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Anotace:
Od teroristických útoků z 11. září 2001, Spojené státy americké vedou takzvanou
„válku proti terorismu.“ Takové pojetí má však mnoho úskalí. Namísto vágně formulovaného a široce pojatého přístupu představovaného „válkou proti terorismu“ by Spojené státy měly přijmout jasnou a úzce denovanou strategii. Bushova administrativa by
měla být realistická vůči své schopnosti čelit teroristům kdekoliv na světě. Své válečné
úsilí by měla soustředit výlučně na ty oblasti, které jsou životně důležité pro schopnost
teroristů plánovat a operovat; zaměřit se na ty globální teroristické skupiny, které
představují největší a nejvážnější hrozbu Spojeným státům; a neutralizovat ty politické
motivy a relevantní okolnosti, které plodí teroristické útoky, v nejvíce ohrožených oblastech. Předkládaný článek ukazuje směr. Formuluje alternativní politiku boje proti terorismu a poskytuje návod na její implementaci. Logika předkládaného přístupu je zřejmá
po prozkoumání sedmi cílů této politiky. Náklady, výnosy a rizika spojené s těmito cíly
jsou vysvětleny a konkrétní otázka je formulována vůči Bushově administrativě: jaký je
cílový stav „války proti terorismu?“
¬¬¬

1. The Past is Over
For most of its history, the United States of America beneted from its excellent
geographical location: two vast oceans to the west and the east, two friendly nations to
the north and the south protected the country against any adversary. To get to the US territory an enemy had rst to pass its armed forces, which protected American shores by
land, sea and air.1 The arrival of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles challenged this
asymmetrical advantage fundamentally. During the Cold War, the United States faced,
for the rst time in its history, an adversary that was capable of inicting a total destruc55
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tion upon the country.2 The collapse of the Soviet Union did not restore American previous invulnerability – to the contrary, as the terrorist attacks in New York, Pennsylvania,
and Washington, on September 11, 2001, demonstrated.3 For the United States, war used
to be something that took place on foreign soil.4 But in the face of the terrorists attacks
against its cities it did no longer.5 The era of American invulnerability is over. International terrorism becomes a clear and present danger, and US foreign policy must act
accordingly.

2. A Window into the Future
No challenge weighs more heavily on US foreign policy at the beginning of the 21st
century than that of international terrorism.6 The signicance of the terrorist attacks of
September 11 is apparent in this respect: the attacks were a window into the future.7 A
future where a new enemy – international terrorist – is willing and capable of targeting
the US territory; a future in which American cities are destroyed and Americans are
killed; a future where international terrorists possess biological, chemical, and nuclear
weapons; a future in which traditional concepts of national security do not apply.8 The
terrorists who attacked the United States on September 11 were not deterred by its overwhelming military superiority.9 In fact, they made it irrelevant.10 What worked against
the Soviet threat does no longer work against this new adversary – so, the United States
needs to nd new ways to deter it. The priority for the United States is clear: to protect
the country against future terrorists attacks. The key question is: How to do that?
According to The National Strategy of the United States of America, which seeks
to address this question, it is necessary to “disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations
of global reach” by “attack[ing] their leadership; command, control, and communications; material support; and nances”.11 This should have, The National Strategy states,
“a disabling effect upon the terrorists’ ability to plan and operate”.12 But, How does “war
against terrorism,” of which The National Strategy is a clear promulgation, neutralize
political motives and underlying conditions that spawn terrorism? Where do they t the
end and means of the counterterrorist campaign? In which countries or regions should
the “war” be waged? Does the adjective “global” that identies the character of the
adversary mean that the “war against terrorism” will involve the entire world? Against
which global terrorist organizations is the “war” directed? Does it target all of them or
some of them only? Clearly, however, the United States must change its policy toward
terrorism. Here is why:
• The “war against terrorism” has no probability of success. The United States lacks
means, that is, the resources and political capital to confront thousands of trained
terrorists grouped in cells all around the world. Places will always exist for terrorists to hide, especially before they have committed large-scale assaults, as the terrorist attacks of September 11 demonstrated.
