25 25 —
Israel Total 1,821 1,817 1,790
Egypt
Security Supporting Assistance 699 750 750
PL 480 209 189 185
Military Training — 0.2 0.4
Egypt Total 908 939 935
Jordan
Security Supporting Assistance 70 93 143°
FMS Credits 75 75 85
Military Assistance Program 55 55 45
Military Training 1 2 2
PL 480 9 6 5
Jordan Total 210 231 280
Syria
Security Supporting Assistance 80 80 90
PL 480 20 14 12
Syria Total 100 94 102
Grand Total 3,039 3,081 3,107
2 Secret.

350% of repayments forgiven. [Footnote is in the original.]
450% of repayments forgiven. [Footnote is in the original.]
550% of repayments forgiven. [Footnote is in the original.]

¢ Includes Magarin Dam project presented as a separate regional project. [Footnote
is in the original.]
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19. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State and the White House'

Tel Aviv, August 30, 1978, 14277

11400. NEA for Asst Sec Saunders and Ambassador Lewis. Subject:
Meeting With Prime Minister Begin on Lebanon. Refs: A) State 220265;
B) Tel Aviv 11335;® C) State 220266".

1. Summary: the Wednesday morning (Aug. 30) meeting with
Prime Minister Begin, Dayan and Weizman centered on Lebanon. All
three described the GOI'’s grave concern over developments there and
their convictions that Syria intends to wipe out the Maronite forces and
turn Lebanon into a part of Greater Syria. They believe that the Syrians
are using the pre-Camp David period as a cover for their military ac-
tions in the belief that Israel will be hesitant to respond. In fact, Israel
cannot accept Syrian domination of Lebanon and will have to consider
greater military involvement there should the Syrians blockade or cap-
ture the northern ports, try to occupy Christian areas of Beirut, or con-
tinue to interfere with Israeli reconnaissance flights. They emphasized
that Israel cannot allow the situation in Lebanon to continue to deterio-
rate during the Camp David period. If Israel feels it must act, it will act
in enough force to convince the Syrians of Israeli seriousness. Prime

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850033-0419. Se-
cret; Niact Immediate; Exdis Distribute as Nodis. Sent for information Immediate to
Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, Jerusalem, and USUN.

2In telegram 220265 to Tel Aviv, August 30, the Department provided talking
points for the meeting with Begin. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D780353-0611)

% In telegram 11335 from Tel Aviv, August 29, the Embassy reported: “GOI suspi-
cions that the Syrians intend to crush the right-wing Christian forces have been height-
ened by the erosion of the ceasefire in Beirut and, over the weekend, by Syrian military
action against the Christian villages in North Lebanon.

“The immediate consequences of these developments is that pressure is building
very fast here for the GOI to do something in Lebanon to deter the Syrians from their
present course.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780352-0820)

4In telegram 220266 to Damascus, August 30, the Department requested that
Seelye, in the absence of Khaddam, who was on an official visit to the Soviet Union, “get
in touch as quickly as possible” with Deputy Foreign Minister Kaddour, Presidential Ad-
viser Daoudi, “or any other senior Syrian official available” to share U.S. concern about
the Lebanon situation and the “extremely troubling” worries about “panic” detected in
the Lebanese Christian community, and to inform the Syrians that the United States con-
tinued to “deplore” the “shrill rhetoric coming from various quarters, including Israel.”
At the same time, Seelye was instructed to note “that Syria has not been as successful as it
might have been in convincing all concerned that its objectives are strictly limited and
that Syria will withdraw from Lebanon when the Sarkis government is able to maintain
security on its own,” as well as to “urge” Syria to “find a more credible way of allaying
suspicions and restoring international confidence in Syrian intentions.” (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D780353-0601)
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Minister Begin expressed appreciation for US efforts to reason with the
parties involved, but he proposes that President Carter also send a
letter to Assad immediately proposing a cease-fire and stand-fast in the
weeks ahead. He asked that we get an urgent response to his proposal
so that the participants at Camp David would not all be distracted by
worries over Lebanon. End summary

2. I met for an hour Wednesday morning with PM Begin, FonMin
Dayan and DefMin Weizman. Col. Tehila® and Elie Rubenstein were
also present. As anticipated, the subject on their minds was Lebanon.
The atmosphere was serious but the participants did not seem particu-
larly tense.

3. PM Begin led off the discussion. His remarks were brief and to
the point. The Lebanese situation is nearing a grave crisis, he said. The
Syrian Army has turned its tanks and guns against the civilian popula-
tion. Israel wants a successful Camp David, he said, but it needs US
help over the next few weeks to contain the situation in Lebanon. The
Syrians are now trying to crush the Maronites and to take over control
of the country. They are attempting to take advantage of the period be-
fore Camp David to do this because they believe Israel will be reluctant
to act strongly in Lebanon at this time.

4. The GOI cannot permit this course of development to continue,
the PM said. It has a moral commitment to prevent the massacre of a
national religious minority. No one else is helping the Christians and it
is an intolerable thought that they be wiped out.

5. The Prime Minister said that, in view of the above, he wanted to
make a request of the US Government. He proposed that there be an-
other American representation in Damascus as soon as possible de-
manding an immediate cease-fire in Beirut and elsewhere. If this can be
arranged, the participants can go to Camp David “with a clear head”
and not have to worry every day about what is going on in Lebanon.

6. Defense Minister Weizman said that he would like to emphasize
the security part of the Lebanese equation. Until ten years ago, when
the PLO arrived, Lebanon was quiet. Today there is not only an attempt
to destroy the Maronites and impose the Syrian will on Lebanon, but
Syrian occupation of Lebanon threatens the northern frontier of Israel.
If Iraq’s appreciable force, which can be moved to the area on short no-
tice is added, Israel can find itself encircled on the northern front. Israel
cannot tolerate the occupation of Lebanon by Syria.

7. Until recently, Weizman continued, IDF aircraft had flown over
Lebanon on reconnaissance missions uncontested by the Syrians. In the
last two weeks, however, there have been two attempts by Syrian MiGs

% Ilan Tehilla, military aide to Weizman.
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to intercept the Israeli planes. In Weizman’s opinion it is only a ques-
tion of time before there will be aerial clashes and then the whole
matter will escalate further. Israel must be able to continue its air recon-
naissance unchallenged.

8. Dayan picked up on both the moral and security themes. He
asked what the USG position would be if Syria has decided to take over
Lebanon. This would be a major change in the situation, he said. It ap-
pears that Syria has decided to go ahead and ignore other countries on
the assumption that no one will stop it. He asked rhetorically “is Israel
to sit idle?” Israel has a dilemma, Dayan continued. The US is asking
the IDF to stay out of Lebanon and yet the Syrians are taking advantage
of the situation. Dayan asked “what would be your reaction to our reac-
tion if Israel intervened one way or another?” “How does the US feel
about Lebanon becoming a part of Greater Syria?” Dayan predicted
that this will mean shortly the introduction of Soviet surface-to-air mis-
siles and other sophisticated equipment into Lebanon and Israel will be
facing an enemy on its northern border.

9. “How has this come to be?” Dayan asked. Israeli planes have
only been taking pictures and, from these, supplying information to the
Christians on the locations of Syrian artillery. The Security Council
talks about the restoration of Lebanese sovereignty, not Syrian. He
speculated that maybe it is only a coincidence that all this is happening
during the preparations for Camp David (although he clearly did not
accept this as a serious thought). In any case, Israel is being accused by
the Lebanese Christians of having reduced their assistance because of
the Camp David preparations. “Does the US want to maintain a status
quo, a cease-fire, and no interference with IDF planes or does the US
want Lebanon to become a part of Greater Syria?” Dayan mused that
regardless of whether the US thinks this development would be good
or bad, the US may have concluded that it cannot affect the outcome.

10. Israel does not want to be in the position three months from
now of regretting that it did not take the action it could to deter the
Syrians now, Dayan continued. Syria knows Israel can stop it militarily.
“If we shoot down half a dozen of their planes they will know we are
serious.”

11. At this point Begin interrupted and said that after rethinking
his proposal (para 2 above) he believes that President Carter should
send a personal letter to Assad immediately so that the US Embassy in
Damascus will have prompt access to the Syrian President. Begin was
concerned that otherwise we might spend days trying to get through to
the real decisionmaker. Representation at a lower level. Begin said, is
not productive. Begin reiterated that President Carter must ask for a
cease-fire. There must be “no more shooting.” If Assad should use
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Camp David as a screen to continue action from Lebanon, “this is a
misuse and would be intolerable to us.”

12. Dayan added that Israel wants to put everything on the table
and be 100 per cent honest. Israel is facing three military crises: a) Syria
is threatening to take over or blockade the northern Christian ports. If
they should try this, the GOI will be faced with the problem of what to
do about it by use of its land, sea or air forces; b) in Beirut, if Syria goes
into the Christian quarters the GOI will be asked by the Christians to do
something militarily; c) Syria has tried to convert the Lebanese sky into
a Syrian sky by challenging Israeli reconnaissance flights since last
week. This is a change. “Is Israel to accept it?”

13. At this point Weizman interjected that the situation is highly
volatile. If forced to act on the question of reconnaissance flights, the
GOI will not go in with two or three aircraft to shoot down a few Syrian
planes. The IDF will “bring in the elephant” (meaning that over-
whelming force will be used).

14. I assured the Prime Minister that I would convey the full details
of this conversation to Washington and be back to him as soon as I have
a response. I then went over the points contained in ref A concerning
our plans to calm the Lebanese situation. The Prime Minister said he
very much appreciated our efforts and hoped that the President would
also be able to accept his suggestion about a direct approach to Assad.
He emphasized the need to deal with Lebanon before his departure for
Camp David and said I should call him as soon as Washington
responds.®

15. There followed some brief discussion of UNIFIL and South
Lebanon which is being reported septel.”

16. Comment: The Israeli message was very clear: if the Syrians try
to close the northern ports, move in force against the Christian areas of
Beirut, or challenge Israeli reconnaissance flights over Lebanon, the Is-
raelis may feel compelled to react militarily—Camp David notwith-
standing. Begin seems convinced that anything less than a high-level
US approach directly to Assad might fail to get across the message

®In telegram 221462 to Tel Aviv, August 31, the Department instructed Hart,
Chargé d’Affaires for the Embassy in Lewis’s absence, to inform Begin that Israeli con-
cerns had been communicated to Vance and Carter, that Vance would be sending a mes-
sage to Assad conveying the “seriousness of Israeli concerns and the possibility that, if
confrontations continue, the Israelis may become more involved than they are now,” and
that Seelye had made a strong démarche to the Syrian foreign ministry, while the Depart-
ment had approached the Syrian Embassy in Washington. (National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2460) Hart conveyed this message to Begin in an
August 31 meeting between the two. (Telegram 11474 from Tel Aviv, August 31; National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850033-0429)

7 Telegram 11406 from Tel Aviv, August 30. (National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy File, D780354-0357)
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strongly enough. (Ref C had not been received when I departed for the
morning meeting.)

17. As this was being drafted, Israeli radio began carrying stories
of this morning’s meeting. The thrust of the reports is that the GOI has
pointed out the gravity of the situation in Lebanon to the US and asked
the USG to convey a warning to Syria.

Hart

20. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassies in
Syria and Israel’

Washington, August 31, 1978, 0154Z

221463. For Ambassador. Subject: Lebanon Problem. Ref: Tel Aviv
11400.2

1. You should get in touch soonest with most senior and appro-
priate Syrian official available® to request that the following points
from the Secretary (in effect an oral message) be conveyed to President
Assad:

—We are deeply disturbed by the recent trend of hostilities in Leb-
anon. The humanitarian aspect of our concern is that members of the
Christian community in large numbers are fleeing Lebanon or are
being driven into arms of militants. There is also a sharp increase in
concern here and elsewhere that possible destruction of a key element
in delicate Lebanese political balance would make it all but impossible
to rebuild unity of Lebanese state—a goal which we believe the U.S.
and Syria share. Our strategic concern is that continuation of current
course could lead to wider hostilities with incalculable consequences.

—It has been and remains our practice not to convey Israeli mes-
sages or warnings to Syria, despite what the press may report. How-

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840140-2453. Se-
cret; Niact Immediate; Nodis. Drafted by Draper; cleared by James Thyden (S/S-O) and
in substance by Newsom; approved by Saunders. Sent for information Immediate to Je-
rusalem, USUN, Amman, Cairo, and Jidda. Printed from a corrected copy.

2 See Document 19.

3 Seelye called on Dabboul on August 31 to give Vance’s oral message to Assad who
was then out of Damascus. (Telegram 5122 from Damascus, August 31; National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850061-2076)
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ever, I believe it is important for me to be sure you are aware of my own
appreciation of the present mood there.

—I know from my own talks with Israeli leaders during my visit to
Israel early this month* that they remain deeply suspicious of Syria and
of Syria’s role in Lebanon. We recognize that the Syrian forces in Leb-
anon, along with contingents from Sudan, Saudi Arabia and the UAE,
are there at the request of the Sarkis government and with the approval
of the Arab League for the expressed purpose of preserving the unity of
Lebanon and restoring the authority of the central government. The Is-
raelis at times have tacitly accepted this role but in light of recent Syrian
moves against Christian areas, they again see Syrian moves as steps in a
strategy of assuming a dominant role in Lebanon and preparing a
second front against Israel. That perception arouses deep concern in Is-
rael and heavy pressure on the government to take action. I believe
these pressures to take action have reached a new intensity in recent
days. As long as confrontations in Lebanon occur, misunderstandings
and miscalculations about Syrian intentions in Israel could all too easily
lead to greater Israeli involvement in Lebanon. It is vitally important
that this be forestalled.

—These impressions gained during my own recent talks in Israel
are underscored by more recent discussions our representatives have
had with Israeli leaders.

—While the USG and I personally have made sustained and strong
efforts in urging restraint upon the Israelis, there is a limit to what we
will be able to do if the situation in Lebanon continues to deteriorate.
An accidental clash between Israeli and Syrian aircraft flying over Leb-
anon could all too easily occur, and this could precipitate dangerous
new tensions. We are urging the Israelis to exercise the most rigid disci-
pline and prudence to prevent inadvertent clashes or a contest for con-
trol of the airspace over Lebanon. We urge Syria to do likewise.

—Our purpose in sharing this assessment is not to discuss respon-
sibility for recent events. Syria too is deeply suspicious of Israeli in-
volvement in Lebanon’s affairs. Israel certainly is not without blame for
some of the tensions and troubles which have engulfed Lebanon. Our
purpose is to be sure Syria fully understands the situation in which its
actions are being taken and to urge the utmost caution.

—In addition to sharing this assessment with you, I must also ex-
press the deep concern of many Americans, some with relatives in Leb-
anon, about where the situation in Lebanon is heading. The prospect of
further changes in the delicate political composition in Lebanon raises
questions about how Lebanese unity can be restored. As long as the

4 See footnote 4, Document 5.
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civil war continues, there will be little possibility in moving toward that
goal which is of concern to all of us. It seems to me crucial that a major
effort now be made to halt the fighting once and for all so that attention
can turn to that basic objective.

—What I believe must now be done—urgently—is to help bring
about a real and lasting ceasefire and a breathing spell during which
the underlying causes of the various confrontations in Lebanon could
be dealt with. We know that during past ceasefires, provocations
against Syrian forces have occurred, yet, since Syria’s publicly stated
policy, in addition to attempting to preserve law and order on behalf of
the Sarkis government, is to respond only to major provocations, it
might be possible to go one step further and reduce the chances of new
provocations from elements hostile to Syria. This might take place if
Syrian forces would stand fast where they are now and end or cut
down the movement of Syrian forces through areas where provoca-
tions are likely to occur.

—If the Syrian forces made a determined effort to remain only in
well protected and heavily fortified positions, reasonably safe from
provocations—for at least a while—the repeated series of provocations
and counteractions could perhaps be interrupted. If, on the other hand,
Syrians continue to advance in force into areas where Syrian forces
have not been involved previously, and particularly in the Mount Leb-
anon heartland, I fear that the situation will continue to deteriorate and
the risk of escalation will grow rapidly. In our view, it might be prefer-
able for the time being for Syrian forces to remain aloof from fighting
that erupts between Lebanese groups and factions.

—Tl appreciate the renewed assurances about Syria’s objectives that
have been conveyed in recent days to us by Foreign Minister Khaddam
and Deputy Foreign Minister Kaddour, but I believe the gravity of the
situation demands a major determined effort by Syria to bring about an
immediate ceasefire. I hope that our two governments can work to-
gether to bring about the strong and stable Lebanon which we have
both wanted and which is important to Syria’s well-being and security.

2. Make clear to the Syrians that we will, if asked, flatly deny that
we have conveyed an Israeli warning to the Syrians. We will say merely
that we have continued to be in touch with the Syrian authorities on the
situation in Lebanon. However, please be certain that SARG under-
stands from this message that the atmosphere in Jerusalem is increas-
ingly tense about the Lebanese situation and that we are convinced a
dangerous train of events could quickly develop.

Christopher
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21. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter’

Washington, August 31, 1978

SUBJECT
Strategy for Camp David

For the talks at Camp David to succeed, you will have to control the
proceedings from the outset and thereafter pursue a deliberate political
strategy designed to bring about significant changes in both the Egyp-
tian and Israeli substantive positions.” I strongly suggest that you bear
the following points in mind:

1. Sadat cannot afford a failure and he knows it; both Sadat and Begin
think that you cannot afford failure; but Begin probably believes that a
failure at Camp David will hurt you and Sadat, but not him. He may even
want to see Sadat discredited and you weakened, thus leaving him
with the tolerable status quo instead of pressures to change his life-long
beliefs concerning “Judea and Samaria.”

2. You will have to convince both leaders, but especially Begin, that
failure® at Camp David will have directly adverse consequences for our
bilateral relations and in terms of Soviet influence in the region.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 52, Middle East: Camp David Cables and Memos, 8/16-31/78. Secret; Sensitive;
Eyes Only. Outside System. Sent for action. Printed from an uninitialed copy. The date is
handwritten at the top of the first page of the memorandum.

2 The Department of State produced its own Camp David briefing book for Carter.
The book, sent from Vance to Carter under an undated covering memorandum, pre-
sented a series of papers designed to supplement those produced by the Department for
Carter on August 18. (See footnote 2, Document 12) In addition to an overview of the up-
coming summit, the book includes strategy papers for the meetings with Begin, the
meetings with Sadat, and the initial trilateral meeting among Begin, Sadat, and Carter as
well as a copy of the Department of State paper on the Sinai/West Bank relationship (see
Document 7), a paper on possible outcomes and options for the summit, and biographical
sketches of the Israeli and Egyptian delegations. (Department of State, Office of the Secre-
tariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 11, The Secre-
tary Camp David [Briefing Book])

3 As part of its briefing book for the summit, sent to Carter under an August 31 cov-
ering memorandum from Turner, the Central Intelligence Agency produced a paper ana-
lyzing the possible consequences if Camp David failed. According to the paper, the
summit will have failed if the United States was “unable to persuade both Sadat and
Begin to continue the present negotiating process after the Camp David sessions have
ended” or a “breakdown at Camp David does not at least set in motion forces in Israel
that could either cause Begin to moderate his position or lead to the collapse of his gov-
ernment and thus present the prospect of different negotiations.” The briefing book also
contained papers analyzing the positions of both Begin and Sadat on the eve of the
summit, the military backdrop to the negotiations, Arab and Soviet reactions to a possible
U.S. military presence in the Middle East, and the economic benefits of Egyptian-Israeli
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3. Sadat will define success in terms of substance, and in particular an
Israeli commitment to the principle of withdrawal on all fronts. Begin
will define success largely in terms of procedural arrangements and will be
very resistant to pressures for substantive concessions.

4. You will have to persuade Begin to make some substantive con-
cessions, while convincing Sadat to settle for less than an explicit Israeli
commitment to full withdrawal and Palestinian self-determination.

5. Your most important meetings will be with each leader individually,
not with both together. You cannot expect Sadat and Begin to reveal their
fall-back positions in front of each other, but in private you may be able
to move them toward greater flexibility.

6. During the first round of meetings, you will want to reestablish a
personal relationship with each leader, expressing your understanding
of their concerns and appealing to their statesmanship. During the
second and third days, you will want to be frank and direct in dis-
cussing substantive points. Begin in particular will need time to reflect
on what you say. There will be a natural break in the talks on Saturday,*
and Begin should understand that you will be pressing for decisions on
Sunday.

7. Both Sadat and Begin must starkly see the consequences of success and
failure if they are to make hard choices.

—PFailure brought on by Sadat’s intransigence would bring to an
end the special US-Egyptian relationship. Even if Sadat is not held re-
sponsible for the collapse of negotiations, we would find it increasingly
difficult to maintain the close ties of the past few years and the Soviet
Union would find opportunities to strengthen its position in the area at
Sadat’s expense as well as our own. Sadat must be told that we cannot
afford more surprise moves by him if we are to work together effec-
tively for a peace agreement. We expect to be consulted before Sadat
takes new initiatives.

—Begin must see that US-Israeli relations are based on reciprocity.
Our commitment to Israel’s security and well-being must be met by an
Israeli understanding of our national interests. If Israel is responsible for
blocking progress toward peace in the Middle East, Begin should be told clearly

peace, as well as biographical sketches of Begin and Sadat. In the covering memorandum,
Turner stated that the briefing book was produced in response to a request Carter made
during his “recent visit” to the CIA. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski
Material, Country File, Box 54, Middle East: Camp David Summit, 8/78) According to the
President’s Daily Diary, Carter visited CIA headquarters in Langley, Virginia between
2:03 p.m. and 3:15 p.m. on August 16, where he addressed CIA employees and attended a
briefing on CIA operations and intelligence procedures. (Carter Library, Presidential
Materials)

4 September 9.
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that you will have to take the following steps, which could affect the US-Israeli
relationship:

—Go to the American public with a full explanation of US national
interests in the Middle East (strategic relations with Soviets, economic in-
terests, oil, cooperation with moderate regimes).

—Explain the scale of US aid to Israel ($10 billion since 1973, or
nearly $4000 for each Israeli citizen). Despite this, Israel is unwilling to
reciprocate by showing flexibility in negotiations.

—We will be prepared to spell out publicly our views on a fair settlement.

—We will be unable to defend Israel’s position if the negotiations
shift to the UN or Geneva.

—Both Sadat and Begin can be assured that progress toward peace
will mean a strong relationship with the United States, including in the
economic and security areas, and enhanced ability to control develop-
ments in the region in ways that will serve our mutual interests.

8. The absolute minimum you want from each leader is the
following:

—From Sadat:

—Acceptance of a long-term Israeli security presence in the West Bank/
Gaza.

—A five-year interim regime for the West Bank/Gaza; no independent
Palestinian state; deferral of negotiations on borders and sovereignty
until end of five-year period.

—Acceptance of less than an Israeli commitment to full withdrawal and
Palestinian self-determination as guidelines for negotiations.

—Willingness to negotiate guidelines for West Bank/Gaza even if
Hussein does not come in.

—Repetition of “no more war” pledge; willingness to renew UNEF
in October; honoring terms of Sinai 1I, including commitment to
peaceful resolution of differences.

—A willingness to negotiate seriously if an agreement on prin-
ciples is reached.

—From Begin:

—Acceptance of all the principles of 242, including withdrawal
and the “inadmissability of acquisition of territory by war,” as appli-
cable on all fronts.

—DModifications in “self-rule” proposal in order to make it sufficiently
attractive to moderate Palestinians to bring them in as participants and
to increase prospects of their accepting its main features (open borders,
some Israeli security presence, some Israeli rights to live in West Bank,
self-government) beyond five years. These modifications require an Israeli
acceptance of the principle of withdrawal; a moratorium on organized settle-
ment activity, in contrast to the rights of individuals to acquire land on a recip-
rocal basis; a visible termination of the military occupation at the outset of the
five-year period; devolution of authority for the new regime from an agree-
ment among Israel, EQypt, and Jordan; and genuine self-government for the
Palestinians.
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—TFlexibility on the remaining issues of settlements and air bases in
Sinai.

9. Begin and Sadat are likely to try to shift the discussions to new pro-
posals of their own. Begin may concentrate on details as a diversion from
the larger issues. Sadat may try to enlist your support for a bold move
on his part which will put Begin in the corner. The risk is that you could
lose control of the talks and be diverted from the central issues either by
Begin’s legalisms or Sadat’s imprecision. You should keep the focus on
the large picture, and strategic choices, and refer new proposals or sug-
gestions for textual language to the Foreign Ministers and Secretary
Vance. With Sadat, you will have to hear him out on his new strategy
without appearing to collude with him against Begin.

10. Both leaders will constantly be trying to get you to side with them on
specific points. They will not hesitate to remind you of what we have
said to them in the past. Begin will remember that we called his “self-
rule” plan a “fair basis for negotiations,” and Sadat will have very
much in mind the promises made at Camp David. Your best defense
against these efforts to manipulate you will be to concentrate on the fu-
ture choices, on the strategic consequences of success or failure, and on the
need for each side to transcend past positions.

11. Sadat is very likely to want to explore the possibility of reaching secret
understandings with you and Begin on some elements of a settlement. This is
apparently more important to him than a declaration of principles.
There are clearly risks in relying on secret agreements, but Sadat’s will-
ingness to be forthcoming on some issues may well depend upon our
ability, as well as Begin’s, to assure him that he will not be embarrassed
by leaks.

12. If Sadat shows more flexibility than Begin, we may be per-
ceived by the Israelis and their supporters as colluding with the Egyp-
tians. This could be politically awkward, and you may want to suggest
discreetly to Sadat that he not rush to accept any suggestions we put
forward publicly. It will help our credibility if we are seen to be
pressing both sides for concessions. While we do want Sadat to accept our
ideas, the timing and circumstances in which he does so should be very care-
fully coordinated.

13. (The number may be symbolic.) If the meetings end in disagree-
ment, we should not attempt to paper over the differences. The reasons
and consequences of a failure will be publicly explained by you, and
Sadat and Begin should understand from the outset that this will be the
case, including the specifics in #7 above.

Finally, I summarize below what I consider to be the acceptable
minimum that we must aim for on the central issues:
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1. Withdrawal/Security on the West Bank/Gaza

Sadat should agree to an Israeli security presence during the five-
year interim period and for an indefinite time beyond; he should agree
to defer decisions on the precise location of borders and on sovereignty
until the end of the transitional period. In return, he should be able to
claim credit for ending the military occupation of the West Bank and
Gaza, and for establishing that the principle of withdrawal will be ap-
plied in the final peace settlement dealing with these areas.

Begin should agree that the principle of withdrawal does apply on
all fronts, including the West Bank and Gaza, provided that its applica-
tion takes into account Israel’s long-term security needs in the area;
sovereignty will remain in abeyance until a final peace agreement is
reached at the end of the five-year period. This will allow Begin to take
credit for protecting Israel’s fundamental security interests, while not
requiring that he explicitly abandon Israel’s claim to sovereignty over
these areas.

2. Settlements

There should be a moratorium on organized settlement activities, but
both parties should agree that provisions should be made for indi-
vidual Israelis and Palestinians to do business and to live in Israel and
the West Bank/Gaza in the spirit of open borders, free movement of
peoples, and normal peaceful relations.

3. Negotiations

Both parties should commit themselves to continuing negotiations
on both the Sinai and the West Bank/Gaza issues.

4. Resolution 242

Both parties should reiterate their commitment to all of the prin-
ciples of Resolution 242 as the basis for peace treaties on all fronts. In
addition, they should agree on the Aswan language® on Palestinian
rights, and should commit themselves to the concept of full peace and
normal relations. Sadat should repeat his commitment to “no more
war” and agree to the renewal of UNEF® in October.

Attached at Tab A is a memorandum’ of Ambassador FEilts’ last
conversation with President Sadat. It is well worth reading. Sadat
seems to be preparing more surprises.

5 See footnote 5, Document 3.

¢ Reference is likely to the United Nations Emergency Force, known as UNEF I, de-
ployed in the aftermath of the October 1973 Arab-Israeli war. Its mandate was due for re-
newal in October 1978.

7 Not found attached. Reference is to Eilts's August 26 meeting with Sadat. The
memorandum of conversation for the meeting is printed as Document 16.
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22. Telegram From the Consulate General in Jerusalem to the
Department of State'

Jerusalem, September 1, 1978, 1715Z

2427. Subject: Camp David—The Missing Palestinians. For the Sec-
retary, Atherton and Saunders.

1. It is indeed ironic that a summit meeting which will have as its
focus the future of the Palestinians, especially those in the West Bank
and Gaza, will not have any bona fide Palestinian representatives
present. The PLO, which a majority of Palestinians say represents them,
is absent because of Israel’s refusal to deal with the organization. Hus-
sein, who could be a surrogate under certain circumstances, has ex-
cluded himself. Sadat is not regarded as an authorized spokesman and
West Bankers fear that Israeli intransigence may compel him to modify
his heretofore acceptable position on the Palestinian problem in order
to achieve a deal on Sinai.

2. As seen from here, Israel at Camp David will have a unique op-
portunity not only to cement its relationship with Egypt but to make
peace with Jordan and a majority of Palestinians if it is able to rise to the
occasion and make genuine concessions on settlements, withdrawal,
refugee return and a Palestinian entity without endangering its
security.

3. What West Bankers want. We believe that a majority of West
Bankers emotionally support the views of Bassam Shaka, the Mayor of
Nablus, the West Bank’s largest city: total Israeli withdrawal to 1967
lines, Palestinian self-determination and recognition of the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian people. After the achievement of nom-
inal independence, many West Bankers recognize that a close associa-
tion with Jordan as well as open borders with Israel would be a neces-
sity. At the same time, all West Bankers, moderates and PLO
supporters alike oppose the Begin plan lock, stock and barrel for,
among other reasons, it is the plan of the occupier. Its objective is per-
ceived as continued occupation with Palestinian participation.

4. Although nationalistic West Bankers espouse their allegiance to
the PLO and proclaim their pessimism that Camp David will result in
Israeli flexibility, we have detected tantalizing indications that under
certain circumstances authentic West Bank leaders might be willing to
take part in an interim government and participate in negotiations with

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Files of Alfred L. Atherton, Lot 80D166, Box 6, Camp David Summit—September
1978 and working papers. Secret; Immediate; Exdis Handle as Nodis.
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Israel. The challenge at Camp David is to find a formula part way be-
tween the PLO’s position and the Begin plan that Hussein and repu-
table West Bankers can be brought to swallow.

5. What West Bankers would settle for. Given the bitterness and
frustration engendered by 11 years of occupation, they would be pow-
erfully attracted by the prospect of an end to the occupation. Bona fide
moderate West Bank leaders cannot and will not act alone: the key to
their participation isn’t Hussein’s participation, something that Dayan
reportedly realizes. Thus, the best way for Sadat to make headway on
the Palestinian problem is to insist he cannot make a separate peace in
Sinai and to maintain he must have enough to persuade Hussein to
take the plunge thereby also engaging moderate Palestinians in the oc-
cupied territories.

6. West Bankers would assume that Hussein would not be willing
to join negotiations unless he was certain of obtaining Israeli with-
drawal from the West Bank and restoring an official Arab presence in
Jerusalem. This would give them confidence and enable them to
counter radical criticism.

7. The most sensitive burning issue is settlements. A halt to further
settlements would have a great positive impact for it would demon-
strate concretely the peace process can work in Palestinians’ interest.
Withdrawal is also a sine qua non. Although West Bankers could reluc-
tantly be brought to accept adjustments in the 1967 lines, this funda-
mental point would have to be presented in terms consistent with Reso-
lution 242. Stress should be put on mutually acceptable modifications
(perhaps lines could be extended somewhat in the north and south in
order to permit adjustments elsewhere). Refugee return or family re-
unions with de facto Israeli controls would also be a powerful endorse-
ment to participate, because it would allow local Palestinians to dem-
onstrate they were acting for the benefit of expatriates as well. On
sovereignty, we believe moderate West Bankers would reluctantly ac-
cept a limited form of self-determination whereby at the end of an in-
terim period they would vote to ratify a link with Jordan. They (and we
assume Hussein) would not accept Israel’s position that the question of
sovereignty can be discussed at the end of the interim period thereby
permitting an Israeli veto over any change in the interim regime. They
remember Begin’s categoric statements about no foreign sovereignty in
the West Bank and, in the absence of flexibility, the whole exercise
could come to grief on this issue.

8. On security arrangements, West Bankers are pragmatic. After 11
years of living with Israelis they recognize Israel has legitimate con-
cerns and are willing to accept an IDF presence for the interim period
and perhaps beyond as long as their minimal requirements outlined
above are met.
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9. Connected to the settlements issue is the potentially explosive
question of land ownership. Under Ottoman law, which was un-
changed by the Jordanians, all land not built upon or cultivated is con-
sidered to be public land. Perhaps a formula could be found whereby
Israelis would have the right to acquire land in the West Bank and
Gaza, subject to agreement by the interim administration.

10. Presentation is all important. Any interim administration to
have any hope of success must not appear to be warmed-over Begin
plan® but a transition to a “better day.” Similarly, Hussein and sup-
porters on the West Bank should be seen to enter the negotiating
process reluctantly in order to safeguard Arab interests and not pri-
marily on behalf of the Hashemite regime. PLO reaction would obvi-
ously be important here. If Israel is willing to make concessions out-
lined in para 7, PLO opposition in our judgment would not be decisive
concerning moderate West Banker participation.

Newlin

2 See footnote 2, Document 5.

23.  Paper Prepared in the Department of State'

Washington, undated

OPTIMAL OUTCOME FOR CAMP DAVID
Owverall

Far-reaching understandings on the following five elements of a
peace settlement: (1) arrangements for a transitional West Bank/Gaza

L Source: Carter Library, Brzezinski Donated Material, Geographic File, Box 13,
Middle East—Negotiations: (7/29/78-9/6/78). Secret; Nodis. The paper was found at-
tached to an undated covering memorandum from Vance to Carter stating that this was a
“refined version” of the paper “that we discussed at lunch today.” (Ibid.) Reference is
presumably to Carter’s September 1 luncheon meeting with Mondale, Vance, Brown,
Jordan, Brzezinski, Eilts, and Lewis to discuss the Camp David talks. The luncheon took
place from noon to 1:11 p.m. in the Roosevelt Room at the White House. (Carter Library,
Presidential Materials, President’s Daily Diary) No other record of this meeting has been
found. Carter noted in his personal diary on August 31: “All the briefing books from the
State Department, NSC, and CIA had set our expectations too low. I want to insist to the
Middle East leaders that we resolve as many problems as possible at Camp David, not
just come out with a declaration of principles leading to further negotiations.” (White
House Diary, p. 215)
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regime; (2) main elements of a permanent solution for the West Bank/
Gaza (what happens after the 5 years); (3) the principles by which the
remaining Sinai issues might be resolved; (4) the relationship between a
West Bank/Gaza agreement and progress toward an Egypt-Israel
peace treaty; (5) the undertakings of peace that would be in a peace
treaty.

1. Transitional West Bank/Gaza Regime

Agreement on the following arrangements for a transitional re-
gime: (a) Israeli military government would be replaced by self-
government by the inhabitants—i.e., an end of military occupation; (b)
authority for the new regime would derive from agreement among the
parties; (c) question of sovereignty would be resolved within 5 years;
(d) Israeli forces would be withdrawn to designated areas; (e) Pales-
tinian displaced persons and refugees would be allowed to return at an
agreed annual rate and under agreed procedures; (f) during the 5 years
negotiations would be conducted and agreement reached on a final
treaty on the basis of Res. 242 including withdrawal, security measures
and commitments to peace; (g) the inhabitants of the areas would par-
ticipate in the negotiations through elected representatives and would
express their consent to the terms of the final settlement; (h) Jordan and
Palestinian representatives would be invited to join negotiations to
conclude a detailed agreement on the transitional regime and to partici-
pate in negotiations for a final settlement.

2. Elements of a Permanent Settlement for the West Bank/Gaza (post 5
years)

Agreement that: (a) the area would be demilitarized; (b) Israel
would retain its own security forces in specified numbers at specified
locations, the arrangement to be subject to review after 10 years; (c) Is-
rael would retain early warning installations (the U.S. could man these
if necessary); (d) the locally-elected governing authority would under-
take commitments to maintain peace and security and to prevent ter-
rorist acts; (e) relationship with Jordan and/or Israel would be defined;
(f) there would be open borders with Israel in terms of movement of
personnel and economic arrangements; (g) Israeli participation in in-
spection of Jordan River crossing points would be defined; (h) certain
Israeli settlements would be allowed to remain and rights of Israelis to
purchase land defined; (i) principles governing immigration of Pales-
tinian refugees would be defined; (j) the consent of inhabitants to the
terms of the settlement would be expressed by plebiscite or parliamen-
tary ratification.

3. Resolution of Sinai Issues

Agreement that an Egypt-Israel peace agreement would be imple-
mented in two main phases over a five-year period.
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(a) First phase. Peace treaty initialed. Line to which Israeli forces
withdraw in first phase defined; Israel settlements allowed to remain
under Israeli protection during this period; Israel would also retain use
of airfields in Sinai; some concrete measures of normalization of rela-
tions would be instituted.

(b) Second phase. Peace treaty signed and ratified. Israeli with-
drawal to international frontier; Israeli settlers allowed to remain under
Egyptian jurisdiction; airfields dismantled or made into civilian air-
ports; full normalization of relations completed; demilitarized and lim-
ited armament zones and third party presence in buffer zone defined.

4. Relationship Between Egypt-Israel Treaty and West Bank/Gaza

Agreement that: (a) Egypt would resume and continue to comple-
tion negotiations on Sinai issues; (b) when negotiations were completed
Egypt and Israel would proceed with initialing of the peace treaty and
implementation of the first phase, reserving the signing and ratification
of the treaty, and implementation of the second phase to coincide with
conclusion of a West Bank/Gaza treaty; (c) that if, however, Jordan and
Palestinian representatives refused to join in negotiations on the West
Bank/Gaza on the basis of the principles concluded at Camp David,
Egypt and Israel would, after an agreed period, proceed with conclu-
sion and full implementation of the Egypt-Israel peace treaty.

