Vatal Interest

Winning the War on Terror requires a Mideast peace settlement.

By Stephen Van Evera

A VISIT BY CONDOLEEZZA RICE io
Jerusatem and the West Bank, a Sharon-
Abbas summit, a ceasefire of soris—
suddenly there is dipiomatic movement
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It is
long overdue, and these small steps must
foreshadow larger ones. The fact iy that
this confiict is not ondy a blight on Israel
and Palestine. It now threatens the safety
of Americans as well by aiding al-Qaeda's
recruiting efforts, helping #s terrorists
find friendly haven in Mideast societies,
and making Arabs and non-Arab Muslims
less willing to co-operate with efforis to
destroy al-Qaeda networks.

The 118, should treat the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict ss a serious menace 1o our
own national securify and move force-
fully to end it. Many pieces needed fora
settlernent are now in place, and though
the conflict poses an unprecedented
threat, it is also ripe for a solution.

Whatever helps al-Qaeda endangers
the (1.8, and we shouid not be lulled by
the guiet since the 9/11 asitacks. Al
Qaeda remains determined o wreak
mass havoc: its gruesome goals were
expressed in Osama bin Laden’s declara-
tion that “to kili Americans ... civilian
and military—is an individual duty for
every Muslirme who can do it in any coun-
try in which it is possibie.” His press
spokesman Sujeiman Abu Ghaith has
claimed a right for al-QJaeda 1o kil four
million Americans, including two mil-
Yon children.

After the U.8. destroyed al-Qaeda’s
sancimary in Afghanistan, it morphed
into a more decentralized organization,
but it remains dangerous. Bin Laden
wants to acquire weapons of mass
destruction and may ajso have the
opportunity: enough nuclear materials
rerain poorly secured in Russia 1o make
tens of thousands of Hiroshima-sized
atomic bombs. Many former Soviet sci-
entists also reraain underpaid or unem-
ployed, primed for hiring by terrorists.

Why does al-Qaeda endure against
1.8, efforts? How does il still find
recruits and suppori? An jraportant
reason lies in the poison spread through
the Mideast by the lsraeli-Palestinian
conflict.

Opinion polls suggest that the conflict
is highly salient in the Arab and islamic
world, Surveys also show that American
policy toward Istael and Palestine is
deeply despised among Arabs and Mus-
Hms and that the U.S. itseif is also
increasingly unpopular in these quarters,
Further, polis show that the first and
second phenomena cause the third-—that
Arabs and Muslims resent the U.S. largely
hecause they care about the Istaeh-Pales-
tinian conflict and disapprove of 1.5
policies toward that conflict.

A March 2001 poli commissioned by
the University of Maryland asked
respondents in five Arab states—FEgypt,
Jordan, Kuwait, the United Arab Emi-
rates (UAE), and Lebanon—to identify
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their “single most important issue,”
inctuding domestic political issues. In
Egypt, 79 percent named the Palesiin-
ian-Istael conflict; 60 percent did so in
Jordan, Kuwait, the UAE, and Lebanon.
An additional 20 percent in these last
four countries identified the conflict
among their top three issues. Similarly,
a spring 2002 Zoghy survey of five Arab
states—¥igypt, Kuwai, the UAE,
Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia-found that
about two-thirds of respondents viewed
the Palestinian issue as “very important”
or “the most important” issue facing the
Aral world.

‘These poll numbers may be some-
what inflated as respondents may have
feared declaring a prime concern about
local governance. (Taking issue with the
government can be unsafe in Kgypt and
elsewhere in the Arab world.} Thus
those whose main concerm is local mal-
governance perhaps stifled that thought
snd spoke of Israel-Palestine instead.
But even discounting heavily for this
possibility, these polis indicate broad
and intense public concern over the
israel-Palestine question.

