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A Personal Note

While in the Senate, and especially during my time
as a member of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and chairman of the Middle East SubCommittee, I was often asked, by both Israelis and
others, how Israel should structure a peace with its
neighbors, and particularly how much land should
be ``traded'' for peace. My answer was always that
this was for the Israelis to decide, and we Americans
should not seek to compel the Israelis to make a
deal they found inimical to their interests. Nor
should we create a situation that would compel a
certain outcome.
I often told the Israelis that I was a Senator from
Minnesota, that my state was about 1200 miles from
the oceans, and that even on the other sides of
those oceans there were no real foes that threatened our existence. Israel, on the other hand, was a
small, narrow country, not as wide in spots as the
distance from downtown Minneapolis to downtown
St. Paul, the Twin Cities. Additionally, most of
Israel's neighbors are larger, more populous, and
sworn enemies of that democracy which refuse to
make peace with Israel. Then consider that the West
Bank, which rises to heights of 3000 feet above the
Mediterranean, is the high ground that overlooks
the narrow plain where most Israelis live (in the Tel
Aviv area particularly). Occupying that high ground
is an enormous strategic advantage.

Security is so different for Americans, I believe,
that it is impossible to substitute our thoughts and
feelings for the problems facing the Israelis. Their
long ``special relationship'' with the United States is
based upon shared values of democracy, justice and
human dignity. I felt that we could rely on them to
make a just peace. It is with these thoughts in mind
that I approach the question of Palestinian statehood and evaluate the actions of Yasser Arafat's
Palestinian Authority.

$ $ $
Members of a Palestinian Authority delegation that
visited Washington in February 1999 boasted to
reporters that relations between the United States
and the Palestinians are warmer under the Clinton
administration than under any previous American
government.
In a meeting with congressional staffers, Nabil
Sha'ath of the PA reportedly talked about creating
and sustaining some five separate committees that
fall under the aegis of the ``US-PA Bilateral
Committee usually chaired by Secretary of State
Albright and Yasser Arafat''. According to Sha'ath,
these committees include economic investment,
economic assistance, legal assistance (rule of law,
legal training, drafting legislation), exchange programs with Congress and the Executive Branch, and
businessmen's committees. These committees, he
suggested, are separate from the peace process and
the CIA-PA security cooperation group.
Such US-Palestinian coziness is a tragic mistake
Ð because morally, strategically and economically,
an American-Palestinian entente is a disaster for
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American interests. American support for a Palestinian state would be a mistake of enormous
proportions. It would undermine our ally Israel
and reward violence, demagoguery and treachery.
It is morally wrong because Yasser Arafat
consistently sides with tyrants and America-haters.
His closest allies are Iran and Iraq. He has warm
relations with North Korea, Syria, and Cuba. His
own regime suppresses and tortures political dissidents, shuts down opposition newspapers, brutally persecutes Christian Arabs, and provides a
haven for terrorists who have murdered American
citizens. The Palestinian Authority has executed
three people in the past six months Ð after trials
lasting only hours, with no right of appeal. Nothing
in the formative years of the Palestinian Authority
gives us reason to believe that a Palestinian state
would have standards of justice, freedom, rule of law
and personal liberty that in any way mirror the
operative principles of the United States or our ally
Israel.
Economically, an American-Palestinian alliance
would also be a disaster for the United States.
Foreign donations, earmarked for social services and
education, have more often than not ended up
lining the coffers of Arafat's ministers and government officials. The $500 million already sunk into
Gaza by the United States has joined billions of
dollars of foreign aid that have disappeared into a
black hole of Palestinian Authority graft and
mismanagement. The additional $900 million that
the administration wants Congress to give the PA
will probably end up in the same place; the
corruption of the Palestinian Authority shows no
sign of abating. In his February meeting with
congressional staff members, Nabil Sha'ath denounced Congress as ``unhelpful'', ``nosy'' and
wrongly biased in favor of Israel for wanting to
determine what had happened to the previous
donations.
Supporting Palestinian independence is a strategic mistake as well. America's security interests in
the Middle East require stability and moderation.
Arafat represents exactly the opposite. He coddles
and collaborates with radical terrorists who wage
war on Israel, and has made the West Bank and Gaza
Strip internationally recognized as havens for

