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Introduction
On 30 December 1989, more than 20,000 people—Israelis, Palestinians, Europeans, and
Americans—joined hands in a two-and-a-half-mile long circle around the Old City of Jerusalem,
sang songs, waved olive branches, and called for peace in the Holy Land. The participants in this
demonstration, which was the culmination of a three-day program called "1990—Time for
Peace," included Jews, Christians, and Muslims; they represented hundreds of international and
regional nongovernmental organizations and spanned the political spectrum. Members of the
Israeli parliament and Palestinian political leaders also participated in the event, which was
jointly organized by Israeli and Palestinian peace activists. It was the largest peace demonstration
in Jerusalem since the 1982 Israeli war in Lebanon and indicated, in the words of one participant,
that "we can put aside our dreams and our nightmares, shake each other's hands, and work for
peace."1 It was a hopeful beginning for the last decade in a century that has seen almost continual
hostility between Zionists and Palestinians.

Nearly four years later, on 13 September 1993, Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and Yasir
Arafat, leader of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), met in Washington, D.C., for the
signing of a historic document: "Israeli-PLO Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-
Government Arrangements." The official endorsement of the Oslo Accords, as the agreement
was quickly dubbed because it was negotiated secretly in Oslo, Norway, was executed by
Mahmoud Abbas, chief of the political directorate of the PLO, and Israeli Foreign Minister
Shimon Peres. In the speeches that preceded the signing ceremony, both Arafat and Rabin
stressed the momentous nature of the occasion and their hopes for peace.

We who have fought against you, the Palestinians, we say to you today, in a loud and clear voice, enough of blood and tears.
Enough. ... We, like you, are a people—a people who want to build a home. To plant a tree. To love— live side by side with
you. In dignity. In empathy. As human beings.



—Yitzhak Rabin

We will need more courage and determination to continue the course of building co-existence and peace between us. This is
possible. ... The battle for peace is the most difficult battle of our lives. It deserves our utmost efforts because the land of peace,
the land of peace yearns for a just and comprehensive peace.

—Yasir Arafat2

Many Palestinians and Israelis hailed the Oslo Accords, and the exchange of letters of mutual
recognition between Rabin and Arafat that occurred the previous week, with jubilation; others,
however, greeted the events with despair. Whatever their reaction, few people disagreed that the
Oslo Accords (and subsequent Cairo Agreements) represented a critical turning point in Israeli-
Palestinian relations.

The conflict over Israel/Palestine is one of the most significant—and most difficult—
dilemmas facing the international community today It is a conflict full of complexities and subtle
nuances and seems to lack simple or easy solutions. For that reason, many people feel
overwhelmed by the issue and become convinced the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is too
convoluted to understand and too intractable to solve. This short text is designed to alleviate
those feelings of confusion and helplessness. Although it is not intended to be a fully
comprehensive analysis of the conflict, the book does provide the necessary contemporary and
historical background for readers to understand why the issue has been such a difficult one for
the international community and for them to begin to formulate their own assessment of what
will be needed to achieve a just solution to the conflict.



The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is interesting not only as a case study but also because it
provides the opportunity to examine a host of concepts important to international relations at the
end of the twentieth century: national identity and self-determination, the increasing importance
of nonstate actors, the role of natural resources and strategic location in determining the
"political significance" of a country, Great Power involvement in the Third World, the role of
religion in international politics, global militarization, the relative impotence of international law
and international organizations such as the United Nations (UN) in dealing with very
complicated conflicts, and forms of violent and nonviolent conflict resolution. By examining a
specific contemporary dilemma in international relations, it is possible to see how these general
issues and concepts are expressed in the "real world."

Several themes will be important in the analysis. The first is that this conflict is the result of
the search for national identity and self-determination by two peoples—the Palestinians and the
Jews—in the context of nineteenth-century European imperialism and twentieth-century
decolonization. It is a contemporary struggle, one that comes out of evolving international
understandings of statehood and nationalism. This raises a number of interesting questions, such
as whether nationalism results from possession of territory or shared history or common religion
or self-identification or some combination of these. This is also a conflict rooted in its own
reality. In other words, although the conflict is affected by the international environment in
significant ways, it is not fundamentally a function of external phenomena such as the U.S.-
Soviet competition of the 1950s through 1980s. The cold war has ended, but the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict remains.

The second organizing motif is the historical and contemporary attempts of superpowers and
European states to manipulate and control the conflict in order to enhance their perceived
national interests. Examples of this type of involvement are Britain's concern to protect other
parts of its empire—such as India and Egypt—in the early part of the twentieth century, the
United States' desire to maintain regional stability and access to petroleum in the post-World
War II period, and heightened Soviet strategic interests in the Middle East since the 1950s. Of
particular interest are the ways in which the policies of states and other actors external to the
conflict have frequently exacerbated tensions between the principal participants.

The third theme that will be addressed is the importance of looking inside the black box of
state policy in order to understand how and why particular foreign policy positions are developed
or maintained. The policies of each of the principal parties to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as
well as of the secondary/external actors are affected by a range of domestic factors such as the
structures of their governments, changes in public opinion, vocal interest groups, and specific
political leaders. For example, in Israel the role of religious political parties in the formation of
government coalitions is crucial; within the Palestinian national movement, conflicts between
groups help explain Palestine Liberation Organization policy decisions; in the United States,
public opinion, especially in an election year, may determine the parameters of acceptable
foreign policy action. The concept that state and nonstate actors are not monolithic entities is an
important one.

Finally, efforts of international organizations to mediate the conflict over Palestine/Israel, and
the relevance of the guidelines of international law, will be examined at a number of points. This
is an intriguing issue. Much of our understanding of the right to self-determination and our
concept of state sovereignty is drawn from the precepts of international law, and the very
existence of the State of Israel was specified by a UN Resolution in 1947 that also called for the
establishment of a Palestinian state. The United Nations has passed numerous additional



resolutions regarding the conflict over Israel/Palestine, and UN peacekeeping forces have been
sent to the region on several occasions. Yet scholars and political observers suggest that
international law is often ignored in this conflict and that international organizations have been
unsuccessful in solving the basic problem.