5. Peace Undertakings

Agreement on the main elements of peace undertakings that
would be part of the peace treaties between Egypt and Israel and on the
West Bank/Gaza, including: (a) end of economic boycott; (b) end of
Arab efforts to isolate Israel in international fora; (c) free passage in in-
ternational waterways; (d) Israeli rights of passage in Suez Canal;
(e) cultural and people-to-people exchanges; (f) commercial and diplo-
matic relations.

Agreement to set up working groups to begin negotiations on the
detailed terms of a peace treaty between Egypt and Israel.
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24.  Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, September 1, 1978, 1:10-2:40 p.m.

Subject
Middle East—Camp David Summit

Participants
President Jimmy Carter CIA
Vice President Walter Mondale Adm. Stansfield Turner
State White House
Cyrus Vance Zbigniew Brzezinski
Hermann Eilts U.S. Ambassador Hamilton Jordan
to Egypt Jody Powell
Samuel Lewlls U.S. Ambassador NSC
to Israe William Quandt
Defense
Harold Brown
Joint Chiefs of Stuﬁ'z

The President began the meeting by asking Ambassador Eilts and
Ambassador Lewis to discuss briefly the personalities who would be
with President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin at Camp David. Am-
bassador Eilts noted that Hassan Tuhamy would be there, but that he
would not have much influence over Sadat. Foreign Minister Kamil is
the next most important person, and he strongly believes in protecting
Sadat from going too far. Ambassador Eilts concluded that none of the
ministerial-level advisers would have much influence over Sadat.
Under Secretary al-Baz is very able and will be the principal drafting
officer, but he also has little direct influence over Sadat.

Ambassador Lewis then reviewed the Israeli personalities who
would accompany Begin. He ascribed greatest influence to Foreign
Minister Dayan, and noted that the Prime Minister and Foreign Min-
ister now work closely together. Ambassador Lewis suggested that
Dayan should be included in small meetings with Begin. Both Dayan
and Weizman see Camp David as more of a watershed than does Begin.
Weizman has a better relationship now with Begin than he did some
months ago, but his relationship is not as good as that of Dayan. Begin
is more ideologically attached to the land, the West Bank and Gaza,

1'Source: Carter Library, Vertical File, Middle East. Secret; Sensitive. The meeting
took place in the Cabinet Room at the White House. A summary of conclusions from the
meeting is ibid.

2 According to the summary of conclusions, General Jones represented the JCS at
the meeting.
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than is Dayan. Dayan is more concerned with security. Dayan is also
less concerned with words than is Begin. Dayan is the element of conti-
nuity with previous negotiations. He is also personally pessimistic
about getting any agreement with Jordan. Weizman is more instinctual
and less intellectual, but he is basically pragmatic and is very deter-
mined not to miss the chance for peace. He is more convinced of Sadat’s
sincerity than the others. The former Attorney General, Barak, is a very
creative lawyer who will try to help solve problems. Begin has confi-
dence in him. Barak should be included in any talks when four Israelis
are present. The Vice President noted that Sadat does not seem to trust
Dayan and that he prefers Weizman. Ambassador Eilts confirmed that
this is the case.

Admiral Turner was then asked to brief on the regional conse-
quences of a possible failure at Camp David. If the United States re-
mains involved in working for a peace settlement, a failure at Camp
David would not necessarily lead to dramatic consequences. The
Saudis see themselves in a “no lose situation”. If there is a success, they
can live with it. If there is a failure, Saudi Arabia will work to bring
Sadat back into the Arab fold. Saudi Arabia does not attribute the
highest priority now to the Arab-Israeli conflict. They care more about
cohesion of moderate Arab states, and they are concerned with the situ-
ation in South Yemen.? They do not believe peace is possible with Israel
under Begin's leadership. They also believe that the long-term trends in
the area favor the Arab side. They assume that eventually the United
States will use leverage over Israel. They already tend to discount
Camp David however it comes out. They will try to consolidate the
moderate forces in the Arab world. If Saudi Arabia concludes that we
will never use our leverage with Israel, however, the Saudis may move
toward a more anti-American posture. But the Saudis are not inclined
to play a major geopolitical role. They are more interested in self-
preservation than in peace.

Secretary Vance asked how the Saudis want us to apply leverage.
Do they mean that we should cut military and economic aid to Israel?
Admiral Turner replied that the Saudis may not have a clear definition
in mind but they do believe we have leverage. They think of the 1968
experience in Sinai. The other moderate Arab states will go along with
Saudi Arabia. If the summit fails, this will confirm Hussein in his be-
liefs. The rejectionists will make noise, and will wait and see. The PLO
will see a failure as a success. Sadat’s own reaction will be to shift
tactics, but he will not give up. He will be pressed to reconcile himself

% Documentation on the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (South Yemen), is
scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. XVIIL, Middle East Region;
Arabian Peninsula.
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with President Assad, and may try to do something dramatic such as
ask for the removal of the UNEF forces.

Admiral Turner noted that Begin would be content with an unclear
result. He does not want to take the blame for a failure with his own
people who are generally ahead of him in their willingness to make a
trade of territory for peace. The Soviets will try to blame a failure on
U.S. policy and will try to get back into the peace process and to isolate
Sadat. Concerning Lebanon, Admiral Turner did not think that Syria
would want to fight Israel, but Syria does want to reduce the power of
the Christian militias. The Soviets are not urging the Syrians to do too
much there, and they do want to back the Syrians against Israel in a
military conflict. The real question is whether the militant Christians
will hold back. It is impossible to forecast what may happen between
now and September 6. This will be a dangerous period. It depends most
on the right-wing Christians and how hard they will push.

The President asked about Jordan and whether it looked to Saudi
Arabia for guidance. He noted that there was a possibility that Hussein
would be too timid to join the talks. He asked if Jordan could be per-
suaded by the Saudis to join the talks or whether the Syrians would
also have to be brought in. Admiral Turner said Hussein would need
Saudi support and an Israeli indication of a willingness to give up sov-
ereignty in the West Bank. This will be more important than Syrian
influence.

Dr. Brzezinski noted that he felt that the consequences of failure at
Camp David could be more serious. The Arabs might conclude that the
United States cannot lead the process for peace. They will draw conclu-
sions of a far-reaching nature about the American role, which will cu-
mulatively give them less of a sense of co-responsibility with us on
matters of international economy and oil. Radical forces could be
strengthened. Dr. Brzezinski also thought that Sadat might be less pre-
dictable than Admiral Turner had indicated. Sadat might be prepared
to gamble on another war. He would not have to expect to win, just as
in 1973 he went to war in order to force the United States to take action.
The President said that he felt the Saudi attitude would depend heavily
on what President Sadat says. Secretary Vance noted that Sadat had al-
ready said that if Camp David came to nothing, a strong statement by
the United States would still help in the Arab world, and would have
the effect of mobilizing world opinion to keep things moving. Dr. Brze-
zinski said that Sadat then defines success in terms of our taking a clear
position. Secretary Vance agreed that if the United States did not take a
position, then Sadat would feel that Camp David was a failure. Ad-
miral Turner said that he thought it would be difficult for us to take a
position which would satisfy Sadat without provoking a confrontation
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with Begin. The President remarked that he felt Sadat was considering a
rather drastic move about a month ago.

Ambassador Eilts noted that there will be two critical dates coming
up. In October there will be the renewal of UNEF, and then in No-
vember there will be the anniversary of his trip to Jerusalem.* Sadat is
turning over in his mind what he should do if there is no movement.
He will find it difficult to acknowledge that his peace initiative has
failed. He may grasp at anything to keep it alive. He has confidence in
the President and he looks to him for guidance. He has said that he
would not let him down. That will give us scope to work with to pre-
vent a failure. If the results of Camp David are inadequate, then pres-
sures will begin to build at home and from within the Arab world. The
Saudis might want him to acknowledge the failure of his initiative, and
then there would be pressures for reconciliation and an Arab summit.
Sadat knows that the United States is the only country that can help
achieve peace. The Saudis basically share the same goal of reaching
peace. They have some influence in Egypt because of the aid they pro-
vide. If Sadat decides to go the route of Arab reconciliation, there could
be a summit within a couple of months. He could keep the peace
process alive by going to the United Nations and calling for a resump-
tion of the Geneva Conference,” but if that were to fail, Sadat would in-
creasingly look to the option of war. Egypt is not now ready for this and
it will take time. Israel is stronger than in October 1973. The step that
would be taken prior to preparing for war would be reconciliation with
the Arab world. Neither Sadat nor Gamasy wants war. The losses
would be high. They might have to take the risks, but they do not want
it.

Secretary Vance stated that if no agreement is reached on the
deeply substantive problems, but if Sadat feels that the American posi-
tion is fair, he might agree to a renewal of the no war pledge in return
for a freeze on settlements. Ambassador Eilts agreed that a fair state-
ment of the U.S. position might lead Sadat to reiterate his no war posi-
tion. Ambassador Lewis felt that Begin would not agree to a freeze on
settlements in return for a no war pledge, since Egypt was already com-
mitted to a peaceful resolution of differences in the 1975 Sinai II agree-

4See footnote 3, Document 4.

% The Geneva Conference was first established in December 1973 to find a compre-
hensive settlement to the Arab-Israeli dispute. President Carter attempted to reconvene
the Geneva Conference in 1977, but came to view bilateral negotiations between Egypt
and Israel as the avenue to an eventual settlement following Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem in
November 1977. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January
1977-August 1978.
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ment.® Israel will not pay twice for that pledge. Admiral Turner re-
marked that the CIA assessment is that the balance of forces is more fa-
vorable to Israel now than it was in 1973.

Secretary Brown was then asked to review the number of security
issues. He dealt first with the problem of conventional threats to Israeli
security, noting that these were easier to deal with than the problem of
terrorism. To deal with conventional threats, demilitarization is prob-
ably the most important concept. This provides time for Israel to react
to any threat. For example, there might be arrangements which would
prohibit Egyptian armor from going beyond the passes. A second
means of providing Israel with security would be military enclaves in
key areas. Three Israeli battalions in blocking positions along the roads
from the Jordan Valley into the West Bank would provide good secu-
rity for Israel. Access rights to these blocking positions would have to
be worked out. In Sinai, Israel is particularly anxious to keep the air-
base at Etzion. There is not enough airspace in Israel for training. Early
warning sites might also be useful to detect any build-up on the Arab
side. The United States can help improve the capabilities to detect
movement of the forces. Third-party patrols offer another possibility.
The United States could also assure Israel of stable levels of military
assistance, and we could respond to a number of the outstanding re-
quests under MATMON-C.” For example, Israel might get more air-
craft and access to advanced technology.

Secretary Brown went on to review ways of defending against ter-
rorism. While these threats are more difficult to deal with, they do not
affect the security of the state as much as the conventional threats.
Therefore, it might be reasonable to ask Israel to accept somewhat less
assurance in dealing with these threats, even though politically they are
just as difficult to deal with than the larger threats. The key to dealing
with terrorism is to have an Arab political authority which is a party to
the agreement which is committed to maintain order. If Israel does give
up the West Bank, this would pose new problems, but if an Arab au-
thority were present it would have an incentive to prevent terrorism.
There would have to be some sharing of intelligence and some coopera-
tion at the local level. There are some technological arrangements

6 Reference is to the Egypt-Israel Interim Peace Agreement, also known as Sinai II,
signed in Geneva on September 4, 1975. For documentation on the Sinai II Agreement,
see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXVI, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976.

7”MATMON C refers to an IDF military force development plan created to cover Is-
rael’s projected military needs for the 1978-1986 period and which included a list of mili-
tary equipment requests presented to the United States on October 3, 1977. MATMON B
preceded MATMON C and was presented by Israel after the October 1973 Arab-Israeli
war and granted by the United States during the Ford administration. “Matmon” is the
Hebrew word for “treasure.”
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which could be developed to protect infiltration. Secretary Vance stated
that Dayan had agreed that most internal security problems could be
dealt with by a local Palestinian Arab government, and that Israel
would not have to be involved in any significant way. Ambassador
Lewis added that Dayan had sometimes thought of mobile patrols in
the Jordan Valley in order to deal with the problem of terrorism.

Secretary Brown then turned to a possible American role in connec-
tion with security arrangements. He noted that military assistance
would be one means of assuring the security of the parties. The United
States could provide Israel with early warning technology, and acceler-
ated delivery of equipment, as well as access to high technology. Con-
sideration might be given to adding Israel to the list of countries ex-
empt from the arms ceiling limitations. Dr. Brzezinski thought that this
was not a good idea and Secretary Brown agreed that this would open
the door to many other requests for exemptions. Discussion then
turned to the possibility of a mutual security treaty between the United
States and Israel, and it was generally felt that anything less than a
NATO-type treaty would not be worth much to the Israelis. Secretary
Vance and Ambassador Lewis agreed that a NATO-type treaty would
be important to Israel. Ambassador Lewis also felt that some physical
American presence would be welcome in the area, such as Haifa or in
the Sinai but not in the West Bank.

Secretary Brown stated that an American presence in the Sinai
would pose fewer risks than a presence in the West Bank or in Golan or
at Haifa or Alexandria. A naval presence in the area is probably more of
a problem than it is worth. In times of tension, we would want the ships
to get out of the area. The base in Sinai would cause fewer problems.
One might think of additional port visits and use of repair facilities in
Haifa and Alexandria, although this would be less reassuring to the
parties. The JCS has also developed the idea of an air training facility at
Eitam air field. If this were useful, it should be raised with the Egyp-
tians, not with the Israelis initially, since the base would be on Egyptian
territory. Such an arrangement should only be considered as a cap to an
agreement, otherwise it will look as if they are doing a favor to us. In
fact there are problems in doing this and Americans could be held hos-
tage and pressures would build on us to offer other quid pro quos.
Therefore, Secretary Brown concluded, such arrangements should only
be seen as a capstone to the peace agreements if it offers additional
reassurances.

The President asked if any consideration had been given to a
U.S.-Egyptian neutral® defense pact. Secretary Brown said that this was

8 An unknown hand circled the word “neutral”and wrote “mutual?” in the margin
adjacent it.
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a possibility but no specific thought had been given to it. The President
added that Sadat had not been opposed to a US-Israeli treaty, and he
had the impression that Egypt would also participate if it were essen-
tial to peace. Secretary Brown thought that a multi-lateral treaty might
be of some benefit. Dr. Brzezinski added that the Saudis might want to
be part of such an arrangement. Admiral Turner added that the Arabs
are a bit squeamish about joining any pact to which Israel would be a
part. They also view foreign bases as anathema. The Soviets might also
react very negatively. Secretary Brown agreed that the Soviets might try
to get bases in Iraq and Libya.

Ambassador Eilts pointed out that the Saudis had not been enthu-
siastic about an American base in their territory and they were very
sensitive about this issue, as much as they might like a strong American
position in the area generally. The Egyptians are also sensitive about a
highly visible American presence in Egypt.

The President concluded this part of the discussion by saying that
no one favored an American military presence in the area unless Egypt
and Israel both wanted it and feel that it is essential. It will not be an ad-
vantage to us. Dr. Brzezinski agreed, adding that it could be counter-
productive. Secretary Brown agreed that the risks seem to outweigh the
benefits. General Jones added that Israel will want some military pres-
ence in the West Bank and at the airfields in Sinai. While not advocating
an American presence, the reason for suggesting the joint training fa-
cility was to deal with the problem of the bases in Sinai. While home-
porting at Haifa does not seem desirable, more frequent visits in the
area and use of repair facilities does make some sense. Secretary Brown
felt that Alexandria was even a better facility than Haifa, but there were
problems connected with use of either of these facilities.

The President concluded the meeting by discussing his plans for
the first few days of Camp David. He thought that he would meet first
with Begin alone and then with Sadat. They would then all get to-
gether. He would make an effort to reassure both leaders of our own
good intentions, and would encourage them to deal with one another.
He would offer our good offices and he would only put forward pro-
posals after consultations. He would try to point out to both of them the
benefits of a comprehensive agreement, and the dangers of failure.
Begin should understand the risks of radicalization in the Arab world,
and a return of negotiations to a U.N. or Geneva form. The President
said that he would not try to rush the talks, but he did not want them to
drag out too long either. He would try to get all of the concepts on the
table before the end of Friday, then take a break on Saturday for a re-
flection. The Vice President would represent him in the White House
during his absence, although he would also want the Vice President to
come up for some of the discussions. He concluded by stating it was
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important to keep the number of people at Camp David as small as pos-
sible and to avoid contacts with the press during the talks.

25. Memorandum From the President’s Senior Adviser (Sanders)
to President Carter’

Washington, September 4, 1978

SUBJECT

Camp David Summit

The following is a summary of the points we discussed this
morning:?
(1) The most significant questions’ that I hear raised frequently are:

—if agreement in principle regarding the West Bank is achieved
and Jordan still refuses to join the negotiations, will Egypt be under an
obligation to proceed bilaterally with Israel?

—will Israel be expected to agree at Camp David to withdraw
from the West Bank? If so, what does this mean? Partial withdrawal?
Partition?

—will Israel be allowed to maintain a security presence on the
West Bank after five years?

—how can a Palestinian Administrative Council or other body be
prevented from turning the West Bank into a threatening independent
Palestinian state if Israel has no security presence there?

—what are the security measures Israel will accept in terms of ter-
ritory, rights, and guarantees from the United States?

(2) The following are thoughts that I mentioned during the
meeting:

—Israelis will respond most positively to statements which indi-
cate that we clearly understand and agree with their security concerns.

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 52, Middle East: Camp David Cables and Memos, 9/78. No classification
marking.

2 Carter met with Sanders on September 4 from 10:30 a.m. until 10:54 a.m. in the
Oval Office. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials, President’s Daily Diary)

3In his memoirs, Carter indicated that Sanders is referring here to the views of
American Jewish community leaders, liaison with whom Sanders was primarily respon-
sible. Carter wrote that these views were “more restrained than we had expected, and
this encouraged me greatly in my later arguments with Begin.” (Carter, Keeping Faith,
p- 322)
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—neither Egypt nor Israel should be surprised by the other two
parties.

—inducements to either Israel or Egypt should not make it more
difficult for the other side to make concessions.

As we discussed, I am enclosing with this memo a copy of the
memo® which I sent to the Secretary of State on September 2.

4 Attached but not printed. In his September 2 memorandum to Vance, Sanders dis-
cussed Israeli security concerns about territorial concessions and moves the United States
could take to assuage those concerns. The United States, Sanders suggested, should make
“clear” that any peace settlement should provide for “demilitarization of the contested
areas,” “Israeli (or joint) presence on key terrain to provide early warning and, at least
initially, to control access to populated areas in Israel and perhaps in the West Bank,” “Is-
raeli overflight rights in some areas to provide early warning,” “border adjustments to
eliminate particularly dangerous areas,” “reduction of Arab forces contiguous to demili-
tarized areas,” and strict limitations on “foreign forces in Jordan.” Moreover, to win Is-
raeli confidence, Sanders added, the United States should also consider a number of bilat-
eral arrangements including “exempting Israel from restrictions on exceptional
technology transfer,” increasing FMS credits to Israel, “guaranteeing a U.S. resupply of
Israel if a war breaks out because of a failure of the agreement,” including Israel among
nations “completely excluded” in annual arms transfer ceiling, offering Israel a Mutual
Defense Pact, and “incorporating Israeli legitimate security concerns into our own pro-
posals.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box
52, Middle East: Camp David Cables and Memos, 9/78)

26. Editorial Note

President Jimmy Carter travelled to the Presidential retreat at
Camp David shortly after noon on September 4, 1978, to complete his
preparations for the summit meeting with Egyptian President Anwar
al-Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin scheduled to
begin the following day. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials, Presi-
dent’s Daily Diary) Describing the day in his personal diary, Carter
wrote: “This was a hurried morning, with everybody wanting to give
me last-minute advice or information about the summit.” Upon ar-
riving at Camp David, Carter spent the rest of the day “studying the
voluminous notes, maps, past history of negotiations, [and] psycholog-
ical assessments of Begin and Sadat.” (Carter, White House Diary, page
216) As part of his preparations, he drafted a list of the themes and
issues which the summit would have to confront. For the text of this
note, see Document 27. Recalling the final pre-summit preparations
years later, both Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs Zbigniew Brzezinski reflected
on the importance of the forthcoming negotiations for Carter’s admin-
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istration and the summit’s prospects for success. Writing in his
memoirs, Vance noted: “Not since Theodore Roosevelt mediated the
treaty negotiated in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, that ended the
Russo-Japanese War had an American president even approached
what Jimmy Carter was about to attempt.” (Vance, Hard Choices, page
218) Brzezinski recorded that “on the eve of the summit, Carter con-
fided to me for the first time his sense of uneasiness about the prospects
for success.” (Brzezinski, Power and Principle, page 254) Of his own im-
pressions of the summit on the eve of Begin’s and Sadat’s arrival at
Camp David, Carter wrote: “Despite my efforts to the contrary, expec-
tations had built up to a fever pitch. My only hope was that, in the quiet
and peaceful atmosphere of our temporary home, both Begin and Sadat
would come to know and understand each other better, and that they
would trust me to be honest and fair in my role as mediator and active
negotiator. It was soon to be obvious that Sadat seemed to trust me too
much, and Begin not enough.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, page 322)

Over the course of the entire thirteen days of the Camp David
Summit, the United States delegation was organized into two “mutu-
ally reinforcing” teams: one, “political” and the other, a “group of ex-
perts.” (Vance, Hard Choices, page 219) The political team consisted of
Carter, Brzezinski, Vance, White House Press Spokesman Jody Powell,
Presidential Adviser Hamilton Jordan, and, occasionally, Vice Presi-
dent Walter Mondale and Secretary of Defense Harold Brown. The
team of experts, who met under Vance’s direction, was composed of
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
Harold H. Saunders, Ambassador-at-Large Alfred L. Atherton, Ambas-
sador to Egypt Hermann F. Eilts, Ambassador to Israel Samuel W.
Lewis, and William B. Quandt, the member of the National Security
Council Staff responsible for Arab-Israeli issues. On this arrangement,
Vance wrote: “These two groups worked in the closest harmony. The
political group negotiated with the Egyptian and Israeli senior political
figures, while the professional group maintained contact with the
Egyptian and Israeli teams and provided expert advice, analyses of the
sides’ positions as they evolved, and draft formulations to bridge the
differences.” (Ibid.) The President’s Daily Diary recorded numerous in-
ternal meetings of the U.S. delegation during the summit in which Pres-
ident Carter participated. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) No
memoranda of conversation or official records of the substance of these
conversations, or indeed any of the internal discussions of the U.S. del-
egation, have been found.

This dearth of official documentation also extends to the negotia-
tions themselves and reflects the idiosyncratic recordkeeping of the
U.S. delegation at Camp David. Examining the documentation relating
to the Camp David Summit printed in this volume, the reader will
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quickly note significant gaps in the official record, especially the ab-
sence of memoranda of conversation from the numerous, often lengthy
meetings that Carter held with the Egyptian and Israeli delegations.
The President’s Daily Diary records the specific dates and times of each
of the meetings that Carter held between the opening of the summit on
September 5 and its conclusion on September 17. In addition, each
Daily Diary entry contains a list of that meeting’s participants. The
most complete official record of the meetings held between the U.S.,
Egyptian, and Israeli delegations at Camp David is in a draft summary
document produced by the National Security Council Staff. This sum-
mary provides the dates, times, and locations of each meeting held by
the United States with Egyptian and Israeli officials, along with lists of
participants and brief synopses of the meetings’ substance. For the text
of this summary, see Document 28. The reader should note that this
volume includes all memoranda of conversation that have been found
in U.S. Government archives.

In his subsequent writings on the Camp David Summit, Carter has
highlighted his own personal note-taking and its importance not only
for the historical record, but also for the work of the U.S. delegation
during the negotiations. As part of his introduction to the summit in the
published version of his personal diary, the President wrote that he
“kept detailed written notes during all the discussions at Camp David
(September 5 to 17), and from them I dictated entries in my diary a
couple of times a day. Many of the scratched notes are available to
scholars in the Carter Presidential Library.” (Carter, White House Diary,
page 216) These notes, along with multiple annotated drafts of the two
“framework” documents, “A Framework for Peace in the Middle East
Agreed at Camp David” and “Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace
Treaty Between Egypt and Israel,” which in part formed the basis for
the summit negotiations, were collected into a “working papers” file in
Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, un-
dated, and Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Mate-
rial, Country File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s
Working Papers, 9/10-27/78. Also in the working paper folder is an
undated, unsigned note accompanying the paper collection which
states: “These papers need to be classified (or destroyed). Susan Clough
says the President wants them ‘sealed’ for a very long time.” (Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box
53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, undated)
Carter added in his memoirs that following each negotiating session he
“immediately dictated a complete record of the discussion from my
written notes, which my secretary transcribed. Cy [Vance], Zbig [Brze-
zinski], Fritz [Mondale], Ham [Jordan], or Jody [Powell] read the one
original copy that was made; then it was returned to me.” (Carter,
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Keeping Faith, page 327) These copies of Carter’s notes, as presumably
presented to other members of the U.S. delegation, have not been
found.

Given the limitations of the official documentary record, this
volume’s account of the U.S. policy making process during the Camp
David Summit must be read in conjunction with available memoirs and
published diaries, which have been based largely upon the personal
notes of the respective authors. President Carter presents a day-by-day
reconstruction of the summit on pages 216-245 of his published per-
sonal diary, titled White House Diary, and in his memoirs, Keeping Faith,
on pages 327-403. Brzezinski presents the summit in a similar
day-by-day style in his memoirs, Power and Principle, on pages 255-270.
Vance’s account of the negotiations is in Hard Choices, pages 218-229.
Quandt’s viewpoint is represented in his account, which is part
memoir and part scholarly study of the events, entitled Camp David:
Peacemaking and Politics. For the Egyptian perspective of the summit,
see Foreign Minister Muhammed Ibrahim Kamel’s memoir of the
summit, titled The Camp David Accords, and Minister of State Boutros
Boutros-Ghali’s Egypt’s Road to Jerusalem, pages 132-152. On the Israeli
side, see Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan'’s Breakthrough, pages 149-190,
and Defense Minister Ezer Weizman’s The Battle for Peace, pages
340-377.

27. Personal Note Prepared by President Carter’

Camp David, undated

Notes made at C. David before Begin & Sadat arrived—
Demilitarize West Bank?

Israeli military enclave—b5 years +°

No new settlements

Terminate military rule

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, undated. No classifi-
cation marking. Carter discussed the drafting of this note in Keeping Faith, pp. 325-327.

2 Carter drew an arrow and a caret in the left-hand margin pointing to this phrase.
Carter made a checkmark in the right-hand margin adjacent to this phrase.

3 Carter drew an arrow and a caret in the left-hand margin adjacent to this and the
next four phrases.
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No independent Palestinian state

No hazy security guarantees*

242 basis of negotiations on all fronts

Leave W Bank sovereignty ? open—5 years’

Give credit to Begin homerule plan (5 years)®

Jerusalem a united (Israeli?) city—borough type’
Sinai—settlements—airstrips—no military threat—normalization®

W B[an]k—withdrawal—security—borders—sovereignty—Pales-
tinians—settlements

Phased implementation—some postponements
Local W Blan]k gov’t control terrorism

Israel monitor open borders

End economic boycott—attempts to isolate Israel
Open waterways, incl Suez

Trade, cultural, student exchange + diplomatic recog[nition]
Agreed number of returning refugees

Long term Israeli security presence on W B[an]k
Who will negotiate w/Israel absent Jordan?

No more war

Renew UN agreement in Oct.

Inadmissibility of acquisition of territory by war
End military gov’t in W Blan]k

Genuine participation of W B[an]k Arabs in own gov’t
Multiple devolution of authority

Some agreements may be secret

We 3 can make any settlement stick

W Blan]k Summary

Palestine auth[ority] in all areas

End Israeli occupation gov’t

Leave [Israeli] security presence

Sovereignty/borders negotiated in 5 years
No new settlements

P 6,7 “Aswan” on Palestinians (voice; all aspects,

4 Carter drew an arrow in the left-hand margin pointing to this and the next phrase.

5 Carter drew an arrow and a caret in the left-hand margin pointing to this phrase.

6 See footnote 2, Document 5. Carter drew an arrow and a caret in the left-hand
margin pointing to this phrase.

7 Carter drew an arrow and a caret in the left-hand margin pointing to this phrase.

8 Carter drew an arrow in the left-hand margin pointing to this phrase.
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Demilitarization of contested areas

Failure may mean US/Is[rael] lose control in M East

Unilateral statements permissible in final statement

Sadat is leader, not follower—His threat is from Africa

Historic opportunity—need strong leadership/statesmanship
US/Is[rael] /Eg[ypt] new econ/pol/mil coop[eration] & benefits
Success would bring in S[audi]A[rabia] & Jordan

We will back Sadat against moderate Arabs

We have already decided:

Common definition of peace

Israel must have security, incl[uding] presence on W Blan]k
5 year arrangement

Jordan & Palestinians should have negotiating role

No independent Palestinian state

Full Egyptian sovereignty on Sinai w/Int. borders

Staged implementation of agreement

We 3 are strong enough to have public support

W B[an]k withdrawal is a continuum, partial

Sinai [withdrawal] is time related, tota

Israel’s acceptance of “withdrawal” leaves bargaining position
Early warning with, perhaps, Israeli overflights

First Eg[ypt]/Jewish peace since time of Joseph’
Inducements to Israel (per Sanders)

US technology transfers

Increased FMS credits

Militar?/ sales policy equal to NATO

Mutual defense pact
Support for Is[raeli] military action if treaty broken

? Carter struck through “Joseph” and replaced it with “Jeremiah.”
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28.  Draft Summary of Meetings'

undated
CHRONOLOGY
September 5, 1978—Tuesday
1430-1457>
President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Welcomes Sadat at helipad. No substantive conversation.

1640-1716°

President Carter Prime Minister Begin
Subject: Welcomes Begin at helipad. No substantive conversation.

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret. A handwritten notation in
the upper right-hand corner of the first page, reads: “Subject: Camp David Memcons 9/
5-16, 1980.” Unless noted otherwise, no memoranda of conversation for the meetings
listed in the summary have been found. No other version of this draft summary has been
found. The summary was found at front of folder; unless noted, individual memoranda
of conversation referenced by tab were not found.

2In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “Sadat, on arrival at Aspen
[Lodge], emphasized that he was eager to reach agreements, total if possible, not just to
establish procedures for future negotiations. He stated that Begin did not want an agree-
ment and would try to delay as much as possible. Sadat said he would back me in all
things and has a comprehensive proposal ‘here in my pocket’ that would include estab-
lishment of diplomatic relations and end the boycott against Israel.” Carter responded: “I
told him I would delay any U.S. proposals until after he and Begin explored all the differ-
ences. He said he would try to protect me by putting forward good proposals and make it
unnecessary for U.S. proposals. I told him he needed to understand Begin’s problems and
attitudes. He seemed to be somewhat impatient of Begin, distrustful of him, determined
to succeed, perhaps overly bold and inclined to acquire my partnership against Begin.”
(Carter, White House Diary, pp. 216-217) For Carter’s memoir account of this meeting, see
Keeping Faith, pp. 327-329.

3In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “The next conversation was
with Begin after his arrival—quite a different attitude. Begin was immediately interested
in the techniques of Camp David discussion: times, places, how many aides at the
meetings, and so forth. He pointed out that this meeting was historically unprecedented,
that there had not been an agreement between a Jewish nation and Egypt for more than
two thousand years.” Carter responded: “I told him we three principals could not expect
others to settle major issues if we couldn’t, that all issues should be discussed at Camp
David, and that Sadat had a concern about Begin’s preoccupation with details instead of
the major issues. Begin said, ‘I can handle both.”” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 217)
Carter also discussed this meeting, in which he described both Begin and himself as
“somewhat ill at ease,” in Keeping Faith, pp. 329-330. Following this meeting, Carter met
with Brzezinski and Vance at the Presidential lodge. (Brzezinski, Power and Principle,
p- 255) No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.
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2030-2253*

President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Subject: General discussion of proposed Camp David scenario.
President emphasized importance of the conference to all the parties.
At Begin’s request, the President agreed to send a personal message to
Assad about the Lebanese situation.”

Memcon-Tab

2200-2300°

Secretary Vance Defense Minister Weizman

Subject: General conversation over drinks—tour d’horizon of set-
tlement issues and differences of view within Israeli Delegation.

Memcon-Tab
September 6, 1978—Wednesday

1003-11517

President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Preliminary exchange of views on Egyptian position and
how President Carter proposed to proceed during Camp David talks.
Sadat told President Carter he would present a proposal for a peace
framework.®

Memcon-Tab

4 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, pp. 217-219, and his
more fulsome account in Keeping Faith, pp. 332-338.

% See Document 29.
6 No other record of this meeting has been found.

7 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, pp. 219-220, and
Keeping Faith, pp. 338-342. Following the meeting, Carter met with Mondale, Vance, and
Brzezinski to discuss this meeting: “We were all concerned about Sadat’s harsh opening
proposal and Begin’s inflexibility on all the issues. However, we were not overly discour-
aged, because Cy and Zbig reported a much more forthcoming attitude among the other
Israelis, and I was counting on Sadat’s promised concessions. (Keeping Faith, p. 342)

8 Sadat presented his proposed “Framework for the Comprehensive Peace Settle-
ment of the Middle East Problem” to Carter at the meeting and the text is printed in
Quandt, Camp David, pp. 356-360. Carter’s annotated copy of this proposal is in the
Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box 53,
Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, undated. According to Quandt,
Sadat also presented three typewritten pages outlining a series of concessions he would
be prepared to make in the negotiations. (Quandt, Camp David, pp. 222-223) A copy of
this document is in the Carter Library, Plains File, Subject File, Box 28, Mid-East: Camp
David Summit, President’s Working Papers, undated.
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1000-1100°
Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Kamel
Dr. Brzezinski Minister of State
U.S. Delegation Boutros Ghali

Egyptian Delegation

Subject: Preliminary exchange of views with Egyptian Delegation
on Egyptian position with respect to the peace negotiations, Somalia,
Libya, Chad, etc.

Memcon-Tab 3

1455-1637"

President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Subject: President Carter informed Mr. Begin that President Sadat
would be submitting a new Egyptian paper.

Memcon-Tab

1500-1630"

President Carter President Sadat Prime Minister Begin

Subject: First trilateral meeting. General exchange of views; Sadat
presented to Begin a new Egyptian paper.

Memcon-Tab

9 See Document 30. For Brzezinski’s account of the meeting, see Power and Principle,
p- 255. Brzezinski noted that following this meeting, “we [Brzezinski, Vance, Mondale]
then had a rather useful discussion with the Israelis. I was struck by how relatively
open-minded Dayan and Weizman were.” Brzezinski continued: “Dayan discussed in
some detail his conversations with moderate Palestinians, and both he and Weizman in-
dicated a willingness to discuss seriously the question of terminating additional settle-
ments and of finding some formula that would give the Palestinians genuine self-
government.” (Brzezinski, Power and Principle, pp. 255-256) No memorandum of conver-
sation of this meeting has been found.

10 Reference is presumably to a brief private exchange between Carter and Begin
before Sadat arrived for the afternoon meeting. (See footnote 11 below) In his personal
diary, Carter wrote: “I met earlier with Begin to tell him two things: I had sent Assad a
personal message calling for peace in Lebanon; and for Begin to expect a very tough pro-
posal from Sadat and not to overreact to it. (Carter, White House Diary, pp. 220-221) Carter
added that “Sadat was not yet ready for a three-three-three meeting, but that we would
try to schedule one for the next morning.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 342)

1 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met with Sadat and Begin on the
patio of Aspen Lodge from 2:55 p.m. to 4:37 p.m. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials)
For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, pp. 220-222, and Keeping
Faith, pp. 343-345. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the President met with Mrs.
Carter, Vance, Atherton, Saunders, Eilts, Lewis, Brzezinski, and Quandt, at Holly Cabin
from 10:14 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. on September 6. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) Of
the meeting, Carter wrote: “I brought the entire American group together in my cottage
to discuss the apparent damage Sadat’s proposal had done. Begin was treating it as an in-
surmountable obstacle, and the other members of the Israeli delegation were also deeply
troubled. We knew that Sadat was ready to make immediate modifications, but it seemed
advisable for me to meet with all the Israelis before Begin and Sadat met again with each
other, so that I could ease their concern. I asked Cy to arrange such a session.” (Carter,
Keeping Faith, p. 346)



August 8-September 17,1978 87

September 7, 1978—Thursday
0830-0930"

President Carter Prime Minister Begin
Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan
Dr. Brzezinski Defense Minister Weizman
Subject:

Memcon-Tab

1030-1345"

President Carter President Sadat Prime Minister Begin
Subject: Second trilateral meeting.
Memcon-Tab

1115-1220™

Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Defense Min. Weizman
Dr. Brzezinski Professor Barak

U.S. Delegation Israeli Delegation

12 According to the President’s Daily Diary, this meeting took place in Holly Cabin
from 8:30 a.m. to 10:25 a.m. on September 7. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) In his
personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I made the following points: Sadat’s pro-
posal is more rigid than I anticipated; the U.S. has not been active in the preparation of
either [the] Israeli or Egyptian proposal.” Continuing the account, Carter quoted Begin as
saying: “The document smacks of a victorious state dictating peace to the defeated. Sadat
was ill-advised to submit the document—not the basis for negotiations.” Carter re-
sponded: “Sadat was reiterating established Arab position.” Summarizing further in an
annotation to the diary, Carter wrote: “Begin then insisted on going through Sadat’s
paper in detail, refuting dozens of points. I tried to convince the Israelis that the Egyptian
proposal included its maximum demands and to trust me and let me know what they ac-
tually needed for security and to comply with international agreements they had already
been accepted. Sadat had proposed minor adjustments in the pre-1967 borders. What did
Israel propose? Expansion of settlements was the crucial issue.” Carter quoted Begin as
stating, “I will ask Sadat to withdraw the paper,” to which Carter responded: “Everyone
should be free to submit anything they want. You can be equally effective by saying it is
unacceptable.” Begin replied, “Okay. We will not ask for withdrawal. We’ll simply say it
is unacceptable.” (Carter, White House Diary, pp. 222-223) On this meeting, see also
Carter, Keeping Faith, pp. 346-350.

