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"If after the inauguration you find a Cy Vance at Secretary
of State and Zbigniew Brzezinski as head of national
security, then I would say we failed. And I'd quit. But
that's not going to happen. You're going to see new faces,

new ideas.” )
“ ~ -- HAMILTON JORDAN IN JANUARY 1976

"I don't have much time with you. I wanted to talk soberly
and frankly tonight. I don't care whether you applaud or
not. I didn't come up here to waste my time,.

long week." .
' -- JIMMY CARTER

I have had a




t INTRODUCTION:

JIMMY CARTER, AMERICAN JEWS,

AND THE ART OF PRESIDENTIAL PERSUASION

¢




In American politics, the ré&ationship- between a

ddndstic cdns%ituepcy group and the president often
oscillates between states of harmony and discord. Pressure
from a domestic group, whether it t0uchea.hn‘foreig; or
dopegtic policy, forces the president éo cﬁnfront two basic
inpef;tives. On one Sand. the president, as a politician
and leader of a political coalition, oftén feels beholden to
a group that  has provided =electoral, financial, and
organizafiongl support for the president's battles. On the
other hand, .as chief executive he Hormnlly' attempts:- to
pursue policy consonant with the,K national interest as hem
defines 1it. Periodically, presidents are .likely to sense
discrepancies between what' each of these aims calls for.
Managing such discrepancies is at the heart ﬁf presidential
leadership. -

Successful presidents are,usually adept at. forging some
accommodation between private and public interests. Few can
afford to entertain a Madisonian revulsion for faction that
dilregardl the promptings of close sdbportets& Even if the
president thinks the private and national interests
coincide, he must still actively take up the task described
by Richard Neustadt over 20 years ago: he muat persuade

those over whom he has no formal power, but on whom he

depends, that his policy serves their interests, His future

power, his chances for reelection; and, in general, his

capscity to lead depend on how well his talent as a

politicien meshes with his skill as a policymaker,



a This thesis is an examination of a.présidgnt's failure
at the. art of persuasion. It looks at Jimmy Carter's.éteady
alienation of American Jews, who supported Carter
overuhelni:gly in the 1976 campaign.

The lo;alty of the American Jewish community and its
leaders to the Demécratic Party has been a dependable
element of. the coalition of groups that have voted
disproportionately for the party's candidates in the post-
war period. Along with other minority groups (especiallﬁ
blacks) and the labor movement, Jews have pr.uvefd stalwart
Democrats. Democratic W“hite Houses, as. well n§ congresses, -
have benefited from Jews' consistent loyalty to the party
line., Presidents Truman, Kepnedy and Johnson -- as. well the
subject of this study, President Jimmy Carter -- ;nq
Democratic contenders Adl;i Stevenson and Hubert Humphrey
were all perceived by Jews as sympathetic to  their
interests; they all were the récipients of substantial
financial and electoral support from a range of American
Jewish leaders.

Much of that loyalty stems from Jewish support for the
liberal social agenda advocated ;y the dominant Eastern wing
of the party, thus behaving contrary to standard assumptions
about increasing affluence being accompanied by a shift to
the (}.v‘;).!'.]L Though most Jews were never single-issue voters,

a prereéuiltté for their support -- and that of their

1 Alan Fisher, "Jewish Political Shift? Erosion, Yes; _
Conversion, No," in Party Coalition in the 1980s, Seymour

Martin Lipset, ed., (San Francisco: Institute for
Contemporary Studies, 1981), pp.328-329, 339-340.
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leaders, on. whom this study focuses -- wusually was the
candidate's unreserved support for Isrnei.2 As Stanley Kelly
has noted, the considerations that go into voters' dec{sions
are not easily documented or simplified.3 In this case,
both major parties are strong supporters of pro-Israel
measures -- and thus their respective Mideast planks cannot
bé determinative in explaining Jewish party affiliation. If
the Democrats' social welfare agbnaa was the primary
ettraction for.American Jews to the Democrats, it is also
clear that 6emocratic support for Israel had to prd&gde and
undergird that allegiance.ﬁ

Since 1948, Democratic presidents and nominees have all
been firmly committed supporters of Israel. In the past,
preaideﬂt_and constituency rarely disagreed with regard for
support for Israel. Little persuading was zﬁeeded simply
becyuse the president already endorsed a pro-Israel stance;
the most likely possiblity for gonflict with Jewish leaders

would have been if the president had chosen to pressure

2 Fisher, pp.328-345. ;

3 See Stanley Kelly, Inéerpreting Elections (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1983), pp.3-9.

4 There is very little current data on the attitudes of
Jewish voters, particularly on the relative importance of
Israel-related issues in voting considerations. Based on
qualitative evidence I have gathered (in the form of
interviews with Jewish leaders and Carter administration
members), and assertions in recent scholarly literature, a
basic assumption of this study is that support for Israel
was a key consideration in voting decisions and political
attitudes for many Jews. This is asserted by Fisher, as well
as by other relatively current examinations of Jewish veoting
and political behavior: Stephen D, Issacs, Jews in American
Politics (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleddy, 1974), see chapter
one. Also, Wm. Ray Heitzmann, American Jewish Voting
Behavior: A History and Analysis (San Francisco: R and E

Research Associates, 1975), p.83.




Israel into coming to the peace table. Before the presidency

of Jimmy Carter, however, no Democratic president or leading
;onteéder for Ithe nomination haﬁ ever -udvqcatgd:'applying
such pressure. In shart, Democratic presidents and nominees
who would have been president would not likely have. felt a
substantial tension between the prompﬁiﬁgs of Jewish legders
regarding support for Israel .and their own perceptioﬁ of ghe
nation;l interest. For whatever reason -- whethr political
motivations or .  honest policy ‘judgements' -- the party's
leaders had consistently declined to pressure Israel.
- The relationship between Jimm'y Carter and the American
Jewish community marked the first time that the.Democratic
occupant qf the White House alienated, and broke with, the
leadership of the.American Jewish Fommunity. Capturing 752
of the Jewish vote in 1976 and a strikingly low 47% in 1980,
Carter came to be viewed by American Jewish leaders as a man
not to be trusted to support Israel.5

Even his great triumph at Camp David - and the peace
.treaty between Egypt and Israel -- Hrguably the greatest
achievement in Middle East ‘iplomacy since the 1949
armistice that Brought Israel into existence -- could not
dispel Jews' distrust. Many had been alienated by policy

decisions in the two years preceeding the meeting Camp David

in September 1978; others were reassur®d by Camp David, only

5 Again, I do not assume a direct causal link between Jewish
perceptions of Carter's position on Israel and the drop in
support at the polls. However, I do show later, based on
qualitative evidence gathered from interviews and from
Fisher, that the issue was significant in many Jews' voting
decisions., -




to be alienated once again by clumsy political maneuvering

after the signing of fhe peace treaty in March 1979.

In explaining the growing rift between Carter and the
Jewish community, Jewish leaders typically point to Carter's
hostile attitude toward the Begin government and his less-
than-subtle efforts to force Israel to negotiate. It was the
substance of Carter's Mideast polkcy, they argue, that
brought a confrontation with the American Jewish community.
There is certainly some truth to this analysis. Many Jews
were infuriated by Carter's decision to sell F-15 fighter
planes to Saudi Arabia and his perceived overtures to the
Palestinian LiberaFion Organization, to give just two
examples. This thesis argues that the real roots of Carter's
alienation of the Jewish community lay as much in style than
substance. Simply put, Carter certainly would have caused
some discontent among American Jews purely by virtue of the
confrontational policy he folloueé. The  hostility was
exacerbated by an inept domestic liason apparatus within the
White House that largely failed to seek out the support of
American Jews. He proved unable and, at times unwilling, to
seek out a powerful constituency group and persuade them

that his perception of the U.,S. interests in the Mideast was




‘consistent with theirs.6 This study, then, focuses on the

philosophical underpinnings, organizational structure, and
pol‘%ical style of Jimmy Carter and his administration and
how they needlessly eroded -Jewish support that had never
bgen strong.

The ;rgument thus does not employ normative judgments
about Mideast policy deéisions themselves. I do not argue
that American Jews, if properly persuaded, would have
approved of every initiative Carter made in the Middle East.
'They would not have. Nor do I assume that American Jews
based their approval of Carteér purely on his handling of the
Arab-Israeli conflict. Like other Americans, they were
concerned about economic, social, and:- other foreign pslicy
issues.

Another disclaimer: Carte. was not entirely inept at
seeking Jewish support. At various points in his
administration, Carter was able to bring Jewish leaders back
6 The t;rm ‘American Jews' is used here and throughout the
analysis as shorthand, referring to the attitudes of the

leaders of the major American Jewish organizations
(delineated in Chapter One). I recognize that use of this

“term inherently simplifies the more complex reality of

aggregate Jewish attitudes. Though leaders cannot be said to
represent the attitudes of all Jews and though they had
major disagreements among themselves, & case can be made
that there is at least some basis for both treating them as
a unit and as & reflection of general Jewish attitudes.
First, the leaders, as will be shown, tended to have closely
parallel views concerning basic issues about Isrsel -- ie.

security, strength, hostility to the Palestinian Liberation-.
~Organization. When the leaders are more unified, most Jews

are probably in line with their thinking. When the leaders
 were divided or ambivalent, I will indicate those
disagreements and -not suggest that they reflect an "American
Jewish view,"(See Alan Fisher, "Realignment of the Jewish
Vote" Political Science Quarterly, Spring 1979;)

@
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into his camp. Indeed, his occasional substantial skill

makes the extraordinary ineptitude he showed on other
occasions stand out in bold relief., Nevertheless, American
Jews were excessively alienated by an administration that
did not displ'ay3 the paliticnl skill to solicit advice
consistently and earnestly, respond to objections, or simply
consult with Jewish leaders before arriving at policy
decisions. In addition..the analysis points to general flaws
in Carter's political style manifested in his handling of
domestic Jewish supporters -- flaws which suggest a broad-
based critique of Carter as a politician.

Two basic sets of questions.’ one factual, one
Minterpretive, guide the analysis. First, what was the
structure of the relationship between Jewish political
support groups and Carter's White House staff and how did it
change over time? Who did American Jewish leaders talk to
and under what circumstances? Were their views given much
weight? To what extent did Carter's calculations change &%
his political fortunes soured?

The second line of emphasis is an examination of why
the relationship deteriorated from one of lukewarm support
to general distrust, What was it about Carter and his
organizational structure that exacerbated his problems with
Jewish gupporters? When 'were there 1lapses 1in political
judgement, personality flaws, and organizational mistakes
that heightened this distance? What were the flaws in the

White House organization and the way Carter's mind worked




that sheds light on the broader inadequac{}s of the Carter

administration in dealing with pressure groups and Capital
Hill?

The thesis follows a chronological npproa;h, beginning
with Carter's early run for the White House in 1974, and
ending :ith the large-scale defection of the‘Jeuishlvote in
1980 to John Anderson and Ronald Reagan. Chapter One
describes Carter's pursuit of the White House in 1976 and
and the start his problems with the Jewish community. It
provides the background to Carter's trouble with the

community's leaders once in office. It calls attention to

Beus' traditional support for the Democratic standard bearer

=
T

and their critical role in Carter's victory over Gerald
Ford. Behind the victory in November lingered a very tenuous
vote of confidence and an equally short history of Jewish
support for the Carter campaign. Jewish attiE;des evolved
from extreme skepticism in the primary season to guarded
support as Carter defeated more desirable candidates, Afte;
describing the evolution of this marginal modus vivendi, I
point out features of Carter campsign style and strategy
that appear to have predisposed the campafgn not to seek a
closer ;elationahip with the Jewish community even though it
knew Jewish support to be.veak. The chapter is meant as
background fn_give a point of reference for the subsequent

deterioration 1in Carter's relationship with the Jewish

community, It shows how his base of Jewish support was less

unified and committed then that wusually bestowed on




rDenocrati_c ltlnd;rd bearers and how Carter perceived his
base of support differently than‘J{{:gigyénal' Deéocritié
candidates. |

Chapters Two and Three are the heart of the thesis, and
are based primarily on interviews with seni;r members of the
-Carter admintstration gnd with 1leaders of the American
Jew‘l‘h community. Chapter Two looks at the evolt-xtion of the
Jewish-White House relationship up to the time of Camp David
in September 1978. In this period, Jewish pressure groups
and prominent individuals in the community had substantial
access, butmlittle influence in the policy discussion. Both
organizational structure and political style militated
against ‘the president's serious consideration of Jewish
leaders' concerns., These difficulties also point to Carter's
overall inability to adequately “"touch base" in all polic¥‘
areas with potential support;rs before embarking on mnjof
initiatiyes. Also, in this period we see how Carter's
insensitivity to d?mestic politics meant that some
controversial decisions were made -- and were made in ways
that inflicted incalculable political damage. This result is
especially true for Carter's decision to sell advanced
fighter planes to Saudi Arabia in the spring of 1978, which
many in the Jewish community came E: view as tﬁe president’'s
rubicon.

Chapter Three first provides an account of the period

from Camp David in September 1978 and the signing of the

ngptiln-raraelt peace treaty in March 1979 to the

10




irrevocable unraveling of Jewish support by 1late 1980. In

this period I focus firatyyon a remarkable absence of
attention to domestic political considerations and of
consultation with political advisers that preceded Cartgr's
decision to risk his political reputation on such an
uncertain set of negotiations, Up until the signing of the
treaty, there was cpntinued'disregcrd for domestic political
damage, Second, I examine Carter's surprise at not regaining
Jewish support after the peace treaty and his subsedquent
political re-education == his belated effort to effect a
rapproachment with the Jewish community. This effort was
hampered both by Carter's personal distaste for, and
ineptitude in, politicking skillfully and by events beyond
h{; control that sealed his fate with the Jewish community
(Andrew Young's meeting in August, f979. with an official of
the Palestinian Liberation Organization, for example).
Finally the chapter summarizes the extent of the erosion of
Carter's support in the community, presenting electoral data
that show that Jewish voting behavior in 1980 should be
interrseted as an anti-Carter statement, not a pro-Reagan

!tlt!ﬂlﬂt.?

7 These two chapters, which form the bulk of the thesis, are

the product mainly of original research based on interviews
with principal decisionmakers in the Carter White House,
those privy to the decisionmaking process, liasons to the
Jewish community, and American Jewish leaders. The y
bibliography lists these interviews, but backgrounds on
lesser-known subjects are found in these chapters, as they
are introduced, It is important to note, however, that my
conclusions are based greatly on the impressions of these
key actors. Written material on this topic is not abundant
on this topic, nor is it generally as insightful, in my
view, as the comments of the participants themselves,.

-
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Chapter Four offers a critique of Carter's political
style, summarizing the basic flaws in Carter's method of
decisionmaking that vere in evidence in his handling of
domestic Jewish groups. Pointing to established patterns of
behavior from his pre-presidential days and to his political
style in other policy areas, the chapter argues that
Carter's political ineptitude on the Mideast question is
indicative of a more general failure. That is, the analysis
of his relationship with domestic Jewish groups points to
flaws in Carter's decisionmaking style that would hamstring
any attempt to actively sell any policy either to Congress
or the electorate. This last chapter goes on to argue that
Carter's rejection by Jewish constituency groups at the
polls in 1980 can be interpreted as a defeat for his novel
populist politicgl philosophy, which sought to circumvent
traditional notions about coalition politics in the United
States, As for interest group power, the Carter record seems
to confirm and disprove certain generalizations about the
influence of powerful 1lobby groups. On one hand, Carter
showed that as president he had considerable latitude to
pursue policy ‘as he wished; not once did Jewish political
influence deny Carter from following his generally combative
course -- contrary to popular notions that Jewish poltticni
influence can effectively "control” policy towards Isreael.
On the other hand, Carter's failure to regain support among
Jewish 1elde}l and the subsequent electoral defection of the

Jews showv that interest groups are capable of appealing to a

12




definite conatituenéy and making politicians pay a price for
their policy. In short, Carter's notion that the age of
interest groups had palse-d in favor of some
undifferentiated, non-coalition form of Democratic politics

did not seem to be confirmed.




CHAPTER ONE

JIMMY CARTER AND AMERICAN JEWS:

THE 1976 CAMPAIGN AND THE ILLUSION OF HARMONY




American Jews have figured prominently in Democratic
coalitions since at least 'ths 1930:.1 Jewish support for
Jimmy Carter in 1976 proved to be no exception, as the
community voted overwhelmingly in Carter's favor (close to-
75%) and helped provide the margin of victory in a very
clgae race. Though he could not match Lyndon Johnson's or
Hubert Humphrey's level of Jewish support (LBJ won 90 in
his landslide, while Humphrey still got B81% in his close
loss to Nixon), Carter attracted enough Jewish supporters to
leave the impression that hé was very popular in the
community. That impression was buttressed by a high level of
Jewish financial support for the Carter campa‘ign. Indeed, a
cursory glance of the November numbers later in this chapter
offers no tracé of the doubts the Jewish community still
harbored abput Jimmy Carter, It does not show evidence of
the awkward distance that still existed between the Carter
campaign and the Jewish community. Furthermore, the results
of the general election gave no indication of the uniqueness
of Carter's path to the White House -- and the implicaciﬁns
that path had for the way Carter's administration would
re.late to traditional elements of the Democratic coalition
who were latecomers to the Carter camp.

rThia twvo-part chapter focuses on Cafter'a troubled
relationship with American Jews in the nomination, election,

and transition periods. The first part provide{ a general

1 See itephcn Issacs, Jews and American Politics (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1974), Chapter One; pp. 150-155.
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account ;f the scope of Jewish political and partisan
influence in the'United States nnd‘theﬁ an analysis of how
Carter's support among Jews differed radically from the
Democratic tradition, despite appesrances to tﬁe contrary.
Second, an ‘examination of Carter's political strategy and
the populist philosophy manifested in his campaign ;hows
that Carter was not inclined to reach out to skeptical
Jewish voters after his victory. Put simply, Carter acted as
if he felt tﬁere was little he could do to make himself
acceptable to the Jews that he hadn't already done. He
appeared to feel that he didn't necessarily need Jewish
approval to be successful .either as a candidate or as
presideﬁt. Of course, Carter's appeal to members of the
Jewish community was not completely negative (he made enough
pro-Israel statements before and after his nomination to at
least assuage much of the uncertainty Jewish leaders felt
aﬁOub.Carter's stance) . Xet. Carter was not successful at
winning Jews unreserved support. When the Carter campaign
team eﬁtengd "the White House, the Jewish community's
attitude had evolved from oﬁe.of distrust to guarded subpq;t

-=- and that is where it stood. Thisxchﬁpter provides a basis

for understanding the principal ihalylis in Chapters Two and

Three; it gives a frame of reference for sensing both the
extent of Carter's alienation of the community while in
office and why the community was an important group to hold

on to.
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JEWISH POLITICAL POWER. The most apparent manifestation

of American Jewish power is the community's voting behavior
-- a clear partisan preference coupled with a demographic
imbalance that magnifies their influence. In 1976, there
were approximately 5.8 million Jews in the United States,
the largest Jewish cOmmunity'in the world. Though a small
(2.72) percentage of the total U.S. population, their high
turnout at the polls (according to some studies, over 901)
makes them about 5Z of the electorate.2 If i:wish
communities were spread out over the nation, a 5% voting
bloec would translate 1into 1little clout. But Jews are
concentrated in a small number of states and thus can
provide the margin of victory in close election. In fact:
Jews are the most urbanized ethnic group in the United
States, with 66Z 1living in communities of one million or
greater.3 The Jewish communities of Los Angeles and New
York make up 60Z of the total Jewish population, for
example. The Jewish pﬁpulation of New York State, at about
2.1 million in lg?%: made up 12%Z of the state population and
close to 257 of the electorate; it would make up an even
higher percentage of the vote in the Democratic primary,

normally considered more important than the general election

2 Calculated frum figures in M.S. E1 Azhary, Political
Cohesion of American Jews in American Roles (Washington:
University Press of America, 1980), p.27. Also see Albert
Hunt, "Pivotal Jewish Voters are Down on Carter,"” Wall
Street Journal, September 22, 1980, p.l.

3 Bobert Trice, Interest Groups and the Foreign Policy
Process: U,S. Policy in the Middle East, Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1976, p.53.
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in that state, Other key states with substantial Jewish
swing votes are: New Jersey, 121 of the electorate; Florida,
102 of the electorate; California, 6%; Pennsylvania. 7%Z; and
Ohio, 31.“ Jews also account for 4.52 of the population in
Maryland and about 3% in Illinois.5

These percentages would be meaningléss if it were not
for Jews' longstanding support of the Democratic
presidential nominee, It was not certain wuntil Franklin
Roosevelt’g third term that Jews were a predictable element
in the emerging Democratic <coalition. While most white
ethnic groups and other religious groups (Catholics, for
example) no 1longer vote the Democratic 1line and divide
roughly evenly between the major parties in presidential
elections, Jews have retained their 1loyalty to a much
greater extent.6 Though their growing affluence and
accompanying economic conservatism has caused some defection

to the Republican Party, Jews have generally not fulfilled

4 Morton Kondracke, "Who's got the Jews," The New Republic,
September 6 & 13, 1980, pp. 10-12,

5 American Jewish Yearbook 1979, "Jewish Population in the
United States,” (New York: American Jewish Committee, 1978),
p.179. No figures could be found on their percentage of the
electorate.

6 Alan M, Fisher, "Jewish political shift? Erosion, yes;
Conversion, no," in Party Coalitions in the 1980's, Seymour
Martin Lipset, ed.,(San Francisco: Institute for
Contemporary Studies 1982),p.328, I rely on Fisher heavily
for survey data on American Jews because his is by far the
most current, and seems the most reliable, of studies., His
methods for determining voting behavior and political
leanings was to average findings of seven different major
polls: Gallup, Harris, New York Times/CBS News, ABC, NBC,
Center for Political Studies, and California Field. He
weighted these polls for sample size and overall accuracy. I
can find no recent study that takes as comprehensive an
approach as this one.

18




expectations by some analysts of a massive party defection. , ?{

Though they were already the most atfluént sub-group in the
U.S.‘by the 1950s, Jews continued their party affiliation
because they were attracted to the Democrats' social
liberalism. Table 1 illustrates the wide gap bétwaen the
Democratic candidates' percentage of the popular vote and

that of Jewish voters in the general election,’

TABLE 1-- DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATE’
YEAR PCT. OF JEWISH VOTE® PCT. POPULAR VOTE
1948 75 49,52
1952 - 64 | - 44,4
1956 60 41.9
1960 : 82 49.7
1964 90 | 61
1968 81 s2.7 #
1972 65 37.5

Clearly, Jews were pivotal to Democratic victories in
1948 and 1960, while the tallies from the other years
indicate that loyalty to the party nominee remained strong
even in years with substantial Republican victories: 1952,

1952, and 1972,
\ .
/

7 Sources for Jewish voting behavior are from Stephen
Issacs, Jews and American Politics (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1974), p.152; the national figures were
calculated from results published in Eugene H., Roseboom &
Alfred E. Eckes, Jr., A History of Presidential Elections:
From George Washington to Jimmy Carter, (New York:

Macmillan, 1979).




It is often argued that Jews are not unlike any other

voting bloc in providing a margin of victory in a close
contest.. That is, in a close election;any voting bloc can be
said to be pivotal. However, while it 1is true that the
Jewish vote alone can propel no man into the White House,
this reasoning ignores what is special about Jewish voting
behavior, First, it is one of the few sub-groups in society
that can truly be said to coalesce around a small ﬁumber of
issues, including concern for Israel. Just how important is
difficult to gauge. It seems <clear, however, that any
apparent equivocation on a pro-Israel stance is enough to
push Jewish voters in the opposite directioﬁ. Contributions
by Jewish-backeh political action committees in
congressional campaigns, for example, are distributed on the

basis of the candidate's position towards Israel.® Thus Jews

|
f

are not reliable coalition members in the sense of'being
blind, axiomatic voters; rather, it is their close concern
for a range of issues gnd. their identification of those
issues with the Democrats that made them a "reliable” bloc
vote. Without <considering their additional assets ¢to a
campaign, the Jewish vote can be "counted on" more than most
voting blocs (Ehe black vote is also a reliable bloc, for
example) to provide the margin in an otherwise equal race;
Jewish influence, moreéfer. does not stop at the ballot

box. Voting power is suppiemented by substantial

organtzitional and financial resources. Jews make up almost
&

8 The Wall Street Journal, February 26, 1985, p.l;p.1l6.
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202 of the activists in the Democratic Party -~ the
footsoldiers who staff campaigns and solicit contributions
and -petition signatures. This doe; not include the
substantial number of Jewish ‘advisers on Congressional
staffs. Jews were also highly pliced in the party
organization in the mid-1970s. Robert Strauss and Mark
Siegel, the chairman and executive director of the
Democratic National Committee in 1976, respectively, are
Jews with a wide range of connections to the community. In
individual cempaigns, there were a disproportionately high
number of; Jews as volunteers, speechwriters and
strategists.