One Land, Two Peoples traces the evolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict since its
inception in the nineteenth century and presents the issues that will need to be addressed in order
to resolve this critical dilemma in world politics. The treatment of the topic is more historical
than is common in political science texts because the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is fundamentally
embedded in history and the differing interpretations of that history by the principal actors.

For many Zionists, the Jewish claim to the land of Palestine is based on the history of the
Hebrew tribes who intermittently lived in and occasionally ruled this land from the second
millennium B.C.E. (before common era, that is, prior to the birth of Jesus, from which Western
countries commonly mark their calendar) until their expulsion from Jerusalem by the Romans in
135 C.E. (common era). Furthermore, some Jews and Christians believe this land was promised to
the Hebrew people and their descendants by their tribal god, Yahweh, in a covenant with the
Prophet Abraham in the seventeenth century B.C.E. As reported in Genesis 15:18, Yahweh told
the Hebrew people: "To your descendants I give this land, from the river of Egypt to the great
river, the river Euphrates." For many Zionists, these ancient religious-historical ties still carry
tremendous emotional weight, as well as religious and political legitimacy in the modern era.

Palestinians' claims are similarly grounded in history, including their continuous occupation of
the land at least since the seventh century C.E. Although Palestinians do not dispute the existence
of ancient Hebrew kingdoms in Palestine, they challenge the idea that this justifies the
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine in the twentieth century. Many question the use of a
religious text such as the Bible to justify a political, secular claim. Finally, Palestinians point out
that it was Europe that persecuted and ultimately massacred the Jewish people and argue that the
people of Europe and the United States had no right to salve their consciences over the Shoah (or
Holocaust) by creating a state for the Jewish people in the midst of the Arab world.

In the 1990s, references to past historical injustices in Palestine, in Europe, and elsewhere in
the world continue to influence discussions about possible proposals for structuring a resolution
to the conflict. Thus, it may be unrealistic to say, "Why not forget the past? Let's start over and
figure out how to deal with the conflict as it exists today without worrying about who did what to
whom in 1921 or 1936 or 1948 or 1990." For many Israelis and Palestinians, this is extremely
difficult: For them, the past is alive in the present. Differing interpretations of Jewish-Palestinian
relations over time fundamentally affect the current situation and prospects for future peaceful
coexistence.

For this reason, One Land, Two Peoples explores the regional and international dimensions of
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict through its historical development. Chapter One, "Competition
over the Land," examines the growth of nationalist sentiments among Palestinian Arabs and
European Jews in the 1800s and describes how these came to be expressed in the 1900S asa
conflict over the Ottoman-controlled region known for hundreds of years as Palestine. It also
discusses the involvement of a variety of international actors in the nationalist struggles, most
significantly Britain and the League of Nations prior to World War II and the United States and
the United Nations after 1945. This chapter ends with the decision by the United Nations in
November 1947 to partition Palestine into Jewish and Arab states.

Chapter Two, "Clashes and Coalescence: Jewish State, Palestinian Nation," opens with
discussion of the Palestine War that followed the United Nations' action, the establishment of the



State of Israel in 1948, and the resulting dispersion of the Palestinian people. The chapter then
examines the evolution of the Israeli and Palestinian political systems and analyzes the variety of
perspectives on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict represented in the decisionmaking bodies of the
two national groups, the Israeli Knesset and the Palestine National Council (PNC). The Israeli
military presence in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (often referred to as the Occupied
Territories), Israeli settlement policies, and the Palestinian uprising (intifada) are also described
with an eye toward understanding how they affect peace prospects.

In its description of "The Crowded Stage," Chapter Three considers some of the global
dimensions that need to be addressed in order to mediate successfully the conflict over Palestine.
The bulk of the chapter is an examination of the numerous Arab-Israeli wars, as well as the
1990-1991 Gulf War, and the ways in which these armed conflicts have changed the parameters
of the Israeli-Palestinian relationship. Other important international aspects of the conflict
include U.S. and Soviet (now Russian) foreign policy involvement; the off-and-on U.S. dialogue
with the PLO that began in December 1988; the role of the United Nations and the European
countries throughout the past five decades; and international concern about militarization and
terrorism in the Middle East.

The last chapter asks whether the future will see "Conflict, Compromise, or Conciliation"
between Israelis and Palestinians. The first section outlines the options facing the two groups and
summarizes the stages of the peace process, from defining the problem and developing a
commitment to negotiate through arranging and conducting negotiations and implementing the
agreements reached. The chapter also examines specific issues that will need to be resolved, such
as state boundaries, citizenship rights, and the status of Jerusalem. The chapter ends with a
discussion of the Madrid conference, the bilateral negotiations of 1991-1993, the Oslo Accords,
and the 1994 Cairo Agreement.



One 
Competition over the Land

The contemporary structure of the global system, with its division of territory into autonomous
nation-states, is a relatively recent phenomenon. Most international relations scholars date its
beginning to 1648, when the Treaty of Westphalia concluded the Thirty Years' War between
Protestants and Catholics and signaled the end of the preeminent rule of the Holy Roman Empire
in Europe. This was a turning point for Europe, as individual loyalties began to shift from the
established church to centralized political units with control over a fixed territory and population.
These political units came to be known as states. At the same time, the concept of sovereignty
developed, with its emphasis on the territorial integrity of states, the right of states to conduct
foreign policy relations however they desired, and the freedom of states from external
interference in their domestic affairs.