13 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met with Begin on September 7
from 10:30 a.m. to 1:45 p.m., with Sadat joining the meeting at 10:45 a.m. (Carter Library,
Presidential Materials) For Carter’s accounts of the “very, very bitter” discussions, which
covered the Egyptian proposal, questions over the return of Sinai to Egyptian sover-
eignty, Israeli settlements, Palestinian self-determination in the West Bank and Gaza, the
situation in Lebanon, and the status of Jerusalem, see White House Diary, pp. 223-225, and
Keeping Faith, pp. 350-357.

14 See Document 33.
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Subject: Lebanese situation; Israelis put forward a suggestion that
Sinai issues remain unresolved; withdrawal problems on West Bank,
etc.

Memcon-Tab 8

1515-1600;

1700-1800%
Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Defense Min. Weizman
Dr. Brzezinski Professor Barak
Secretary Brown General Tamir

Subject: Resume discussion of Israeli ideas for West Bank/Gaza
settlement. Explore Israeli positions on refugee return, security/with-
drawal on West Bank, settlements, Sinai air bases and authority for in-
terim regime.

Memcon-Tab 9
1600-1700"

Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Kamel
Secretary Vance Ahmed Maher
Ambassador Eilts

Subject: Probing for purposes of Egyptian paper
Memcon-Tab 10

1702-1855"

President Carter President Sadat Prime Minister Begin
Subject: Resumption of earlier trilateral meeting.
Memcon-Tab

15 See Document 34.
16 See Document 35.

17 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, which again covered Sinai, including the
future of the Israeli settlements and airfields there, as well as the Straits of Tiran, see
White House Diary, pp. 225-226, and Keeping Faith, pp. 357-359. Carter noted that the
meeting “began very stilted” and later “deteriorated,” prompting Sadat to state that a
“stalemate had been reached, and he saw no further reason for discussions to continue.”
In his personal diary, Carter wrote that he then “made an analysis of all areas of agree-
ment and pointed out that the United States had a strong security interest in Mideast
peace that could, if violated, cause a worldwide conflict . . . If they were willing to reject
the entire peace agreement because of some minor difference, I don’t believe their people
would accept it.” Carter concluded by encouraging Begin and Sadat “not to break off
their talks, to give me a chance to use my influence, to have confidence in me. Sadat reluc-
tantly agreed; Begin agreed easily. We adjourned.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 226)
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1700-1830"®

Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Defense Min. Weizman
Secretary Brown Professor Barak

U.S. Delegation General Tamir

Subject: Resumption of earlier meeting. Exploration of Israeli posi-
tions on refugee return, security /withdrawal on the West Bank, settle-
ments, Sinai airbase, etc.

Memcon-Tab

1900

Marine Tattoo.

2230-2455"

President Carter President Sadat

Vice President Mondale Dep. Prime Min. Touhamy
Secretary Vance Hassan Kamel

Dr. Brzezinski

Subject:

Memcon-Tab
September 8, 1978—Friday
0930-1130%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Brown Defense Min. Weizman
Dr. Brzezinski Professor Barak

Amb. Atherton General Tamir

Asst. Sec. Saunders Mr. Rubinstein

Subject: Continuation of previous meeting. Sovereignty/with-
drawal on West Bank, settlements, devolution of authority for self-
governed and related issues.

Memcon-Tab 14

18 See Document 34.

19 For Carter’s personal diary account of this meeting, in which he quotes at length
the two leaders’ discussion of the course of the day’s trilateral meetings as well as Sadat’s
desire to seek a resolution of sovereignty issues in the West Bank and Gaza, in addition to
those in Sinai, see White House Diary, pp. 226-227. According to Carter’s account in his
memoirs, Mondale, Brown, Vance, and Brzezinski on the U.S. side and Tuhamy, Kamel,
and Boutros-Ghali on the Egyptian side also attended the meeting. (See Carter, Keeping
Faith, pp. 360-363) For Brzezinski’s account of the meeting, see Power and Principle, pp.
257-258.

20 See Document 36.
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1433-1602*

President Carter Prime Minister Begin
Subject:
Memcon-Tab

1500-1730%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Kamel
U.S. Delegation Egyptian Delegation

Subject: Lengthy discussion of Egyptian concern over West Bank
sovereignty issue, Israeli settlements, and Jerusalem.

Memcon-Tab 15

1607-1653%

President Carter President Sadat
Subject:
Memcon-Tab

1900

President Carter attends Prime Minister Begin’s Seder.
September 9, 1978—Saturday
1026-1126*

Sadat/Weizman meeting.

21 According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting took place in Aspen Lodge
from 2:30 p.m. to 4:04 p.m. on September 8. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) On
the origins of the meeting, Carter wrote the previous day in his personal diary: “Later
[after the evening meeting with the Egyptians] I met Zbig on the path, and he pointed out
that both Israelis and Egyptians were frustrated about whether any progress could pos-
sibly be made. The Egyptians are contemplating leaving because of the intransigence of
the Israelis, primarily on the settlements issue. I asked them both [Begin and Sadat] if I
could come to their cabin. Begin, because of protocol, said he must come to call on me.
Sadat said OK.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 227) For Carter’s accounts of the meeting
with Begin, which covered the subject of the Israeli settlements, see White House Diary,
pp. 227-228, and Keeping Faith, pp. 365-367. At the meeting, Carter informed Begin that
the U.S. delegation would present a comprehensive proposal for agreement to both the
Israeli and Egyptian delegations.

22 See Document 37.

2 According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting took place in Dogwood
Cabin from 4:08 p.m. to 4:52 p.m. on September 8. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials)
At the meeting, Carter informed Sadat that the U.S. delegation intended to work out the
text of a proposed draft agreement the following day. For Carter’s accounts of the
meeting, see White House Diary, pp. 228-229, and Keeping Faith, pp. 368-369.

2 See Document 39.
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1830-1915%

Secretary Vance Defense Minister Weizman

Subject: Primarily topics were Weizman’s worries about Begin’s ri-
gidity, concerns about tripartite meeting among leaders having exacer-
bated the situation, Secretary Vance’s providing some hints of the na-
ture of the U.S. paper then in its final stages of preparation.

Memcon-Tab
2045-2200%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan
Ambassador Lewis Israeli Delegation

Subject: General discussion topics which had been addressed in
earlier meeting with Weizman.

Memcon-Tab
September 10, 1978—Sunday

1000-1330
Trip to Gettysburg.

1600-1705%

President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Defense Min. Weizman

Dr. Brzezinski Professor Barak

Subject: New U.S. draft Framework proposal® given to Israelis

and discussed on a preliminary basis.
Memcon-Tab

1755-1805%

President Carter President Sadat
Subject:
Memcon Tab

% No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.

26 Ibid.

27 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, which included a “heated discussion” be-
tween the two leaders about the language in United Nations Resolution 242, see White
House Diary, p. 230, and Keeping Faith, pp. 372-374.

% See Document 38.

» This meeting was scheduled, but not held. Following his meeting with Begin,
Carter reported its substance to Sadat and the two decided to reschedule their meeting to
discuss the U.S. Framework draft for the following morning. (Carter, Keeping Faith,
p- 374) See footnote 32 below.
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2130-0300 (Sept. 11)*°

President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan
Vice President Mondale Defense Min. Weizman
Secretary Vance Professor Barak

Dr. Brzezinski

Subject: Detailed discussion of new U.S. Framework paper. Israelis
present their objections and some redrafting based on Israeli views.

Memcon-Tab
September 11, 1978—Monday

0300-0345"

President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan

Subject: The President asked Dayan to walk from Holly to Aspen
with him.

1030-1230%

President Carter President Sadat

Subject: The President went over orally with Sadat the revised U.S.
Framework paper.”

Memcon-Tab

% For Carter’s account of this meeting, which covered the applicability of United
Nations Resolution 242, navigation in the Straits of Tiran, the definition of “Palestinian,”
political and military control over the West Bank, Palestinian self-government, the right
of return of Palestinian refugees, and the status of Jerusalem, see Keeping Faith, pp.
375-378, and White House Diary, p. 230. For Brzezinski’s version of the “heated and pro-
longed discussion,” see Power and Principle, pp. 260-261. At the meeting a new version of
the U.S. Framework paper was presented to the Israelis for their comments. A copy of
this September 10 version, bearing comments presented by the Israeli delegation at 8 a.m.
the following morning, is in the Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus
R. Vance, Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 5, Middle East Talks—Pre May
1979. Vance also kept a “master” copy of this version, upon which decisions to accept or
reject Israeli decisions on the draft were recorded. A copy of this version is ibid.

31 On this meeting, Carter wrote in his personal diary: “At 3:00 in the morning, I
asked Dayan to walk with me. I described the problem: that Begin was unreasonable and
the obstacle to peace; that I had doubts about his commitment to an agreement. I asked
Dayan to help me with these phrases when the Israelis meet again. Dayan told me that
the question of Sinai settlements was the most serious. I told him I would bring this up
with Sadat, but I didn’t think there was any chance for success.” Carter further com-
mented: “Dayan is a levelheaded, competent person, and if he or Weizman were prime
minister, we could long ago have reached a resolution. It's becoming clearer that the ra-
tionality of Begin is in doubt.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 231) See also Carter, Keeping
Faith, pp. 378-379, and Dayan Breakthrough, p. 156.

32 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, p. 231, and Keeping
Faith, pp. 379-380.

3 A revised version of the Framework document, dated September 11 and pro-
duced based on the Israeli proposals of September 10, was presented to Sadat at this
meeting. A copy of this revised version is in the Department of State, Office of the Secre-
tariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 5, Middle
East Talks—Pre May 1979.
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1200-1230*

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan

Asst. Sec. Saunders

Amb. Lewis

Subject: Luncheon conversation. Israeli suggestion that Sinai
agreement be made more precise. Israeli suggestion that Sinai talks be
pursued in parallel with broad Framework talks.

Memcon-Tab

1430-1530%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan
Amb. Lewis Defense Min. Weizman
General Tamir
Israeli Delegation

Subject: Possible joint Jordanian-Israeli and/or Egyptian-Israeli
border patrols, nature of Israeli security requirements in West Bank,
Gaza and Sinai (with briefings from Tamir’s maps), potential cost of
refugee resettlement in Gaza. Secretary went over quickly latest ver-
sion of U.S. Framework proposal, indicating which Israeli suggestions
had been accepted and which rejected.

Memcon-Tab 24
1830-1945%

President Carter Defense Minister Weizman
Israeli Delegation

Subject: Sinai and Israeli security requirements.

Memcon-Tab

2130-2300%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Kamel
Amb. Eilts Amb. Ghorbal
Ahmed Maher

Subject: Preliminary Egyptian comments on revised U.S. Frame-
work paper. Egyptian concerns with it. They view it as retreat from pre-
vious U.S. positions. It makes no clear reference to withdrawal from
Sinai and Palestinians and refugee problems inadequately treated.

Memcon—Tab 26.

34 No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.
% See Document 41.

% For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, p. 232, and Keeping
Faith, p. 381. In his personal diary, Carter noted that during the meeting Vance tele-
phoned “to say that the Egyptians requested a twelve-hour delay so Sadat could spend
more time with his advisors. This is a bad sign.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 232)

%7 See Document 42.
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2040-2240

President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan
Professor Barak

Subject: Sinai and handling settlements problem.
Memcon—Tab

September 12, 1978—Tuesday
0815%

President Carter Foreign Minister Kamel
Ahmed Maher

Subject: The President met Kamel and his associates while bicy-
cling. Brief general discussion in which President Carter said he did not
want Sadat to have to bear burden of West Bank. King Hussein should
be absorbed into peace talks. President Carter thought Israelis will be
willing to look at Egyptian suggestions.

1040-1205%
President Carter President Sadat

% In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I found Dayan to be a little
more optimistic but willing to accept failure rather than yield completely on the Sinai set-
tlements because of political considerations in Israel. This also would set a precedent for
full withdrawal on the Golan Heights. This is what we’ve long suspected, but the Israelis
have never admitted any of these things. I guess it is a sign that they now are more
trustful of us.

“I outlined to them the consequences of failure. They informed me that Begin was
not going to reject the paper out of hand but would have several levels of action: acquies-
cence in an issue; approve it, but get cabinet and Knesset confirmation; disapprove it, but
let the Knesset make the ultimate decision. Dayan suggested I proceed with a proposal
Sadat might accept. At least it would clarify the issue.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 232)
See also, Keeping Faith, pp. 382-383.

% According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met members of the Egyptian
delegation enroute while bicycling. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) No specific
time for these encounters is given.

40 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, which covered regional security, as well as
the draft Framework document, see White House Diary, pp. 232-234, and Keeping Faith,
pp- 383-385. During their exchange, Carter informed Sadat that the United States would
formally propose that Israeli settlements in the West Bank “should not be expanded or
the number increased.” Moreover, he informed him, “we had to delay some questions:
permanent borders in the West Bank; permanent status of the Palestinian Arabs; perma-
nent status of Jerusalem. Palestinian Arabs might after five years—if there was a genuine
self-government and genuine autonomy—prefer, with Israeli and Jordanian withdrawal,
to keep the interim government intact. He [Sadat] said he would keep an open mind
about it and accept that possibility in the language to be drafted.” (Carter, White House
Diary, pp. 233-234) Following this meeting, Carter reported on these discussions in a
meeting with members of the U.S. delegation. (Brzezinski, Power and Principle, p. 263)
Carter then returned to his cabin and “looked again at the detailed maps of the Middle
East I had been studying for the last few months. All of a sudden, I felt fairly confident
that I could get both leaders to agree to a general proposal that could resolve all the
long-term differences concerning the Sinai, and also provide the basis for a future treaty
between the two nations. The only exception was the Israeli settlements, which remained
a crucial problem. Within about a half hour, I had jotted down my thoughts on a yellow
pad.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 234)
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Subject:
Memcon—Tab

1030-1115*

Dr. Brzezinski Prime Minister Begin

Subject: Settlements.
Memcon—Tab

1300-1345%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Dayan

Subject: Luncheon conversation. Dayan urged that as a fall-back
position to avoid a breakdown, the West Bank/Gaza agreement should
be separated from Sinai since the latter seemed at that point insoluble.
Secretary said this would not work.

Memcon—Tab

1400-1615%

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Kamel
U.S. Delegation Egyptian Delegation

Subject: Lengthy discussion of revised U.S. Framework paper and
Egyptian concerns about it. Egyptians presented written comments
and suggestions on U.S. Framework paper.

Memcon—Tab 31.

1640-1700*

President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Discussion of new Sinai principles based on President
Carter’s handwritten memo.*

Memcon—Tab

4 No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found. For Brze-
zinski’s account of this meeting, during which Begin stated that his “right eye will fall
out, my right hand will fall off before I ever agree to the dismantling of a single Jewish
settlement,” see Power and Principle, p. 263.

42 No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.
4 See Document 44.

“1n his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I went over and met with
Sadat. I only had a rough scratch copy of my concept. [See footnote 40 above] He read it
over carefully and made only two suggestions for changes, involving the width of the de-
militarized zone and the delay in implementation of the agreement after it was con-
cluded. I agreed to have it typed up, make one copy, and let him look it over before it was
submitted to the Israelis. The meeting lasted fifteen minutes.” (Carter, White House Diary,
p- 234)

4 See Document 45.
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1755-1758%

President Carter President Sadat
Subject:
Memcon—Tab
1815%
President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Israeli Delegation

Subject: Impromptu meeting at dinner. Brief exchange about
Begin’s insistence that he meet alone with President Carter later in the
evening.

1956-2132%

President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Subject: Begin discussed at length his objection to the “inadmissi-
bility” language and to removing the Israeli settlements from the West
Bank and Sinai.

Memcon—Tab____

2130-2335*
Secretary Vance Prime Minister Begin
U.S. Delegation Israeli Delegation

Subject: Resumed discussion of U.S. Framework paper and sepa-
rate Sinai Framework concept.”

Memcon—Tab

September 13, 1978—Wednesday
0810-1653"

President Carter Prof. Barak Osama el-Baz

Subject: Lengthy drafting session on revising the overall Frame-
work paper.”

46 No record of the substance of this meeting has been found.

471n his personal diary, Carter noted Begin’s suggestion to meet that evening: “I
tried to induce him to wait until tomorrow after the drafting session, but he insisted.”
(Carter, White House Diary, p. 234)

# For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, pp. 234-235, and
Keeping Faith, pp. 385-387.

% No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.

% See Document 45.

51 For Carter’s accounts of the lengthy Framework re-drafting sessions, September
13, see White House Diary, pp. 235-236, and Keeping Faith, pp. 387-388.

52 A annotated copy of the September 11 version of the Framework, prepared for
the September 13 re-drafting sessions is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs,
Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working
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2005-2215

President Carter Prof. Barak Osama el-Baz

Subject: Continuation of redrafting session on a new overall
Framework paper.

2215-2220%

President Carter Prime Minister Begin

Subject: President Carter called on the Prime Minister in order to
express appreciation for the constructive Israeli approach during the
protracted drafting session earlier in the day.

2220-2315 (Sept. 14)™

Secretary Vance Prime Minister Begin
U.S. Delegation Israeli Delegation

Subject: Focus on U.S. paper on Sinai.
Memcon—Tab 36.

September 14, 1978—Thursday

0800-0905>

President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Obtain Sadat’s reaction to the work of the joint drafting
committee done on the previous day.

0845

Ambassador Eilts Foreign Minister Kamel
Subject: Deliver U.S. draft Sinai Framework document.

Papers, undated. A September 12 “early master draft” version, annotated to indicate Is-
raeli and Egyptian redrafting is ibid.

53 For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary, p. 236 and Keeping
Faith, p. 388.

5 See Document 46. Multiple undated, annotated versions of the Sinai Framework
document are in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material,
Country File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, undated.

% In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I walked for an hour with
Sadat. I complained about the adamant attitude the Egyptians had taken yesterday, and
asked Sadat to be more flexible on the West Bank and Gaza. We discussed the questions
of Jerusalem and self-determination. I reminded him that we had worked this out to-
gether at Aswan, and he said it could be in the implementing section of the agreement.
He was interested in having an international highway connect the Sinai and Jordan near
Eilat and was willing to have the Etzion air base used for the supply of Eilat so long as it
was operated by the Egyptians and not the Israelis.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 236)
On this meeting, see also, Keeping Faith, pp. 389-390.

% No other record of this meeting has been found.
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0930~
President Carter Professor Barak
Subject:
1110-1205*
President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan
Israeli Delegation
Subject:
1336-1431%
President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Discussion of new Sinai Framework paper.

1400-1800%°

Secretary Vance Prof. Barak Osama el-Baz

Subject: Further revision of overall Framework paper developed
during the previous day’s drafting session.

1515

Secretary Vance Foreign Minister Kamel

% In his memoirs, Carter wrote of this meeting: “When I returned from the walk
[with Sadat], Barak was waiting for me. He was still encouraged about the positive atti-
tude prevailing among Begin and the other Israelis. He suggested that I discuss the Sinai
questions with Dayan, who was more knowledgeable than he about the subject.” (Carter,
Keeping Faith, p. 390)

% In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “Later, Dayan and Weizman
came by. We discussed the entire Sinai question. It ultimately resolved into the same sub-
ject—the settlements near Gaza. I told them I would draft language letting this be a
matter open for negotiation, to be resolved during the three-month period.” (Carter,
White House Diary, p. 236)

% During this meeting, Carter presented Sadat with a new draft of the Sinai Frame-
work document. Sadat “immediately responded that there were preconditions: the air-
fields not being used for military purposes, and the settlements. He would negotiate
when—not if—the settlements should be withdrawn.” Carter “discussed with him the
procedure to be followed if the Israelis won’t agree on the settlements issue in the Sinai,
and he said he would like to sign the document anyway, because it described his pro-
posal. (Carter, White House Diary, p. 236) Also see Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 390. For the text
of this revised version of the Sinai Framework, see footnote 54 above.

% No other record of this tripartite drafting session has been found. The same after-
noon, according to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met with Dayan from 2:46 p.m. to
3:01 p.m. in Aspen Lodge. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) Of this meeting, Carter
wrote: “I went to ask Dayan how we could best end the deadlocked talks, and he said he
preferred a paper that would list each paragraph, with the differences delineated side by
side.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 390)
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Subject: Secretary stopped by to explain the revised Framework
paper to Kamel.

2000-2230

Secretary Vance Prof. Barak Osama el-Baz
Subject: Continuation of tripartite drafting session; indepth discus-
sion of revised Framework paper.
September 15, 1978—Friday

1030-1121%

President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan
Vice President Mondale
Secretary Vance

Subject:

1130-1150%
Secretary Vance President Sadat
Secretary Brown (later) Foreign Minister Kamel

Ambassador Ghorbal

Subject: Sadat explains difficulty of signing an agreement with
President Carter if Begin does not also sign. Such an agreement would
become the basis for further compromises in any future negotiations.

61 According to the President’s Daily Diary, this meeting took place in Aspen Lodge
from 10:30 a.m. to 11:21 a.m. on September 15. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) No
other record of this meeting has been found. In his memoirs, Carter wrote that Dayan re-
ported “that he and Sadat had just concluded an unsatisfactory meeting. It had been ar-
ranged by Weizman in hopes that the two men might find some basis for continuing the
talks.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 391)

®2No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found. In his
memoirs, Vance wrote of this meeting: “Friday, September 15, was a fateful day. That
morning I received word from Sadat that he wanted me to come and see him in his lodge.
When I saw him, his face was clouded and his mood somber. He was clearly deeply trou-
bled, and not his warm and empathetic self. He asked me to sit down and then told me he
had decided he must go home, as there was no hope that we could achieve an agreement.
I'struggled to persuade him to stay, stressing the importance of our task and our respon-
sibility to our peoples and to world peace. I asked him to remember that it was his coura-
geous initiative that in large part had made it possible for us to be here at all, and that his-
tory would treat us harshly if we failed. I urged Sadat to think about what I had said
while I went at once to inform President Carter.” (Vance, Hard Choices, p. 224) Following
the meeting, Vance walked to Aspen Lodge, where he informed Carter of the discussion.
Carter noted in an annotation to his personal diary, “This was one of the worst moments
of my life.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 237)



100 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

1207-1237%

President Carter President Sadat

Subject: Sadat agrees to President Carter’s request that the Egyp-
tian delegation not leave that day and wait until Sunday. This will
allow another effort to be made with the Israelis to obtain their agree-
ment to the revised overall and Sinai Framework texts.

1400-1600%

Vice President Mondale (part) Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Defense Minister Weizman
Secretary Brown Professor Barak

Dr. Brzezinski

Subject: Settlements, airfields and withdrawal from Sinai. Reiter-
ated commitment to Israeli security and readiness to provide needed
equipment.

Memcon—Tab
1520-1545%

Vice President Mondale President Sadat

Subject: Conveyed copy of handwritten letter® of President Carter.
1555-1625%

Vice President Mondale Prime Minister Begin

Subject: Conveyed copy of handwritten letter® of President Carter.
General discussion of status of summit and Sinai settlements issue.

63 According to the President’s Daily Diary, this meeting took place in Dogwood
Cabin from 12:07 p.m. to 12:36 p.m. on September 15. For Carter’s accounts of this
meeting, in which the President persuaded Sadat to remain at Camp David and continue
the negotiations, see White House Diary, pp. 237-238, and Keeping Faith, pp. 392-393. De-
spite Sadat’s agreement, Carter noted that the U.S. delegation continued to prepare
“failure plans” should the talks fail to produce an agreement by Sunday. He added: “But
I did not want to give up. That afternoon and evening I went over the proposals—the
Framework and the Sinai document—with Vance and Mondale. (Carter, Keeping Faith, p.
393) Quandt wrote that Carter had tasked him with preparing a speech announcing the
failure of the talks. (Quandt, Camp David, p. 240) Brzezinski’s handwritten note to
Quandt, outlining the points to include in the speech, including the U.S. role and interest
in securing Middle East peace and areas of agreement achieved is in the Papers of Wil-
liam B. Quandt, Private Collection.

64 See Document 48.

% No other record of this meeting has been found.

% See Document 49.

7 No other record of this meeting has been found.

68 See Document 49.
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1975%

Secretary Vance Nabil el-Araby
Subject: Egyptian paper”® on proposed textual changes presented.

20002200

Secretary Vance Professor Barak

Ambassador Lewis Ambassador Dinitz
Eli Rubinstein
Defense Minister Weizman (later)
General Tamir (later)

Subject: Discussion of Israeli proposed textual changes for overall
Framework paper.

2045-21157

Sadat/Weizman meeting.

2130-24007

President Carter President Sadat
Vice President Mondale
Secretary Vance

Subject: Watched Muhammed Ali/Spinks fight.

¢ No memorandum of conversation of this meeting has been found.

70 Reference is possibly to an undated Egyptian paper titled “Amendments on the
U.S. Proposal for A Framework for Peace in the Middle East Agreed at Camp David,” in
the Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of
State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 5, Middle East Talks—Pre May 1979.

71 No other record of this meeting has been found.

72 For Weizman'’s account of this meeting, in which he “made one more effort to
soften” Sadat with regard to the Israeli settlements in Sinai, see The Battle for Peace, pp.
369-370.

73 Carter discussed this meeting in White House Diary, p. 238, and Keeping Faith, pp.
393-394. Before the start of the boxing match, Carter and Mondale discussed the negotia-
tions with Sadat: “I [Carter] recapitulated the situation in Fritz's [Mondale’s] presence, to
make sure that all of us had the same understanding of the terms under which we would
work for the last few crucial hours.

“I said, ‘Sadat has been the linchpin in the negotiations. Provided the rights of the
Palestinians are protected, I have maximum flexibility on the West Bank and Gaza. In
Sinai, we must preserve the integrity of sovereignty and land. We are determined to put
together a document that we can both sign, and we're still hopeful that Prime Minister
Begin will be willing to sign it too. If not, then my hope is that the only remaining issue
will be the Israeli settlements on Egyptian territory.”” “Sadat agreed, which reconfirmed
his promise to me earlier that day.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 393)
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September 16, 1978—Saturday
0800-0900™

President Carter President Sadat
Subject: During early morning walk, the two Presidents discussed

1130-13307

Vice President Mondale Foreign Minister Dayan
Secretary Vance Professor Barak

Harold Saunders Ambassador Dinitz
Amb. Sam Lewis

William Quandt

Subject: Discussion of Israeli proposed textual changes to overall
Framework document.

1200-1250"°

President Carter Foreign Minister Dayan
Subject: Sinai Framework (?)

7 In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I got up early and listed all
the things that the Israelis could possibly use as arguments on the Sinai document, and
then went for a walk with Sadat. I told him that I needed him to give me some flexibility
on the Sinai settlements. He said he would be willing to accept UN forces in the settle-
ments area, agree not to dismantle the settlements, be flexible on the time of withdrawal
of Israeli settlers—but he could not be flexible on the principle of their withdrawal.”
(Carter, White House Diary, p. 238) See also Keeping Faith, p. 394.

7% In his memoirs, Dayan described the meeting as focused on the “contentious Ar-
ticle which dealt with the Palestinian issue.” “After comparing our proposed formula
with theirs,” he wrote, “I explained that in our view there should be a clear distinction
between the principles which should serve as a negotiating basis for autonomy for the
Arabs of the territories, and the basis for any future negotiations with Jordan which
should have as its objective a peace treaty with that country.” Dayan continued, “Vance
said the Americans held a different position, but it seemed to have been arrived at for
practical considerations rather than for reasons of principle. It was impossible, he said, to
reach agreement with the Egyptians over autonomy if it applied only to people and not to
boundaries.” He noted: “Each side kept explaining its position, and then we pulled a
rabbit out of the hat—the working paper which had been produced and agreed to by the
Americans and ourselves in talks that had preceded Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem. In that
memorandum, there was a clear distinction between the peace treaties, which were to be
concluded between us and the Arab States, and the issues that were to be discussed with
the Arabs in the administered territories. Vance admitted that was indeed true, but that
was in the context of the proposed Geneva Conference, and since then things had
changed.” (Dayan, Breakthrough, p. 175)

76 In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “I decided to discuss the set-
tlements issue with Dayan, and other matters concerning the general framework. The ne-
gotiations are primarily about whether UN 242 applies to all aspects of the discussions in
the West Bank. On the West Bank settlements, he thought we could handle it with no new
settlements, but that’s something I would have to work out with Begin. He said that
Begin felt somewhat excluded, and this evening I should meet with just Begin and Barak,
since Weizman had met with Sadat this morning.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 238) See
also, Keeping Faith, p. 394.
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1300-1330 (?)”7

President Carter Defense Minister Weizman
Subject: Sinai Framework (?)

15007
1630-"

President Carter President Sadat
Vice President Mondale Osama el-Baz
Secretary Vance

Subject:

77 According to the President’s Daily Diary, this meeting took place on September
16 from 1:07 p.m. to 1:30 p.m. in Aspen Lodge, though it adds question marks next to the
recorded times. (Carter Library, Presidential Material) In his memoirs, Carter wrote of
this meeting, which followed his meeting with Dayan: “I then went to see Weizman, to
find out about his meeting with Sadat. As he walked to Aspen with me, he reported that
Sadat would be willing to say in the Sinai document that future negotiations would settle
the issue of the Israeli settlements. I was startled, because this was not at all what Sadat
had just told me. I knew that in general Ezer was an optimist, and that at Camp David,
unfortunately, this attitude had rarely been justified. Weizman said he had also predicted
to Sadat that the Knesset would vote to remove the settlements; Dayan had also told me
the opposite.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, pp. 394-395)

78 This entry appears to have been added in error. According to the President’s
Daily Diary, Carter met with Mondale at Aspen Lodge between 3:20 p.m. and 4 p.m.
(Carter Library, Presidential Materials) No record of the substance of that conversation
has been found.

7 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter and Vance met with Sadat and
el-Baz at Aspen Lodge on September 16 from 4:40 p.m. to 7 p.m. In his personal diary,
Carter wrote of this meeting: “The meeting was constructive. I went over my draft on
Sinai with him, and also the general framework. I outlined all the advantages he would
derive from a success at Camp David; everything that he would lose if we failed.” “On
the Sinai,” Carter continued, “we are substantially in agreement. Sadat was willing to say
‘international waterway’ relating to the Strait of Tiran. He insisted that full diplomatic re-
lations and open borders would apply only when the interim withdrawal was complete.
He accepted the question of settlers by expressing the Egyptian and Israeli positions and
then to let the Israelis decide—to go ahead or to fail. Sadat was in a sober and construc-
tive mood.” (Carter, White House Diary, pp. 239-240) Carter held a further meeting with
Begin and the Israeli delegation on the evening of September 16. For this meeting, see
Document 50. For the course of the final day of the Camp David Summit and the signing
ceremony at the White House, see Document 51.
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29. Message From Secretary of State Vance to the Embassy in
Syria'

Camp David, September 6, 1978, 1431Z

Subject: Presidential Message for President Assad.

1. Please deliver” the following message from President Carter to
President Assad as soon as possible.

2. Begin text.
Dear Mr. President:

Over recent weeks, I have been following closely with Secretary
Vance the situation in Lebanon and would like to share my concerns
with you.

I understand the interest in stability on Syria’s borders and in the
Middle East which led to your initial decision to introduce Syrian
forces into Lebanon. I believe the United States and Syria have shared
this interest in a unified Lebanon which could once again make a con-
structive contribution to peace and progress in the area. Syria along
with its Arab partners has assumed responsibilities which have been
difficult to carry out but important in bringing peace to the Middle
East.

What concerns me now is the possibility of the fragmentation of
Lebanon if the authority of the Lebanese Government cannot soon be
restored. To allow time for this, I would strongly urge that you give ur-
gent consideration to the idea of a ceasefire and standfast which Secre-
tary Vance mentioned in his recent letter.?

I am writing to ask whether you feel there is any other step that
might be taken that could bring an end to the fighting once and for all
and provide a context within which the important factions in Lebanon
could turn their attention to the work of rebuilding Lebanon as a nation
under the authority of the legitimate government. Secretary Vance has
earlier shared some of his thoughts with you, but I would be most ap-
preciative to have your views.

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Sub-
ject File, Box 88, Syria: 4/78-5/79. Secret; Nodis. Sent for information to the Department
of State. The telegram is not numbered. Printed from a copy that indicates the original
was received in the White House Situation Room. The Department repeated the text of
Carter’s message to Assad in telegram 227283 to Beirut, September 7. (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, N780007-0483)

20n September 8, Seelye delivered Carter’s message to Dabboul, who said he
would “have it delivered promptly” to Assad. (Telegram 5285 from Damascus, Sep-
tember 8; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850061-2095)

3 See Document 20.
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I am concerned because of the longer term strategic implications
for the Middle East, and I am disturbed that further fighting in Lebanon
could become the trigger for a wider war in the Middle East. I am also
deeply moved by what continued fighting in Lebanon will do to the
people there. As you know, many Americans are in touch with rela-
tives there, and we receive constant reporting on the human dimen-
sions of the tragedy there.

I understand, Mr. President, that this will reach you at the end of
the holy holidays. May the blessings of this season sustain you.

Sincerely, Jimmy Carter.
End text.

30. Memorandum of Conversation’

Camp David, September 6, 1978, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Council Advisor to the President
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary, NEA

William Quandt, National Security Council

Hermann Fr. Eilts, U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

EGYPTIAN SIDE

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs
Boutros Ghali, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs

Ashraf Ghorbal, Egyptian Ambassador to the United States
Ahmed Mabher, Director of the Cabinet of the Foreign Minister
Osama el-Baz, Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs

Abdul Rauf el-Reedy, Director of Policy Planning, Foreign Ministry

SUBJECT
Egyptian Foreign Minister Kamel’s Meeting with Secretary Vance
Schedule

The Secretary first outlined the proposed schedule for today, in-
cluding the possibility of an enlarged meeting this evening after dinner.

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 4, Middle East—1978. Secret; Nodis. Drafted
by Eilts.
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Kamel wondered if we are not moving too fast. Ghorbal asked if we
have heard anything from the Israelis which might warrant an acceler-
ated schedule. The Secretary said the Israelis have not presented any-
thing new. At Kamel’s request, the Secretary undertook to inform Pres-
ident Carter of the Egyptian Foreign Minister’s view that it might be
wise to proceed more leisurely. The Secretary noted, however, the two
Presidents may already have decided on the schedule.’

Camp David Talks

The Secretary invited Kamel to present any points that the Egyp-
tians might wish to make. Kamel said that Sadat is coming to Camp
David with an “open heart” and a willingness to listen to “the other
party” and to any ideas that President Carter might have. The only
point that should be borne in mind is that no concessions should be
asked in terms of territory and sovereignty. If there is a positive out-
come, Kamel noted, it should bring in the other parties. Hussein should
be able to participate and the peace process would have Saudi blessing.
Kamel noted that Sadat sees the Camp David meeting as “crucial and
very important.” Unless some positive outcome is reached, it will be
difficult to continue. It will undermine Sadat’s position in the Arab
world.

Sadat, Kamel noted, has stated several times that whatever the out-
come of the Camp David meeting, he will get together with the Arabs
and report. Sadat is thinking of a mini-summit. The Secretary asked
what Sadat has in mind in terms of limitation of numbers. Kamel ob-
served that most of the Arabs are opposed to the peace process because
they believe that the Israelis are not changing their attitudes. The
Saudis believe that it is imperative that Sadat be supported by other
Arab elements. Any Arab Summit or mini-summit does not mean a
shift from the peace effort. This will continue on the basis of the deci-
sion made at Rabat to search for peace. Asked who might attend such a
mini-summit, Kamel thought the Jordanians, Saudis and, hopefully,
the Syrians. Asked about the likelihood of Syrian participation, Kamel
noted that this will depend upon what comes out of Camp David. The
Saudis will tackle the Syrians on this matter.

The Secretary asked about the present state of Egyptian-Syrian re-
lations. Kamel noted these are very negative. There are no permanent
channels of regular contact. Sometimes the Syrian UN Representative
Shoufi meets with Egyptian Permanent Representative Abdul Meguid.
Nevertheless, what the Egyptians are hearing about Assad’s positions
is encouraging. Kamel noted, however, that Assad’s positions tend not
to be constant. The Saudis believe that things can be worked out with

2 See footnote 7, Document 28.
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Assad in a manner which would allow the Syrians to come in—not nec-
essarily at the beginning, but later. Brzezinski asked if the outcome of
Camp David is a compromise, will the Syrians attend? Kamel an-
swered affirmatively.

Quandt asked (a) is there likely to be another meeting after Camp
David if the latter has reasonable success and (b) will the Jordanians at-
tend such a meeting? Kamel responded affirmatively, noting that all
Egyptian ideas are based on the concept of Jordanian participation.
Quandt asked whether, in the event the Saudis support a Jordanian role
and the Syrians do not, the Jordanians will still attend? Kamel thought
they will, provided “Palestinian rights” are adequately safeguarded.

