DECLASSIFIED w ”

. \%CQ&»%L@
T By //NARA Date Qn\ﬁﬁ. OF STATE

5 /51 o Memorandum of Conversafion
1 ' L N2 e

Dato_ 5B B :
Ynitigle L Co + p ! o . _
(4 78=2-2% Sadat, [Sheul, NiXen
_ ) ‘ d
SUBJECT: me“m.nwﬁwu.nw East
PARTICIPANTS: H.E. Hafez Ismail, President Sadat's Advisor
for National Security Affairs
. Dr. Muhammad Hafez Ghanen, Special Advisor
+o President Sadat *

Mr. Ahmad Khalil, Egyptian Minister in Washington
Mr. Abdul Hady Makhlouf, Mr. Ismail's Chef
de Cabinet

The Secretary of State .

Mr. Kenneth Rush, Deputy Secretary

Mr. Joseph J. Sisco, Assistant Secretary for
Near Fastern and South Asian Affairs

My. Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Deputy Assistant
secretary for Kear Eastern 2nd South Asian Affairs

DISTRIBUTION: S, D. p, I0{e.o0.}, NEA{e.0.), WH Am”o;ﬁ Amembassy
Pl Tel Aviv, USINT Cairo, Awmembassy Beirut, Amembassy
Amman, Amembassy London, Amembassy MoscowW.

SUMMARY

During a cordial three—-hour meeting and working lunch, the main
thrust of Ismail's remarks was that Egypt was launching an effort,
in which this meeting was an important preliminary step, to
persuade the U.5. to change its policy in +he Middle East to one
which would not be based on what Egypt considers total support
for Israel. This visit could be a "point of departure for happier
relations." ‘

with regard to peace settlement prospects, Hm§mww stressed that
Egypt 'seeks a final settlement which would respect Egyptian '
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sovereignty over all its territory and is:not seeking “partial":
or “"independent” solutions. The Secretary described at length,
with illustrations from the Vietnam and Berlin negotiations,
the U.S. concept of ncgotiations as a process for discussing,
without advance concessions, what appear to be irreconcilable
positions in the search for solutions. 1In the Middle East
context, negotiations must seek to reconcile concepts of
territory and security. The Secretary emphasized that we also
want a final and total Hiddle East settlement. We think an
interim Canal agreement would move in the direction of such a
settlement and that, if once this journey could be started,
it would lead to a result in which Egypt would achieve most,

- if not all, of what it seeks. Referring to mistaken ideas
“about U.S. ability to *pressure" Israel, the Secretary said
we do have influence with Israel but the way to exercise this-
is in the context of a give-and-take negotiating process between
the parties.

The Secretary probed particularly and repeatedly for any indication
that Ismail might have new ideas about how to formulate the linkage
between an interim agreement and a final settlement under Resolution
2472, Ismail revealed no new elements in the Lgyptian position.
Responding to the Secretary's comments on negotiations, Ismail
spent some time explaining how the VWestern concept of negotiations,
when there is no assurance that the outcome will be satisfactory,
is alien to the Arab world. By offering recognition in return

for Israeli acceptance of the old international boundary, Ismail
said Egypt is offering Israel the best chance it has ever had; one
cannot imagine what variants of intercourse might be possible once
there was a peace agreement.

The Secretary and Ismail agreed that no basic changes in position
were to be expected from this meeting. In both his private remarks
and replies to press gqueries, however, Ismail made clear that he
viewed his visit as the beginning of an improved atmosphere and
tone in the U.S.-Egyptian dialogue. END OF SUMMARY.
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Mr. Ismail.expressed appreciation for this meeting, saying he knew
the Secretary was busy preparing for his trip to Paris. The
Secretary replied that nothing was more important to him than the’
Middle East. He wanted first to reiterate his earlier expressions
of sympathy on the downing of the Libyan airliner over Sinai,
which had been a great shock and tragedy. From a public point of
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view, this incident might make today's talks secm more diffi-
cult, but it was important that they take place. He knew

it was more difficult for Mr. Ismail to come undexr these
circumstances and was pleased that he had cone.
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Tsmail thanked the Secretary for his expressions of sympathy.

‘Egypt, he said, had xpected such acts and belicved that Israel

would seek to torpedo peace eiforts when Egypt was holding talks
, with the major powers. Tsracl's latest attack on Lebanon was an

example. Egypt was prepared to face all this, however, and had

given no thought to cancelling his visit. He regretted to say

that perhaps the airlinerx tragedy served Egyptian interests;

it showed that Israel does not want peace. Unless the U.S.

does something, today's neeting would be repeated in 1983.