• The “war against terrorism” cannot be sustained over time. The United States
has nite political, economic and military resources to meet its global priorities
56

Kolín.indd

56-57

20.3.2006, 16:33

„VÁLKA PROTI TERORISMU“ – ALTERNATIVNÍ PŘÍSTUP

and defeat global terrorist organizations simultaneously, its unparalleled military
strength and great economic and political inuence throughout the world notwithstanding.
• The “war against terrorism” fails to neutralize political motives and underlying
conditions that spawn terrorism. The deliberate killing of innocents is, of course,
not justied for whatever reason. However, if political motives and underlying conditions fueling terrorism are not neutralized, even the effective suppression of current terrorist groups is unlikely to prevent the rise of new movements.
In place of a vaguely dened and elusive broad concept represented by the “war
against terrorism”, the United States should adopt a clear and narrowly formulated
approach. The Bush administration should be realistic about its ability to “disrupt and
destroy terrorist organizations of global reach”.13 It should concentrate its “wartime”
efforts on those areas only that are vital for terrorists’ ability to plan and operate; target
those global terrorist organizations only that pose the most immense and serious threat
to the United States; and neutralize those political motives and underlying conditions
that spawn terrorist attacks in areas most at risk. This article points to this direction. It
articulates an alternative policy toward terrorism and provides guidelines for its implementation.
The rationale of the proposed approach is evident after examining seven objectives
of this policy. The costs, benets and risks associated with these objectives are set forth,
and the dening question is posed for the Bush administration: What is the end state
of the “war against terrorism”? Do the president and his team attain a nebulous goal
of a world free of terrorism? Or, do they look at terrorist threat primarily through the
lens of national security and seek a less grandiose and more specic objective to protect
the United States against future terrorist attacks? The alternative policy articulated here
focuses on the Middle East, which is a center of gravity in this case: it is a part of the
world where dozens of terrorist assaults against the United States were committed and
terrorists responsible for these attacks were harbored and supported; a region where
the Israeli-Palestinian conict fuels terrorism and anti-American sentiments worldwide;
a region which has served as the most fertile recruiting ground for Islamic extremist and
terrorist groups; a place where US military presence then in Saudi Arabia and now in
Iraq has become the casus belli for all major terrorist attacks against the United States in
recent years.14 Regardless of the policy it pursues, the United States should adopt a new
policy toward terrorism, a policy that is concentrated on the Middle East in general,
Iraq, Israel and Palestinian territories in particular.
Denitions
Before proceeding, it is necessary to dene what it is meant here by the terms
“terrorism,” “international terrorism” and “terrorist group”. The denitions under discussion are contained in title 22 of the US Code, Section 2656f(d), which states that
terrorism is “premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against noncom57
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batant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents, usually intended to inuence
an audience”.15 It also notes that the term “international terrorism” means “terrorism
involving citizens or the territory of more than one country,” and that “terrorist group”
stands for “any group practicing, or that has signicant subgroups that practice, international terrorism”.16

3. Legacy of the Past
After dozens of terrorist attacks against the United States, its military installations, diplomatic missions and citizens, which were committed outside and inside the
country during the last three decades preceding the attacks of September 11, 2001,17 no
one should have any illusion that a silver bullet exists to solve the problem of terrorism.
Simple solutions will not create conditions that meet the primary US interest, that is, to
protect the country against future terrorist attacks. Even if all the most dangerous terrorist groups were effectively suppressed, only terrorists of the moment would be defeated.
Places will always exist for terrorists to hide, especially before they have committed
large-scale attacks, and new terrorists will eventually arise to ll the shoes of those who
have perished.
The key point about terrorism, which the denitions mentioned above clearly identify, is that terrorism, regardless of its character, is politically motivated.18 This means
that terrorism has necessary political background, indeed, that the ultimate authority of
terrorism derives from politics. Terrorism cannot be understood independently of the
political foundation on which it rests and on the political interests which it serves. That
is where a successful policy toward terrorism begins. Without “going to the source”
in the sense of addressing the political dimension of terrorism by neutralizing political
motives and underlying conditions that spawn it, no alternative is available than to rely
on coercive action – an activity likely to generate more terrorism and terrorists and
elevate their cause.
