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Operator: 
Good day, ladies and gentlemen, and welcome to the Israel Policy Forum conference call. At this time, all participants are in a listen-only mode. Later, we'll conduct a question and answer session and instructions will be given at that time. If anyone should require assistance while connected, please press star, then zero for the Operator. As a reminder, this conference call is being recorded. I would now like to turn the conference over to your host, Mr. Steven Spiegel. 
Steven Spiegel:
Thank you very much, Operator. We have a very important call to discuss a significant paper that IPF has just released. But first, on behalf of IPF and its President, Peter Joseph, and Executive Director, Nick Bunzl, I want to welcome you all. 
As most of you know, Israel Policy Forum is an American organization that is committed to encouraging active US diplomacy to advance security and peace between Israel and its neighbors. It's a very important organization and it's recognized by key policy makers and communal leaders as a much needed, influential voice of reason and of advocacy for responsible and effective US leadership in the Middle East. Certainly in these difficult times in the region that you all understand and realize, IPF's voice is extremely important. I think that's recognized by the incoming Obama administration. 
IPF's work includes education, advocacy, media, and policy development activities and as part of its unique effort, certainly unique in terms of organizations in this country associated with Israel and the American-Jewish community, IPF regularly convenes a policy roundtable in Washington with distinguished American academics, diplomats, and former government officials such as our two guests today. These roundtables have, over the last couple of years, developed a series of US policy recommendations. The latest, released yesterday with recommendations for President-elect Obama's firsts 100 days. 

Now, there's a reason that our guests, ambassador Sam Lewis who is, of course, a distinguished American diplomat, former ambassador to Israel, former head of the United States Institute of Peace, and former Head of Policy Planning in the Clinton administration, and our other guest, Ambassador Edward Walker, ambassador to several countries in the Middle East, including Egypt and Israel, and also was, in the Clinton administration, was the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs. I'm usually housed at UCLA and I've associated with IPF as a national scholar and Ambassadors Walker and Lewis have because we believe that the work of this organization is so important.
Now, the paper we have before us today we hope you all have received as part of this invitation. We're going to be talking about it in a moment and about its implications. It can also be found at IPF's website, www.israelpolicyforum.org. The paper deals with the crisis in Gaza and its central recommendation is for an American-supported ceasefire through intermediaries working with Hamas and, of course, the United States directly with Israel, followed by a long-term ceasefire that might last for many years and we'll be talking about that. We've also encouraged the President-elect to move in a more diplomatic manner as he said he wishes to do in any case. The paper talks about an emissary by the President-elect that would travel throughout the region to help establish this policy. It talks about a major speech by the President. It talks about returning America's ambassador to Damascus to set up a new relationship with Syria as the basis of new opportunities in the area. It also calls for increasing the promotion of American efforts that have already been pursued but intensifying this to increase the ability of Palestinians to police themselves on the West Bank. And among other highlights, it talks about new opportunities for moving on the Israeli-Palestinian front ,as well as making a strong push for the Arab peace initiative which has been somewhat dormant until recently in the Bush administration. And it also urges the diplomats engaged in the Obama administration's efforts not to distinguish between Israel-Palestine first or Syria first, but to do them both at the same time. 
So, let me welcome our ambassadors and move immediately to our program. Ordinarily, I would ask several questions at the beginning and we've all done this before. But in the light of so many individuals on the phone, including reporters, we thought it would be a somewhat different approach to begin immediately with questions. So, Operator, if you can open the lines and indicate our first question, I'll be glad to introduce that individual and we will begin henceforth. 

Operator: 
Thank you, sir. Ladies and gentlemen, if you have a question at this time, please press the one key on your touchtone telephone. If you question has been answered or you wish to remove yourself from the queue, please press the pound key. Again, if you have a question, please press the one key on your touchtone telephone. One moment for our first question.  

Steven Spiegel:
While the first question is being selected, I would ask each person who is asking a question to introduce themselves and I believe we have a question from a major reporter on the call, Operator?

Operator:
Our first question is from Stewart Ain. Your question, please.

Steven Spiegel:
Stewart Ain? And you're with The Jewish Week?

Stewart Ain:
Right. In New York. Gentlemen, the big concern I'm told of Israel is that a ceasefire now would simply allow Hamas to do what Hezbollah did during the 48 hour Israel ceasefire after the Kfar Kana attack back in 2006. It gave the Hezbollah people a change to regroup, strengthen themselves, and then launch an even more vociferous attack. That's what I'm told is a big concern of Israel and that a ceasefire would simply do the same thing for Hamas. How do you prevent that?
Edward Walker:
Let me start off with, first of all, it wouldn't be in my – 

Steven Spiegel:
This is Ambassador Walker. 

Edward Walker:
Yes. Sorry. It wouldn't be my conception that we would have an unconditional ceasefire. Otherwise, that would be exactly what would happen. It would be seen as a victory for Hamas. It would undercut the Abbas and the Palestinian President. It would simply lead to another round at a later point, no matter how much damage has been done at the moment. I would think that a ceasefire has to be conditional. It would have to include specific undertaking by Hamas to stop the rockets. It would have to include some kind of international supervision and control of the Egyptian border so that Hamas couldn't rearm. Yes. I would say go for a ceasefire but not just this blank check that some people seem to be talking about. 
Stewart Ain:
The Europeans are talking about a humanitarian ceasefire right away. 