Boutros Ghali opined that two other countries might be interested
in participating—Morocco and the Sudan. Saunders observed that
during his post-Leeds Castle visit to Morocco,? King Hassan had em-
phasized the need to obtain Arab support for Sadat’s initiative. Kamel
observed that the Egyptians have had similar signals from Hassan.
Egyptian priorities are to obtain Saudi support and Hussein’s partici-
pation. Hussein, Kamel noted, needs a clear and unambiguous commit-
ment on withdrawal from the West Bank.

Quandt inquired where an Arab Summit might be held. Kamel re-
sponded that this is an open question, but identified his preference for
somewhere in Saudi Arabia. Saunders asked who besides Morocco and
the Sudanese might attend? Kamel spoke of the confrontation states,*
the Saudis, Morocco (if she wishes) and perhaps the Gulf States. Kamel
observed, however, that the Moroccans are thinking of a full meeting.
The Secretary wondered whether there might be more problems than
benefits emerging from a full summit. Kamel agreed, noting that the
Libyans would create problems. The smaller the summit, the better.
Saunders asked about the Tunisians and the Algerians, and what
weight they carry? Kamel responded that they all carry some weight,
but did not think the two states would wish to participate. Boutros
Ghali commented that the Tunisians tend to be neutralists: neutralists
between Morocco and Algeria and neutralists between the moderates

3 Saunders met with King Hassan in Rabat, July 21, for a three-hour discussion of
the Arab-Israeli negotiations and bilateral U.S.-Moroccan relations. Saunders sent a
record of the discussion to Vance in Washington, as well as to Cairo, Tel Aviv, and Jidda
in telegram 4437 from Rabat, July 22. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, P840139-2392)

4 The “confrontation states,” also known as the Pan-Arab Front for Steadfastness
and Confrontation, were comprised of Algeria, Libya, the People’s Democratic Republic
of Yemen (South Yemen), Syria, and the Palestine Liberation Organization. The group,
designed “to face the Zionist enemy and confront the imperialist conspiracy,” was
formed at the conclusion of a summit held in Tripoli, December 1-5, 1977, to protest
Sadat’s visit to Israel the month before. (Joe Alex Morris, Jr., “Arabs at Summit Agree on
Plan,” Los Angeles Times, December 6, 1977, p. A9)
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and the rejectionists such as Libya. Kamel also reiterated his view that
any success at Camp David will attract other Arabs at a later stage.

The Secretary stressed that President Carter is hopeful that some-
thing can be achieved. President Carter will outline to President Sadat
in the course of their morning meeting what his ideas are. The Presi-
dent has set his sights high. Kamel emphasized that Egypt is concerned
that the close U.S.-Egyptian relationship continue even if nothing is
achieved at Camp David. Egypt will keep trying for peace and will
need U.S. assistance. The Secretary recalled that we have often spoken
of presenting our suggestions when the time comes. He thought Presi-
dent Carter will do so at this meeting.

[Omitted here is discussion of the political situations in Somalia,
Eritrea, Libya, and Chad.]

Lebanon

The Secretary noted our concern about the periodic flare-ups in
Lebanon. We have been in touch on a daily basis with Lebanese Foreign
Minister Boutros, with other Lebanese, with the Syrians and with the
Israelis. He had sent cables last Wednesday to Assad® and to the
Saudis,® at a time when the fighting was heavy, urging (a) the Syrians to
agree to a ceasefire and a standfast and (b) the Saudis to try to influence
the Syrians along these lines. As yet, there has been no reply. Hence,
President Carter had earlier today sent another message’ to Assad
again urging restraint.

The U.S. has also urged restraint on the Israelis. The Israelis have
been deploying reconnaissance aircraft over Lebanon. The Syrians
have recently deployed anti-aircraft artillery to Lebanon, but thus far
no missiles. If the Lebanese situation should explode, the Secretary
noted, it could blow everything up. The Egyptians agreed.

Kamel thought that the Syrians would be only too happy to have a
ceasefire. In his view, the Israelis need to be influenced and pressed. He
opined that the Israelis are keeping the situation in Lebanon heated,
perhaps even in connection with the Camp David talks. The Israelis
withdrew their forces, but left behind Haddad and the Christian forces.

The Secretary said we have been in touch on a daily basis with the
Israelis. Vice President Mondale had also talked to the Pope® urging the
Vatican to get in touch with the Christians in order to urge restraint.
Kamel agreed that the Vatican is trying, and commented that the

5 See Document 20.
6 Ibid.
7 See Document 29.

8 Mondale attended the Papal Inaugural ceremony for Pope John Paul IT on behalf
of the United States September 2—4.
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French are also involved. He asked what answer the Israelis have given
to U.S. representations. The Secretary said they have replied that if
there were a ceasefire, there would be no reason for Israelis to be in-
volved. Boutros Ghali recalled that, while recently in Rome for the
Pope’s funeral, he had talked with Lebanese Christian leader Helou
and Moslem leader Sulh. Both had asked for an Egyptian role in re-
solving the Lebanese problem. Boutros Ghali noted that as long as
Egypt is engaged in the peace process, it is difficult for Egypt to play a
positive role in Lebanon because of Syrian opposition. They had dis-
cussed this with Sadat on the aircraft on the way over. Sadat had said
that as soon as something can be achieved at Camp David, this will
open the way for a more active Egyptian role in Lebanon.

31. Memorandum of Conversation’

Camp David, September 6, 1978

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE
Hermann Fr. Eilts, U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

EGYPTIAN SIDE
Mohamed Hassan El-Touhamy, Deputy Prime Minister

SUBJECT
Talk with Hassan El-Touhamy re West Bank/Gaza

While walking back to his cabin with Hassan El-Touhamy this af-
ternoon, he noted that President Sadat will be informing Prime Min-
ister Begin today? of his ideas on the West Bank/Gaza. Touhamy made
a point of emphasizing to me that Egypt is prepared to assume respon-
sibility for negotiation of the West Bank/Gaza even if Hussein and/or
the Palestinians are unwilling to do so. When asked how this squares
with the constant comments of members of the Egyptian Delegation
that Egypt has no mandate to negotiate the West Bank/Gaza, Touhamy
said Egypt needs no mandate to do so. As the strongest Arab power, it

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 4, unlabeled folder. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by
Eilts.

2 See footnote 11, Document 28.
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has a responsibility to undertake this mission if the other Arabs are too
timid to do so.

Touhamy said that he had told Sadat that he, Touhamy, is pre-
pared to act as “marshal” of the West Bank/Gaza for as long as it takes.
This would even apply to Jerusalem. He claimed to know Teddy Kollek
well and was sure that he could work with him.

Touhamy stressed that Sadat’s purpose in making such a proposal
to Begin is to assure the Israeli Prime Minister that Egypt is willing and
able to negotiate the West Bank/Gaza, provided the other aspects of
the Arab/Israeli problem are satisfactorily resolved. He did not spell
out exactly what he had in mind by “the other aspects,” but seemed in-
tent upon emphasizing Egypt’s ability to do whatever is needed with
respect to the West Bank/Gaza.

COMMENT: Touhamy’s comments run squarely counter to the
views of Mohamed Kamel and Boutros Ghali on this matter.

32. Memorandum Prepared by the Ambassador to Egypt (Eilts)'

Camp David, September 7, 1978

SUBJECT
State of Mind of Egyptian Delegation on Morning of September 7, 1978

I escorted President Sadat this morning from Dogwood? to Aspen®
and also had opportunity to speak to various members of the Egyptian
Delegation. What follows is my assessment of state of mind of the
Egyptian Delegation as of noon today.

In my brief chat with Sadat, he said he was very pleased with the
way things were going. His meetings of the previous day with Presi-
dent Carter* and jointly with President Carter/Prime Minister Begin®
had been very helpful. He expressed confidence that something posi-

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 11, The Secretary Camp David [Briefing Book].
Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts.

2Dogwood Lodge, on the grounds of Camp David, was Sadat’s residence
throughout the summit.

3 Aspen Lodge, the President’s residence on the grounds of Camp David.
4Gee footnote 7, Document 28.
5 See footnote 11, Document 28.
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tive will come out of the Camp David talks. Subsequently, Presidency
Director Hassan Kamel confirmed to me that Sadat had told the Egyp-
tian Delegation about his pleasure and satisfaction with yesterday’s
talks. Ahmed Mabher later told me that, in his briefing to the Egyptian
Delegation, Sadat had indicated that he had told President Carter and
Prime Minister Begin that he would be willing to negotiate the West
Bank in the event King Hussein still refuses to participate.

In contrast to Sadat, Foreign Minister Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel is
worried and tense (Boutros Ghali is only slightly less so). Kamel is con-
cerned (a) about Sadat’s having told Begin of his readiness to negotiate
the West Bank if Hussein will not play ball and (b) that in today’s tri-
lateral meeting, Sadat may make more concessions than he can imple-
ment. Kamel retains his worry that Sadat will be pressed by President
Carter into accepting compromise positions that will discredit Sadat
and Egypt in the eyes of the Saudis, the Palestinians and other Arabs. I
suggested to Kamel that he ought to have a little more confidence that
Sadat will know his own political limits, but stressed the importance of
Sadat showing maximum flexibility at this delicate stage. Kamel re-
mains decidedly uneasy.

After I had taken Sadat to Aspen, Ahmed Maher said he wished to
speak to me. Maher commented that the Egyptian paper® is regarded
by Sadat as a comprehensive and balanced approach to achieving
peace. He expressed the hope that both we and the Israelis will recog-
nize this. He argued that the paper is as far as Egypt can go. I told him
that I thought Prime Minister Begin will be commenting on the Egyp-
tian paper at today’s trilateral meeting. At some point I was sure that
President Carter would also comment on it.

Maher then asked if the Israelis are putting forward a plan of their
own. I said that I was not aware of any such Israeli intention and noted
that Prime Minister Begin still stands by his self-rule and Sinai plans. I
understood that Prime Minister Begin had indicated to President Sadat
that everything in these Israeli plans is negotiable.

Maher then wanted to know if we consider it essential that “some-
thing” come out of the Camp David meeting? Would it not suffice, he
wondered, simply to have a statement that the U.S. will continue its ac-
tive efforts to work with the parties to achieve peace. He acknowledged
that this would be pretty thin gruel for a Trilateral Summit, but ex-
pressed concern that Sadat might be pressed to agree to concessions in
the West Bank that will be rejected by Hussein, the Palestinians and the
Saudis. I suggested that Sadat was surely equally mindful of the need
to satisfy the Saudis, Palestinians and Hussein in anything he might

® The text of the Egyptian paper, “Framework for the Comprehensive Peace Settle-
ment of the Middle East Problem,” is printed in Quandt, Camp David, pp. 356-360.
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agree to at Camp David. Our common objective, I reminded Mabher, re-
mains to try to bring Hussein to the negotiating process.

Maher echoed Kamel’s concern that Sadat had told Begin he was
ready to negotiate the West Bank if Hussein refuses to do so. Maher
said Foreign Minister Kamel had cautioned Sadat that the Israelis
might at some point leak this bit of information and create embarrass-
ment for Sadat and Egypt. Sadat’s reply had been that if the Israelis do
so, he will leak some of the things that Begin has told him. Maher com-
mented that the Egyptian Delegation sees little purpose in such mutual
public recriminations. It might come to that, however, if the Israelis
leak Sadat’s statement.

Allin all, Maher noted, the Egyptian Delegation (except Touhamy,
who is a bit of an outcast) is less sanguine than Sadat is about what
might emerge from Camp David. Their gnawing worry is that Sadat
will make more concessions than he should or that he can fulfill.

Atherton and Saunders got the same impression in talking to
Egyptian Delegation members an hour later.

33. Memorandum of Conversation’

Camp David, September 7, 1978, 11:15 a.m.-12:20 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Vice President Mondale

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Council Advisor to the President
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary, NEA

Samuel Lewis, Ambassador to Israel

William Quandt, NSC

David Aaron, NSC

ISRAELI SIDE

Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan

Minister of Defense Ezer Weizmann

Prof. Aharon Barak, Member Israeli Supreme Court and Prime Minister’s Legal
Advisor

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Lewis.
The meeting took place in Holly Cabin.
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Major General Avraham Tamir, Director, Army Planning Branch
Ambassador Simcha Dinitz
Dr. Meir Rosenne, Legal Advisor to the Foreign Minister

SUBJECT

Meeting with Israeli Foreign Minister and Defense Minister

Secretary Vance introduced this first meeting of the two delega-
tions by outlining the schedule of meetings for the rest of the day.

Lebanon

He then turned to Lebanon, saying that the President had sent a
message” to President Assad of Syria this morning as Prime Minister
Begin had asked last night. Although there were no answers as yet to
his earlier letter or, of course, to the President’s message, we hoped for
some response soon. We were also waiting for a response to our ap-
proach to the Saudis.

Secretary Vance then said that Prime Minister Begin had men-
tioned to the President an attack by Syrian aircraft on Israeli aircraft. He
asked whether such an attack had occurred. Weizmann said that there
had been no exchange of fire. However, three times in recent days
Syrian fighters had scrambled and attempted to go into an attack mode
in a menacing fashion. They were unable, however, to join combat as
the Israelis broke away. He said that over twenty Syrian aircraft had
been scrambled over Lebanon in these incidents.

Secretary Vance said we have no late intelligence suggesting that
the Syrians have yet deployed any missiles into Lebanon, only
anti-aircraft guns. Weizman said their intelligence agreed, so far, al-
though missiles were deployed right on the border.

Peace Negotiations

Turning to major subjects for the Camp David meetings, Dayan
said that Weizmann wanted to clarify something after his informal
talk® the previous evening with Secretary Vance concerning Sinai.
Weizmann said it was important to emphasize there are still serious
unresolved problems over Sinai, although great progress has been
made in the various earlier meetings. If the Egyptians have the idea that
everything is settled, this should be clarified. He agreed with Secretary
Vance that in essence the remaining issues are the future of the settle-
ments and the air fields. Weizmann said that although there are many
records of the meetings at which the Sinai has been discussed, there is
nothing in the way of a written agreement at this stage. Dayan asked

2 See Document 29.
3 No record of this meeting has been found.
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whether it would be possible to pick up the Sinai subject at these
meetings and try to reduce understandings to writing. Secretary Vance
said that the Egyptians are indeed prepared to discuss it here, and that
despite Gamacy’s absence, Sadat is of course present. He went on to say
that as for President Carter’s views, he wants to see as much accom-
plished here on both the West Bank and Gaza as well as Sinai as can be
possible.

Barak then said he wanted to comment on President Carter’s dis-
cussion last night with Prime Minister Begin concerning Sadat’s desire
for a statement on the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
war. Barak said it seemed to the Israelis that it would not be fruitful to
go into this subject. The language is admittedly in 242 and they are not
denying or challenging that fact. But, he assumes that what Sadat is
really talking about is withdrawal and that this is what the phrase sig-
nifies. He suggests, therefore, concentrating on breaking down the
principle of withdrawal into its component parts and discussing how
to implement it on the West Bank and so forth. To get into a debate over
this phrase of inadmissibility will only require the Israelis to distin-
guish between wars of aggression and wars of defense and to argue
their position about the origins of the 1967 conflict.

Dayan then underscored this point by saying they wished to go
into the question of what withdrawal would actually look like in all its
specifics rather than argue over abstract formulations. Secretary Vance
said he understood the Egyptians have done more work since the
Leeds talks* on details of West Bank arrangements and will be pre-
pared to do so. Brzezinski said he understood then that the Israelis
wanted to talk first about the substance of the arrangements on the
ground and then try to extract general principles from concrete agree-
ments. Dayan agreed and said that they were now at the stage in nego-
tiations where it is essential to get down to cases. (Rosenne tried to in-
troduce an argument to the effect that the language about
inadmissibility is only preambular language rather than “operative”
language in 242 but Weizmann diverted his effort.) Weizmann again
asked Secretary Vance whether he could understand that the Egyptians
were now ready to discuss the West Bank in detail from a practical
point of view. How far in this direction can they go without a mandate?
Secretary Vance said he did not yet know. He would meet later in the
day with Foreign Minister Kamel® and hoped to tell Weizmann
afterward.

Dayan said he was somewhat confused from Begin’s briefing after
his meeting last night with President Carter on one or two points. He

4See footnote 3, Document 3.
5See Document 35.
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had understood from Begin that according to President Carter, Egypt
would be ready to permit Israeli forces to remain in the West Bank after
five years, while insisting on a statement of “full withdrawal”, perhaps
leaving Israeli forces there in some special status. (Secretary Vance
nodded agreement.) But, Dayan said he was not clear on the future of
the West Bank settlements. Did the Egyptians mean withdrawal to in-
clude dismantling all settlements? Secretary Vance said this was un-
clear at this point and has to be further defined. The basic principle is
that there should be no settlements in the West Bank or Sinai in the
Egyptian frame of reference. However, what in practical terms they
will accept is unclear.

Weizmann summarized a number of points from his various
meetings with Sadat and Gamacy which he characterized as “very in-
teresting and tangible”. The question however is whether Sadat still en-
dorses that. (He mentioned such examples as joint policing, retention of
Israeli forces, leaving West Bank settlements intact, permitting private
land sales to Israel, open borders, full commerce, and so forth.) Weiz-
mann said that when he met Sadat he would remind him of their dis-
cussion of these points and that “we don’t start from zero in these
meetings”. Secretary Vance agreed and said that one important pur-
pose here is to get down in writing agreement on some of these points
thus far discussed but not recorded.

Dayan then recalled that in the U.S./Israeli “working paper” of
last autumn,® the United States and Israel had agreed on the parties to
be included in the negotiations, and one of the parties was the Pales-
tinian Arabs. He then asked whether we can, in the near future, see a
way to bring in representatives of the Palestine/ Arabs to these negotia-
tions, either formally or as advisers. Dayan said he had recently met
privately with some Palestine/Arab leaders and that he was encour-
aged by their point of view, though he recognized that they would not
necessarily say the same things if other Arabs were present. Was there
some way to get them now into the negotiations? Secretary Vance said
he had discussed this point with Kamel this morning who said that if
Camp David ends with a sufficient and satisfactory agreement, that
then he believed Palestine/Arabs would be prepared to join the
negotiations.

Weizmann inquired whether Sadat still wanted to start with a
broad statement covering the West Bank problem and then with that in
hand to go ahead on Sinai. Vance replied that to the best of his knowl-
edge he is still in that mood, but “you will have to hear it from him.”
Weizmann said he hoped everyone understands that there is a major
difference between the Sinai and the West Bank.

© Not further identified.
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Barak then interjected that he sees a clear analytical distinction be-
tween withdrawal and the settlements, and that withdrawal itself has
two elements within it: withdrawal of the military government and
withdrawal or non-withdrawal of the security presence. And, more-
over, soldiers serving in the West Bank may have joint military gov-
ernment and security functions. Brzezinski said that he thought this
was a manageable problem in differentiating elements to be with-
drawn. Barak said this was the reason he thought it more useful to
work initially on concrete details, a position to which Brzezinski said he
was sympathetic.

Vice President Mondale then asked what approach by the Egyp-
tians would be most helpful here at Camp David in order for the Israeli
Government to be as forthcoming as possible. Dayan responded that
they needed to know concretely more about the Egyptian proposals
and to get into discussing their details, as was begun at Leeds. He said
he thought they should pick up and continue the Leeds conversations
about gaps between the Israeli and Egyptian positions to see what
could be done to bridge them.

Vice President Mondale then asked whether it was fair to say that
how much the Israelis could agree to on the West Bank depends at least
in part on whether Sadat is ready to move ahead definitively on Sinai.
Both Dayan and Weizmann said they were not sure. (Note: It was ob-
vious that neither felt comfortable in responding to this question in
Begin’s absence, but the context of their subsequent remarks suggested
the answer would be “yes”.)

Weizmann then spoke at some length about the problem of getting
Sadat to understand that his visit to Jerusalem, important as it had
been, could not wipe out all previous history of conflict and remove
overnight the reasons why the Israeli people still feel terribly insecure
about their borders. Weizmann said he had tried to get this across him-
self to Sadat but without success. He stressed that the origins of the
1967 war, both in Sinai and in the West Bank (where the Israelis had
urged Hussein not to intervene in the fighting) could not be ignored.

Vice President Mondale then asked whether, hypothetically, if the
Sinai problem could be settled, and an agreement reached between Is-
rael and Egypt in some form over the West Bank and Gaza, would that
not be a great breakthrough whether Hussein joined or not? Dayan re-
sponded that he was convinced that if an agreement over the West
Bank could be reached with Sadat that representative Palestine/Arabs
would join in. In that case, Israel would certainly accept it and would
not question Sadat’s “lack of a formal mandate for the West Bank”.

Brzezinski asked Dayan to review in more detail the outcome of
his recent talks with the Palestine/Arab leaders, which Dayan did at
some length. He said he had met with about six in individual meetings,
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and that they included the Mayors of Hebron and Bethlehem, Hikmat
Al Masri from Nablus, Anwar Katib from Jerusalem, a leading lawyer
from Ramallah, and two members of the Shawa family of Gaza. Al-
though there were individual differences, they all expressed a great de-
sire somehow themselves to have a role in determining their own fu-
ture. They are afraid that they will be left with nothing if Camp David
fails, and they want very much to see the military government abol-
ished and their own administrative council established. They want to
be able to meet to discuss general political issues, which they cannot
now do. They want reunification of families displaced in 1967, with
perhaps as many as one hundred thousand returning. They feel that
there are all the elements necessary for genuine self rule in the West
Bank and Gaza; for example, there are plenty of Arab doctors now in
the hospitals and Arab agricultural experts. With respect to the Israeli
Defense forces, the Arab leaders distinguish between what they would
like (total withdrawal) and what is realistic. Dayan insisted that their
major concern is to make sure the IDF will not interfere in their daily
lives; that they would, of course, agree they had to give assurances that
their Arab police would prevent terrorist attacks against Israelis from
West Bank locations, and that at present they would need substantial
help from Jordan or Egypt to do so. They could accept an IDF presence
limited to the function of defending Israel in a strategic fashion, though
they of course do not like it. With respect to sovereignty, they agree,
said Dayan, that this issue would be decided at the end of or indeed
during the five year interim period. Therefore, he said it is vital to them
that new settlement activity be frozen for five years so that “all the land
won't be bought up by the Israelis”. One Palestine leader wanted all Is-
raeli settlements removed. But the consensus position is to freeze settle-
ments, at least insofar as new settlements are concerned. (He said that
they might agree to permit some additional families to pre-existing set-
tlements.) Dayan said they know full well there are more West Bank
Arabs staying overnight legally or illegally in Tel Aviv, etc., than all the
Israelis living in the West Bank, and that their priority is to keep free
access to the Israeli Arabs. With regard to self-determination, the Pales-
tine leaders want that right. If they had it, however, they would want to
keep some relationship with Jordan. Dayan said he had pressed
whether they would give up their Jordanian citizenship for an “Arafat
citizenship”, and they did not wish to do so. They agree that the area is
perhaps too small and too fragmented for a fully independent state but
they want equal rights with other peoples to make that decision them-
selves. Dayan said he was also pleased to find that they put a high pri-
ority on keeping free contact with Israel; they do not want ever to re-
turn to closed borders with the Israelis or, of course, with Jordan.
Dayan concluded this review by saying he was impressed that the
leaders genuinely want to be involved in deciding their future, yet at
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the same time have fear of PLO retaliation. They cannot “volunteer”.
He said that they made clear they would be talking to Arafat as well as
with the Jordanians and presumably the Egyptians; he said they used
such defiant phrases as “we will tell Arafat what we intend to do.”
Dayan said he assumed that getting “clearance” from all three parties
for their participation would be more complex, yet he felt confident
that if agreement were reachable with Sadat that one way or another
the Palestine leaders would manage to nominate their own repre-
sentatives to participate either formally or informally as advisers
perhaps to an Egyptian if not Jordanian delegation. Quandt asked
whether there was any Israeli impediment to these leaders seeing Ar-
afat in Beirut. Could they then return? Weizmann replied that there
were now no restrictions on their travel. He cited several cases of PLO
sympathizers who have travelled abroad and returned without diffi-
culty. Weizmann also underscored Dayan’s recital by saying that the
West Bankers “have really started talking a bit differently in the last
few weeks.” Weizmann then recounted his conversations with Sadat
about his concept of peace with Egypt as a “first peace” rather than a
“separate peace”. He said he understood that Sadat’s problem was
whether Israel could give him enough on the West Bank and Gaza to
protect him from charges of treachery by the Arabs. But for the Israelis
it is of course very difficult politically, since practically no one will
agree to return to ‘67 borders, even with minor modifications.

Brzezinski said that conceivably one could agree about the interim
solution which might then well become permanent. But an interim so-
lution needed to be attractive enough to permit Sadat to agree to it.
Weizmann agreed. Weizmann then asked whether the United States
was prepared to see an Egyptian/Israeli agreement over the West Bank
if Hussein remained apart. Secretary Vance answered that such an
agreement should go forward even if Hussein will not join, although
obviously it would be better if he did. But, Secretary Vance empha-
sized, the real problem is to find an agreement over the West Bank and
Gaza which is politically sufficiently attractive for Sadat to sell to the
moderate Arabs, especially Saudi Arabia. Dayan again said that he re-
ally believed that the Palestine/Arab leaders would find a way to par-
ticipate with Egypt and Israel, for they can almost “taste” what they
sense to be in their grasp.

Weizmann said he wanted to ask how much influence the Saudis
would have on whether or not an interim solution for the West Bank
would be attractive enough politically, and how much influence they
would have over Palestine/Arab attitudes toward it. Would they sup-
port it? Brzezinski replied he thought it depended on just how attrac-
tive the interim solution were. He said the Saudis are increasinly wor-
ried about other threats in the region and would like to support a
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solution if it is attractive enough. Secretary Vance said in his view the
answer depended on how strongly Sadat supported the solution. If
Sadat is very positive about it, then he believed the Saudis would also
support it.

The meeting concluded in order for Secretary Vance to meet with
President Carter.”

7 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Vance did not meet alone with Carter on
September 7. Vance spoke by telephone with the President from 1:43 p.m. to 1:45 p.m.,
following Carter’s trilateral meeting with Begin and Sadat. (Carter Library, Presidential
Materials)

34. Memorandum of Conversation’

Camp David, September 7, 1978, 3:15-4 p.m., 5-6 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Walter Mondale, Vice President of the United States

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Council Advisor to the the President
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

ISRAELI SIDE

Moshe Dayan, Foreign Minister

Ezer Weizman, Minister of Defense

Aharon Barak, Member Israeli Supreme Court and Prime Minister’s Legal
Advisor

Avraham Tamir, Director, Army Planning Branch

Elyakim Rubenstein (notetaker), Assistant Director General, Ministry for Foreign
Affairs

SUBJECT

Exploration of Israeli Positions on Refugee Return, Security /Withdrawal on West
Bank, Settlements, Sinai Air Bases and Authority for Interim Regime

The following is a summary of the follow-on discussions with
members of the Israeli Delegation to explore further some questions
raised during the President’s bilateral meeting with Prime Minister

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Ath-
erton on September 8.
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Begin and his principal advisors the morning of September 7.> The
principal subjects discussed were: (a) refugee return to the West Bank,
(b) security/withdrawal on the West Bank, (c) Israeli settlements,
(d) Sinai air bases, and (e) the source of authority for an interim regime.
It was agreed that a further subject to discuss was the question of sover-
eignty and final status of the West Bank and Gaza, but time did not
permit getting into this issue.

Of particular note, Dayan made the point twice during the
meeting—once in connection with West Bank security/withdrawal
issues and once in connection with the settlements problem—that
Egypt could not make proposals going beyond its present positions; it
was therefore important to know what the U.S. would agree to support
and then for the U.S. to make proposals on these issues.

Refugee Return

Secretary Vance asked what Israel had in mind, in its West Bank/
Gaza home rule plan, about the number of Palestinian refugees who
would be permitted to return during the interim period and how this
in-migration program would be carried out. The Israelis explained that
they had in mind providing for the return of West Bank and Gaza resi-
dents who had been displaced in the 1967 War. About 40,000 had al-
ready returned and they estimated that perhaps another 100,000 would
have a claim to return under this program. Dayan stressed that this was
an important issue for the West Bank Palestinian representatives he
had been meeting with. The Israelis did not see this as a major problem;
the principal criteria were that they could be absorbed economically
(i.e., that no refugee camps would be created) and that individuals who
would be a security problem be screened out. The details could be
worked out with the Administrative Council envisaged under the
self-rule plan. Israel would have a veto but as a general principle these
1967 displaced persons would be permitted to return.

Dayan emphasized that Israel made a distinction between the
West Bank/Gaza residents displaced in 1967 and refugees or their de-
scendants from the 1948 War. The “right of return” which the latter
claimed meant returning to Israel proper or to Gaza. In Gaza there were
already 150,000 1948 refugees and no more could be absorbed. Israel, it-
self, could not take back any significant numbers. Therefore, the need is
to have an international body which would resolve the problem of the
1948 refugees through resettlement, largely in countries where they re-
side. All governments where these refugees live would participate in
this body, which would also deal with the problem of Jewish refugees

2 See footnote 12, Document 28.
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from Arab countries and their claims. The most difficult category
would be the 1948 refugees in Lebanon.

Security/Withdrawal

Secretary Vance pressed Weizman and Dayan for their specific
ideas on what their security requirements in the West Bank would be
during the interim period. Initially, Weizman took the position that Is-
rael would need to retain approximately its present military forces and
positions in the West Bank. He enumerated the categories of Israeli se-
curity requirements as encompassing (a) a military presence in the
Jordan Valley and control of entry to both the West Bank and Gaza;
(b) early warning stations on the West Bank; (c) strong points on the
West Bank heights overlooking the Jordan Valley; (d) control of key
points on East/West access roads in the West Bank plus the building of
some new roads; and (e) prepositioned depots and defense positions on
the West Bank for additional forces that might have to be sent in.
Weizman stressed that, even if there were peace with Egypt, Israel still
had to be prepared against threats from Syria, Iraq and Jordan to the
East.

Secretary Vance made the point that all of this would not take into
account the essential political problem that there needed to be some re-
ductions and redeployment (which could be characterized by the
Arabs as withdrawal) of Israeli forces and a decrease in their visibility
in order to give evidence of the end of the occupation. Secretaries Vance
and Brown and Dr. Brzezinski pressed this point during an extended
discussion. In the end, both Weizman and Dayan acknowledged the
importance of agreeing on concepts which would meet the categories
of Israeli security requirements listed above but would at the same time
reduce the Israeli military visibility. Secretary Vance stressed Israel
should have what it needs for security; at the same time, there could be
withdrawal into encampments. Dayan said he hoped we could say
withdrawal “out of,” rather than “into.”

The Israelis were reluctant to present to us a detailed military plan,
arguing that this could be dealt with in negotiations. They did, how-
ever, suggest a number of ways in which their military visibility could
be reduced: (a) the most important would be the abolition of the offices
of the military government which Weizman said would remove Israeli
military government officials (about 500 personnel) from about 15 mu-
nicipal centers; (b) some service schools now located on the West Bank
could perhaps be relocated in Israel proper; (c) if any troop concentra-
tions were in populated areas, they could perhaps be redeployed to
other points on the West Bank; (d) battalions could be converted into
companies.

Dayan stressed that Israel’s objective was to take itself out of the
daily lives of the local population, even including security functions
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provided the local authorities were able to prevent terrorist acts against
Israel. If they could not, however, he clearly implied that Israel would
have to reserve the right to intervene.

Weizman raised the additional problem that the West Bank (as
well as Sinai) now provided the principal training areas for Israeli mili-
tary forces. Given the present size of the Israeli defense forces, and the
small area available in Israel, he did not see how their training needs
could be met within the borders of Israel itself.

The Vice President asked whether, as an additional means of dem-
onstrating the change from a military government regime, it would be
possible to convert some Israeli settlements in the West Bank to mili-
tary cantonments. Both Weizman and Dayan reacted negatively to this
idea. Otherwise, however, by the end of the meeting they were clearly
focusing on ways in which their security presence could be modified,
without a significant reduction in its totality, to meet the political need
to demonstrate that a new situation existed.

Settlements

Secretary Vance said that in his view the settlements in the Sinai
and on the West Bank presented two different problems. On the West
Bank, he believed there should be a freeze on further settlements with
disposition of existing settlements to be dealt with in negotiations
among the parties. As for the Sinai settlements, he did not believe Sadat
would give in on his insistence that they be disbanded. Weizman said it
was not possible to ignore the feeling of the Israeli people about the set-
tlements in the Rafah area, given their memories of three Egyptian in-
vasions. Admittedly these settlements were not a major military deter-
rent. They were psychologically important, however, and Israel’s
experience was that it could better control areas where its own people
lived. Why, he asked, could these settlements not serve to help Israelis
and Arabs learn to live together?

Weizman also recalled a suggestion he had once made to Sadat
that the borders of the Gaza Strip be extended to include the Yamit set-
tlement in the Rafah area; then whatever solution was found for Gaza
could apply there. This constituted a minute part of the Sinai. Weizman
asked if this was a matter of principle for Sadat. Secretary Vance said it
was; to Sadat, the return of Egyptian sovereignty to the international
border was something on which he would not concede. Dr. Brzezinski
asked if there were any possibility in the idea of a new demarcation of
the international border, with Egypt getting some land in the Negev in
return for redrawing the Gaza border. Weizman said this had been dis-
cussed with Sadat and was an idea to consider although it had not been
approved by the Israeli Cabinet. Professor Barak noted that General
Gamasy had said this idea was a non-starter for Egypt.
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With respect to West Bank settlements, Dayan asked whether we
had in mind freezing only the establishment of new settlements or also
the number of people in existing settlements. Secretary Vance replied
that President Carter had come to no final conclusion on this but our
present thinking was that the freeze should apply to both new settle-
ments and enlargement of existing settlements. Our concept was that
there should be a freeze until a negotiated agreement was reached.

Dayan said there was a link between Israel’s right to settle in the
West Bank and its willingness to agree to the return of 1967 displaced
persons. Israel had proposed the latter in its self-rule plan on the as-
sumption that Israel would also be able to settle the West Bank during
the interim period. Dayan suggested that there were three points that
needed to be covered in dealing with the settlements problem: (a) the
relationship between freezing settlements and the return of displaced
persons; (b) the settlement of refugees in Gaza through building new
housing for them; and (c) to establish a plan for a fixed number of Is-
raeli settlements in the West Bank so that the Arabs would be reassured
that Israel’s settlement plans were not unlimited and would not
threaten to colonize the entire West Bank. Dr. Brzezinski thought this
might be resolved by providing that the principle of unanimous ap-
proval by Israel and the local Administrative Council for the return of
displaced persons should also be applied to the establishment of new
settlements. The Vice President asked whether it was conceivable that
this problem could be resolved by Israel’s accepting the principle of a
freeze on settlements, so that Sadat could claim a victory, but with
some flexibility in practice for Israel, with the details to be negotiated
between Israel and the local Administrative Council. Dr. Brzezinski
thought a solution might be possible by agreeing that there would be a
freeze on unilateral settlement activity and by making all three points
raised by Dayan the subject of an agreement by the parties—i.e., a fixed
five-year settlement plan (Dayan indicated Israel had in mind 15-20
new settlements in the Jordan Valley comprising 100 families each); the
return of about 100,000 displaced persons; and permanent housing for
refugees in Gaza.

Secretary Vance concluded this part of the discussion by saying
that we would take note of what the Israelis had said and would reflect
on it.

Sinai Air Bases

Picking up on the earlier discussion of Sinai settlements, Dayan
said he wanted to try a “wild shot.” If the U.S. took over the air base
near Yamit, could the latter be included in a zone under U.S. auspices;
the U.S. base commander could have an Arab deputy for the Arab pop-
ulation in the zone, and an Israeli deputy for the Israelis. Weizman fol-
lowed up by asking how serious was the possibility that the U.S. would
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take over this Sinai air base. Secretary Brown said we were not eager to
do so. Secretary Vance said it would be politically difficult, and we
would not consider this unless urged to do so by both Egypt and Israel,
and unless it would advance a peace settlement. The Vice President
said he understood Israel needed air space for training purposes
(Weizman had earlier pointed out that the air space of Israel proper
was inadequate for Israel’s present air force). The Vice President asked
whether it might not help Israel’s training problem and Egypt’s polit-
ical problem if such a base in Sinai were characterized as a training fa-
cility on Egyptian territory for use by Israel, Egypt and the United
States. Weizman said this was a possibility.

Authority for West Bank/Gaza Interim Regime

In a brief discussion on this subject, Secretary Vance explained our
view that an interim regime would have greater validity if it derived its
authority from the governments involved—i.e., Israel, Jordan and
Egypt. Professor Barak asked what would happen if Jordan did not join
the negotiations. The Secretary said if Jordan were invited and did not
join, the authority could derive from an Egyptian-Israeli agreement.
Barak said this presented no problems for Israel.

35. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 7, 1978, 4 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Walter Mondale, Vice President of the United States
Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Hermann Fr. Eilts, U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

EGYPTIAN SIDE

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, Minister of Foreign Affairs

Ahmed Mabher, Director of the Cabinet of the Foreign Minister
SUBJECT

Talk with Egyptian Foreign Minister Kamel

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts on
September 8. The meeting took place in Laurel Hall.
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Meeting:

The Secretary first told Kamel about President Carter’s desire to
have a meeting” this evening with President Sadat and three members
of the Egyptian side. Kamel said he would inform President Sadat.
Kamel noted that after this morning’s tripartite meeting,®> Sadat was
very relaxed.

Egyptian Paper:

The Secretary said that Sadat and Begin had begun to discuss the
Egyptian paper.* They had spent three hours on the subject and will
discuss the paper further at their 5:00PM meeting.” President Carter,
the Secretary noted, has a number of questions on the paper. Some he
has already raised, others he will want to raise. The Secretary was un-
certain whether a discussion of the paper can be concluded today.