This transition to a world of states was neither quick nor painless. It involved the destruction
of old social structures, the dislocation of communities, and the breakdown of long-standing
patterns of interaction. Although nationalism and state-building served to unite people within the
new political units, the process also constructed economic, social, and political barriers where
none had existed before. As recently as the beginning of World War I, significant portions of the
world were still part of large empires, such as the disparate British Empire, with its colonial
territories around the world, or the smaller Austro-Hungarian Empire in Europe. In the case of
the vast Ottoman Empire, the people were united by a shared culture and a widespread
commitment to pluralism that to a large extent transcended their ethnic and religious diversity.

Eighty years later, after two world wars and numerous wars of independence against colonial
rule, the old political empires are gone. Today, every inch of inhabitable land on earth is claimed
by one or more states. The majority of the 179 countries that hold membership in the UN did not
exist as distinct political units prior to 1945. Virtually every person in the world is now identified
as a citizen of one and, generally speaking, only one state; this may not, however, correspond to
their self-identification. (One notable exception is the significant number of Palestinians who
have no citizenship in any country.) Other loyalties—to a religious group, a local community, a
clan, an ethnic group, or a broad region of the world— may be at least as compelling as a state-
based commitment, although these are often mistakenly viewed as less significant.

There is an important distinction between a "state" and a "nation," which is often ignored in
casual conversation. Many of the earliest areas to establish an autonomous political existence,
such as England, France, Persia, and Japan, were composed of a relatively homogeneous
population with a common language, a shared history and culture, and a corporate sense of
identity as a people. This group sense of oneness and of belief in a common destiny is what
distinguishes a nation. Thus, nationality is primarily a sociological rather than a political
concept; it reflects how people characterize themselves in relation to others and who is defined as
"we" or "they." When people who have this common sense of self are located together in a self-
governing, fixed territory, the resulting political entity is called a nation-state. Not all modern
political units are nation-states. Some states contain more than one national group, as does Israel
with its Jewish and Palestinian communities. Similarly a single national group can be spread
throughout more than one state, as are the Kurds of Turkey, Iran, and Iraq.



Nonetheless, in the twentieth century the assumption developed among many people that the
members of a single nation will make up a single state. Thus, as the concept of nationalism
developed, it was necessary to determine who was part of "the group." Was ethnicity more
important than shared history or common language? Could people of different religions be part
of a single nation? Conversely, were people who shared a religious belief but little else part of
the same nation? Should every nation have a separate state?

The answers were not obvious, but a consensus evolved among political scientists that any
group of people that has at least some of the attributes of a nation and that thinks of itself as a
nation is a nation. In other words, a judgment about whether the sense of common destiny and
oneness that identifies a nation exists can be made only by the participants within the group, not
by an outsider. National identity might be shaped by forces outside the group, but the initial
creation and continuing development of such identity is fundamentally a matter of personal (or
corporate) choice. This approach to identifying a nation does not, however, resolve the issue of
whether every nation, of whatever size and wherever located, should be constituted as a fully
autonomous political unit. That question remains unsolved at present. In practical terms, the
nations able to establish themselves as states in the modern world are those that had sufficient
military power to impose their desires or the support of an already established state willing to act
on their behalf. This is not common; there have been many efforts to establish autonomous
nation-states that have not succeeded, such as Biafra's attempt to secede from Nigeria or the
secessionist efforts of the Katanga province in the Congo (now Zaire). The breakup of the Soviet
Union in the early 1990s led to the creation of a number of new states, but many contain multiple
national groups and are internally unstable.

These issues about nationality and statehood are reflected in the hundred years of struggle over
the lands that—by international consensus— are currently referred to as Israel and Palestine,
where Israel is understood to include the boundaries of the state prior to the June 1967 War and
Palestine is understood to include the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. This chapter looks at the
creation and development of national identity for Jews and Palestinians in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries and the conflict that arose over the expression of this national identity in
Palestine prior to the declaration of the State of Israel in 1948.

Palestine in 1900

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the land that came to be known as the Mandate of
Palestine was part of the Ottoman Empire, which had ruled Western Asia since 1516. The people
who lived in the area referred to it as Filastin, or by the Arabic phrase al-Ard al-Muqadassa (the
Holy Land), reflecting its great importance to Islam, Christianity, and Judaism. Palestine was an
area filled with hundreds of small villages and a few large towns. The population was spread
across the hilly interior, which includes the Galilee region, Nablus, Hebron, Bethlehem, and
Jerusalem; the fertile coastal plain, with the cities of Jaffa, Haifa, and Gaza; the Jordan
Valley/Dead Sea region, where Jericho is located; and the Negev Desert, populated mostly by
bedouin tribes. The population was ethnically diverse, the legacy of migrations by Greeks,
Romans, Turks, Persians, and Jews during the previous two millenniums. As each group passed
through, members were assimilated into the existing community, adding to its diversity but never
displacing the Arabs who had settled there in the 600s. From the seventh century through the



mid-twentieth century, Palestine was predominantly a Muslim area, although Christian Arab and
Jewish communities also shared this small region.

Most of the people of Palestine made their living through subsistence agriculture or the export
of produce such as olives, grain, sesame products, and oranges, which were sent to Europe
through the ports at Jaffa, Gaza, and Acre. Small-scale industries—glass-blowing, cotton cloth
weaving, and soap making—also existed, and religious tourism provided a livelihood for some.
Finally, there was a small group of powerful families whose members had traditionally been
involved in education, religious observances, or politics. Palestine was a localized world, one in
which most people rarely traveled more than a day's walk from their home village and a family
might live on the same land for hundreds of years.

The brightly colored Dome of the Rock, located on al-Haram al-Sharif (Temple Mount to Jews) in Jerusalem, is considered one
of the most beautiful mosques in the world. Next to it stands al-Aqsa mosque, the third holiest site in Islam.