Edward Walker:
I'm all for getting humanitarian material in and I think Israel has taken efforts to do that. But rockets, mortars, and so are no humanitarian material. Until you can control them, I don't see that you've got the makings of a real ceasefire.

Stewart Ain:
Ambassador Lewis, do you agree?

Sam Lewis:
Yes. I basically agree with Ned. My understanding of the situation is that the Israelis are very reluctant to do anything that sounds unconditional. I think the Israeli delegation is going to be going to Cairo shortly if it hasn't already gone. The Egyptians and the French together have a proposal which hasn't been publicized in its entirety, I suspect, but I gather it's probably a two-stage affair, a very brief pause in which there would be more open possibilities for getting humanitarian aid in. But the negotiation of a longer-term ceasefire with some very tough provisions on the control, particularly of the Southern border of Gaza by the Egyptians to prevent renewed flow of military materials to the tunnels and the Israelis are very conscious, I know, of the fact that the material comes from largely Iranian sources and others across the Sinai Desert from the Sinai Coast and then gets to the tunnels which are, in fact, very numerous and are very difficult to stop. They put much more emphasis on what Egypt would do to stop the traffic before it gets to the tunnels. But in any case, I'm sure the Israelis are not likely to accept anything more than the briefest of ceasefires unless the problem of rearmament across the southern border is taken care of both by Egyptian efforts and perhaps by some international efforts though they don't put much confidence in the international side of it.
Edward Walker:
But there is a problem, Sam, and that is that you have a very limited number of Egyptian military or security personnel that are allowed in the Sinai. They've upgraded somewhat, but that's a huge territory to undertake with the treaty limits that are imposed on that area. 

Sam Lewis:
Yes. That's a problem. Of course, those can be waived temporarily too.

Edward Walker:
True. 

Sam Lewis:
That's something the Israelis want the Egyptians to do it and I'm quite certain they do. They can certainly temporarily waive those treaty requirements. It's perfectly possible under the treaty. 
Edward Walker:
Just watch it doesn't open the door for other kind of changes. Always dangerous with a treaty. 

Sam Lewis:
Yes.

Steven Spiegel:
Operator, let's get another question in here.

Operator:
Our next question comes from Michele Kelemen. Your line's open, please.
Steven Spiegel:
Michele Kelemen, the NPR State Department Correspondent. Welcome.
Michele Kelemen:
Thank you. I'm wondering if we could talk a little bit – I know the transition team is hard to come by here, but President-elect Obama has been very careful not to say very much about what he would do in this circumstance. Do you think he needs to really put in place the people before he takes office and do personalities matter in these jobs? You were talking about the need to have a special envoy on this.

Sam Lewis:
My guess is that normally you would probably have the second level appointments. He's already named – they've already announced a Deputy Secretary and there were more leaks yesterday, probable Director of Policy Planning, a second Deputy Secretary I think has been announced. But the Near East or Middle East team remains a subject, as you know, I'm sure, of a lot of speculation around here and not much information. My guess is that while normally they would be appointed right after the Secretary of State is sworn in, she has to be confirmed first. These are her appointments as well as the President's. In this case, I wouldn't be at all surprised to see at least authoritative leaks of key members of the Middle East team and they undoubtedly could and maybe even already are consulting with their counterparts in the Bush administration. This is a transition on this area which obviously you've got to have as much seamlessness as possible.
Edward Walker:
I would add, in answer to your question, that the people do make a difference. The people who the administration seeks to put in place must have the confidence of the people they're working with, whether it's with the Israelis or with the Palestinians, or, in our view, working with the Syrians and others. There needs to be some balance in the team and it needs to have people with a little bit of name recognition to carry on with this.
Sam Lewis:
Yes. I agree with that.

Steven Spiegel:
Operator, next question?

Operator:
Next question is from Jason Gerwitz. Your line's open.
Steven Spiegel:
Jason Gerwitz of CNBC.

Jason Gerwitz:
Hi, guys. My question is without respect it doesn't appear that anyone has any real new proposals here. Egypt was supposed to stop smuggling. They didn't. Hamas was in a ceasefire. They violated every day. NATO was untrustworthy in Lebanon. Hezbollah is rearmed. Arab governments failed to curb Hamas' desire to fight. Explain to me why you think a ceasefire would be different this time? It seems like we're sort of repeating ourselves.

Sam Lewis:
We've never had one that was really well monitored, for one thing. The kind of international support they've had has been meager and certainly without any teeth. The real question is does Egypt – I think the key question about whether you can have an enforceable ceasefire isn't about sending foreign observers, though that can be helpful, it's whether or not Egypt now are in a different situation where they clearly feel very nervous about Hamas and have been feeling threatened by Hamas. If they undertake something much more robust than they ever have in the past to stop the arms trade. If they don't do that, then I think what's more likely to happen, frankly, is not a ceasefire but I'm afraid you'll see the Israeli IDF reoccupy the area right along the border and perhaps clear a wider space in order to try to seal that border themselves from the Gaza side rather than from the Sinai side. And I believe it would be in Egypt's interests to undertake the job on the Sinai side. I hope that's what happens.
Jason Gerwitz:
Why didn't they do it before?

