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FROM: Henry A. K i ssin g e r 

SUBJECT: The Next Step i n the Middle East--NSC Meeting Thursday, 
. September 11 

The fo l.l. owin g i s an anal y sis of the majo r i s sue s which m ay become 
obs cur ed a m i d s t all of the ne g otiating detail you w i ll h ear a t th e NS C 
meeting. In addi t ion to givi ng you the bas is f o r a d e c i s i o n , thi s me eting 
will also provide g u idan c e for Se cretary Ro gers in hi s first talk s wit h 
Eba n, Gr omyk o and th e Arab fo reign mini s ter s in New Y o r k , J oe S is c o 
will p rop ose tha t w e t ell Grom yko w e w i ll take the p osit i on tha t I sr a el 
should r e turn t o the pre-war b oundar y w i th E gypt p r ovided G romyko c a n 
cornrni t Na sse r to d i rec t n e g oti ations with I sr a el a nd fi r m a r rangemen ts 
for securing that b o rde r and I s r a e l ' s p as s a ge thro ugh the T'i r a n St r aits 
and the S u ez C anal. Although y ou a pp r ove d the dra ft doc ume nt which 
Joe has been negotiating from, you have n ever had an opportunity t o 
consider the d etails o f an o ve rall s e t t l e m ent ,( 

As I see it, t h ere ar e fo u r rnaj o r and one rni n o r c onsiderations : 

1. The US cannot proc e e d on an I s ra el- UAR settlement alone. If 
we are goin g t o pr e s s f o r a s e ttlement, it rnu st inciude Jordan : 

--We have a much gr eate r int er e st in g e tti ng our f riend Hus s ein 1 s 
territory back than Nasser's because of Hussein's :moderate and 
pro-We s t ern position. 

--The S ov i e t s and Na ss e r w ou l d n o t a gree t o a UAR-Is r ael 
settle:men t alone. 

2. If the US i s going to take a stand on the elements of a general 
settle:ment, we m u st be prepared to pr e ss h ard for th e i r acceptanc e . 

--If we j ust s t a t e ou r posi tion with out f ollowing up, we w ill hav e 
aliena ted Israe l and won li ttl e f av or with the Ara b s. T h ey b eli eve we 
could :mov e I srael if we wanted to, so th e y w ould regar d a n y US 
position as h ypoc r i ti cal if w e d id no t stop backing Is r a el wi th a r rns . 
In o ther wo rd s , proceed i n g along the line State p roposes w o ul d i.nvo lv e 
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a cornrnitment t o Israel' s pre- w ar borders (with only minor 
rriodifi.ca tio ns except on the Syrian H eights) and the willingness 
to stop the sale of arms if necessary. If we are not prepared to 
impose a settlement, it will not happen. 

- -Ts r a e l will not be satisfied even if we win Na s s er I s commitment 
to direct negotiations (the State formula). Israel wants to bargain with 
Nasser for an Israeli position at Sharm a I - Sha i kh and with Hussein for 
a position on the West Bank. Only strong US pressure, if that, has 
a chance of moving Israel away from that position. 

3. If the US believes continuation of the pres ent situation is dangerous 
and erodes our position in the Mid-East but if we are not prepared to try 
to impose a settlement, then we must consider whether there is anything 
we can do in the absence of a s e ttl e rne nt to rnake the situation less dan­
gerous for us. There are several po s s i bi l iti e s , none too bright: 

--Try for some understanding with the USSR that would limit 
US- USSR engagement if there is another Arab-Israeli clash. 

--Take a strong US stand for a refugee settlement. 

--Concentrate on a Palestine settlement, lea.ving aside the UAR 
and encouraging an agreement between Israel and the ·West Bank 
Palestinians. 

4. There is also the Israeli nuclear issue. You have authorized an
 
approach to the Is r a e l.i s which was designed as a fir st step toward getting
 
their cornrnitrnent not to d eploy strategic missiles or nuclear warheads.
 
State and Defense believe--though you have not approved this--that we
 
should cut off their arms supply if they do not comply. Rabin stonewalled
 
our first approach, saying in effect that he expected this issue to be on
 
your agenda with Mrs. M eir and that the Israeli government would be
 
unlikely to make any decision before its October 28 election. One of the
 
consequences of pursuing an Arab-Israel settlement that would require
 

'
\
I s r a e l to give up the security provided by expanded 

. 
borders is that we 

would probably have to relax on the nuclear issue. 