To the Source
Usamah bin Muhammad bin Laden, the mastermind behind all major terrorists
attacks against the United States, including those of September 11,19 articulated his political motives for targeting the United States in his Declaration of War against the Americans Occupying the Land of the Two Holy Places. The Declaration of War issued in
1996 states that “the people of Islam”, in “the Islamic world in general, and the Land of
two Holy Places in particular”, suffer from “aggression, iniquity and injustice imposed
on them by the Zionist-Crusaders alliance”.20 The “Zionist-Crusaders alliance” emerges
here primarily as close relations between the United States and Israel, which, for bin
Laden, is a manifestation of evil of almost cosmic proportions. By his denition, the
United States and Israel are “indels” and, therefore, the enemy of Islam.21 He takes the
view that they are dedicated to subjugating Muslims, killing them, and, most important,
destroying Islam.22 In his opinion, they are responsible for “the sever oppression, suffer58
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ing, excessive iniquity, humiliation and poverty” in “the Islamic world” and “the Land
of two Holy Places.”23 As the principal cause of this situation, he then identies “the
occupation of the land of the two Holy Places”.24
To put this claim into historical perspective, it is worth to mention that the term
“land of two Holy Places” refers to the territory of Arabia-today’s Saudi Arabia – where
the Prophet Muhammad was born, lived and died, and promulgated the Koran, and
where Mecca and Medina – the cities closely connected with his life and work – are
located.25 The “occupation” then meant the presence about 4,400 US troops in the Prince
Sultan air base near Riyadh, the capital of Saudi Arabia,26 deployed with the approval of
the rulers of Saudi Arabia to deter Iraq from attacking the country after the occupation
of Kuwait in 1990.27 Although the US military presence was intended to be temporary,28
the troops – sponsored by Saudi Arabia – remained in the country until 2003, when they
withdrew only to reinforce the 150,000-strong U.S. and coalition forces in neighboring
Iraq during Operation Iraqi Freedom launched on March 19, 2003 to topple the regime
of Iraqi president Saddam Hussein.29 As the Declaration of War makes clear, the stationing of military forces belonging to the “Zionist-Crusaders alliance” in the region is the
main reason for “aggression, iniquity and injustice,” as well as “the sever oppression,
suffering, excessive iniquity, humiliation and poverty” in “the Islamic world,” “the
Land of two Holy Places”30 and in Iraq – “the land of Muhammad”.31 The then US military presence in Saudi Arabia and now in Iraq has been the rst and foremost casus
belli: “the occupying American enemy is the principle and the cause of the situation.
Therefore, efforts should be concentrated on destroying, ghting and killing the enemy
until… it is completely defeated.”32
Although bin Laden’s declared willingness and demonstrated capacity to attack the
United States makes him and his terrorist group – Al-Qaeda – the most immense and
serious threat to the United States,33 the terrorist threat itself goes well beyond them.
The situation in the Middle East continues to fuel terrorism and anti-American sentiments in the region and worldwide.34 Terrorist groups like HEZBOLLAH, HAMAS,
and the Palestine Islamic Jihad (PIJ) escalated violence against Israel, and a second intifada, triggered by the visit of the former opposition leader and the current Prime Minister of Israel, Ariel Sharon, to the Temple Mount in Jerusalem on September 28, 2000,
rejuvenated once-dormant groups like the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
(PFLP).35 The ve years of Palestinian intifada came to an end only after the death of
the president of the Palestinian Authority, Yasser Arafat, on November 11, 2004.36 If
PFLP, PIJ, HEZBOLLAH, or HAMAS feel that the United States is threatening their
existence by providing political support and economic and military assistance to Israel,
for instance, they may start targeting the United States directly or indirectly, as some of
them did already in the past.37
The terrorist threat also goes well beyond Islamic extremists and terrorist groups.
The conditions that allow terrorism to take root around the world are no less threatening to the United States than terrorism itself.38 Indeed, the misery and hopelessness
59
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endangered by social and economic backwardness that characterize many parts of
the world lie at the heart of terrorism.39 Although neither bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda, nor
HAMAS, HEZBOLLAH, PFLP, or PIJ, seem to represent the world’s most disadvantageous masses, the sense of grievance into which they have tapped, as best illustrated
by the celebration of the September 11 terrorist attacks among throng of the poor in
the Middle East, Asia and Africa, suggests that the social base on which the long term
viability of terrorism rests is rooted in poverty.40 Poverty does not make people into terrorists. Yet, it weakens institutions and can make states vulnerable to terrorists groups
operating within their borders.