Sam Lewis:
They never felt it was in their interests.
Jason Gerwitz:
Why would they feel it's in their interest now?

Sam Lewis:
I just said. Because they feel some real concern about Hamas.

Jason Gerwitz:
Come on. They felt that concern months ago. Years ago. 

Sam Lewis:
Yes, but look. First of all, they have been constrained by the treaty. Second of all, that fear of Hamas running rampant on their border has been building. It didn't just come up out of nowhere. For awhile the Egyptians were constrained by the popularity of Hamas in the Arab world. This is no different situation now. It's a difficult decision for them. I don't agree with you that ceasefires can't work. They do work. It depends on the mandate that the people have that are enforcing the ceasefire. You've seen the Egyptians fire at Palestinians now. I think the will is there now and the trick is to find the way to pin it down so that everybody knows what the rules are. Right now we don't have any concept of what the rules are. 
Steven Spiegel:
Okay. Operator? Next question?

Operator:
Our next question is from Charles Wolfson. 

Steven Spiegel:
Of CBS.

Charles Wolfson:
Good day, Sam and Ned. I'm interested in why you think any ceasefire worked out that is supposedly durable and sustainable and these are the terms that Secretary Rice is using. Why that will be durable and sustainable over time if you take the example of Hezbollah where the administration took the same tack and let the Israelis continue their military operations until they got what they called a good ceasefire in place and now several years later we're told that the Israelis are also concerned about the Northern border because Hezbollah has been able to rearm. So, I guess that's my question is – and you've talked a little bit about making sure the border and crossing with Egypt and if you stopped the smuggling but do you really have confidence in that?
Edward Walker:
Let me say that it's a lot easier to control Gaza than it is to control Lebanon for very obvious reasons. In Lebanon you've got an open route from Iran through Syria down to Hezbollah and you've got a very thin little line of peacekeepers, so-called, or observers who couldn't possibly confront anybody. In the Sinai, you have a nine mile border which is eminently controllable. All you need to do is have – well, it's not all but what you need to do is you have to have a very strong position there whether it's Egyptian or international or whatever with the mandate and the agreement that they can actually engage anybody or any party that is engaged in bringing in  weapons. That's a different mandate than just an observer.
Sam Lewis:
Yes. Charlie, I think you're right about one thing. You can't be very confident about a long, indefinite ceasefire unless a lot of other things happen. But I don't think that's what they're attempting to achieve at the moment. This is why our group felt pretty strongly that even before the Gaza crisis broke that it was going to be very important in light of the deterioration of the peace process, the failure of the Annapolis process essentially to make any headway and everything else you know is going on. Very important for the President-elect from the very first public speech he makes to make clear that he is going to do what he's already said he wanted to do which is to put a very high priority on a much more comprehensive peace diplomacy effort, not just about Gaza certainly, but about the whole range of issues, Syria, Palestine, Iraq, of course, and Iran. Then, as soon as the dust settles from the elections which will be held in Israel unless they're postponed on the 10th of November – 
Steven Spiegel:
10th of February.

Sam Lewis:
10th of February. Excuse me. Fairly soon after that, within a matter of weeks and after you've had consultation with heads of state coming here as they always do in that period, an emissary going around and listening carefully to the players in the field and what they really think can be achieved, then for the President-elect to lay out a comprehensive approach in a speech which would lay the groundwork for renewal of  a real peace process which we would then take an active role in, in ways that we haven't done throughout most of the Bush administration. And it would be that process which you might have some hope could both extend a ceasefire and also bring that ceasefire into something more approximating peace.
Edward Walker:
I'd like to emphasize that this is not a Gaza or a Hamas-Israel problem. This is a regional problem. Hamas is supported by other outside of Gaza. It's got some support in the West Bank. It has its leadership in Damascus. It has its supplies coming in from Iran. You cannot deal with this as just an Israel-Hamas problem. You have to deal with it from the perspective of the region. That means you have to talk to people. You can't just sort of hide your head and say, "Well, we're not going to talk to them because they're not nice people." You have to have that kind of opening in order to actually engage in diplomacy.
Steven Spiegel:
Okay. Operator, next question?

Operator:
Next question is from Lane Greene. Your line is open.
Steven Spiegel:
From The Economist.

Lane Greene:
Hi. My question is about the relative activity of the American leadership and that's both George Bush and President-elect Obama and the sort of hyperactive diplomacy of Nicolas Sarkozy who's been flying around the region and his Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner and whether you think the level of statement and actual involvement by the Americans, both the outgoing President and the incoming is appropriate? I understand that there's issues of transition that many people may not consider Bush qualified or serious enough to do this or not balanced enough and Obama has given us this "One President at a time" mantra. But there's been significant disappointment with him in the Arab world and the European world that he is content to ride this one out for now while he's making very detailed propositions on the economy and so forth. So, just some comments about Bush, Obama, transition difficulties and so forth?