Furthermore, longstanding ties between the Jewish
community and the Democratic Party are reinforced by a web
of interconnec;ions within Jewish organizations: over 2/3 of
all Jewish leaders belong to five or more orglnizations (not
including 1local synagogues). This allows for enormous
fluidity of information and support within the community,
making it easier for a candidate to become known and target
a wide <cross section of Jewish 1leaders as a base of
svupport.9 (The lobbying and information-dissemination
structure.of the Jewish community is examined in the next
chapter.) The interconnected nature of the community
provides remarkibly easy access to both lesser-known

candidates seeking exposure and familiar politicians seeking

9 See Melvin I. Urofsky, "American Jewish Leadership,” 1in
American Jewish History, June, 1981, p.405; & The Wall
Street Journal, March 2, 1978, p.l. :

/
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financial support; no one has to make luncheon speeches
before each of the some 300 national Jewish organizations to
become known.

Although the scope of Jewish organizational connections
in American politics is impressive, even more significant is
Jewish financial involvement, Jews are the most affluent
group 1in American society. fhey are also the most
professional (207 of all lawyers are Jewish, 921 of all
doctors, though Jews are less than 3% of the population).lo
Three-quarters of all Jewish males are employed in white
collar jobs, as opposed to 352 for white males in general.
This considerable accumulation of wealth is accompanied by a
general desire to be involved in public affairs. A full 801
of all major gifts to the Democratic Party are given by
Jews. In Michigan, for example, a state with 90,145 Jews (13
of the state population), over 90Z of all major gifts
received by ‘}he utate. Dem&cratic Party were from Jewish
contributors.il Individual campaigns have also been heavily

dependent on "Jewish money." Henry Jackson, for example

10 The Wall Street Journal, March 2, 1978, p.l.

11 Interview with Mark Siegel, Columbia University Oral
History Project, "Ethnic Groups and Amerigcan Foreign .
Policy," interview dated May 9, 1978, p.1l1l2 of transcript, I
view Siegel as a very reliable source for these figures for

.a number of reasons. First, as executive director of the

Democratic National Committee under Robert Strauss from
1972-1976, he was intimately involved with fundraising
activities for the party. Siegel, a former staffer for
Hubert Humphrey, had extensive ties to Jewish backers all
over the nation, and new quite well the scope of Jewish
financial support. Also, the thoughts expressed in this oral
history were consistent with those expressed to me in my
recent interview with Siegel, who is now directly involved
in fundraising activities for a major Jewish political
action committee which he founded.
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received close to 901 of his early money (ie. his financing
for the 1976 primary season) from Jewish sourcea.12 Morris
Udall and Jerry Brown also had substantial ties to Jewish

financial benefactors.

CARTER'S JEWISH SUPPORT. The foregoing account of"

general Jewish pgliticnl involvement was background against
which I examine the nature of Jews' support for the Carter
campaign,  Jimmy Carter's supportlamong American Jews in the
November 1976 election was consistent with the general
pattern contemporary Jewish voting behavior, The Dbest
estimates show that Carter received between 70-73 I of the
Jewish vote, while Ford tallied 26-28%Z2, and 1-21.voted for

13 This

Eugene Hchsrthy and other 1left wing candidates,
compares with Carter's winning margfn of 50.12 of the
popular vote to_Ford’s 48.0%. If Jewish voters had mirrored
the national trend and only slightly favored the Democratic
ticket, Carter would probably have 1lost the following
states: New York (41 electoral votes, won by a margin of
51.92 to 47.5%Z); Ohio (25 electoral votes, won by 48,97 to
48.77); Pennsylvania (27 electoral votes, won by 50.42 to
47.7%); and Maryland (10 electoral votes, won by 52,8% to

46.7%). Patrick Caddell told Carter on election night that

if Jews had voted like other American whites, "Carter would

12 Interview conducted with Mark Siegel, former deputy to
Hamilton Jordan and former executive director of .the
Democratic National Committee; in Washington, D.C. on 31
July 1984,

13 Alan Fisher, "Realignment of the Jewish Vote?" Political
Science Quarterly, Spring 1979, Vol, 94,No.1, p.109.0f
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have lost 103 electoral votes. New York alone would have

made the di.fl"erem:e."“I

Carter's narrow electoral margin of
297 electoral votes to Ford's 240, would have become
landslide defeat in the electoral college: 194 votes to 343
for Ford. Cartef. then, not only received a disproportionate
share of the Jewish vote in Ncvember, he knew on elpction
night that they had been essential to his n;rrov ﬁargin of
victory. (Again, the point here is not that Jews were the
only pivptal. or disproportionately Democratic, group in the
election, They weren't, as a survey of of black voting data
alone, would show. But they did prove more reliable than
several other traditionally Democratic subgroups, such as
Catholics or union households, and their responsiveness to a
clear -gt of issues meant that they could have been moved as
a8 bloc away from Carter.ls) Thus, at minimum, they had to be
vieved as a key element in a larger coaltion.

fn addition to their support at the polls, Jewish
constituency groups provided Carter with &n impressive 631
of his total contributions by November 1976, « Mark siegel

informed Carter of this key fact in January 1977 in a

lengthy memorandum on the importance of the Jewish community

14 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984. All figlres
above of margins of victory in individual states are taken
from: America Votes 12: A Handbook of Contemporary American
Election Stltisttcl.-iichlrd M. Scammon & Alice V.
McGillivray, eds., (Washington: Congressional Quarterly,
1977), p.l15.

15 A good sccount of the group breakdown in the 1976
election is found in Richard Wirthlin, "The Republican
Strategy and Its Electoral Consequences,” Party Coslition in
the 1980s, Seymour Martin Lipset, ed., (San Francisco:
Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1981), pp.257-258.

-
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in American pol'rics.16

At the time, Siegel was working in
.the administration as Halflton Jordan's deputy for policy
analysis. Prominent members of the Jewish community also
joined the Carter campaign organization, notably Harriet
Zimmerman, a leader in the ktl,nta Jewish community, who
would serve as & bridge from th:/;andidatt's power base in
the South to the northeast-based leadership of the Jewish
community, Edward Sanders, a fgrner president of;.the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee (the principal
Jewish lobby on Capitol Hill) and a future adviser to Carter
in the White House, also signed onto the campaign, Zimmerman
led Carter's post-convention "Jewish Desk," holding the
title of National Director of Community Affairs. Sanders and
United Jewish Appeal -President Paul Zuckerman served as

advisers to the campaign staff.17

SIGNS OF A TROUBLED RELATIONSHIP, Despite the
appearance of a committed bloc of Jewish supporters,
fissures of discontent and bitterness were by no means
absent from the Carter victory in November. The 1level of
Jewish support in the post-convention campaign concealed
from most political observers the depth of the uncertainty
that 1lingered specifically over ‘Clrter‘a commitment to
Israel. The full record of Carter's campaign shows that
Jewish voters and contributors were among the last to join

the Carter b;ndvagon. and most of them held their noses

16 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984.

17 Milton Ellerin, "Politics and Intergroup Relations,”
American Jewish Yearbook 1978, (New York: American Jewish
Committee, 1977), p.82. : ; -
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wvhil’e doing so -- their votes in November were less votes of
confidence than of provisional approval,

Carter had a dismal record of support among Jews during
the pri;ary season, The November election was the only time
in 1976 that Carter won a majority of the Jewish vote in a
race with a leri;ul opponent. In the three primary victories
where Carter did win a plurality of Jewish support, there
were extenuating circumstances, In Indiana on May 4, he won
602 of the Jewish vote fn Henry Jackson's 30%2 -- normally it
would be seen as a major upset, but Jackson had withdrawn
from [the presidential race a week earlier. In the North
Carolina primary he won a meager plurality of 35X of the
tiny Jewish vote (less than 12,000 in the entire state) in
his political backyard). He won 47 of the Jewish vote in
Illtnoia; a race that did not pit Carter against either
Henry Jackson or Morris Udall s candidates consistently
favored by Jews and Carter's principal early rivals for the
no-inntion.la. Table 2 shows Carter's percentage of the
popular vote io-priuiries he won, alongside his consistently

lover percentage of Jewish voters in that state.

18 Fisher, Political Science Quarterly, p.107,
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TABLE 2-- CARTER'S JEWISH SUPPORT IN PRIMARY VICTORIES

STATE PCT. JEWISH VOTE PCT. TOTAL VOTE
FLORIDA 2212 34.5%
3/9/76

MICHIGAN 292 " 43.32
5/18 '

NEW HAMPSHIRE 0z 28.312
/24

OHIO 2312 52.5%
6/8

PENNSYLVANIA 192 36592
4727

WISCONSIN 72 36.62
4/6

Source: Alan Fisher, Political Science Quarterly, p.l107., &
America Votes 12, Scammen, ed., p.28.

In states with large Jewish populations which Carter
lost, the same pattern is repeated, only to a more extreme
degree. In New York, the acknowledged Jewish capital in the
U.S., Carter received 3% -- to Jackson's 63%. In California,
he won only 13X, while only 42X of Massachusetts Jewish
voters gave Carter their support., By May, when Carter had
become the most popular choice among non-Jewish Democrats,
he trailed California Governor Jerry Brown, Rep. Morris
Udall, and undeclared candidate Hubert Humphrey in Jewish
support. He ran even with Sen. Frank Church, who was only

19

starting his effort, Jews preferred choice at this stage

vas still Humphrey: the only national politician wvhose pro-

19 Fisher, Political Science Quarterly, p.108,
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Israel credentials could match Jackson's, and who appealed
to Jews as a traditional liberal lpokginan.

It could be argued that the Jewish vote was not so much
anti-Carter as it.vll pro-Jackson, It is certainly trJ:lthat
Jackson was the clear favorite of Jewish voters, And indeed,
much of Carter's failure to attract Jewish upporters must
be attributed to Jackson's 1longstanding ties to that
community. As Hyman Bookbinder noted on the Today show in
‘August 1976, Carter had run against candidates vho.were
“simply better known to the community and Carter was an
unknown quantity. But Jews also had serious reservations
about Carter and ﬁhey did not rush to embrace him after his
clpt;re of the nomination.

Specifically, Jews were concerned about Carter's
fungp-entllist religiosity and their implications for the
sincerity of Carter's pro-Israel statements. James Restoh
reflected these fears when he wrote that Carter "identified
with many members of his church who have a long record of

w20 A

anti-Catholi¢ism, anti-Semitism, and anti-Communism.
group of important fundraisers in Los Angeles told Carter in
late May 1976 they were concerned about hii stand on Israel
ard that his faith might affect adversely his view towards
Israel, In the Floride primary, Carter spoke to a Jewish
group in Miasmi Beach, but did not seén to make any inroads;

"His words about Israsel are about as strong as those of

Scoop Jackson, but somehow, with this constituency, Jimmy

20 The New York fﬂloa. June 6, 1976; Quoted from American
quiihétolr Book 1978, p.64. :
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Carter does not make it," observed Washington Post
reporter Hartin_ Schram in his coverage of the Carter
campaign. B?fore the Democratic convention, he received less
than 207 of his contributions from Jewish sources, a very
low figure for Democratic nominees, before it shot up to
632 by November. In August, a Lou Harris poll showed that
the intensity of support for Carter was veaker among Jewish
than non-Jewish voters.zz.

This distance between Jews and Carter persisted despite
the fact that the candidate had made all the politically
correct statements regarding Israel. A typical example was
Cﬁrter's speech on the Mideast in Elizabeth, New Jersey, on
June 6 before Jewish leaders, drafted explicitly to shore up
support among the community: "A real peace must be based on
absolute assurance of Israel's survival and security. As
President, I would never yield on that point. ... it is a
uofal imperative..” Carter was sufficiently vague on the
Pal?stin{an question, saying "they have rights which must be
recognized in any settlement” but ll;ured that any
resolution of the conflict, any agreement in the area would
be made "not at the expense of Israel, but in the interest

of all countries involved.'23

Despite his assurances, Carter
never could put Jewish supporters at ease, In late June,

gtter it became clear Carter would get the nomination,

21 Martin Schram, Running for President 1976: The Carter
Campaign, (New York: Stein and Day, 1977),p. 80.

19 Herris Poll, August 19,1976,

23 The Presidentisl Campaign, Jimmy Carter, Volume One, Part
One, (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1978), pp.219-
220.
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Harriet Zimmerman, a leader of the Georgia Jewish community

and of the Carter "Jewish desk,” put together a meeting with
c
Carter in Atlanta attended by Jewish leaders from around the
nation. Again, Carter encountered skepticism, Mark Siegel
T

recalls:

He said all the appropriate things but no one got

a sense he understood the issues nor did he show

an intense deep feeling about the issue.

Obviously, he had been primed to say (certain key

buzzwords). You start talking about "the one

democratic ztrategtc ally" -- like reading from a

2

blueprint,
Carter held a meeting in Boston attended by Jewish leaders
after he won the nomination, and it was clear that Carter
didn't "feel comfortable around Jews. I don't think he ever
had that much contact with Jews as he went along," AIPAC
director Morris Amity observed.z5 Though these perceptions
may.not have matched Carter's true conviction on Israei. it
was the perceptions -- whether real or not -- which formed
the basis of Jewish leaders' action regarding Jimmy Carter.

' .

What is perceived as real is acted on as if it is real.

Jimmy Carter received only half-hearted support from
American Jews, many of vhom were attracted to other
De-oérltt. many of whom were wary of a born-agiin
fundamentalist from the Deep South. The pre-presidential

relationship between Carter and the Jews was never terribly

friendly. Though he captured nearly three quartera‘of the

-y,

24 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984. Siegel, who vas
present at the meeting, was nct yet a member of the Carter
team, but was still executive director of the D.N.C. and had
close ties with most Jewish leaders attending the meeting.
25 Interview with Morris Amitay, 28 February 1985.
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Jewish vote in November, this concealed a rocky and
uncertain start between the conmunity.and fhe Carter camp.
While Jews 1looked to Carter with high hopes and seemed
confident enough about his intentions to vote for him, they
were not yet won over. Even in victory, Carter could not
count the Jews as part of his camp.

POLITICAL STRATEGY AND CAMPAIGN PHILOSOPHY

-

As has been often told, Jimmy Carter's run for the

presidency began in September 1972, shortly after ’;he
Democratic co;vention had nominated George McGovern, At the
convention, Carter had offefed himself for the vice-
presidential spot on that ill-fated ticket. McGovern's
managers =-- including Pat Caddell, who would 1later be
Carter's pﬁllster -- had not taken the outgoing GCeorgia
governor seriously. Carter had had absolutely no national
exposure and very few contacts with the Democratic
establishment. In late 1972, Carter pondered his political
future. Under Georgia 1law, he could not run for a
consecutive term as governor, His advisors, 1led by his
euecufive secretary Hamilton Jordan, told him that the
national -mood and the structure of the Democratic Party made
a successful run in 1976 a distinct ponsibility.26

Jordan saw the close of the Vietnam War and McGovern's

candidacy had wrought substantial change on the American

political 1landscape. The end of the war would shift

attention back to domestic issues. At the same time, the

26 Betty Glad, Jimmy Cnrté!: In Search of the Great White
House (New York: W.W. Norton, 1980), pp.210-213,
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federal government was increasingly perceived as incapable
of aoliing probleg}. Thus,/}érdan reasoned, "someone Jdutside
of Washington and ou?sigé'the Senate, & governdr who had
proved that problems csﬁld be dealt with effectively, could
win.'z7 For all its weaknesses, McGovern's candidacy showed
there was a need for moral leadership, that a disillusioned
public was tired of "pie in the sky" rhetoric and government
secrecy. Thére was a need for "somebody to stand up and
tell the Americen people to do the things that were
unpopular, a feeling that if politicians dealt more openly
with the electorate that they would respond well.'28

Here were the beginnings of the so-called "weirdo
factor”™ that Jordan perceived in politics in late 1972, tﬁe
unconventional campaign strategy and political philosophy
that the electorate would find so appealing in the 1976
campaign, Jordan felt that a candidate in 1976 would have to

run against the conventional image of an experienced

'insider' politician running for president -- to cultivate

—

the image of a maverick, orV "weirdo, " to use the term

adopted by the Carter strategists -- because the public
would be thirsting for moral leadérship after Nixon, Writing
in 1972, Jordan could not foresee that this ;entiuent would
be gre;tly magnified by Watergate and H‘PIic reaction to
President Ford's pardo? of Nixon. Carter's seemingly

apolitieal, moral message, coupled with a strategy of

27 Quoted in Jules Witcover, Marathon: The Pursuit of$the
Presidency, 1972-1976 (New York: Viking Press, 1977),p. 109,
28 Witcover, pp.110-111.
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striking quickly in the primary season and not appealing to
familiar coaittion holitics would allow the ex-governor to
get within striking distance of the nomination without
relying on Jews, big labor, and other traditional.Demgcratic
supporters,

Carter's strategy was predicated on gaining ﬁame
recognition, establishing ties with the establishment, and
then using those ties to assemble an anti-establishment
political army. He would seek to capture the nomination over
the objections of the Democratic establishment; while he
would appeal to power brokers for support, his strength
would lay in his public perception as an outsider to the
poue; structure. Carter began a quiet effort to manipulate
the Democratic leadership while still protecting his image
as a non-politician.

Carter began to make <contacts with members of the
Democratic establishment and the media who were, in Jordan's
view, virtal contacts if Carter were to havé credibility as
more than a regional candidate, a southern alternative to
George Wallace. He joined the Trilateral Commission in 1973,
the organization founded by David Rockefeller to foster
interaction between prominent figures in developed nations
around the world. It was hemg that Carter met future members
of his administration: Zbigniew Brzezinski, the director of
the commission; W. Michael Blumenthal; Harold Brown; Walter
Mondale; Cyrus Vance; Paul Harnke; and Leonard Woodcock. The

commission made Carter more conversant with international
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affairs. He supplemented this with the establishment of

Georgia trade missions abroad -- at Jordan's recommendation
-- "for the purpose of traveling to each of the continents

of the worla, 2?

Carter could thus convince the public that
he was worldly enOughlto be President by ticking off the
places- he had be;n with these missions: Paris, Bonn,
Bruaselg. Tokyo, and Sao Pauio. for example.

The effort to change his image by reaching out to the
Democratic intelligentsia was matched by a more pragmatic
g;al of touching base with the national Democratic Party.
In early 1973, Carter told Robert Strauss of his wish to
become involved in . the 19?& campaign. Carter became the
head of the Democratic National Committee's <campaign
committee -~ the party's main apparatus for assisting

’
individual races around the natioq. Jordan left th%
governor's mansion to become executive director of the
campaign committee. The DNC leaders had inklings of Carter's
aspirations, but they either didn't take him seriously or
they didn't think they were handing him any great
opportunity: "... we wanted someone who was high profile who
would havﬁ'the time. And he was a lame duck governor of
Georgia. We knew he was thinking of running for president,
but we didn't éarticularly care as long as'he gave us what

:

we needed. If he got from us what he needed it was a fair

deal.'3°

29 Witcover, p.ll5,.
30 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,
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The idea of a Carter candidacy was still absurd in late

1973. In addition, since Carter lacked the backing of
Strauss and other party leaders, he stood little chance of
making inroads with party power-brokers across the country.
But Strauss didn't understand how Carter would use‘the post.
First, Carter ‘achieved his minimal goals of gaining
recognition among the traditional Democratic camp. He met
with labor leaders, political strategists, spokesmen for
various liberal interest groups. In addition, through six
regional seminﬁrs held in 1973. he met party 1e§ders from
around the cﬁuntry and offered his services. But second, and
mgre important, Cartgr touched base with the youn%‘rctivists
in 32 states he visited -- those who would become part of
31

his campaign team.

NON-EASTERN MONEY, Carter's early money, the funds that

had to sustain him until the bandwagon effect of initial
primary victories brought in more funds, came from non-
northeastern and non-Jewish sources. Thus in addition to
building an organization that had no official ties with the
Washington establishment, Carter was neither restrained by
financial dependence on traditional Democratic sources
during  his %ight for respectability., Carter met his
fundraising goal of $850,000 for 1975 without taking large
contributions from individuals or special-interest groups.
Most of that figure came from within Georgia, but relatively

little support from the active Atlanta Jewish community;

31 Witcover, p.ll8.
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unlike his ’'predecessor, Gov., Carl Sanders, Carter had

established few strong ties to the community in Atlanta,
which had considerable financial neans.32 In the fall of
1975, he wused rock concerts as benefits, raising some
400,000 this way. He qualified for federal matching funds by
raising $5,000 in each of ZOIstatés. By the end of 1975, he
had amassed a ugrchest to take him through the early season:
the Iowa caucuses (Jan., 1976), the New Hampshire (February
24) and Florida (March 9) primaries.

The sources of Carter's early money contrasted sharply
with those of the leading contenders at the time, Henry
Jackson and Morris Udall. Jackson drew heavily on his
connections with the Jewish community, who contributed the
bulk of Jackson's warchest (over $1.,1 million by January
1975), the second 1largest of the early campaign behind
George Hallace.33 Udall al;o had considerable support from
Jewish backerp, which would increase{‘fter Jackson dropped
out of the race., Before he had captured the nomination --
received less than 202 of his money from Jewish sources, a
very low figure for a serious Democratic candidate, 34

Carter's campaign, as Jordan intended, was predicated
en quick victories early in the primary season. The image

conveyed by the media was crucial to this strategy. Major

news organizations helped portray an image of momentum in

32 Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Nov. 29, -
P-2613. & Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,

75,

33 Witcover, p.l58. o .
34 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984, }\“ﬂun
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the way they ran their stories about Carter's .'surprile
victories"” in Iowa Qnd New Hamp;hire. AEter'Ioui. Carter had
interviews with the CBS Morning News, the Today Show on NBC,
and ABC's "Good Morning America." The New York Times
declared Carter a "major contender” while the Miami Herald

33 His victories 1in New

said -he was "the Man to Beat.
Hampshire and Iowa gave his effort considerable credibility,
while his defeat of George Wallace in the F}orida primary
left no doubt that he was the dominant contender from the

South.

CARTER FELT NO DEBT. Virtually his entire primary

campaign was viewed with hostility by the Democratic
establishment in Washington. By late spring, after Jackson
had dropped out of the race and Udall was floundering, the
primary race had evolved into a stop-Carter movement, He
achieved the nomination without feeling beholden to the
Democratic Party, and he certainly did not feel indebted to
traditional members of the Democratic coalition such as big
labor or the Jewish community. Before late June, Carter had
received few endorsements from national politicians, and
none from prominent Jewish leaders. Carter understood he did
not "need" the Jews to win the nomination, He said as much

after his victory in Pennsylvania in late April: "We don't

want to offend anybody. I don't want any more statements on

thé Middle East or Lebanon. Jackson has all the Jews anyway.

35 Glad gives a very good description of the image painted
by media sources following Carter's early victory, pp.239-
2“1.
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It doesn't ;lttcr how far I go. I don't get over four
percent of the Jewish vote anyway, so forget it, We get the
Christians."3®

While Carter understood that Jewish support began to
firm up after the nomination, his frustration over his
initial failure must have stayed with him. If he was going
to feel indebted to a cons$tituency group it wa? not likely
to be one that had resisted his nomination wuntil all
alternatives were exhausted. When Carter entered the White
House, he clearly knew of his limited appeal to American
Jews and he might have reasoned that it was a waste of time
to actively allay their fears., In short, from a practical
standpoint Carter probably thought he had little to gain
igfron lobbying American Jews energetically, since they were
;10t a part of his loyal early coalition and an unwilling
member of his November coalition.

The principal themes andr underlying philosophy in
Carter's campaign also militated against any major overtures
to prominent constituency groups such as the Jews, Carter
was known less for his specific positions than for the moral
tone that his campaign struck, Tagged .an economic
conservative. and a social liberal, Carter emphasized a small
number of issues: the need for government reorganization and

efficiency, reductions 1in defense spending, tax reform,

welfare reform and the need for a national energy pol{cy.