The reasons are three: the intifada
that flared in the Palestinian territories
after Sept. 28, 2000; the new Arab satel-
fite TV, including Al Jazeera, Al Arabiva
and other channels; and the strength of
broad Arab and Muslim identities in the
region. The intifade gives the conflict a
dramatic and cruel face, ideal for inflam-
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matory TV coverage. Satellite TV, which
agppeared only in the 1990s, provides a
new medium for piping disturbing pic-
tures inge the homes of Arabs and Mus-
lims far from [srael-Palestine. Their
Arsb/Musiim identities are activated by
these images, stirring anger even among
non-Palestinians.

Arabs widely disapprove of the expan-
sionist policies pursued by Ariel Sharon’s
Israeli government and faulf the U.S. for
giving him aimost unconditional sup-
port. That spring 2002 Zogby survey
found minuscule support in five Arab
states for 115, policy toward the Pales-
tinjans: only 2 10 6 percent of respon-
dents in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
and Lebanon voiced approval, and only
16 percent in the UAE. By contrast, 83 to
94 percent of respondenis in Egypt,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Lebanon, and
83 percent in the UAE, voiced disap-
proval of U.S. peolicy. In the world of
opinion surveys, such huge majorities

Jordan. A Zogby study taken just three
months later found even deeper antago-
nismy 68 percent unfavorable to 20 per-
cent favorable in Lebanon, 73 percent to
14 percent. in the UAFE, 78 percent te 15
percent in Jordan, 88 percent to 11 per-
cent in Moroceo, 94 percent to 4 percent
in Saudt Arabia, and 98 percent.to 2 per-
cent in Egypt, the beneficiary of $2 bil-
lion in annual American aid. Note that
the enmity extends even to traditional
.5, allies ke Egypt, Jordan, Saudi
Arabis, Turkey, and Pakistan,

And pace President Bugh, they do not
“hate us for our freedoms.” They hate our
policies, Zogby again, May 2004: 76 per-
cent in Jordan, 78 percent in the UAE, 79
percent in Lebanon, 81 percent in Saudi
Arabia, 84 percent in Morocco, and 85
percent in Egypt declared that American
policy foward the Arab-{sraeli dispute
was “quite important® or “extremely
important” in shaping their atfitudes
toward the United States. Simnilar majori-

AZOGBY SURVEY FOUND MINUSCULE SUPPORT IN ARAB STATES FOR U.S. POLICY
TOWARD THE PALESTINIANS: ONLY 270 6 PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS IN EGYPS,
SAUDIARABIA, KUWAIT, AND LEBANON VOICED APPROVAL.

are equivalent to unanimity. A siraiiar
picture emerged in the three non-Arab
states that Zogby surveyed. Approval of
11.5, policy toward the Palestinians stood
at 10 percent in Pakistan, 5 percent in
indonesia, and 3 percent in Irar; disap-
proval registered 79 percent, 75 percent,
and 95 percent respectively.

Hostility toward American policy
translates into enmity forthe US. as a
whole. A March 2004 Pew Research
Center poll of four Muslim couniries
found unfavorable views of the 1.8, ot
numbering positive views by 61 to 21
percent in Pakistan, 63 to 30 percent in
Turkey, 68 10 27 percent in Moroceo, and
a remarkable 93 percent to § percent in

ties indicated that what America does is

more important than who she is: T6to 16

inJordan up to B0 to 1 in Egypt.
Anti-Americanism in the Araby/Istamic
world matters because it fosters a
friendly environment in which al-Qaeda
can Aourish, raising new recruits and
money. A public friendly to the U.S.
would be our eyes and ears, helping to
glean the intelligence that is vital to suc-
cessful counterterrorism. But hostile
populations sit on their hands, letting
the terrorists hide in their midst while
the T.5. searches blindly. Osama bin
Laden, Ayraan al-Zawahiri, and other al-
Qaeda leaders run free in northwest
Pakistan today because the people of

that region are militantly anti-American
and pro-al-Qaeda. These dangerous fish
couid swim no more in Mao's metaphor-
ical sea if the public wilied otherwise-—
as it wduid if it viewed the TU.5. with
more approval,