Sam Lewis:
I think there's a problem for every other country in the world when they look at the way we make choices about our President and how long it takes for us to get through an election campaign and get somebody in office. The American constitutional system is quite unique and it does put a terrible burden on the effectiveness of a US administration, especially over seas, during a transition period, because although Secretary of State Rice is up in New York making strong speeches and doing a lot of telephoning and it isn't that American diplomacy has been totally quiet during this period but the trouble is once a new President is selected, pretty quickly the importance of what the US says is degraded until the new person takes office. On the other hand, you really cannot have two Presidents, particularly in the foreign affairs field, at the same time. Obama can work with the Congress on domestic issues and nobody has a great problem with that as long as the administration doesn't object. But you can't have us speaking with two voices and the President's still there for two more weeks. I think that Obama has done what he had to do and I think Bush is trying areas the Secretary of State is trying to do what can be done by an outgoing administration to try to achieve at least a temporary ceasefire and to carefully work with the concerns of both the Israelis and the Arabs. But I don't think – maybe The Economist has a hard time understanding this because it doesn't come from this kind of constitutional system.
Lane Greene:
I'm actually African-American.

Sam Lewis:
It seems straightforward to me though. Anything Obama did overseas right now would be a wrong thing to do. He should keep quiet and get ready to govern as effectively as he can from the day he's sworn in. That's the key. 

Edward Walker:
We don't have that much longer to go anyway. He's not going to be able to solve the problem even if he engaged today. Another point is that you don't want to deploy your President until you've done the ground work that is basic for success. That was the problem we had in 2000 with the campaign efforts. It was not fully backed by prior efforts to get an agreement from all the parties that were needed and necessary. We need to have a team in place. We need to have the kinds of things that are suggested in this document. A speech outlining what is going on, an emissary to go out and start the process of setting up the chairs back up and getting a process going. But it's got to be regional in its complexity and it's got to deal with this immediate problem of the Gaza-Israel issue.
Sam Lewis:
I think also it's important to encourage the kind of diplomacy that the Europeans and others, the Turks and others have been carrying on. They can do a lot in this kind of an issue in which the United States doesn't hold all the cards by any means and the real decision's got to be made in Cairo, as I said earlier, and one or two other capitals. I think the efforts made to achieve some kind of a workable at least temporary ceasefire going on now are very much in the right direction and the administration has been encouraging them. But I don't think it's necessary for the American President not yet in office to get in the middle of this and it would be a mistake to try. 
Steven Spiegel:
Operator, next question.

Operator:
Next question is from Jonathan Broder. Your question?
Steven Spiegel:
From the Congressional Quarterly. 

Jonathan Broder:
Yes. Hi, Sam. Hi, Ned. Hi. Ned, I'd like to pick up on something that you had said earlier about the need to speak to all parties even if we don't think that they're very nice people. How effective can American diplomacy be in this Gaza situation and looking forward as well if the United States does not talk to, let's say, Hamas or even Iran.
Edward Walker:
This is a problem that really is an inherited problem because we've had this policy for so long now. Eight years now. It makes it much harder to overcome it. But there is a big distinction between who the President talks to and who some of his people talk to. It is also important to maintain our credibility with the Israelis too.
Sam Lewis:
And with Mahmoud Abbas.

Edward Walker:
And with Mahmoud Abbas. And so you have to pave the ground out there. There are many ways you can have contact with people and get their opinions though many different channels. My ideal would be in the long run that we wouldn't feel constrained to have somebody go talk to Haniya for example, to certain elements in Hamas' structure that are not the most radical elements, but are more keyed towards a moderate approach or towards the possibility of peace. It's a totally unified organization right now, but when it's not in the middle of a war, it is not a unified organization. There are differences of opinion and they can be exploited. 

Sam Lewis:
Also, I think you're really exaggerating to assume that because the US doesn't officially talk to somebody that nobody else can do any useful talking. In fact, there are plenty of people in the Middle East, both Middle Easterners and Europeans who can mediate, who can talk with, who can try to put ideas forward with Hamas and even perhaps be the catalyst for a temporary ceasefire. Hamas is in touch with lots of different players. We're in touch with those same players. It's not necessary at this stage, anyway. And the minute we officially talk to Hamas after years of ostracism, we will undermine the legitimacy of President Abbas who is still the President of the Palestinian Authority which we recognize as the government in Gaza as well as in the West Bank. This is a very delicate business and the symbolism of American recognition of Hamas by official conversations would be devastating, I think, at this stage to Abbas whose position is already pretty precarious.
Edward Walker:
I would also point out though that the Bush administration up until now has gone out of its way to discourage any efforts that were being made, whether it was by the Saudis or the Egyptians to moderate the positions of the two parties. That's Hamas and Haniya. And the reality is, whether we like it or not, there is no peace agreement possible as long as Palestinians are divided the way they are. It's a dead-end street. You can't have a peace made up of 1.5 states. And so something is going to have to change and that change is going to come in the elements of the way Hamas is dealing with the problem. It's a long-term situation or approach that has to be taken, as Sam has pointed out.
Jonathan Broder:
Thank you. 

Steven Spiegel:
Operator, next question.

Operator:
Next question is from Dan Raviv. Your line is open.

Steven Spiegel:
Of CBS.