terrorists. He has made no bones about his
expansionist desires, coveting Jordan, which he
considers part of ``Greater Palestine''. If there is a
Palestinian state, it will be a launching pad for
military adventures that will drown the Middle East
in bloodshed.
Arafat has already shown in Lebanon what he
can do if given military control over territory. It was
Arafat's 1970 attempt to overthrow King Hussein of
Jordan that led to the PLO's expulsion from that
country. Arafat led his troops to Lebanon, subverted
the fragile balance of the existing Muslim-Christian
government there, set up a puppet state in the
south of Lebanon and fomented the Lebanese civil
war of 1976. This, in turn, led to a Syrian occupation
of Lebanon that continues to this day Ð with 40,000
Syrian troops in Lebanon and another 100,000
``guest workers'' there. It is Lebanon's continuing
inability to assert government control in the south
that gives Syrian and Iranian-backed Hizbullah
terrorists free access to Israel's northern border.
The United States should not be part of giving
Arafat the opportunity for a similar performance on
Israel's eastern border.
Palestinian subversion of Jordan would be a
direct threat to the security of Israel and a blow to
American interests in the region. Amos Perlmutter,
editor of The Journal of Strategic Studies, wrote in
The Washington Times (March 1999) about the
potential takeover of Jordan by ``peaceful'' means:
Now that King Hussein is dead, Mr. Arafat is
setting the stage, ideologically and tactically,
for eventual Palestinian domination of Jordan.
He is certainly not foolhardy enough to try to
overtake Jordan by force as he failed to do in
1970, nor is he in a hurry. There is a more
subtle way to achieve the same result: calling
for democratic elections.
Palestinians are estimated to comprise more
than 60% of the population of Jordan. Palestinian
intellectuals in the West Bank and the United States
have all of a sudden begun calling for democracy in
Jordan.
Perlmutter believes Arafat is still aiming for
``Palestine'' on both sides of the Jordan River, and
that Israel and Jordan must work together to
prevent it.
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Separate bilateral security arrangements must
be signed between Israel and Jordan, and Israel and
the United States. The reason is clear. This will
weaken any Palestinian effort to create conditions
for a confederation with Jordan, a military alliance
with Saddam Hussein, Hafez al-Assad, revolutionary
Iran, or any other present or future belligerent Arab
or Muslim state that has no peace treaty with Israel.
It is in the interest of both the Israeli government
and the Jordanian Hashemite monarchy to deter and
discourage Palestinian utopian expansionist ideas
that could be fulfilled through democratic means.
There is nothing wrong with democracy in Jordan or
Palestine, unless it means a step toward the
fulfillment of the complete Palestine utopia. In view
of present Palestinian aspirations, (a JordanianPalestinian) confederation will only threaten Israeli
security.
Under Perlmutter's utopian scenario, a ``peaceful'' confederation between a Palestinian state and
Jordan would only be a stage leading to the bloody
subversion of Jordan, Israel and American interests.
Under Perlmutter's scenario, moreover, the United
States would be called upon to fulfill security
obligations to Israel.
Over the past decade and a half, the United
States and Israel have established strong security
ties, including a rotating American military presence
in Israel. The US Sixth Fleet is a frequent and
welcome visitor in Haifa harbor, with thousands of
American service personnel on ships and on land.
The US Army and Marines hold exercises both with
the IDF and using Israeli ranges in the desert.
Military-to-military exchanges are a frequent occurrence and groups of American military personnel
find Israel an excellent place for vacation and R&R.
Thus far, however, nothing in those arrangements requires the United States to provide for the
defense of Israeli territory, nor is such a possibility
an attractive one for either country.
The West Bank is a formidable barrier to
conventional military attack from the east, providing
a vital shield for American interests in Israel. Dr.
Dore Gold, Israel's permanent representative at the
United Nations, in a paper entitled ``Fundamental
Factors in a Stabilized Middle East: Security,
Territory and Peace'', described the geography
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protecting both Israel and American activity in
Israel:
[The West Bank's] north-south hill ridge might
only be 3,000 feet high, but it is set against
the Jordan River and the Dead Sea, which is
1,200 feet below sea level. Therefore, an
attacking army from the east faces a net
4,200-foot incline that must be traversed over
15 miles. Again, since there are only five eastwest routes connecting the Jordan River to the
Mediterranean, the attacker must move along
predictable axes that can be anticipated and
defended with relatively small forces.
The Iraqi-Jordanian border is approximately 210 miles east of the West Bank;
advanced units of an Iraqi division could
easily traverse this distance in 36 hours Ð in
less time than the reserve mobilization of the
IDF.
He continues later in the same article:
Since the Palestinians are not a major Arab
power, an Israeli-Palestinian understanding
would not directly modify the hostile intent of
a major adversary of Israel. The Palestinians
have laid claim to territory that is vital to
Israel's defense against an Arab state war
coalition to its east. Thus, an Israeli-Palestinian territorial understanding might only
increase Israeli vulnerabilities without addressing the claims of a major Arab military
power like Iraq or an Islamic power like Iran
further eastward. A stable peace must preserve Israel's access to the West Bank in order
to defend itself against enemy attacks from
the east, while removing the burden of
military rule for its Palestinian Arab population.
Israel and the United States share concerns
about terrorism, instability, and the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missile
capability in the region. The two share technology
and weapons systems and Israel is a partner to the
United States in the development of ballistic missile
defenses. The emerging Turkey, Israel, Jordan
security axis benefits the United States as well as
the parties.
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The United States and the Palestinians share no
strategic interests, and share only a limited interest
in Palestinian self-rule Ð which is already a reality,
with 97 percent of the Palestinians once governed by
Israeli military occupation now under the political
control of the PA.
The Palestinian Authority, and its appointed
religious leaders and PA-controlled media have
engaged in a continual campaign of anti-American
rhetoric. It is impossible to ignore the possible
impact that this will have on the opinions and
actions of the Palestinians Ð directly or indirectly
placing Americans in the region in danger. Following
American raids on Iraq in December, tens of
thousands of Palestinians rioted on the West Bank,
burning American flags and loudly supporting
Saddam Hussein. Arafat has, in fact, been Saddam's
chief supporter during and since the invasion of
Kuwait.
Ultimately, the question for the United States
boils down to whether the Palestinian Authority (or
a future Palestinian state) will be a friend to the
United States or will be simply another violent, antidemocratic, anti-Western country hostile to American principles and American interests in the region.
So far, at least, there are few promising signs.
And, as so often happens in regional matters,
the United States and Israel are asking themselves
the same question about their future with the
Palestinians. What kind of government will the
Palestinians have? What kind of neighbor will they
be? A story, apocryphal perhaps, is told about a
discussion in the Israeli cabinet about maps of
hypothetical borders with a Palestinian Authority.
Two maps emerged prominently. The first gave the
Palestinian Authority 60 percent of the territory of
Judea and Samaria, and suggested that Israel annex
the other 40 percent. The second reversed the
proportions.
When asked to justify the borders, the proponent of the first map said:
When the final status negotiations are finished, our problems with the Palestinians will
be resolved and I believe they will cease to be
a hostile neighbor. Therefore, my borders
reflect the ``good neighbor'' status I believe we
will achieve.