Within the Ottoman Empire, Palestine was roughly divided into three administrative regions:
the Jerusalem sanjak (province), which included the territory south of Jerusalem as well as the
city itself; and the districts of Nablus and Acre, Representatives from these districts were elected
to the short-lived Ottoman parliament in the 1870s, but for the most part the Ottoman rulers were
far away and uninvolved in the day-to-day administration of local affairs. Political loyalties were
community-based and significant power was held by the heads of prominent families and the
religious leaders in each town or region. The Ottoman rulers' use of the millet system of
governance allowed the Christian and Jewish populations a great deal of autonomy: They were
granted communal jurisdiction for their own religious, social, cultural, and even legal affairs. For
example, the Christian Greek Orthodox patriarch in Jerusalem was responsible for maintaining
and protecting the Christian religious sites. There was a relatively high degree of religious
tolerance and an acceptance of peaceful coexistence that was at variance with the situation in
many other parts of the world.

It is impossible to say for certain how many people lived in Palestine during the first decades
of the twentieth century. A Turkish census of 1914 counted 690,000 people, and the British
census of 1922 identified more than three-quarters of a million inhabitants, but both numbers are
now thought to understate the true population. Of those counted by the 1922 British census, 78



percent were Arab Muslims, 11 percent were identified as Jewish, and nearly 10 percent were
Christians (primarily Arabs, but also some Europeans).1 Virtually all the Christians and Muslims
had been born in Palestine. Of the Jews, perhaps two-thirds were immigrants who had come to
Palestine in the previous forty years; the remainder were part of a long-standing, culturally and
linguistically assimilated community of primarily Orthodox Jews who saw their presence in the
Holy Land as fulfilling a religious obligation rather than expressing a national political claim.

Emergence of Jewish and Arab Nationalism

The transformation of the Levant—Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Israel, and the Palestinian West
Bank and Gaza Strip—from part of the Ottoman Empire to a group of modern states was swift,
occurring over a period of less than thirty years. Although the process of building a sense of
national identity was more difficult, it too was accomplished relatively rapidly. In 1850 neither
Jews nor Arabs viewed themselves as members of an ethnically, culturally, linguistically
homogeneous, territorially based nation in the modern sense of the word. Less than a century
later, both had developed such identities. In the history of how this occurred are found the
modern roots of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

Nineteenth-Century Jewry

In the 1800s the Jewish people could be found on every inhabited continent. By far the largest
group lived in Eastern and Southern Europe (nearly 75 percent of the total Jewish population in
1880); an additional 14 percent were in Western and Central Europe. About 3 percent of all Jews
lived in the United States, a figure that had jumped to over 11 percent by 1900. In addition, there
were smaller Jewish communities in the Arab Middle East—Yemen, Iraq, Morocco, Tunisia,
Egypt—and elsewhere in Africa, Asia, and Latin America.2

The political, economic, and social situation for Jews varied. During several centuries of
Ottoman rule, Jews in Arab lands in the Middle East and North Africa experienced favorable
conditions and a high degree of toleration by the Muslim leaders. As "people of the book," that
is, as one of the monotheistic traditions with which Islam shared a common religious heritage,
Jews (along with Christians) had a higher status in Islamic society than nonbelievers or people
who followed a polytheistic faith. Like Christians, they were not considered quite equal to
Muslims; they shared many social and cultural attributes with their Muslim neighbors, however,
and did not experience the widespread persecution that characterized Jewish life in Europe.

In Western Europe periods of religious tolerance of non-Christians alternated with times of
severe discrimination and persecution, such as the expulsion or forced conversion of Jews in
Spain in 1492. After the French Revolution of 1789, with its emphasis on the equality of all
people, the status of Jews in Western Europe began to change for the better. By the 1860s the
economic, political, and legal situation of Jews in Western Europe had improved sufficiently to
give many hope that Jews could be accepted as equal citizens of the countries in which they
resided. Although the situation for Jews in Russia and Eastern Europe was never as favorable,
under the reformist movement of Tsar Alexander II (1855-1881) the prospects for increased
equality seemed promising.



At the same time, the ideas that had stimulated nationalist sentiment among the general
population also had an impact on the Jews of Europe, Russia, and later the United States and
raised questions within the Jewish community about what it meant to be a Jew. Was Judaism a
religion only? Should Jews retain their separate language, their kosher dietary laws, and their
distinctive identity as a social community? Should Jews fight for their state even if it meant
fighting against other Jews? The debate hinged on whether or not Jews constituted a distinct
national group and, if the answer to that question was "yes," whether they should remain in
Europe or establish a new state elsewhere. The answers were not straightforward, but initially
European Jews began to move toward greater acculturation, even assimilation, and away from a
separate identity as Jews.

The widespread optimism of Jews throughout Europe was shattered by the shock of the violent
Russian pogroms in 1881-1882, during which the government sanctioned the massacre of Jews,
and the 1894 Dreyfus affair, in which a Jewish French army captain was unjustly convicted of
treason. Symptomatic of the general rise in hostility and persecution against European and
Russian Jews during the last two decades of the nineteenth century, both events were of critical
importance in convincing many Jews that anti-Jewish sentiment (whether based on religious or
"racial" grounds) was unlikely to disappear, and that complete Jewish assimilation was
impossible. Thousands of Jews left Russia for the United States in response to this shift in
attitude. Others concluded that only in a separate homeland could Jewish national identity be
fully expressed and Jews feel secure.

Leon Pinsker represented the latter school of thought. A Russian Jew, Pinsker was convinced
that Jews were immutably alien in a gentile (non-Jewish) society, and that Jewish emancipation
by Gentiles in the context of Western liberalism could never succeed. Jews had to emancipate
themselves, he argued in his pamphlet Auto-Emancipation! published in September 1882.
Although Pinsker was not initially an adherent to the view that Jews must move to Palestine, he
became involved in, and eventually headed, an organization called Hovevei Tsion (Lovers of
Zion), whose goal was to promote and finance such emigration.