Dan Raviv:
Hi, Mr. Ambassador and Mr. Ambassador. Thanks for your time here.
Sam Lewis:
Hi, Dan.

Dan Raviv:
Hi. To what extent do you think that the Israelis in choosing the timing to attack Gaza where watching the calendar, aware that the Bush administration had only a few weeks? Do they sense, as you talk to Israelis, do official Israelis think that Obama policy could be quite different, not so sympathetic, so Israel felt it ought to strike?
Edward Walker:
I can tell you the Israelis deny that there was any such influence on their decision making. That doesn't mean there wasn't. But that's what they deny. I think if you look at the chronology, the Israelis were not getting into a mode of starting something that could be finished while Bush was in office because he perhaps would be more sympathetic. What triggered this whole thing was the explosion really of the number of rockets. As soon as the ceasefire was denounced.
 If you remember, Defense Minister Barak basically stalled for about ten days in responding, hoping, I think, that the ceasefire would be renewed. The Israelis didn't want the ceasefire denounced. But the Hamas concluded apparently that they weren't getting enough out of it to keep it. They would go back to the other classic technique which was to stir the pot and take the mantel of resistance for the Arab world on their shoulders. I don't think the timing can be explained the way you suggest. But I'm sure that conversation about that subject went on somewhere in Israel on quite a few occasions. President Bush has been a very four square supporter of the Israeli position throughout his administration, very sympathetic to the Israeli arguments and although President-elect Obama has certainly made all the right statements, he's an unknown factor. My guess is the Israelis are going to run out of gas in this affair and they're going to have to make some decisions in the next four or five days and if there's to be a ceasefire it will occur before the 20th. 
But it may not occur and even if the Israelis accept a proposal for a ceasefire that has some guarantees in it that they want to take a chance on accepting, Hamas may decide to reject it because they can just, by saying no, if they can survive, if their leaders survive and they can be defiant, they will continue to have huge support in the Arab street all over the region and be able to say, "We are the only Arab force, the only Palestinian force that's ever resisted successfully against the Israeli oppressor." So, I'm not sure that you'll get a ceasefire even if Israel is brought around to take a gamble, essentially, on the arrangements that are negotiated in the next ten days.
Edward Walker:
One of the problems we face is the Hezbollah, the symbolism of the Hezbollah victory or quote-unquote "victory". One of the problems that the Israelis face is that this is a very uneven situation. All Hamas has to do is survive and continue to take a hard line and they're going to be seen, as Sam says, as the nominal victors of this confrontation. That's not in our interest. It's not in the interest of peace. And it's certainly not in the interest of Israel. I don't know quite how we can ensure, accept through significant diplomatic efforts, to get a ceasefire that isn't one-sided, that doesn't give them that credibility.

Sam Lewis:
It's important to notice also that the Arab street in many of the Arab capitals is very ripped up by the constant vision of the terrible scenes in Gaza and awful suffering of the Gaza people on Al-Jazeera and other networks. The Arab street is being more and more critical of their governments who have basically been fairly quiet and are now being driven into being much more actively critical and pressing for an early ceasefire. The longer it goes on without a ceasefire the more pressure is likely to come, I think, on the Egyptian government, on the Saudi government, on other Arab governments, the Jordan government, from their populations. And this is certainly not in the American interest.

Edward Walker:
There is another point and that is I don't know  why people are suddenly suggesting that the Obama administration is going to have a significantly different approach towards Israel. All you have to do is look at the people that are coming into the administration, most of whom we've seen before, most of whom have been engaged in this problem before, to know that the sympathy with Israel will still be there. It doesn't mean it will be a blank check for anything Israel does, but I don't know that the Israelis have that much to worry about.
Steven Spiegel:
All right. On that note, let's move on. Operator, next question.
Operator:
Next question is from Lori Marcus. Question, please.

Steven Spiegel:
Of the Philadelphia Jewish Voice, I think.

Lori Marcus:
Yes. That's correct. Here's a question given your plans in the policy statement that you put out, what happens when there is an election by the Palestinians and Abbas is toppled, if that should happen? What happens with all of your suggestions? 
Sam Lewis:
That's a good question, Lori.

Edward Walker:
I'm not sure there will be an election.

Sam Lewis:
I'm not either. (crosstalk)

Lori Marcus:
- is certainly pushing it for this coming week and at the latest it will be next year.

Sam Lewis:
You can't have an election while you've got war going on, in the first place.

Edward Walker:
No. And it isn't clear exactly who you have in mind that would take over as the President, who would be running, for example. There's an awful lot of ifs in this equation. But presumption of your hypothetical is there would be a unified Palestine group government running the West Bank and the Gaza. Then it would be a question of what they can accept in terms of peace. We would have to get engaged and see what was possible. 
Lori Marcus:
I'm just surprised that there's nothing about that possibility in this paper, because obviously we don't want President Obama to make a clear statement and promise immediate pressure for a ceasefire if Hamas is actually the elected, legitimate government.

Sam Lewis:
But look, the paper that we put out focuses on the first 90 days. There is not a chance in the world that there's going to be an election in Palestine in the next 90 days. We weren't trying to write a script for the next two or three years. And I don't think this is something to focus much worry about at the moment. If Hamas comes out all victorious, in the first place, the first question is, "What are the Israelis going to do? Are they going to live with it?" We'll see.