Ismail added, however, that the present situation cannot last.

Ismail continued that, with all respect for the U.S. position on
the ceascfire, the fact it had lasted 30 months was not cause for
gratification. The ccasefire was becoming a burden, and ways
must be found to break it up Or to move toward peace. There

had been important developments since last summer: the Soviet
- presence, originally requested by Egypt, was gone; the inter-
national commmunity had expressed its impatience. Egypt knows
that rescluticns do not impress Tsrzel, but it needs such
expressions of support. All of this, however, had had no effect
on U.S. policy which is out of tune in the area and does not
satisfy the realities of the situation. A major shift in U.S.
policy is overdue.

A}

In spite of its problems, Tsmail said, Egypt does not seek a
“partial” or "jndependent” solution and is not prepared to con-
cede its sovereignty. Tsmail continued that he was not coming to
the U.S. to bargain about Egyptian relations with othexr powers.
(The Secretary interjected that he understood this.) Egypt has
taken a position of balance and of independence and is not
secking to play one country against another. Egyptian-U.S. and
Egyptian-Soviet relations are bcth conducted within the same
Egyptian policy. 1f the U.S. is prepared to move toward the
Egyptian position, this would be welcomed; if not, there is
nothing Egypt can do about it.

Tsmail continued that Egypt believes this visit -- the honor of
seeing the President and the Secretary —-— can be a point of
departure for happier relations. - Egypt has no animosity for

the U.S. But the U.S. and Egypt have had differences for 15 years.
These began with the Eisenhower Doctrine. There were also
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 differences over Egyptian-Soviet relations -- relations
which Egypt will continue in its culturail, political and
economical interests. Egypt will not in future, however, accept
a Soviet presence on Egyptian soil. There have also been
differences, Ismail said, over Egyptian-Arab relations. Yet
Egypt has made important contributions to the Arab world, and
it is in the U.S. interest to have a strong, healthy and
prosperous Middle East to which Egypt can contribute. The U.S.
and Egvpt should not differ over Egypt's presence in the area;
Egypt is a stabilizing factor. Ismail said he believes it is
also U.S. policy to have a healthy and happy Arab world,

In all of this, Ismail said, the problem of Israel stands out.
In 1969 certain forces had encouraged the U.S. to speak of dn
cvernhanded policy. In Egypt's view, the motives preventing
adoption of such a policy no longer apply. Egypt views this
 visit as an important preliminary step in the effort to persuade
the U.S. to change its policy. By this, Ismail said, he means
that the U.S. should no longer support vhatever Israel wants.
If that support continues, Israel will never leave the Suez Canal.
Isreel now gets all it wants from the U.S. and, in addition, will
soon have its own production capsbilities for a 500-mile, surface-
to-surface missile and for nuclear weapons. In the end, not only
Egypt but the world will suffer. .

The Secretary responded that he appreciated hearing Mr. Ismail's
remarks and would like to make a few preliminary comments.

Firet, the United States Government and people have no antagonism
toward Bgypt and understand its importance in history. Secondly,
the United States Government from the President on down hes -
friendly feelings toward Egyptians as a people. The Secretary
said he is an admirer of President Sadat and has said.so in
conversations in many capitals. Recalling that both President
Nivon and he were in the Eisenhower Administration when it acted
at the time of the 1956 Suez Crisis, the Secretary said Egypt is
speaking to friends. Third, we know that Egyptians see us as a
friend of Israel. Sometimes when Egyptians talk to us, we feel
as though’ they think they are talking to Israelis. This is not
correct. We have in fact had many differences with Israel. We
do support Israel's right to exist, and we admire President Sadat
for saying he is prepared in a peace agreement to recognize
Israel's sovereignty. '

The Secretary said he realizes there can be no dramatic changes
as a result of this visit but agrees it is a good point of
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departure. There is no use in talking about the past; everyone
knows everyone's point of view on that, even if we don't always
agree.

The Secretary said he wanted to make clear that we have never
thought about the Middle East problem except in terms of a
total, final solution. Anything less would simply lead to a
repetition of the same old song and we would be in the middle
between our Arab and Israeli friends. The tensions caused by
the absence of a settlement do not serve our interests. We
have been able to make some progress in every other area of
the world without concern for popularity and face-saving.
7hile this progress is the result of a slow and painful process
and many problems remain, we think the world today is in a
better frame of mind.

Concluding his preliminary comments, the Secretary said he is
delighted that HMr. Ismail is here; we want Egypt to understand
the U.S. viewpoint and we want to understand Egypt's.

(The meeting then continued over lunch.)