The Isracii-Palestinian confiict is not
the sole cause of Arab/Muslim animosity
toward us. The war in Iraq and the
impact of viralent anti-American propa-
ganda from al-Qaeda and other Isiamist
movements also stoke the fire. Winding
down the fragl oceupation would help,
as raight stronger pubtic dipiomacy to
counter al-Qaeda’s propaganda. But
{18 Mideast relations will not heal fully
while irritation from the Israeli-Palestin-
ian conflict persists. In the meantime, al-
Qaeda will benefit accordingly.

Al-Queda’s leaders will not be weaned
from their campaign of terror by an
israeli-Palestinian peace settlement.
Terror has become their way of life, their
reason for being. They cannot be conciii-
ated; they must be destroyed. To achieve
this, their support base must be siripped
away, and that can only come by engi-
neering a large improvement in Arab/
Muslim public attitudes toward the US,
This will leave the extremists friendless
and exposed, {o face capture or death.
The lsraeii-Palestinian conflict should be
ended not to appease their anger but {o
Jay the basis for their demise,

The conflict fuels frietion with for-
eign governments as well as peoples.
Often the ULS, needs these govern-
menis' help against al-Qaeda and other
foes, and 118, national security suffers
accordingly, America's NATO partners
are essential to defeating al-Qaeda, but
disputes over the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict have frayed U8, relations with
these allies. Disagreements sternming
from Arab-Israeti strife have aiso dis-
rupted tmportant 11.5.-Syrian co-opera-
tion against al-Qaeda. For a time after
the 9/11 attacks, Syria gave the U.S,
valuable assistance inckuding intelli-
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gence that helped {hwart an al-Qaeda
attack on the U.S. ¥Fifth Fieet headquar-
ters in Bahrain and an attack on an
American target in Ottawa, (Syria’s sec-
ular regime has long been targeted by
Islamist radicals, including al-Qaeda, so
the regirne has worked to develop intel-
Egence against these movemenis, ofien
surpassing U.S. inteiligence. It has hun-
dreds of files on al-Qaeda and has pene-
trated cells throughout the Middle East
and Burope.) Buf co-operation has
since ended, foundering on frictions
with the 1.5 that result largely from
Syria's conflict with Israel, which is
aggravated in turn by the Israeli-Pales-
finian conflict.

So the bad news is that the conflict is
damaging American national security.
The good news is that many pieces are
now in place for a peace setilement, Six
in particular bear mention

1. Years of negotiation have made clear
10 both sides the terms that each can
and cannot accept. If they want
peace, they know what its outlines
must be. Long months of fumbling in
the dark for a mutually aceeptable
formaula will not be necessary. That
formula is well known.

2. Most Israelis and Palestinians now
agree on the same peace terms.
Specifically, polis taken in December
2004 and Janusry 2005 show that 54
percent of Palestinians and 64 per-
cent of Israelis endorse the parame-
ters for settlement proposed by Pres-
ident Clinton in December 2000, If the
citizens can agree on the terms, there
is little reason their leaders cannot do
likewise.

3. Yasser Arafat's demise in November
2004 has brought 0 power a new
Palesiinian leadership under Mah-
moud Abbas (Abu Mazen) that
opposes violence and gives all indica-
tion of seeking peace on reasonable
terms.

4, The Palestinian intifade that began in
Septermber 2000 has made major Arab
states more predisposed o foster
peace. Most importantly, the Egyptian
governmment now fears that passions
stirred by watching the intifada are
causing the Egyptian public to raobi-
fize in ways that threaten the
Mubarak regime. The fear is that
crowds chanting “down with Sharon™
at noon could switch Yo “down with
Mubarak” at ten minutes past. Other
Arab regimes have also come to favor
an Arab-Israeli settlement for similar
reasons. This new mood was signaled
by the Abduliah peace plan, offered
by the Arab League at iis March 2002
sumpnit, which envisions a settlement
that involves acceptance by the Arabs
of Israel’s 1967 borders, no demand
for jarge return of the 1948 refugees
to Israel, and full integration of Israel
into the larger Arab world. If the
Palestinians and Israelis want to
make peace, they will now find many
other Arahs willing to help it happen.