The first modern wave (aliyah; plural aliyot) of Jewish immigrants to Palestine (1882-1903)
was composed almost entirely of Russian and Polish Jews.3 Many came from Orthodox religious
backgrounds and were attracted to Palestine, which they called Eretz Yisrael, as the biblical
homeland, but a significant number of the first immigrants were secular Jews. The majority of
people settled in the towns—Jaffa, Hebron, Haifa, Jerusalem—while a much more limited
number set up agricultural communities supported by Jewish philanthropists like Baron Edmond
de Rothschild. Most of these early settlers, who joined a small existing Jewish community in
Palestine (known as the Yishuv), had few political ambitions; their desire was to rejuvenate
Judaism morally and spiritually so that it could serve as a "light unto the nations." Asher
Ginsberg (Ahad HaAm) is representative of this group of cultural Zionists who tried to promote
cooperation between the new immigrants and the indigenous people of Palestine.

Zionism

Distinctly political Zionism—Jewish nationalism—dates its beginning from the efforts of a
secular, Viennese Jew named Theodor Herzl, an author and journalist whose short book The
State of the Jews: An Attempt at a Modern Solution to the Jewish Question, published in 1896,
became a manifesto for the new movement. In this volume, Herzl presented the argument that



Jews "are a people—one people," and as such entitled to a separate state. This thesis was
consistent with European Enlightenment ideas about nationalism that had gained popularity
during the 1800s. "Let the sovereignty be granted us over a portion of the globe large enough to
satisfy the rightful requirements of a nation; the rest we shall manage for ourselves," Herzl
wrote. Unlike the Lovers of Zion, who stressed self-help activities, Herzl intended to bring about
Jewish migration and the creation of the Jewish state through Jewish philanthropic activities and
with the assistance and involvement of the major European powers.

An initial step was the First Zionist Congress, held in late August 1897 in Basel, Switzerland,
and attended by some 200 delegates, virtually all of whom were Russian and Eastern European
members of the Lovers of Zion. Among the statements to come out of the congress was a
resolution that began: "Zionism aims at the creation of a home for the Jewish people in Palestine
to be secured by public law." After the congress had ended, Herzl confided in his diary that this
marked the creation of the Jewish state: "Were I to sum up the Basle Congress in a word—which
I shall guard against pronouncing publicly—it would be this: at Basle I founded the Jewish state.
... If I said this out loud today, I would be answered by universal laughter. Perhaps in five years
and certainly in fifty everyone will know."4

Herzl was not initially committed to Palestine as the only possible conceivable site for the new
Jewish state. Other locations, such as Argentina, where large-scale Jewish agricultural
colonization had already begun, the Sinai Peninsula, and Uganda, were also considered viable
options. Ultimately, however, the majority of delegates voted in favor of Palestine, arguing that
only the idea of a return to the biblical Land of Zion could evoke the emotional response
necessary to make Zionist dreams a reality. At the same time, the World Zionist Organization
was established in order to facilitate the spread of Zionist ideas and the migration of Jews to
Palestine. In its early years, the movement remained circumspect on the eventual goal of creating
an independent Jewish state, focusing instead on the less radical-sounding idea of a Jewish
homeland.

The First Zionist Congress was tremendously important for the establishment of modern
Jewish nationalism. It provided a locus for activism on behalf of Jewish nationalism, a means to
institutionalize and gain loyalty on behalf of the still small movement, and a forum in which to
discuss specific policy options. It also established the principle of bringing together in a single
organization the diverse strands of Zionism. Five years after the Basel conference, Theodor Herzl
was dead. But his activities created a political movement that was to have consequences far
beyond what he had imagined.

Zionism and European Colonialism

At this point, it is necessary to examine the political environment that made the idea of
establishing a Jewish home in Palestine acceptable or even attractive to large numbers of people.
First, the concept of Jewish return to the Promised Land had been embedded in the religious
expressions of Jews—their liturgy and their traditions—ever since the Romans' destruction of the
Jewish synagogue in Jerusalem in 70 C.E. and the expulsion of the Jews from Jerusalem in the
second century C.E. The subsequent persecution Jews experienced reinforced the idea that only
with a return to the Promised Land would life again be good for the Jewish people. For most of
the period after the destruction of the Second Temple, there was a tiny community of religious
Jews—composed largely of individuals who moved to Palestine late in life in order to end their



days with a spiritual commitment to the Holy Land—living in and around the cities of Jerusalem,
Hebron, Tiberias, and Safed. In short, the religious and spiritual tie of Jews to Jerusalem and the
surrounding area was strong.

The spiritual importance of Jerusalem to Judaism was recognized by European and U.S.
Christian religious and political leaders, many of whom believed they would be participating in a
religiously significant task by helping the Jewish people settle in Palestine. It was a form of debt
repayment to the people whose heritage was the historical basis of Christianity. Not
coincidentally, it was also a way to address the "Jewish problem" domestically. According to
some prejudiced people, if Jews all moved to Palestine, they would no longer serve as irritants in
their current countries of residency. At the same time, these European Jews could be expected to
remain favorably inclined toward the policies of the European states. A Jewish homeland would
therefore serve to protect Western interests in the region by adopting foreign policies similar to
those of Europe and the United States.

In addition, the European attitude toward colonialism in the late 1800s and early 1900s
conveyed the clear message that Africa, Asia, and the Middle East were the property of any
European who wished to settle there, "bring civilization to the masses," and tap its natural
resources. In 1900 Britain and France in particular but also Belgium, Spain, the Netherlands,
Portugal, and Italy maintained direct or indirect political and economic control over colonies
around the world. Imperialism—the establishment by force or coercion of political and
economic control by a state or empire over foreign territories—was viewed as an honorable
activity, with little recognition of the exploitation accompanying it. Europeans who settled in
Africa or Asia or the Middle East were often romanticized and glorified as pioneers spreading
civilization to the non-Western world. The notion of European-Jewish colonization of Palestine
was therefore consistent with similar European activities elsewhere.