1

36 Witcover, p.321; Schram, p.136. Carter denied the exact
wording of this quote in his November 1976 Playboy
interview, but did acknovledge that he had expressed
disappointment in not gaining substantial Jewish support.
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But beyond that, Carcter correctly perceived that the

public was more interested in personal gqualities and :tyle
of leadership than specific policy pasitions. His
dissociation from tainted Washington politics, became tied
to a nornl..rather than substinb{ve. campaign: "I'll never

tell a lie. I'll never make a misleading statement., His

pledge was simple and seductive to an electorate searching

for a government as good and honest &and decent and

compassionate and filled with love as the are the American

people.”37

The nonideological nature of his appeal allowed
Carter to seem at once liberal, conservative, and moderate;
he would offer individual positions on issues, but it was
not wrapped in a familiar political framework. Since his
appeal was directed not so much to constituency groups as it
was to’individuals and families, Carter had no reason to
feel beholden to leaders still operating according to the
old rules of Democratic politics. The Jews, much like other
Democratic groups, were dealing with a president glected by
an alien conception of politics. |

Carter was no doubt inspi?ed by the belief that the
rQIes of politics had permanently changed somehow in the
late 1970s. The secret to Democratic victory was no longer
an appeal to discrete, but disparate, blocs of voters, but a
brosd-based sppeal to people in general, who were longing
for competent, honest. government. Carter, in “fact, was

building on a sentiment that traditional politicians had

37 Quoted in Rénebool, pPpP.319-320,.
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already sacknowledged. In November 1975, politicians and
theorists ovinized a National Democratic Issues convention
in Louisville that questioned the future political appeal of
“big-government liberalism.” Democrats talked of a country
moving beyond "the industrial erg" and said "the cornerstone
of all Democratic thinking "=  our fundamental belief that
the federal government could do all things for all people,
at all times, has cracks in it.‘33

New Deal politics certainly were not dead in 1977, and
Carter did his share of appeals to labor leaders, Jewish
leaders, and other p;:wer brokers in the Democratic Party.
But, of all the Democrats seeking the presidency, he most
embodied the attempt to shift away from coalition politics,
from a pattern of politics that seemed to have lost its
lppéal among the electorate and belonged to a different era,
Carter's politicel strategy and philosophy thus marked him
as less susceptible to pressures from the Jewishafomnunity
and as less inc}ined to seek out their approval, As Chapter
Two notes, based on the insights of key actors inside and
outside the White House, the organizational structure of the
White House and Carter's style 1:;5 decisionmaking would push
Carter further along the same tack. Jews would have
considerable access to the administration, but their

concerns would not be taken seriously by a White House that

was ill equipped to incorporate domestic considerations in

38 Quote of Barbara Jordan in Congressional puarterly Weekly
Report, "Democrats question the New Deal Tradition,”
November 29, 1975, p.2617.




foreign policymaking or by a president who was not inclined

to "play politics as usual.”
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CHAPTER TWO

- THE WIDENING CONFLICT:

JANUARY 1977 - MARCH 1978




As Jimmy Carter entered the White House in January

1977, many leaders of the American Jewish community had high
hopes that this unknown quantity from rural Ceorgia would
follow through on his campaign pledges to ki?ﬁi?t Israel.
Though wary of Carter's unfamiliarity with foreign affairs

in general, and the Middle East in particular, Jewish

leaders were optimistic that the president would continue to

punctuate his calls for a peace agreement with assurances
that an accord would never be imposed on Israel by the
United States. Even if Carter were inclined to pr;saure
Israel, Jewish 1leaders, felt secure that any president's
political horsesense would not let him stray too far from
the Democratic trail,

In retrospect, it seems evident that Jewish leaders
placed an old Democratic label on a man who could not be
categorized in those terms. The first year of the Carter
administration was marked by increased concern and anxiety
in the community over Carter's evolving Mideast position. By
late spring in 1978, the hopes of American Jewish leaders
were transformed to despair and hostility. With the sale of
sophisticated fighter planes to Saudi Afahia in May of that
year, the burden of proof shifted -- irrevocably, as it
turned out, Jimmy Carter would have to prove his loyalty to
Iariel. prove that-h- was worthy of Jewish support as he
turned toward personal invﬁlvenent in the Arab-Israeli
co;flict. His effort toward this end culminated in his

summit at Camp David in September 1978. The intervening
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months between the inauguration and and the Senate battle
over the sale of jets to Saudi Arabia in May 1978 exhibit a
gradual slienation of most of the Jewish community's leaders
by an administration unable and often Qnuilling to allay
their fears, ’

In this early period of the Carter presidency, a
pntiern emerges jn the relationship betuegn the
administration and the Jewish community: the president
oscillates between 1long periods of inattention to the
domestic politics of his Mideast policy and brief efforts at
damage control, when Carter would suddenly seem to don his
political thinking cap and seek Jewish support for his
initiatives. There are a number of reasons fo; Carter's
inattention to growing political problems with Jewish
leaders. I have noted Carter's belief that his victory
opened the door to a non-coalition type of Democratic
politics endured beyond the campaign season. This anti-
interest group philosophy meshed with a second factor:
Carter's often-noted personal style as a decisionmaker,
Supremely self-confident and disinclined toward compromise,
Carter did not take easily, or well, ¢to conventional
political lobbying; he proved far more adept as a campaigner
than a coalition-builder once in office. Equipped with the
analytical proclivities of an engineer and a  moral
imperative to evaluate solutions purely on their merits,
Carter was not easily prodded into openly wooing Jewish

support. Third, Carter's needlessly confrontational style

44




was accompanied by an organizational structure in the White
Hoﬁlc that allowed the administration's political wing only
occasional influence on the policy wing. I also show that
Carfer‘s occasional efforts to woo Jewish support were often
hllf-he;rted. and occurred only after serious political
damage, For all of his mistakes, Carter's overall pattérn
indicates that he learned little from them. For most of the
administration, Carter would look at his difficulties with
the Jewiah.communiCy as a manageable political problem --
solvable _  mainly through changes. in the process of
decisionmaking. Little was done to alter the president's
style of confrontation, of not touching base. Though upset
by substantive points in the Carter policy, Jewish leaders’
disappro;al stemmed more from the administration's style
than substance. The image of unresponsiveness and deliberate
confrontation projected by the White House efacerbated
community leaders' sense of foreboding. '

Before treating the development of Carter's poliéy
during this period, three backgrouﬁd elements must be
examined to give a frame of reference to the subsequent
analysis: (1) the structure of the White House organization
in January 1977, (2) the structure of the Jewish lobby in
Hu:hingtan/}n 1977, and (3) Carter's perception of the Arab-
Israeli conflict as he took office. Once establishing who
spoke to whom, the 1logistics of how those views were
communicated to the president, and the influences on

Carter's initial perception of the problem, I then focus on
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how organizational and personal factors worked to exacerbate
relations as the administration's policy unfolded.

WHITE HOUSE ORGANIZATION: SPOKES ON A WHEEL. The

structure of the White House in 1977 reflected Carter's
belief that no one aide should control access to the Oval
Office or determine what papers reached the president's
desk. Reacting strongly to.the two previous administrations'
practice of establishing a powerful chief of staff who would
stand as a gatekeeper to the presiden;. Carter opted
_;trongly for what became known‘as the "spokes on a wheel"
concept. A wide range of advisers, each responsible for a
particular issue or administrative task, woJid have access
te the president -- each would be an individual spoke
connected to the hub of the Oval Office, Carter thus
reasoned that he could never be sheltered from a particular
point of vieu.l

On paper the principal "spokes" were: Hamilton Jordan,
assistant to the President; Jody Powell, press secretary;
Stuart Eizenstat, assistant for domestic affairsg Robert
Lipshutz, counsel to the president; Jack Watson, secretary
to the cabinet and assistant for intergove;nmental affairs;
Frank Moore, assistant for congressional 1liason; Midge
Costanza. assistant for public liason; Zbign‘eu Brzezinski,
assistant for national security; and Vice-President Mondale.

Jordan and Powell, by far the closest to Carter and his most

L]

1 R. Gorden Hoxie, "Staffing the Ford and Carter
Presidencies,” Presidential Studies Quarterly, Summer 1980,
pPp-384-386.
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trusted political advisors, quickly emerged as the chief

spokes. His role ill-deftned. Jordan became the resident
grand strategist, mapping out tactics for legiSIative
efforts and policy initiatives, Horking with the range of
White House assistants, Jordan performed a balancingfact for
the president, supplying advice based on his involvement
with different actors, Jordan became the unofficial
authority for assistknts with such disparate
responsibilities as Appointments Secretary Tim Kraft and
liason Frank Moore. )

.As more memorandums were routed through his office and
his reputation as the chief political advisor grew, Jordan
also became a key bridge for support groups outside the
White House, including leading Jewish organizations.2
Powell, while never a principal conduit for Jewish contact,
was perhaps the adviser most sensitive to the president's
political fortunes; as such he became a principal in
discussions about the Middle East as it became a focus of
the president's attention in the middle of 1978. As is noted
below, however, the political wing of.the White House only
had intermittent in;olvement with foreign policy questions
during the early period.

On the surface, Jordan's role as 'master strategist

seemed to provide a sense of coherence to an administrative

network that could lack coordination. His growing role was

2 See Haynes Johnson, In the Absence of Power (New York:
Viking, 1980), Chapter One. Also, Interview with Morris J.
Amitay, former executive director of the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee; 28 February 1985, Washington, DP.C.
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seen as a counterweight to the danger that the President

migHt receive an impressionistic smattering of advice or
could not coordinate different arms of the White House. As
Carter's first year of domestic policy bore out, however,
coordination was hardly tﬁe watchword at the White House --
as the administration aborted initiatives om government
reorganization, tax reform, welfare reform, to name just a
few, But matters were even worse for Mideast questions,
which remained almost completely outside Jordan's purview,.
For most of 1977, Jordan received little, if any, of the
paper flow from Brzezinski to Carter; he did not even sit in
on many foreign policy discussions, Jordan's involvement in

4

Mideast policy was minimal at the outset and only increased

after Carter had suffered political damage in the communitﬁ.

Thus, the president'g chief political advisor af the outset
had' to 'play a reactive, not predictive, role on the
political handling of Mideast questions; even théugh he
became a Ehieé conduif for Jewish leaders, he remained only
peripheral to the process. for most of the first year. Thus

Jewish leaders were able to have access to the inner circle

of presidential advisor’nd still have remarkably limited




influence on the formation of polfcy.3 This dichotomy of

substantial outside contact but 1little 1inside 1influence
(during the early period) carried over beyond Powell and
Jordan., Prominent Jews in the Carter organization, who could
have provided additional contacts to the community, were
also shut out from the policy discussion. Eizenstat,
respécted.as a bril}iant domestic advisor and known to be a
strong supporter of Israel 1in the administration, was
consulted only intermittently @by Ca?ter during the earlf
period. 4 Lipshutz was not knowledgeable at all on: Israeli
affairs and was hardly ever inclined to use his potentially
influential position to convey apprehension in the Jewish

community. "He views the Jewish community and its problems

3 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984, Washington, D.C.
Siegel was Hamilton Jordan's Deputy Assistant for Policy
Analysis -- his political deputy. He took on the additional
role of liason to the Jewish community after March 1977, and
he resigned from the White House in March 1978 over
disagreements concerning the proposed sale of advanced
fighter planes to Saudi Arabia. I rely heavily on his
insights for an inside view of the White House policy-making
process, Despite the risk that his views may reflect those
of a somewhat disgruntled and bitter adviser, I have chosen
to accept most of his analysis because his assessment seems
consistent with general descriptions of Carter's style as
related by administration loyalists. Also, much of the
factual information about the process inside the White House
is not in written sourceg, and I assumed that on factual
questions (ie, who spoke to whom, when did x meeting happen,
what was Jordan's advice, etc,) Siegel's account could be
trusted. Third, and perhaps most compelling, Siegel's
insights in my interview are consistent by those in his
interview with the Columbia Oral History Project, led by Dr.
Judith Goldstein, Three out of the four of Goldstein's
separate interviews with Siegel were made before he resigned
-- and were barred from public viewing until the late 1990s.
Mr. Siegel allowed me access to these records. Thus they
bear out the same attitudes as those expressed to me -- and
he was still a member of the administration, :

4 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat, 11 August 1984, -
Washington, D.C.

49




very much like a southern Christian views the northeastern
establishment. He haa. suspicions, he has a narrow,

"3 noted Rabbi Alexander

parochial, limited perception,
Schindler, chairman of the President's Conference dﬁring
Carter's period of intense involvement in thezniddle East.
noted. Also, Walter Mondale, an important connection to
Hubert Humphrey's base of support in the Jewish community;
by all accounts, seems to have been the most sensitive of
any of Carter's high advisers to damaging support in the
Jewish community. -Though he overstated the dichotomy and
meant it as s jibe to Mondale, Brzezinski noted in his
memoirs that, "Carter rarely, if ever, thought of foreign
policy in éerms of domestic politics, while Mondale rarely,
if ever, though of it othervise.'6 However, at the outset,
he, like Powell, had limited involvement on ideast
questions; in the pre-1978 period, he had a reputal‘. for a

willingness to criticize Israel, but this dissipated as

Carter's problems with the community increased.

5 Interview with Rabbi Alexander Schindler, chairman of the
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish
Organizations, on December 22, 1977; by Dr., Judith
Goldstein. Columbia Oral History Project, Ethnic Groups and
American Foreign Policy. P. 21 of transcript. It should also

be noted that the liason office itself in the White House,
run first by Costanza, and later by Anne Wexler, were not
involved with Jewish community affairs. Contacts with the
White House were more informal, going through Mondale,
Eizenstat, Jordan, Official Jewish liasons worked out of
either Jordan's office (Mark Siegel) or maintained separate
offices in the White House (Edward Sanders and Alfred
Moses).

6 Zbigniev Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the
National Security Adviser 1977-1981, (New York: Farrar,

Straus, Giroux, 1983),p.35.
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In addition to the general aloofness of the paltfical
wing from policy discussions, Jewish leaders also had fé
contend with an administration predisposed not to pay
obeisance to traditional Democratic politics -- éarter'i
notion that his victory was .a harbinger of a new Democratic
coalition was clearly viewed in the Hhité House as more than
campaign rhetoric, Carter dismantled GCerald Ford's elaborate

liason structure, arguing that his policies were going to be

arrived at openly, "There was a deliberate decision not to ¢

have a Jewish desk as such, or any ethnic desk” early in the

administration, Mark Siegel noted.7 Siegel, a former member

of Hubert Humphrey's staff who was known to have the most

extensive ties to the Jewish 1leadership of any senior
advisor, was Jordan's political deputy but did not even deal
with the Jewish community at the outset. "There were no
ethnic desks at that point. An ethnic desk is not just a
physical thing, it's a mind-set. So there wasn't even that
mind-set,"S !

Carter's decision not td® have an ethnic desk posed a
severe problem for Jewish leaders seeking to influence the
initial policy discussion: the lack of an obvious focal
point for communicating the "Jewish view," however diverse
the view, meant that no single advisor was getting an
assessment of Carter's overall popularity in the Jewish

community.. Jewish leaders faced an ideological wall

difficult to scale; their views were not taken as seriously

7 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984, Washington, D.C.
8 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,
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as they would have been by a more traditional politician,
Organizational remedies would be aftenpced within the
administration, but problems in communication and
coordination would persist; rather than correct the root of
the problem -- unnecessary confrontation -- Carter would
adopt an easier, and less effective, "quick-fix" approach of
tinkering with the flow chart of the decisionmaking process.

WHICH JEWISH LOBBY? The term "Jewish lobby" conjures an

iunge‘hf a unified structure in Washington repréaéncing the
interests and views of all American Jews, Congressmen who
have ever challenged Jewish activists on, for 'example.
leveis of U.S. aid for Israel, have often described the"
lobby as a monolithic, pervasive power that can coordinate a
response from Jews around the nation.9 This description,
however, is only partly accurate, While capable of
remarkably coordinated action and connected to extensive
grass roots oéganizations around the country, the lobby is
hardly the unified behemoth deapribea\by its detractors. Nor
can it be said to‘represent accuraﬁely the views of all of
the nation':‘ six million Jews. There are, 1in fact, some
three dozen national Jewish organizations which spend at
least some time 1obbying on behalf of Israel-related issues,

Fewer than ten people in Washington are formally registered

9 A good treatment of Jewish pressure on Congress during the
early Carter administration is in The Wall Street Journal,
"Israeli Lobby in U.S. gains repute for zeal and
overzealousness,” July 5, 1977, p.1l. Also good is William
Lanocuette, "The Faces of the Jewish Lobby in America,”
National Journal, May 13, 1978.




o Different organizations also

-
represent a range of political views among Jews, from a very

lobbyists " for Israel.

liberal, accommodationist view concerning Israel's peace
efforts, to hard-line support reluctant to engage in aﬁ}
kind of criticism of Israel's pdliéiea, At the same time,
the comﬁunity is hardly atomized; umbrella organizations do
provide opportunities E&r formal cpordination.of rq;%urcel.
Further, formal structures are n#t always necessary because
organizations will often agree on positions without
conferring. For example, on issues such as foreign aid,
organizations need littlg formal consultation to agree on a
common position. | |

Jewish organizattqns are separated by the focus of
the?r activity: some concentrate their activitigs in
‘Congress -- where aid levels are the central topic of debate
-- while others Corgeg the White House, which centers more
on resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict. At the same
time, mo major Jewish 1lobbying organization limits its
target completely. In short, an accurate picture of the
Jewish 1lobby in Washington would shov a multi-faceted,
politically diverse, roughly coordinated body of activists
who wield considerable influence in different segments of
the Jewish community, and who can apply formidable pressure
on a small range of basic points on which they agree.
However, despite the c¢community's diversity, it is possible

to identify principal actors within the 1obby.’Before we can

10 U.S. News and World Report, "Israel's Potent Lobby Faces
Biggest Test,"” March 27, 1978, p.25.
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examine the relationship between the community and the
-administration, we need a more specific sense of who  in
American Jewry did most of the talking.

The best known organized Jewish lobbying organization
is the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAé).
which coﬁcantrltel its efforts on Capital Hill' and the
debate over aid levels for Isrsel. Led during the Carter
administration by Morris J. Amitay, AIPAC nominally draws
{ts strength from its 15,000 members (now over 50,000) aeand
its budget of about $§750,000. However, much of its influence
comes from informal contacts with Jewish leaders around the
country and many non-Jews who are considered "friends of

Israel.'ll

They may be called on to contact representatives
directly when 1important 1legislation comes up for vote.
Within 72 hours, AIPAC cen mobilize thousands of people to
write telegrams or call kef congressmen or the White House
to pressure for the "right" vote or the "right" policy
statement. As is noted later, this happened quite often at
the Carter White House. In addition, AIPAC had close ties
with an informal group of congressional staffers who were
proeIl;;el #- including top advisers to Senators Henry
Jackson, (D-Wash.); Jacob Javits, (D-N.Y.); and Clifford
Case, (R-N,J,); and of course, Hubert Humphrey, (D-Minn.).

* <
Because of the range of AIPAC's influence, Amitay also had

-
easy access to senior advisers in the White House., Amitay's

11 A good outline of the major Jewish lobbying organizations
can be found in Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report,
"Israel Lobby: A Strong But Nebulous Force," August 30,
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principal contacts were Walter Mondale, Hamilton Jordan,
Mark Siegel, and, later in the administration, Edward
Sanders and Alfred Moses (liasons to the Jewish

conmunity).lz

The maséutnportant Jewish 1obbyi;g organization to deal
directly with the White House 1is the Conference of
Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizationu. known
simply as the Presidents' Conference. It was founded in 1955
in response to a request by Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, who did not have time to see leaders of individual
organizations. An umbrella body of 32 of the 1leading
national Jewish organizations, the Presidents' Conference
was chaired by Rabbi Alexander Schindler during Carter's
term, Schindler, the leader of the nation's Reform Jewish
congregations, communicated to the White House policy
statements approved by the entire conference, thus giving
the president the unified view of many, if not most, leading
Jeuiih activists,

The conference includes most of the principal national
Jewish organizations: AIPAC, Bnai Brith and its Anti-
Defamation League (500,000 members), Haddassah (the world's
largest volunteer vomens' organization), the conservative
World Zioninst Organization, nnd’the liberal American Jewish
Congress. The chairman of the group communicates not views
of individual members, but an agreed-upon pélicy approved by

the collective body. -Itl 'chair-anahip rotates among the

12 Interview with Morris J. Amitay, 28 February 1985,
Washington, D.C,.




member organizations. During the Carter presidency,
Schindler would acquire a reputation as a conciliator,
someone who sou;ht to soften occasionally harsh wordslf:ém
the White House while avoiding & showdown between American
Jews and Carter.13

The last major Jewish organization with connections to
the White House was the somewhat elitist American Jewish
Committee. The committee, founded at the turn ;E the century
by leaders of the affluent German Jewish community, is not a
member of the Presidents' Conference. Its ﬁ0.0bO members
include wealthy llvyer;. doctors, and businessmen., (Alfred
Moses, Carter's liason to the Jewish community late in the
administration, was an officer of the AJC national board and
a prominent lawyer in the Hashingtﬁn law firm of Covington
and Burling.) Hyman Bookbinder, the Washington lobbyist of
the AJC since 1967, said the group's independence gives it
freedom of action; his ties in the administration were the
same as those of Schindler and Amitay: Mondale, Jordan,
Eizenstat, the successive Jewish liasons, and occasionally

Robert Lipshutz.la

13 William Lanouette, "The Many Faces of the Jewish Lobby in
America," National Journal, 13 May 1978, pp.752-753. Also
see Edvard Bernard Glick, The Triangular Connection:
America, Israsel, and American Jews, (London: George Allen &
14 Lanouette, National Journal, 13 May 1978, p.754. It is
important to note the nature of the evidence that will be
use to cite influence of the Jewish lobby. While such
publications as the Near East Report -- AIPAC's official
nevwsletter -- give are a convenient source for the public
positions of a key pressure group, much of the communication
between the lobby and the administration is private and
informal, Therefore, much of my information is drawn from
interviews and memoirs of the principal actors,
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CARTER'S OPENING STRATEGY IN THE MIDDLE EAST. The

peculiar structure of the White House organization made it
likely that Jewish leaders would haQe considerable access
without necessarily having much dinfluence, This problem
might not have proved so worrisome to American Jews if
Carter had firm pro-Israel leanings when he entered office
or was at least conversant with Middle East affairs, As
Georgia governor, however, Carter had very limited cantfct
with Middle East affairs. While he said all the politically
correct statements during his campaign, he entered the White
_Houue largely a "tabula rasa,” as Mark Siegel described it.
That tabula rase would eventually be filled in largely by
Zbigniew Brzezinski, who would become Carter's chief
educator on Middle East affairs and, indeed, foreign policy
in general. An examination of Carter's initial views on the
Middle East gives a sense of the mind-set the Jewish lobby
was up against at the very start of the administration, as
well as the obstacles the political wing of the
administration faced.

Jimmy Carter had been to Israel while governor of
Georgia in 1973 and had met Golda Meir. Mark Siegel, then
working at the Democratic National Committee, recalls that
Carter came back from that trip extremely hard-line; he said
Israel could never give up the Golan Heights and “he
understood the security concerns of keeping the West

=15

Bank. Pointing to marginal Arab political strength in the

15 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,
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South and to Carter's religtdus affinity for tHe Holy Land,
Hodding Carter noted that "like all Southern politicians,

16 However it was

Jimmy Carter was 100 per cent on Israel.
clear to Siegel that these "were not long-held views," nor
were they born of extensive expo’ure to the area. Jody
;uuell agreed that the trip to Isff?l had little bearing on
Carter's long-range thinking; the .trip was wuseful for a
potential candidate because "it would be good to say you had
been to Israel"” but the trip was sponsored by pro-Israel
supporters in the U.S. and "anybody in public life tends to
be wary of sell jobs.'17

Carter himself dates his public position on the Middle
East to May or June 1975, when he made a speech at a public
meeting in Tokyo. Touching on the need for respect for
Palestinian rights, he "made a very strong statement
basically along the lines that I adopted when I was in the

White House.‘la

However, Carter's views remained 1largely
unsettled in his mind until after his victory in November,
when he decided that the Mideast would be an area of primary
concern to his administration. Carter's assertion of pro-
Israel support during the campaign was born of 1limited
knowledge about the issue; he was simply following :fandard

Democratic rhetoric. There was 1little passion ¢to his

remarks; indeed, the only passion in Carter's platform

16 Interview with W. Hodding Carter III, 27 July 1984;.
American Enterprise Institute, Washington, D.C.

17 Interview with Jody Powell, 14 August 1984; Washington,
D.C.

18 Interview with former President Jimmy Carter, 22 October
1984; Princeton University, Princeton, N.J.
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seemed to be in his human rights policy, which would come
into conflict with Carter's initial, but vague, percéptions
about the Arab-Israeli conflict.

