





CONCLUSION

By Marc Lynch

What role could an International Force (IF) play
in securing an Israeli-Palestinian peace agree-
ment? The case studies in this volume offer useful
comparative experiences from other instances

of international peacekeeping. In light of these
comparative lessons, this final chapter explores
four plausible scenarios in which an IF might be

welcomed into the West Bank and Gaza. It con-
cludes that the potential contributions of such an
IF, under certain conditions, make it a worthwhile
option to explore. However, the logistical and polit-
ical challenges would be daunting.

Multiple studies over the last several years have
floated the idea of a NATO (North Atlantic Treaty
Organization)-type or other international peace-
keeping force in the West Bank and Gaza. Such
studies attempted to flesh out the likely size,
composition and mandate of such a force." In
April 2002, New York Times columnist Thomas
Friedman suggested that a NATO peacekeep-

ing force be placed between the Israelis and
Palestinians as part of an overall peace settlement.
In 2005, then-NATO Secretary General Jaap de
Hoop Scheffer said, “We would not shy away from
already starting to think about a potential role for
NATO in supporting a Middle East peace agree-
ment. This is not a revolutionary idea.”* Current
National Security Adviser, General James Jones,
floated the concept of an international NATO force
to facilitate the transitional period from Israeli
control of the terriory that will comprise of a
Palestinian state to Palestinian control numerous
times during his time as former President George
W. Bush’s envoy to the Israelis and Palestinians.*
Tellingly, at the time, the proposal sparked intense
criticism among Israelis and Palestinians but
generated little enthusiasm among Europeans or
Americans.’

Coming from President Barack Obama rather than
President George W. Bush such a proposal may
receive a more positive reception, at least among

Palestinians and in the Arab world. In Israel, there |
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are also signs of a greater willingness to consider
the idea. A recent public opinion survey, for exam-
ple, shows changing views among Israelis. In what
the director of the survey called a “sea change,”
“Israeli Jews supported the presence of NATO
peacekeepers in Palestinian areas by (a margin of)
62 percent to 34%.”° Late last year, Quartet Envoy
Tony Blair noted, "A principle that appeared to be
out of bounds I think is now in bounds.”” And, as
noted earlier, the current U.S. National Security
Adviser, General James Jones, has raised the idea
in the past.

The logic behind an international peacekeep-

ing force of some kind during the transition to
Palestinian sovereignty in a negotiated two-state
peace agreement with Israel depends on the param-
eters of such a peace agreement. And indeed, the
logic is stronger under some conditions than oth-
ers. In any scenario, implementing an agreement
will produce an unstable, transitional situation

in which there would likely be a security vacuum
that Palestinian forces will struggle to fill. Spoilers
would have strong incentives to launch attacks to
derail implementation. An international force could
provide reassurance and stability at an extremely
tenuous moment and could provide the essential
bridge between Israeli occupation and Palestinian
sovereignty. But the risks and political sensitivities
should not be underestimated.

I. Scenarios

This project began with the assumption that the
arrival of an IF would only follow the completion
of a broadly acceptable peace agreement. James
Dobbins is surely correct that few states would be
keen to contribute to an international deployment
without a prior peace agreement and the buy-in of
all parties. But that is not a sufficient reason to only
consider scenarios based on fully negotiated peace
agreements. It is conceivable that an IF could also
be called upon to manage a unilateral Israeli with-
drawal, similar to its disengagement from Gaza in
2005. This chapter therefore considers scenarios
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that could arise from either a negotiated agreement
or a unilateral Israeli disengagement.

A second differentiating factor among potential
scenarios is the nature of the Palestinian state in
which the IF would deploy. The most optimistic
scenario is that the IF would support a Palestinian
national unity government, including both Hamas
and Fatah as well as other relevant factions, and
that this government would have effective control
over both Gaza and the West Bank. Nonetheless,
it is conceivable that the IF would in fact deploy
only to the West Bank, and that it could support

a Fatah-dominated Palestinian government that
has not reconciled with Hamas or other opposition
groups.

I therefore examine four primary scenarios (see
Table 1), based on whether a negotiated Israeli-
Palestinian final status agreement precedes the
entrance of the IF and whether the Palestinian
Authority (PA) remains in roughly its current
form:

Full Negotiated Peace. In this scenario, the Israeli
government, with the acquiescence of mainstream
West Bank settlers, reaches agreement with a
unified Palestinian government, including both
Hamas and Fatah in both the West Bank and Gaza.
The IF enters with the full cooperation of all par-
ties with the primary functions of reassurance and
facilitation.