Edward Walker:
Sam raised a good point earlier on. There is another solution for the Israelis. In fact, they talked about it when the original withdrawal from Gaza was being discussed and that is retaining that barrier –
Sam Lewis:
It's called the Philadelphia Road.

Edward Walker:
Philadelphia Road. That is still a possible option for them.

Sam Lewis:
I'm afraid if Egypt doesn't step up to the plate and give the kind of assurances that this Israeli government is certainly insisting on now and you ask why didn't it happen before? The Israeli answer I've heard is that, "Well, there was a bit of smuggling before and we didn't manage to stop it all when we were in there. But it was not anything even of the same character as what's been coming in from Iran in the way of weaponry in the last year." It's a new situation. The Egyptians see it as a new situation. If they don't succeed with the Egyptians and aren't satisfied with the mix of pieces of a ceasefire arrangement, I'm afraid it's very likely the first thing Mr. Obama is going to be faced with is Israeli forces along the border, back in Gaza, settling down for awhile, maybe not permanently. And then broadening a strip, a sanitized strip of some width so that they can get at the tunnels and really stop them from the inside where it's harder.
Lori Marcus:
Is that a bad thing?

Sam Lewis:
Is that what?

Lori Marcus:
Would that be a bad thing for the Israelis to do if they could successfully sanitize - ?

Sam Lewis:
I don't really want to say what I think is good or bad for anybody. I'd just like to say what I think might happen. 

Lori Marcus:
I see. Thank you. 

Sam Lewis:
Certainly I think the whole sequence of not getting a ceasefire and not having the Egyptians able or willing to cut off the arms supplies from the Sinai side I think would have very negative effects for the American interests in this whole affair.

Edward Walker:
I would also add, though, that when you put in a barrier like that and you have your forces pinned down in static positions and so forth, they make very good targets.

Sam Lewis:
That's right.

Edward Walker:
That was one of the reasons that Sharon moved them out of the Gaza Strip in the first place. So, I'm not sure it's a great solution for Israel. 

Sam Lewis:
The least bad, maybe. But still pretty bad.
Edward Walker:
The Israelis I've been talking to are talking in this vein that if nothing else, this would be a way of stopping, they think, weapons from coming in in the same large numbers they have in the past.

Sam Lewis:
They can control the coast, obviously. They can control their own border as far as weapons are concerned. I think they're not – they say they're not trying to overthrow the Hamas government. They just want them to stop shooting at them. 

Edward Walker:
I'm sure they wouldn't mind. 

Sam Lewis:
They wouldn't mind if it collapsed. But I don't think they've made any decision to try to change the regime. But they want the regime to accept a kind of ceasefire and a lot of restrictions which Hamas has never shown the slightest readiness to do.

Edward Walker:
One of the problems Hamas faces under those circumstances when you have that kind of a stable ceasefire and you have all the problems of Gaza, economic and so on, Hamas starts to degrade as an organization. It starts to have less and less impact, less and less popularity. And so this is one of the real problems for getting them to agree to the ceasefire that Sam was talking about before.

Sam Lewis:
The polls were showing, over the last six or eight months, that the ceasefire they had signed or hadn't signed because nobody signed anything. It was all done orally which is one of the problems with it. But the period of calm, as they like to call it for six months, Hamas' actual standing in the polls was dropping both in the West Bank and in Gaza. And Abbas' was going up. So, one of the theories as to why they denounced the ceasefire and went back to sending more and more rockets was a way to reverse this political trend which they sensed was going on against their interests. If that's correct then they're not going to be anxious to reverse it again.
Steven Spiegel:
All right. We've got to move on. We've got several questions. So, Operator, next one?

Operator: 
Our next question is from Dan Raviv. Your question?

Steven Spiegel:
Back from CBS.

Dan Raviv:
Thank you for permitting a follow-up. Back to Mr. Obama. Have you heard, do you think it's fairly solid that Mr. Obama plans to give a major speech somewhere in the Muslim world in his first 100 days? For your report, you'd prefer 90. Have you heard that that is a plan? And I'd heard from an Arab envoy here in Washington that if so Mr. Obama probably should avoid the Middle East and maybe chose, say, Indonesia, do it there.

Sam Lewis:
That's the story that's been going around Washington. I don't know if it's true or not. If he had planned to do it in the first 90 days in the Middle East, I don't think he would now. I don't think the Middle East would be a very good place for such a speech if it were to take place. Maybe Jakarta would be a good place. It's a Muslim capital, huge country. But this is all rumor. We don't know any more than you do. 
Edward Walker:
There are other locations where that could take place. I would be much more encouraged to think the President would speak in this country first.

Sam Lewis:
First. Yes. Absolutely. 

Edward Walker:
And outline what his plans are and so on. What I mean, speak in this country, I mean in a neutral venue such as the Rose Garden or something like that to outline a major policy statement.

Sam Lewis:
He probably doesn't know himself, given the dubious stability of the current situation. The two things aren't necessarily mutually exclusive either. He could give his first speech overseas, if and when he gives one, in a Muslim country. But not right at the beginning.

