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Stemming the flow of al-Qaida recruits begins in occupied Palestine

Dr Hikmat Ajjuri
THE war, as well as peace, begins in Washington. 
History tells us that making friendship with your enemy is quite possible and, according to the American professor Chalmers Johnson, it also tells us that one of the most unstable political combinations is a country like the US today . . . one that tries to be a domestic democracy and a foreign imperialist.

Of course these historical instructions apply fully to what is happening in the Holy Land.

Especially in the "democratic" state of Israel.

I further would like to add, mindful of the facts mentioned in US president Jimmy Carter's book Palestine: Peace not Apartheid, that the actual threat to the existence of the state of Israel is not the words said by Ahmadi Najad. The existential enemy of the state of Israel is losing its democracy. Democracy in Israel is in direct conflict of its ruling of other peoples against their will and colonising their land.

In fact, it is not I who is worried about the Israeli democracy, but many of the unheard Jewish voices inside and outside Israel.

In my opinion, Israel is on the brink of losing its democracy as it has lost many of its values the moment it started persecuting the Palestinians under its rule and embarked on its settlement enterprise in the occupied Palestinian territories. 
I share the Americans' great values as stipulated in their constitution and even their political philosophy, which was nicely highlighted by a former American secretary of state, Dean Acheson, who in his memoirs writes: "The UN charter was a condensed version of the American political philosophy." Yet one could not ignore the growing antiAmerican sentiment which is built on the basis of contradicting Acheson's conviction.

I believe that Acheson is right because the American problem is embodied in their foreign policy, which is in direct conflict with their values.

It is not a secret to say that regimes like Saddam Hussein's are impossible to dismantle from within, but the cost and consequences of this action make one wish that the said evil regime was still intact, bearing in mind that there are many other similar regimes still very much alive and friendly with the US. 
Thus far, the costs and consequences of this war give one the courage to say that it was more than just wrong from the beginning to wage this American-British war against Saddam Hussein.

But as it is too late to ask who is right, every effort should be employed in an attempt to try to minimize the damage before the question of who is left emerges.

In this context I believe that the compass of the White House foreign policy should be pointed to the right direction.

The only people on earth who agree with US president George Bush that Iraq is at the heart of the Middle East are the Israelis, and the only people who benefit from the destruction of the Iraqi army are the Israelis as well. In fact this (the destruction of the Iraqi army) is what Israel Shamir, then Israel's PM, preconditioned his country's engagement in any further peace process in a discussion with George Bush senior, then US vice-president.

I am sure by now Bush and his aides realise what a fatal mistake it was to have dismantled the Iraqi army because it would have been a useful tool to restore law and order in Iraq, which is now becoming a nightmare for them and the whole region. Strangely enough, the American leaders failed to learn from the behavior of the Iraqi army after the liberation of Kuwait in 1991 that the Iraqi army was not at all ideologically Ba'athist as the proAmerican Iraqis wrongly advised them.

I admit that this is history, but what is future is this window of hope, which is opened by Bush's call for an international meeting on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, scheduled for Washington in the middle of November. Because the Israeli occupation is not merely at the heart of the Middle East conflicts but the world's conflicts at large.

On the other hand, while sharing Bush's vision ('two states' solution) and his war against terrorism, I feel obliged with my humble knowledge in this field to say that drying up the stream of recruits for alQaida and other extremists in the Islamic world begins in the occupied Palestine, which houses the third holiest place for 1.5 billion Muslims.

I believe the forthcoming meeting in Washington should be grasped by Bush as a golden opportunity to rectify the Iraq mistake and reconcile the Americans' values with their foreign policy.

My fear is that Bush does not realise the difference between the Israeli people who aspire to a peaceful coexistence with their Palestinian neighbours and the Israeli politicians who are not prepared to cope with its consequences.

The Israeli politicians fancy fighting for ministerial posts with their colleagues much more than fighting for peace with their neighbours. Ehud Barak, the current Israeli defense minister, is doing everything possible to see that his boss is forced out of office in order to take his place, expectedly as a result of the Venograd report on the war in Lebanon.

It is high time for Bush to follow his father's steps to match his country's aid with deeds by exploiting the forthcoming Washington forthcoming and to transform his two-states vision into a reality, to prove that the UN charter is a condensed version of the American political philosophy.
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