That Palestine had an existing population, with its own history and aspirations, was no more
relevant to early Zionists than was Kenyan history to the British or Algerian society to the
French. In describing the attitudes of the early Zionists who participated in the Basel conference,
Israeli politician and journalist Uri Avnery wrote, "Except for a handful, these more or less self-
appointed delegates of the Jewish people had never been to Palestine, had no idea what it was
like and took little interest in its realities. Reality did not bother them. They were out to build a
new world, only half imagined. The only reality they knew was one they wanted to get away
from—the reality of Eastern Europe, with its pogroms, its discrimination, its forebodings of
greater catastrophes to come."5 Thus, many early Zionists operated under a set of illusions about
Palestine that blinded them to the true situation: the illusion that Palestine was an almost empty
land that could easily accommodate their dreams and aspirations, the illusion that the people
already in Palestine would welcome Zionist colonization, and especially the illusion that any
resistance to Zionism could be blamed on Arab politicians or anti-Jewish prejudice rather than on
broad-based sentiment against the European immigration.

Jewish Immigration to Palestine

Prior to the First Zionist Congress, the numbers of people moving to Palestine were not great
—about 25,000 between 1881 and 1900—and their impact was limited. Even after the Basel
conference, the movement remained small for another two decades. As had been true of earlier
immigrants, nearly two-thirds of those in the second (1904-1914) and third (1919-1923) aliyot



were from Poland and the Soviet Union, with the remainder coming almost entirely from other
Eastern European countries such as Romania. There was, however, a shift in ideology from the
cultural and spiritual Zionism of the 1800s to the political, state-building Zionism of the
twentieth century.

The new immigrants, who like those before them came to Palestine to escape pogroms and
discrimination, were frequently socialists, committed to Jewish communal living on kibbutzim
(agricultural settlements with collective ownership; singular kibbutz) and moshavim (cooperative
agricultural settlements on government lands with private economic activities; singular moshav).
Because of their ethic of egalitarianism within the community and a desire to strengthen the
Jewish people through physical activity, the settlers insisted that only Jewish labor could be used
on lands owned by Jews. This policy led to tensions with Palestinian peasants who lost their
traditional right to sharecrop the land when it was sold to Zionist immigrants by absentee owners
and were then unable to find work among the new immigrant communities.

The immigrants from the second and third aliyot eventually formed the backbone of the
Jewish peasant and working classes in Palestine and served as the foundation of the Jewish
Labor movement. They were explicitly interested in establishing a Jewish state rather than living
as a part of the existing Arab communities; in fact, many of Israel's first political leaders came
from this group. This put them in direct conflict with the existing Jewish population, which was
more fully integrated into the indigenous Palestinian community.

At this point, the total number of Jewish immigrants was still limited, and many who came to
Palestine did not remain. (Between 1915 and 1920 there was actually a net loss of 15,000 Jews
from Palestine as a result of wartime conditions.) The pattern changed dramatically with the
fourth (1924-1928) and fifth (1929-1939) waves of immigration. The Jews who arrived in the
fourth aliyah were more middle-class and less leftist than the Yishuv as a whole. Many of these
immigrants were disappointed with the weak and stagnant economy they found in Palestine and
soon left for the Americas, where economic conditions were more favorable.

As the situation for Jews in Central Europe grew worse—particularly with Hitler's rise to
power in Germany in 1933, the passage of the discriminatory Nuremberg Laws in 1935, and
Germany's annexation of Austria and Czechoslovakia in 1938—immigration to Palestine from
Germany and German-controlled territories increased dramatically. Whereas between 1919 and
1924 a total of only 35,000 Jews had moved to Palestine, between 1924 and 1939 an average of
about 16,000 Jews immigrated each year, with the bulk arriving between 1931 and 1935.
Immigration peaked in 1935. This massive influx was one of the main factors that triggered the
1936-1939 Arab Revolt in Palestine.

By 1939, Jews made up 31 percent of the population of Palestine, a dramatic increase from 17
percent in 1931, less than 10 percent in 1919, and perhaps 6 percent prior to the first aliyah.6
Often these new settlers, particularly those of the fifth aliyah who arrived after the economic
collapses of the early 1930s, were hostile to the egalitarian socialism of the earlier colonists.

Equally important as the increase in the number of Jews immigrating to Palestine in the 1920s
and 1930s was that many of these later immigrants, particularly those from Germany, brought
with them significant financial resources to invest in industries and shops, thus strengthening the
economic base of the Yishuv, Even Jews who lacked financial resources (or who were forced to
leave their wealth behind when they came to Palestine) were encouraged to immigrate, however.
Thus, several groups were established to assist the new settlers. The most important of these was
the Jewish National Fund, founded in 1901 at the Fifth Zionist Congress, which was
responsible for the purchase, afforestation, reclamation, and development of land in the name of



the Jewish people. Land obtained by the fund became the inalienable property of the Jewish
people and was never to be resold to a non-Jew. A second early organization, Keren Hayesod
(the Jewish Foundation Fund), which financed agricultural and other settlement activities, was
created after World War I. The Jewish Agency was established in 1929 to manage the
governance of the Jewish community in Palestine, encourage immigration, and raise money for
settlements. Other groups included Hadassah (the Women's Zionist Organization of America),
which founded numerous health institutions in Palestine, and the United Jewish Appeal, created
in 1939 to raise funds in the United States on behalf of Jews in Palestine.





MAP 1.1 Population of Palestine by subdistricts, 1931. Source: Ibrahim Abu-Lughod, ed., The Transformation of Palestine:
Essays on the Origin and Development of the Arab-Israeli Conflict (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1971), p. 148.
Copyright © 1971 by Ibrahim Abu Lughod. Reprinted by permission.