5. Israelis are increasingly worried that
Israel will lose its Jewish character
urdess it makes a land-for-peace
trade. This fear extends 1o mnportant
elements of Likud, which see the
West Bank s Israeli territory but now
accept that demographic realities
require Israeli withdrawal,

6. Istael no longer faces a credible
threai of conventional attack from its
east. Israel hardliners have long
claimed that a land-for-peace trade
was unwise because Istael needed to
hold the West Bank as a buffer
against possible inwvasion by Irag and
Syria. But over the past 20 years, the
threat of eastern invasion has largely
disappeared as the economies of
Syria and Iraq have stagnated, their
Soviet sponsor and arms suppher has
collapsed, and the United States has
smashed Saddam’s regime and put

fraq under oceupation. The exdent of
the eastern threat was always debat-
able, but Saddam's demise makes
clear that it exists no more, as Syria
poses no serious threal by seif,
Hence Israel can now be more forth-
coming about trading tand for peace.

If the 118, pushes for peace, i pushes
on an ppen door. But peace is not possi-
bie-on any terms. The range acceptable
1o both sides is very narrow. The limits
are basically those of the four major
peace plans widely discussed since
2000: the Clinton bridging proposals of
December 2000, the Abdullah Plan of
March 2002, the Geneva Aeccord of
December 2003, and the Ayalon-Nus-
seibeh (or “People’s Voice™) initiative,
also of Deceraber 2008, These proposals
envision Israel’s withdrawal from all the
territories it occupied in the 1967 Wag,
except for minor border adjustments
involving equivalent gains and losses for
both sides, in exchange for a full and
final peace. Contro! of the city of
Jerusalem would be shared along ethnic
lines. Controt of its holy places, includ-
ing the Temple Mount area, would also
be shared. The West Bank and Gaza
would form a Palestinian state that
accepts sharp limiis on #s military
forces in order to ensure Israel’s seceu-
Tity. The Palestinians would not insist on
a large return of Palestinian refugees to
Israel, ingtead seeing their right of
return recognized mainly by generous
compensation 10 the refugees.

Netther side will accept terms outside
these parameters, Israel will never agree
10 & large return of refugees to israel
Palestinian insistence on a large return
would torpedo peace. And the Palestini-
ans witl aceept no deal that they cannot
credibly claim involves full Israeli with-
drawal from the occupied territories.
Egyot's Anwar Sadat and Jordan’s King
Husseins both got full Israel withdrawal
from Egyptian and Jordanian territory in
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their eartier peace deals with Jsrael, and
today's Palestinian leaders need to claim
that they won the same terms to guiet
their own radicals, who wiil otherwise
accuse them of surrendering the nationat
cause by accepling second-best treat-
ment—-not even what Sadat got! Not
evenr what Hussein got!” Accordingly,
israel wili scuttie peace if it offers less
than fuil withdrawal-—as it did at the
failed talks at Camp David H in the
summer of 2000, where it unwisely
insisted on retaining 8 percent of the
West Bank and paris of Palestinian East
Jenusalem.

What U.5. action does peace require?
The two sides cannot make peace on
their own; the 1.8, musi lead them to
it. Specifically, it must frame ifs own
final-status peace plan and use carrots
and sticks to persuade both sides 1o
agree. Enough with Oslo-styie, open-
ended peace plang: the two sides wil}
move forward more wiilingly if they
know their destinafion. And enough
with passive mediation: strong U.S. per-
suasion is necessary. If either side
needs incentives to move forward,
inducements—both positive and nega-
tive—should be starkly framed and
firmiy applied.