Partial Negotiated Agreement. In this scenario,
the Israeli government reaches agreement with
the PA, but Hamas and Gaza remain outside the
agreement. The IF enters to support the imple-
mentation of an agreement, which includes a
counterinsurgency-type strategy in the West Bank
to neutralize Hamas and other rejectionist groups.
Alternatively, though highly unlikely, major por-
tions of the Israeli settler movement reject the
agreement and challenge the relocation plans. The
IF would then play some role in trying to prevent



Table 1: Scenarios

FOUR SCENARIOS
-

Without the Full Unilateral
Palestianian negotiated Israeli
Authority peace withdrawal/
PA survives
With the Partial Unilateral
Palestianian agreement Israeli
Authority withdrawal/
PA collapses

violence between religious-nationalist settlers and
Palestinians.

Unilateral Israeli Withdrawal/PA Survives: In
this scenario, Israel disengages from the West Bank
unilaterally without a negotiated final status agree-
ment, along the lines of its departure from Gaza

in 2005. The IF enters to bolster and work with the
existing PA.

Unilateral Israeli Withdrawal/PA Collapse. In this
scenario, an IF enters to rebuild a Palestinian state
in the chaotic aftermath of a PA collapse and unilat-
eral Israeli disengagement from the West Bank.

Each scenario involves a dizzying array of com-
plicating variables. The timing of an IF entry (i.e.,
whether it enters early on or later in the process),
the surrounding political context, and the com-
position and mandate of the intervening forces
obviously matter a great deal. It matters whether or
not potential spoilers, such as religious-nationalist
settlers or Hamas, support the agreement. The
extent of settlement relocation is also a key factor:
The withdrawal of Israelis from the West Bank
could be exceptionally tortuous, with hundreds

of thousands of settlers relocated and a massive
infrastructure left behind or moved, or it could

be relatively uneventful, leaving large portions

of the existing settlements under Israeli control.
Returning Palestinian refugees in any significant
number would introduce considerable societal and
economic stress on an already overtaxed society.
The IF may only play a transitional buffer role,
facilitating the transition and then departing, or

it could become a long-term, integral feature of
the landscape. The IF may build non-partisan
state institutions, or it may primarily support the
Palestinian Authority against Hamas and other
challengers.® If Palestinians see the IF as a vital
ingredient in achieving true sovereignty, they will
respond very differently than if they view the force
as simply a proxy for the Israeli occupation.

The task of any IF in Palestine would potentially
involve a complicated hybrid of missions, including
the separation of forces, managing a chaotic transi-
tion that may include substantial movements of
people, enforcing agreements in a hyper-politicized
and media-saturated environment, and facilitat-
ing state building as a transition to self sufficiency.
Thinking through these scenarios now could help
to avoid some of these risks. For all the challenges
identified in this chapter, such an IF may be the
only way to provide transitional security for Israel
and for nascent Palestinian state institutions dur-
ing the transition to statehood.

1. FULL NEGOTIATED PEACE

In the best case scenario, the IF would be charged
with enforcing and monitoring a peace agreement
reached between the Israeli government — with the
acquiescence of the mainstream of West Bank settlers
- and a unified Palestinian government that includes
both Hamas and Fatah and both the West Bank and
Gaza. The IF in this scenario would enter with the
tull cooperation of all parties and with the primary
functions of reassurance and facilitation, ensuring the
security of both Israel and the Palestinian state dur-
ing the transition and monitoring compliance with
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Even the best case
scenario is not without
pitfalls. A very small
rump opposition could
still be drawn to terrorist
tactics in an attempt

to sour Israeli and
Palestinian views of the
peace agreement, destroy
trust and re-militarize the

relationship.
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the agreement. Its efforts to support a transition to a
capable, independent Palestinian state would begin
from a relatively strong foundation.