Poverty, and other problems that terrorists exploit like alienation and ethnic tensions, will grow more acute over the next years.41 This will especially be the case in the
Middle East, a region that has served as the most fertile recruiting grounds for Islamic
extremist and terrorist groups.42 Although poverty, domestic unrests and ethnic conicts
in the region are among the factors that create an environment conductive to terrorism,
demographic trends indicate that the Middle East will have one of the largest youth
populations in the world over the next two decades.43 Most of the countries in the region
will lack the social, economic, and political institutions and resources to effectively integrate these youth into society.44
One of the places where all those challenges converge is the educational system
in the Middle East. Primary and secondary education in the region is often dominated
by an interpretation of Islam that teaches intolerance and hatred.45 Islam is not a threat
to the United States. However, the increasing anger toward the United States among
Islamic extremist and terrorist groups and their sympathizer in the Middle East and
elsewhere in the world is a clear threat to it.46

4. Toward a New Policy
The legacy of the past terrorists attacks, political motives and underlining conditions behind them, reinforces the belief that the United States should adopt a new policy
toward terrorism, a policy that focuses on the Middle East in general, and Iraq, Israel
and Palestinian territories in particular. The objectives of this policy should be that the
United States:
• Withdraw its military forces from Iraq.
• Support the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conict and the creation of an independent Palestine.
• Promote social development in an independent Palestine.
• Foster economic development in an independent Palestine.
• Establish a formal security alliance with Middle East countries.
• Seek economic development in the Middle East.
• Sponsor a social development program in the Middle East.
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The Course of Action
Objective One: The United States would withdraw its military forces from Iraq.
Despite near-constant warning of imminent chaos following such a withdrawal, Iraq
has come a long way since the overthrown of Iraqi president Saddam Hussein: in June
2004, the US-managed Coalition Provisional Authority transferred sovereignty to an
Iraqi Interim Government; in January 2005 a majority of the Iraqi people elected Transitional National Assembly, which drafted a new Iraqi constitution presented to the Iraqi
people for their approval in a national referendum in October 2005. Under the new constitution, the Iraqi people will elect a permanent government in December 2005, implying that the principal US objective there – the destruction of the Saddam Hussein regime
– will have been achieved.
The termination of US military presence in Iraq would be in the US interest. It
would neutralize the principal political motive for the terrorist attacks against the United
States for the part of bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda, and weaken political power base of terrorism in the Middle East by denying terrorists and their sympathizers sanctuary, and at the
same time the ability to blame the United States for the military presence in the home
of Muhammad.
Objective Two: The United States would support the resolution of the IsraeliPalestinian conict and the creation of an independent Palestine. The creation of an
independent Palestine would be in the US interest as well. The provisional settlement of
the Israeli-Palestinian conict only fuels terrorism and heightens anti-American sentiments in the Middle East. The United States would insist that Israel take concrete steps
to support the emergence of an independent Palestine. The United States would urge
Israel to withdraw fully its military forces to positions they had held prior the second
Palestinian intifada that has cost more than 4,000 lives47 and led to the re-occupation
of the Palestinian territories by Israel.48 As the conict would cease and freedom of
movement be restored, the United States would propose a comprehensive political settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conict acceptable to both parties. The creation of an
independent Palestine would follow. The diplomatic recognition of Palestine as a sovereign state on the part of the United States then would be the nal step. The US support
for the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conict and the creation of an independent
Palestine would be a vital part of a constructive, long-term US relationship with Middle
East countries. It would promote the positive image of the United States and pave the
way for a durable peace and stability in the region.
Objective Three: The United States would promote social development in an
independent Palestine. Although the United States would support the resolution of the
Israeli-Palestinian conict and the creation of an independent Palestine, this support
would not be enough to provide a rm, long-term basis for lasting peace among Israelis and Palestinians. A durable peace in the Middle East would require the US support
for social development in an independent Palestine.49 To this end, the United States
would employ its political and economic resources to foster a greater degree of mutual
61
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acceptance between Israelis and Palestinians. As social development involves values
that are slow to change, the core task in the US social development effort would be to
support education of younger generations, reeducation of older generations and building
new human associations across the borders. It would involve the promotion of mutual
education, cultural exchanges, communication and other constructive efforts that could
bring the former adversaries together. This initiative would seek a nal reconciliation
between Israelis and Palestinians and its success should be measured over generations.
