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Mr. William Hadley
Director of National Security Council CHECK
Washington DC

By Telefax to 202 …I HAVE THE NO. IF U NEED IT
Dear Mr. Hadley,

Re:  The Yisrael Beitenu Knesset Faction
opposes Mr. Olmert’s convergence-consolidation plan

The 11-man Yisrael Beitenu Knesset faction wishes to make of record its strong opposition to Mr. Olmert’s convergence-consolidation plan. We deeply regret that our faction and other parliamentary colleagues who have registered uneasiness about  the Olmert plan (most recently, Minister Yizhak Herzog. No. 2 in the leftwing Labor party), have not been given any opportunity to present our concerns in parliament. Thus, our faction is forced to forward our reservations directly to you.  
Our faction’s position, which is shared by many both in Israel and abroad,  is that unilateral withdrawal provides strong encouragement for terrorism. The facts clearly support this position, both as to the Hamas’s recent victory and as to the current rocket war being waged against Israel’s southern flank from the former Gush Katif area (300 rocket attacks against the inhabitants of Kibbutz Zikkim; 300 rocket attacks against the residents of Kibbutz Karmia; 200 rocket attacks against the people of Kibbutz Yad Mordechai, and so forth) The position that terror is encouraged by unilateral withdrawal has been clearly expressed on many occasions by Israel’s former chief of staff, Bugi Yaelon who has also stated unequivocally that the unilateral withdrawal from Gush Katif was responsible for the Hamas victory in the recent Palestinian Authority elections. Mr. Yaelon has emphasized that in general, the plans for Israel’s recently completed unilateral withdrawal from Gush Katif, formulated during his period of service, were guided not by professional considerations but rather on the advice of “ignorant spin artists and political advisors… misleadingly termed ‘strategic advisors’ ”.  We regret that the plans for the additional unilateral withdrawal contemplated by Mr. Olmert seem to be proceeding similarly and great caution would appear to be in order, therefore, before endorsing these plans, however minimally.  
More support for the general principle that unilateral withdrawal encourages terrorism is available in Shlomo Ben-Ami’s book (Hazit Lelo Oref, 2004), based on Prof. Ben-Ami’s actual conversations with Yasser Arafat himself when Ben-Ami was serving as Minister of Interior Security during the Barak administration. In his book, Prof. Ben-Ami judged that the second intifada (over 1000 Israelis killed, over 7633 injured)  was caused by Israel’s unilateral withdrawal from Lebanon, reasoning that Arafat spoke “longingly and enviously”, over and over again, about the Hizballa terror group which, he said, caused Israel to leave Lebanon. 

As to American interests, the Olmert convergence-consolidation plan not only fails to further Mr. Bush’s vision of the Middle East as set out in Mr. Bush’s 24 June 2002 address, it negates that vision. The very title of Mr. Bush’s address, as released by the White House Press Secretary’s office, was “President Bush calls for New (i.e., not terror-tainted - YB) Palestinian Leadership”. However, the vacuum left by the Israeli unilateral retreat called for by the Olmert plan, will empower the worst and most terror-tainted sector of Palestinian leadership – the Hamas – hardly a recipe for encouraging popular support for moderate, terror renouncing alternative Palestinian leaders. 

The Bush address envisaged “a democratic Palestine…a stable Palestinian state”. In terrible contrast, the political entity which would form in Judea and Samaria in the aftermath of the Olmert plan would be what Israel’s former chief of staff Yaalon has termed and warned against, in the context of the current reality in the post-disengagement Gaza Strip, “Hamas-stan, Hizballastan and Al-Quaida-stan”. CHECK