The simplest mission for the IF would be reassur-
ance, offering security guarantees for each side
during a delimited transitional period. Israelis
would benefit from a transitional buffer force to
prevent the Palestinian government from doing
politically popular things such as rapidly deploying
troops along the new border. A robust and effec-
tive IF could substitute the need for a continued
Israeli presence, as recently demanded by Israeli
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, for retaining
a presence in the West Bank in order to prevent a
reoccurrence of the situations in Gaza and South
Lebanon where armed groups stockpiled rockets
across the border.” It would also ensure that no
security vacuum followed a withdrawal of Israeli
Defense Forces (IDF). The IF would also, cru-
cially, protect Palestinians from attacks, either
from departing settlers or from radical fringe
spoilers. Most likely, the IF would have a broader
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mission, including the construction of an effec-
tive Palestinian security force to take over security
responsibilities as the IF departs.

Such a peace agreement would likely command
broad regional support — at least from Israel’s
immediate neighbors. While history counsels
against assuming significant material Arab assis-
tance, this scenario makes it far more likely that
Jordan and Egypt would play important sup-

port roles, while wealthy Arab states such as

Saudi Arabia would assist with the financing of
Palestinian state construction and refugee return.
The incorporation of Hamas into the peace frame-
work would be crucial to the regional reception:
Iran and Syria may prefer to remain poten-

tial spoilers, but they cannot hope to represent
Palestinian aspirations more than the Palestinians
themselves. They could, in other words, hardly be
more Palestinian than Hamas. Al Qaeda and affili-
ated movements would oppose such an agreement
under any circumstances and would likely mount
a fierce propaganda campaign against Hamas for
selling out the jihad. But in this scenario, that
effort would likely be only a fringe cause with little
resonance outside a tiny jihadist milieu.

Yet, even the best case scenario is not without
pitfalls. A very small rump opposition could

still be drawn to terrorist tactics in an attempt

to sour Israeli and Palestinian views of the peace
agreement, destroy trust and re-militarize the
relationship. International Forces deployed
throughout the West Bank and/or Gaza would
provide extremely tempting targets for such terror-
ist attacks, particularly if they were lightly armed,
included Americans or other Westerners, and
chose to have an active presence in the communi-
ties rather than to hunker down within bases. The
Oslo experience suggests that ensuring compli-
ance on the ground with agreements and deterring
or co-opting potential spoilers would be key to
maintaining positive momentum - which would
require such a more active presence. Should an IF



establish such a presence in the West Bank and/or
Gaza, prevailing perceptions of the IF should not
be left to chance. An extensive strategic communi-
cations campaign should be maintained to shape
the narrative surrounding its deployment, empha-
sizing that the IF is assisting in the realization of a
consensual two-state solution, rather than backing
one side against the other in an ongoing conflict.

2. PARTIAL AGREEMENT

In this scenario, the Israeli government reaches
agreement with the PA as currently constituted,
but Hamas and Gaza remain outside the agreement
and/or significant portions of the Israeli right wing
and settler movement are actively hostile. The two
key elements of this scenario are mutually inde-
pendent. The settlers could oppose an agreement
that includes Hamas and Gaza, while Hamas could
oppose an agreement broadly acceptable to settlers.
Indeed, given the concessions that would be neces-
sary to satisfy both constituencies, it is probable
that one of the groups would be in and the other
out (i.e. if settlers are happy with a relatively small
amount of displacement from existing settlements,
Hamas is much less likely to agree; if the agree-
ment calls for a near-complete return to the 1967
lines, as Hamas has demanded, then settlers are
more likely to be opposed).

While both options are logically possible, it is
extremely difficult to conceive of a plausible sce-
nario in which the IF would be actively involved
in the relocation of Israeli settlers. Politically, this
would be a deal-breaker in the United States and
most other Western countries. While an Israeli
government may sign an agreement that does not
satisfy religious-nationalist factions of the Israeli
settler movement, a situation in which the IF forc-
ibly relocates settlers or uses significant military
force in self-defense against them, is so unlikely
that I do not spend significant time on it.

By contrast, the former scenario — a West Bank-
only agreement signed by the Palestinian Authority

without either Hamas or Gaza - is arguably the
most likely of all the negotiated scenarios, and so
worth considering at length. While Dobbins is
likely correct that few external actors would want
to enter under such conditions, in practice they
may feel great pressure to do what they can to sup-
port even a partial peace agreement. A successful
IF in this scenario would require an extremely high
level of consensus on the mandate, agreement on
the rules of engagement and political unity among
the contributing powers.