The minor issue is that your talks with Mrs. Meir will tak e p l a c e 
S e p ten lb e r 25-26. I do not s e e how w e could take the stop S t a t e proposes 
w i th G r c rny k o b ef'o r e you ta Ik '.'li th h e r . 
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In s ho r t , I do not believe the State Department propo sal--giving 
Gromyko our position on boundaries - - should be approved until we have 
studied its consequences and are prepared to deal with them. 

The argument in detail for and against stating a precis e US position on 
where the boundaries should be goes as follows: 

The argument for taking this step includes the s e points: 

1. If we continue on the present diplomatic t r a ck, we have almost 
no chance of movement toward a negotiated settlement. 

2. In the continued absence of a s e tt.lerne nt, the moderates in the 
Middle East will be under increasing pressure from the radicals. This 
does not mean that mo d erate regimes such as those in Lebanon and Saudi 
Arabia might be upset solely because of the Arab-Israeli impasse. It 
does rne a.n , however J that the continued i.rnpa s s e gives the radi.cals 
another is sue on which to stand in their efforts to weaken thos e mod erate 
regimes. If the impasse does not cause their downfaLl, it may speed it. 
Thus, the US would have to look forward to a gradual e r o s i on of friendly 
regimes and a gradual broadening of the Soviet influence in the area. 

3.· The proposal being made perhaps does not even offer a 50-50 
chance of success. What it offers is (a) a further test of Soviet willing­
nes s to pres s Na s s er toward serious negotiation and (b) in the proces s 
an opportunity for the US to state its view on the terms of a fair Arab­
Israeli settlement. As part of the diplomatic move being p r opo s e d , it 
would be planned that our suggestion be made known to the Arab regimes 
involved. 

4. In addition to offering the only possible pro spect in sight for a 
breakthrough toward n e g otia ti.ons , we would be in a better position to ride 
out the protracted absence of an Arab-Israeli settlement in the broader 
Middle East if we were standing on our own statement of what the t erms of 
a fair settlement would be than we would be if we continued to hold essen­
tially to the Israeli position. To state no precise US position and to 
rna irrta i n that the Middle Easterners themselves must work out the terms 
o f a settlem.ent is to state an es sentially Israeli position. In fa ct, we 
a r e telling the Arabs and Israelis that we will not put US influence on the 
b a r g a i n ing s c ales a n d tha t w e w i ll l eave the I s r a e l i s f r e e to put the full 
wei g t of th e i r t errito r i al co n q u e s t and their mil i t a ry p ov,fe r i n the s cales 

t a b l e . 
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As I see them, the conseq u ences of taking this step would be as follows: 

1. Stating a precise US position on the UAR alone and not on Jordan 
would put us in a position of sperrl ing our influence to help Na s ser while 
leaving our friend Hussein w i th a divided 00 u nt r y . We mus t decide what 
we are going to do on the Jordan front before we can decide w h e th e r to 
rn.ake this rriov e , The Jordan settlement is even more difficult territorially 
than the Sinai. It would be very difficult to a llow the Arabs back within 
12 rriil e s of T el Aviv and all but impossible for them to give th e Arabs a 
significant role in Jerusal em. 

2. The Isra elis w o u l d probably reject our proposition, even if w e 
won Na s s e r l s corninitment to negotiate face to fac e. The Israelis would 
argue that by depriving them of their main bargaining counter--that is, by 
committing them in advance of negotiation to withdraw to the pre-war 
UAR-Israel boundary--we h a ve m ade negotiations meaningle ss. They 
will ask: What is left for them to n e gotiate? 

3. E v en if the Israeli s w e r e inclined to accept, the Arabs would 
probably undercut the significance of their a greement to negotiate directly 
(a) by cl.airnirig that they are just m e e ting to sign an already negotiated 
document and (b) by taking positions that would deny Israel the security 
a r r arig errient s that would rnake such a border tenable. We would then 
have isolated Is rael without contributing anything of cur own toward a 
settlement. We would thus have given the Arabs and Soviets w ha t they 
want--an isolated Israel--and all we would have gained in return is the 
rn.ajor political reaction in the US that the Is raelis would have stirred up. 

4. Even if the Israelis a n d Arabs were inclined to accept, the 
Soviets woul d still be in the driver ISS eat. A lot would depend on what we 
assess their motives to be. At the v e r y. least, they could take credit for 
haVing extracte<J:1 conces sions from u s. If they w a n t to, they can outbid 
us by pressing for total return of all c onquered territory, including the 
Syrian heights. 

