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If we were serious about ports’ security

DAVID SCHANZER
Comment on this story

operators, we would actually be in fairly good shape.
Unfortunately, that is far from the case.

The juxtaposition of the news coverage about the Dubai port controversy and what is otherwise
happening in the Arab and Muslim world could not be more stark. While we are fixating on
foreign ownership at the ports, Muslims continue to protest and riot around the world about the

cutoff of Western aid.

There is a battle going on right now, and it is between the sections of the Arab and Muslim
world that are stil willing to engage with the United States and those that reject modernity,
dialogue, and economic liberalism in exchange for confrontation and violence. The Dubai
controversy and the ugly rhetoric about this "Arab company" is making it difficult to tell at the
moment whose side of this critical conflict we are on.

We do not achieve these ends, and indeed set them back quite a bit, when we buy into the
stereotype than anything "Arab" must be "terrorist."

To be sure, there are connections between 9/11 and the United Arab Emirates -- two of the
hijackers were UAE citizens and much of the funding for the operation was funneied through
UAE banks. It is true as well that the UAE recognized the Taliban prior to 9/11. But 15 of the
hijackers were Saudis, and Pakistan once had relations with the Taliban. It is an absurdity to
suggest that these connections should forever taint our relations with these three countries.

Managing these extremely delicate relationships is a challenge. Sitting thousands of miles away
and insulated from the unpopularity of the United States in many corners of the world, it is easy
for us to forget that we are asking governments, such as the UAE, to support our

Election-year demagoguery of the Dubai deal might be good for U.S. domestic politics, but it
severely complicates our already strained diplomacy. This cost would be one we would have to
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responsible only for loading and unloading the ships, not security. The Coast-Guard is charged
with ensuring that incoming vessels do not present a threat. Customs and Border Protection

determines which containers are to be inspected and conducts the ins

board sitting in Dubai has zero impact on U.S. security.

pections. The corporate

Ironically, the far greater security threat to us exists in foreign ports where the cargo containers

are packed and loaded. If an explosive or, worse, a nuclear or radiolo

gical weapon, makes it into

a cargo container headed for a U.S. port, we are in big trouble, because even the best efforts of
our security agencies are unlikely to identify it. For over four years we have been urging foreign
port operators, such as Dubai Ports World, and their host governments to cooperate with us to
strengthen security at their ports, at some cost to them, for our benefit, Congressional action to
block the Dubai deal is likely to undercut that cooperation and therefore reduce, not enhance,

our security.

There are many constructive actions that can be taken to improve our port security. Blocking

the Dubai port deal is not one of them.

(David Schanzer is director of the Triangle Center on Terrorism and Homeland Security at Duke

and UNC-Chapel Hill.)
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