Edward Walker:
It will be difficult to give a  major speech on the Middle East issue in a non-Middle East country. It's likely to ruffle a lot of feather, depending on where he gives it and how he gives it. These things, venue is important. 
Sam Lewis:
Maybe Cyprus?

Steven Spiegel:
There's always Turkey. So, we'd better move on. Operator, next question?

Operator: 
Our next question is from Jeffrey Lewis. Your question, please.
Jeffrey Lewis:
Thank you. And thank you all for a very thoughtful paper. It's encouraging to see something like this come out at a very difficult time. I had a question about your first point and you specifically suggested that there be reference to the Arab league initiatives. I was wondering why that specific initiative, when there are others such as Geneva, the Clinton parameter, even the discussions that have happened between habalalad (ph) and sipeylutni (ph) and Abbas and Olmert which they say, at least from time to time, went further than Taba. It would seem to me that if there were all of those on the table which sort of overlap in many significant and substantive ways, you might enlarge the tent of those who thought there was a possibility of really pursuing initiatives which have certain parameters. 
Sam Lewis:
I personally think that the Arab initiative is much more significant than it's ever been given credit for. Unfortunately in 2002 when it first came forward from the Saudis, there was a huge terrorist operation, Hamas, I suppose in Netanya, the same day or the day after the thing was released in Beirut and no Israeli could focus on such a peace initiative from Arab states in all of the terrible feeling of pain and suffering that came out of that terrorist act. Then it was renewed, of course, last year, re-endorsed by the Arab League. And the significance of it is it's the first time ever in the history of the conflict, going back to '48, that the Arab states promised to make peace with Israel on any terms and to restore and develop normal relations with Israel. And there was price was a two state solution with, of course, withdrawn from East Jerusalem, or at least the capital in East Jerusalem, and the 67 lines or their equivalent. They even had in it some quite carefully crafted language on the refugee issue which was not very different from what has been discussed in a lot of these groups that you just mentioned, other initiatives. All of those other initiatives, none of them involved the Arab world. I think what Ned said earlier is very important. The situation has evolved over the years so that you can no longer just deal with Israeli-Palestinian or Israeli-Syrian or Israeli-Egyptian or Jordanian relations for that matter. The next phase of peace making has to really involve the region much more broadly and although 242 and 338 still remain the basic formula and would certainly be acknowledged in any peace treaty, the fact that you could wrap all of these more narrow negotiations to some degree under the mantel of the Arab peace initiative would make it much more attractive to Israel because for the first time it would give them a sense that they could have peace beyond just the Levant (ph) with the rest of the Arab world. I think it's very much important that it be part of the mix and these other initiatives have their place, no question.
Jeffrey Lewis:
If I could just clarify my question, I don't mean to suggest that you delete the Arab League initiative and I certainly agree with what you said about its importance. If we're talking about peace not just with the Arab world, but the entire Muslim world as well which is, I understand, a part of it. My concern is more a political concern. If the President for example where to make a major speech and to focus on the Arab League initiative, I think we all know there would be concern in certain communities that he is tilting a certain way and I think these other initiatives would give him a little bit of room to maneuver in terms of addressing those types of concerns. It would widen the tent a bit. 
Sam Lewis:
I certainly wouldn't expect the President of the United States to be giving his blessing to any one specific initiative. What I want to hear him say is what's American policy and carefully craft an American policy that can be a foundation for moving forward. What we're talking about in terms of the Arab initiative is to give it due recognition, just as we give due recognition to the progress that was made by Bill Clinton. We don't want to throw out things that have been positive contributions to the ultimate peace and that's one of the things that we did when we sort of ignored and paid no attention to the Arab initiative. So, restore it to a proper place, not to become our initiative. 
Steven Spiegel:
All right. Operator? Next question?

Operator:
Next question is from Frank Bamberger. Your question, please?

Frank Bamberger: 
Your very positive, commendable game plan. I'm wondering to what extent it's being publicized beyond what's being done on this call to advocate its position to members of the incoming administration and to Congress, possibly jointly with others who share the same position?
Steven Spiegel:
I can answer that. That is proceeding. Of course it's only 24 hours the paper is out but it's having very wide distribution kindred groups. I think you'll see it all over the Hill, et cetera, et cetera. Certainly to the new administration, they have it. So, I think like any other group of distinguished scholars who work on a paper, it will have a very wide and public distribution. 

Frank Bamberger:
Great. Can I ask another question?

Steven Spiegel:
Sure. But we are running out of time. So, we ask that you make it very brief. 
Frank Bamberger:
Okay. Did you consider whether the trusted Presidential emissary which you mentioned in point two should be permanently assigned to a station in the area instead of being a short-term appointment? That the emissary really needs to get there with a team of experts that understand all aspects of this tremendously complicated picture?