As Jimmy Carter began to formulate a substantive policy
on the Mideast, he supplanted this superficial assessment of
the conflict with a reasoned, scientific analysis. His style
of decisionmaking -- a <cold, rational, problem-solving
approach., Through this approach to probleds -- wusually
devoid of political calculations -- Carter came to largely
accept the views of his chief educator on the Mideast
question, Zbigniew Brzezinski. Carter took to the problem
the way a former engineer from the Navy would (Carter's
training and its influence on his political style is treated
in the last chapter)., He described his method of attacking
difficult problems:

The exact procedure is derived to some degree from

my scientific or engineering background, I like to

first study all the efforts that have been made .

«s+ to bring together ideas from as wide or

divergent points of view as possible, to

assimilate them personally or with a small staff

+++ I make a general decision about what should be

done 1involving time schedules, necessity for

legislation, executive acts, publicity to be

focussed on the issue, Then I like to assign task
forces to work on different aspects of the
problem, and I 1like to be personally involved so

that I know the thou*Bt processes that go into the

final decisions...."

Carter, was obsessed with understanding the details of a

problem, paring it down until the bare bones of the issue

lay before him -- and then proposing sweeping changes, not

19 Laurence E, Lynn, Jr., and David deF. Whitman, The
President as Policymaker: Jimmy Carter and Welfare Reform,
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 198l1), p.262.
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incremental reforms. Né where in his thinking did he make a
point of selling it to specific groups .of supporfers.
Rather, he felt most comfortable evaluating a problem in
private, finding "the" answer, and‘ then 1e§ting the plan
sell itself through its own common sense and rightness. Much
of his wariness of interest groups lay in his very affinity
for "comprehensive solutions” -~ a familiar phrase in the
Carter vocabulary?: (During the campaign, Carter repeatedly
expréssed his preference for an "overall settlement.racher

than resume Mr, Kissinger's step-by-step approach.'zo

); only
overall solutions served the public interest in Carter's
view and they were inevitably opposed by private interests
with more limited concerns and desires to deflect public
awareness.ZI Paired with his inclination not to woo
interest groups, Carter's methodical decisionmaking style
beckoned for a clear, seemingly-nonpartisan analysis of the
conflicg conveyed by a trusted, dispassionate educator (in
the sense of not being wedded to a special interest). He
found his mentor in Zbigniew Brzezinski, whom he had met
during their days on the Trilateral Commission in 1973. It
was Brzezinski, far more than Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance, who influenced Carter's thinking on the issue.z2 More

importantly, Carter's confrontationalist style was . taken

from Brzezinski, who was known to favor applying "U.S.

20 U.S. News and World Report, 26 July 1976, p.l8.

21 Jimmy Carter, Why Not The Best?, (Nashville: Broadman
Press, 1975), pp.89-92.

22 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984. Also interview
with Hodding Carter, 27 July 1984; Washington, D.C.




leverage"” to foster a peace settlement, and was continually

advising Carter to display toughness and resoluteness, above
all else.23 The document that shaped Carter's early thinking
was a Brookings Report on the Arab-Israeli conflict, "Toward
Peace in the Middle East,"” authored principally by
Brzezinski and William Quandt in 1975, along with prominent
American Jews. The report argued for a Palestinian "entity"
on-the West Bank in.affiliation with Jordan, with assurances
for Israeli security. Palestinian rights had to be respected
and fulfilled, the document wrote, noting that this
stability was in Israel's long termuinterest. Finally, the
document concluded an "activist" U.S., foreign policy was
necessary to bfing a "comprehensive solution" to the
conflict.za Consistent with study's recommendations, Carteg
would seek a reconvening of the Geneva Middle East
Conference started by Henry Kissinger during his shuttle
diplomacy after the October 1973 war. "The Brookings study

became Carter's bible for the Middle East in the early part

of the administration... he read it before January 1977,

23 Alexander Schindler recalls Brzezinski justifying the
imposition of a peace agreement on governments too weak too
accept them: "(He said) if a government is too weak to
effect its good judgement for domestic reasons, then we have
to impose and give that country's leadership the excuse
which they need in order to sell a program to their people.”
Quoted in interview with Schindler, Codumbia Oral History
Project, p. 10 of transcript,

24 Specifically, the report said: "We believe that, in
exchange for the assured establishment of peaceful relations
with its neighbors and suitable security.arrangements,
Israel should and would agree to withdraw to the June 5,
1967 lines, with only such minor modifications as might be
mutually accepted.” Quoted in The American Jewish Year Book
1979, (New York: American Jewish Committee, 1980), p.121,
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recalled Eizenstat, who was Carter's Isagps/Coordinator
e

during the presidential campaign.25 This growing bélief in a
need for Israeli withdrawl, sEbject to several
preconditions, meshed with Carter's human rights ideas; "his
own civil rights and human rights concepts ‘'were stirred on -
the Palestinian situation, He had a .sensitivity to the
underdog and their disenfranchisement."26 As Carter wrote in
_hii memoirs, "To dény these rights was an 1indefensible
position for a E}ee and democratic society, and I promised
to do my best to seek resolution of.problems like these, no
matter where they might be fdund.'z7

After digesting the Brookings réport in late 1977,
Carter seems to have begun a slow change {n his tone 1in
‘evaluating the problem. While during the campaign he
stressed the need for Isreseli security, - this would 5e
supplanted by language more "even-handed" -- the latter term
is a State Department buzzword interpreted by most Jewisﬁ
leaders to mean a tilt away from support for Israel. Israeli
withdrawl to pre-1967 borders "with minor modifications" and
recognition of Palestinian "legitimate rights" was necessary
-- 1less emphasis Ha@ placed on a need for “defensiblé_

borders"” or acceptance of U.N. Resolution 242 by the P.L.O.

_25Interview with Stuart Eizenstat, 16 August 1984;

' WashingtongsD.C. :

26 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat, 16 August 1984;
Washington, D.C.

27 Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President, (New
York: Bantam Books, 1982), p.277.
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"as a basis for future negatiutions.'za In this murky area

W

of diplomacy, the choice of words sends tremendously

i

Mbawerful‘;ijgnals to all the major actors. It was more a

change of emphasis than a change in policy that upset Jewish

leaders. While Jewish ‘leaders might have been upset by the
report's language, its notion of withdrawl from territory in
exchange for peace was consistent with U.N. Resolution 242

which 1Israel accepted. Carter had made 1little, if any,

substantive change in previous U.S. policy that would -
alienate the community. But it was that subtle shift toward

a combative vernacular that would court confrontation with

the Jewish copmuﬁity in 1977. Carter's belief that he had

sl e S P S e i el i o

found the right way to view the problem, his disregard for

SR RIS

interest groups, and his distaste for politics would

éncourage a stylistic change that discouraged Jewish
leaders. Thus in January 1977, the strong, but amorphous
Jewish lobby in Washington had to contend with an

administrative structure that militated against their having

influence, as well as a President who was being educated to |

28 Resolution 242, passed in the Security Council after the
cease fire of the Six Day War in 1967, calls for
"termination of all claims on states of belligerency and
respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence of every i
state in the area and their right to live in peace with {
secured and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts
of force." It also calls for withdrawl from "territories = |
occupied” by armed forces -- notice it doesn't say "the

territories,” thus leaving open the option of boundary
adjustment. In any case, the Resolution stands as an .
implicit recognition of the right of the State of Israel to
exist. At the moment the P.L.0. had not accepted the
document; the second article of the Palestinian National
Charter (the P.L.0.'s constitution) calls for the
destruction of Israel.
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portray a style that would needlessly heighten tensions with
the Jewish community. These two elements were central to the
way policy unfolded in Carter's first year,

AN UNCERTAIN START: JANUAR%,HARCH 1977, Carter wasted

little time 1in sending conflicting Qignals to Jewish
leaders., Cyrus Vance, in leaving for the Mideast in late
January, made a moderate statement urging a return to Geneva
and restating U.S, refusal to speak with the Palestinian
Liberation Organization (P.L.0.) as 1long as it didn't
recoghize Israel or accept Resolution 242, However, Carter
made a number of provdcative moves, On Feb, 17, he cancelled
thqlsale of 250 CBU=-72 cluster bombs which had been promised
to Israel, arguing that the weapons were too extreme to be
sold. A week later, he-blocked the sale of Israeli-made Kfir
C-2 fighter planes to Ecuador (th; U.S. had the right to do
so because the Kfir's engine was American-mude).lAﬂ the same
time, Carter approved an increase in aid to Israel by S$285
million. However, the State Department in mid-February
publically rebuked Israel on the eve of Vance's arrival for
drilling for oil in the Gulf of Suez. There were also leaks
of reports that 1Israel had illegally acquired American
ursnium to develap ‘nuclear Géapéns.zg Jewish 1leaders,

pleased by Vance's statement and the aid decision,

attributed these more disturh{ng statements as a sign of

buresucratic resistance; the Near East Report, AIPAC'S

29 For a gqpf account of principal events in Mideast policy,
see American Jewish Year Book, an annual volume. See section
entitled "United States, Israel, and the Middle East."
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newsletter, noted that the questionable decisions occurred

‘because "U.S. policy in ‘the Middle East seems to reflect
lower-level decision-making without sufficient input from
the top. ... We hope ﬁhat the new ieadership will t-ake up
the reigns of government more firmly -- the sooner, the
better.'30

It was much too éarly in the administration for Jewish
leaders to become concerned by these minor incidents. Two
developments in March 1977, however, stirred serious concern
and reveal much about Carter's attitude domestic politics.
First, Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin met with the president
early in the month, and reiterated Israel's pledge to
incorporate "territorial compromise."” Carter, to the
approval of Jewish leaders, called for "defensible borders"
as part of an}.agreement. However, folloving thé meet{ng.
leaks ¢to the"press were made by "sources close to the
president” saying the meeting had gone badly, and were very
disparaging towards Rabin; the "source" of the comments was
Brzezinski, according to Siege1.31 Shortly after the
meeting, Carter backtracked on his "defensible borders”
statement. and called for- only "minor adjustments" din the
1967 borders; he also went on to describe the extéent of
Israeli presence in a future West Bank entity after
"substantial withdrawl." Israel was greatly ﬁpset by the

statement because it viewed it as an undermining of their

bargaining position. In the parlance of Mideast diplomacy,

30 The Near East Report, editorial; February 16, 1977, p.25.
31 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984.
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this subtle change in wording, coupled with the leaks about
Rabin, marked the beginning of Jewish apprehension about
Carter's Mideast qoursa.az

The next serious jar to Jewish confidence in the Carter
policy came on March 16, 1977, uheh the president, at a town
meeting‘in Clinton, Massachusetts, called for a 'homelan;"
for the Palestinians, recognizing the "legitimate rights” of
the Palestinian people. While this statement was no
different from what Carter had been saying during the
campaign it was the first time a president had called for a
"homeland." The very term was a buzzword for 'stat;: and
leading menbe;a of the Jewish community were extremely
upset. "Therd was a real uproar in the Jévish community
about this first endorsement by an American president for a
Palestinian state. ... People understood it as a Palestinian
state, which would be a thréat to Israel."33

Carter's initial policy seem to have been born of an
intention to challenge the accepted limits of debate -- his
aétions cannot be attributed to unintentional political
insensitivity; Powell says Carter wanted to "shake things

up" at the beginning of his term, and that the "homeland”
réference was psrt-of that éffort3a -- that the president
made his remarks at thé sfme t'Yime that.the P.L.O0.'s ruling
body, the PaIQStine National Council, was meeting 1in Cai;o

was _not seen as accidental., Brzezinski had told Carter that

32 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,

33 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984.

34 Interview with Jody Powell, 14 August 1984; Washington,
D - c - v ;
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the fresident's first year affords him ihe the most leverage
for new initiatives in the Middle East. Carter, at this
point, acceded to the idea that confrontation and
forcefulness ;ould advance the peace process; as far as can
be gathered, he either did not think of: domestic reaction to
his shake up, or didn't care.

In any case, he made nd effort to "retract" the
reference or its perceivéd implicatien. A prominent Jew,
Rita Hauser, a-supporter of Ford in the 1976 election and a
co=-author of the: Brookings  Report, recalls telling
Brzezinski in late March that American Jews might look on
continqed homeland-type rhetoric as a prelude to a betrayal.,
Brzezinski said the president would prefer not to challenge
American Jews, but w;uld dccept a confrontation., Told that a
confrontation was in the offing “if the pre;ident did not
consult more with Jewish 1eader; béfof; aiss;{hg poli;y
statements, Brzezinski responded that "if there was a
confrontation, Carter was prepared to face it down, and that
he would go to the whole American people and explain the
American interest and the Jews had to understand that.“35

.Though Carter seemed to 1lean toward confrontation,
following the fallout after the "homeland" reference, he
appointed Siegel the official Jewish 1liason for the
administration, "Carter at that point said that he realized

the Middle East was a domestic political issue ,.. that if

35 Interview with Rita Hauser, 27 January 1978; by Dr.
Judith Goldstein, Columbia University Oral History Project,
"Ethnic Groups and American Foreign Policy," pp.24-25 of
transcript.
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he was going to succeed on the Middle East he was going to
have to have a close and informed dialogue with the American
Jewish community.... He wanted the community to understand

his poiicies. He kept. stressing that he was a friend, ... a

friend of the Jews and he wanted to trusted.'36 Having been
told by Jordan of his political problems in the community,
Carter.seened at this.point ready to consult, or at 1least
touch base, with the community. However, despite the fact
that iCarter respo:igd to Jordan's political assessment,
despite his belief that Jews would support him if they
"understood” Mis policies, he reverted to a confrontational
style after March 1977. Furthermore, Siegel's new position =
-,honinally a two-way channel betyeen the White House and
the community =-- woul& become a vehicle for selling Carter's
.policy, not consultation. Jordan still remained outside the
Mideast policy loop, thus limiting Siegel's ability to flag
potential disturbances 1in the relationship before they
developed.

Carter's apparent mid-course correction of appointing
Siegel as 1liason to the ngish community was at.  least a
srecognition of his growing political problems. However, what.
did this recognition consist of? It didn't mean that Carter
would incorporate advice from Jewish 1leaders 1into his
thinking. It didn't mean that Carter would try to reform his

style to assuage Jewish fears. The appointment of Siegel was

not an acknowledgment of faulty packaging, and it certainly

36 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,
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was not an apology for using the "homeland” reference. In

fact, its meaning u;s much more limited: simply, Carter
thought that if he explained his policies -- rationally laid
.

them before the community -- Jewish leaders would not dtell
on matters of style or language because it would -be
understood that Carter was not an enemy.37 In short, Carter
did not 1learn from this first encounter with ~Jewish
disapproval that he had to package his initiatives properly
so as not to alienate leaders of the Jewish community. Once
again, his style, coached by - the ever tough-minded
Brzezinski, would turn combative,

'In early April, Carter met Anwar  Sadat for the first
time, and became convinced that the Egyptianl leader was
willing :b be flexible in negotiitigns. In his memoirs,
Carter makes a point of his willingness to forego political
obstacles for the sake of peace: "I tried to convince
(Sadat) that I was willing to face any political risks to

reach a settlement.‘38

Though this could have been simple
posturing, Carter might have been moved to this view by two
perceptions. First, he detected a dichotony between private
and  public statements of Jewish leaders, 'citiné“Jtheir
willingness to discuss terms for peace and accommodation

behind close door339 ; no doubt this sense of division would

37 Siegel, and others, notably Eizenstat and Powell, have
repeatedly observed that Carter's moves at correcting
misperceptions were done despite an abiding dislike for
politics; the point here is that even when Carter seemed to
be acting politically, his aims and motives were hardly
political in a traditional sense. s

38 Carter, Memoirs, p.284.

39 Carter, Memoirs, pp.286-287.
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ha!e given Carter reason to not be as sensitive as he might
to Jewish fears since they wouldn't reflect a firm, vigorous
apprehension. Second, Carter continued to operate on the
notion that his electoral <coalition was different from
traditional Democrats'; in May '1977.. Caddell sent the
president a memorandum outlining & novel political strategy.
Caddell wrote that a new white collar, college educated
middle class was the largest rising group in the population;
fhua traditional blue collar working class politics would no
longer be effective, Carter came to view politics as a
matter.of ieekinj general public and congressional support
for issues 1like controlling inflation and energy policy,
and no longer a matter of buildﬂpg alliances "with a
coalition of politically mobilized social groupings.'qo
AIPAC'S Morris Amitay observed that Carter's unconventional
populist philosophy was believed, wrongly, to be simple
campaign rhetoric: "What | we didn't realize is  how
untraditional a Democrat Carter was., So that even though we
had a lot of access ... there was very little influence
because he just wasn't listening to traditional people with
experience in (thq Mideast). He just seemed to go off on his
own particular Cangeht.'“l

In any case, Carter did not make a serious .effort to
rebuild his political bridges after Clinton, He shook hands

with tiye P.L,0. representative at a reception at the United

40 Amitai Etzioni, "The Domestic Carter: Avoiding Interest
Groups,” Current, February 1979, p.27,.

41 Interview with Morris J. Amitay, 28 February 1985;
Washington, D.C.
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Nations the day after the town meeting -- a breach of U.S.

protocol. After his desultory meetings with Rabin back 1in

March, and hopeful meetings in April with Sadat and King - %
Hussein of Jordan, and Syria's Hafez al-Assad in early May,
Carter seemed to raise fears in the community about the
possibility of an imposed settlement on Israel. Just before
the meeting with Assad, Carter told European journalists: "I
would not hesitate if I saw clearly a fair and equitable
solution to use the full strength of our own country and its -
fpersuasive powers to bring those nations to agreement.'“z
Secretary Vance}tolﬁ reporters in early May that the U.S.

-~

would make fsuggestions 6n all the core {ssues.' ﬁoting that
there was little differenqe between a U.S; peace plan a;d
"suggestions": "Whether you want to call it a compreﬁen#ive
plan or not is a question that gets into semantics. We will
have suggestions on all the <core issues.'a3 Despite
disclaimers that these remarks did not portend an imposed
settlement, Jewish leaders weée not moved, AIPAC's Morris
Amitay wrote that "such denials are not all that convincing,
given 'tﬁe contrary impression left by the original
expressions”; he cited further evidence of a pro-Arab tilt
in a May hnatiqnal © security (Brzezinski) memorandum
recammeﬁding“ that Israe%' no longer be a preferred nation

eligible to receive advanced U,S5. weaponry -- the president

would have to approve a waiver for significant arms sales to

42 Near East Report, May 11, 1977, p.73.
43 Near East Report, May 11, 1977, p.73. -
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Israel on a case-by-case basis.““ In this climate Walter

Mondale's speech in late May to Jewish leaders in San
Francisco to allay their fears failed. Though he assured
leaders that the U.S. will not impose a peace, he was
criticized for his description of Brzezinski's thesis that
'sgcufity arrangements” would be separated from%rrecognized
borders" and allow Israel to withdraw to pre-1967 border;.

The very mention of U.,S. preferences was seeri. to undercut

Israel's bnrgnining position and compromise the U.S. role as

an honest l'.u'caiu‘.'r.&5 The growing threat of' an 1imposed
settlement represented another example of the President's
atylé Qtirring anxiety in the Jewish leadership
unngﬁelsarily. IE was not necessary for the U,S. to
publically announce that it would have its own suggestions
for a peace agreement; and if they had announced it, th;y
could have at least couched in rhetoric stressing }sraeli
security. In short, alienation of Jewish 1leaders did not
come from any quantum leap in policy, but from an ignorance
or an inattention to the effects of its combative, activist
'ltylé. What Carter saw as leverage through forcefulness, the
Jews saw as a real tilt in.basic_tenets of U.S. Policy in
the region. i

June also brought new cause for worry. In a newvs
conference on May 26, Carter raised the idea -- 1long

presumed defungt -—_thht Palegtinians_shduid be.!comﬁkngated

for losses they have suffered," and mistakenly argued that

446 Near East ieport, May 11, 1977, p.73.
45 A-qrtcan Jewish Year Book 1979, p.136.
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UsN. Security Council resolutions mention compensation and

the need for a Palestinian honeland;‘though_clurifications
by State retreated fro; this position, Carter's revival of
even the very idea of compensation "must be viewed as a
blunder of major proportions, The Israeli public, already
justifiably worried over the dangerous 1inconsistencies in
U.S. policy, fears a return to the one-sided, 1957-style

W46

pressure tactics, Amitay wrote, In late June, the State

Department issued a disturbing clarifying statement on U.,S.

poliey in _the Middle East. 'Emphusis was placed not on

Israeli security, but on the need for withdrawl: Resolution

242 "means withdrawl from all three fronts in the Middle

East dispute ,.. the exact borders and security arrangements
. L]

being agreed in negotiations ... without preconditions from

-

an#lside. (To exclude territory) strikes us as contradictory
to the principle of negotiations without preconditions.'“T
Though a seemingly innocuous statement changing little, it
was interpreted as further sign of an impending imposed
settlement -- purely because of the kind of language used.

Again, 1if the political wing had had greater access to
developments in foreign policy, these difficulties might
haQe been flagged down before it was made pubiic.'ﬁowever.
Carter continued to be rekiitaﬁf: furthermore, as is noted

later, foreign policy staffers -- Brzezinski, especially --

entertained a certain hostility toward theg' political

46 Near East Report, June 1, 1977, p.87. .
47 American Jewish Year Book 1979, pp.136-137,
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strategists., It was oﬁly after Jordan's insistence much
later in the year that political aides had greater input.

As Carter prepared to meet the newly elected Prime
Minister of Israel, Henséhem Begin, 1in mid'July. he once
again sought to rally Jewish support to his cause,. Aware of
his political p¥oblems in the community, he sensed that his
success in assuaging Jewish anxiety would help smooth
relations between himself and the right-ving’ﬂegin. “I had
to repair my damaged political base among Israel's American
friends," he |nrt'n:>l'.||!.£IB Carter the pblitician now convinced
Hubert Humphrey in eariy June to support the
administration's policies: "It was neceésgry for someone
outsi?é ny':dministrétioh t; give me public support, There
was one man who was trusted by everyone as a .friend of
Israel, whom I knew to be wise and knowledgeable about the
controversial issues in the Middle East. +s. Hubert

»49 Ca.rter invited Rabbi Schindler and 40 other

Humphrey.
American Jewish leaders to the White House on July 6. He
made impassioned pledges that any Middle East peace would
not threaten Israel's security and that the U.S. would never
impose a settlement.50 The meeting ‘capped a month-long
effort by Carter, Mondale, Lipshutz, Eizenstat and Siegel,

who met with Jewish leaders around the country, to sell the

E,

administration's policy; Carter had not retracted the basic

line of his policy. He was simply changing the language --

48 Carter, p.290.
49 Carter, p.288,
50 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984.
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he thus effected & merely stylistic change, indicating that
his position, if presented properly, would not have been
rejected by American Jewish leade?s. "We've talked too much
about borders gnd haven't talked,.enough about peace," a
White House aide said.51 Schindler, who saw the meeting as a
success, wanted to avoid creating a spirit .of confrontation

on the eve of Begin's meeting with Carter, as well as

counter., efforts to divide the Jewish community before

Begin's -arrivalz "We had heard that there might be; some
attempt to splinter the Jewish community, to find Jews who
agreed -with them ... You can't (splinter the communi.ty)."52
By July 1977, then, Jewish leaders had begun to sense the
administrati9n's confrontational style and believe that it
was emanating not from faceless bureaucrats at State, but
from the inner circle of the Hhite_ﬁouse and the president
himself,

The meéting did reassure many Jewish leaders, but also
cultivated an image of a president who would respond to
pressure: Sol Linowitz, - a prominent Democratic Jewish
lawyer, told Vance that "the word is out in the Jewish
commdnity.that if they press hard enough, the presidént will

"33

yield, This was far from the image the president wished

. s5dji@pFrrt; while he wanted to enlist Jewish support, he saw

himself as merely explaining his own - policies, not

backtracking on existing policy. In fact, at the same time
%

51 Newsweek, "Jimmy woos the Jews," July 18, 1977, p.22,
52 Interview with Alexander Schindler, Columbia Oral
History, p.23 of transcript.