Kamel said he was not sure how things will move forward. The ap-
proaches of Begin and Sadat are totally different. Sadat is searching for
essentials; Begin is concentrating on details. This difference of ap-
proach makes it more difficult for President Carter.

Kamel noted that the Egyptians had worked hard on the paper.
They believe it is the minimum that can be presented to the Arabs. The
Saudis and others will support the concepts set forth in the paper. Any-
thing less will place Sadat and Egypt in a bad situation. Sadat is willing
to agree to “everything on normalizing relations and security,” but on
territory and sovereignty he cannot do so.

On the West Bank, Sadat had mentioned the possibility of insub-
stantial modifications. Kamel insisted that Sadat cannot go beyond this.
There is no reason to give on this point. Egypt, he emphasized, wants
real peace. Egypt is sincere. It wants to deepen the human relationship
with the Israelis. If Palestinian rights are ignored or Arab territory is
not returned, Kamel insisted that there will never be a permanent
peace. He asked the Secretary’s views on the Egyptian paper.

The Secretary described the paper as an obviously serious effort
and one which had been carefully put together. As President Carter
had indicated, there is much in it with which we agree. On some
matters, we do have questions. President Carter will want to talk about
this and will want to make suggestions to overcome the difficulties.

Kamel later asked the Secretary how he saw the paper. The Secre-
tary reiterated his view that it is a serious effort. We will have to go

2 See footnote 19, Document 28.
3 See footnote 13, Document 28.
4Gee footnote 8, Document 28.

5 See footnote 17, Document 28.
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through it and try to find ways around points of disagreement. Kamel
noted that some points included in the paper, specifically ending the
boycott, will give Egypt problems with the Arabs. Egypt is nevertheless
willing to go ahead if agreement can be obtained on essentials; he was
certain that Egypt can carry the day.

The Secretary noted that the Israelis have said the Egyptian paper
is unacceptable. Maher asked if the Israelis plan to present a counter-
proposal. The Secretary said the Israelis are still pondering this possi-
bility. He noted that we are prepared to offer our suggestions.

Kamel noted that Sadat has reported to the Egyptian Delegation
that President Carter had asked about a “partial” success. He, Sadat,
had responded that the same degree of effort will be necessary for a
comprehensive success. Kamel also noted that the Egyptians have used
many American formulations in their paper.

West Bank Settlements:

The Secretary noted that Sadat had made it clear that sovereignty
and territory are non-negotiable. He wished to know, however, what
the Egyptian position is on West Bank settlements. In the case of the set-
tlements in Sinai, he understood that these should all be removed. But
is this also true of West Bank settlements?

Kamel responded that in principle the West Bank settlements
should all be dismantled. The parties with whom to discuss this, how-
ever, are the Palestinians and/or the Jordanians. Egypt cannot make
any commitment on retaining the settlements. The Israelis could visit
the West Bank as any foreigner can. The Secretary noted that the Is-
raelis make the argument that the security problem is different in the
West Bank than it is in Sinai. Kamel responded that the Israelis seem to
believe that they have a right to retain the settlements. It is not really se-
curity that is the issue. Security is something that the Egyptians are pre-
pared to work out. He doubted that the settlements, if retained, will
provide real security. They will simply be a provocation. Kamel reiter-
ated Egypt’s readiness to provide all feasible security measures.

The Secretary asked if it might not be feasible to retain existing set-
tlements, but freeze all further settlement activities. Kamel thought that
even this arrangement will result in friction. If security is covered by
other means, the matter of the future of the settlements is one for the
Palestinians and Jordanians to decide.

Vice President Mondale noted that, for purposes of negotiations, it
might be stated that the Sinai settlements will be removed but that the
West Bank settlements will be frozen for five years while negotiations
are underway. The parties could then negotiate the details of resolving
the settlement issue, land purchase, etc. Kamel acknowledged that
freezing new settlements might help. He noted that Egypt is not in-
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sisting that the settlements be removed overnight. It is a matter that can
be discussed.

The Vice President noted that it is difficult for Begin to waive the
principle of Israeli settlements. Many Israelis do not like the settle-
ments, but it is necessary to find some way to handle the matter. A
five-year freeze in the West Bank should enable the subject to be han-
dled through more permanent negotiations. Begin cannot abandon his
life-long commitment to settlement activities.

The Vice President and Secretary pointed out that another problem
is that some of the settlements in the West Bank were built by Labor in
unsettled areas; Begin, however, has built settlements in populated
areas. Kamel agreed that this is a problem. Egypt, he said, cannot say
now that some settlements might remain. The Palestinians and Jorda-
nians must decide this.

The Vice President noted that Egypt could say that it is opposed to
all such settlements and believes they should be frozen. Kamel said that
this sounded alright to him but Egypt cannot go beyond this. He would
convey this idea to Sadat.

West Bank: End of Transition Period:

The Secretary then asked what Kamel foresees will happen at the
end of five years as this concept is set forth in the Egyptian paper.
Kamel responded that the Palestinians should at that time exercise their
right of self-determination. Egypt can work with the Jordanians so that
any Palestinian entity which emerges is linked with Jordan.

The Secretary noted that previously three options had been cited
for the end of the five-year period: (a) linkage with Jordan, (b) continua-
tion of existing status, and (c) affiliation with Israel. Are these three still
feasible? Kamel said that the last of the three will be troublesome
to Egypt. He was convinced, however, that Egypt can work out the
linkage-with-Jordan concept.

King Hussein’s Role:

Vice President Mondale noted that King Hussein is gunshy when
it comes to the peace negotiations. Kamel responded that Hussein has
for the past eleven years built for himself a secure state east of the
Jordan. He is anxious to keep this. Prince Hassan is even more so when
it comes to the West Bank. Vice President Mondale agreed that Hassan
thinks the West Bank is trouble. Kamel observed that King Hussein
does not think so. He would like to have the West Bank back. Hussein is
admittedly cautious, but if the right framework is developed, he can be
influenced. He was sure that the Saudis and the U.S. can help to influ-
ence Hussein. Kamel opined that when Sadat talked about negotiating
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the West Bank, the President had done so in the belief that others will
come in.

Jerusalem:

The Secretary noted that we have some problem with the Jeru-
salem section of the Egyptian paper. Nothing is said in it about an undi-
vided city. Maher argued that the pertinent Egyptian language is in-
tended to mean this. Kamel affirmed that Egypt does not want to
divide Jerusalem again. There should be a municipality council with an
Arab, preferably a Jordanian flag. The Secretary asked whether a Jorda-
nian or an Arab flag is contemplated? Kamel responded that the Egyp-
tian paper starts with an Arab flag. He noted that the Israelis are talk-
ing about the West Bank as a melting pot between the Egyptians and
the Israelis. This, he argued, can also be the case in Jerusalem. An
Arab-Islamic Jerusalem would be of global-wide interest. No Arab or
Muslim, Kamel insisted, can accept a Jerusalem under the Israeli flag.
The Egyptian paper, Kamel stressed, does not envisage a wall within
Jerusalem.

The Secretary said he assumed that Egypt does not want border
guards, checkpoints, or restrictions on freedom of movement. The Vice
President thought that if we can make progress on the West Bank, Gaza
and Sinai, this will already be a success. Additional problems should
not be sought. Maher commented that he did not think the Saudis will
support anything that does not mention Jerusalem. The Secretary ob-
served that there are ways to handle this matter; Kamel agreed and had
Mabher read Article 6 of the Egyptian paper. The Secretary said he had
tried to draft something on this matter. Kamel said the U.S. should
always keep in mind worldwide Muslim sentiment when it comes to
Jerusalem. The Secretary said he was mindful of the Saudi problem.

Kamel also spoke of Egyptian support for freedom of access to Je-
rusalem. The Secretary agreed. He noted that a joint municipality
council has some appeal. There are also precedents in support of such a
concept.

Egyptian Proposed U.S. Action:

The Secretary noted that with respect to items in the Egyptian
paper calling for U.S. actions, he had to point out that Congressional
approval is a factor that must be borne in mind. With respect to Article
9 of the Egyptian paper, he thought this could be eliminated since the
ideas are already contained in Articles 7 and 8. Kamel agreed.

Compensation:

The Secretary then asked how important Egypt considers Article 8
on compensation. Kamel observed that the Israelis have taken Egyptian
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petroleum. The Secretary agreed, but noted such an article will only
give rise to endless claims and counterclaims. Kamel pointed out that
the Egyptian paper does not talk about damage to military installa-
tions. What is being talked about is compensation for damage to ci-
vilian installations. He suggested that the matter be taken up with Pres-
ident Sadat who has strong views on the matter.

The Secretary observed that during the morning tripartite session,
Begin had responded to this article by citing a possible $120 billion-
Israeli-damage claim against Egypt.

Security Arrangements:

Vice President Mondale recalled that Sadat has often said he is
open-minded on security arrangements. He asked about the possibility
of existing security arrangements in the West Bank beyond the five-
year transitional period. Kamel responded that the Egyptian idea is
that after five years, Jordan and Egypt will assume security responsi-
bility. The Palestinians and Israelis, he was convinced, should be able
to coexist. They have many affinities during five years of trying to live
in peace. Both sides will learn to live together. The Vice President and
the Secretary agreed.

Sinai Airfields:

The Secretary then asked how the Sinai airfields issue might be re-
solved? Kamel responded that the Israelis should build airfields of
their own in Israel. The Secretary said that the airfield near Eilat (Et-
zion) could be built elsewhere, but he wondered about the one near
Arish. Kamel observed that Sadat is strongly opposed to having any Is-
raeli airfields in Sinai. He suggested the matter be raised with Sadat.

Compulsory IC] Jurisdiction:

The Secretary then asked about Article 4 of the Egyptian paper,
having to do with compulsory ICJ jurisdiction. He asked if the Egyp-
tians have any precedents for such compulsory ICJ jurisdiction? Maher
thought there are some precedents and undertook to have the Egyptian
lawyers look into the matter.

Peace Treaties:

The Secretary then asked about Article 6 having to do with peace
treaties to be concluded three months after a framework was signed.
He asked why “treaties” was in the plural? What did the Egyptians
have in mind? Maher responded that the reference is to all of the parties
concerned. Kamel elaborated by saying that the Egyptian paper en-
visages that the Jordanians and the Egyptians will sign peace treaties.

The Secretary thought that something like “promptly” would be
better than specifying a three-month time period. Kamel observed that
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the three-month time period is Sadat’s idea. He said he personally does
not like such a specific timeframe.

Appreciation:

After some further desultory conversation, Kamel said he wished
to express the Egyptian Delegation’s deep appreciation for what the
U.S.—and specifically President Carter and the Secretary—are trying to
do. He knew that Begin is difficult. A success, he noted, will be good for
all parties. The Secretary agreed.

36. Memorandum of Conversation’

Camp David, September 8, 1978, 9:30 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Council Advisor to the President
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary, NEA

ISRAELI SIDE

Ezer Weizman, Minister of Defense

Moshe Dayan, Foreign Minister

Prof. Aharon Barak, Member Israeli Supreme Court and Prime Minister’s Legal
Advisor

Major General Avraham Tamir, Director, Army Planning Branch

Mr. Elyakim Rubinstein, Assistant Director General, Ministry for Foreign Affairs

SUBJECT

Meeting with Israeli Delegation

This meeting was a continuation of a meeting with the same group
Thursday afternoon.” It concentrated on the issues of sovereignty /with-
drawal in the West Bank and the question of settlements there. In the
course of the conversation, there was a brief review of understandings

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret. Drafted by Saunders. The
meeting took place in Holly Cabin.

2 See Document 34.
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on issues which had been discussed yesterday which produced some
new qualifications.

Just to deal with the review of the two issues from yesterday first:

1. Devolution of Authority. Secretary Vance stated his under-
standing that it was generally agreed that authority for the Palestinian
self-governing authority would devolve from agreement among Israel,
Egypt, and Jordan. Barak and Dayan indicated that they had not yet
discussed this with the Prime Minister and would have to do so. Barak
recalled that, in a Begin-Lewis conversation® before Begin’s departure
from Israel, the Prime Minister had suggested that authority would de-
volve from the Military Governor during the first two years of the tran-
sitional agreement and then, after that, from a Jordan-Israel-Egypt
agreement. Both Secretary Vance and Dr. Brzezinski said they felt that
the devolution from the three party agreement should come immedi-
ately and to introduce a phase of devolution from the Israeli military
government would undercut the political advantage of enhancing an
appearance of authority moving promptly to the West Bankers. Dayan
said they would take this up with the Prime Minister.

2. Security/Withdrawal. Secretary Vance summarized his under-
standing that what is needed is Israeli withdrawal out of certain areas
and stressed the political importance of reducing the Israeli presence.
He felt there had been general agreement the previous afternoon on the
principle subject to discussing details of the Israeli security presence
that would remain. The main new point introduced on this subject was
Barak’s question on whether the U.S. shares the Israeli view that this
withdrawal would represent the full implementation of the principle of
withdrawal in Resolution 242. In the exchange that followed, Secretary
Vance responded that these moves would be an adequate fulfillment of
the withdrawal principle during the transitional period but, since there
will not be full implementation until the end of the transitional period,
withdrawal in the interim period cannot be considered final implemen-
tation of the principles of 242.

The bulk of the meeting was spent on the issues of sovereignty and
the Israeli settlements.

Sovereignty. Secretary Vance began by stating the U.S. view that, at
the end of five years, there should be a decision on the future status and
relationship of the West Bank/Gaza with its neighbors; that the Pales-
tinians should participate in this decision; that the mechanism for deci-
sion on the final status and relationship should be negotiations among
Israel, Jordan, Egypt, and the West Bank/Gaza authority.

% The Embassy transmitted a summary of the August 26 meeting in telegram 11013
from Tel Aviv, August 26. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P850033-0410)
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The Israelis replied with a new formula which they had produced
since the last meeting. It takes the form of a draft article which would
have two parts:

1. “The Palestinian Arabs have the right to participate in the deter-
mination of their future through talks involving representatives of Is-
rael, Jordan, and Egypt.

2. “The future status of the West Bank and Gaza, including the
issue of sovereignty, will be discussed and decided after five years.”

Barak explained that this decision would be made with the partici-
pation of the inhabitants in a way consistent with Israel’s autonomy
plan. He explained that Israel would envision an exchange of letters be-
tween the U.S. and Israel which would state that the above formulation
would in no way undermine Israel’s claim to sovereignty.

For clarification, Secretary Vance asked whether the Israelis were
saying that Israel would automatically assert its claim to sovereignty if,
after five years, the West Bankers said they wished to federate with
Jordan. The summary answer, stated by Dayan at the end of this por-
tion of the conversation, was that Prime Minister Begin wants on the
record now his position that Israel is reserving its right to assert its
claim—not that Israel is today saying what it will do five years hence.

In the more detailed discussion, the Israeli position in summary
embraced these two points:

—If a solution like federation is proposed which spreads Arab
authority over the West Bank, Israel is likely to assert its claim to
sovereignty.

—If, on the other hand, there is a solution which breaks sover-
eignty up into its various functional components and leaves unstated
the question of who is sovereign, Israel is less likely to assert its claim to
sovereignty.

Coming at the problem from a different direction, Barak said he
preferred to avoid the use of such “19th Century terms” as confedera-
tion, federation, and sovereignty. The problem with “federation” is that
it would ascertain Jordanian sovereignty to the West Bank and Gaza.
The problem with “confederation” is that it suggests a Palestinian sov-
ereignty. Neither is acceptable to Israel. But if there is a functional
breakdown of the elements of sovereignty and no explicit decision on
who is sovereign, then the issue does not need to arise.

Returning to the new formula Barak had presented, Dayan said he
wished to make three points.

1. This formula now brings the question of Palestinian participa-
tion in determining their future into discussion of the sovereignty
issue.

2. Israel does distinguish between the future of the Palestinian
Arabs themselves and the future of the territory in the West Bank and
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Gaza. He stressed that acknowledging the right of the Palestinian
Arabs to participate in the determination of their future does not mean
that they would “take their territory with them.” He argued that al-
lowing the Palestinian Arabs to make the decision on the future of the
West Bank and Gaza put them in a position of deciding an important
element of the Jewish future as well. Israel could not accept that.

3. He felt that deferring a decision on the status of the territories
until after five years would allow for a decision on arrangements which
would not be black and white. Here he was echoing Barak’s point on
leaving sovereignty undefined.

Settlements. Secretary Vance began this portion of the discussion by
stating our tentative view that there might be a freeze on both the
number of settlements and the number of people in the settlements.
The future of the settlements would be decided in negotiations among
Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and the Palestinian authority. He acknowledged
that Israel does not agree with this position and believes there should
be some additions in both categories. The Secretary acknowledged that
the Sinai is different because there is a recognized international
boundary and there is no question of sovereignty in the Sinai. There,
we believe settlements should be removed.

In response to questions from Weizman and Dayan, the Secretary
reported that the idea of extending Gaza to include the Yamit settle-
ments had been rejected and that individual Israeli buying of property
in the West Bank is acceptable.

Dayan then explained with some feeling why freezing the number
of settlers is “absolutely impossible.” He said that no one counts people
who go in and go out of a community except in prisons. He also said
that the freezing of the number of new settlements would be unaccept-
able to the Israeli government and that pressing this issue would have
repercussions on other issues. Specifically, he said he did not see how
Israel could agree to large numbers of displaced persons returning to
the West Bank if Israel’s right to allow new settlers to go to the West
Bank had been frozen. If the settlements are frozen, Israel would have
to impose its own freeze on other issues.

Dayan then put forward Israel’s strategy for dealing with this
issue. Israel would put forward a plan describing the number of settle-
ments it proposed to install during the five-year transitional period,
where they would be, and how they would acquire the land without
confiscating it. By putting forward such a plan, Israel would impose on
itself limitations on the settlements for five years and then would agree
to the return of displaced persons and plans for settling the refugees
permanently in Gaza.

Secretary Vance suggested the following formulation: there will be
no new settlements or expansion of existing settlements without the ap-
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proval of the four party council (Jordan, Egypt, Israel, Palestinian Au-
thority). Dayan did not respond but instead reiterated the point that Is-
rael wants to change the practice of the last eleven years of not allowing
displaced persons to return and felt that such a change would be an in-
ducement to the Arabs to accept Israel’s strategy.

Secretary Vance then asked what the purpose of the new settle-
ments would be. Dayan responded that it would be to fill the gaps be-
tween existing settlements. He said there should be some linkage
among the settlements. It is difficult for a settlement to exist without
two or three nearby. He acknowledged that, in theory, one could take a
position that there should be no settlements at all and they should be
replaced by military forces. But if settlements are going to be left on the
West Bank, they must exist in clusters and cannot be isolated.

Dr. Brzezinski pressed the point that the settlements and the return
of displaced persons are unequal issues. In establishing the settlements,
Israel wants to perpetuate in the West Bank an Israeli presence with its
own guards, schools, laws, and other systems. He felt there is an incon-
sistency in the Israeli position. On the one hand, the self-rule proposal
is supposedly designed to arrange something that the Palestinian
Arabs can call their own. On the other hand, Israel insists on main-
taining armed enclaves in this Arab area. No one in the world under-
stands Israel’s purpose. No one in the world supports Israel in this
policy. He asked why Israel should complicate the process of moving
toward peace by insisting on continuing its settlement policy.

Weizman interjected that he had never understood why settle-
ments on the West Bank were called illegal. If eventually there is a con-
federation, there would be a sharing of this area involving Israel as well
as Jordan. Moreover there had been settlements such as those around
Hebron which had existed before the 1948 War. At least those first set-
tlements must be legal.

Dr. Brzezinski stressed that there may not be a confederation if Is-
rael creates the impression that it will use its presence to try to colonize
the West Bank. He went on to argue that if Israel wants to work out an
arrangement with the Arabs on the West Bank, they have to have the
feeling that they control the area in some significant degree. If they feel
that Israel is perpetuating and extending its control, then they do not
feel that they have a place they can call their own. Dayan argued that if
the approach he thought Dr. Brzezinski was implying were taken, it
would be necessary to take a decision on sovereignty in the West Bank
now. Dr. Brzezinski replied that this might be the ideal approach, but
since we cannot do that we are trying to find a way to defer the decision
until the end of five years so that we can allow the settlements to stay
during that period.
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Dayan on two occasions in this part of the discussion expressed his
concern that the imposition of a freeze on settlements would very
quickly be extended by the Arabs to apply to east Jerusalem, and Israel
could not make itself vulnerable to that.

Weizman emphasized the importance of the settlements in Israeli
psychology. He said the whole of Israel had been made and defended
on the basis of settlements. Secretary Brown noted that if Israel did not
have the Israeli Defense Forces—as had been the case earlier in its his-
tory—Weizman would have a stronger argument. Weizman then
asked Secretary Vance to confirm his understanding that the United
States is saying all settlements should disappear. Secretary Vance re-
plied, “In the Sinai, yes.”

Secretary Vance then turned to Weizman and told him that Presi-
dent Sadat believes there is agreement between Weizman and Gamasy
on the Sinai airfields. Weizman said that is not the case. Weizman then
got out a map to explain how difficult it is for Israel to substitute for the
Sinai airfields, particularly the one at Etzion near Eilat. Dayan thought-
fully suggested that maybe it would be possible to reach agreement at
Camp David on the airfields so that only the issue of the settlements
would stand between us and agreement. However, Dayan was not sure
this issue could be negotiated with Sadat. Secretary Vance said tenta-
tively he thought it would be desirable to try to resolve the airfield
problem with Sadat at Camp David, but he said he would want to think
about it and talk with the President.

Weizman said he did not want to sound as if he were suggesting a
tradeoff between the Sinai and the West Bank, but he thought that if Is-
rael knew how the West Bank problem were to be solved, it would be
much easier to deal with issues in the Sinai when the negotiations focus
there again. Dayan thought Israel should try to reach agreement at
Camp David between Sadat and Weizman on the military problems in
the Sinai and then return to the issue of the settlements. He wondered if
the Secretary would arrange another meeting between Weizman and
Sadat.

The Secretary replied by saying that he would want to give this
more thought and then suggested that the conversation return to the
West Bank. He said he understood what Dayan and Weizman had said
about the settlements there, told them he did not find their arguments
compelling but promised to report them to the President. Dayan re-
minded him for the third time that any freeze on settlements would ul-
timately come back to apply to Israeli population of annexed portions
of east Jerusalem. Alluding again to his idea of a plan for the settle-
ments, he said that we could perhaps deal with the Arab concern by ap-
plying a freeze at such points where the Arabs feel Israel will use the
settlements to limit Arab activity on the West Bank.
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Barak referred to Article 21 of the Begin Self-rule Plan* and sug-
gested that there be agreement in advance on the flow of immigration
of displaced persons and on the number of settlements. (Note: Article
21 establishes a committee to determine the “numbers of immigra-
tion.”) Secretary Vance said he did not understand equating Israeli set-
tlements and returning displaced persons.

Dr. Brzezinski, in concluding, enumerated the significant points
on which the Egyptians had made concessions—a transitional period,
Israeli security presence in the West Bank, no independent Palestinian
state. He felt that asking them to allow for a continued program of ex-
panded Israeli settlement is “overloading the circuit.” Secretary Vance
said that to have everything founder on this issue would be tragic.

4 On the Palestinian self-rule plan proposed by Begin in December 1977, see Foreign
Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978. An un-
dated paper outlining the differences between this plan and the proposed Framework for
Peace in the Middle East is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
Middle East, Subject File, Box 8, Camp David [Summary]: 9/6-9/78.

37. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 8, 1978

SUBJECT
Egyptian Delegation’s Views on US Suggestions

PARTICIPANTS

American Side®

The Secretary

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
William Quandt, National Security Council

Hermann Fr. Eilts, US Ambassador to Egypt

Denis Clift, Vice President’s Staff

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts on
September 16. The meeting took place in Holly Lodge. According to Document 28, the
meeting took place from 3 p.m. to 5:30 p.m., September 8.

2 Brzezinski is not listed among the participants on the U.S. side, but he participated
in the discussion.
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Egyptian Side:

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, Minister of Foreign Affairs

Ambassador Ahmed Maher el-Sayed, Director of the Cabinet of the Foreign
Minister

Ambassador Nabil el-Araby, Director of Legal Department, Foreign Ministry

Dr. Osama el-Baz, Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs

Dr. Boutros Boutros Ghali, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs

Dr. Ashraf Ghorbal, Ambassador of Egypt to the US

Mr. Ahmed Abou el-Gheite, Office of the Foreign Minister

Minister Abdul Rauf el-Reedy, Director of Policy Planning, Foreign Ministry

Summary: Lengthy discussion of preference for compulsory IC]J ju-
risdiction and concern over (a) sovereignty issue in West Bank/Gaza,
(b) Israeli settlements, (c) the return of Palestinian displaced persons
and refugees, and (d) the future of Jerusalem.

The Secretary said that Presidents Carter and Sadat would meet at
1600.? They will discuss generally the nature of the US suggestions. We
had not yet begun to write our suggestions, but will begin doing so to-
morrow. We hope to get a draft* to the Egyptian side tomorrow after-
noon or Sunday. Vice President Mondale will be returning tomorrow,
and his input will also be needed. The Secretary thought that our ideas
will be acceptable to both President Sadat and President Carter. They
will outline a general framework and will draw heavily on the Egyp-
tian document.

Kamel opined that the Egyptian proposal is in many parts consist-
ent with United States positions. The Egyptians believe that their pro-
posal should be accepted. He had told Sadat that the American and
Egyptian Delegations would meet today. Sadat had approved such a
meeting with all the Egyptian Delegation present. He then asked if we
wanted any clarification on the Egyptian paper.

Compulsory IC] Jurisdiction: He asked where the concept of IC] com-
pulsory jurisdiction had come from. Are there any precedents for this?
El-Baz responded that the concept had been taken from the ICJ year-
book for 1975-76. In that volume, he noted, there are recorded at least
100 agreements on compulsory IC] jurisdiction. The Secretary asked if
any peace treaties are included. El-Baz said no, but referred to a
Chilean/Argentinian copyright convention, a UK/Ghanian loan agree-
ment, and a number of other agreements, both bilateral and multilat-
eral. El-Baz also noted that the Israelis had on October 3, 1956, accepted
the concept of compulsory IC] jurisdiction, admittedly with some reser-
vations. Their declaration was not as exclusive as the Connally Amend-

3 See footnote 23, Document 28.

% In his account of the summit, Quandt noted that Saunders began work on the first
of twenty-three drafts of the U.S. proposal late in the evening of September 8. (Quandt,
Camp David, p. 226) This first draft is printed as Document 38.
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ment,” however. It simply excludes certain aspects of Arab/Israeli and
domestic affairs. El-Baz thought that the area of compulsory ICJ juris-
diction could be enlarged. It has the advantage, he pointed out, of
de-politicizing the dispute and bringing it into a legal rather than a po-
litical framework. In this context, the resolution of disputes should be
easier. It should lessen tensions and help to eliminate controversy. The
Secretary asked whether this means that disputes flowing from a peace
treaty for contractual arrangements between the parties should be cov-
ered. El-Baz responded that any agreement could be referred to the ICJ
for decision.

El-Araby pointed out that the USG has pressed Egypt to go to the
ICJ on the petroleum issue. Hence, the Egyptians had believed that this
concept could be beneficial to the conflict in general. The Secretary said
he will have the Department’s Legal Counselor look into the matter.
Boutros Ghali observed that this would be our contribution to the IC],
which at the moment has little to do.

The Secretary said that on other matters, he understood what had
been said in the Egyptian paper. He noted the omission of Article 9.
Also the general form of the Preamble and then the operational part are
good approaches. He asked if the Egyptians have any question about
our views.

West Bank/Gaza-Sovereignty-Round-and-Round the Mulberry Bush:
Kamel noted that the United States has taken certain public positions
that are on record. The Egyptians hope that these public positions will
be reflected in whatever language President Carter introduces. Specif-
ically, he mentioned (a) withdrawal, (b) the illegality of settlements,
and (c) the Palestinian problem. The previous day, he noted, the Egyp-
tians has gained the impression that we are backing away from some of
these previously enunciated positions.

The Secretary said that this impression is wrong. President Carter
has said that there is a good deal of merit in the self-government pro-
posal of Prime Minister Begin.® The Egyptians had assumed that the en-
tire Begin proposal will be taken over. This is not the case. There is
nothing inconsistent in this with our belief that there is a need to talk
about self-government in the interim period. It is important to have a
self-government in the transition period.

% Named after Senator Thomas Connally (D-Texas), Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, the Connally Amendment refers to language included in the
United States’ 1946 declaration of acceptance of the International Court of Justice’s com-
pulsory jurisdiction. The amendment stated that the Court’s jurisdiction shall not apply
to disputes with regard to matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction
of the United States of America “as determined by the United States of America.” (C.P.
Trussel, “Senate Vote Near on World Court,” The New York Times, August 2, 1946, p. 5)

6 See footnote 4, Document 36.
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Kamel agreed, and acknowledged that his impression was that
President Carter favors the Begin plan with respect to self-government.
He recalled that at the Leeds Castle conference,” Egypt had also put for-
ward ideas on the subject. The Secretary said that we take exception to
the Egyptian idea that Jordanian and Egyptian authority should prevail
in the West Bank and Gaza during the interim period. We believe au-
thority for the self-governing authority should flow from Jordan, Egypt
and Israel. There should be an election for representatives of the Pales-
tinians who will govern.

Kamel thought that Jordanian/Palestinian and Egyptian/Pales-
tinian relationships are enough for the interim period. Why should Is-
rael participate in self-rule? Saunders noted that the Secretary had been
speaking of an agreement which would provide authority to the gov-
ernment. He had not been talking about Israeli involvement. The Secre-
tary observed that the Israelis would withdraw. Saunders pointed to
the difference between our concept and that of the Begin Plan, which
speaks of authority deriving from the military government. This, the
Secretary noted, is not acceptable to us. Saunders stressed that under
our idea, authority would devolve from the three governments—
Egypt, Jordan and Israel. They would set up the mechanism for local
elections.

El-Reedy asked about our interpretation of this difference in terms
of the consequences for self-government? The Secretary said he had
read the Egyptian proposal as suggesting a continuing supervisory role
by Jordan and Egypt. This is not good. Authority should be gotten to
the people as quickly as possible. Saunders noted that the Egyptian
plan at Leeds Castle turned over authority to Jordan and Egypt jointly.
This is not realistic. The Israelis are in the West Bank and Gaza. Hence,
agreement by the three is better than any unilateral Israeli authority.
El-Reedy asked if this suggests a role for Israel. Saunders said only in-
sofar as the defined agreement on security is concerned. There would
be no role in government. Security, possibly immigration and some
other matters might be handled through a committee. The Secretary
said we would have to find areas where such committee supervision is
needed. Quandt noted that, under the Israeli plan, authority derives
from the military authority. It can be revoked at any time. This is not ac-
ceptable. El-Baz recalled that El-Araby had alluded to United States
thinking in terms of beginning the self-government role. What about
termination of that role? Would this transpire in the same manner? The
Secretary thought there would have to be a provision indicating what
happens at the end of five years and how to proceed. This should de-
pend in a major way on the will of the people. Saunders observed that

7 See footnote 3, Document 3.
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we took our cue from the three points that the Egyptians had given us
at Leeds. Only when the Palestinians are involved can one get a treaty
for termination. One must have a peace treaty before anyone can sign.
Hence, we had gone back to the El-Araby paper.

El-Araby asked whether the five-year transitional period will not
simply be renewed. The Secretary commented that this depends upon
the Palestinians. The decision on sovereignty at the end of the five-year
period will be one for the Palestinians to decide. The Egyptians imme-
diately demurred.

El-Baz argued that what is being discussed is different from sover-
eignty. Israel will be allowed to maintain its claims to sovereignty
under our arrangement. If agreement is reached, sovereignty should
rest with the Palestinian people. This is their inherent right. If we defer
the issue, it is left unresolved. To say decide nor or self-determination is
different from deciding sovereignty. The Secretary commented that the
Aswan® language speaks of Palestinian participation in the future. It
says nothing about sovereignty.

El-Baz said the Egyptians need our thoughts on sovereignty. The
Secretary responded that we cannot decide this matter now. There is
no single claim to sovereignty. Both Jordan and Israel have claims.
El-Araby argued that the Aswan language implicitly says sovereignty
rests with the Palestinians. El-Reedy continued this point by noting that
the Aswan language has three component elements: (a) resolving the
Palestine problem—in all its aspects (the Secretary agreed, but noted
that it does not say when); (b) recognizing the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people (the Secretary noted this means the right to a home-
land). Self-determination, El-Reedy contended, is one of their rights
and a universally recognized one; and (c) the Palestinians should par-
ticipate in determining their future status. The Egyptians had inferred
from this that the Palestinians are a party to the peace process.

The Secretary said there are different ways of exercising self-
determination. It may be unfettered or it may be a choice among alter-
natives. The Egyptian paper suggests affiliation with Jordan; hence,
self-determination is not an unqualified matter. El-Reedy observed that
the Egyptian paper had indicated the GOE will recommend such a link.
Ghorbal asked whether the American idea is that there should be an in-
dependent Palestinian state or a confederation. Secretary Vance said
we are against an independent Palestinian state. We prefer confedera-
tion, federation or something of this sort. El-Araby thought that the
principal people to decide this issue will be the Palestinians them-
selves. Only the Palestinians will be asked and be a party to the exer-

8 See footnote 5, Document 3.



August 8-September 17,1978 141

cise. The Secretary reiterated that the alternative “will have to be lim-
ited.” El-Araby observed that only the Palestinians can decide this. The
Secretary noted that we cannot say this. El-Baz asked who else might
come into the process. The Secretary said that King Hussein could
come in. Hussein has not foregone the Jordanian claim to the West
Bank. Nor has Israel foregone its claim.

El-Baz said Sadat had told President Carter that Israel has no right
to claim sovereignty in the West Bank and Gaza. The Secretary recalled
that in recent years it has been the practice that the people on the land
where conflicting claims exist have the right to determine their own fu-
ture. El-Baz argued that if the issue is left vague, Israel has a privileged
claim on sovereignty until the last minute. This is an unbalanced ar-
rangement. It will reopen the whole issue at the end of the transitional
period. There is no mechanism to ensure Israeli departure.

The Secretary said we assume that in the transition period talks
will take place between the Palestinians and Jordan on what happens
afterwards. El-Baz argued that the Israeli objective is to keep the West
Bank. Jordan, he insisted, does not claim it. Egypt could go to King
Hussein to obtain his renunciation of the Jordanian claim, should this
be required. Association between Jordan and the West Bank and Gaza
should be left to the Palestinians. The Government of Egypt says it
favors such a link in advance. Egypt will also push for this. But in the
final analysis, the Palestinians should decide. If the issue is left floating,
it will appear that the entire Palestinian problem is unresolved. We
should agree that the question of sovereignty not be left to negotiation.

Quandt said that sovereignty is the word that upsets everyone.
The final status, he noted, should be decided at the end of five years.
Why should we now try to get into the sovereignty question and create
problems for ourselves. El-Baz responded that the reason is that the Is-
raelis are mentioning the issue.

El-Reedy said that the Israelis are introducing sovereignty in order
to confuse their obligation to withdraw under UN Resolution 242. The
introduction of the sovereignty issue was done to make the West Bank/
Gaza appear as disputed territory. Egypt never claimed sovereign
rights in Gaza. It simply administered the area under an armistice
agreement. Jordan was in the West Bank in the same manner. The late
King Abdullah moved into the West Bank in 1950. His takeover was
challenged by the Arab League and was not recognized. In 1967, after
UN Resolution 242, everyone talked of the return of the West Bank to
Jordan. At the same time a Palestinian national movement emerged. At
the Rabat Summit’ a decision was reached that the party to which au-

9 Reference is to the October 1974 Arab Summit conference held at Rabat, Morocco.
For documentation on this conference, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXVI,
Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976.
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thority over the West Bank should be returned was the Palestinian
people rather than Egypt or Jordan. He also noted that the Palestinians
were recognized as early as 1947 as having a right to their own state.
Kamel argued that Egypt was sure King Hussein is ready to renounce
any claim to sovereignty to the West Bank. The Secretary noted that Is-
rael is only willing to put aside for the next five years any claim to sov-
ereignty to the West Bank.

El-Baz asked how the problem should be solved in the end. The
Secretary said it should be solved by sitting down with the Palestinians.
El-Baz asked what happens if the Israelis refuse. The Secretary noted
that the Israelis reserve their claim to the West Bank. El-Araby noted
that if the Israelis do not like what is happening, they can go back in
under our ideas. El-Baz observed that the Israelis have not put forward
any claim to sovereignty prior to Begin’s advent. When they did so,
their purpose was simply to annex territory. If they wish to present a
claim to sovereignty in the future, they can also do so in Sinai and else-
where. Sovereignty, he reiterated, should reside with the people.
Self-determination is necessary.

El-Reedy said that legitimate security concerns can be discussed,
such as termination of belligerency, good neighborly relations, etc.
El-Baz insisted that the sovereignty question should be dropped.
Quandt noted that some day it will have to be resolved. Atherton said
it is not simply one of how it will be resolved, but also when. In the
peace treaty, Egypt, Israel, Jordan are all parties and can define their
relationship.

El-Baz noted that deciding a relationship is different from sover-
eignty. Quandt pointed out that we are talking about a political rela-
tionship. El-Baz thought that a link could be obtained. But to introduce
Israel as a party to sovereignty over the West Bank produces a problem.
Quandt pointed out that we are trying to get a framework to see where
we are going. El-Baz noted that after five years the Palestinians may
opt for their own entity. They may prefer an independent state, al-
though Egypt will do what it can to influence a linkage with Jordan. If
Israeli sovereignty is introduced into the equation, it negates self-
determination.