Sam Lewis:
I don't think we tried to specify that in the paper but from the experience Ned and I have both had with previous emissaries, mine go back to the Carter years. What works best, I think, is to have someone high level designated by the President as well as the Secretary of State and kind of reporting to both in a certain sense with a small team of experts based in Washington but with perhaps part of the team based more or less permanently in the range and with the emissary going out frequently and spending protracted periods there but not living in the region. It's important for the emissary to remain close to White House so when he or she goes out she carries the mantel of the President with her or him. And that kind of formula is pretty simple these days because communication is such that everybody can stay in the same team without being in the same city. 
Edward Walker:
One of the problems that the Bush administration had – and I applaud some of the efforts that they've made to try and revise this whole question of Arab-Israel peace, but we never got the sense that the President was on board or that he was actually behind it. And the Secretary of State went out and she did her thing and nobody got that the sense that the President believed in it. That's where the difference has to be. That's what and emissary can do. As Sam says, if that person, as Bob Straus (ph) was, is set up over in the White House, that makes a difference. The trick then is to find a way to coordinate with the State Department so that you don't have the Secretary of State going in one direction and the emissary going in another which we have also seen in the past.
Sam Lewis:
These are really team operations and the President has a role, the President makes phone calls in this era and can do a lot by phone. Occasionally meeting with leaders in Washington and maybe even more occasionally going to a region. Clinton did go to the region and so did Carter for negotiating purposes. But you don't want to do that very often. And then the Secretary of State needs to work with the emissary and there are times when the Secretary of States needs to go to New York and hammer on the Security Council while the emissary's out in the region working on the governments there. And if you have a really coordinated team effort with a President obviously, visually identified with it in various ways, that's the best formula to make something happen if something can happen. Of course, we don't hold all the cards. The cards basically are played out there by the leaders. We haven't talked much about the problem of what you do if you don't have leadership in the key places that can be responsive to even a much better American diplomatic effort.
Steven Spiegel:
All right. We have time for just two more questions. Operator?

Operator:
The next question is from Stewart Ain. Your question?

Steven Spiegel:
Back from The Jewish Week.

Stewart Ain:
I just want to get your impressions of what you thought of Sarkozy and some of the other Europeans who have been playing a role in this? 

Sam Lewis:
I talked about this already.
Edward Walker:
I couldn't hear the question.

Stewart Ain:
Sarkozy went to Assad and said, "Please use your goodwill to convince Hamas to stop." And of course Assad told him, "We're not going to do that." How effective do you think he's been? Can you address that?

Sam Lewis:
Sarkozy?

Stewart Ain:
Sarkozy.

Sam Lewis:
Well, we've still got a hot war going on. I don't know that there's much he can do. There's a lot he could do in terms of working with the Syrians on the Syrian aspect of the problem. He does have influence there. 

Edward Walker:
He seems to also have something to do with the Egyptian initiative that's being cooked up right now. 

Sam Lewis:
Yes. I don't think we're in a position to judge. We don't really know what's going on in those talks. Personally, I've never felt that the US was smart enough to do this all by ourselves. And that's one thing I think we've learned. We really do need multilateralism in this Middle East peace process with a major American role but a lot of work by others and there are plenty that are in the game right now. What's been missing really has been our role.

Steven Spiegel:
Operator? Next question?

Operator:
And our final question is from Jim Lobe. Your question, please?

Jim Lobe: 
Hi. Yes. Perhaps you've elaborated on it enough already, but there's this one part of your proposal which states that the long-term armistice for ten years in which there will be absolutely no attacks, et cetera, et cetera, in exchange for the lifting of the blockade by Israel in a way that will not recognize Hamas as the legitimate authority in Gaza. So, my question has to do with what do you think Hamas would accept that conforms to that formulation? Of course, much depends on what happens in the next few days I'm sure. But what precisely do you think Hamas would demand at a minimum for a ceasefire like that?

Edward Walker:
What they have been demanding is an open border with Egypt with free flow of commercial goods in and out both through Israel and through Egypt and all of this designed to enhance their position and strengthen their position inside Gaza so that they don't face a decrease in support but actually get a potential increase in support. I think that's what they would be after. I don't think they'll accept much less than that. 

Sam Lewis:
You see, it's hard to imagine the Israelis accepting this unless there was really a sealing of the Egyptian border against the weapons. Israel can tolerate the borders being opened as long as what comes across it are civilian goods.
Edward Walker:
And you remember how hard it is to get the kind of inspection system in place that will guarantee that. 

Sam Lewis:
That's why – anyway, if Hamas has to compromise, as it will if it's to get a ceasefire, they're going to have to give up something on that front. 

Edward Walker:
Yes.

Steven Spiegel:
All right. Thank you very much. I want to thank our distinguished guests, Ambassador Edward Walker and Ambassador Sam Lewis. I want to thank all of you for staying on to this point and all of those who asked questions. I do want to apologize to those who were not able to ask questions. We did favor reporters. We apologize to non-reporters for that. But that was sort of what we agreed to do from the outset. We thank you all for being on. And there will be another call shortly and we will be, of course, notifying all of you on this call as to our next guests. Thank you very much. And thank you from IPF and again, if you have not been able to read the paper and it is not attached to your e-mail, you can see it at the IPF website at www.israelpolicyforum.org. Let me say here where I am in Texas temporarily on my way back to UCLA, thank you all very much for this call and thank you on behalf of IPF. Bye-bye. 
Operator:
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for participating in today's conference. This concludes the program. You may now disconnect. Good day. 