53 BRZEZINSKI, p.97.




as Carter's meeting with Jewish leaders, the president was
also contemplating the effects of a possible break with the
Jewish community; he concluded that it would be too divisive

was not necessary at this stage.“sa Around the same

and
time, he also remarked that he "was willing to lose the

presidency for the sake of genuine peace in the Middle East,

55

and I think he was_sincere; Brzezinski wrote.

Once again Carter had given in to pressure to reach out
to the Jewish community. But, again, this effort did not
endure past the rather harmonious Begin meeting in late
July. Carter's commitment to moving on the Mideast problem
and his disdain for couching his rhetoric ©behind the
appropriate buzzwords put him on a collision course with
American Jews once again, He was no doubt encouraged by his
perception -- an accurate one, too -- that American Jews
were themselves very uncertain about Menachem Begin's
settlemenﬂ ﬁo1icy in the West Bank and support for Israel
seemed less firm than usual for Israeli-Diaspora relations.
"The settlements policy,"” Siegel said, "is seen as an
irritant and an obstacle and that Israeli's white hat is
slqwly tu?ning at least grey and maybe black. i have told
(Jordan and Carter) that in the American Jewish community
there is great ambivalence and differing_ views on the

w36

settlements policy. The route that summer toward the next

e

54 Brzezinski, p.97.
55 Brzezinski, p.97.
56 Integview with Mark Siegel, Columbia Oral History

Project; interview dated 8 -February 1978, by Dr. Judith
Goldstein., P.13 of transcript.
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political bluﬁder, the October 1 communique with the Soviet
Union, indicated that the President was still unwilling to
play "treditional politics.” As Eizenstat observed, "We
%

didn't factor in the politics of his actions except in his
last year, to .the extent that one would think a préaident
would or should., Carter had a disdain for politics., He
almost felt that the process of decision-making was sullied
by politics and were right-and-wrong deeisions.'s7

American-Israeli tension grew over the summer as Begin
endorsed the building of settlements on the West Bank.,
Carter said the construction caused "deep concern” to the
government and had "always been characterized by our
government, by me and my predecessors, as an illegal
action." Extention of economic and:social service to the
West Bank also brought a harsh U.S. response: the State
Department said these "unilateral illegal acts in
territories presently under Israeli occupation create
obstacles to constructive negotiations."58

These statements, while causing foreboding among
American Jews, probably were inevitable sources of conflict
for the U.,S, and Israel; it was however, Carter's choice to
communicate these views in public and not through a private
backchannel._Scill. Carter's statements cannot be faulted

teoo much, since conflict with the community over the

settlements was likely. Disturbing statements from Carter

57 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat, 16 August 1984;
Washington, D.C.
58 American Jewish Year Book 1979, p.139.
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came in the form ot perceived overture to the P.L.0O. Carter

said he "would immediately commence plans" to talk with the

P.L.O. if it recognized Israel’'s right to exist:

Deliberately vague in the past about U.S. reaction to a

change in the P,L.O.'s official pledge to destroy Israel,

the new clarity was interpreted as a dangerous signal --
59

that Carter was actually flirting with the P,L.O,

OCTOBER 1977: THE AUTUMN OF DISCONTENT. The major

political blunder regarding American Jews in Carter's first
year was the announcement of a joint Soviet-American
communique on October 1, 1977, following meetings 1in Eew
York at the beginning of the General Assembly's session.
Innocuous enough on its face, the communique called for the
resumption of joint superpower efforts to get back to Geneva
and identified key issues for the conference: "withdrawl of
Israeli armed forces frbm territories occupied in 1967
conflict; the resolution of the Palestinian question,
including insuring the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people; termination of the state of war and establishment of

60 Lorst of all, the communique

normal peaceful relations,.
made no mention of Resolution 242 as a basis for the Geneva
talks -- this omission was deemed not just a breach of
protocol, but a sign of an impending swing in established
U.S. policy.

The communique, to the surprise of the administration,

caused an uproar in the Jewish community with an intensity

59 Near East Report, August 10, 1977, p.1l31, "
60 American Jewish Year Book 1979, p.l44, *
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not yet seen during Carter's tenure. Jews were first of all
outraged by the prospect of bringing the Sovietf into a veto
position over the conference, Second, leaders were
distressed by a subtle shift from the mention of supporting
the legitimate "interests" . to the "rights” of the
Palestinian people; and an invitation ta "all parties in the
conflict" to participate at Geneva -- giving an option to
radical states such as S;ria to come to the bargaining
table, AIPAC mobilized Congressional supporters to lobby the
administration, while the White House received 3500

telegrams within three days of the ststement.61 Schindler

said the communique seemed "an abandonment of America's
historic commitment to the security and survival of Israel,”
"a shocking about-face" to the President's pledge to seek a
settlement that recognized Resolution 242 as 1its I:m:s'i.s..f'2
Everyone from AFL-CIO chief George Meany to Senators Dole,
Jackson and Moynihan issued public protests; Jackson even
hinted that the agreement might lead to the stationing of
Russian troops in the region. Mark Siegel sees this act as
the catalyst for sincere distrust of Jimmy Carter's ultimate
goals:
From this point on Jimmy Carter uas'going to be
badly distrusted in the Jewish community. The
burden of proof had shifted to Jimmy Carter to
prove that he should be trusted again. And he
never could. No matter what he did, he could not
regain that trust and confidence. Bringing the

Soviets back 1into the process, giving radical
states like Syria effective veto power, boxing

61 Interview with Mark Siegel, Columbia Oral History
Project, p.33.
62 American Jewish Year Book 1979, p.l45.
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moderate states 1like Egypt by bringing the

radicals at the same table -- all of that, one,

made peoplf think the prfaidﬁgf was incompetent,

and two, distrust his motives.

The political fallout from the communique produced
another alteration in the White House organization. "It
establishéd Hamilton Jordan as an integral part of the
foreign policy loop.... Suddenly all foreign policy had to
looped through Hamilton., And that became very important as
we went through Panama, ISALT. the entire Middle East
process."64 Finally, the White House had established not
only a 1liason to the community,. but a mechanism for
anticipating crises. Siegel notes that there were ways of
selling the communique to the President's conference, if
they had been brought in a few days before it was announced:
"If you had to sell it after it hit in a very negative way,
you couldn't sell it. There were some, I suppose, positive
things you could say about it and we tried. But after the
fact, it was useless.'65

What did the change in the organization mean? Again,
there was less than met the eye. It meant that inadvertent
political blunders -- as the communique seemed to be --
would be caught in time., It did signal a_period of greater
attention to domestic political support. But this interval

did not last long. First, hostility from the foreign policy

wing worked against the political wing's complete

63 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984; Washington,
D.C.

64 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984,

65 Interview with Siegel, 31 July 1984,
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involvement.66 Second, there was a growing sense in the
administration that conflict with the community was
inevitable and that it was useless to appease them -- this
sen;iment emerged in early 1978, when the jet sale to Saudi
Arabia was proposed.

CARTER RETREATS, BUT DOESN'T REGROUP. Carter was taken

completely by surprise by the uproar in the Jewish community
and no one in the political wing knew about the communique -
- not Siegel, not Jordan. In an effort to repa¥r what had
clearly become a statement far more important than it was
intended to be, the administration issued a retraction or
"clarification” of the communique jointly with the Israeli
government a few days later., Following Carter's speech at
the U.N. on Oct. 4, a joint statement noted that Resolutions
242 and 338 remained the baéis for Geneva and that
"acceptance of ‘the joint U.S.-U.S.S.R. statement of October
1, 1977 ... is not a prerequisite for the reconvening and

67 In addition to the

conduct of the Geneva Conference.
clarification, Secretary of State Vance organized a meeting

of Jewish leaders for mid-October; Vance tried to play down

66 Siegel tells of a confrontational meeting between
Brzezinski, Jordan, Eizenstat, himself, and Israeli
ambassador Simcha Dinitz after the communique came out. The
meeting was confrontational, but not with Dinitz on one side
and the administration on the other, "The confrontation was
Simcha, Hamilton, Me, Stu (Eizenstat) versus Brzezinski., A
good deal of the administration was lining up with Israel in
outrage about (the communique)." Also, following Sadat's
trip to Jerusalem in November, Brzezinski was reportedly
outraged that the political wing was even invited to a
meeting to discuss the policy implications of Sadat's visit,.
Interview with Siegel, 31 July 1984.

67 Quoted in American Jewish Year Book 1979, pp.l46-147.
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the significance of communique, pointing out that the

Soviets had already been involved in the peace process. In
any case, Jewish leaders saw the meeting as another sign
that the administration could be pressured: "The political
arm said to the foreign policy arm, 'You are not handling
the Jewish community right, you'd better explain things to
them, you've got to sell your program.'ﬁa Though the
clarification reassured the Israelis of American intentions,
American Jews were not completely put at ease, Carter
continued to talk of the need for a Palestinian "entity"” on
the West Bank, raising fears once again that he would
counten;nce formation of a Palestinian state on the West
Bank. The State Department asserted that there was more than
a semantic difference between "state" and "entity,"™ but
Jewish lobbyists continued to remain skeptical in light of
Carter's record; the Near East report noted that Carter's
call for a homeland back in March Had been followed by
declarations for an "entity," as well as brief flirtation
with fhe P.L.O.69 In any case, Jewish leaders remained very
skeptical into late 1977.

Carter saw Geneva slipping away. He was incredulous
about the community's reaction to what he saw as a rather
routine document containing 1little that was new., Yet,

despite his political difficulties, Carter still was slow to

admit that his approach to the Mideast had not been

68 Interview with Alexander Schindler, Columbia Oral History
Project.
69 Near East Report, October 19,1977,p.179.
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politically astute. His diary records his frustration over

politics obstructing the peace process: "Senator Byrd-
called, concerned about the Middle East question being a
partisan issue &and not having enough support for my
position. He told me there was a lot of quiet majority
support, and I told him my problem was that it was too
quietl"70 At a meeting in late November between Carter and
Jewish leaders, it was clear that the president was firm in
adhering to his public criticism of the settlement policy.
and those attending came away satisfied that Carter would at
71

least talk to Jewish leaders on the subject,

SADAT'S VISIT TO JERUSALEM. The road to GCeneva took a

sharp and irrevocable detour in November 1977, when Anwar
Sadat travelled to Jerusalem, thus paving the way to
bilateral talks between Egypt and Israel. Thougﬁ at first
unsure of whether the Sadat trip was a positive development,
by late December, the U.S, had decided to abandon Geneva in
favor of encouraging the new peace talks. Mindful of Begin's
intransigence on the settlement question as well as his
formidable skills as a negotiator, Carter no doubt realized
that the American Jewish community could be wuseful in
mollifying Begin, lobbying for moderation, in short
conveying U.S. intentions through a friendly and trusted

channel. In short, given the tenuous nature of the Egyptian-

70 Quoted in Carter, Memoirs, pp.295-296. .

71 The dinner included the president of Bnai Brith, Ed

Sanders, then president of AIPAC, and future senator Frank

Lautenberg, from the United Jewish Appeal. Interview with

Siegel, Columbia Oral History Project, p.21 of transcript,
LY
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Israeli talks, Carter would have done well to woo domestic
Jewish support not only to add strength to his bargaining
position with Israel, but also to smooth the negotiations
themselves. Instead, Carter embarked on a course that
alienated the Jews to a point beyond recovery.

SAUDI ARABIA AND THE FIGHT FOR F-15s. The proposal to

sell advanced fighter planes to Saudi Arabia had been on the
drawing board since May 1977, but Carter decided in late
1977 to push ahead on the sale of the F-15, the most
aiganced offensi;e fighter plane in the U.S. arsenal, to the
Sa;di kingdom., The Saudis were using the jet sale to test
American seriousness about wanting closer ties; Carter also
felt that the Saudis could use their financial clout to help
broker a Mideast peace agreement. Powell said the help of
the Saudis was crucial to achieving an overall settlement of
the Arab-Israeli conflict in Carter's view,-and thus the
president would brook no opposition to this seemingly
unnecessary sideshow - which would certainly court
opposition.72

Siegel, the liason to the Jewish community, was not
.informed of the decision tﬁ sell the pisnes until early
February 1978, He submitted a "political memo to Hamilton
and got a merit memo back"; that is, he described the
potential for political fallout in the'community and got

back a justification for the need for the sale. Jordan said

that the sale could not be delayed, though the president is

13

72 Inte;vieu with Jody Powell, 16 Augyhzahﬁﬁh.
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‘congress blocked the

'abjtractly aware of some of the potential political risks."
Siegel was incredulous: "Why on earth, if I was so specific,
why ii’he abstractly aware of some political risks. There
was no answer to that."™ The president, once again, was
willing to accept political damage, damage that Siegel had
told the President was inevitable if he pushed for the sale.
"They have touched the rawest of all nerves and that is the
basic security of Israel, They are arming Israel's enemies
flat out. I don't think (the damage between the President
and the Jewish community) is reparable.'73

The sale of advanced planes to Saudi Arabia marks a
crucial turning point for the Carter administration in two
different respects. First, it marked an almost complete
breakdown in friendly communication between the leaders of
the Jewish community. Never again would relations Dbe
comfortable; even after the communique, leaders were still
inclined to at least trust the president not to en&anger
Israeli secufity. For Jewish 1leaders, the F-15 sale was
Carter's rubicon., In a move that only heightened the
hostility, Carter announced in late February that he would
withdraw proposed sales of F-16s and F-15s to Israel 1if
“sale to the Saudis. AiPrEQ?a;ewsletter
summed up the sentiment of Jewish leaders: ".,.. the United
States is backing away from an earlier commitment to Israel.

How can the Carter administration expect Israel to trust

future U.S. assurances when past ones are so easily

73 Interview with Mark Siegel, Columbia Oral History
Project, Interview dated 8 February 1978, pp.31-32,
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repudiaced.'7“ Though it ev¥entually passed over stiff

opposition in Congress -- withA;;:e leading supporters of
Israel, such as Sen., Abraham Ribicoff (D-Conn.), voting for
the package -- the sale symbolized a permanent distance that
now lay between Jewish leaders and the administration., "It
showed you were putting your money on the Saudis, your
giving the best of American technology.'75 Amitay observed.
The second significant development was an apparent
cﬁange in the basic political calculations of Carter's close
advisers. Throughout most of 1977, the administration had
been careful to reach out to the community, convinced that
it would win their support if sufficiently lobbied. The jet
sale seems to have marked the point where the administration
all but gave up any real hope =-- until after the spring of
1979 -- of courting the Jewish vote. As 1is noted below,
Carter used Siegel to explain the sale to the community, but
within the White House, key advisers were doubtful if Jews
were ever going to go back to the Carter camp. As Siegel
told an interview coﬁfidentiaily in February 1978: "Now the
President and Hamilton might determine very soon that the
community is 'farfaln' to use éhe_ Yiddish word. That is
irreﬁ:::gie; that it is 103£:m;h,g ie\don't have to starg
servicing them." In his memo to Jordan, Siegel war;:d that
reaction in the community was so intense that "an aggravated

coalition coalescing around anybody because they have had it

with Carter."”™ Jordan's response, as related by Siegel, was

74 Near Elst.ieport._ﬂarch 1, 1978, p.33.
75 Interview with Morris Amitay; 28 February 1985,
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quite revealing, in that he in effect said Carter did not

need Jewish support: "His response is if we have brought
peace, 1980 will not be a problem. If the economy is good,
it will not be a problem.76 On the Jewish community, Jordan
was blunt in early February (according to Siegel): "In many
ways the Jewish community is probably lost to Jimmy Carter
politicelly until there is peace in the Middle East. And
when there is peace in the Middle East, they will see that
Carter was responsible and they will give him mugh of the

credit back home.'77

Jordan was not the only one to have
basically written of £ Jewish support until a major
breakthrough; Powell also notes that the 1loss of Jewish
support was not viewed with much concern: ",..without the
hostages and the economy going to hell, it wouldn't have
mattered, If we had known we were going to rumn for
reelection with those two things on our back ... additional
problems would\ have weighed more heavily on us then, We

considered it to be a manageable political grc:blem."?r8

Carter once again sought to use Siegel as an \rologist
for his policy after it was publicized =-- with one small
modification., Apparently, Siegel himself was misled as to
the true nature of the aircraft. Asked to go around the

country to promote the idea of a sale to the Jewish

76 All the quotes above are from an interview with Siegel by
the Columbia Oral History Project, "Ethnic Groups and
American Foreign Policy," dated 8 February 1978, p.42

77 Interview with Siegel, Columbia Oral History Project, 9
May 1978;p.114 of transcript, .
78 Interview with Jody Powell, 16 August 1984; Washington,
D.C. Blphasis mine.
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community, he had been provided with information from the
State Department describing the F-15 as a defensive air
craft; "I was being told it was a purely defensive weapons
system that had no offensive capabilities." Siegel was at
once challenged on his facts at a speech at a United Jewish
Appeal dinner in Washington. Siegel called the Pentagon, and
without asking why, asked a top official to describe the
capabilities of the F-15. "And I said, 'would it be fair to
characterized this as a defensive weapon system’ They
started laughing. They said this 1is the best offensive
aircraft we have," Siegel ;ecalls the day as Feb. 28; when
he decided to resign. He submitted his letter to Carter the
next day. According to Siegel, his 1last discussion with
Carter seems to support the thesis that key political
players in the administration had begun giving less weight
to wooing Jewish support, Siegel told Carter that the
decision-making process was still closed, that the political
staff was not being allowed to fulfill its function as a
periscope for the President: "(political <consequences)
should be part of his information Dbase in making
decisions... On the (jet sale), my views, the views on the
impact on the Jewish community, the political impact of all
these things, I was channeling to Hamilton and I assumed

that it was getting fo him. He said 'no' at that point, that

he had never seen anythiﬁg_ -- all those memos I had

w79

written.

79 Interview with Siegel, Columbia Oral History Project;
interview dated 9 May 1978. Emphasis mine. '




At the same time that Siegel was out trying to sell the

planes, Brzezinski was still following the administration's
confrontationalist style, At a luncheon at the White House
on Feb., 24, they had invited Kkey p%ople from the United
Jewish Appeal from the ten major cities =-- key‘fundraise-rs
in the Democratic Party -- specifically so that Brzezinski
and Mondale would reassure them. However, .Brzezinski started
-

his talk by referring to the "special relationship" (words
long used to describe the Israeli-American ties) between the
U.S. and Saudi Arabia. As Siegel describes it:

He actually used the term "special relationship"”

You heard a gasp in the room. And then I remember

the head of the L.A. U.J.A. got up and basically

gave a rational dissent to the Arms sale. ... And

Zbig's response was "I've Heard all your arguments

before and I reject them," People in the room used

the Yiddish term "favissina" ... that is, a deep

seething. That is what Bhey saw coming from him. A

F w8

deep seething hatred.

As Mark Siegel left the White House, relations between
the community and the administration stood at their lowest
point since Carter entered office. Carter's political style,
infused with views shaped largely by Brzezinski, had now
pushed matters beyond simple confrontation. No longer could
Carter have any illusions about have courted Jewish
disapproval, In fact, Carter's decision to pursue the sale
of F-15s at the moment he did reflected a belief that the
shortcomings of temporary alienation would be supplanted by
eventual success on an overall peace settlement, The
organizational structure of the White House -- affect*duborh

‘.\/

B0 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984; Washington,
D.C.
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by hostility from the policy side and paper flow problems
and jurisdiction problems on .the political side -- militated
against Carter taking political factors sufficiently into
accoﬁnt. But qbové all, the first 15 months of the
administration.is a testimony to the peculiarly resilient
will of Jimhy Tarter. Stubborn, proud, disdainful of-
politics.ICarter was actually sincere when he said he would
accept political damage to achieve peace in the Middle East.
Part ;E that stubbornness, clearly, stems from his belieé
that peace in the Middle East would bring Jews back to his
camp anyuu}. But,.also.‘Carter simply did not want to Llet
political factors cloud his judgemgnt. Sﬁ;picious his entire
life of Qpecial interest groups, he never realized that much
of the alienation he causea was not inevitable,’but born of
his political incompetence. On one hand, it was inattention
to packaging and image-making. On the other, it was boor
timing of decisions qﬁat were unavoidably denounced by the
Jewish community. ~

By the late spring of 1978, the various flaws in the
administration's political strategy had succeeded in
alienating mucﬁ of the Jewish community 1leaders., The
poigfical ving. though it had increased access to the
foreign policy discussion after the communique, still had to
strﬁggle with hostility directed .hy the foréign policy
staffers and Carter's own disdain for politics. Carter's

‘ -
combative, non-compromising political style -- his belief

that a comprehensive solution wouid-bring both peace and his
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own vindication for American Jews -- were reinforced by
political assessments by his close aides that the Jewish

community was at once divided over Israel and irrevocably

- 4 .
hostile toward the administration., He would then be even

more predis;osed to pay less deference to the community,
since pnly a peace seEtlement would be enough to assure them
of his motives. The next cﬁapter details the practical
results of this belief: Carter uould.make his most ambitious
-ventures in ﬁiddle East policy with shockingly 1little
attention to domestic politics —=- born both of his innate

distrust for playing politics and his belief that an

agreement was his only way to prove his loyalty.

LEADERSHIP AND INTEREST GROUP POWER: GENERAL

CONCLUSIONS. A number of general observations concerning

Carter's overall prowess as a politician and the dynamic of
int?rest group politics gan be made at this point in the
apalysis. First, the organizational and personal factors
which 1led to Carter's political preblems iﬁ the Jewish
community are’ indicative of the larger political
difficulties experiehced by the adninistfation. On the
organizational side, the relative 1lack of political
strategic thinking in the decisionmaking process and the
inability of key players outside the administration t:.gain
access to policy discussions was commonplace. C;rtgg:l
energy package -- thé’priuary domestic legislation Ppushed
during the first hllflof his prgs{dency -=- was ﬁrfpared in a

virtual vacuum. Industr} representatives were not even
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consulted. Key committee members in the congress were not

consulted either, Carter simply presented the package to
Congress -- where it was effécti;ely defangéd by members of
the pregggdent's party, who had had little to do with the
bi}l's preparation, Carter also announced he wouid veto a
bill for the construction of eight water groiectl in ;evernl
Western states, which outraged senators from the region; he wQ;
expended considerable political capital stubbornly pushing .
for actioﬁ on a bill of minor importance ‘and certainhtg,j?g
court a public fight between the executive and legislative
branches. In general, the congressional-liason office 6f the ‘ i
White House became infamous for not keeping in close cont;ct
with the Hill leadership. and thus the president would
habitually present major legislative initiatives to congress
without advance notification.