El-Araby commented that the Israelis occupy and the Palestinians
live in the West Bank. Egypt says that the Palestinians are the proper
sources of sovereignty. He asked what the Israeli claim to sovereignty
to the West Bank is based upon. The Secretary said that Begin bases it
on biblical rights, others say by annexation. El-Baz noted that by the
same token, the Palestinians could claim a right to determine the sover-
eignty of Israel. If the issue of sovereignty in the West Bank/Gaza is left
open to Israel, the same should also be done in reverse.
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El-Reedy referred to Atherton’s statement that sovereignty will be
decided in the peace treaties. He asked whether this means that we
cannot now know what a peace treaty will look like. Atherton com-
mented that the peace treaty will be based on the principles of UN Res-
olution 242, including withdrawal. El-Reedy commented that eleven
years after the passage of 242, why is it not possible to say that the Is-
raeli claim to sovereignty is not acceptable. This should by now be
clear. El-Araby asked whether that if the assumption is made that the
Palestinians will wish to join Jordan at the end of five years, will Israel
be able to veto this and continue proposed arrangements for five years
to fifty years. Egypt is not against a limited choice. El-Baz said that
when Egypt accepted the right to a limitation on self-determination, it
never thought that the sovereignty issue would be involved. Egypt
cannot accept anything that keeps the sovereignty question open for
five years.

Quandt observed that there is no such thing as absolute sover-
eignty. Two elements must be worked out: (a) borders, which may re-
quire adjustments, and (b) security, which may dilute some aspects of
sovereignty. El-Baz said that Egypt considers that sovereignty rests
with the Palestinians. Ghorbal noted that we are coping with two dia-
metrically opposed viewpoints—that of the Israelis and that of the
Egyptians. The United States is trying to put off the issue. It cannot be
put that way. Egypt agreed to a limited exercise of sovereignty in order
to satisfy the security needs of Israel. Egypt said it would direct the Pal-
estinian entity into a link with Jordan. But Egypt cannot accept dissolu-
tion of the Palestinians into a greater Israeli state. The Israelis want the
West Bank and Gaza to satisfy their expansionist ambitions. We cannot
paper over the differences. He likened the issue to the UAR/Syrian
union, '’ which was “an act of sovereignty.” Egypt cannot accept a link
of the West Bank and Israel. It cannot accept what it has put forward for
Israel’s security, namely Israeli expansion in five years. The Secretary
asked how the question of sovereignty should be resolved. Ghorbal re-
sponded that the United States had worked on Sadat to make peace
and to normalize relations. Now there must be a political decision also
to press the Israelis.

El-Baz observed that the Israeli claim to sovereignty does not mean
anything. Sovereignty rests with the Palestinians in the West Bank and
Gaza, he reiterated. The type of entity and self-determination can be re-
solved. But on sovereignty in the West Bank there can be no legitimate
problem. If Israel agrees to withdraw, it is a renunciation of the Israeli

10 Reference is to the 1958-1961 political union of Egypt and Syria, known as the
United Arab Republic.
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claim to sovereignty. Begin talks about sovereignty to justify the exten-
sion of the Israeli occupation.

El-Araby noted that an agreement between Jordan, Israel, and
Egypt should not have a provision giving Israel the right to continue
the occupation in five-years time or to veto a change in regime. Quandt
asked what happened if agreement cannot be reached on the matter of
security. Does the occupation continue? El-Baz responded that the Pal-
estinians should be brought in on everything. It should then be possible
to work everything out, even at the beginning. If too many loose issues
are left undecided, problems are bound to develop. Ghorbal recalled
that the phrase was included in the Aswan language, “legitimate
rights.” He asked where this is being taken into account. If in five years
the Israelis do not leave or the Palestinians have the right to self-
determination, where does this leave us?

The Egyptian three-stage procedure is vitiated if the Israelis retain
the right to veto. The Palestinians should be given self-determination.
They should have the right to determine their own future. The issue
should not be cast in terms of a security threat to Israel.

Brzezinski pointed out that we do not believe that the sovereignty
question needs be resolved at this time. We concede that sovereignty
rests with the people. But we must also recognize that there is a
problem of security. We believe that the security problem must be re-
solved at an early stage. The solution of the Palestinian question should
not be deferred until the end of the five-year period. If one attempts to
do so, it amounts to an interim, partial agreement.

Quandt asked why the Egyptians had agreed to a five-year period
if they wish everything to be settled at the outset. Time is required to
settle some of the difficult problems. El-Baz responded that the Egyp-
tians accepted the five-year period at the United States” urging. The
Egyptian concept is two-fold: (a) a transitional period in which the Pal-
estinians are conceded the right to self-determination, even though
Egypt recognizes it is difficult to bring this about; (b) agreement to the
phasing out of “certain things.” While the Israelis are withdrawing,
Egypt will propose introducing security, the determination of belliger-
ency and peace. The transfer of authority in the West Bank/Gaza can
take place in steps. Egypt does not accept the transitional period as a
way of deferring fundamental issues. Egypt is willing to do all it can to
press the Palestinians to link with Jordan and to discuss borders, secu-
rity, etc., with a view to deciding these matters. Ghorbal noted that any
solution must assume that sovereignty rests with the people. The Is-
raelis admit self-rule should be the right of the people, hence this con-
cept fits in. The Israelis ought to be satisfied that the Arabs, with the
help of the United States, will during the transition period work to have
the Palestinians agree to a link with Jordan. They will also agree to nor-
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malizing relations. It should be left to the future to see how this works
out, but the Israelis should not be able to use their armed forces to
achieve their aims in the West Bank and Gaza.

Dr. Brzezinski asked how this would come about. Ghorbal re-
sponded that the United States had seen how, despite its statements,
the Israelis have gone ahead to do what they wish. Brzezinski thought
that we should talk about some of the details of the five-year arrange-
ments, e.g., a freeze on settlements. Let us suppose, he stated, that as a
result of our efforts the Israelis get out of Sinai, in the West Bank the
military occupation is limited, there is a reduction of Israeli forces, a
self-governing authority is set up, and there is a freeze on settlements.
There might also be a return of some divided families. This process will
require five years in itself. It will transform the political realities of the
West Bank. This is what the United States is aiming at. We have to talk
about tangibles and we have to work with Egypt to achieve this.
Ghorbal commented that this must also be present in the Israeli minds.
Brzezinski reiterated that we must create conditions to manage this
type of situation. Five years is not a great deal of time. We need to nail
down specifics: e.g., the end of the occupation, the nature of the strong
points, etc. We should not seek now to solve hypothetical problems. Is-
rael, he noted, would even be willing to solve the Golan problem if
Syria is ready. In Sinai, the Israelis are willing to do so. In the West
Bank, the Israeli presence will be significantly reduced. These are all
tangible benefits.

Kamel said he was astounded that the United States should accept
the Israeli claim to sovereignty in the West Bank. Egypt will not accept
this. It is out of the question. The Secretary pointed out that one cannot
stop the Israelis from asserting their claim. Kamel responded that sov-
ereignty is inherent in the Palestinians. The Israelis have to return ev-
erything. Brzezinski noted that we are seeking a process that will go
ahead. The Secretary noted that sovereignty is not mentioned in the
agreement, but that this is an underlying reality. The Secretary said
there must be some kind of a misunderstanding. Kamel appeared to be-
lieve that we support the Israeli claim to sovereignty. This is not so. All
the Secretary had said is that Israel may be expected to make its claim to
sovereignty. The United States does not support that claim. Brzezinski
added that we will not force the Israelis. We will, however, create con-
ditions that will change the situation in the Arab favor. El-Baz said that
Egypt can endorse this concept if any reference to sovereignty is
omitted. The Secretary said we will not say anything on sovereignty.

(This concluded a long, turgid talk on the sovereignty issues.)

Settlements: The Secretary then turned to the matter of the Israeli
settlements. He pointed out that we consider them illegal. In Sinai, we
believe they should be eliminated over a period of time. In the West
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Bank, the settlements should be frozen until such time as the Pales-
tinians and the Jordanians can negotiate their future.

Kamel said Egypt had understood the American position to be that
all Israeli settlements in occupied territories are illegal. Freezing is a
practical solution and this should be begun. It is up to the Palestinians
and the Jordanians to negotiate the future of the settlements. But some
way should be found to dismantle some of the new settlements and
have others transferred to “encampments.” The Secretary asked if this
is not something for the Palestinians to work out. Boutros Ghali agreed
that freezing is a good idea, but suggested some way should be found
to begin a dismantling process. El-Reedy echoed this view, contending
that the Egyptian idea is to dismantle the settlements. The Secretary
said that in Egypt this can be done, but not in the West Bank.

Boutros Ghali observed that if the United States accepts with-
drawal, then this should also apply to the settlements. Cannot a “cer-
tain number” of settlements be dismantled in the withdrawal process?
El-Baz asked if we consider the settlements in the West Bank to be dif-
ferent from those in Sinai and Golan. Dr. Brzezinski responded in the
affirmative. Sinai, he noted, is on the other side of a recognized frontier.
El-Baz asked about the armistice lines as they pertain to settlements.
El-Reedy said that all settlements on the West Bank have the same
“quality.” One of the arguments that the Israelis have sometimes used
is that the settlements are necessary for security reasons. At least some
settlements should be abolished in the context of a general principle of
withdrawal. El-Araby asked whether by freezing, we are thinking of
the number of settlements or the number of people. The Egyptian Dele-
gation chorused that both should be limited. Dr. Brzezinski pointed out
that the problem of the West Bank settlements is more difficult to solve
than that of Sinai.

Refugees: El-Reedy asked about the United States’ view on ref-
ugees. Saunders said we agree with Egypt that an agreement must deal
with displaced persons and with refugees. The latter will involve a
larger group to help work it out. El-Reedy recalled that in the Rogers
Plan," the United States had been clear on this issue. The refugees
should go back or there should be compensation. Why should not some
of the refugees go back under the United States proposal? Atherton ob-
served that the solution of the refugee problem must be an interna-
tional effort. El-Reedy reiterated the need to restate the right of return.
Atherton recalled that we have regularly voted for this. It is a principle.

11 Reference is to a series of formulas for the resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute
first articulated by Secretary of State William P. Rogers in an address he gave on De-
cember 9, 1969. For the text of Rogers’s speech, see the Department of State Bulletin, Jan-
uary 5, 1970, pp. 7-11.
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To implement it, however, one must look at alternatives. Detailed plans
have never been developed.

Boutros Ghali said that one of the American viewpoints seems to
be to postpone all basic problems regarding the Palestinians for five
years. The Egyptian view is to have some general principles so that the
program can be sold to the Palestinians and the other Arabs. If it is dif-
ferent in Sinai and the West Banlk, it makes it difficult for Egypt. Egypt
would like the maximum of general principles which can give security
and guarantee to the Palestinians. He suggested that a freeze and aboli-
tion be applied to Sinai settlements as well.

El-Baz said Egypt accepts the concept of freezing. The starting
point should be that settlements are illegal and ways should be sought
to liquidate the settlements everywhere. In the West Bank one must
look for a special formula to liquidate the settlements over a period of
time.

Dr. Brzezinski said we are not entirely seeking to postpone these
issues. We recognize there is a difference in the West Bank/Gaza, and
the problem that this poses for Egypt. The Egyptian judgment will have
to prevail. The resolution of the Sinai and West Bank problems cannot
be identical. The emotional context of the West Bank problem is diffi-
cult. The United States is seeking to reverse fundamental trends. We
would like to solve the Sinai effort right away, depending on the Egyp-
tian judgment. In the West Bank, we want to begin a process that
is a fundamental reversal. In five-years time, the situation should be
greatly changed.

Kamel observed that any proposal on settlements should include a
freeze and a statement that they are illegal. Quandt asked if the Egyp-
tians want the Sinai settlements dealt with separately. Kamel re-
sponded in the negative.

El-Reedy asked about the reaction to Palestinians outside the West
Bank. Should there be a role for them? Saunders said that the people
must begin to think of alternatives. The present situation is unsatisfac-
tory. The process we are talking about begins something called Pales-
tinian. El-Araby referred to the displaced persons and to the refugees.
Saunders said we are talking about more than a million people. How
can all of them be moved? The displaced persons number about
100,000; the West Bank cannot absorb all of these. Time will be needed
to settle the matter. Quandt observed that Dayan agrees with the Egyp-
tians on this matter. There will be terrible human difficulties. But all
agree that the Palestinians have rights. El-Araby said these rights and
principles should be reaffirmed and then a mechanism should be set up
to implement them. El-Baz talked of restating the principle and
working out modalities for implementation. Atherton commented that
if one gets a framework and a reversal of present trends, some Pales-
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tinians outside of the West Bank will request going back. Hopefully,
many practical-minded people will support this. They should be able to
see that they have a stake in the matter. El-Reedy recalled that in the "69
Rogers Plan there had been a reference to the return of refugees.

Jerusalem: El-Baz asked about our thinking on Jerusalem. Saunders
said we have no refined ideas on the subject. Quandt observed that the
Egyptians know some of our ideas. There should be no division of Jeru-
salem and there should be free access. El-Baz asked if Jerusalem is in-
cluded in the withdrawal concept. Saunders thought it was. El-Baz said
he was aware of the sensitivity on this point. The Saudis, the Chris-
tians and others are keenly interested. El-Reedy asked how the self-
government concept applies to East Jerusalem. Atherton, expressing
his personal feeling, commented that the less specific one is at this time
on Jerusalem, the better. Details should be left to be worked out later
on. El-Araby asked what we already have on record with respect to Je-
rusalem. Saunders observed that we must hold this until we have
high-level guidance.

Kamel said that Egypt is concerned that the American proposal be
agreeable to the Saudis. It should include some language on Jerusalem
in order to get the Jordanians to join. The United States must help
Egypt consolidate its position. Egypt counts on a continued relation-
ship with the United States, and Egyptians want a comprehensive set-
tlement. The Secretary observed that he has always spoken of a com-
prehensive settlement.

FOOTNOTE: Subsequently the Egyptians told Eilts and Quandt
that they do believe that the Sinai settlements should in our paper be
treated differently from those in the West Bank.
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38.  Draft Text Prepared by the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Saunders)’

undated

A FRAMEWORK FOR PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST
AGREED AT CAMP DAVID

Anwar al-Sadat, President of the Arab Republic of Egypt, and Me-
nachem Begin, Prime Minister of Israel met with Jimmy Carter, Presi-
dent of the United States of America, at Camp David from September 5
to , 1978, and have agreed on the following framework for peace
in the Middle East. They invite other parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict
to adhere to it.

Preamble

The search for peace in the Middle East must be guided by the
following:

—After four wars over thirty years, despite intensive human ef-
forts, the Middle East, which is the cradle of civilization and the birth-
place of three great religions, does not yet enjoy the blessings of peace.
The people of the Middle East yearn for peace so that the vast resources
of the region can be turned to the pursuits of peace and so that this area
can become a model for coexistence and cooperation among nations.

—The historic initiative of President Sadat and Israel’s warm re-
ception of his mission have created an unprecedented opportunity for
peace which must not be lost if the peoples of the Middle East are to
spare this generation and the generations to come the tragedies of war.

—The provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, the Declaration of Principles of In-
ternational Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation
Among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations,
and the accepted norms of international law and legitimacy now pro-
vide accepted standards for the conduct of relations among all states.

—The only agreed basis for a peaceful settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict is United Nations Security Council Resolution 242 sup-
plemented by Resolution 338.2 Resolution 242 in its preamble empha-

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 11, The Secretary Camp David [Briefing Book].
Secret. Drafted by Saunders on September 9. For Vance’s discussion of the drafting
process for this document, see Hard Choices, p. 220.

2 For the full text of United Nations Security Council Resolution 338, adopted una-
nimously on October 22, 1973, see The Quest for Peace, p. 40.
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sizes the obligation of Member States in the United Nations to act in ac-
cordance with Article 2 of the Charter. Article 2, among other points,
calls for the settlement of disputes by peaceful means and for Members
to refrain from the threat or use of force. Egypt and Israel in their agree-
ment signed September 4, 1975, agreed: “The Parties hereby undertake
not to resort to the threat or use of force or military blockade against
each other.” They have both also stated that there shall be no more war
between them. In a relationship of peace, in the spirit of Article 2, nego-
tiations between Israel and any nation prepared to negotiate peace and
security with it should be based on all the principles of Resolution 242,
including the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war and
the need to work for a just and lasting peace in which every state in the
area can live in security. Negotiations are necessary to determine how
best to apply and implement the principles of Resolution 242 and fulfill
all of its objectives in the circumstances which exist today.

—Peace is more than the juridical end of the state of belligerency. It
should lead to normal relations between nations. Progress toward that
goal can accelerate movement toward a new era of reconciliation in the
Middle East marked by cooperation in promoting economic develop-
ment, in maintaining stability, and in assuring security.

—Security is enhanced by a relationship of peace and by coopera-
tion between nations which enjoy normal relations. Under the terms of
peace treaties, the sovereign parties can agree to special security ar-
rangements such as demilitarized zones, limited armaments areas,
early warning stations, special security forces, liaison, agreed programs
for monitoring, and other arrangements that they agree are useful.

Agreement

Taking these factors into account, Egypt and Israel have agreed:

1. They are determined to reach a comprehensive settlement of the
Middle East conflict through the conclusion of peace treaties on the
basis of the full implementation of all the principles of Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338. Their purpose is to achieve peace and good
neighborly relations. They recognize that, for peace to endure, it must
involve all the nations who have been principal parties to the Arab-
Israeli conflict; it must provide security; and it must give those people
who have been most deeply affected by the conflict a sense that they
have been dealt with fairly in the peace agreement.

2. They undertake not to resort to the threat or the use of force to
settle disputes. Any disputes shall be settled by peaceful means in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Article 33 of the Charter of the United

3 See footnote 6, Document 24.
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Nations. They also undertake to accept the compulsory jurisdiction of
the International Court of Justice with respect to all disputes emanat-
ing from the application or the interpretation of their contractual
arrangements.

3. In order to achieve peace between them, they have agreed to ne-
gotiate within three months from the signing of this “Framework” a
peace treaty between them.! In response to Egypt’s offer of full peace
and normal relations, Israel has proposed the restoration of the exercise
of full Egyptian sovereignty in the Sinai up to the internationally recog-
nized border between Egypt and Israel. Security arrangements, the
timing of withdrawal of all Israeli forces and settlements,” and the ele-
ments of a normal, peaceful relationship have been discussed and will
be defined in the peace treaty.

4. They will participate in negotiations on resolution of the Pales-
tinian problem in all its aspects. The solution must recognize the legiti-
mate rights of the Palestinian people and enable the Palestinians to par-
ticipate in the determination of their own future. To this end, they agree
that agreements relating to the West Bank and Gaza should be reached
in three stages:*

(a) Egypt and Israel hereby agree that, in order to ensure a peaceful
and orderly transfer of authority, there should be a transitional period
not exceeding five years. They further agree that the Israeli military
government will be abolished and withdrawn as soon as a government
shall be freely elected by the inhabitants of these areas to replace the ex-
isting military government. This transitional arrangement should de-
rive its authority from an agreement concluded among Israel, Jordan,
and Egypt. To negotiate the details of a transitional arrangement, the
Government of Jordan will be invited to join the negotiations on the
basis of this agreement.” Palestinian advisers selected by Jordan and
Egypt may be members of their delegations. The establishment of the
new regime should give due consideration both to the principle of self-
government by the inhabitants of these territories and to the legitimate
security concerns of all the parties.

(b) Egypt, Israel, and Jordan should meet to negotiate an agree-
ment to end Israel’s military government in the West Bank and Gaza
and to establish the elected interim government there.® This agreement
would define the authorities of the interim government. It would in-

“1In the left-hand margin adjacent to this sentence, Vance wrote “promptly.”
5 In the left-hand margin adjacent to this clause, Vance wrote “from Sinai.”

¢ A blank half-page follows this phrase. At the bottom of the page, a typewritten no-
tation reads “. .. more.”

7 In the left-hand margin adjacent to this sentence, Vance wrote “full autonomy.”
8 In the left-hand margin adjacent to this sentence, Vance wrote “X.”
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clude arrangements for assuring external security and public order; it
will also include arrangements for withdrawal of Israeli armed forces
from designated areas and will define their duties. Egypt and Israel
propose that, to assist in ensuring security during this period, Jordan
and Egypt would assign officials to share responsibility with the secu-
rity forces of the local authority in the West Bank and Gaza, respec-
tively, and to maintain continuing liaison with the designated Israeli
authority on internal security matters to ensure that no hostile threats
or acts against Israel or its citizens originate from the West Bank or
Gaza. The numbers, equipment and responsibilities of such Egyptian
and Jordanian officials would be defined by mutual agreement among
the negotiating parties. In addition, by mutual agreement, United Na-
tions forces might also be introduced during the transitional period.’

(c) When the Palestinian Arab authority in the West Bank and
Gaza is inaugurated, the transitional period would begin. Within two
years after the beginning of the transitional period, Egypt, Israel,
Jordan and the interim authority in the West Bank and Gaza would un-
dertake negotiations for a peace treaty which would settle the final
status of the West Bank and Gaza and its relationship with its
neighbors on the basis of all of the principles of UN Security Council
Resolution 242, including the mutual obligations of peace, the necessity
for security arrangements for all parties concerned following the transi-
tional period, the withdrawal of Israeli forces, a just settlement of the
refugee problem, and the establishment of secure and recognized
boundaries. The boundaries and security arrangements must satisfy
the aspirations of the Palestinians and meet Israel’s security needs.
They may incorporate agreed modifications in the temporary armistice
lines which existed between 1949 and 1967. The peace treaty will define
the rights of the citizens of each of the parties to do business, to work, to
live, and to carry on other transactions in each other’s territory. The
peace treaty shall provide for an expression of consent to its terms by
the people concerned.

5. During the transitional period in the West Bank and Gaza, the
negotiating parties would constitute a continuing committee to reach
agreements applicable during that period on the following:

(a) issues involving interpretation of the agreement or issues un-
foreseen during the negotiation of the agreement, if not resolvable by
the governing council;

(b) the return of agreed numbers of persons displaced from the
West Bank in 1967 and of Palestinian refugees;

% In the left-hand margin adjacent to this sentence, Vance highlighted the sentence
and wrote “?”
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6. During these negotiations'” no new Israeli settlements will be es-
tablished, and there will be no expansion of facilities in existing
settlements.

7.Jerusalem, the city of peace, must not again be divided by the in-
struments of war. It is a city holy to Christian, Jew, and Muslim, and all
must have free access to it. For peace to endure, each community in Je-
rusalem must be able to express freely its cultural and religious values
in an acceptable political framework. An agreement on relationships in
Jerusalem should be reached in the negotiations dealing with the West
Bank and Gaza.

8. They agree to consult with each other and with other interested
parties on a just solution of the refugee problem.

9. Synchronized with the implementation of the provisions related
to withdrawal, they shall proceed to establish among them relation-
ships normal to States at peace with one another. To this end, they un-
dertake to abide by all the provisions of the Charter of the United Na-
tions. Steps taken in this respect include:

(a) Full recognition.

(b) Abolishing economic boycott.

(c) Ensuring the freedom of passage through the Suez Canal.

(d) Guaranteeing that under their jurisdiction the citizens of the
other Parties shall enjoy the protection of the due process of law.

(e) Encouraging the free movement of people and goods.

10. In all of the negotiations described above, they will arrange to
guarantee the security, sovereignty, territorial integrity and inviola-
bility and the political independence of each State negotiating peace
through measures such as the following:

(a) The establishment of demilitarized zones.

(b) The establishment of limited armament zones.

(c) The stationing of United Nations forces or observer groups as
agreed.

(d) The stationing of early warning systems on the basis of
reciprocity.

(e) Regulating the acquisition of arms by the Parties and the type of
their armament and weapons systems.

(f) The adherence by all the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Parties undertake not to manu-
facture or acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

10 Vance put brackets around the phrase “During these negotiations,” underlined
“these negotiations,” and placed a checkmark in the left-hand margin adjacent to the
sentence.



154 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

(g) Applying the principle of free passage to transit through the
Straits of Tiran.

(h) The establishment of relations of peace and good-neighborly
cooperation among the Parties.

11. In all of the negotiations described above, they will explore
possibilities for regional economic development in the context of both
transitional arrangements and final peace treaties, with the objective of
contributing to the atmosphere of peace, cooperation and friendship
which is their common goal.

12. A Claims Commission will be established to adjudicate claims
made by either side against the other.

13. The United States shall be invited to participate in the talks on
matters related to the modalities of the implementation of the agree-
ments and working out the time-table for the carrying out of the obliga-
tions of the Parties.

14. The Security Council shall be requested to endorse the Peace
Treaties and ensure that their provisions shall not be violated.

15. The Permanent members of the Security Council shall be re-
quested to underwrite the Peace Treaties and ensure respect for their
provisions. They shall also be requested to conform their policies and
actions with the undertakings contained in this Framework.

39. Memorandum for the Record'

Camp David, September 9, 1978

At his request, Weizman saw Sadat this morning.> He asked the
following questions:

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Sub-
ject File, Box 8, Camp David [Summary]: 9/6-9/78. Secret. Carter wrote that Begin had
asked him at the end of their meeting on September 8 (see footnote 21, Document 28), “if
it was possible for Weizman to meet with Sadat regarding the four items concerning the
Sinai. I told him that all five items, including the settlements, should be discussed between
them, that I was on my way to Sadat’s cabin and would arrange for the meeting he had
suggested.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 367) Quoting from his personal notes made at the
time of the summit, Brzezinski wrote of the meeting in his memoirs: “In the meantime
just had word that Weizman went to see Sadat to discuss the outstanding issues between
the Egyptians and Israelis and also he proposed to them that they cut a deal leaving us
out of it. Apparently, Sadat refused all of these requests.” (Brzezinski, Power and Principle,
p- 259)

2 For Weizman's account of this meeting, see Weizman, Battle for Peace, pp. 359-362.
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1. Can Egypt and Israel reach any kind of agreement just between
the two of them (by implication, without the US as a party)? Sadat said
no.

2. Will Sadat agree to an Israeli military presence in the West
Bank/Gaza after five years? Sadat said no.

3. Will Sadat agree that the Yamit/Rafah area could be joined to
Gaza district? Sadat said no.

4. Will Sadat agree to open borders and diplomatic relations? Sadat
said he would recognize Israel, but that the other matters pertained to
sovereignty and he would not agree to them.

5. Weizman asked if Israel could keep the Etzion airfield near Eilat
if they gave up Eitan in the north? Sadat said no, but he would help
them build a new airport in Israel and they could keep Etzion for the
two years until withdrawal was completed.

Al-Baz told this to Quandt on September 9, 1978, at 2:45 p.m. He
asked that it be conveyed to the President. Weizman will see Sadat
again this afternoon.

40. Telegram From the Embassy in Syria to the Department of
State'

Damascus, September 11, 1978, 1530Z

5335. Subject: President Assad’s Letter to President Carter. Ref: Da-
mascus 5318.2

Summary: President Assad’s response to President Carter’s Sep-
tember 7 letter,’ received September 11, was forthcoming. He said inter
alia that Syria would continue to seek a political solution; that funda-
mentally—despite provocations—Syria’s policy in Lebanon is one of
self-defense and standfast; and that the objectives of Syrian policy in
Lebanon remain the unity of the land and people of Lebanon, the sover-
eignty of the central government and the stopping of fighting. He
stressed that all acts of the peacekeeping force, which is responsible for
maintaining security and public order, are motivated by concern for the

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P850061-1998. Se-
cret; Niact Immediate; Nodis.

2 Not found.
3 Reference is presumably to Document 29.
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unity of Lebanon and the continued existence of the Lebanese state. He
pledged that Syrian forces would practice a maximum degree of self-
control while efforts are being exerted to help the Lebanese reach a
solution. The remainder of the letter is a catalogue of the Syrian in-
volvement in the Lebanese crisis, highlighting the activities of the
Chamounists and Phalangists in blocking reconciliation or rebuilding
the national army. Assad called attention to the Israeli role in encour-
aging these two groups, and urged the US to exert pressure on Israel to
stop interfering in Lebanon. In delivering the text the presidency high-
lighted Assad’s public statements on Syria’s Lebanon policy in German
interview (septel),* including Syria’s intention to withdraw the minute
they are requested to by the Lebanese Government. End summary.

1. President’s Private Secretary, Mohammed Dabboul, delivered to
me September 11 President Assad’s response to President Carter’s Sep-
tember 7 letter on Lebanon. The response is forthcoming. Text of letter
follows.

[Begin] text.

His Excellency Mr. Jimmy Carter
President of the United States of America
Dear Mr. President

I have received your letter dated September 7, and while I share
your concern over the sad events that are taking place in the sister
country of Lebanon, I would point out the following;:

1. Since the very start of civil fighting in Lebanon in April 1975 and
until the beginning of June 1976, we exerted great political efforts to
stop acts of violence and to restore calm and stability to the sister
country of Lebanon. However, those political efforts in which other
parties—Arab and foreign—sometimes participated failed and the civil
war continued: hundreds of people were killed daily, villages and city
quarters were destroyed, the state of Lebanon collapsed, the army and
the security forces disintegrated and partition became a factual thing
and the talk of all parties. Indeed, some of these parties made practical
arrangements for the setting up of petty sectarian states and Syria re-
ceived one million Lebanese refugees.

2. Together these events produced grave results which threatened
the unity and independence of Lebanon and the integrity of its terri-
tory. The sovereignty of the State was shattered into fragments that fell
into the hands of various parties. In those difficult circumstances and
while the fighting was favoring one party, we realized that the continu-
ation of the fighting, the imbalance of forces and a victory by one party

4See telegram 5334 from Damascus, September 11. (National Archives, RG 59, Cen-
tral Foreign Policy File, D780369-1067)
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over the other—all this would mean a defeat for the unity and inde-
pendence of Lebanon as well as more violence, bloodshed and destruc-
tion. Thereupon, Syria assumed its national and brotherly responsi-
bility towards Lebanon and sent units of its armed forces to stop
fighting, restore peace, foil acts aiming at partition and maintain the
unity and national safety of Lebanon. In this effort, Syria clashed with
parties with whom we have political and emotional ties, including the
Palestinians. The Syrian units made use of some of the means available
to them to stop the fighting and to maintain the national balance in Leb-
anon, nothwithstanding the psychological effects produced on us by
this use. But we regarded the interests of Lebanon and the restoration
of peace to its territories more important than the suffering, burdens
and losses we endured. Thus, fighting was stopped and peace was re-
stored to all parts of Lebanon.

3. During the period of calm which followed, we tried to make the
Lebanese Government play a more effective role in achieving national
reconciliation and building up a national army which enjoys the confi-
dence of all parties, because it is nationally constituted and because it
owes allegiance only to the state and not to armed factions or to leader-
ships produced by the civil war. We did this in the belief that a
country’s army should symbolize the national aspirations of its citizens
as well as their desire for peace and stability. Unfortunately, however,
no part of all this could be effected because the Falangists and the
Chamounites placed obstacles in the way of the endeavors of the Leba-
nese Government to produce national reconcilation, commence a na-
tional dialogue, form a Council of Ministers embracing all parties, re-
store the institutions of the State and impose its authority in all
Lebanese territories. In addition to rejecting the reconstruction of the
Lebanese Army whose unity had been shattered by the civil war, they
tied up the majority of its officers and military personnel with the “Mil-
itary Council of the Lebanese Front” and thereby prevented the Presi-
dent of the Republic of Lebanon and his government from taking any
effective measures related to the armed forces. They furthermore re-
sorted to all means to achieve their aim—including threats of murder
and terror—and did all this so that officers of the Army would serve
them and would not serve the State of Lebanon.

4. During that period we displayed a measure of tolerance and
flexibility beyond belief. We did this in the hope that time would per-
suade the deviating parties to go back to the right path and to restore to
the central Government of Lebanon and authorities usurped by them.
In fact they have been exerting authority to levy taxes, control educa-
tion and public services and commit incredible acts of brutality against
citizens in the areas over which they have imposed their authority. The
Falangists and the Chamounites who performed these acts adopted



158 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

partition slogans such as “self-ensured security” in the areas in which
they have overthrown the authority of the State of Lebanon.

5. The two parties of the Falangists and the Chamounites were en-
couraged by Israeli intervention in Lebanon and particularly in
southern Lebanon. You recall in this regard, I am sure, the Israeli inva-
sion of southern Lebanon and the part played by Israel in preventing
the effective restoration of the authority of the State of Lebanon therein
and in barring the entry of a Lebanese Army unit into this area, thereby
violating Security Council Resolutions nos. 425 and 426. In fact you
know best the details of the Israeli intervention.

6. Since the beginning of this year, Israeli intervention has become
more evident: arms and military aid are being sent to the Falangists and
Chamounites, who are urged to proceed with their partition policies
and practices and instigated to commit provocative acts against the
peacekeeping forces, including the Syrian forces. The great provoca-
tion, however, was launched on February 8 of this year, when some
military elements made an unexpected attack on a patrol of the peace-
keeping forces, killing a number of its members. Successive provoca-
tions against the peacekeeping forces followed, and the forces which
are the instrument of the lawful authority in Lebanon had to resort to
self-defense and to sticking to their positions without moving over any
territory in the hope that those who challenge the unity, safety and sta-
bility of Lebanon would ultimately return to the right path.

In fact provoking the peacekeeping forces was not the limit for
them. For they went so far as to commit crimes of murder in order to rid
themselves of the policies of Christian leaders opposed to their own
policies and practices. Such was the case of the murder of the late Toni
Franjieh, a former Lebanese Deputy and Minister and the son of Presi-
dent Suleiman Franjieh, a former President of Lebanon.

7. Launching attacks against the peacekeeping forces aims to put
an end to all manifestations of lawful authority in Lebanon inasmuch
as those forces, in addition to being the only force of the lawful au-
thority in Lebanon acceptable to the overwhelming majority of the Leb-
anese people, constitute the only force capable of imposing law and
order. This explains why the Israelis persist in instigating armed
groups to clash with the peacekeeping forces.

8. By virtue of the nature of their mission, the peacekeeping forces
are responsible for maintaining security and public order in Lebanon.
All acts which they have carried out in Lebanon and those which they
will carry out are motivated by concern for the unity of Lebanon and
the continued existence of the Lebanese State. I am sure, Mr. President,
you agree with me that if a armed group were to violate public order
and threaten the safety and security of citizens in an American city, it
would be the primary duty of the American security forces to hasten to



August 8-September 17,1978 159

defend law and public order without awaiting a specific order, the act
being of the very essence of their tasks and duties.

9. In this connection, reference should be made to the campaign
currently being launched by the Israeli information media on the sub-
ject of an alleged liquidation of Christians in Lebanon. I very much
wish that in relation to this campaign you would recall the acts and
practices of Israel against the Palestinians—Christians and Muslims
alike.

When the Christians were hard pressed in the civil war in Leb-
anon, Syria alone assumed the responsibility for relieving pressure and
restoring balance to the Lebanese arena.

I'hope you are not unaware of the fact that the overwhelming ma-
jority of the Lebanese Christians are opposed to the policies and prac-
tices of the Phalangists and Chamounites, as has been declared by a
large number of their leaders. Moreover, the Christians living in the
areas controlled by the peacekeeping forces enjoy excellent conditions
of life. If the whole question were sectarian in nature, why is it, it may
be asked, that fighting breaks out only in a limited section of Beirut?

The fact is that the Christians in Lebanon, like the Muslims, are op-
posed to the acts of violence practiced by the Phalangists and Cham-
ounites with Israeli instigation. They are all in favour of the unity of the
country and of restoring the authority of the State to all parts of
Lebanon.

10. It should also be noted here that the talk now being carried on
by the Israelis and Zionists concerning alleged persecution of Chris-
tians—who constitute part of our nation and cannot be subjected to
persecution by anyone—is reminiscent of the European practice in the
19th century—which is now part of history—of using the pretext of the
protection of minorities in order to cover intervention in some areas
and to impose European colonialism.

A more important consideration is that this talk will lead the Is-
lamic world to talk about the fate of the Muslims of Lebanon, consid-
ering that Lebanon, by its very social structure, consists of several sects
and communities. Such trends, Mr. President, will surely lead to the de-
struction of the national unity of Lebanon, which is a matter of the ut-
most significance to all the citizens of Lebanon.

11. While thanking you for the letter in which you expressed con-
cern over the present situation in Lebanon—a concern which I share
with you, I believe that the United States can greatly help the sister state
of Lebanon by exerting pressure to make the Israeli Government stop
its intervention in Lebanon and discontinue the military, material and
political support which it gives to some armed groups—a support that
encourages acts which contradict what both our governments have de-
clared concerning the security, peace, sovereignty and unity of Leb-
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anon. Moreover, a declared American stand in this direction, would
constitute a positive and constructive contribution.

Undoubtedly, a continuation of the Israeli attitude constitutes a
factor threatening the security of the region.

12. In conclusion, would reaffirm the objectives of our policy in
Lebanon, namely the unity of the land and people of Lebanon, the sov-
ereignty of the central government and the stopping of fighting. Acting
on these principles, the Syrian forces in Lebanon practice a maximum
degree of self-control, while efforts are being exerted to help the Leba-
nese Government by attempting to reach a political solution acceptable
to the various parties and by taking measures conducive to main-
taining security, upholding the authority of the law and safeguarding
the country’s unity and integrity.

Syria is as desirous to protect the safety of the citizens of Lebanon,
regardless of their social or political adherence, as that of its own cit-
izens. They are all our brothers for whose sake we have endured a great
deal of suffering, burdens and sacrifices.

With best regards and wishes,

Hafez al-Assad

President of the Syrian Arab Republic
Damascus, September 10, 1978

End text.