The Bush vision states that “It is untenable for Israeli citizens to live in terror. It is untenable for Palestinians to live in squalor and occupation.”  The Olmert plan will perpetuate both situations; since terror (hence Israel’s military presence) will continue (cessation of terror is not a pre-condition of the Olmert retreat) whereas squalor also will continue, due to the empowerment of Hamas which will discourage that organization from renouncing terror hence making the Palestinian people far less eligible for international funding. 
The Bush vision calls on the Palestinian people to “build a practicing democracy, based on tolerance and liberty”. Many reports are available which document the current Palestinian intolerance and lack of liberty, notably those of Palestinian Media Watch, MEMRI, and Palestinian field reporter Khaled Abu-Toemeh CHECK. These would only be rewarded if Israel were to present a large territorial gift to the Hamas   by leaving the area unilaterally, razing settlements which, according to the Oslo accords, were to remain in place at least until a peace accord has been signed and sealed. 
Razing of terror-stricken Jewish settlements so as to leave a Jew-free area in and of itself sends an intolerance-endorsing message to the Palestinian people, particularly in view of the large Arab minority which the democratic State of Israel has welcomed in its midst since its inception despite the radical mindset of that minority’s leadership. Human rights expert Prof. Alan Dershowitz has pointed out that "there is no good reason why ancient Jewish cities like Hebron should be Judenrein".
 It is emphasized that in an eventual peace accord, as opposed to unilateral plans, could conceivably result in an opportunity for the quarter-million peaceable Jewish inhabitants of Judea and Samaria to remain in place, eliminating the need for ugly forceable   deportations of tens of thousands of Jews, among them old people, women and children.  At the very least, retaining the Israeli settlements until the final accords, as stipulated by the Oslo Accords, means that Israel will have some cards to play in its bid for peace. 
Finally, the Bush vision clearly states that the United States of America will support the creation of a provisional Palestinian state only when and if  “the Palestinian people have new leaders, new institutions and new security arrangements with their neighbors….A Palestinian state will never be created by terror….The United States will not support the establishment of a Palestinian state until its leaders engage in a sustained fight against the terrorists and dismantle their infrastructure”. Not one of these crucially important conditions is even close to being achieved, and therefore the Olmert plan, tantamount to the immediate creation of a provisional Palestinian state notwithstanding, will utterly negate the Bush vision and will strengthen radical elements.
As for the contention that the Olmert plan was vindicated by our recent elections here in Israel, this is incorrect. Mr. Olmert’s Kadima party was the only party to advocate unilateral withdrawal; to the extent that other parties focused on the Palestinian issue at all, they advocated a negotiations approach. Kadima received less than a quarter of the votes cast and because the voting percentage was, uncharacteristically, so low (62%) CHECK a simple calculation yields that only 15% of Israel’s elegible electorate voted actively for unilateral withdrawal. Furthermore, the Kadima party’s original leader, Mr. Ariel Sharon, stated publicly that no additional unilateral withdrawals would be carried out; subsequently Mr. Olmert took over, under tragic circumstances, and began agitating for an additional unilateral withdrawal; this had the effect of reducing Kadima’s electoral power considerably, according to pre-election polls. 
Regarding the contention that support for Israel mandates support for the Olmert plan and that rejection of the plan constitutes American interference in internal Israeli politics, the opposite is the case. First, unlike the United States, the head of the executive branch is not directly elected by the people, so that Mr. Olmert did not “win” the elections – to the contrary, the parties which did not advocate unilateral withdrawal “won the elections” by earning themselves a clear majority. Second, a United States endorsement, or any type of statement that could be used or abused to convince the Israeli public that its only powerful friend in the world favors the plan, would constitute the ultimate “American interference” since any internal Israeli opposition to the plan in the aftermath of such an endorsement, carefully as it might be phrased, would be doomed to failure. Third, endorsement of Mr. Olmert’s plan before it has even been debated thoroughly by the duly elected Knesset and Government of the State of Israel, is in and of itself an inappropriate order of proceeding, particularly since according to Israel’s Basic Law: the Government, the Prime Minister is a mere “first among equals” as opposed to the strong position enjoyed by the US President according to the US Constitution.    

In summary, the Yisrael Beitenu faction is opposed to unilateral withdrawal from terror-stricken areas generally, and particularly from Judea and Samaria due to their crucial proximity to Israel’s crowded population centers.
Sincerely, WHO IS SIGNING
Cc: Faction chairpersons, Knesset, Israel