Carter's personal style, which had been chiefly
responsible for alienating much of the Jewish cohmunity by
‘the summer of 1978, also pr;ved aq obstacle to progress on
other legislative Erontf. His obsession with detail and
disdain for thé nﬁtty-gritty ﬁf politiC{_Efge_h}m a4 very
untraditional Democrat, Carter's focus on thr'microcosnic

. prevented Democrats in Congress and the electorate from

40 getting sense of Carter's overall agenda, the set of values
8l

that guided his performance, He would not attend

fundraisers for politicians -- indeed, by the end of 1978,

with his popularity ,fading and the talk of a Kennedy

81 James Fallows, "The Passionless Presidency”™ in The
Atlantic, February 1979, pp.28-37.
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challenge béconing more serious, Democratic caﬁdidaCes did
not want Carter to apped; on their behalf, as his support
became a political ninus.82 He reluctantly signed on to
"tradi;iqnal' Democratic 1legislation, s'uch as a jobs~-
creation bill pushed by S;eaker O'Neill, Carter's victories

of his Eirnt two years -- Camp David, the jet sale, creation

of t Energy Department, passage of consumer legislation,
approval of the Panama Canal treacties -- were won only after

intense coordination with the capital leadership and often
did not net him,  any growth in suppqrt from pemb?rs.of his
party. His aloof, self-confident, ungenerous style.led not
only to alienation from his party, in spite of his success,
but also to a series of legislatiwve defeats: emasculation of
his energy program, collapse 6f any méaningful ?ffort aé
3o;ernuent rbbrganization'and welfare reform.'and‘secretive
presentation and .-then ;nbarrslsing retraction of his tax
reform proposals. Csr:er“was simply viewed as a maverick,
gnd his fellovw party members on Capitol Hill never felt a
part of the inner circle. Indeed, they felt like
adversaries. Carter would often boast that’he would "go to
the people” if he was ever denied what he wanted, and had to
be reminded by O'Neillﬂ that he 1lacked a substantial
reservoir of support (that Carter had run behind most
Democratic congressmen in their districts). His éngineering
approach to' problems and his remarkable capacity for

sustaining his own conviction were thus not trademarks of

82 Interview with Hodding Serter; 27 July 1984. American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research.
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his.Hideast policy aloge. but broader manifestations of a
deep-seated shortcoming in his political style that made
progress difficult on a range of policy fronts. To put it in
Neustadf'- ter;s. Cqrter refused to accept his role as chief
pe;saner == that lack of political instinct 1lay at the
heart of the frustration of many of his legislative and
lobbying efforts.83

Carter's relationship with the pouerfullJawilh lobby
also sheds considerable light on the potency of lobby groups
and the nature of'theiﬂ influence. In the post-Watergate
era, interest groups have increasingly focused their
“lobbying effort on the White House directly, preferring to
augment their traditiondl routes throughlthe party apparatus
and congressional leaders. As national parties have become
weaker and as the executive branch has concentrated its
policy-making activities in the White House, the president
has become the focal point for political coalition-building
activity;ah It is 1increasingly up to the president to
perform political functians oﬁce the preserve of the
national party; traditionally, the president has set up a
highly organized liason atructufe to accommodate the érOuing
list of groupl'uho,place demands on the axeéutive. Scholars

in the 1950s spoke of subgovernments to identify a hidden

pover elite that holds sway in political circles,

83 A good eccount of Carter's poor bargaining style is found
in Betty Glad, Jimmy Carter: In Search of the Creat White
House (New York: W.W. Norton, 1980), pp.317-322.

84 Joseph Pika, "Interest Groups and the Executive” in
Interest Group Politics, Allen J, Cigler and Burdett A.
Loomis, eds., (Washington: CQ Press, 1983), pp.301-302,
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effectively placing governmental power in the hands of non-

85 _
Thus given the Jewish

elected, nongovernmental elites.
community's considerable l;ces- to key government figures
and their ability tpforgsni;e a lobbying effort, one might
suggest that a president, if he s a politician, will find
it hard to turn aside the pi’oddtng of a powerful group that
is concentrating its efforts on the White House. As n.part
‘of the powlf elite in these pras‘ident-centeregll times, the
administration may well be guideﬁ.-F'éonscioutly_or not --
by the positions of th;a 'subgovernn?nt.' .

Jimmy Cl?tar's performance in the fifst. 18 months (as
well as in the relaind;r of his term, .serves to rajéct the
thesis that interest group access is u;ually tranaiaceq into
tangible power, and even more so; control. Carter's
decisionmaking process allowed substantial access to the
White House 1inner «c¢ircle, but wvery 1little influence.
Furthermore, the ‘lobby's powerful friends in Cong;eas could
not deny Carter his sale of F-15s to Saudi Arabia; indeed,
Sen, Ribicoff, one of Isrsel's leading supporters in the
Senate, led the fight for the plane deal, Despite their
reputed control over Congress and access to the Carter White
House, the leaders of the Jevish community were not able to
deny Carter a _-ingle victory or alter his long-ringe

strategy of pressuring Israel to agree on a comprehensive

settlement, It is true the president issued retractions and

85 See Ronald J. Hrebenar, Interest Group Politics in

Americs (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1982), pp.l2-
13. / -

=
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wooed leaders when tennion; ran too high, but no deviation
could be detected in C:;ter'n basic approach, In short, the -
president's performance on this issue, oppol?d by a group
with a reputation for enormous resources -; and an ability
to focus them on a lingle issue about uhtgh Eev'otherl feel
as paslionnéﬁT; - is a testimony to the freedom of the
.presidency and his independence as an actor.

At the same time, thalpoliticnl Qaulge Carter sustaine_ \}
from his go-it-slone style confirms a fundamental trutz\hd; X
about interest group politics -- that Carter's notion that
groupings of 1ﬁdividuall around specific issues would be
supplanted by & more thiEferantfatad electorate was
misplaced, The populist phiYosophy .which infused the Carter
camp and underlied the administration's structure -- the
apirit of whieh  remained alive s Caddsll's Way 1977
memorandum -- suggested that Carter nove‘ to create a
national consensus to replace the coalition politics against
which- he ran his campaign. Yet the potency of the Jewish
lobby, matched by similar alienation among big labor, for
example, indicates that groups of individuals would still
tend to cohere around specific agendas. The fact that Carter
wvas not able to replace his erosion among specific groups
with & build-up of a more general core of support from a
kind of "Silent Ilajor‘{l:y' is not so much indicative of
Carter's failure to execute his philosophy. Rather his
failure stands as a misreading of A-.rican politics, a naive

belief that as a wvhite-collar population came to dominate
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the political landscape,’ old categories and issue-groups

would simply. fade away. In 1980, voters were of .course
concern;d with the macrocosmic 1issues of inflation and
unemployment, -but substantial blocs -~ &specially within the
Democrats’ rea;iltic;bnse of support -- continued to rally
behind lpaéitic issues. A campaign attuned to the unigue
political 1leanings of the American public in 1976‘-
efficiency and integrity 'in,goverfzig;fi;/.basic gogla -
could not reorient itllilf to a no_r;‘ traditional campaign in
1980, wvhen Carter would éind that he could not tap the same
emotions (largely because they had lost their intensity over
four years and could not be expected to be the glue to hold
86

together a variegated and diverse political coalition.)

?

86 This paragraph is loosely based on combined impressions
dravn from intervievs with Jody Powell, 16 August 1984; and
Hodding Carter, 27 July 1984.
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CHAPTER THREE

A BREAKTHROUGH WITHOUT VINDICATION:

LY A g SPRING 1978 - NOVEMBER 1980




e

T T R YT G e S S

In March 1978, the President's hopes for a Middle East
i ®

peace seemed to be fading. The bilateral talks between Egypt
and Iarnei were at a atandstiil. Egypt's President Anwar
Sadat had broken the talks off in January, despairing of
Israel's rigid positions on not only the Heut\ﬂank.lbut on
the status of Isrseli settlements in the Sinai (Egyptién
territory). Israel also had continued to build new
settlements on the ﬁest- Bank while the talks were 1in

progress, an action criticized for undermining the spirit of
A

the talks. At home, the President's support among American:

Jewish leaders, damaged by the October 1, 1977 communique,
eroded quickly as the fight fo sell Eighte;s to Saudi Arabia
intensif{;d into the late, spring. His year-long\involvement
in Mideast politics had br;ught him to an wunavoidable
crossroads, He c;uld continue toe pressure Israel to make
concessions both with regard to Sinai and to other occupied
territories -- since that was the only way to stimulate
progress and to bring the Egyptians back to the negotiating
table. On the other hand, he could disengage from intense
personal involvement in the Mideast, perhaps reasoning that
the chances for success were mintnnl_and the balance of his
politicel capital was needed for endeavors with more
encouraging prospects.

In tﬁe early months of 1978, Carter decided to increase

his personal involvement in the Middle East. The decision,

vhich would yield the\ first peace treaty between Israel and

an Arab nation in ;\rch 1979, was made in conscious
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disregard for political risks at home. The effortsr;;jried

Carter's hope -- though by no means his dominant motivation
-- that a true peace would bring the suspicious Jewish
community leaders baék to his camp. However, much to
Carter's disappointment, Jewish leaders would never trust or
Qupport Carter to the same degree again. Not only were they
wary of Carter's past record on the Middle East, events
after Camp David and Carter's continued combativeness would
rek?ndle Itheir fears. In many ways, these developments
counteracted the political boosg Carter gained from Camp
David and the peace treaty.

In large part, the conflict betueeﬁ Jews and Carter
from the spring of 1978 until the end of the admini;tration
was unavoidable., Spawned by Carter's distress over Begin's
#ettlement policy, administration pressture on Isnael was
bound to court Jewish disnpprovai. However, again, Carter's
style and questionable politicalssaavy during his period of
deep involvement exacerbated these emotions. Had he employed
greater subtlety, and less use of "open diplomacy" it is
possible that Carter could have mollified the fears of many
Jewish leaders, themselves ambivalent about Begin. Instead,
Carter's style needlessly forced American Jewish leaders to
make an open choice between the President and Israel. When
Carter did disengage from the Middle East conflict -- after
the signing of the peace treaty =-- political considerations-
h;d-finally ﬁucome a principal element of ﬁil own internal

calculus, However, by this time he had excessively alienated
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many Jewish 1leaders and future pix-ups (such as Andref
Young's meeting with the P.L.0. representative in the U:N.J
only reinforced previous fears. This chapter, then, is
divided into two parts, tﬁe first examining Carter's intense
involveme;t in the Middle East through March 1979 -- and
identifies elements in Carter's pattern of decisionmaking
that d;sensitized him to political dangers. The second part
treats Carter's disengagement from personal diplomacy -- and
the continued alienation of the Jewish community exacerbated
-
by political mishaps.

POLITICAL DIFFICULTIES IN 1978. Before treating

Carter's decision to invest his personal prestige in the
Arab-Israeli conflict, one should note the precarious state
of the president's political fortunes in general -- and the
pressure it exerted on Carter to push for a breakthrough in
the dedle East during his second year in office, Carter's
travail in the Middle East was matched by larger doubts
concerning the future oiﬂ’! prestdency. At this point in
his administration (spring 1978), Carter could only point to
a record of 1largely frustration, devoid of an§ major
achievement on the foreign or domestic. front (with the
exception of the politicaily costly Panama Canal treaty).
His popularity among the general population now stood at
judt above 50%, down from a high of 71% wt. the stece of his

ad-tnistration.l He had problems on nearly all major issues:

1 Gallup Poll, January 1977; March 1978. The president's
popularity was measured by responses to the question, "Do
you approve or disapprove of the way Carter is handling his
job as president?”
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his energy proposal, presented in early 1977 without much

consultation with legislators, was stalled in the House of

Representatives., He had jousted with Congress over the

‘approval -of eight pork-barref water projects in the West,

which he had threatened to veto and then reneged when it

became clear that Congress would put up a.fight he could not
win. Throughout 1977, his relations _with Congress had
deteriorated as he rarely consUlted with its leadership and
showed great reluctance to approve "traditional" Democratic
legislation (such as a job creation bill)..He was on the
verge of retracting his proposal for a $50 tax rebate, as
increasing pricés made it wunsound economically. He had
expended an enormous amount of political capital-in Congress
obtaining approval of the first P;nama Canal treaty in
September 1977. Negotiations with the Soviets over arms
reductions appeared to be going nowhere. His 1image of
honesty had been greatly damaged by the resignation of
budget director Bert Lance after allegations surfa!'d
concerning improprieties in his personal finances. On top of
this, the economy had begun to falter -- the dollar hit an
all time low in November 1977 and consumer prices -- which
would race out of control in Carter's last two years --
began their steady climb upward, As Carter turned to save
his Middle East policy, the dismal record of his first year
no doubt weighed heavily on his mind, and it clearly

heightened his determination that this was one issue he
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would not 1let get avuy.z The unique element 1in Carter's

L] -

judgement was that he decided to pursue a perpetually thorny
issue whose resolution was by no means certain,

FEBRUARY - SEPTEMBER 1978: OPTING IN. In February 1978,

the sale of F-15 to Saudi Arabia and less advanced aircraft
to Egypt were still new items on the public agenda. They
would eventually dominate the Mideast foreign policx debate
for four months, blocking substantial American involvemenf
on the Arab-Israeli negotiations until the early summer of
1978. However, 1in Febrhary. Carter already showed signs of
wanting to incréase his personal involvement in the Hideasf
and a growing willingness to force a sﬁovdovn with Menachem
Begin. Conflict stemmed principally from the continued
settlement of the West Bank, as well as Begin's refusal to
dismantle Israeli settlements in the Sinai, which Sadat
wanted completely returned to Egypt. In the months lendinq
to Camp David in September 1978 Cart;r followed a publically
aggressive‘attitude toward Israel, However, before plunging
again into an gccount of Carter's style in this period, we
should note an important change in the volume of political
advice that was reaching Carter's desk., He was confronted

v

with a now cohesive group of domestic advisers opposing
—

increased overt pressure on Israel -- since mid-term

elections were approaching and Carter's own political

fortunes were in doubt.

2 Interview with Hodding Carter, 27 July 1984; American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, Washington,
D.C.
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At last a permanent part of the foreign policy 1loop,
domestic advisers -- usuallf Powell f“d Jordan -- had begun
to sit in at the weekly foreign policy breakfasts on Friday
mornings since the fallout over the October communique --
from the start the b;eakfasts were run by Brzezinski with
Vance, Mondale, and._of course, the president as regular
partieipants.3 Over the first Half of 1978, Jordan and
Mondale were the principal advisers to counsel the preai&;;;m_“
to avoid instigating a public f{ght with\leaders of the
Jewish community. But despite some minor attempts at seeking
out Jewish support and allaying Jewish apprehension, the
period between March 1978 and the signing of the peace
treaty a year later shows the administration much 1less
willing to woo Jewish leaders than it had been before the
jet sale. Though he now consulted a wider circle of advisers
who were conscious of domestic political realities, he
matched that act of reaching out with a greater resolve to
bring about solutions to the Mideast without considering
political realities at home. As a result, Jimmy Carter
continued a high-profile pressure campaign against Menachem
Bégih éﬁat would help snatch pol?tical defeat from the jnwt
of policy victory.

Carter's diary indicates that by early February the

president had decided to become more deeply involved in the

4
stalled peace process. He argued against his domestic

3 Brzezinski, p.68.
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advisers, Mondale, and even Brzezinski about applying

pressure on Begin to make concessions:

I think we ought to move much more aggressively on
the Middle East than any of them (Brzezinski,
Mondale, Jordan) seem ¢to... The plan that we
evolve has got to be one that can be accepted by
Begin in a showdown if we have the full support of
the American public ... I don't know how much
support, I have, but we'll go through with this
effort.

Carter's determination was soon matched by an equal
resolution of purpose 1in Brzezinski. Never a believer in
passive diplomacy, Brzezinski gave Carter a rather forceful
political pep talk in his weekly report of February 24:

A President must.not only be loved and respected,

but also feared., I suggest that you try to dispel

the impression that you and the administration are

too cerebral by picking some controversial subject

and acting with anger and toughness to demonstrate

that no one can pick a fight with the U.S. If we

*“do not do this soon, Begin, Brezhnev, Vorster,

Schmidt, Castro.- and Qaddafi will thumb their

noses at us. %
Though it is not clear "if the jet sale or the settlement
issue was the "controversial subject”™ it 1is certain that
Carter's combative position on those issues was consistent
with Brzezinski's general advice., Though the next few months
were marked by little progress in bringing the negotiators
back to the tables, Carter continued to pursue an open

diplomacy that was very critical of Israel and Begin's

intransigence,

4 Carter's Diary, dated Feb, 3, 1978; Quoted in Carter,

Memoirs, p.306,.
5 Brzezinski, p.562; National Security Adviser's Weekly

Report.



In mid-March Palestinian terrorists invaded Israel and
killed 37 Israelis in a bus on a highway near Tel Aviv, In
retaliation, Israeli armed forces invaded Lebanon and sent
air strikes; casualties were sent to number in the hunreds.
Rather than criticize the Palestinian raid alone or call on
the Israelis to simply fhow restraint, the sdministrﬁtion
actually implied that Israel had violated 1its security‘
agreement with the United States. (This also followed a very
grim meeting with Prime Minister Menachem Begin in early
March, in which- Carter privately castigated the :Israeli
leader for his intransigence) In early April, Secretary
Vance told Congress that.I;rael might be in violation of its
arm8 sale agreement with tﬁe U.S., because its foray into
Lebanon might not be considered legitimate self-defense --
the only.conditton.under which the Israelis may use American
equipment., This evoked a2 harsh response from AIPAC, which”
argued that Carter and Vance had originally supported the
Israeli response and then reversed themselves -- implying an
intention'to punish Israel for its stubborn commitment to
building settlements and giving a victory of sorts to the
Pkl ™

ANXIETY IN THE JEWISH COHHU&ITY; The spring of 1978 was

a time of great ambivalence for the Jewish community in the
United States; prbperly treated, that ambivalence could have
been parlayed by Carter into private support for pressure on

Israel. However, by going public, Jimmy Carter forced Jewish

& The Near East Report, April 12, 1978; p.59.
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leaders to make an unnecessary choice of loyalty. Begin's

instransigence on the settlement issue had angered such
staunch supporters of Israel as Senators Javits and Case,
who communicated their private endorsement of the
President's course to Carter in late March, shortly after
Begin's trip to the U.S.7 In mid-April, the so—calléﬁ
Cﬁnnittee of Eight -- the 1leaders of the three mnjof
diaspora-Israeli relations groups, the American Jewish
Conuiétee. the: American Jewish Congress, and thé Anti-
Defamation League of Bnai Brith -- went to the Mideast to
urge moderation from Beginlon the settlement issue.a By late
Mayph the American Jewish Committee issued a public statement
urging a pause in Begin's settlement building while
negotiations with Egypt were in progress =-- but they also
criticized the administration for threatening to endanger
Israeli security. Thus, Jewish leaders on the whole agreed

with Carter about the objectionable nature of the

settlements, but Carter's open pressure on Israel -- timed

with his push for Senate approval of the jet sale -- in the

spring forced them to adopt a public position in opposition
to the administration.”

On Mey 1, the anniver;ary of Israel's ;ndependence.
Carter seemed to shift to a more accommodationist public
stance, when he took pains to assure the Israelis that
American commitment to Israel could not be questioned. But

Carter's combativeness returned. He continued to press Begin

7 Brzezfinski, p.246.
8 American Jewish Year Book 1980, p.103.
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to stdop building settlements on the Hes; Bank., Following the -
passage of the jet sale legislation in mid-May, boasts v;re
reported to come from the White House of "having broken" the
Jeuishllobby. Siegel, interviewed in May 1978 -- now as an
outsider =% said the administration used the F-15 sale as a
' tool to show its toughness -~ not.too unlike Brzezinski's

advice in February to show toughness. "I don't think it was

in the administration's interest -- strategic in terms of

their planned strategy -- to avoid a confrontation. They

timed it, they called a confrontation., I think it was very 1

important .to_get the headlines that they finally got, you
know JEWISH LOBBY BEATEN BACK, or whatever.““ Whether real
or not, Carter did little to dispel the notion that he had

.

pitted American interests versus those of AIPAC and had come

down the victor. In any case, the Jewish community reacted
violently to the perceived wagons-in-a-circle attitude 1in

the White House, The Near East Report reflected general

Jewish revulsion to the idea that the 1lobby controlled
congressional action. Carter had to cancel two major

Democratic fundraisers in New York and Los Angeles in May

‘because many Jewish party members -- the majority of the

9

]
)
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principal donors -- had cancelled their reservations.
Despite assurances by Mondale and "even Brzezinski that

American intentions towards Israel would not be compromised,
3 oot

the jet sale proved the kind of emotional watershed that

perpetuated anxiety despite the magnificence of Camp David.

9 Carter, Memoirs, p.313.
)
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As Mark Si?gel-uould note in November 1§7B. 'The_comwunity
fl ;xtre-qu suspicious of his motivations, and tﬁey are
very cynical. They had such a bad experience for 22 months
that they are wondering when the next. shoe 1is going to
drop.'lo B : \

!

DOMESTIC ADVISERS REGISTER OBJECTIONS., At the sima time
that Carter was stepping up his public attacks oh'Iarael.
his domestic staff was lupﬁlying him with reliable
information on the severity of the political risk he was
running by taking on Israel in public. Ed Sanders, an
informal adviser since 1976 began making more trips to the
White House that spring, and would join the staff as Senior
Adviser to the President in August; a former president of
AIPAC, Sanders was added it seems not so much to ‘be an
apologist to the.Jevish community, but to help get a fix on
the community's views on the isuuen.ll Sanders was in the
unique position of having offices both in the West Wing of
the White House -- close to the Oval Office and Jordan's
office -- and at the State Department. He was assured that
he would be a principal member of the policy discussion,
Around the time of treaty signing in March 1979, Sanders
would be moved to the more remote East Hing. a geographical
change that signaled a negative reassessment of Sanders'

usefulness in selling the administration's policies to the

10 Interview with Mark Siegel; Columbia Oral History
Project, interview dated 30 November 1978. P.239 of
transcript.

11 Interviev with Edvard Sanders, 27 July 1984; by teleéphone
to Mr, Sanders's law offices in Los Angeles,
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community. Mondale, though initially willing to countenance

some pressure on Israel in the first year of the presidency,
now expressed reluctance on pressuring Israel, Following a
trip to Isrnehﬂin late June with Americen Jewish leaders,
Mondale had concluded that the "open diplomacy" needlessly
dissipated the. natural lyupithy American Jews felt for
Carter's private frustration and anger towards Menachen
Begin. In fact, he recommended that the President distance
himself personally from the conflict since his leverage on
issue wouldibe balanced by increased political danage.ﬁl:the
months wore ;n.lz Jordan, looking toward midterm elections
in November, also was skeptical of taking a public high road
Iagainlt Israel. Even Eizenstat, not normally a participant
in the foreign policy breakfasts, sought to have Carter
adopt a more conciliatory stance. (Of 'izenatat'l role,
Carter noted: "Stu wasn't involved in the discussions, but

«13

he always let- his views be known. ) He sought access to

12 Brzezinski, p.249.

13 Intervievw with Jimmy Carter, 22 October 1984,
Interestingly, Eizenstat could prove reémarkably effective in
swaying Carter on Mideast question from time to time. Siegel
points to a casé shortly after the October 1977 communique,
when a U.N. vote came up that was .a particularly strong
rebuke of Israel. Determined to vote in favor of the
resolution, Carter was not swayed by his domestic advisers,
until Eizenstat became involved. "Hamilton went in an tried
to persuade the president and could not, I went in and could
not,, Stu seid he wanted to go in and try.... He said 'I'm
going to tell him I never thought I would live to see this
action from and American president, no less one that I work
for.' Ten minute meeting. He comes out and he reversed him.
I don't know if he got him from a 'no' to an abstention, but
he did it."-- Interview with Mark Siegel; 14 July 1984,
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sensitive cables abgut Mideast policy from the White House

Situation Room, but was denied access by Brzezinlki.lﬁ

CARTER FORGES AHBAD.I By Summer of 1979, Carter was

determined to forge ahead with the peace process. He began
discussions with his aides about the wisdom of his going to
Camp David, and without exéeption. all the major domestic
;dvisers and Mondale were ofpoled to Csrter making the
effort., Jordan and Powell both counselled Carter not to go -
to Camp David, as the President readily admits: "I don't
think any of my advisers were in favor of go;hg to Camp
«13 None of Carter's advisers -uggesteq::hlndoning the
peace process, but all felt that a public gamble such as
Camp David would bring unnecessary political damage if it
failed. As Powell noted "the discussion was not over what do’
yo; do about the thing, but how you do it. We never
constde(gd ‘'the chances of me being able to put this thing
back together are pretty slim and may be should let the
thing settle. out for a while.' The discussion was
tacticll.'16

In fact, the degr?e of Carter's distance from political
calculations is borne out by the roots of his decision to go
to Cl;p David, "This was a decision that my wife and I made
bl;icllly by ourselves on a weekend.... Later, when we

talked to my advisers, they thought it was a bad move. There

was never a conversation about going to repair or damage

14 Brzezinski, p-239.

15 Interviev with President Jimmy Carter; 22 October 1984.
16 Interviev with Jody Powell; 16 August 1984, Washington,
D.C.
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political relationshipl.'17

Virtually all key players in the
discussions leading to Carter's invitation of Sadat and
Begin to Camp David in September 1978 stress that Carter had
discarded arguments ground Iin political <calculations.
Sanders, the official .liason to the Jewish conlunify.
stressed that h;; discussions ;ith Carter never focussed ;n
the political, but invariably on the merits: "Carter didn't
look at it in those terms, he wanted to do what was right,
ﬂe threw _fhel dicg.' and the down-side. politically was
tremendous. I don't think we ever "sat down and talked of
what the poiitical inplicaﬁions vere."'® Eizenstat and
Powell both ecﬁbed the idea that political risk-taking did

not seem to enter heavily into Carter's calculus -- even the

"politicel up-side" was not a major factor. "By no stretch

of the imagination were the political benefits of a Camp
e

David a significant factor in the equation. Because all the
advice he was getting was all to the contrary, that this
would hurt him politicaliy.'l9

If Clr;er did not weigh political factors in his
decision to go to Cemp David, he ceréainly expected a
successful outcome to yield him the respect and trust of the
iewilh community after months of doubt, Despite his
combative style, Carter clearly never entertained serious

thoughts of jeopardizing Israeli security for the sake of an

agreement -- he never gave an indication that his pressure

17 Interview with Jimmy Carter; 22 October 1984,
18 Interviev with Edward Sanders; 27 July 1984,
19 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat, 14 August 1984,
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campaign was a thinly veiled threat to the Israelis that
they had better cooperate. Carter apparently reasoned that
his stngld-ninded pursuit of the "right" decision would be
supported by the Jewish community because they shared the-
same basic long-term vision of Anefican security
relationships in the region (uith_ Israel beiﬁg the
cornerstone of A;erican influence). "He always thought he
would be proven right, It was a messianic view in this area,
And that all the people who were criticizing him now someday
+n20

would say 'you were right, I was wrong.