The West Bank/PA scenario would pose distinctive
opportunities and challenges to an IF. The IF could
potentially play a vital role in bolstering the capacity
of the new Palestinian state in the West Bank and
give it the time to establish legitimacy and to dem-
onstrate significant improvements in Palestinian
quality of life. This would almost certainly involve a
significant training and security capacity-building
component. There should be a primary focus on
ensuring that the institutions of the rule of law and
civil police develop alongside the security forces.
Success in this mission could give Israelis the
confidence they need to relax Israel’s grip on secu-
rity arrangements in the West Bank. If the Israeli
withdrawal put an end to the internal roadblocks
and checkpoints, and removed enough settlements
to guarantee a contiguous and viable Palestinian
state, then Palestinian quality of life could rapidly
improve - a key part of the current platforms of
both Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu
and Palestinian Prime Minister Salam al-Fayyad.

The risks are also significant. The lessons of past
operations considered in this report suggest that
failure to incorporate or to disarm all armed fac-
tions would weigh heavily. Even if initially tasked
only with preventing the outbreak of violence and
ensuring a secure transition, the IF would likely
be forced in short order to engage in counterin-
surgency-style operations against Hamas in the
West Bank to support the new Palestinian govern-
ment against internal opposition. The prospects of



M ARCH

98 |

Security for Peace:

2010

violent attacks on peacekeepers will be dramati-
cally higher and the local and regional political
environment far more toxic.

From a political standpoint, domestic and regional
actors are likely to be much less supportive in this
scenario and unlikely to accept it as a final status
end of conflict. The agreement would presum-
ably still command the support of the PA’s allies
such as Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia. But Iran,
Syria, and popular forces across the region, such
as Hezbollah or Egypt’s Muslim Brotherhood,
would have ample opportunity to mobilize against
it. Significant portions of the Palestinian public
would also be dubious. Arab public opinion would
likely view a partial deal with extreme skepti-
cism, creating a new front in an ever more intense
regional “cold war.” The IF in this scenario would
almost certainly come to be perceived as a new
variety of occupation and become a political and
military target; a major strategic communications
campaign would be essential, but less likely to
succeed.

3. UNILATERAL ISRAELI WITHDRAWAL/PA SURVIVES

This scenario would resemble the 2005 Israeli
disengagement from Gaza, with a retreat to a
unilaterally drawn line (presumably along some-
thing resembling the existing security fence) and
the removal of settlements outside that line. The
PA would become responsible, de facto, for admin-
istering the West Bank. The IF, in this scenario,
would work to bolster the PA during the transi-
tional period and to facilitate its consolidation of
effective sovereignty while preventing the emer-
gence of threats to Israeli territory. This scenario is
less far-fetched than it may appear, since the inter-
national community may fear that the PA could
collapse without such international assistance. It
is most likely to occur if the IF enters as part of

an agreement between Israel and outside powers,
in the absence of a negotiated agreement with the
Palestinians.

Setting the Conditions for a Palestinian State

The mandate of an IF in this scenario would be

to provide security in the interim period between
Israeli withdrawal and the building of capable
Palestinian security forces. Many of the IF’s spe-
cific responsibilities and challenges would resemble
those in Scenario 2. The primary difference is the
absence of a negotiated agreement. This is not a
minor difference, since the Palestinians would
likely find the terms of the Israeli disengagement
considerably less favorable than under a negotiated
agreement. As a result, the PA would likely face a
severe legitimacy crisis and may receive consider-
ably less support from regional actors.

In such a scenario, the urgency of bringing all
armed factions into the emerging state would be
particularly intense. The IF could be a significant
deterrent to any efforts spoilers such as Hamas

to attempt to overthrow the PA and could help to
ensure an orderly and relatively peaceful Israeli
disengagement. The great risk in this scenario

is that the IF could be drawn into an even more
intense counterinsurgency role against Hamas in
the West Bank and captured by the existing leader-
ship of the Palestinian Authority as its own militia.
The IF would be more likely to establish the condi-
tions for Palestinian reconciliation if it establishes
neutrality, incorporates all relevant actors and
guarantees general security and stability during
the probable shaky transition.

