Page 1 of 3

ANOTHER VI EWPOI NT
(AVP NS14)
3845 Buffalo Rd., Auburn, CA 95603, Mar. 1997

LAND FOR PEACE OF EXPANSI ONI SM I N DI SGUI SE
Elias H Tuma

It has been fashionable to call for peace by reciting the slogan
OLand for PeaceO as the Oslo fornula. The Arabs are enchanted; the
Eur opeans are proud; the Anericans are |ukewarm and the Israelis
play the game of unwilling but anxious. Unfortunately this fornula
of land for peace, as it relates to the Arab-Israeli conflict, is
deceptive, biased, and enbodies potential instability in the future of
the region. If the parties truly want peace with each other, why not
trade peace for peace? |If they want |and of each other, why not
trade land for land? The fact is that all parties want both peace and
l and, but do not know how to go about it in a legitimte manner
The formula of land for peace may turn out to be nothing but a
mechani sm for disguised Israeli expansion at the expense of the
nei ghbors.

The | and for peace formnmula, as comonly understood, would
have |srael give back occupied land in return for peace with its
nei ghbors. Wthin that framework politicians, nedia experts, and
acadeni ci ans go on debating how nuch land Israel would or m ght
give back in return for peace. Israeli authorities, in the neantine,
ridicule the idea of |and for peace, assert again and again that they
woul d never return to the pre-June 1967 boundari es of the West
Bank and Gaza, nor to the prewar boundaries between Syria and
Israel. More bluntly they state that they would never give up the
whol e of the Golan Heights. The fault with this fornmula and the |ogic
of the perpetual debate is that peace is not a conmodity you trade
on the market, nor is the land Israel is supposed to trade for peace
legally its own. That |and belongs to Arab neighbors. Thus, the | and
for peace formula seens to say that |Israel would | et her neighbors
have back some of their |and and surrender the rest in return for
peace. Accordingly, the Pal estinian would give up parts of the West
Bank and Gaza; Jordan would give up parts of the Jordan Valley;

Syria would give up parts or all of the Colan Heights for the privilege
of having peace with Israel. And Lebanon! Lebanon does not have to
give up any |l and because the whole country is an open stage for

I sraeli forces.

Anot her problemwi th the conmon understandi ng of the
formula is that it assunmes that the Arabs want and need peace nore
than Israel does. It also assunes that land is nore precious for
Israel than it is for its legitimte owners, the Arabs. The fact is that
I srael has been trying, with a certain degree of success, to expand its
domain, while pretending that it is making a sacrifice of land in the
cause of peace. The rest of the world watches, sone with admiration
and hi gh expectations, while others seemindifferent as |Israel scores
a diplomatic coup on behalf of the land. Unfortunately the inpact of
such action is that any such expansion will legitimze territorial war
gai ns and, by the sane token, will encourage the |osers to prepare
for future rounds in order to recover any territory they might lose in
t he process.

I srael has several argunents to justify its continued hold on
occupied territories. Certain parts of these territories my seem
essential for Israel Gs security; other parts nmay seem necessary to
saf eguard water resources; still other parts may be considered
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necessary to allow Jews to settle in the Oand of their forefathersO
These argunents night nake sense to Israel, but they do not justify
expansi oni sm nor do they meke sense to owners of the occupied

| and. Furthernore, such argunments are in contradiction with
international |aws and conventions regardi ng occupied territories.

However, Israel s arguments for nore |land nay be justified on
the basis of need. If so, there should be other ways to satisfy the
need. An alternative approach may be the follow ng: peace for peace
and land for land so that both Arabs and Israelis enjoy |and as wel
as peace .

There is little doubt that both Israel and the Arabs are tired of
war and are anxious to have peace. There is little doubt either that
the Arabs can appreciate Israel s needs for security and water
resources, since they too feel the need to attain security and
safeguard their water resources. |If so then there should be room for
negoti ati on and settlenment as follows. First, the parties to the
conflict will conclude peace for the sake of peace. They start with an
agreenent of non-belligerency; Israeli troops will then w thdraw
fromthe occupied territories; the Arabs will at the same tine
renounce all neans of violence and fornms of threat against I|srael
This will achieve peace for peace between the parties.

As to the land Israel needs, there are three legitimte ways to
secure the land: leasing, trading, or neutralizing the strategic areas
while sharing the economic resources. |Israel can approach its
nei ghbors with proposals of leasing the vital territories for such
periods that security will be guaranteed | ong enough to becone a
normal condition. | srael can approach its neighbors with proposals
to trade land for land. G ven that the nost common perception of
legitimate boundaries is the pre-June 1967 boundary line, any
reducti on of Arab |l and within those boundaries in favor of |srae
woul d be offset by Israeli surrender of |and of equal value. Finally,
if leasing and tradi ng do not neet the requirenent, security can be
achieved by dem litarizing equal areas on both sides of the
boundari es between Israel and its nei ghbors while the shares of

econonmi c resources can be negotiated. It is true that denmlitarization
does not guarantee security, given the nature of arns available to
both Arabs and Israelis, agreed dem litarization will mininize the

risk and rem nd the parties of their commitnment to peace, and of the
benefits of enhancing security for each other

The Arabs should have little reason to argue against this
alternative approach. They will recover the occupied territories and
have peace. |Israel will attain peace and security and possibly the
use of areas it considers strategic for its viability and survival. |srae
will in either case be a winner: it will have secured legitinmacy within
the 1967 borders which gave it alnpbst a third nore | and than had
been allocated to it by the United Nations. Israel will be a wi nner
also in the sense that its neighbors will no |onger feel that a part of
their land is still under occupation (in spite of a signed peace
agreement) and therefore should be liberated. Stability will prevai
instead of instability; peace instead of war; and potential harnony
and cooperation would replace suspicion, intrigue, and conflict.
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