5. If our rnov e failed to produce negotiation, we would gain little in 
Arab goodwill. The Israelis want to bargain for the expansion of their 
t erritory, and the Arabs refuse to acc ept peace on thos e conditions. ' The 
problem for Israel is w h e th e r to withdr a w and g a rnbl e on a settlement with 
A r a b g ov e r nrne nt s that may n ot surviv e to fulfill their obligations (which 
a t be s t w i ll be less than pe r f ect eve n i f fulfill ed ) or w h e the r to hold onto 

t e r r i.to r y as the only rne a n s o f g ua r a n t e e ing t h c i r own s e c u ri t y . The only 
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way, therefore, that w e could make a ne go tiation succeed is to press 
Israel hard to make its choice in fa v o r of the gamble on withdrawal 
with security arrang ements. If we failed to exert serious pressure on 
the Israelis--such as threatening to cut its supply of arms or flow of 
financial support- -the Arabs would irrirrlediately question the credibility 
of the position we had stated on the terms of -a settlement. 

In short, the principal risk of proceeding as State propos es is' that 
we would provoke a major dorne s t i c political storm--including increased 
oppo sition on Vietnam and on defens e- -with only a very limited hope of 
producing rriov e rne nt toward serious Arab-Is raeli negotiations in return. 
Any Arab goodwill we hoped for would be lost if we continued military 
supply to Israel. 

Therefor e, I conclude that our real choice is between staying on our 
present course or making an all-out effort now to press Israel to accept 
what we regard as reasonable terms of a settlement. To make that 
decision, I believe you should ask State for: 

1. the precise terms of an Israel-UAR settlement, including those 
which would provide reasonable security for Israel; 

2. the terms of a Jordan-Israel settlement; 

3. a position on Syria. 

If you do not have those before authorizing a move, you will not have a 
chance to see where the move might take us and you will have little 
chance of keeping our negotiators within the limits of your policy. 

The other dimension of this problem is how the Mid-East negotiations 
fit into our broader relationship with ~he USSR. I believe the bargaining 
advantage lies slightly on our side in that Nasser would lose in another war, 
although we must face the general judgment that our -position in the 
Mid-East gradually becomes more difficult as the present impasse continues. 

There are several possible ways to relate this with other issues on the 
US- USSR agenda: 

1. If we were going to press Israel to accept unpalatable measures, 
w e might expect the Soviets to press Nasser to accept some equally 
un pal atab le terms. 

§§.RET / ?fOBIS 
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·· 2 . - If the t e r rn s are going to be harder for Israel than for the UAR 
to accept, then w e might look to other areas for compens ating Soviet 

___ .; .._.p_r_es sure .? r: their clients such as the North Vietnames e. Another 
possibility would be some so r t of understanding a b o u t the limits of Soviet 
Lmp e r i a l i s ti c a m b i t io n s in the Mid-East, Persian Gulf, Indian Ocean.' 

Wh ethe r the Soviets w i ll r espond d epends heavily on how th e y v i ew their 
situation in the ar ea. It is common for us to assume that time helps them 
and hurts u s, but th er e a rc enough di sadv a nta g es in this s i tua t i on a nd 
a dvantage s i n a ·s e t t l e m e n t t o giv e us some leverage. \Vith a settlement, 
they could p ursue their inter e sts w i th ou t ri s k o f w a r , g e t their fl eet into 
the Indian Oc ean a nd still h ave e no u gh ten sion p oints like the P ersian Gulf 
to exploit. The b alance is f ine enough how ever th at they might coop erate 

...__ ._ - _. -- ~. with u s in "p r e s s ing ar e as on a b l e proposal on the Arabs. 'I'h eya.ppa r e n tly 

judge that pr essing our pres ent prop os als w o u l d cos t them too m u ch in 
Cairo. Giv en this de l i c a te a balance a nd our i.na.b i l ity to pr es s the 
Israelis beyond certain limits, it may be that on this issue we are nego­
tiating in a r e latively narro w fi eld. 

I would r e c o rnrne n d that you is sue the foll owing instructions in c onnection 
·with th e me eting: 

1. Nothing should be d one until a f t e r Mrs. Me i r ' s visit. Secretary 
Roger-s should b c'instl'ucted'priv atCly to" divide his t alks in Ne w York into 
two pha ses- -first, p u r ely expl ora t o r y talks before the M eir visit and then 
perhaps a s eries of more specific talks afterwards wh en you h ave d ecided 
what our c ou rs e s hould be. (I kno w Joe S is co a gree s with this.) 

2. Well befor e th e M eir 'vi s i t , the following should be submitted to 
you: detailed US positions on th e ter m s of J'o r dari-Ts r a e l a n d UAR-Israel, 
including ade q uat e se curity provi s ions for Israel, a nd a po sition on Syria. 

3. CIA should provide a n as s e s s rne rit of th e Soviet's t r u e at t i t ude
 
toward a s c t.Lle rne n t w i th I s r a e l ,
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