Objective Four: The United States would foster economic development in an independent Palestine. In addition to the promotion of social development, the United States
would foster economic development to reduce economic disparities between Israelis and
Palestinians.50 The United States would provide nancial and development funds to an
independent Palestine to ensure that it becomes a viable state with an economy generating growth and providing for its people’s basic needs: jobs, income, goods and services. To foster economic development, the United States would encourage Israel and
an independent Palestine to establish an economic cooperation zone that would gradually move toward a common market with a free movement of persons, goods, services
and capital. These economic initiatives reinforced with economic aid provided by the
United States would increase economic productivity and decrease economic disparities
between Israelis and Palestinians. Indeed, they would establish conditions for economic
stability, an essential ingredient of a durable peace.
Objective Five: The United States would establish a formal security alliance with
Middle East countries. The United States would pursue a formal security alliance with
Bahrain, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirate, and Egypt,
Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, an independent Palestine and potentially Syria and Iran, to
offset any potential risk associated with the termination of the US military presence in
Iraq and the creation of an independent Palestine. This alliance would provide the institutional structure needed to facilitate consultation and cooperation among the member
states in political, economic as well as scientic and other non-military elds. It would
also help to coordinate the counterterrorism activities of its members in order to prevent
terrorist groups from operating on their territory by sharing information on these groups
and taking action to prevent and suppress their nancing in the region. The formal security alliance would answer the most pressing US interest, that is, to maintain regional
peace and stability, while actively weakening the political power base of terrorism by
disrupting terrorists’ ability to plan and operate in much of the Middle East.
Objective Six: The United States would seek economic development in the Middle
East. Peace and economic development in the Middle East are inseparable. Sustained
economic development is impossible without peace and stability. On the other hand,
unless there is a vigorous economic development, there can hardly be a durable peace
and regional stability.51 As free trade and free markets has proved to be the best way to
promote economic growth and reduce economic backwardness and stagnation in many
parts of the world, the United States would use all attributes of national power to create
62
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an environment in the Middle East that favors economic growth and economic freedom.
To this end, the United States would invest time, efforts and resources into building relationships and institutions with Middle East countries that would help to promote economic prosperity. The United States would work with these countries, the entire region,
and most importantly with people inhabiting this part of the world, to build a place committed to free trade and free markets. Although governments are responsible for creating their own economic policies, the United States would use its political and economic
engagement to underscore the benets of these policies in generating higher productivity and sustained economic growth.
International ows of investment capital would be needed to expand the productive potential of the region. The United States would deliver signicant nancial and
development assistance to Middle East countries to allow them to make the investments
that would establish an alternative viable industrial base capable of generating a longterm economic growth. One of the objectives of the United States would be the region in
which all countries have investment-grade credit ratings allowing them access to international nancial and capital markets. In this respect, the United States would promote
nancial policies to help these countries to achieve access to the largest nancial and
capital ows at the lowest cost possible, as well as to provide market-access for all goods
and services they would produce.
Opening Middle East countries to commerce and investment would help to
strengthen property rights, competition, habits of liberty, the rule of law, the spread of
knowledge, the efcient allocation of resources, and regional market integration – all
leading to economic growth, opportunity, and condence in the Middle East. Economic
growth supported by free trade, free markets and investments would generate new jobs
and higher incomes in the region. It would help to overcome economic backwardness
and stagnation. At the same time, it would reduce economic disparities among regional
countries and improve social cohesion. Indeed, it would help to neutralize the underlying conditions that spawn terrorism, which would be in the US interest.
Objective Seven: The United States would sponsor a social development program
in the Middle East. The United States would train a cadre of future government and
municipal leaders who would create a viable and tolerant society in the Middle East.
The United States would sponsor several hundreds of people from the Middle East to
travel every year to the United States to gain theoretical and hands-on experience in how
a modern civil society provides for its citizenry, administers municipal governments,
and manages key industries and public utilities. This program would offer advanced
college and university studies followed by an on-the-job experience in areas including
judicial systems, law enforcement, public and hospital administration, agricultural and
industry development, modern nancial institutions, and media operations. This initiative would be repeated during the course of a decade or more. This initiative seeks to
capture the youth of the Middle East to establish an effective, open and tolerant civil
society that would be resistant to terrorism.