At this point, the Jewish population in Palestine was heavily concentrated, the vast majority
settling in the Jaffa, Jerusalem, Haifa, and Ramleh subdistricts (see Map 1.1). In these areas,
modern Hebrew was spoken and there was an emphasis on establishing separate Jewish social
and cultural institutions: schools and universities, hospitals, banks, civil courts, the General
Federation of Labor (known as the Histadrut), and defense forces (the Haganah).
Decisionmaking regarding the Jewish community in Palestine was exercised through the
National Council, a body elected by the various Jewish groups through their representatives to
the Assembly of the Elected. The British, who controlled the area after the breakup of the
Ottoman Empire at the end of World War I, condoned and even encouraged these state-building
activities, particularly as they were funded with contributions from abroad.

Divisions Within the Zionist Movement

From the beginning, there were serious cleavages within the Zionist movement, cleavages
reflected even today in the debates within the Israeli polity. Spiritual or cultural Zionism has
already been mentioned as a nonnationalistic form of Zionism. Its adherents were small in
number and their voices were quickly drowned out in the debates between two other groups: the
mainstream Labor Zionists, and the Revisionists.

The leader of the Revisionist movement was journalist Vladimir Ze'ev Jabotinsky, born in
Odessa, Russia, in 1880. From its inception as a party in 1925, Revisionist Zionism was
maximalist—it called for a Jewish state in all of historic Israel at its furthest boundaries: from the
Litani River in the north to the Negev Desert in the south, and from the Nile River to well
beyond the east side of the Jordan River. Jabotinsky was harsh in his attitude toward the existing
Palestinian population. He proposed that an "iron wall" of Jewish military power be built around
Palestine to secure the land for the Jewish people, and he demanded that within this wall a state
be created immediately, without concern regarding compensation for the people currently living
in the area. Initially, Jabotinsky was supportive of the British presence in Palestine and expected
the new Jewish state to become part of the British Commonwealth. As Britain's actions failed to
live up to Revisionist expectations, however, the Revisionists turned against Britain.

Labor Zionism was the Zionism of Israel's first prime minister, David Ben-Gurion, and
reflected the democratic socialist ideology of the second and third aliyot; its bases were the
kibbutz movement, the Haganah defense forces, and the Histadrut labor movement. For Labor
Zionists, there was an essential link between political power and economic infrastructures. Labor
leaders such as Ben-Gurion felt that the Jewish state had to be created from the ground up, rather
than imposed militarily before a firm foundation existed. This foundation would be built through
the physical labor of Jews in Palestine, thus the name Labor Zionism.

Although many of the long-term goals of Labor Zionism were the same as those of the
Revisionists, two major differences existed: Both the socialism and the step-by-step approach to
state-building characteristic of Labor Zionism were anathema to the Revisionists. Eventually the
contradictory orientation of these two approaches became so great that the Revisionists withdrew
from the World Zionist Organization and in 1935 established the New Zionist Organization.
They also split from the Haganah and formed the National Military Organization (Irgun Zvai



Leumi), in which Menachem Begin, Israeli prime minister from 1977 until 1983, played a
leading role after his arrival in Palestine in May 1942. Irgun itself then split over the issue of
Zionist relations with the British. The new group, the Fighters for the Freedom of Israel
(Lohamei Herut Israeli, also known by the acronym Lehi or the name Stern Gang, after its
founder Avraham Stern), was disinclined to cooperate with the British even against the
Palestinians (a position Irgun eventually adopted as well). After the British capture and murder
of Avraham Stern, Yitzhak Shamir (Israel's prime minister from 1983 until 1984, and again from
October 1986 until June 1992) reorganized and rejuvenated Lehi and led the group until it was
incorporated into the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) in 1948.

A third group within political Zionism, much smaller and less influential, held some of the
same underlying beliefs as did the cultural Zionists. In particular, these Zionists believed that
Palestine was the land of two national peoples, Palestinian Arabs and Jews, and that therefore it
was necessary to discover a way to accommodate the national aspirations of both peoples. Brith
Shalom, created in the 1920s by Jewish theologian Martin Buber and Hebrew University
President Judah L. Magnes, among others, was representative of this school of thought. Its
founding statute, published in English, Arabic, and Hebrew, read in part: "The object of the
Association is to arrive at an understanding between Jews and Arabs as to the form of their
mutual social relations in Palestine on the basis of absolute political equality of two culturally
autonomous peoples, and to determine the lines of their co-operation for the development of the
country."7 This perspective was rejected by the overwhelming majority of Zionists, however, and
faded in importance.

Not all Jews shared the enthusiasm for Zionism. In fact, prior to World War II, many strongly
opposed the political expression of Jewish identity, believing it to be a form of religious heresy.
For Orthodox Jews, the effort to establish a state in Palestine was an attempt to force the hand of
God, since only God could return the Jews to the Promised Land. In Palestine, this perspective
was represented by the Agudat Yisrael movement. Other anti-Zionists felt that Judaism was a
religion, not an ethnicity or a nationality, and that efforts to define the Jews as a separate people
would only increase prejudice against them in their current homes. The fear was that if Jews
were given special rights in Palestine, Christians could argue that Christians should have special
rights in European countries and the United States. A third group believed that the Jewish
mission of bringing high ethical standards to the world could best be undertaken in the diaspora
(in exile; the places outside of Palestine to which Jews were scattered). Each of these
disagreements with political Zionism continued to be strongly voiced, particularly in the United
States, throughout the first four decades of the twentieth century.

Arab and Palestinian Nationalism

At the same time that some Jews in Europe were dreaming of and planning for a Zionist state
to serve as an expression of their national identity, throughout the Arab world the seeds of
nationalism had been scattered. In the Levant (the eastern Mediterranean region), these ideas
found a fertile ground and took root. In many ways, the development of Arab nationalism was
more straightforward than that experienced by the early Zionist movement. The Arabs already
had a shared language, culture, and history; they were in place, on the land, as they had been for
hundreds of years. There was no need to create a sense of community—to a large extent it
already existed.