The American final-status plan should
involve a full Israeli withdrawal in
exchange for full and final peace, in line
with the four previous peace pians. The
11.8. should use the 2003 Quartet road-
map as its work plan {0 move the par-
ties toward its final-status agreement
and closely oversee progress, framing a
schedule for the fulfiilment of both
sides’ obligations and enforcing comph-
ance with that tirneline,

The new Palestinian leadership may
need U.S. persuasion on two issues: right
of retum and end of violence. Some Pales-
tinjans choke on the notion that those

driven from Israel in 1948 wil not be .

aflowed 1o return. But the necessities of
peacemaking require that the Palestinians

accept this. The Palestinian leadership
also must eventually disarm the various
terrorist groups that operate in the territo-
ries and establish firm centrat control of

ali instraments of force. Mahmoud Abbas

may adopt these policies withous pres-
sure, but if not the U.8. should apply
whatever weight is required.

Israel’s government more clearly
needs sirong American persuasion.
Prime Minister Sharon will not freely
offer anything close to full withdrawal
from the West Bank to gain peace.
Instead, he aims o create a Palestinian
mini-state on perhaps haif of the West
Bank, with nio presence inJerusalem and
10 controi of its airspace, and to annex
to Israel the other haif of the West Bank
and ail of Palestinian East Jerusalem
including the Muslim holy places. No
Palestinian leader would ever accept
such terms, 50 Sharon aims to impose
thern unilateraily.

Sharon's reasons for insisting on
retaining large chunks of the West Bank
are hard to fathom. He is not known for
deep religious concerns, so these are
probably not at work. Rather, he is by
reputation a national-seeurity hawk. The
collapse of the eastern invasion threat
over the past two decades shouid have
made himn more willing to trade land for
peace. But it hasn't. Thus Sharon'smotives
are a puzzle. For whatever reason, Sharon
is now pursuing goals that preciude a
peace settlement.

Accordingly, the U.S5. must persuade
Sharon to drop his pursuit of Israel
expansion. Carrots shouid include the
prospect of large economic ald to cover
the cost of adjusting Israeii defenses to
new borders and the prospect of a
formal allance with the United States if
Arab-Israell peace is achieved. As a
stick, the U.8. should explain that no
U.5. government can remain allied {o
another government that pursues poli-
cies that injure 1.5, national security.
The U.S. should elaborate that Sharon's

policy of retaining large chunks of the
West Bank precludes an lsraeli-Palestin.
ian peace setilement; that the Israel-
Palestinian conflict damages U.S.
national securify; and that the U.S
therefore insists, as an absolute condi-
tion of continuing the U.S.-Istael strate-
gic relationship, that Sharon’s policy of
expansion be discarded. Instead Sharon
must agree to make peace within the
terms of the four peace plans mentioned
above.

Such a position, pursued with energy,
will likely bring the Palestinians and
Israelis to a settlerment. The publics on
both sides already favor moderate poli-
cies that align with peace, and they wijj
not support leaders whose policies
threaten rupture with the United States.
Hence leaders on both sides will find
themselves impelied toward peace if the
U.S. forcefully appiies Hs carrots and
sticks to get them there,

Of course, the curreni cliraate in
Washington precludes a policy of acive
U.S. pressure. Instead the Bush team
now pians only some rather passive
mediation unlinked to a strong U5,
policy. This will not be neatly enough io
bring peace. Even the current ceasefire
will inevitably break down undess it is
reinforced by strong U.8. pressure for
peace. The present Mideast c¢alm is
refreshing, but without a far more force-
ful 1S, policy it is only the calm before
another storm.

Americans who care about U.S
national security should therefore work
to change the Washingion climate. Our
security requires al-Qaeda’s defeat, and
that demands a Palestinian-Israell peace.
Qur government is derelict if it does nog
pursae such a seitiement-—soon and
with full force. #
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