The proponent of the more conservative map
said:
I believe that even after we finish our
negotiations and the last paper is signed,
the Palestinians will still be hostile to the
premise and the reality of the State of Israel.
Therefore, the borders reflect my belief that
Israel must hold defensible positions against
future Palestinian attacks.
The dangers posed by the Palestinian government to both Israeli and American interests should
be recognized in the process of creating a viable
peace formula. The eventual shape of IsraeliPalestinian borders and relations should, first and
foremost, reflect Israel's determination of its security needs. The United States should be Israel's
patron and supporter, without trying to substitute
its vision of the future for that of the Israeli
government. But, there are definite American interests at stake. The central dilemma for both the
United States and Israel, according to Gold, is:
...finding a formula for peacemaking that
reduces the chances of conflict breaking out
without increasing Israeli vulnerabilities to a
point that necessitates greater American
interventionism in the future.
Therefore, the United States should clearly
enunciate its moral, strategic and economic concerns about the behavior of the Palestinian Authority over the past six years and reject calls to
recognize a unilaterally declared independent Palestinian state.
And what if the circumstance should arise in
which a Palestinian state is declared as a result of
Israeli-Palestinian negotiations?
Israel, certainly, will determine the quality of
its relations with the new state. But the quality of
the relationship any Palestinian entity or state has
with the United States should reflect American
standards of democracy, freedom and respect for
the rule of law. The United States must insist on
justice in the name of American citizens murdered
by the PLO and under the rule of the Palestinian
Authority Ð from US Ambassador Cleo Noel in
1973, to Leon Klinghoffer, Nachshon Wachsman,
Alissa Flatow and many others, nothing less will
do.
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It is for good reasons, based on shared values,
that the United States has for so long had what it
calls a ``special relationship'' with Israel. The
Palestinian Authority has exhibited none of these
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values. Since the Palestinians have as yet done
nothing to deserve a special relationship with the
United States, it would be wrong to treat them as if
they have.