JEWISH ATTITUDES AFTER CAMP DAVID: NO LAW OF RETURN.

The Jewish community certainly did praise Carter's
achievement at Camp David -- but this did not translate into
a restoration of complete confidence ir Carter, much to the
president's surprise. Most major Jewish organizggions sent
congratulatory telegrams to both Israseli and Egyptian teims.
as vali as the White House, Ed Sanders found his job at

liason to the community a much easier task; Jewish campaign

20 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984, The Camp David
accords, signed on September 17, 1978, represented a true
breakthrough in Arab-Israeli relations. While not a peace

‘treaty, the accords embraced the following tenets: it set up

a framework setting up a transitional governmental authority
on the West Bank and Gaza -- with the final status of the
territory subject to negotiations including Palestinian
representatives, Second, on the bilateral level, a framework
for a peace treaty between Israsel and Egypt was arranged.
The pact endorsed the idea of a semi~demilitarized Sinai
Peninsula returned to Egypt in return for Egyptian

~recognition of Isrsel and the establishment of full

diplomatic relations. These two accords would be the
foundation of the agreement ultimately signed on March 29,
1979 on the White House lawn., At Camp David, the negotiators
had set a deadline of December 17, 1978 for putting a treaty
together, but the talks stalled until Carter injected
himself into the fray once again in the spring of 1979,
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contributions to the Democratic Party were reported to be up

21

substantially. From his West Wing office and his office in
the State Department, Sanders was seen to have considerable
input into the decisionmaking process, and his differences
with Brzezinski and Vance were not perceived to be intense
in the fall of 1978. Disagreements about the president's
approach on the legality of settlements in the Nest Bank
still persisted -- and Sanders never tried to sell the
Jewish community on policies he found repugnant.22 But in
immediate afterglow of Camp David, these differences were
certainly downplayed.

Distress in the community, however, came to the fore
again in late 1978, as the talks between American, Egyptian
and Israeli negotiators stalled -- as Egyptian negotiators
insisted that there be greater linkage between their peace
treaty and autonomy talks for the West Bank, Impatient over

the lag in progress, Carter once again, publically rebuked

Israel for its intransigence. In December, he declared, "If

the Egyptians and Israelis violate the three-month limit on

negotiating this treaty, it will be a very serious matter,"
Israel was astonished by Carter's terming the December 17

"goal” & limit; what would happen, they reasoned, if Israel

failed to meet a deadline for autonomy elections on the West

Bank? At the same time, Secretary Vance said the Egyptian

objections were reasonable and should be accepted by the

21 National Journal, “The Right Man for the ‘Job," November
11, 1978; p.1827,

22 Interview with Morris J. Amitay; 28 February 1985,
Washington, D.C.
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-American Jewish Committee observed.
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Israelis. Finally on December 14, Carter .said it was now up

to Israel to move on the treacy.23

Carter's open criticism
had the effect of stiffening Israeli opposition; but it also
reopened his conflict with the Jewish community, virtually
wiping ;ﬁt most the good will inspired by  Camp David. "In
sharp contrast to his creative efforts at Camp David,
President Carter's repeated expressions of impatience and
frustration, either explicitly or implicitly addressed to
Israel, have neither beén approPriute\ nor helpful.' the
24 Schindler criticized
the "dangerous and failed policy" of the administration "to
buy off the Saudis with our weapons and to submit to Egypt's
even harsher <conditions for peace v it is not a
prescription for peace; it is an invitation to more uar.'zs
Thifty-three of 36 Jewish leaders who had counseled Begin to
be moderate in early summer, cabled the president that his
perceived one-sidedness was unacceptable. In shortl Carter's
policy of open diplomecy not only led Israel to dig its
heels in more firmly, it scuttled any attempts by Sanders
and other domestic advisers to bring about a rapproachment
with the community.

By March 1979, Carter decided once again to become

personally involved in the peace negotiations -- and at the

same time, he was already receiving advice to disengage from

23 American Jewish Year Book 1980, p.113.
24 American Jewish Year Book 1980, p.113,
25 American Jewish Year Book 1980, p.l13,
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the ﬁrocess as soon as a peace treaty was signed,.
Following a familiar pattern, Carter seems to- have continued-
his deep involvement despite the political damage he would
incur if he was perceived to be pressuring Israel: "I
decided to méve aggressively on (the Middle East) and not
postpone difficult discussions, even though they were costly
to us in-domestic politics.'Z? Brzezinski records Carter's
resolve stiffening in late December 1978, with the Pg;sident
uilling to brook political disaster: "I would be willing to
lose my electiop because I will alienste the Jewish
community, but I think it is important to prevent the Arabs
from falling under Soviet sway. Thus if necessary, be harder
on the Israelis. If there is a breakdown (in the talks) we
"uill have to go with Sadat.“za )

No doubt, much of the conflict with the Jewish
community over Begin's policies was inevitable, There was a
definite difference of opiniop on the -Israeli settlement
policy between the administration and the community; there
was little harter could do to resolve the basic confliét
since he viewed them as 1illegal, while American Jewish
leaders defended their legitimacy. However, Carter's public

rebuke of Israel alienated what few solid Jewish supporters

26 Brzezinski told Carter in November 1978 that "We should
either phase out our central role after the signing of the
treaty or bring the West Bank issue to a head." (Brzezinski,
p-562). By January 1979, Brzezinski seems to have arrived at'
the former alternative: "The Middle East will drag on unless
we all make a make a maximum ,effort now through the late .
spring, with a gradual easding.off during thé second half of
the year." (Brzezinski, p.564,).

27 Carter, Memoirs, p.4l12.
28 Brzezinski, p.278.




he had. His move 1into the Middle East 1in March 1979
resembled his push toward Camp David 1in that political
calculations were not incorporated into his assessment. The
difference 1is thaf bj late 1978, Carter probably had
despaired of regaining solid Jewish support -- though his
hopes still 1lingered in March 1979, his disappointment

following Camp David no doubt dampened his expectations.

AFTER MARCH 1979: OPTING OUT. Following the signing of

the peace treaty, Carter decided that he could no 1longer
continue to be personally involved in the peace process.
Several factors influenced his decision to refrain from
personal diplomacy to pursue an accord on the West Bank.
First, his involvement in the Mideast had consumed so much
of his attention that he had to get back to the business of
being president. The final push on SALT, the fight for
passage of the energy 1legislation 1in late 1978, the
beginning of a new round of OPEC price shocks -- all these
endeavors took a back seat to the Mideast negotiations.
During Camp David and in March 1979, the federal branch
would literally come to & halt while the president was
immersed in this issue. "When he was at Camp David (and in
March) a tremendous amount of business was piling up. I
couldn't send any decision memos. Things came to a halt.
When he came back, everybody said, 'You c,’t' keep this upl
You've got to pull back,”" Eizenstat recalled.29 Second,

Carter felt there was little more he could do substantially

29 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat; 16 August 1984,
Washington, D.C.
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on a personal 1level this 1late into his first term;
Brzezinski and Jordan said Begin would prefer Carter not to
be reelected and thus would probably soft pedal on coming to
an agreement on the West Bank before November 1980. Sadat
also was probably not ready to commit himself to a president
30

who was growing increasingly unpopular at home.

Political Realist. However, questions of tactics aside,

Carter also was heavily influenced by the political advice
of his close advisers that any additional close involvement
would be politically disastrous in the Jewish community.
Though the community had been supportive of Carter's
monumental achievement at Camp David and in March, they had
not forgotten Carter's exceedingly public threats and’
rebukes of Heﬁachem Begin. As much as they were uneasy about
Begin, they'vere even more uncomfortable with an American
President who was not afraid to deal harshly with Israel on
public record. In the end, such close involvement after the
treaty no doubt would have require additional U.S. pressure
to obtain an agreement -- since the West Bank issue was the
thorniest one remaining, and Begin would be at his most
intransigent, That the president wanted the issue to fade
away politically is evinced in his decision not to let Vance
continue to‘press for . a settlement accord, but Robert
Strauss, a prominent Democratic establishment adviser, who
. 3

also happened to be Jewish and sensitive to the President's

political difficulties in the community. As Brzezinski

"30 Brzezinski, p.279.
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observed, from the beginning Strauss was particularly
concerned with the domestic implications of our Middle East
policy and he (along with Mondale) made it clear to Carter

that any pressure on Israel would be political damaging at
P y g

home." 3!
The shift in Carter's political behavior -- his close
attentibn to domestic politics after March 1979 -- should

not be interpreted as a sudden onset of political realism
supplanting Carter's naivte, Of <course, following the
treaty, Carter would let domestic politics influepce thé
level of his activity on the Mideast and certainly this
rétlgcts his growing realization that his political future
was in doubt. But it is important to note that Carter was
conscious of political realities all along -- he had just
simply decided to ignore them up until this point. Thus,
March 1979 was a turning point, but it does not mark some
stunning transformation in Carter's thinking, as if
:omething hidden was now apparent. Such an assessment yields
a portrait of Carter's character that does little justice to
his complexity and intelligence. Carter's policy of
disengagement was a shift in his political calculus, notﬂ;n
adoption of one for tﬁe first time.

After his appointment as special negotiator in May
. 1979, Strauss was given increasing jurisdiction in the

Mideast issue; the president was quite explicit in his

objecttve._ihen Vance brought up the subject of settlements

31 Brzezinski, p.438,
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in May, Carter stressed that Strauss should handle it and
gave the clear impression he should handle it quietly, In
early August, Vance again objected to 'Strauss's growing
roI;: this time Carter was much more specific, as Brzezinskﬁ
describes it: "(Vance said,) 'Mr. President I am not going
to be a figurehead for you. If you don't want me to do
(anything on settlements) I am going to resign.' ... Carter
said, "Cy, I don't want you to resign. I would rather drop
the whole issue. But I do want Strauss up front because I
need him as a political :hield.'32
From late summer of 1979 wuntil Carter's defeat in
November the fbllowing year, no major- effort was made to
wring an agreement from the autonomy talks undervay between
Egypt, Isrsel, and the U.S. Ed Sanders left his post as
liason in the fall of 1979| reportedly frustrated by what he
perceived as his growing distance from the substantive
policy discussion, Strauss was replaced by Sol Linowitz in
October 1979, as the former went to manage Carter's
reelection campaign; Linowitz contin;ed Strauss' quiet
style, and no major initiative was made during his tenure,
Sanders was replaced by Alfred Moses in April 1980. Moses, a
partner in the prominent Washington law firm of Covington
and Burling, was on the board of the American Jewish-
Committee and had a reputation for being more willing than

Sanders to be an apologist for the administration's policy

L o

32 Brzezinski, p.439.
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towards Isrlal.33 ﬁouever. Moses' brief tenure in the White
House cotnctd.d with a rough campaign season and thus his
role could not be expected to be comparable to that of
Sanders or Siegel, who acted as liasons during periods of
Carter's intensive involvement in the Middle East, He had
access to Mondale's office, but did not have Sander's
initial entree to Jordan's office and to the Oval Office
itsalf.ah Moses, then, never seemed to have been 2 focal
point for significant communications between the community
and the White ﬂouse.

|
Jewish Power or New Realism? The decision by the

president to follow his political strategists' advice might
stand as testimony tc the resurgent power of the "Jewish
lobby" in exercising influence on Carter's policy for the
;n;ion. After all, Carter clearly was exhausted by the
incessant jousting with Menachem Begin, and he at last
seemed to respond to reports of severe political fallout in
the Jewish eonnunity.gio a great degrie tﬁis seems to be an
accurate lnllylil; Yet the cause for Carter's deference to
political considerations does not lay in any new course of
action taken by Jewish lobbyists themselves. Rather, it is a
reflection of Carter's serious effort to re-mold his
administration in th; summer of 1979 more along the lines of

a traditional Democratic administration. At a domestic

sunmit meeting at Camp David on July 4-11 -- shortly before

33 Interview with Morris J. Amitay, 28 February 1985;
Washington, D.C.
34 Interview with Morris J. Amitay, 28 February 1985;
Washington, D.C.

121




the so-called "malaise" speech -- Carter absndﬁned the
"spokes on a wheel"” concept in favor of a eentrllizad White
House steff. Hemilton Jordan became the chief of staff,
coordinating most major legislative initiatives and helping
to rally the national Democratic Party structure, Cnrter.
faced with a new loﬁ_in.the public qpin{on polls and the
thinningl of a Ted Kennedy drlft' movement (the first
Kennedy election committee was established in 'May ’1979).
seemed to effectively abandon the populist rhetoric of his
1976 cqﬁgnign and took on the trappings of a coalition-style
Democrat. He began attending fundraisers for loceal
politicians, for example. In short, as Carter faced the
major crises of his last 18 months in office -- severe
inflation, oil price hikes, and thglho.tage crisis -- he ;as
making an pgnest effort to be an "insider," and to uena-
fences with traditional pols. Thus, sensing that his
political future was in serious jeopardy, the 1loud
objections of the Jewish community no longer begen to fall
on deaf ears, Cart:t ‘vas now committed to covering his
political trail as he faced a range of thorny &iffi;ultias
on domestic and foreign fronts. Buf this new responsiveness
was not ai-ed. particularly at Jewish groups, but at all

traditional Democratic support groups who had been shut out

y from the Carter inner circle at the outset.

Howvever, the belated effort to be the insider pulling
political strings did not succeed in bringtng disgruntled

groups back to the Carter camp. Buffeted by ambiguous
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signals, ranging from outright confrontation to less-than-
convinecing accommodation, Jewish groups, as well as
representatives of labor, education, wvomens' éroupl -- all
major groups except blacks -- wereiuary of returning to the
Carter fold. In any case, Carter success in assuaging the
bruised attitudes of the coalition he desperately needed wvas
predig;ted‘on an optimistic political calculation: that no
major crisis, such as the hostage imbroglio, or economic
'diltréls. such as record inflation would cast further doubt
on Carter's very competence in the job.35 Furthermore, as
far as Jevi;h groups were concerned, Carter had to make sure
that nothing controversial would |upset the community
leaders, who still were wrestling ;1th Carter's ambiguous
record tovward Israel and were privately hopeful that Sen.
IKannedy would enter the race to save the Democratic liberal

tradition.

THE JEWS LEAVE FOR GOOD. AUGUST 1979 - NOVEMBER 1980.

Despite a calculated effort to bring disaffected Jews back
into the Carter camp, events beyond Jimmy Carter's control -
.= but identified as his fault -- made that rapproachment
impossible. First, in a breach of U.S. protocol, U.N.
ambsssador Andrew Young met privately with the P.L.O,
observer in August 1979, Though Young ;enigned. many Jewish
leaders u;r. uneasy about a Democratic administration in
-
vhich its agents would even consider talking with the

terrorist orglniznfton. In the minds of many Jewish leaders

35 Interview with Mark Siegel; Columbia Orsl History
- Project, February 8, 1978,




and voters, Carter's disavowal of any approval for Young':s
actioﬁ did not completely allay fears that the president
might some day reach out to the P.L.O.

The Mideast took a back seat to the Qeizure of the
. American embassy in Teheran by. late 1979; on the political
front, Senator Edward Kennedy had declared his candidacy,
and polled very well among American Jews. EoP{ng to quietly
assure Jews 6f his faith to Israel, Carter was thwarted by a
vote 1in the Security Council concerning the oc"'cupted
territories in late March 1980. Assured that the resolution
contained no referencé-a to Jerusalem, Carter author#ed the
U.N. envoy to vote in the affirmative (as &a matter of
standing policy, the U.S. will not vote on .any fesolution
that contains- a reference to the"‘;d:;re status .of
Jerusalem). In fact, the re:oluti:; was filled with
references to Jerusalem., The vote genuinely seems to be a
mix-up in communications, but the Jewish community blamed
Carter for breaking a solemn pledge to Israel, Acknowledging
their error, the administratiom issued & statement -- just a
few days before the New York primary against Kennedy --
saying that the vote was an incorrect reflection of standing
U.S. policy. The damagé had already been done, though, and
Jevs as well as other voters at once doubted the president's
commitment to Israel and were disturbed by what seemed a
rather overt politically-motivated retraction. Carte; lost
the New York primary to Kennedy by a 59 to 41% margin, but

Jews had voted !or.lcnnody by an overvhelming 781 to 221;

&
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non Jews in New York State had actually supported Carter,

voting narrowly for the president by a margin of 512 to

49x.38

THE, GENERAL ELECTION® AND DEFEAT. Carter's campaign
X .

against Edward Kennedy brought to the fore the old

reservations the Jewish community harbored toward Carter,
Indeed, by election year, Jimmy Carter's policy towards the
Middle East was the least popular of any American president
among Jews since that of Dwight Eisenhower,37 While they
vieved Camp David and the peace treaty as positive
achievements, they elso remembered the jet sale, the
communique, Andrew Young and the P.L.0., and the general
cn.plign. of chastising Israel. Emotions were to Dbe
ﬁlightlnod late in the campaign season, when Billy Carter,
the president's brother, registered as an agent for the
Libyan government, Billy Carter had been accused of uttering
.some anti-Semitic renarks_ back in January 1979, and .hia
reemergence in August 1980 cast further doubt 1ﬁto Jews'
minds; despite the president's denial of any association
with his brother's alleged views and any control over his
brother's actions, the community as a whole felt uneasy

about Billy Carter's formal ties “to a nation pledged to

38

Israel's destruction. Once Carter had captured the

nomination from Kennedy, Jews thus did not automatically

36 Alan Fisher, "Jewish foiitical Shift?" in Party Coalition

in the ;98%1. Seymour Martin Lipset, ed., (San Francisco:
Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1981), p.332.

37 Fisher, p.329. ; < 3

38 Fisher, p.329. ’




swing over to Carter's camp as they had done four years

before. The community's distress over Carter would not

dissipate; -and the general election would show the first
significant migration of American Jews from the Democratic
. presidential (not congressional) ticket. At the annual Bnai
Brith convention in September 1980 -- an obligatory speaking
engagement for all major presidential candidates -~ the
dominant mood was one of profound disappointment with
Carter's performance in office. Though some of that distress
stemmed from non-Israel r?latedgislues. there was a clear
sense that Carter could not be trusted anymore regarding
Israel: "He's pressing Israel to.mnke concessions, but he's
not pressing Sadat in the same way," observed a delegate at
the convaniion who expressed a widespread faeling.ag

Jimmy Carter did not suffer a complete loss of Jewish
support in 1980, In fact, Hyman Bookbinder of the Aﬁcriéan
Jewish Committee and other prominent lobbyists in Washington
calplignad for Carter against Reagan., But the .dominant
sentiment in the community was one of mistrust, where many
leaders vondered what would restrain Carter from pressuring
Is;ael. when he wouldn't have to worry about reelection, The
election results show Carter winning 471 of the Jewish vote
in 1980, compared with 34X for Reagan and ,171 for John

Anderson. The evidence suggests that this abandonment of the

Democratic ticket by the Jewish constituency was an anti-

~

39 Steven V. Robcfts. "Jews at Bnai Brith Parley Voice
Disappointment in Carter,” The New York Times, September 6,
1980, p.12.




Carter statement not a pro-Reagan statement., Jewish voters
seemed to have remained true to their liberal political
leanings. That is not only measured by their massive support
for Sen. Kennedy in the primary season, but also by their
disproportionate support for Anderson; the independent
candidate received only 6.61 of the vote nationwide, but did
nearly three times as well among Jews. In an early Harris
Po¥l, conducted in May 1980, when Anderson's campaign had
greater credibility, a huge percentage of American Jews in
the survey -- 592 :t said they would support him, compared
with 2321 for Carter and 192 for Reagan; this compared with
nationwide figures of 221 for Anderson, 392 for Carter and
322 for Ronald Rcagnn.ho

The post-Camp-David Carter record on the Arab-Israeli

conflict failed to bring skeptical Jewish voters and

community leaders firmly back into the Carter camp. For the

first time, Jewish votes for the Democratic ticket onl,_.;.—h_

outpaced the general electorate's tally.by a few percentage
po{nts (Carter won 412 nationwide). The central question, of
course, is: given Carter's chosen Mideast policy, how much
of this deterioration of support was necessary? While it is
difficult to gauge voters' motivations or impressions, the
reactions of Jewish leqdqu'to Carter's policies in the last
half of his administration do suggest certain trends. First,
that Carter had regained considerable credibility with the

American Jewish community with the signing of the Camp David

40 All results listed above are from Fisher, pp.332-333.
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accords, and 1later with the peace treaty, The Jewish
community leaders all praised Carter for his efforts at Camp
David and .reéognized it as a giant leap 1in ‘' Mideast
diplomacy. However, his inclination for combativeness in the
period between Camp David and the treaty cancelled out muﬁh
of this progress -- without achieving any progress toward an
agreement. Carter's public rebuke of Israel was ;
confinuation of an unnecessary style that did little to move
the autonomy talks forward and did much to alienate a group
that wanted desperately to support the president after Camp
" David.

However, following the peace treaty, Carter's
alienation of the community seems to have stemmed not Er&m a
faulty political style, but from unfortunate events beyond
his control., Carter's effective disengagement from the
Mideast and the restructuring of his White House staff in
the summer of 1979 signaled the end of the president's
confrontational style towards Israel. The Arab-Israeli :sﬁua
fell out of the limelight, If it weren't for the incidents
mentioned above, it is quite possible Carter would have had
the time to rébuild his bridges (there is little doubt that
Carter's popularity with Jews at election time: was higher
than that at the time of the jet sale or the ‘Young
resignation, or in the rocky period between Camp David and
the treaty signing.) As it was, Carter's confrontational

style remained in Jews' consciousness,

p
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It would not be justified, however, to blame Carter's

failure to regain the confidence of Jewish leaders purely on
luck; that analysis ignores a more meaningful assessment of
Carter's shortcomings as a p&litician. It was Carter's
stubborn self-confidence, his failure to contemplate the
possibility of failure or political disaster, that left him
so politicallg exposed in his last year as president. To
paraphrase Mark Siegel, the president's style was predicated
almost solely on the political "up side." He assumed that
the peace treaty, though- a product of U.S. pressure on
Isreel, would bring in Jewish votes and would not bg
hampered Ey accidental mix-ups that would perpetuate doubt.
On & larger scale, Carter assumed that even if Jews remained
disaffected, suﬁport from other quarters in the coalition
would counteract his loss of support -- it seems no one
considered that a disaster (like the 1979-1980 economy or
the hostage crisis) would make Jewish voters a necessary
part of Carter's bloc., In this sense, Carter's 1lack of
political saavy for much of his administration and his lack
of political preparation for his bad luck in the latter half
are testimony ¢to his naivte or self-confidence as a
politician. Though events may have been beyond his control,
his p;Lr political responsiveness and his inability to plan
for crises made a bad situation worse. Luck may have been

"a;ainlt Jimmy Carter in the last year of his presidency, but

few presidents would have needlessly alienated key




supporters and counted on being vindicated at the polls to

the degree that Jimmy Carter did.
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CHAPTER FOUR

A CRITIQUE OF THE ENGINEER-PREACHER:

JIMMY CARTER'S POLITICAL STYLE




The genesis of the alienation between the Carter
administration and Jewish leaders, as we have seen in the
last three chapters, lay in a c::fluence of organizational,
ideological, and personal fagfors. each with its own dynamic
and degree of importance. The distance between the community
and Carter, as we have seen, was then perpetuated Py a
sefies of political mistakes beyond Carter's control but
within his responsibilty. This chapter is a brief analysis
of the primary factor that led Jewish leaders away from the
Carter, camp before Carter had disengaged from the peace
process in March 1979. It is an examination of Carter's
political style -- both as it relates to the Arab-Israeli
conflict and to his larger shortcomings as a politician. It
was the way he made decisions and sought to implement his
policies that set the tone for his administration's response
to overtures by a familiar element of the Democratic
coalition. The administration's organizational flaws and its
initial novel pe;ceptions about the nature of its base of
support vere certainly instrumental in diminishing Carter's
sensitivity to a powerful consituency. But to a far greater
degree, the‘determining factor in alienating the community
was, put simply, the way Carter did his job == how he
attacked problems, how he nrrivea at decisions, how he felt
about alternative views once he had made up his mind, how he

dealt with the opposition, how he viewed the interplay

between interest groups and the decisionmaking process, and
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how he worked to make his views both succeed and be deemed
palatable.