Continuing the conversation, the Secretary said that we recognize
there is a problem of establishing confidence between us, but
regardless of this it should be clear where U.S. interests lie.
another problem is that words tend to take on special meanings.
For exdmple, we have never spoken ‘of an interim "settlement;™

we have always made clear an interim agreement must be linked

to a final settlement through Resolution 242. It should not

be impossible to devise this linkage. Another problem, the

Secretary said, is with the meaning of the word "just." If
one side gets all it wants, this will be injust to the other
side., _ .

Reverting to the interim agreement, Mr. Sisco said we have

never seen it as an end in itself. If it does not lead to a

final settlement, this will leave irredentist sentiments and .
the seeds of another war. .
Mr. Rush, citing his experience in the Berlin negotiations,
commented that at the beginning of negotiations, no one can

say how they will come out; neither side is prepared to give
what seems needed. The Secretary added that this does not mean
the two sides must meet at the 50-50 point. But a process of
talking can bring new ideas into the picture. As an example,
he cited how we and the Peoples Republic of China had dealt
with the Taiwan problem. )
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Dr. Ghanem suggested that the Middle East may differ from the
Berlin and the Taiwan situations. In the Middle East there is
Security Council Resolution 242 which can be considered a
“full and compléte” solution.

EPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

The Secretary agreed that no analogy is perfect but said all
these examples show the advantage of negotiations. Entering
negotiations is not a concession, but the process of negotiations
is the only way to seek solutions. The Secretary enphasized he
was not discussing face-to-face negotiations but a process,

Mr. Ismail said that, assuming there was agreement in an interim
agreement on the need for "full implementation" of Resolution 242,
he must ask what political or military levers would Egypt have
to push Israel toward full implementation? He could see none
after the first phase had cccurred; the Canal would be cpen,

the military forces would be disengaged and everyone would be
happy. The U.S. has said no troops can cross the Canal in this
phase; there would be none on the Canal's west bank either since
with the return of Egyptian refugees the military installations
would need to be disbanded. What pressure would there be on
Israel to withdraw further? Would there be a commitment of

the five powers? The interim agreemnent, Ismail said, reminds
him of 1249 since it sounds like an armistice agreement. After
the armistice agreement was signed, Egyptians and Israelis met
face to face at Lausanne and they had the Palestine Conciliation
Commission, but Israel never recognized that the armistice lines
were something from which it should withdraw. Today, an interim
agrecment as the U.S. sees it, achieved through proximity talks
without pre-conditions under U.S. auspices, would be a formal
agreement ~- perhaps with supervisory forces -- just like the
armistice agreement. A further problem is that Egypt would

have to agree with Israel about reopening the Canal. The 1888
Constantinople Convention gives Egypt sovereignty over the Canal
so it cannot negotiate this guestion with Israel.

The Secretary said these are all good guestions. They could be
discussed in the negotiations and should not be difficult to
resolve. Ismail rejoined that, if Egypt accepts the principle
of discussing the reopening of the Canal with Israel, it will
be stuck with it from then on. The Secretary said ways could
be found around this problem -- e.g., they could sign separate
pieces of paper just as we had done in Paris.
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The Secretary said he wanted to try to explain our concept of
negotiations. If one begins by saying that all substantive

and procedural guestions -are hopeless, then that is the end

of the matter. Hence there is need rOH a process, which may

or may not succeed. This has worked in all kinds of situations,
and we have had no idea at the start how the process would end.
We are convinced that neither the U.S. nor others can write a
blueprint for Middle East peace. Resolution 242, which Dr.
Ghanem had mentioned, contains a set of Uﬂwsnwuwmm but each side
has its own HSﬁmwmﬂmﬁmﬁHow. . Ghanem agreed that 242 was a set

of principles but said Egypt could not accept that any doubts
should be raised about a return to the international border.

An interim agreement would raise such doubts. Mr. Rush commented
that Egypt can enter negotiations with the position that the
internaticnal border must be the final border; this would
involve no compromise at all. The Secretary added that our

view of negotiations is ﬁwmﬁ one begins to WQHV without giving
up anything.

'EPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES
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Resolution 242, the Secretary continued, contains two conflicting

principles: ﬁuv withdrawal from occupied territories, on which
Fgypt insists, and (2) secure and recognized boundaries , on which
Isrvacl incists These need not necessarily be irreconcilable,

even if they seem so at the start. From the Israeli viewpoint,
the security aspect would be less of a problem if the two sides
learned to live together and acquired some mutual confidence:
it is a question of frame of mind. Israel makes a valid point
fﬁns it says if Arabs and Israeli$ are to live together, they
st talk &ommﬁwmw. From the Areb wowvr of view, the Secretary
Hm~ there is fear of Israeli expansionism and they want to
vm satisfied in this HmmmHD before entering an agreement. The
U.5. will support Egypt's opposition to expansionism. Even
beyond the international border? Dr. Ghanem asked. The Secretary
replied that he did not want to comment on this point because
then we would be a party to the negotiations. :

The Secretary then said he wanted to explain how we view the
interim agreement. Resolution 242 describes where the parties
should be headed, not precisely where they will land. Clearly
there must be "considerable withdrawal." But given all the
complex problems, we do not see how they can all be solved

at once, just as we could not solve all the problems in Indo-
China at once. At the same time, the status guo is not in any-
cne's interest. An interim m@HmmBOSw would be a first step;

it would mean progress in Egypt's direction, involving Egyptian
sovereignty over the Canal. Mr. Sisco added that Israel has

*
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never gquestioned Egyptian sovereignty over the Canal. Moving
in this direction, the Sccretary said, would create momentum.
An interim-agreement must (1) provide a step toward a final
settlement, (2} be linked to Resolution 242 and {3) provide
for on-going negotiations which must follow immediately.

On the guestion of an Egyptian presence East of the Canal
which Ismail had raised, this should be a subject for
negotiations; some in Israel have said they would not rule it
out.

¥r. Sisco said that negotiations on an interim agreement would
facilitate negotiations between Jordan and Israel, and we had
told King Hussein this. We know President Sadat has made
clear he needs a commitment to total withdrawal, but we have
said since 1971 that Israel will not give this in an interim
agreement. What undertaking short of that could get the process
started? The Secretary added that we are prepared to look for
a formula which would make elear Egypt was not giving up its
position and not making concessions. We would like to pursue
with Egypt the guestion of whether & formula can be found on
the question of linkage between an interim agreement and a
final settlement.

The Secretary then recalled President Sadat had told him we
should "sgueeze" Israel. We have never accepted that word
but we got the point. In fact, however, whatever influence
majoxr powers have must be exercised carefully and privately
and in circumstances where there'‘is a specific impasse. The
U.S. has influence with Israel, but the way to bring it to
bear without twisting arms is in the context of a negotiating
process between the parties.

On the linkage question, the Secretary said, nothing is im-
possible except Israeli agreement to "complete and total with-
drawal." That has been the problem since 1%67. HMr. Khalil
asked if that had not been the interpretation of Resolution 242

'in 1967. Mr. Sisco said it had been the Egyptian interpretation.

Ismail said it had been the UN interpretation, the interpreta-
tion of Secretary Rusk in 1968, of Secretary Rogers in 1969
and of Jarring in 1971 =- only subject to security arrangements
at Sharm al-Shaykh.

Noting that the U.S. says it cannot get an Israeli commitment to
the international border at the outset, Ismail said Egypt has
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oozwwomwrwmzwﬁr undertakings to "peace, :Mswmwsmﬁwosmwxmowomm.:
and all the other things outlineg by Secretary Rogers in 1869,

He hoped the U.s. understood what it meant for Egypt to say

these things. Ismail continuved that he realized Israel could

not move at once to the international border and that there

must be a phased withdrawal, but it must be a rapid one.

Otherwise Israel would create problems and the whole Process
would bog down. Egypt has no confidence in Israel, only in

the UN and the big five. Israel, on the other hand, has no °
confidence in anyone. )

.

The Secretary said it was clear that the pParties were no closer
together on the basic issues. Egypt wants to know .where it .
will come out before starting negotiations, We say this ig «
not possible but Egypt should start the journey, Ve want to see
'‘Egypt complete the journey, but the only way is to begin,.

Can Egypt think of some device to get negotiations started? ‘He
do not care how the pProcess starts. We have been active in
suppcrt of talks on an interim acgreement because President Sadat
and Prime Minister Meir asked us to be. e understand Egypt's
problem -- that an interim agreement must ke just a step toward
& final agrecment and that it not involve any prior concessions.
We think there are signs of greater flexibility in Israel =-- an
increasing recognition that the status guc is not satisfactory.