4. UNILATERAL ISRAELI WITHDRAWAL/ PA COLLAPSES

A final plausible scenario for the entry of an IF also
begins with a unilateral Israeli disengagement from
the West Bank along the lines of its 2005 with-
drawal from Gaza. In this scenario, however, the
PA does not survive the disengagement in its exist-
ing form, requiring the IF to enter after its collapse
in order to establish basic security in a relatively
anarchic environment. Israel may welcome such an
IF to the extent that it prevents a replay of the Gaza
experience in which Hamas seized power and used
the territory to launch rockets against southern
Israel. International actors undoubtedly would be



leery of such a mission, but may see little alterna-
tive in a rapidly deteriorating situation.

An IF in this scenario would require very robust
rules of engagement and would have little choice
but to engage in a parallel process of institution
building and security provision. It would face
pressing Israeli demands to prove its worth by
preventing terrorist or rocket attacks over the

new border. At the same time, it would have to
demonstrate to Palestinians that it would protect
them from Israeli reprisals or from settler provoca-
tions. It could also find itself caught in the midst of
intense intra-Palestinian power struggles, with no
legitimate central authority upon which to rely.

While this in many ways appears to be a nightmare
scenario, the IF could have several unexpected
advantages compared to the “partial agreement”
scenario, all rooted in operating with a relatively
blank slate. Since the deployment would not be
specifically tied to the political fortunes of the PA,
it could reach out to Hamas and other spoilers

and seek to incorporate all armed groups into new
institutions. It could also promote institutional
change across the whole of government, including
the re-launching of a parliament, new presidential
elections and a broadening of political participa-
tion. Establishing neutrality would be crucial, as
would an effective communications campaign and
the ability to quickly establish order and to demon-
strate improvement in quality of life.

Il. Comparative Lessons

Several common themes, with particular relevance
for a hypothetical peacekeeping operation, emerge
from the cases reviewed in this volume. Bob
Killebrew concludes in his chapter, “Effective peace-
keeping operations require the consent of major
powers [and] belligerents, impartiality on the part of
the peacekeepers, and the non-use of force except in
extreme cases.” The scenarios discussed above also
help to illuminate common factors critical to the
success of an International Force:

Disarmament and incorporation of all factions.
The comparative lessons of this volume strongly
suggest, “[A]ll armed elements in the environment
need to be engaged early and managed through a
sustainable process of disarmament, demobiliza-
tion and reintegration or transition into legitimate
security forces within the new political entity.”*
The IF must avoid being captured by any one fac-
tion and resist the pressure (or temptation) to take
on a counterinsurgency role against Hamas in

the West Bank. Ideally, its entry into Palestinian
areas would be preceded by a prior Palestinian
political agreement that allows for at least the

tacit acceptance by Hamas and most preferably,

its incorporation into security forces. The disar-
mament of Hamas may be too much to ask. The
chances of it voluntarily surrendering its military
capabilities in the context of an Israeli-Palestinian
Authority peace agreement enforced by interna-
tional forces are close to nil. But steps can be taken
to give Hamas incentives to stand down and to
avoid playing a spoiler role, as well as to build cred-
ibility by scrupulously demonstrating neutrality.
Should the IF supplement efforts to combat Hamas,
then it risks becoming a combatant in counter-
insurgency operations rather than a peacekeeper

- and is far less likely to succeed.

Unity of command and appropriate mandate. The
cases examined in this volume demonstrate that
the composition and mandate of a peacekeeping
force are vital to its success. Should an IF ever enter
the hyper-politicized Palestinian environment, it
will face intense media scrutiny and the winds of
domestic politics in IF member states. Under these
circumstances, great care should be taken at the
outset to establish the appropriate mandate and
chain of command. Whether the IF enters as part
of a negotiated agreement or through a unilateral
Israeli disengagement, there must be no ambiguity
about the IF’s role and function.

Composition of the force. The most likely can-

didate for an IF is a NATO force, not an U.S.- or
99
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Bold steps and

significant international
commitments would be
needed to achieve the
two-state solution that
United States and world
leaders have so often
proclaimed to be essential
for regional stability,
Israel’s security, and

international justice.
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Arab-led force. (A U.N. force would likely be
vetoed by the Israelis.) However, the experience of
raising troops for Afghanistan demonstrates the
limited prospects for mustering a sizable NATO
force in such an intensely controversial mission. A
NATO force may also pose a major test to alli-
ance unity. But NATO’s experience in Bosnia and
Kosovo peacekeeping missions gives it considerable
operational experience to bring to bear. It would
also allow for the division of labor among vari-

ous functional specializations and competencies,
as well as a way to overcome political obstacles.
For example, the United States is legally barred by
Congress from dealing with Hamas in any way,
and this may not change, even if Hamas were a
partner to a peace agreement. Other NATO mem-
ber states would therefore be better situated to take
the lead in Gaza.