2. Comment: Dabboul seemed very pleased with the contents of
President al-Assad’s letter, obviously believing that they were respon-
sive to the points made by our President in his letter. After reading the
letter, I said I was glad to see that President al-Assad had alluded to “ef-
forts being exerted by the Lebanese Government . .. to reach a political
solution.” As he knew, we felt very strongly about this, believing that
further military actions would only complicate the situation in Leb-
anon and risk escalation. The situation is very tense and unless Syria
exercises caution, there is the ever present danger of Israeli interven-
tion. Dabboul echoed the standard SARG position that the Syrian
Army is merely reactive to provocations.

3. I then reminded Dabboul of our proposal that the Syrian Gov-
ernment reiterate publicly its ultimate intentions in Lebanon, including
an eventual troop withdrawal. Dabboul enthusiastically showed me a
copy of the daily newspaper Al-Ba’ath in which Assad was quoted in a
German interview as not only reiterating Syria’s “honorable” inten-
tions in Lebanon but also as saying that Syrian forces would withdraw
from Lebanon the minute they were requested to do so by the Lebanese
Government.
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4. Assad’s two public interviews September 9 and 11 (septel)’ con-
stitute further clear statements of Syrian intention to withdraw. State-
ments specifically counter charges that Syria seeking by its actions in
Lebanon to undercut Camp David, ignore the popular will in Lebanon,
or implement dream of “Greater Syria.”

5. Believe, as Dabboul implied, that these statements are a direct
response to our request for public statement on intention to withdraw.

6. Suggest Department pass® to Beirut and Tel Aviv.

Seelye

5 Ibid.
¢ The Department relayed Assad’s letter in telegram 231943 to multiple posts, Sep-
tember 13. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, N780007-0528)

41. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 11, 1978, 2:30-3:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE
Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State
Samuel Lewis, U.S. Ambassador to Israel

ISRAELI SIDE

Moshe Dayan, Foreign Minister

Ezer Weizman, Minister of Defense

Avraham Tamir, Director, Army Planning Branch

Aharon Barak, Member Israeli Supreme Court

Meir Rosenne, Legal Advisor to the Foreign Minister

Simcha Dinitz, Israeli Ambassador to the United States

Elyakim Rubinstein, Assistant Director General, Ministry for Foreign Affairs

SUBJECT

Israeli Views on Their Security Requirements

Secretary Vance and Ambassador Lewis met initially alone for a
few minutes with Foreign Minister Dayan at Secretary Vance’s request.
He wanted to explore some of the Israeli views of their security require-

1 Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East,
Subject File, Box 7, Camp David: 9/9-17/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Lewis on Sep-
tember 15.
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ments, primarily with regard to Sinai but also with respect to some as-
pects of the West Bank and Gaza. Dayan said he would like to invite
Defense Minister Weizman to join since this was the subject of the dis-
cussion, and the remainder of the participants came in ten minutes
later.

Before their arrival, Secretary Vance asked whether the Israelis
could accept joint patrolling with the Jordanian and Egyptian armed
forces. Dayan replied that he would not rule it out for the Jordan River
Valley with the Jordanians; in fact, he thought it was a good idea. How-
ever, he saw no appropriate way to do it in Gaza since the international
frontier was only about three miles long between Gaza and Sinai. It was
apparent, moreover, that Dayan saw no possibility of Egyptian forces
being readmitted to Gaza; he admitted only the possibility of mixed
border control points with some token Egyptian participation.

Vance then went over very quickly with Dayan the latest version
of the U.S. draft “Framework” document,” pointing out to him where
the Israeli suggestions on the previous draft’ had been rejected and
where they had been accepted. (Review with Dayan was so rapid that
he could not have obtained more than a very general idea as to which of
the Israeli counterproposals had been accepted.)

Dayan then made his familiar argument in favor of the U.S. taking
over Etam air base, both to solve the problem on the air base itself and
also to make easier an ultimate solution of the Rafah settlements issue.
Vance explained why Sadat had rejected this idea and why the whole
concept of foreign bases on Arab soil is antithetical to the Arabs at this
point. He said that Sadat had not completely ruled out the idea, but
would consider it only with the greatest reluctance, and that he, him-
self, was not enthusiastic about it.

Dayan said that he was against the idea of “civilianizing” the three
Israeli airports; under Egyptian-civilian control they could be trans-
formed over night during a crisis into staging bases for Egyptian mili-
tary aircraft almost adjacent to the Israeli frontier. If the UN had control
over the airport at Sharm el-Sheikh, this would be a good way to pro-
tect it for use as a civilian facility; the same idea could apply to port fa-
cilities at Sharm el-Sheikh. Perhaps the same idea could apply to the
other two airfields as well.

Dayan then said he wanted to raise another subject, that of the
need to resettle permanently the large refugee population in Gaza.
They all have employment, he said; what is needed is sufficient money
to house them properly, and this would all be accomplished under the

2 Gee footnote 33, Document 28.
3 See footnote 30, Document 28.
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aegis of the Arab self-governing council. Would it be possible for the
U.S. to finance this resettlement? The Secretary replied that he would
not rule it out and asked whether Dayan could provide a rough esti-
mate of the cost, which Dayan said he would do. (Later in the day, Ru-
benstein told Ambassador Lewis that a very rough estimate of the cost
involved would be $200 million.)

Dayan then said he was hard pressed to know how best to pursue
the question of detailed negotiations over Sinai here at Camp David.
Would it have to be done between Begin and Sadat, or rather between
Sadat and Weizman?

(At this point in the conversation Weizman and Tamir along with
the other participants joined the discussion.)

Secretary Vance asked Weizman if he would please review his un-
derstandings with Sadat and Gamasy with respect to security zones in
the Sinai.

Weizman replied that Sadat insists that the air bases must be to-
tally out within two years along with all Israeli settlements. He would
agree to limiting his troops across the Canal to one infantry division
with approximately 200 tanks between the Canal and the Mitla Pass.
Various “frontier force” units would be spread out East of the Mitla.
(Weizman said that this was all a bit confusing, however, since Sadat at
one point in Salzburg* had talked about needing only one brigade of
troops throughout the Sinai.) There would be UN forces stationed at
Sharm el-Sheikh and elsewhere along the eastern borders of Sinai, al-
though Sadat really would prefer to have all UN forces out. Any elec-
tronic early warning systems retained would have to be based on the
principle of reciprocity. (Here Weizman added that the Israelis would
prefer to give up electronic warning sites of their own in Sinai if having
them meant that there would have to be Egyptian sites within Israel
proper. But perhaps U.S. monitoring sites of the type now at the Sinai
Field Mission could substitute.) Weizman said that Sadat had spoken of
a general thinning out of his overall forces, cutting back substantially
from the present level of 750,000 men under arms.

Weizman then made clear that he saw no difficulty making firm
decisions on the various security zones once Israel had made a clear de-
cision to get totally out of Sinai. But he made clear there was no such
decision at present because the Israelis cannot accept Sadat’s insistence
that their settlements be dismantled. One other unresolved issue was
whether or not Sadat would insist on having his own military aircraft
east of the passes at bases like Bir Gifgafa.

% Reference is to the July 13 meetings between Sadat and Weizman in Salzburg,
Austria. For documentation on these meetings, see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII,
Arab-Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978.
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Tamir, at Vance’s request, then unveiled several detailed maps’ of
the West Bank and Gaza showing exactly what force dispositions Israel
would require during the five-year transition period, and in most cases
beyond. He also explained in detail the roles of the various Sinai air
bases, force dispositions near Gaza (it would be unnecessary to retain
forces within Gaza itself except for the military nahals), and the areas
along the Jordan River required as permanent installations to defend
against attacks from the east. Secretary Vance studied the maps care-
fully and listened to the briefing. He remarked that it would be very
helpful if Weizman and Tamir would repeat this briefing for President
Carter. (This occurred later in the evening.)®

5 Not found.
6 See footnote 36, Document 28.

42. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 11, 1978, 9:30-11 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

American Side
Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State
Hermann Fr. Eilts, U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

Egyptian Side

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, Minister of Foreign Affairs

Ashraf Ghorbal, Egyptian Ambassador to the United States
Ahmed Mabher, Director of the Cabinet of the Foreign Minister

SUBJECT

Meeting between the Secretary and Foreign Minister Kamel

Kamel met with Secretary Vance this evening. He was accompa-
nied by Ambassador Ghorbal and Ahmed Maher. Hermann Eilts was
present for the American side.

Kamel first expressed his apologies for the Egyptian side’s in-
ability to be ready with its suggestions at 2000 this evening. He ex-
plained that the Egyptian side had not been able to begin work until

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts on
September 12.
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mid-afternoon, after Sadat had returned from his meeting with Presi-
dent Carter.” The Egyptians had thereafter had a brief meeting with
Sadat, who had given them some instructions.

Kamel then said that the Egyptian side had found the American
paper® “perplexing.” It was not “coherent.” It had given them a great
deal of trouble. Things are scattered throughout the paper, and the
Egyptians were having trouble following exactly what has been meant.
The Secretary asked about the nature of Kamel’s concerns. Kamel said
the Egyptian side feels it is necessary to study our paper carefully. It is
now in the process of doing so. The Secretary stressed that we want the
Egyptian views on where they believe the paper is deficient and what
should be done about it. Ghorbal stated that the Egyptians are doing
exactly that. He indicated that the Egyptians agreed with what Eilts
had suggested, namely, that the Egyptians present us with specific tex-
tual suggestions.

The Secretary then again asked Kamel for precise indications of
where the Egyptians believe our paper is deficient. Reading from a
handwritten memorandum, Kamel indicated the following:

A. First, the Egyptians believe our paper is a departure from previ-
ously expressed American positions. Specifically, in the withdrawal
language on the West Bank, there is no mention of the "49 lines. The
Egyptian side had expected that there would be a reference to a return
to the 49 lines with minor recitifications. The Secretary told Kamel that
this subject had been discussed between Sadat and President Carter.
The language included was that agreed upon by Sadat. Kamel was a bit
nonplused, but responded that we should recognize that the Egyptian
side must first study the document before agreeing on specific lan-
guage. There must have been some misunderstanding if President
Carter got the impression that Sadat is in total agreement. Sadat, Kamel
pointed out, is “shy” and wants to be polite. As Kamel understood it,
Sadat had only agreed with President Carter that the paper would be
referred to the Egyptian Delegation in order to obtain the latter’s obser-
vations. These were the instructions that Sadat had given to the Egyp-
tian Delegation. Sadat wants the Egyptian Delegation to scrutinize the
paper. Kamel apologized profusely for any wrong impression that
might have been given. Ghorbal added that Sadat had read what Presi-
dent Carter gave him, but that Sadat’s comments had been preliminary
and off-the-cuff. They were neither complete nor were they intended to
be a final judgment.

Kamel went on to say that Sadat had said he would agree to any-
thing so long as land and sovereignty are excluded. “We are Egyp-

2 See footnote 32, Document 28.
3 See footnote 33, Document 28.
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tians,” Kamel said. “You must take us the way we are.” Sadat takes it
for granted that President Carter will take into consideration Egyptian
and Arab interests and concerns. Kamel also noted that Sadat had at the
outset presented proposals, which the Egyptian side consider should
be agreeable to all. These proposals were well balanced. They should be
kept in mind as a background. All of Sadat’s ideas are incorporated in
the Egyptian proposal. The Egyptians, Kamel stressed, do not want to
be embarrassed before the other Arabs. The American language in the
American paper will embarrass the Egyptians in the eyes of the other
Arabs.

B. The second point on which the American paper is deficient,
Kamel indicated, is that it makes no clear reference to withdrawal from
Sinai. The only reference is to the restoration of Egyptian sovereignty in
Sinai. The Secretary interjected that this is because Sadat had told Presi-
dent Carter that he wanted it put that way. Sadat had asked that the
Sinai language be written in terms of sovereignty and the inviolability
of territory. There is no question, the Secretary noted, about the need
for total Israeli withdrawal from Sinai.

The American paper, the Secretary stated, had been given the
Egyptians in order to obtain their reaction.

C. The third objection that Kamel indicated is that the rights of the
Palestinians are inadequately treated. There is only one sentence on the
subject. Moreover, that sentence is a change from the Aswan language.*
The Secretary noted that President Carter had told Sadat about the con-
cept of a footnote at the beginning of the paper, expressing the meaning
of the term Palestinians. He regretted that it had not been possible due
to the rush in preparing the paper to include the footnote in the draft
that had been given to the Egyptians, but stressed that this is still our
idea. The footnote would state clearly that when “Palestinians” are re-
ferred to throughout the paper, the meaning is the Palestinian people.
Kamel responded that the original Aswan language had included spe-
cific reference to the “Palestinian people.” This should be retained. The
Secretary again explained the footnote idea. He stressed that we were
not trying to nitpick, but that in our judgment the problem is eased by
such a formulation. Kamel insisted that the Aswan formula is the min-
imum that Egypt can accept. He noted that even the Saudis oppose it.
The Secretary responded that if we define (in a footnote) what we mean
by Palestinians, surely this should be all right. Kamel said Sadat had re-
ferred to the Palestinian people in recent statements, including in his
departure statement. He cannot now accept anything less. The Secre-
tary again stressed that we will be defining the meaning of Palestinians.

4 See footnote 5, Document 3.
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Kamel insisted that the way the term is used elsewhere in the paper is
also different. There were frequent references to the “inhabitants”
rather than to the Palestinians. The Secretary thought that “Pales-
tinians” is used throughout the paper. Kamel said this is not the case.

D. Kamel then turned to another objection, namely the reference to
the refugees. This, he noted, departs from previous statements on the
subject. There is no reference to UN Resolution 194° or to other UNGA
Resolutions having to do with the Palestinian refugees. Moreover, Pal-
estinian and Jewish refugees had been mentioned in the same context.
The Secretary commented that he was aware of the Egyptian views, but
that he thought they might be wrong. The Jewish refugees also have
rights. Ghorbal insisted that the equation distorts what had been
agreed upon unilaterally with respect to the Palestinian refugees for
many years. The Secretary noted that we have talked about the admis-
sion of displaced persons and refugees to the West Bank and also about
the need for an overall settlement of the refugee problem. Ahmed
Mabher stated that the Jewish refugee matter is a totally different
problem. The doctrine of Israel, he recalled, is that Jews anywhere in
the world should go back to Israel. This is the essence of the “return
law.” How in such circumstances, he asked, can the Israelis argue that
people who are returning under this law can properly be considered as
refugees. The Secretary urged that the Egyptians read the appropriate
language again. He thought that if they consider it carefully, it should
not give them too much problem. Kamel commented that the Egyp-
tians have always taken it for granted that displaced persons should be
allowed to return to the West Bank and Gaza. Under our language the
Israelis have a veto on these people as well as the refugees. The require-
ment for unanimous agreement gives them this veto. The language of
our paper, he stressed, deeply troubles the Egyptians. The Secretary re-
sponded that part of the language on this subject comes directly from
Sadat. He would be happy to look at any other language that the Egyp-
tians might propose, but he wanted to stress that Sadat’s very words
were used in some of the language having to do with displaced persons
and refugees. Again, Kamel was nonplused. He recalled that when the
Secretary was in Alexandria, he had tried to explain to him that Sadat is
looking as an objective to a real peace, but that the President’s phrasing
is not always felicitous. The Secretary again noted that we will look at
any language the Egyptians care to suggest. We cannot guarantee to ac-
cept it, but they could be sure that we will carefully study it.

5 Reference is to UN General Assembly Resolution 194, passed on December 11,
1948. Article 11 of the Resolution addressed the status of Palestinian refugees displaced
by the 1948 Arab-Israeli war.
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E. Kamel next observed that there is no reference in the paper to
settlements. The Secretary pointed out that this had been deliberately
omitted. He then explained our position on settlements, stressing that
we have clear and strong views on the subject. In the case of the Sinai,
the settlements should be withdrawn. In the case of the West Bank and
Gaza, as he had indicated to Kamel the other day, there should be a
freeze on all settlement activity. Kamel asked why there had been no
reference to our previously expressed position of the illegality of settle-
ments. The Secretary said President Carter will make a speech which
will include a reference to our longstanding view that settlements are
illegal. The Secretary then explained why we had left out in our present
draft any reference to the settlements. This had been done in the hope
that, without such a reference, it might be possible to work out with the
Israelis the other aspects of the problem. The Israelis have been made
aware, however, that our position on settlements is a strong one and
that it will be included in any final document. He could assure Kamel
that when we leave Camp David, appropriate language on the settle-
ments will be included in our paper and that this will be made public.

Kamel reverted to the overall paper, indicating that the Egyptian
side is not at all happy with the paper. The Secretary responded that the
Israelis are also unhappy with it. Kamel wanted to know what the Is-
raelis could find in the paper that would make them unhappy. The Sec-
retary went through his copy® of the paper and noted the following
points: (a) The inclusion of language on the inadmissibility of the acqui-
sition of territory through war. Ghorbal noted this is only in the pre-
amble, which we and the Israelis have always claimed does not have
the same weight as operative language. (b) The concept of restoring
Egyptian sovereignty in the Sinai. The Israelis want to cast this solely in
terms of the Begin Peace Plan.” (c) The language on Suez and Tiran,
which we had refused to include. (d) The Israelis do not like the inclu-
sion of the Aswan language. (e) The Israelis do not like the transition
arrangements as we have worked them out. They want to base these on
the Begin self-rule plan. (f) The Israelis do not like the Vienna lan-
guage.® Here Kamel interjected that the Egyptians also do not like the
Vienna language. (g) The Israelis also object to the Palestinian refugee
language. (h) They dislike the Jerusalem language. They argue that in
the case of Jerusalem there is nothing to be resolved. It has been de-
clared to be the capital of Israel. We have not accepted this.

6 Not further identified.

7 See footnote 2, Document 5.

8 Article 31 of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties posits a “general
rule that a treaty is to be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary

meaning to be given to the terms of the treaty in their context and in the light of the
treaty’s purpose.” (Yearbook of the United Nations, 1969, p. 736)
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Kamel contended that a major problem with the paper is that all of
the obligations are on the Egyptian side. He continued that the only Is-
raeli obligation is to negotiate.

Ghorbal reiterated that in many instances there has been an ero-
sion of previous American positions. The United States should not
allow this to take place. The Secretary again asked that the Egyptian
ideas be given to us.

Kamel said this will be done, but he pleaded that we take into con-
sideration the overall effect that the document will have in the Middle
East. The United States, he emphasized, needs a strong Sadat. Sadat is a
proud man. What is at stake is implementation of Resolution 242 and
the establishment of peace.

Eilts pointed out that great care has been given in developing the
document to ensure that Sadat is not discredited in the area. The Secre-
tary affirmed this. Ghorbal noted that this is essential.

Kamel observed that the Egyptians hope the present meeting will
come out with something positive. But there are things in the American
paper that Egypt can never accept. He reiterated that the sole Israeli
obligation is to negotiate. The Secretary denied this, noting that the Is-
raelis also have the obligation to withdraw and to negotiate their secure
borders. Withdrawal, he noted, is fundamental, withdrawal in return
for peace and security.

Kamel reiterated that the West Bank language in our paper is unac-
ceptable. Ghorbal added that it is not consistent with previously ex-
pressed American principles. Negotiation of minor changes has always
been the American concept. Egypt and the United States must be sure
that the language is not simply the language that Israel wants. Unless
this is done, it will defeat the purpose of the entire effort. Ghorbal ex-
pressed appreciation for the efforts of President Carter, Secretary
Vance, and the United States Government.

Eilts asked how tomorrow’s scenario will work out. Kamel noted
that Sadat will meet with President Carter at 10:30 and with the Egyp-
tian Delegation afterwards. Sadat had indicated that he wants to see the
Egyptian paper at that time. The Secretary suggested that it is impor-
tant that Sadat see the Egyptian paper or at least have the Egyptian Del-
egation’s ideas before he meets with President Carter. The Egyptian
Delegation was clearly embarrassed. Ghorbal said the Egyptians will
try to arrange this. If there is no time for Sadat to read it before his
meeting with President Carter, the Egyptian Delegation will alert us to
their idea later. Kamel reiterated this, but expressed personal frustra-
tion that Sadat seemed to be unwilling to read the Egyptian paper be-
fore he meets with President Carter. He wants to do so afterwards. Eilts
suggested that, if the Secretary and Kamel agreed, he would be willing
to go over to Sadat’s bungalow and suggest, in behalf of Secretary
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Vance, that he read the Egyptian paper or at least be aware of the Egyp-
tian Delegation’s objections before he meets with President Carter. He
could then indicate to President Carter the areas in which the Egyptians
see problems and suggest that details could be discussed later in the
day with the Egyptian Delegation. Kamel was skeptical about Eilts’
going over there and finally suggested that this not be done. (Com-
ment: Kamel was sensitive to the idea that he had not been able to get to
Sadat and that we might be able to do so on our own.)

Kamel noted with some chagrin that President Carter had said that
President Sadat is flexible, but that his aides are not. President Carter
had indicated the reverse is so with the Israelis. He thought this was not
fair. The Egyptian Delegation is seeking to find a fair and honorable
settlement. He wished to emphasize this point. It was not seeking to
block what Sadat wants to do. We are passing through a crucial phase,
Kamel noted. Sadat has placed all of his faith in the United States. He
again urged that the United States, and specifically President Carter,
take into consideration Sadat’s problems in the Arab world. This is ter-
ribly important. Secretary Vance pointed out that we do so. Kamel in-
sisted that the paper in its present form will hurt Sadat in the Arab
world. Sadat, unfortunately, does not like to go to President Carter and
appear to be “bargaining.” The Secretary pointed out that there is no
desire to bargain. What we want is Sadat’s statement as to what he feels
is wrong with the paper. Details can be discussed with the Egyptian
Delegation. Kamel did not respond directly, but noted that the present
paper will frighten off Hussein, the Saudis, and others. Sadat will be to-
tally isolated.

There were some more exchanges on the possibility of the Egyp-
tian Delegation meeting with Sadat prior to the Sadat meeting with
President Carter in order to persuade the President to point out to
Carter what is wrong with the paper. That part of the discussion ended
inconclusively with the Egyptians indicating they will try, but clearly
not being sanguine about the possibility of such an advance meeting.

As Ahmed Maher and Eilts were going from Walnut’ to Laurel™ to
get ice and glasses, Maher said to Eilts that the basic problem that the
Egyptians have with our paper is that it is viewed (rightly or wrongly)
as a U.S.-Israeli paper. He noted the Egyptian awareness of the fact that
we had given the paper first to the Israelis and thereafter spent six
hours with the Israelis hearing their suggestions. Eilts pointed out that
we had rejected many of the Israeli suggestions and, as Secretary Vance
had pointed out, the Israelis are not very happy about this. Maher said

¥ Walnut Lodge, the Camp David residence of Vance and Mondale for the duration
of the summit.

10 Laurel Lodge, the location of the main dining facilities at Camp David.
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he understood this, but that it would have been much easier for the
Egyptians to swallow had we given them a copy of our initial paper at
the outset. It is now viewed in Egyptian eyes as a U.S.-Israeli paper no
matter what we say about it. Kamel had not wanted to say this to the
Secretary, but we should know that this is one of the principal Egyptian
gripes about it.

43.  Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 12, 1978, 1:45-3:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

American Ambassador Samuel Lewis
Israeli Foreign Minister Dayan

SUBJECT
Dayan’s Unhappiness with Secretary’s Response

As we were leaving the dining area, Foreign Minister Dayan took
me aside in some agitation. He said he wanted me to remember today’s
date very carefully, since he thought history would show that a conver-
sation” he had just had with Secretary Vance over lunch was the point
at which the chance for a peace agreement had been lost and the seeds
of the next Arab-Israeli war had been planted. He said he had made a
proposal to the Secretary and that he was extremely sorry the Secretary
had rejected it so quickly, “But since he has, I guess there is nothing
more to be done and we will just have to live with the consequences.”

I took Dayan aside for more elucidation. He went over, at some
length, his conclusion that there were at least three insoluble issues
which precluded any chance of Israeli agreement on an overall frame-
work: “The inadmissibility of the acquisition language, the demand for
removal of Sinai settlements, and insistence on a total freeze on West
Bank settlements.” He said there might be a number of other points, but
he believed that, based on what he felt now, the other hurdles could
have been surmounted if we had not been adamant on these.

L Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Middle East, Sub-
ject File, Box 7, Camp David: 9/9-17/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Lewis. The meeting
took place in Laurel Lodge.

2 See footnote 42, Document 28.
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He said that in this situation he believed strongly that it was a
tragedy not to conclude at least an agreement on how to organize the
West Bank and Gaza for the transition period and “to get on with estab-
lishing the self-rule regime.” This, he said, was now well within reach;
the other two major subjects under discussion, a broad set of principles
applicable to everything and the Sinai problem, did not seem to be
within reach, blocked by the inadmissibility language, settlements re-
moval, and Sadat’s insistence on removal of all airfields within three
years. He had, therefore, suggested to Vance that we find a way to sep-
arate out the agreement on the West Bank and Gaza so as at least to
leave Camp David with that as an achievement. He was sorry that
Vance had replied that this was, in his view, impossible.

There then ensued a lengthy discussion about all of these subjects
in which Dayan revealed, among other things, that he had, with great
difficulty, finally persuaded Begin to accept language on the Pales-
tinian question and on 242, including “in all its aspects” and “in all of
its parts,” which Begin had resisted for months. He said it was totally
impossible to move him on settlements at this juncture, and Begin had
now decided to take the whole issue back to the Knesset where he (and
Dayan) were quite certain an overwhelming majority of members
would refuse to sanction removal. He said that Begin and he were both
now planning to leave Camp David no later than Wednesday night,
September 13, as was Barak—who in any event had to be back in Israel
Thursday night in order to be sworn-in as a justice of the Supreme
Court. Dayan seemed convinced that there was little left now to do but
close out the conference.

I urged Dayan not to jump to conclusions and, above all, not to
plan to leave or to permit Barak to leave before Friday, at the earliest. I
reviewed the anticipated schedule for the next 48 hours with him and
said that they should wait to see the next draft of our paper, which
would be based on their reactions, as well as the Egyptian reactions, to
our first draft. I also urged him to think long and hard about some way
that the “inadmissibility” language could be incorporated into the Pre-
amble in a form which Begin might accept. I said that all of us under-
stood the depth of feeling about the settlements question, and that we
should both continue to seek formulas by which it could be handled in
this framework, since it would be tragic to be able to agree on most
other issues but find no way of dealing with this question.

After lengthy debate, in which Dayan’s mood gradually im-
proved, he finally agreed to seek ways in which the “inadmissibility”
language might be utilized, while asking me to do everything possible
(a) to look for a way to deal with the Sinai settlements issue in this
paper which put off to the period of detailed negotiation its eventual
resolution, and (b) to persuade the Secretary to reconsider his response
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to Dayan’s idea of an ultimate fallback position for Camp David cen-
tered on agreement with regard to the West Bank and Gaza procedures
and prospects. In this connection, he stressed that the difficult language
of general applicability is intended to apply ultimately to peace treaties,
and there are no peace treaties anticipated for the West Bank and Gaza
until the five years have elapsed. He therefore believes it would be sad
to hang up over general language for this area when agreement on the
actual procedures may be within reach.

With regard to joint patrolling with Egyptians and Jordanians,
Dayan said again that he would not rule out joint Egyptian-Israeli pa-
trols on the narrow 3-mile international border between the Gaza Strip
and Sinai. He very strongly rejected any possibility of involvement by
Egyptian police or military with the Gaza police, but would accept Jor-
danian police advisers in Gaza, if needed. He was negative about joint
coastal patrolling of the Gaza Strip, but did not absolutely rule it out.
What came through most clearly was Israeli determination not to have
Egyptian military involvement inside Gaza ever again. Jordanian in-
volvement would be acceptable, and would be consistent with the Is-
raeli desire to join the Gaza to the West Bank for future administrative
purposes.

Dayan talked at some length during our conversation about
Sadat’s recently reported rejection of UN forces along the buffer zone
between Israel and the Sinai. He said that, contrary to what they had
understood about Sadat’s views earlier, they now were told that Egyp-
tian civilians would have to man the air bases at Sharm, Etzion, and
Etam. He said he could not see any way in which this would be accept-
able, while on the other hand a UN force could perhaps operate or
administer all three airports for civilian use, if the US continued unable
[or] unwilling to take over Etam. Etzion, for example, would be a very
useful civilian airport for Eilat, assuming freedom of movement back
and forth across the border between Eilat and Etzion; but this arrange-
ment would only be feasible if it were under UN control and not avail-
able overnight for Egyptian military to re-occupy it, as would be the
case if Egyptian civilians were administering it or the other airports.
The same reasoning ran to the use of the port facilities at Sharm.

(Defense Minister Weizman had made some of the same points to
Secretary Vance on September 11° with regard to the airfields, although
he had stressed the great desirability of retraining Etzion for a much
longer period for Israeli military use. If it had to be given up for mili-
tary purposes, he said it would be vital for Israel to obtain a promise in
the agreement to use the air space over the buffer zone along the fron-

3 See Document 41.
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tier for training purposes. Air space over the Negev was already in
short supply, and if Etzion were relocated across the frontier it would
be essential to retain use of some Sinai air space to make the new air
base viable.)

44. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 12, 1978, 2—4:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Advisor to the President
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large

Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary, NEA

William Quandt, National Security Council

Hermann Fr. Eilts, U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

Denis Clift, Vice President’s Staff

EGYPTIAN SIDE

Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, Minister of Foreign Affairs

Boutros Ghali, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs

Osama el-Baz, Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs

Ahmed Mabher, Director of the Cabinet of the Foreign Minister
Ashraf Ghorbal, Egyptian Ambassador to the United States

Nabil el-Araby, Director of Legal Department, Foreign Ministry
Abdul Rauf el-Reedy, Director of Policy Planning, Foreign Ministry
Abou el Gheite, Office of the Foreign Minister

SUBJECT
Egyptian Comments on U.S. Paper

Kamel first expressed appreciation for the efforts of President
Carter, the Secretary and the U.S. Delegation. He said that the Egyptian
side understands the importance of positive results. He had earlier in
the morning met President Carter by chance and in a brief chat ex-
plained to the President what the Egyptians have in mind.?

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Eilts.

2 See footnote 39, Document 28.
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Prior to discussing the U.S. paper® in detail, he wished to outline a
number of points on which the U.S. and Egypt are in agreement: (a) the
desire to keep and to preserve the relationship between our two coun-
tries, (b) concern that a comprehensive and just peaceful settlement be
reached. The results should be such that it will attract others to join,
(c) whatever settlement is reached must “fortify” Egypt and strengthen
the moderate states of the (Middle East) area in order to enable them to
meet the “dangerous trends” that are now spreading in that area,
(d) we must prevent chaos from developing in the area and be alive to
the dangers of Soviet penetration. This means that conditions should
not be created which have the effect of distorting the U.S. image in the
area.

The Secretary said that we agree on all four points. He called the
maintenance of the U.S.-Egyptian relationship vital. There must be a
comprehensive settlement. We wish the result of the Camp David
meetings to fortify Egypt, to protect Sadat, and to underscore Sadat’s
paramount position in the Arab world. We have great respect for Presi-
dent Sadat as a true leader. We agree that world chaos should be
avoided as should anything that jeopardizes the moderate forces in the
area.

Kamel went on to say that the Egyptian side has carefully studied
our paper. He was happy that we welcome any proposals that the
Egyptians might wish to put forward. The Egyptian proposals, he said,
aim at creating a balance between the obligations of the parties. As he
saw it, the American proposal in its present form will in no way obtain
Saudi approval. He thought that we are in agreement that Saudi sup-
port is needed. Hussein will also be reluctant to join. Hussein’s partici-
pation, Kamel stressed, is essential.

The Egyptian position, Kamel recalled, is explained in the paper
which the Egyptian side had earlier presented to us. It is based on (a) a
balance of obligations between the parties, (b) insuring Israeli with-
drawal to the 67 lines except for minor rectifications, (c) insuring the
security of all parties, (d) respect for the sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of all states and for the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people, (e) the participation of all parties. Kamel then asked el-Baz to
present the details of the Egyptian ideas.

El-Baz first explained what he called the “Egyptian approach” to
the U.S. formula. The Egyptians had come, he stated, with the objective
of reaching agreement. By this they meant agreement with the “other
party.” A fortiori they wish to reach agreement with the U.S. in order to
see if there is common ground between us. The Egyptians are positive

3 The specific version of the draft Framework paper is not further identified. See
footnote 52, Document 28.
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on the U.S. role. They have an interest in assuring the success of the
American effort. They believe that the American side wishes to be
even-handed and fair. The American paper has been studied in this
light. Points of agreement between us have been sought. So has the an-
swer to the question: what is the main purpose of the United States in
presenting the proposal? It is intended to be a compromise between the
Israeli and Egyptian positions or is it a formulation of U.S. views on
controversial issues involved in the dispute.

The Secretary said that the purpose of the U.S. proposal is to set
forth a fair and even-handed method and framework which will allow
a comprehensive settlement to be achieved. It also takes into account
practical and other related aspects of the problem.

El-Baz said the Egyptian side has some problem with the struc-
turing of the American paper, but that this is not overly important. He
wished to make some general comments about the American paper.
First, the Egyptians do not get a clear definition from our paper of cor-
responding obligations that the parties should have to each other pur-
suant to UN Resolutions, which are the basis for settlement. He specif-
ically mentioned UN Resolution 242. The recurrent theme in the
American paper, as the Egyptians see it, is that the main obligation is to
negotiate. The obligation to “act” has been subordinated by this em-
phasis. Negotiations, he contended, are a process; they are not a basic
obligation. They must also be put in the framework of how the
Arab-Israeli situation has evolved. Our approach only defers dealing
squarely with the problems. The U.S. paper suggests that the parties
negotiate on the basis of such and such resolutions. The history of the
dispute, el-Baz argued, makes it clear that the Israelis conduct their liti-
gation without a full recognition of the mutuality of obligations. Egypt
believes it is essential that there be a clear definition of the obligation of
both parties. The negotiations should focus on how to implement
obligations.

Second, el-Baz noted, the American paper appears to de-emphasize
mutuality and reciprocity, especially in its provisions concerning secu-
rity. The Egyptians realize that security is for both parties. “For certain
reasons” Egypt accepted the “notion” that the Israelis are more sensi-
tive on this point. But this should not be a general rule. Security is a
right and an obligation for all.

When Egypt presented its draft proposal, el-Baz continued, it be-
lieved that the proposal contained many ideas. The Egyptians were
surprised to find that the American paper did not draw much on the
Egyptian paper. There were some serious omissions in the American
paper, e.g., (a) any reference to the declaration of human rights, (b) a
declaration to the principles of international law, (c) any reference to
compulsory ICJ jurisdiction. The Egyptians had thought that this last
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provision, in particular, should give no problem, since as early as Oc-
tober, 1956, Israel accepted the concept of compulsory IC]J jurisdiction,
(d) the concept of UN Security Council guarantee of borders. The latter,
el-Baz argued, should be in the interest of every party to the dispute.

The Secretary explained that these omissions were prompted by
our belief that if certain declarations are cited, the Israelis will wish to
add their own list of citations. We want to achieve the objectives of the
Egyptian proposal within specific reference to a series of documents.
On compulsory IC]J jurisdiction, he noted that when the Israelis signed
this agreement, they specifically excluded its applicability to Arab-
Israeli matters. The Israelis do not believe that the ICJ is unbiased. If
there were some method other than the IC], it might be more palatable.
On borders, the Secretary pointed out that we have covered this in
paragraph 7 of the American paper. Our language is simpler, but the
Egyptian concept is included.

El-Baz commented that Israel appears to be seeking to force Egypt
to accept only one method in resolving disputes. This method is unin-
terrupted negotiations, even if these lead to no progress. Article 33 of
the United Nations Charter, which the American paper cites, speaks of
other methods of resolving disputes. Israel regrettably thinks it can
deal with the Arabs on the basis of the de facto situation.

The Secretary suggested that the Egyptians make their suggestion
on this point. Nabil el-Araby observed that the methods of settling dis-
putes are contained in Article 33 of the United Nations Charter. The ar-
ticle leaves it to the parties to choose the method they wish to employ.
Why should the method of direct negotiations be singled out? The Sec-
retary responded that we have not singled out any method. The IC] lan-
guage has been taken out.

El-Baz then commented that in the Egyptian paper, there had been
the proposal that all parties agree to the NPT. The Egyptians had as-
sumed this would meet with enthusiastic American approval. The (nu-
clear) issue creates a special element of tension in the area. It gives psy-
chological and physical concern to both sides. There is no need, el-Baz
argued, to accommodate the Israelis on this point.

El-Baz then said he wished to make some specific comments:

A. The Palestinian problem: This, he noted, is the crux of the issue.
The formulation and concept to resolve it must be clear. The sovereign
rights of the (Palestinian) people must be clear. He understood that the
Egyptian and American positions on this are similar. If one begins from
this assumption, one must go on to say that in principle, Israel is obli-
gated to withdraw in the West Bank/Gaza in accordance with the “in-
admissibility” language.

El-Baz stated that, in recognition of the sensitivity of this problem,
Egypt has accepted the concept of a transitional period. It did so in an
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effort to be cooperative and to ease the resolution of the problem. It also
did so to accommodate the United States. Israeli withdrawal will en-
able the Palestinian people to exercise their right to self-determination.
The Egyptians find basic defects in the way this problem is presented in
the American paper. The interim arrangement envisaged in our paper
carries with it the seeds of perpetuation. It can become a permanent ar-
rangement. There is no clearcut Israeli commitment to withdraw or
how to do so. Israel is also given a prominent role in deciding the final
outcome. Granted, the American paper calls for the abolition of mili-
tary government, but Israel remains a major participant in running the
area. All authority is derived from Israel. This, el-Baz contended, ne-
gates the concept of abolishing the Israeli military government. Egypt
and Jordan, he noted, can play a role to provide additional needed se-
curity in the West Bank/Gaza.