Re¢alling that Mr, Sisco has called the lMiddle East problem

a history of lost opportunities, Ismail said the U.S5. missed

an opportunity in 1971, The Secretary said he would not disagree.
Ismail commented that the Israelis had then distorteg Sadat's
proposal. 1In 1971, the Secretary recalled, we had said we
would do our part but had made clear we could not get prior
Israeli agreement to total withdrawal. Our position did not
change and has always been the same. TIn 1969, the Secretary
continued, we said it was necessary for the parties to negotiate
agreements with respect to Sharm al-Shaykh, demilitarized zones
and Gaza; in that context we had spoken of the international
border. That position represented our assessment, but Israel
never agreed. We never used the phrase “total withdrawal;"

we said the parties chould negotiate the difficult issues just
cited and- then the international border would be okay.
Negotiations are necessary to reconcile concepts of territory
and mmo¢wwﬂm. ~Israel has placed more emphasis on territory

than we have, but clearly some pieces of territory are important
for security -- €.9., Sharm al-Shaykh. Security also depends,

v
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however, on how the parties relate to each other and how they
live together. There have been years of hostility which makes
this difficult. President Sadat's willingness to sign a
peace agreement is important, but there are others such as

the fedayeen who still talk about destroying Israel.

The Secretary then said he wanted to return to his earlier
question: 1Is there any formulation that would make it possible
to begin negotiations? Ismail said he was reminded of an
Egyvptian railway official who had devised the idea of a
"surprise train" which would leave Cairo cach day and
passengers would not know where it would terminate -- whether
in Alexandria or Port Said or some other place. The destina-
tion would be a surprise. Egypt, Ismail said, cannot get on

a "surprise train."

teanwhile, Ismail continued, Israel was taking provocative
actions, building settlements on Egyptian territory such as
that of Rafazh. The imposition of Israel in the Middle East was
the responsibility of the UN and the major powers. Now it is
up to them to define Israel's borders. Igrael was never
premised any Egyptian or Syrian territory. The major powers
conmitted a crime against the Arabs, and what is now involved
is a question of principle. The Arabks are not Europeans who
have had experience in exchanging territory and populations.
Egypt cannot be fitted into Western concepts of defeat and
victory. It will be unfortunate, if there is no final settle-
ment which puts Israel back where it belongs. It will be a
sick Middle East and a burden to all. It is not an insult

to the Arabs if two and one-half million Israelis defy the
SOHHQ. :

Noting Ismail’s statement that guestions of principle are in-
volved, the Secretary said the U.S. also has principles we

are proud of: we believe in reconciliation,in helping our
enemies after a war; we helped rebuild Germany and Japan,

even though there was no doubt how World War II started.

We respect Egypt's principles. But looking to the future,

the question remains how to solve the problem if you do not
talk to the people with whom you have the problem. We think
almost all of what Egypt wants —-- he was not saying "all,"

the Secretary emphasized -- is achievable through discussions.

Ismail replied that Egypt is offering Israel the best chance it
has had by agreeing to recognize it. Once there was an agree-
ment, no one can imagine what variants of intercourse might be
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Possible. But Israel wants to have its cake and eat it too,
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The Secretary replied that Egypt would not be asked to make
pecace in an interim agreement., In saying it is Prepared to
sign a peace agreement, Egypt has not made any concessgion;

it has simply made an offer. 1Ismail replied this was neither
& concession nor an offer -—- it was part of Resolution 242,
But how can the problem be solved without negotiations? the
Secretary asked. Ismail Teplied there can be no negotiations
while Israel occupies Egyptian territory since Egypt would
then be at a big disadvantage., In that case, the Secretary
said, there is an impasse that cannot be overcome.

Dr. CGhanem commented that Israel has said it will net return
to the international border, whereas Egypt says it must. .
Interim agreement talks would be held under the shadow of
Israel's statement that it does not respect the international
border and has the intention of expanding into Egyptian
territory. It is Egypt, not Israel, which needs security.

The Secretary said this is the kind of thing to be worked out
in nogotiations. The problem is that Ecypt's concept of

negotiations is so Gifferent from ours that we make no headway.

When Israel ang Egypt tell us their Positions and we relay
these to the other, that is not negotiating, that is just
stating irreconcilable positions. Take, for example, the
question of "linkage;" it should be easy to work out. The
U.S8. would not urge Egypt to seek a formula which we ‘did not
think would meet its political needs -—- Perhaps not all of
them but Egypt would be better off than it is now. The
alternative is more war. An interim agreement offers a

good possibility which could lead to security and dignity
for the foresceable future. This was not originally our
idea, but we are willing to help. We want President Sadat
to understand that we are anxious to start and we think an
interim agreement would lead to a successful conclusion,

We think there are inherent imperatives for progress if the
Process could be started. "We will do our damndest.," We
find it frustrating that this is the only area where we have
been unable to get people talking. Ismail Hmﬁmﬁma,=03mbmm
the people.” :
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