This chlpt?r is a brief analysis of Carter's style of
decisionmaking, as loosely defined above. After identifying
key flaws in that style which émerge from his handling of
the Jewish community, it argues that these shortcomings were
not isaua-speciéic. but general flaws that resonate with
similar problems that developed in many areas that Carter
addressed, The focus on the president's performance on the
Arab-Israeli question is thus a vehicle for identifying
basic, deep-seated flaws in Carter the decisiomaker. These
flaws are grouped into three general categories: 1) How he
looked at problems: his focus on the microcosmic at the
expense of the macrocosmic -- leading to .a serious lack of
strategic planning 1in gathering dfmeatic support. Also
treated here sis Caf%er'sfbaaic lack of passion or clearly
articulated values --  making it difficult even for
supporters to sense a cohereﬁce in his policy and trust his
motives, To use James Fallows' phrase, he never gave people
and "idea to follow." 2) How he felt about his own
decisions: his self-confidence and sense of righteousness
that contributed to a tendency to be stubborn and to dig his
heels 1in, aapeci;lly when challenged; 3) finally, how he
sought to implement, gather support for, his decisions: a
disdain for politics that diminished his effecﬁivenasl in
implementing his wishes. While an in-depth treatment of

Carter's overall flaws as a decison-maker in all areas, or
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an attempt at a psychohistory of the president, is
obviously beyond the scope of this thesis, it is possible to
suggest general consistencies in Carter's behavior across
the issue spectrum, This critique of Carter's political
style first identifies each category listed above as it
relates to the Mideast issue, and then generalizes to
describe basic trends in Carter's performance on a range of
issues.

The second part of this chapter examines the
relationship between Carter and the Jewish leadership as
vehicle for understanding on the general role of interest
groups in the decisionmaking process. Carter's fecord seems
to both prove and disprove popular notions about powerful
lobby groups in general and the Jewish lobby in particular.
That is, contrary to some political analyses, the President
did not find himself handcuffed by a lobby to a degree that
it stifled his freedom of action. Indeed, during his
immersion in Mideast questions, Jewish leaders' opposition
did not deny him a single triumph: he continued to pressure
Israel in public and was prepﬁré&"to push Israel into a
_eorner.to get a peace treaty. He even sold advanced jets to
nations still 1in &a state of war with Israel., Though
political considerations forced Carter to reevaluate His
personal involvement in 1979, while he was committed to
obtaining a peace, threats of Jewish defection did not seem
to alter his basic course. On the other hand, his

performance does bear out a basic_ truth about American
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politics: that Carter's notion that traditional Democratic
coalition politics was outmoded was very wfong. Politics
still amounted to an effort to win the suppor; of a range of
groups with more or less def}ned interests; this equation
was not supplanted by an appeal to a new white-collar rising
middle class that did not identify with issue- or industry-
specific goals, but valued efficiency, honesty, and abstract
rationality -- and othpf motherhood values. In short, in
being a true maverick in his dealings with interest groups,
Carter peid a costly electoral price that was both a
testimony to the cohesiveness of the Jewish 1lobby in
particular and & rejection of the pobulist political
philosophy with which he first entered the White House, |

HOW CARTER LOOKED AT PROBLEMS: ON MICROCOSM AND THE

LACK OF PASSION., Jimmy Carter's approach to tackling the

Mideast problem reflected a fascination with detail and deep
study, devoid of any central articulated value. Fr;n his
careful reading of the Brookings report to his daily
hricfingl with Brzezinski to his involvement on the drafting
of the Camp David accords and the final peace treaty, Carter
was directly involved in all phases of the negotiations.
Carter Pecaue known for reading virtually all research
memoranda, low-level 1nte1113en§a analyses, -and other
documents which presidents leave to their staff to read and
interpret. He never lost sight of his long run goal of

achieving peace in the Mideast -- though he did settle for a

bilateral, and not comprehensive agreement. However,
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Carter's habit of evaluating individual decisions on their
merits and in a virtual vacuum had two basic detrimental
effects on his ability to gather domestic support for his
policies. First, from a practical viewpoint, Carter never
took care to strategically plan out tﬁe order of his
decisons to suit his political needs. Thus he would consider
the merits of selling jets to .the Saudis vithout. also
considering that it was not wise to do so while the
administration was urging Jewish leaders to help moderate
Begin's views and bring him back to the negotiating table.
In December 1978, he determined the jet sale to be sound
policy =-- but it did not occur to him that his timing for
pushing the sale was regretablé. He . would rebuke Israel in
late 1978, and then seek domestic Jewish leaders' help in
moderating Begin's views before Camp David, There was always
a sense that Carter, despite his ultimate goal, never had a
thought out poltical strategy -- of ,coordinating periods of
wooing American Jews with public statements that vere
relatively mild toward Israel, As Eizenstat concedes, "There
was not a lot of strategic thinking. Each issue was taken as
an ad hoc issue. ... We didn't factor in the politics of his -
actions -- except in the last year -- to the extent that one
would think a president would or lhould.‘l

Carter's inclination to view 1individual steps in a
general policy in a vacuum reflected the workings of a dry,

dispassionate mind, Imbued with the conviction of a 1lay

1 Interview with Stuart Eizenstat; 16 August 1984,
Washington, D.C. ‘
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preacher with fundamentalist teachings, as well as the

meticulousness of a navy-trained engineer, Carter had a
natural inclination to examine each piece of a problem on
its merits and defend his individual decisions with great
vigor; it was never in Carter's nature to set out a list of
strategically planned incremental steps to bring the peace
process to a solution. He never had a grand strategy that
accounted for the need to gather support for individual
steps in his Mideast paqiuge that migh court opposition -~
or the need to stage these difficult steps at politically
advantageous uo-entl.z Carter, one had the sense, viewed his
goal of achieving an agreement with great passion and even
vieved this problem as a special moral burden in light of
his own religiosity. However, his mafner of exaniﬁing each
phase without a sense of the political signals it gave out
meant that Carter would alternatively seem combative and
conciliatory. He could call Jevi,h leaders to the White
House and give impassioned pledges of support for Israel sne
month -- as he did in July 1977. Then he would issue a
communique that seemed to question the American commitment
to Israel, The public  dichotomy stemmed from a
decisionmaking style that evaluated each individual problem
on its -trit;. but never communicated a coherent vision of
vhat Carter thought peace should be. ﬁithout being specific,

Carter could have still perpetuated a public position of

2 Carter's stubbornness, felig{olity. and lack of grand
strategy aré observations drawn from interviews with Jody
Powell, 16 August 1984; and Hodding Carter, 27 July 1984,
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unswerving commitment to Israel and still privately

expressed dissatisfaction to Begin (not a man to bend to
public rebukes anyway). Thus, Jewish leaders never had an
"idea"™ to latch onto, They could never gauge the depth of
Carter's commitment to Israsel because he never conveyed

conviction, but eclecticis-.a

Carter as leader: the engineer-preacher, Carter's
microcosmic method and seeming lack of passion is a familiar
broad-based criticism leveled at his presidency. In the
Atlintic Monthly, James Fallows, the former chief
speechwriter for Carter, refers to the the "passionless
presidency.” Carter prepared his energy legislation in a
vacuum, without consulting members of either the industry or
even Congress. The same was true for his tax reform
propotall; as was his decision to veto the construction of
eight water projects in the western United States -- without
realoniﬁg that he would created too much bad will and exﬁqu
too much capital 1in Congress trying to press for a
relatively minor i-sue.“ Carter's immersion in details was

legendary as was his inability to agfee with a Democrat-

controlled Congress on an agenda, Despite his moves on

energy, welfare reform, government reorganization, and tax
reform, legislators never had a sense of what Carter's
priorities were or the basic values (social 1liberalism?

economic conservatism?) he embraced, Carter, Betty Glad

3 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984, Washington, D.C.
4 James Fallows, The Atantic, "The Passionless Presidency --
Part One," May 1979, pp.35-42.
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wrote, "lacks it seems a well thought out conceptual
framevork to guide his political chotcea.'5

"The same devotion to detail is evinced in Carter's
performance in the governor's mansion and as a state
nenator; In the legislature, Carter pledged to read every
bill in detail (over 2,500 per session) and was a conspicous
critic of surrendering to special interests. As a governor,
he had a repul;.ltion as a loner, who would seek
"comprehensive"” solutions and then not be prone to
compromise., He seems to have had a fascination with !the
process of decisonmaking that diluted the substance -- he
wanted to simplify things like the government bureacracy,
consumer protection laws, welfare systems, the budgeting
procell.. He never conveyed a unified image of where he stood
on the poltical spectrum; he seemed more the technocrat that
the decisonmaker even in Georgia.6 Carter's training as an
engineer in the Navy clearly was the dominant formative
influence on his decisionmaking style, Immersed in details,
Carter would shov a commitment to a methodical proéass -=- a
perfectly valid approach for an engineer, but devoid of the
normative judgements necessary for a politician who seeis
support. Knott and Wildavsky aptly describe Carter's
affinity to the detiill - -anif§-ted so clearly in his
decision making about the Mideast -- as a concern "less with

particular goals than the need for goals, less with the

5 l.ttyfalad. Jimmy Carter: In Search of the Great White

House (New York: W.W. Norton, 1980), p.476.

6 Jack Knott & Aaron Wildavsky, "Jimmy Carter®*s Theory of
Governing,” The Wilson Quarterly, Winter 1977, pp.52-54.
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content of poL{ctes than with their ideal form -~
7

simplicity, ufiformity, hierarchy, and comprehensiveness."”
Thus Carter could be very effective (and even emotionally
gripping) private encounters and negotiations and still be
unable to give his largar audience a sense of his ultimate
goals because he fails to convey a coherent vision,

WHAT HE THOUGHT OF HIS OWN SOLUTIONS: CARTER'S SELF-

CONFIDENCE & THE SIN OF PRIDE. Throughout Carter's focus on

the Hiden;t question, he retained a sense of conviction and
of hostility to compromise that alienated the Jewish
community. As- néted in previous chapters, Carter would
solicit views of Jewish leaders, of his political advisers,
but then would revert to a combative, overt castigation of
Israel. Apart from the policy differences which would have
brought 1inevitable conflict between Carter and Jewish
leaders, Carter's combative style was instrumental in
unnecessarily alienating a group that desperatelj wanted to
help Carter moderate Begin's views and achieve a settlement,
The evidence for his stubbornness and belief in his own
views is found throughout the period: refusing to change the
timing of the jet sale, refusing to change his rhetoric to
accomodate growing Jewish fears, castigating Israel in the
middle of the peace. process, thus eroding what Jewish
support he had built, Of course, he did his share of bridge-
building and retractions (such as after the communique). But

these were not changes in grand strategy or tone, but

®
7 Knott and Wildavsky, p.49.
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temporary efforts at damage control =--. they signalled no

great shift in the way Carter attacked the problem. Carter's
inclinltio; not to give rival views sufficient merit was
noted by Mark Siegel: "When he could not be swayed or
deterred from a policy, he would let you know that you're
wrong. Not he thinks you're wrong, but you're wrong. And
he's right, He listened, always listened. Everything I wrote
would come back and have an initial 'JC,' but there would
never be.u substantive comment.,.. He would never challenge
your vievl.'a

&lrter'l stubbornness no doubt enhanced his abilities
as a negotiator. His drive to achieve a settlement at Camp
David was the catalyst for an agreement. Thus it 4is not
entirely just to fault Carter for being committed to a
definite set of long-range goals, However, the same
confidence which led to relentless pursuit é} an agreement
also led him not to solicit adviced from Jewish leaders
often; and when he did, it seemed to be 1lip service more
than earnest consultation, The combative style of the Carter
White House reflected the drive of a man ready to court
confrontation with the Jewish community as well as Menachem
Begin; that forcefulness reflected Carter*s belief in the
rightousness of his views and his belief that Jews would
eventually return to his camp and concede the rightness of

his courlo.9

8 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984; Washington, D.C.
9 Interview with Mark Siegel, 31 July 1984; Interview with
Morris J. Amitay, 28 February 1985; both in Washington, D.C.

141




Carter's mark of stubborn self-confidence and

unwillingness to compromise does not seem to have been

confined to his perfomance on the Mideast question. The

secrecy with which he handled his energy package -- prepared
without any outside consulation --, resulting in a iatered-
/

downe& version that didn't even come close to meeting the
president's expectations; his insistnece on vetoing the
eight water projects in the West, an act which led Sen. Byrd
to term it the "stupidest”" move made by a presiﬁent earlf in
his term, with a sitting majority of his pnrfy in congress;
the basic lack of communication between the congressional
liason office run by- Frank Moore and the congressional
Ieadership. leading to lack of coordination and agreement on
welfare policy, tax policy, and government reorganization.lO
Carter would often tell O'Neill how he handled the Georgia
legislature -- by appealing to the people directly -- and
the speaker responded: "You have 289 guys up there who knoew
their districts pretty well, The ran against the
Administration, and they wouldn't hesitate to run against

you. Carter said, 'Oh, really?"ll

Byrd and 0'Neill had to
expend tremendous amounts of political capital to pass the
energy legislation, his amnesty policy for Vietnam veterans,

auto pollution. Carter would not help his case by

10 For a good general account of Carter's failure to deal
with Congressional leaders and accept compromise, see Haynes
Johnson, In the Absence of Power, (New York: Viking Press,
1980). A classic example of uncoordination is the B-1 bomber
issue. Carter lﬂnnﬁ\ced his oppostion to the program only
days after O'Neill had gone on record for it,

11 Glad, p.420,.
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criticizing Democrats in the House for not lettiné some
energy Ibgiallt}on out of committee, for example. In short,
Carter, for much of his administration, would prove inept at
soliciting support in the congress, at building a popular:
base of support before announcing major initiatives.
Although communications improved after Carter's domestic
Camp bnvid':uunit of July 1979 and he became more involved
in Democratic functions, by that time the economy's downturn
had begun and the hostage crisis was only months away -- he
never had th? time to rebuild the bridges with his party
that he had so carelessly destroyed for two-and-a-half
years.lz The above analysis does not deny that Carter had a
number of legislative and executive successes during his
tenure -- rather that they were overshadowed and sometimes
diminished by excessive stubbornness and lack of political
saavy.

HOW HE GATHERED SUPPORT: DISDAIN FOR THINGS POLITICAL.

As described in detail previously, Carter had a general
disdain for letting political consideration enter . into
decisions concerning either the style or substance of his
Mideast policy. It was not even until a major crisis ten
months into his administration yhat domestic advisers became
part of the foreign policy ldop. But even their attendance
at foreign policy breakfasts did not guarantee any
‘uhstnntill influence. During his period of intense

involvement during the Mideast there is abundant evidence -

12 A very good account of Carter's poor bargaining style is
found in Glad, pp.420-427.
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both from observations made . by key' players, such as

Brzezinski, Eizenstat, Siegel, and Powell, as well as
himself -- that Carter declined to let politics get in the
way of making the right choice. Part of that inclination, of
course, came from Carter's initial notion that his political
legacy was not tied to a Democratic coaliton. However, much
of that disdain came from & longstanding mistrust of
"special interests,"” which manifested itself not only in the
White House but also during his tenure as governor. The
inclination to eschew political factors =-- which Carter
abandoned towards the end of 1979, when he . began
participating in Democratic activities as the threat of a
Kennedy challenge became a reality -- may have made for
technically sound decisions. But they also eroded political
support, reduced the likelihood of anything meaningful being
passed by Congress, and invited a tougher battle on the next
issue. "He enjoyed and understood electoral politics,"
Powell noted, "the legislative and bureaucratic poliﬁica
less so. when he was campaigning, he was a campaigner. He
would make the compromises; once elected, he was going to
govern with as little of that as he could get away with,"13

When Carter came into the White House, he boasted that
he would t?eu: the congress the same way he treated the
Georgia legislature. That is, whenever he had an initiative
on which 1legislators were being' obstinate -~ such as

consumer legislation, or an alternative to Eorceﬁ bussing,

13 Interview with Jody Powell, 14 August 1984; Washington,
D.C.
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or zero-based budgeting -- Carter would 'appesl to the
people.” The same style pervaded much of the early Carter
White House., His inner circle of advisers included mostly
GCeorgians -- indeed, Washington insiders, such as coansel
Lloyd Cutler and Robert Strauss, would only become familiar
faces in the White House 1in mid 1979 -- acquired a
reputation for nog being sensitive to complaints from the
congressional leadership. He would refuse to attend
Democrﬁtic fundraisers. He even declined to make
appogptments to minor posts in the bureaucracy as politiénl
favors -- he went so far as to make siginificant appoints
for two Republicans from Massachusetts, irritiating Speaker
O'Neill. His brand of populism -- what Betty Glad accurately
terms "pitting virtually the entire population against no
one" =~ had the effect of leaving Carter without a wide base
of support. With the exeption of American blacks, Carter
could point to no one to whom he had consistenly gave -- and

received -- support.

INTEREST GROUPS AND PRESIDENTIAL FREEDOM. Carter's

political style pitted him against one of the most visible
and influential lobby gro;;s in the United States. Like most
pow;rful “lobby groups, Jewish organizations draw .their
strength from abundant resources, commitment to a narrow
range of issuse on which few others will fight passionately
against ~- as well as substantial sympathy among non-Jews

for the security of the State of Israel. Connécted with

influential staffers and congressmen, pivotal in electoral

145




2

coalitions for representatives. senators, and presidents,
Jewish leaders have recently taken to boasting that they can
elect or defeat candidates, that they have fasthioned the
most pro-Israel'congress in post-war history, that they make
members of congress think twice beforé opposing foreign aid
levels for Israel. Their stregth is augmented by the fact
that one cannot lose votes in the United States, by being
pro-Israel, The Arab population is much smaller and less
active that the Jewish population -- furthermore, they are
not all Palestinian, and thus do not express the s;ne
loyalty and feeling of kinship with key issues of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, For all of Jewish)money and organizational
and electoral activity, it would seem that these groups
would be open to the criticims that they have distorted the
democratic process by handcuffing elected officials -- far
out of proportion to the size of the .community in the
nation. |
’ #

Jimmy Carter's tenure stands .as a refutation to the
idea that the Jewish lobby can call the foreign policy tune
towards Israel when Democratic leaders are in positions of
leadership. Carter was not denied a single victory because
of J;vish opposition, Advanced jets were still sold to Saudi
Arabia, and other jets to Egypt. Carter was prepared to
force a showdown with Begin and clearly did not tailor his
public image to .11.9 Jewish fears. Of course, he did offer

retractions in the face of unexpected developments -- such

as the fallout after the October communique and the U.N,
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resolution in March 1980 - buf these were more
clarifications to ‘sllay fears that did ~not signal any
fundamental reorientation in the Carter strategy.

At thé sune-time. Carter did prove that his vision of a
new Democratic coaliton on the horizon was a mirage, Carter

clearly felt that he was outside the Democratic tradition,

and he certainly was reluctant to sign onto tradional

®

Democratic legislation eéarly in his term. While he turned to
more traditional politics in late 1979 -- now that he was in
control of the machinery -- the philosophy thatlhad brought
Jimmy Carter to the White House and which imbued the initial
organizational structure of the White House was soundly
defeated in 1980. One cannot point to the Jewish defection

in 1980 as entirely the result of Carter's Israel policy;

like everyone else, Jews were upset about Iran and thej

economy. Most of their voting can be explained by a general
anti—Jinhy Carter sent%ment. But while Jewish groups did not
campaign for Reagan and some grudgingly supported Carter,
the '. was out® in the community in 1980 theal: Carter
could not be trusted on Israel, and that if reelected he
would pressure ;sraél to give up territory against its will.
Faced with that image, Jews preferred to go against decades
of tradition and vote for the Republican candidate, Thus, if
Carter showed that he had freedom of action from interest
groups, he also showed that“groups can still cohere around a
set of issues and that a successful politician must appeai

still to a society that is remarkably unified.
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CONCLUSION

FREEDOM TO ACT, FAILURE TO PERSUADE’
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President Jimmy Carter never had a natural constituency

in the American Jewish community. Concentrated in urban
regions {n the Northeast and the far West, committed to
liberal social welfare agendas, most American Jews rightly
pgrbetved Carter as falling outside the familiar spectrum of
Denoératic politics. Hasp in the community were comfortable
with "traditional®™ Democratic liberals, who not only had
strong records on social welfare issues and Is}ael. but who
also ‘looked to the Jewish community, big labor.' women's
groups, and other interests as a natural base of support.
Carter came from outside this tradition. Beyond substantive
ﬁoiicy differences with the northeast liberal wing of the
party, what set him apart was his aversion to collit;on
pplitici -=- both as a campaigner and as president. Latter-
day members of the bandwagon, Jewish leaders were never
quite able to ingratiate themselves to a man who neither
felt particularly - beholden to them, nor was inclined to
politick skillfully the way most Democrats would,

From the start of the administration to Carter's
decision to~“cease his personal immersion in the Mideast in
March i979. organizational and personal factors effectively
separated the decisionmaking process from the process of
domestic political strategic thinking. The populist
phiiolophy and the organizational exclusion of thé domestic
staff from policy discussions in the first 10 months or so
worked to desensitize Carter to the political ramifications

of his confrontastional style. While these difficulties
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eventuslly were corrected, it was Carter's style =-- his
stubbornness, pride, disdain for politics, and predilection
for uicrh-nanngenent -=- which 1led Carter to needlessly
alienate Jewish leaders. His belief that a peace t;_aaty
would 'bring vindication from the Jewish community
underestimated the degree of damage Carter had done to his
image in community while pursuing incremental iteps that led
to Camp David -alnd the treaty. Unforeseen political disasters
ih the last year of his presidency =-- pzrhupl the only
period in which political strategy was a constant and
prominent element in his thinking -- kept him from
rebuilding bridges he had carelessly burnt,

Carter's handling of the doﬁestic Ipolitical fallout
from his confrontational -- but 1largely successful --
policies has shed light on an overall assessment of Carter
the politician, as well as on the function of powerful
interest -groups in  this president-centered age, His
stubbornness and his willingness to court political disaster
emerged quite clearly in his relationahig wibﬁknJeui’h
leaders, but also extended to many other strugglei;uith a
range of powerful groups and elected representatives. In
reviéwing a reﬁprd filled with ene bitter battle after
another with members of his own party and traditional
elements of the Democratic coaliton, one recalls the
assessment Richard Neustadt made two decades ago ;ﬁout the

& :

intangible quality to presidential power., Carter emerges as

a man of huperior intelligence; drive, ,and astonishing

']
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commitment, but vho never understood the need for

compromise, uﬁd the need for a president to activély seek
it. Though a master of detail, he never beca;: the master of
persulasion, which Neustadt astutely cited as the central
role for any ;itting president.

The relationship between Jimmy Carter and the American
Jewish community thus is a useful vehicle for identifying
larger shortcomings in the president's political
calculations, as well as insights about the fragility of a
president's freedom of action. It showed what happens to a
president who is unwilling -and unsuited to persuade his

supporters. It also indicates that for all of his superb

intellectual capabilities, for all of his diligence as

bresideﬁt. Jimmy Carter was probably never comfortable with
the solitical leg-vork that was an integral part of his job,
A man wvho often mistook stubbornness for conviction,
meticulous analysis for political skill, and political
strategy for insincerity, he was not able to ncce;.n: the

principle upon which incumbents can function and thrive.
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