Strategic communications and perception man-
agement. How the IF is perceived by the multiple
stakeholders would be critical to any mission’s

success, and significant strategic communications
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activities should be planned in advance of the mis-
sion. As Killebrew notes in his chapter, the IF “must
prepare and implement an ‘information strategy’
that tells the peacekeepers’ story and reinforces the
mission of the force; otherwise, opponents will use
the media to discredit the force and the peacekeep-
ing mission itself.”" If the IF came to be seen as
simply an Israeli proxy force, it would lose legiti-
macy and quickly become a target for Palestinian
violence. It must constantly communicate in word
and deed to Palestinians that it is not another occu-
pation and that it is working to assist the transition
to full Palestinian independence. It must simul-
taneously communicate to Israelis that its efforts
effectively provide for Isreali security.

Comprehensive security-sector building. The
provision of security must be undertaken in the
context of a simultaneous development of the rule
of law and civil institutions to avoid the emergence
of a politicized security force or an authoritar-

ian polity. Scott Brady notes that in Timor, “little
attention was given to the mechanisms for building
a comprehensive security sector: establishment of
legislative and regulatory frameworks for defining
respective police and military roles; development
of senior management; establishing safeguards for
protecting human rights and ensuring effective
civilian oversight; funding for acquisitions, main-
tenance and administration; and consideration

of national infrastructure.”"? Institutional devel-
opment must extend to a whole-of-government
approach to institution-building with great care
taken to develop the rule of law and civilian insti-
tutions commensurate with the level of military
and security forces. The prioritization, in mis-
sion and in budget, of the military and policing
side without adequate legal protections or civilian
institutions has been a persistent problem with
security sector reform. The heavy involvement of
the international community in the West Bank to
date should be leveraged to help guard against an
imbalanced security sector development.



Transition timeline. The IF must have a man-
date sufficient to be effective, but it should not
commit to an open-ended presence upon which
the new Palestinian government would come to
depend. A clear timetable and strategy for the
eventual departure of the IF would be important.
Peacekeeping missions have a tendency to make
themselves indispensible, or at least to create the
appearance of indispensability. As political and
security institutions evolve under their protective
auspices, their presence and role comes to be taken
for granted and any discussion of their removal
can seem deeply alarming. An open-ended com-
mitment creates dependencies and gives local
actors no reason to make painful compromises

or tough choices. Nor does a conditions-based
withdrawal strategy really solve the problem, since
it is the presence of the international forces that
create the conditions of stability, with no way to
know for certain whether that stability will sur-
vive their removal. Judging by the lessons of other
peacekeeping operations, such as the relatively
successful mission in Bosnia, once forces are in,
there should be no expectation of them leaving in

less than a decade. The focus must be on acting as a
transitional force with a heavy training component

to build the capacity and legitimacy of Palestinian
security forces. The IF should pay special attention
to preventing its “capture” by any faction - and to
preventing the politicization of the new security
forces being trained.

l1l. Conclusion

The comparative cases explored in this report do
not offer a great deal of optimism for the prospects
of an IF in a Palestinian state. Many of the key
preconditions identified as necessary for successful
operations are not likely to exist, whereas many of
the most dangerous political conditions probably
will exist. The political and media environment
may well be toxic, the potential for spoiler violence
and attacks on available Western targets high and
the political underpinnings of the Palestinian state

shaky. Creating and leading such an IF will not be
for the faint of heart. But the faint of heart are not
likely to deliver a viable two-state solution. Bold
steps and significant international commitments
would be needed to achieve the two-state solution
that the United States and world leaders have so
often proclaimed to be essential for regional stabil-
ity, Israel’s security and international justice. There
should be no illusions. Peacekeeping in a newly
created Palestinian state would be both difficult
and perilous. For all the very real obstacles and
risks, an International Force is one of the few viable
routes to providing for security for both Israelis
and Palestinians in a transitional environment and
to establishing the space for the evolution of com-
petent Palestinian security forces fully embedded
within civilian institutions and the rule of law.
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