The Secretary said that it is not correct that the American proposal
envisages the interim regime will become a permanent one. We have
spoken of an interim settlement and the participation of the inhabitants
in the determination of their own future. He drew attention to page 7,
para 2 in support of this view. The people elect the self-governing au-
thority. That authority derives its competence from Egypt, Israel and
Jordan, at such time as the latter joins. We sought to place authority in
the hands of the people through an election process. Egypt, Jordan and
Israel should have a role so that they can in a practical way set up the
authority.

Abdul Rauf el-Reedy contended that this simply creates confusion.
It can be used by the Israelis to claim that Israel is a partner in the in-
terim period. This prejudices the basic principle that authority should
derive from the people. The Secretary noted that the Egyptians believe
this and so do we, but the Israelis do not. Our belief is that the Amer-
ican formulation is a practical way to handle the problem. Nabil el-
Araby stated that as long as there is a provision that Israel is one of the
parties from whom authority is derived, Israel will claim a favored po-
sition. On page 8 of the American draft, Israeli residual rights are cited.
The Egyptians’ study of those rights suggest that the self-governing au-
thority will be limited to maintaining internal security. Others will
handle the territorial aspects.

The Secretary asked if it might be better to delete the sentence
about the source of the authority for the self-governing group. The
Egyptians readily agreed that this should be done. The Secretary said
we will consider this.

El-Baz noted that if this concept is deleted, page 9 of the American
proposal still gives the Israelis an important voice in determining the
future of the West Bank/Gaza. This should be handled through self-
determination of the Palestinian people. The Egyptians know the
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American concept. But the parties must agree at the beginning on perti-
nent principles to be applied. This should not be left to the end, other-
wise the self-governing arrangement will simply be perpetuated. The
Israelis will have a veto. Leaving the issue vague, as the American
paper does, poses a problem for the final settlement.

The Secretary observed that if one tries to eliminate Israel at this
point, one is prematurely forcing a decision on the sovereignty ques-
tion. The Israelis are reserving their claim to sovereignty in the West
Bank, but are not now asserting it. The United States and Egypt believe
that the people of the area should decide. El-Reedy contended that it
will be difficult to proceed with two interpretations of this issue. If a
way is left for Israel to assert sovereignty, it will cause trouble. The Sec-
retary said we cannot stop the Israelis from doing so. El-Baz argued
that this is a basic issue. The Secretary agreed, but said we had agreed
not to face it now. El-Reedy said that if Israel is to determine the future
of the West Bank/Gaza, Israel will always believe that is its objective.
El-Araby argued that the sovereignty issue should be faced squarely.

El-Araby stated that when the right of self-determination is men-
tioned, this means the final step. It should be decided by the Pales-
tinians living there, either through plebiscite, referendum, etc. No one
but the Palestinians should participate. Egypt accepts negotiations with
the Palestinians and Jordanians on security measures, but not on de-
ciding the final status of the West Bank/Gaza. The American paper
confuses this issue. El-Baz asked what happens if Israel does not reach
agreement with the Arabs? The American proposal omits any clear and
unequivocal obligation on the part of Israel to withdraw from the West
Bank/Gaza with the possibility of minor rectifications that do not re-
flect the weight of conquest. This has been the constant United States
position.

El-Baz also noted that the Aswan formula* has not been repro-
duced in full in the American paper. The term “people” had been
omitted. The Secretary said that he was willing to put this back.

El-Araby next indicated Egyptian unhappiness with the “amalga-
mation” of the Palestinian refugees and displaced persons. The Israelis,
he noted, are given a veto in our paper on the return of displaced
persons. In the case of the refugees, El-Araby acknowledged, Israel has
a say in accordance with UN resolutions. However, UN Resolution 237
of 1967,° which the United States had voted for, governs the status of

4 See footnote 5, Document 3.

SUN. Security Council Resolution 237, adopted on June 14, 1967, called on the Is-
raeli Government to ensure the safety and facilitate the return of residents who had fled
the fighting during the June 1967 Arab-Israeli war. For the complete text of the Resolu-
tion, see Yearbook of the United Nations, 1967, pp. 190-191.
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the displaced persons. It is different from UN Resolution 194,° which
covers the Palestinian refugees. These two concepts, el-Araby asserted,
should not be amalgamated.

El-Araby also was unhappy with the inclusion on page 12 of a ref-
erence to Egypt and Israel reaching agreement on “Arab and Jewish
refugees.” On Arab refugees, it is the Palestinians who are involved. In
the case of Jewish refugees, El-Araby noted that this can only apply to
Egyptian citizens of Jewish faith who left Egypt after 1967 or before.
Egypt is agreeable that such individuals may return to Egypt at any
time they wish.

The Secretary noted that we are aware of the refugee program. It
has not been adequately dealt with. Our paper is trying to show that
the entire refugee problem needs to be handled. El-Baz stated that the
Egyptians object to equating the Jewish refugee issue with the Pales-
tinian refugees. The Palestinian refugees, he reiterated, are separate
from the displaced persons and should be so treated. They are also sep-
arate from Jewish refugees. He saw no real problem with Jewish ref-
ugees. If an individual has a claim, it is his or her right to seek redress
through the courts or through international adjudication.

The Secretary asked if the Egyptians object to the use of “Arab”
and to the inclusion of Jewish refugees also to the non-reference to the
UN Resolutions. Saunders pointed out that there is a separate Jewish
refugee problem. He did not think it sufficient to cite UN Resolution
194. Israel must somehow be brought into the action in order to solve
the refugee problem. El-Araby suggested the matter be taken
piece-by-piece: displaced persons should be cited, Palestinian refugees
should be cited, but in a manner where their rights are not prejudiced
during the interim period. (He made no reference to Jewish refugees.)

El-Baz referred to our reference to a continuing committee to
handle by unanimous agreement unresolved issues. He asked what we
have in mind with this provision. Saunders observed that the reference
is a purely technical one. He recalled the mixed commission that was
set up in the Sinai II Agreement. There are certain issues which such a
group could discuss and, hopefully, resolve. El-Baz responded that
putting problems into hands of the two parties might in effect result in
a stalemate. He pointed out that mechanisms do exist to handle this
sort of a situation and referred again to the ICJ.

El-Araby noted that day-to-day operations in the West Bank /Gaza
should be within the competence of the local, self-governing authority.

© The status of Palestinian refugees is specifically addressed in Article II of Resolu-
tion 194—(I1I), adopted by the U.N. General Assembly on December 11, 1948. For the com-
plete text of the Resolution, see Yearbook of the United Nations, 1948—49, pp. 174-176.
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Saunders suggested that the Egyptians provide us with appropriate
language.

The Secretary asked whether the use of the term “consensus” will
solve the Egyptian problem. The Egyptians responded unanimously
that it will not. Saunders pointed out that the Israelis are a party to the
problem during the transitional period. El-Baz agreed to provide us
with pertinent language.

El-Baz then referred to the paragraph in our paper on Jerusalem.
He expressed understanding that the problem is difficult and sensitive.
But, he pointed out, Arab Jerusalem is part of the West Bank. Neither
the United States nor Egypt recognize the amalgamation of Arab Jeru-
salem into Israel. Jerusalem, he insisted, is included in the Israeli obli-
gation to withdraw. Egypt agrees that the city should not be redivided.
He drew a distinction between the issue of sovereignty in East Jeru-
salem and that of the life of the people. The Secretary pointed out that
our paper says that Jerusalem should not again be divided. El-Baz
noted that the United States also agrees that Jerusalem is not a part of
Israel. The Secretary observed that trying to solve the Jerusalem
problem now is a mistake. It will simply create problems. He suggested
it be left to the Jordanians for the future. Kamel observed that we want
Hussein to come in. El-Baz stated that if this is our common concern,
the United States formula is harmful. The “future relationship” phrase
used in the American paper, he contended is Israeli phraseology. The
Secretary pointed out that it is not, it is our language. El-Baz insisted
that two sovereignties in Jerusalem should not be allowed. The issue
should be handled first by Israeli withdrawal, and thereafter by agree-
ment not to redivide the city. The starting point should be non-
recognition of the Israeli occupation. Unfortunately, the phraseology in
the American paper leads to the conclusion that the Israelis may re-
main. The Secretary pointed out that we are simply saying that the ulti-
mate arrangements for Jerusalem must be worked out some time in the
future. Atherton suggested that the final sentence in the paragraph on
Jerusalem should take care of the Egyptian concern. The Egyptians in-
sisted it will not. The Secretary asked whether the Wailing Wall should
be under Jordan. El-Baz said it should be so far as jurisdiction is con-
cerned. The Jews might have the right to visit, and claimed this is al-
ready taken care of by the reference to freedom of access to religious
shrines. El-Reedy pointed out that internationalization of Jerusalem is
another possibility. The Secretary wondered whether anyone would
support this. El-Baz did not answer the question, but urged that
nothing be included to prejudge the final outcome. Doing so would
mean that the status quo will be perpetuated. The Secretary observed
that the more one goes into detail with respect to Jerusalem, the greater
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is the problem for Sadat. El-Araby again referred to UN Resolution 267
of October 1967,” which the United States has approved.

El-Reedy asked if the Palestinians in East Jerusalem will or will not
be included in the self-governing regime. The American paper seems to
suggest that it will not be (page 8). Saunders opined that we should
think of Jerusalem separately. El-Araby suggested that the reference be
to the West Bank and Gaza, instead of to areas now under Israeli mili-
tary government jurisdiction. Saunders suggested that our phraseology
protects Sadat. It leaves the Jerusalem question separate. El-Araby re-
sponded that the West Bank/Gaza has specific geographic meaning.
The Secretary suggested that the Egyptians provide us with their pro-
posed language.

El-Baz then referred to the absence of any reference in our paper to
settlements. The Secretary pointed out that this omission had already
been explained to Sadat and Kamel. Before our paper is finalized, lan-
guage on the settlements will be included. On the matter of the ille-
gality of the settlements, President Carter will repeat our position in a
speech to the Congress.

The Secretary then said he would like to raise a question or two.

On page 4, the fourth line from the bottom, he asked if the Egyp-
tians would like to have the phrase “based on the principle of reci-
procity” included. The Egyptians said this was agreeable to them and
observed that President Carter had already agreed to the inclusion of
such a phrase.

El-Araby asked what is meant by “special security forces” on page
4 of our paper. Saunders said the reference is to the collection of police
forces that might be involved.

The Secretary alluded to the phrase on page 6 of the American
draft “assist in the restoration of Egyptian sovereignty.” He suggested
an addition, “based on phased withdrawal, Israeli forces, etc.” He said
we have some language to this effect. The Egyptians suggested that
“phased” be removed, withdrawal should not be qualified. A state-
ment could be included suggesting withdrawal in accordance with
some timetable.

El-Araby suggested that on page 6 a statement be included to the
effect that “security arrangements will be reciprocal,” or some other
similar phase based on the principle of reciprocity.

El-Reedy returned to the issue of the basic structure of the paper.
Some of the fundamental principles for Egypt, such as the inadmissi-
bility language, is in the Preamble. The Secretary observed that this is

7 For the text of UN Security Council Resolution 267, adopted July 3, 1969, see Quest
for Peace, pp. 23-24.
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where it is in UN Resolution 242. El-Reedy stated that it is in 242 be-
cause itis also in the UN Charter. Egypt suggested that there might be a
general part of the paper to cover fundamental principles. The issue, he
pointed out, would not be important if the Israelis had not come up
with the idea that the “inadmissibility” language is not binding be-
cause it is in the Preamble. The Secretary said he believes it should be in
the Preamble. Perhaps the matter could be treated by citing the entire
Preamble. El-Reedy noted that the American paper had also added to
the pertinent preambular language the phrase, “within secure and rec-
ognized borders.” This is not in the UN Resolution 242 Preamble.
El-Baz noted that because the Israelis insist that because the “inadmis-
sibility” language is in the Preamble, it is not important. For that reason
the Egyptians believe it should be in the operative language. The Secre-
tary pointed out that the Israelis “climb up the wall” with any such sug-
gestion. El-Baz suggested that this shows their intentions.

El-Baz then referred to para 7 on page 12 having to do with the
possible inability of Jordan to join in the negotiations. This, he insisted,
does not help and could be offensive to Jordan. The Secretary re-
sponded that the phrase is intended to show that the negotiations
would go ahead even if Jordan does not participate. Kamel observed
that the Egyptian side is proceeding on the assumption that Jordan will
join. The Secretary said we hope so, but cannot be sure. El-Baz thought
it is not necessary to provide for such a contingency. It goes without
saying, he argued, that if Jordan does not participate, Egypt will go
ahead. The Secretary noted that the language is for Egyptian protec-
tion. El-Baz argued that Egypt does not need it. Boutros Ghali thought
that the matter might be handled by a side letter.

El-Baz then referred to para B-2 on page 12 having to do with dip-
lomatic, economic and cultural relations. He contended that diplomatic
recognition does not require immediate diplomatic or other relations.
Sadat, he claimed, is clear that diplomatic relations should not be pro-
vided for at this stage.

On page 13, El-Baz referred to para 3-E on the deployment of
armed forces. He noted that the Egyptians had proposed regulating the
acquisition of arms in order to stop the arms spiral. This, he noted, had
been taken from the original Israeli proposal of last year. The Secretary
thought the entire paragraph might be eliminated. The police issue
could be taken care of on page 4. The Egyptians seemed agreeable, but
El-Baz insisted that what is also needed is a reference to a general re-
duction of armaments. He reiterated that the Egyptian language had
been taken from the September 77 Israeli draft.®

8 For documentation on this draft, see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VIII, Arab-
Israeli Dispute, January 1977-August 1978.



184 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

The Secretary agreed to study the Egyptian suggestions. The Egyp-
tians then provided a draft paper, which in effect recasts the American
paper. It was agreed that we will go over the paper and provide the
Egyptians and the Israelis with a revised draft tomorrow evening.
El-Baz contended that since our paper is being revised on the basis of
the latest Egyptian-Israeli proposals, we should meet first tomorrow
morning with the Egyptians and only afterwards with the Israelis.”

? Instead of separate bilateral meetings with the Egyptians and Israelis, Carter met
with Barak and El-Baz from 8:10 a.m. to 4:53 p.m. and again from 8:05 p.m. to 10:15 p.m.,
September 13, in order to revise the overall draft Framework. See footnote 51, Docu-
ment 28.

45.  Draft Framework for a Settlement in Sinai Prepared by
President Carter’

undated

Framework for a Settlement in Sinai

In order to achieve peace between them, Israel and Egypt agree to
negotiate in good faith with a goal of concluding within three months
of the signing of this framework a peace treaty between them.

All of the principles of U.N. Resolution 242 will apply in this reso-
lution of the dispute between Israel and Egypt.

PEACE TREATY

Unless otherwise mutually agreed, terms of this peace treaty will
be implemented between two and three years after the peace treaty is
signed.

In the peace treaty the issues of: a) the full exercise of Egyptian sov-
ereignty up to the internationally recognized border between Egypt
and mandated Palestine; b) the time of withdrawal of Israeli personnel
from the Sinai; c) the use of airfields near El Arish,? Eitam,? Etzion,* and

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, undated. No classifi-
cation marking.

2 In brackets above this word, Carter wrote “El Arish.”
3 In brackets above this word, Carter wrote “Rafah.”
4 In brackets above this word, Carter wrote “Ras en Nagb.”
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Ofir® for civilian purposes only; d) the right of free passage by ships of
Israel and other nations through the Strait of Tiran, the Gulf of Suez
and the Suez Canal; e) the construction of an international highway be-
tween the Sinai and Jordan near FEilat; and f) the stationing of military
forces; steps listed below (will be resolved by negotiations between the
parties.)

Stationing of forces

—Within an area lying approximately 50 kilometers (km) east of
the Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal, no more than one division of
Egyptian mechanized or infantry armed forces will be stationed.

—Only United Nations forces and civil police equipped with light
weapons to perform normal police functions will be stationed lying
west of® the international border and the Gulf of Aqaba, varying in
width from 20 km to 40 km, and east of the same border approximately
5 km in width.

—in the area not included above, border patrol units, not to exceed
three battalions, will supplement the civil police in maintaining order.

The exact demarcation of the above areas will be as mutually
agreed during the peace negotiations.

Early warning stations may exist as mutually agreed to insure
compliance with the terms of the agreement.

United Nations forces will be stationed in the Sharm el Sheikh area
to insure freedom of passage through the Straits of Tiran, and will be
removed only if such agreement is approved by the Security Council of
the United Nations.

Normal relations will be established between Egypt and Israel, in-
cluding: full recognition; termination of economic boycotts; and mutual
protection of citizens by the due process of law.

INTERIM WITHDRAWAL

Between three months and nine months after the signing of the
peace treaty, all Israeli forces will withdraw east of a line extending
from a point east of El Arish to Ras Muhammad, the exact location of
this line to be determined by mutual agreement.

5 In brackets above this word, Carter wrote “Sharm al Sheikh.”
¢ The remainder of this phrase was inserted from an attached typed page.
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46. Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 13, 1978, 10:20-11:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

AMERICAN SIDE

Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Ambassador at Large
Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary, NEA
William Quandt, National Security Council
Samuel Lewis, Ambassador to Israel

ISRAELI SIDE

Prime Minister Menachem Begin

Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan

Minister of Defense Ezer Weizman

Prof. Aharon Barak, Member Israeli Supreme Court and Prime Minister’s Legal
Advisor

Dr. Meir Rosenne, Legal Advisor to Foreign Minister

Major General Avraham Tamir, Director, Army Planning Branch

Mr. Elyakim Rubinstein, Assistant Director General, Ministry for Foreign Affairs

Ambassador Simcha Dinitz

Brigadier General Ephraim Poran, Military Secretary to the Prime Minister

Mr. Dan Pattir, Advisor to the Prime Minister for Public Affairs

SUBJECT

Israeli Discussion of U.S. Paper on Sinai

Secretary Vance and Ambassador Lewis went to Foreign Minister
Dayan’s cabin to deliver to the Israelis the draft framework agreement’
on the Sinai which had been discussed briefly earlier in the evening® by
the President with Mr. Barak. Dayan looked it over quickly, asked De-
fense Minister Weizman to come over to the cabin to join him, and initi-
ated a discussion about problems he immediately saw in the document
concerning the use of airfields and the provisions for stationing of UN
Forces at Sharm el Shaikh. He was also concerned about the language
on withdrawal of all Israeli personnel and the immediate establishment
of the exercise of Egyptian sovereignty. A confused discussion with
Weizman then ensued about definitions of the various zones in the
paper, interrupted by a telephone call from Begin to Dayan. Dayan said
that the President was sitting with Begin and Barak at the present mo-

! Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David Memcons, 9/78. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Lewis
on September 14.

2 The specific draft of the Sinai Framework agreement is not further identified. See
footnote 54, Document 28.

3 See footnote 51, Document 28.
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ment and suggested that we all adjourn to Holly Cabin rather than con-
tinue the discussion in two places. The Secretary agreed.

While arrangements were being made to move to Holly, Dayan
said that of the three zones mentioned in the paper, so long as Weizman
agreed with the deployments described for the two westernmost zones,
then he had no problem. All of the problems, as he pointed out, are in
the zone from 20 to 40 kilometers west of the old international frontier
between Sinai and Palestinian mandate. He did not see a way to reach
agreement at Camp David on all of the complex problems in that zone,
and suggested leaving negotiations on these issues for the next phase,
retaining the status quo while those negotiations went on.

Secretary Vance asked Weizman whether the dispositions of forces
described in paragraphs C1, C2, and C3 were generally consistent with
his understandings with Sadat. Weizman said that they were, though
some rewording and readjustment would be necessary.

The Dayan-Weizman-Vance meeting then adjourned to Holly,
where it was joined by the remainder of the Israeli Delegation and by
Saunders, Atherton, and Quandt. Begin began by asking Rosenne to
read out slowly the text of the US Sinai proposal. Begin then initiated a
paragraph-by-paragraph discussion, after some preliminary and rather
prolonged discussion among the Israelis in Hebrew.

Begin said that according to his agreement this evening with Presi-
dent Carter, paragraph B would be dropped and would be replaced by
language which stated in essence that the issue of the Israeli settlements
“would be decided in the peace treaty.” After further discussion in
which Dayan restated his view of the difficulty in resolving the com-
plex issues in the easternmost zone at this point, Dayan suggested re-
vising paragraph B to read, “Except as otherwise agreed in the final
peace treaty, Israeli armed forces will be withdrawn from Sinai.” He
said that this should be coupled with a statement that during the period
of negotiations for a final peace treaty, the status quo should prevail,
and that all the issues involving that zone will be discussed and de-
cided in the negotiations for the final peace treaty.

Begin then went back to a paragraph-by-paragraph approach,
saying that the first paragraph was fine, and that the second paragraph
should read, “All the principles of UN Resolution 242 will apply in the
resolution of the dispute between Israel and Egypt.” (He stressed that
the dispute was between the two countries, and did not just involve
Sinai. Secretary Vance agreed.)

They then agreed that the word “full” in paragraph A would
follow the first word “the”, rather than precede the word “Egyptian”.
There was some objection by Begin to the use of the word “full” but he
dropped it.
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There then ensued a lengthy debate about language which should
be used to describe the concept of withdrawal of both armed forces and
settlements, much of which went on among the Israeli delegation.
Dayan then asked Secretary Vance if he could accept Dayan’s idea of
making clear that the principle had been accepted in this document of
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces and establishment of the full exer-
cise of Egyptian sovereignty. He said this would defuse the airfields
issue and leave only the settlements question to be hammered out in
subsequent negotiations. The Secretary said he understands the con-
cept, but did not comment on it. Dayan said that Weizman should be
able to work out here a timetable for the turnover of the airfields to ci-
vilian control, but that obviously the status quo would have to be main-
tained until final negotiations are complete for the treaty.

The Secretary then asked Weizman whether paragraphs C1, 2 and
3 of the draft and the subsequent paragraphs were satisfactory. There
was a confusing discussion among the Israelis, and Weizman said that
the concepts were generally satisfactory but the wording was unfa-
miliar and did not accord with previous concepts of buffer and demili-
tarized zones used in the previous agreements between Israel and
Egypt. They would have to accept some alternate language.

After another long debate in Hebrew took place, Secretary Vance
suggested that perhaps we leave the Israeli delegation to examine the
document at a more leisurely pace and to give us their reactions the
next morning. Begin agreed. The meeting then adjourned with an un-
derstanding that it would reconvene at 10 a.m. on September 14,* at
which time the Israeli reactions to this draft would be available.

4 Carter met with Barak alone from 10:11 a.m. to 10:40 a.m. and with Dayan and the
rest of the Israeli delegation from 11:05 a.m. to 12:05 p.m., September 14. (Carter Library,
Presidential Materials, President’s Daily Diary) See footnote 58, Document 28.

47.  Editorial Note

On September 14, 1978, General Secretary of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union Leonid I. Brezhnev wrote a letter to President
Jimmy Carter on the state of U.S.-Soviet relations. As part of his tour
d’horizon of the “specific manifestations of the unsatisfactory state of
affairs in our relations,” Brezhnev offered an assessment of the
“problem” of the Middle East and of the Carter administration’s role in
the Egyptian-Israeli peace process. Brezhnev wrote that the Soviet
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Union “is prepared, acting together with the US, to play a positive role
in the settlement in the Middle East and in securing at last a durable
peace there. We both had a good ‘asset’ here—last year’s joint Soviet-
American statement. And the line of action charted therein is some-
thing that we should go back to. Any other steps, including the ones
being taken most recently, do nothing but make the Middle East con-
flict still more deeply seated without solving its main issues. The fact
that the USSR and the US are now practically following different roads
in Middle East affairs cannot but have a negative effect both on the situ-
ation in that area and on our relations.” An unofficial translation of the
Brezhnev’s letter and a Russian-language original version are in the
Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Office, Out-
side the System File, Box 69, USSR: Brezhnev-Carter Correspondence:
1-12/78.

Rather than provide a specific reply to Brezhnev’s letter, Carter in-
stead dispatched a general message to Brezhnev at the conclusion of
the Camp David summit, informing him of the outcome of the summit
and the substance of the two documents agreed by the participants, “A
Framework for Peace in the Middle East” and “A Framework for the
Conclusion of a Peace Treaty Between Egypt and Israel.” The text of
Carter’s letter is printed in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VI, Soviet
Union, Document 149.

48. Draft Memorandum of Conversation'

Camp David, September 15, 1978, 1:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

US Vice President Mondale

US Secretary of State Vance

US National Security Adviser Brzezinski
Israeli Foreign Minister Dayan

Israeli Defense Minister Weizman
Israeli Legal Adviser Barak

1 Source: Department of State, Office of the Secretariat Staff, Cyrus R. Vance, Secre-
tary of State—1977-1980, Lot 84D241, Box 5, Middle East Talks—Pre May 1979. Secret;
Nodis. Drafted by Vance. The meeting took place in Holly Lodge. According to an un-
dated chronological summary of the Camp David meetings prepared for the NSC, this
meeting took place from 2 p.m. to 4 p.m., September 15. The summary also stated that
Brown attended the meeting. See footnote 64, Document 28.
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Today the Vice President, Dr. Brzezinski and I met with Messrs.
Dayan, Weizman and Barak. I opened the meeting by saying there were
a number” of items I wished to discuss. I suggested we first discuss the
outstanding issues with respect to the proposed Framework for a Sinai
settlement. We discussed these issues at length and concluded that we
would® resume the discussion® either later today or tomorrow.

Inext stated that I wished to reaffirm the US commitment to the se-
curity of Israel and stated, as we had said on numerous occasions in the
past, that we would provide the assistance necessary to meet Israel’s es-
sential security requirements. I then asked how important Israel con-
sidered the possible negotiation of a mutual security treaty between the
United States and Israel to be. I added, as the President and I had both
said before, that if the negotiation of such a treaty would provide the
necessary linchpin to bring about a settlement of the Middle East
problem, that we® would very seriously consider recommending such a
treaty to the Congress. Dayan responded that it was his personal view
that the negotiation of such a treaty was not desirable. He said that he
believed the negative aspects of the negotiation of® such a treaty out-
weighed the positive contributions it could make. He noted that if
such’ a treaty existed, he felt that it might® be used to try to get Israel to
compromise on the delineation of borders and other questions on the
basis that with a mutual defense treaty such concessions would be ac-
ceptable. I said that I was interested to hear that since Prime Minister
Begin had indicated on previous occasions that he was interested in the
possibility of such a treaty.

I then asked Messrs. Dayan and Weizman to give us their views as
to what the next steps should be based upon two assumptions—(1) that
we were able to reach an agreement at Camp David, and (2) that we
were unable to reach an agreement at Camp David. We discussed at
length the various possible scenarios. We both agreed that it was neces-
sary to provide safety catches in the event that the negotiations at

2 An unknown hand struck through “a number” and replaced it with “several”
here.

3 An unknown hand struck through “concluded that we would” and replaced it
with “and decided to.”

4 Two further meetings to discuss on the Israeli proposed textual changes to the
overall Framework paper took place at Ministerial level September 15-16. On September
15, from 8 p.m. to 10 p.m., Vance and Lewis met with Barak, Dinitz, Rubinstein,
Weizman, and Tamir. On September 16, from 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m., Mondale, Vance,
Saunders, Lewis, and Quandt met with Dayan, Barak, and Dinitz. See footnotes 71 and
75, Document 28.

5 An unknown hand struck through “that.”

® An unknown hand struck through the phrase “of the negotiation.”

7 An unknown hand struck through the word “if.”

8 An unknown hand struck through the segment “existed, he felt that.”
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Camp David were not successful. In this connection, Messrs. Dayan
and Weizman emphasized the importance of trying to get an extension
of the presence of UN forces under the second disengagement agree-
ment when the issue arises next month.

49.  Letter From President Carter to Egyptian President Sadat and
Israeli Prime Minister Begin'

Camp David, September 15, 1978

To Pres. Sadat & P.M. Begin:

We are approaching the final stage of our negotiations. With your
approval, I propose that today we receive your most constructive rec-
ommendations, that tomorrow (Saturday) be devoted to drafting ef-
forts, and that we conclude the meeting at Camp David at some time
during the following day. We will, at that time, issue a common state-
ment to the press, drafted together. Additionally, we should agree not
to make any further public statements prior to noon on Monday. Please
let me know if you object to any of these proposals.

J.C.

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, 9/10-27/78. No clas-
sification marking. The handwritten letter was found attached to a September 15 note by
Clough indicating that original copies of the letter were hand delivered to Sadat and
Begin by Mondale. (Ibid.) In his personal diary, Carter wrote that the text of the letter was
agreed at a meeting of the U.S. delegation in Aspen Lodge on the morning of September
15 and that both Sadat and Begin accepted the message. (White House Diary, p. 236) Ac-
cording to the President’s Daily Diary, this meeting, involving Carter, Mondale, Vance,
Brzezinski, Jordan, Brown, and Powell, took place from 7:51 a.m. to 9:55 a.m. (Carter Li-
brary, Presidential Materials) Mondale delivered the letter to Sadat and Begin on the af-
ternoon of September 15. (See footnotes 65 and 67, Document 28)



192 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume IX

50. Note Prepared by President Carter'

undated

Settlements in West Bank and Gaza

Late in the evening, Saturday, September 16, 1978, Prime Minister
Begin, Foreign Minister Dayan, Attorney General Barak, Secretary
Vance and I were concluding discussions on the final wording of the
section on the West Bank and Gaza.?

Section 6 referred to the Israeli settlements, and as drafted in the
American proposal, stated:

“6. After the signing of this framework and during the negotia-
tions, no new Israeli settlements will be established and there will be no
expansion of physical facilities in existing settlements unless otherwise
agreed by the parties.”

Prime Minister Begin objected to this language, and began to make
several alternate proposals. They included: (a) a fixed time (three
months) during which no new settlements would be constructed;
(b) prohibitions against civilian settlements only; (c) right to build a
limited number of new settlements; etc. All of these proposals were re-
jected by me.

Finally, we agreed on the exact language concerning the settle-
ments, and that the paragraph would be removed from the West Bank-
Gaza section and included in a letter from Begin to me. I told him it
could not be a secret letter and the Prime Minister replied that the text
would be made public.

The agreed text was:

“After the signing of this framework and during the negotiations,
no new Israeli settlements will be established in this area. The issue of

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country
File, Box 53, Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, 9/10-27/78. No clas-
sification marking. Carter wrote in the upper right-hand corner of the document, “OK. ].”
A draft version of the note, in Carter’s handwriting, is ibid. The note was found attached
to an undated note by Clough, stating that Carter signed the note September 20 and that
copies were sent to Begin, the Department of State, the NSC, and Powell.

2 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter, along with Vance and “other
USS. officials” met with Begin, Dayan, and Barak at Aspen Lodge from 8 p.m., September
16, to 12:20 a.m., September 17. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials) For Carter’s ac-
counts of this meeting, see White House Diary, p. 240, and Keeping Faith, pp. 395-397. For
Vance’s account, see Hard Choices, pp. 224-225. For Dayan’s account, see Breakthrough, pp.
181-186. Quandt wrote that Vance briefed the U.S. negotiating team (including himself)
“immedjiately after” the meeting had broken up. Quandt described this briefing in Camp
David, pp. 249-250, although he concluded “exactly what took place in the meeting be-
tween Carter and Begin on Saturday night will never be known.”
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future Israeli settlements will be decided and agreed among the negoti-
ating parties.”

It was clear and obvious that the “negotiations” applied to the
West Bank and Gaza.

Early the next day I informed President Sadat of the agreement.?

On Sunday afternoon* Mr. Barak brought to me from Prime Min-
ister Begin a proposed text which differed substantially from that on
which we had agreed. I informed him that it was unsatisfactory, and
read to him the text on which we had agreed, which was still lying on
my desk. He did not disagree with the agreed text.

Jimmy Carter

3 In his personal diary, Carter wrote of this meeting: “Sunday morning I went to
discuss the final draft of the Sinai agreement with Sadat. He does not want to meet in E1
Arish as long as it is under Israeli control. He was pleased with the submission of the set-
tlement question to the Knesset prior to negotiations. He said that he would make these
concessions, as he calls them, only if the Palestinians can participate in negotiations on
the Israeli-Jordanian treaty, and he would like to delete the entire paragraph on Jeru-
salem!” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 241) Also see Carter, Keeping Faith, pp. 397-398. Fol-
lowing this meeting, Carter wrote, he redrafted all language in the Framework docu-
ments “to incorporate what I thought would be acceptable to the two delegations, and
then walked down to Holly [Cabin], where Vance and our team were meeting with
Dayan and the other Israelis. I called Dayan out, went over my suggested compromise
language, and asked him to help me during these final hours and with the Knesset when
the time came for a vote. Dayan said that he was absolutely certain the parliament would
never vote for a withdrawal of settlers prior to negotiation of an Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty.” (Carter, Keeping Faith, p. 398) Following this, a further dispute emerged in which
Begin objected to the U.S. draft letter to Sadat, outlining the U.S. position on Jerusalem. In
a “tense moment,” Carter met with Dayan, Weizman, Barak, Mondale, Vance, and Brze-
zinski, and offered to revise the letter, striking out quotations from U.S. representatives
made at the UN on the subject of Jerusalem. (Carter, Keeping Faith, pp. 398-399) Carter
added in an annotation to his personal diary that a subsequent meeting between himself
and Begin, in which the President signed photographs of the Summit with personal dedi-
cations to Begin’s grandchildren, represented a “turning point” in Begin’s attitude
toward reaching a peace agreement “from obdurate objections to an obvious desire to be
successful.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 242)

4 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met with Vance, Barak, and
Weizman at Aspen Lodge from 2:45 p.m. to 3:15 p.m. on September 17. (Carter Library,
Presidential Materials) For Carter’s accounts of this meeting, see White House Diary,
p- 242, and Keeping Faith, p. 400.

51. Editorial Note

Following President Jimmy Carter’s meeting with the Legal Ad-
viser to the Israeli Camp David delegation, Aharon Barak, from 2:45
p-m. to 3:15 p.m. on September 17, 1978, at which Carter described Is-
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raeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin’s draft of the West Bank and
Sinai settlements language as “completely unsatisfactory,” Begin tele-
phoned Carter at his cabin. Begin informed the President that “he could
not accept my language on the Knesset vote, because he interpreted it
as a threat to the independence of the parliament.” (Carter, Keeping
Faith, page 400) Following their conversation, Vice President Walter
Mondale informed Carter that Begin was then meeting with Egyptian
President Anwar al-Sadat at the latter’s cabin. In his personal diary,
Carter described subsequent events:

“I ran out the front door, and Begin was just leaving Sadat’s cabin
in a golf cart with Barak. Begin was quite happy, saying they had had a
love-fest, and that Sadat had agreed to Begin’s language on the Knesset
vote. I knew this was wrong, and every time I asked Barak to tell me ex-
actly what Begin and Sadat had said, Begin would interrupt him and
not let him reply. Finally, I asked Prime Minister Begin to please let
Barak answer. What Begin had asked Sadat was: ‘Do you think the
Knesset should be under pressure when they vote? Sadat said, ‘No, I
don’t think the Knesset should be under pressure.” This was the total
conversation. Begin therefore assumed that he could write any lan-
guage he wanted concerning negotiations versus the Knesset vote.

“] asked Barak to come with me. Begin excused him, and we went
to my cabin. I checked their language very carefully and finally thought
of a way to say it that was in the final letters and satisfactory to both
Begin and Sadat. Susan [Clough] typed it up. I wrote a note to all our
people: “This is the exact language to be used. Do not use any other lan-
guage on or off the record.” We firmed the issue up, literally at the very
last minute. Only then did I realize that we had finally succeeded.”
(Carter, White House Diary, page 243)

The note referenced by Carter, and to which he appended the
handwritten message quoted above, reads: “There is one major issue
on which agreement has not been reached. Egypt states that agreement
to remove Israeli settlements from Egyptian territory is a prerequisite
to a peace treaty. Israel states that the issue of the Israeli settlements
should be resolved during the peace negotiations. Within two weeks
the Knesset will decide on the issue of the settlements.” (Carter Library,
National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Country File, Box 53,
Middle East: Camp David President’s Working Papers, 9/10-27/78)

Following this, the three leaders and their staffs departed Camp
David by helicopter for Washington. At the White House, a nationally-
televised signing ceremony was held in the East Room from 10:31 p.m.
to 11:04 p.m on September 17. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials,
President’s Daily Diary) The three leaders signed the final versions of
the two “framework” documents, “A Framework for Peace in the
Middle East Agreed at Camp David” and “Framework for the Conclu-
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sion of a Peace Treaty Between Egypt and Israel.” For the texts of these
two documents, see Public Papers: Carter, 1978, Book II, pages
1523-1528. Accompanying the two framework documents were nine
letters: a) a September 17 letter from Begin to Carter informing the Pres-
ident of his intention to submit the question of Israeli settlements in the
Sinai to the Knesset; b) a September 17 letter from Carter to Sadat trans-
mitting to the latter Begin’s letter; c) a September 17 letter from Sadat to
Carter affirming the Egyptian position on Israel’s Sinai settlements; d) a
September 22 letter from Carter to Begin acknowledging letter (a) and
attaching letter (c); e) a September 17 letter from Sadat to Carter af-
firming the Egyptian position on the status of Jerusalem; f) a September
17 letter from Begin to Carter affirming the Israeli position on the status
of Jerusalem; g) a September 22 letter from Carter to Sadat acknowl-
edging letter (e) and informing Sadat that he intended to transmit it to
Begin; h) a September 17 letter from Sadat to Carter informing him that
Egypt “will be prepared to assume the Arab role” with regard to the
Framework for Peace’s provisions related to the West Bank and Gaza;
and i) a September 22 letter from Carter to Begin acknowledging
Begin’s understanding of “Palestinians” or “Palestinian people” in the
Framework t