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Key Uncertainties
The proposed policy provides the best match of resources to the objective it seeks
to achieve, that is, to prevent future terrorist attacks against the United States by neutralizing the political motives and underlying conditions that spawned these attacks in the
past. It establishes conditions for a long-term peace and stability in the Middle East,
while reversing the negative view of the United States in the region. Although there
are undeniable benets associated with this policy, risks cannot be ignored. First, the
withdrawal of US troops from Iraq would substantially deprive the United States of
an ability to effectively project power in a strategically important region, the formal
security alliance with the Middle East countries notwithstanding. Second, the US support for the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinians conict and the creation of an independent Palestine might be considered an intrusive intervention in the regional affairs.
The promotion of social and economical development might not be welcomed for the
same reason. What is more, the US initiatives might be regarded as a new form of
American imperialism, fueling terrorism and heightening anti-American sentiments in
the region. The establishment of a formal security alliance might be viewed from the
same perspective and may have the same result. Third, there is no certainty that the
resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conict and the creation of an independent Palestine, coupled with social and economic development, would put the Israeli-Palestinians
conict to rest. An independent Palestine may also not coalesce into a viable sovereign
state. Fourth, the presented policy would require an expanded political, economic and
military commitment to the region. The costs are signicant. Economic aid would be
matched with considerable funding for social and economic development in an independent Palestine. Furthermore, the promotion of free trade and free markets and the
sponsorship for social development program in the region would require additional
funds to provide the necessary support for these objectives. Fifth, it this policy fails, the
United States would lose its prestige and inuence in the Middle East in the long run.

5. The Way Ahead: Balancing Political Capital, Risks and
Benets
The proposed policy connects the objectives with the ways and means to reach
the desired end state, that is, the protection of the United States against terrorism, by
striking against the political motives and underlining conditions that were directly or
indirectly responsible for these attacks in the past. Pursuing this policy under present
circumstances is, however, far more difcult. Although this policy may seem attractive,
the costs and risks associated with it may be beyond the resources and political capital
that the Bush administration is willing, or able to expend. But if this policy is adopted
and actively pursued, it may help to prevent future terrorist attacks against the United
States by neutralizing the political motives and underlying conditions that spawned the
previous ones. This policy would move diplomatic and economic tools to the forefront
of US efforts, and employ the military tool only in its traditional peacetime role: to deter
64
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potential aggression in the region through the formal security alliance with the Middle
East countries. It would provide for a long-term regional peace and stability. Indeed, it
would allow the United States to pursue stability in a manner that fosters and reinforces
its long-term access, inuence and prestige in the region.
The current administration must weight the ultimate domestic and international
costs associated with this policy. It must appreciate that not all countries in the Middle
East may support US policy and that time will be required to reach all its objectives.
Provided that the presented policy is accepted, building international consensus vis-ŕvis this policy would be a fundamental challenge in the months ahead. To meet this challenge successfully the Bush administration should:
• Articulate the nature of its interest in relation to Israel, and Iraq respectively. Are
these interests, vital, important, military, economic, humanitarian, geopolitical, or
a combination? To what extent, if any, do the gains associated with the US military
presence in Iraq outweigh the losses connected with possible future terrorist attacks
against the United States? Is the current administration willing to put its national
security in jeopardy for the benets associated with political support and economic
and military assistance to Israel? If so, to what extent?
• Match its resources with its objectives. The United States must invest time, allocate
resources, and employ all attributes of national power to destroy terrorist groups
that pose the most immense and serious threat to the United States in areas that are
vital for terrorists’ ability to plan and operate.
• Expend enough political capital to gain both domestic and international support
for its policy. The United States must pursue a successful public relation campaign
inside and outside the country to make clear that its counterterrorist campaign seeks
the world’s interests, and not exclusively its own.
• Establish consensus between the United States and the population of Middle East
countries. The United States must gain the popular support in Middle East countries by elucidating the similarities between US interests and regional interests. The
consensus between the United States and the population in the Middle East would
support any US initiative toward the region. Without such a consensus, any new US
policy toward terrorism is doomed to fail.
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