Several factors led this general sense of shared identity to be expressed in more explicitly
nationalistic form. First was the contact with Western nationalist ideas. European and U.S.
missionaries to the Levant brought with them the concepts of nationality and statehood that were
causing ferment in Europe. Arab intellectuals studying abroad returned with new ideas of giving
political allegiance to a territorially based entity. The arrogance of Ottoman pan-Turanianism,
which argued for the superiority of the Turks over the Arabs, added fuel to the fire that was to
become Arab nationalism, as did the Zionist movement and the perceived threat of increasing
Jewish migration to Palestine.

Initially, Arab nationalism was expressed primarily as a desire to replace Turkish Ottoman
rule with local Arab political control. Although a sense of local identity existed, it was taken for
granted and was deemphasized in favor of pan-Arabism. As early as 1868, Arabs at a secret
meeting of the Syrian Scientific Society were challenged in a poem by Ibrahim Yazeji to throw
off Ottoman rule: "Arise, ye Arabs, and awake." By 1880 there was the beginning of a
movement, based in Damascus and Beirut, demanding the independence of the Levantine Arabs
from the Turks. A placard from December 1880 indicated the outlines of its political agenda:

1. the grant of independence to Syria in union with Lebanon;
2. the recognition of Arabic as an official language in the country;
3. the removal of the censorship and other restrictions on the freedom of expression and the

diffusion of knowledge;
4. the employment of locally recruited units on local military service only.8

To accomplish these goals was not a simple matter, however. The Turkish Sultan, Abdel
Hamid, recognized that the nationalist spirit sweeping Europe and spreading to the Middle East
had the potential to destroy the Ottoman Empire, and he suppressed any public expression of
Arab nationalism as well as any efforts at local autonomy. During his rule, therefore, the growth
of Arab nationalism was slow. After the coup d'état against Abdel Hamid in Istanbul in 1908,
there was a brief period of greater political openness, but soon the Young Turks, whose actions
had led to a new constitution and other changes in the structure of governance over the Ottoman
Empire, clamped down on all non-Turkish nationalist activities, much as the sultan had done.
Nonetheless, Arab nationalism had taken hold and remained quietly active, not only in Beirut
and Damascus but in Baghdad and elsewhere in the region, waiting for fuller expression as the
Ottoman Empire fell apart.

Palestinian, as distinct from Arab, nationalism developed somewhat later. During most of the
1800s, the political identity of the people of Palestine was of several overlapping types: a
commitment to local Arab leadership; awareness of the distant rule of the Ottoman Turks; and a
growing but still diffuse sense of connection with the larger Arab community. For Muslim
Palestinians, there was also a sense of belonging to the Islamic millet, but because the Ottoman
Turks were also Muslims, this did not serve to differentiate the Palestinian Arabs as a national
group. Initially, Palestinians were part of the general movement of Arab nationalism that
engulfed the Levant. With the breakup of the Ottoman Empire and the division of the Levant into
areas of French and British control, Arab hopes of a Greater Syria encompassing the entire
Levant region were quashed, and a separate Palestinian national identity, which was already
present, began to flourish.

The initial lack of explicit Palestinian nationalism did not mean, however, that Palestinians
simply acquiesced to European Jewish immigration in the years prior to 1918. At first their
actions took the form of unorganized and spontaneous resistance to their eviction, after its sale



by absentee landowners, from the land on which they had lived and worked for generations. As
early as 1890, a group of influential Palestinians protested to the Ottoman rulers against these
land sales and against Zionist immigration to Palestine and other Arab territories under Ottoman
control. They also objected to the appointment of a pro-Zionist governor for Jerusalem. These
protests had little effect. Officially, Ottoman policy was that Jewish immigrants could settle "as
scattered groups throughout the Ottoman Empire, excluding Palestine," but in practice this
restriction could be circumvented quite easily and did not serve to limit significantly Jewish
migration to Palestine. After the overthrow of the Ottoman sultan in 1908, anti-Zionist
sentiments were more widely expressed and began to be explicitly linked with Arab and
Palestinian nationalism.

Palestinian Political Expression

In the period immediately following the end of World War I, Palestinians were faced with an
unclear political future. Ottoman rule had been replaced by British control, and independence
seemed no closer than it had been under the Turks. If anything, the prospects appeared worse, for
Britain's pro-Zionist policy threatened Palestinian nationalist aspirations. Furthermore, there was
disagreement regarding the political entity through which Palestinian national aspirations should
be expressed. Should Palestine stand alone as a separate state or be part of an independent
Greater Syria that would also include Lebanon and possibly Iraq? Although the majority of
Palestinians were committed to local autonomy, the proponents of a Greater Syria were
outspoken and gained significant attention.

There were other issues about which there was no debate among Palestinians, however, such
as their resistance to Zionism and their desire to be free of British authority. Palestinian leaders
attempted to make this clear whenever and wherever possible. By the end of 1920, it was evident
that Palestine and Lebanon were not going to be included in a Greater Syria. It was equally
significant, as Palestinians began to recognize, that despite the pan-Arab rhetoric of Syrian and
Iraqi leaders, protection of Palestinian national rights was a lower priority for them than assuring
their own local interests. For this reason, many scholars believe that a separate Palestinian
national movement would have developed after World War I even without the incentive
provided by Zionism, because the perceived need for an independent political identity existed as
a discrete issue.

With the collapse of the Greater Syria option, Palestinians focused attention on appealing for
independence from British control, resisting the implications of the Balfour Declaration (a letter
by British Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour and endorsed by the British government that
called for the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine), and demanding an end to Jewish
immigration until the status of Palestine was clarified. Their preferences were clearly articulated
in the December 1920 statement of the Third Palestinian Arab Congress to the British high
commissioner, and further elaborated in a letter sent to the British colonial secretary in October
1921. The British refused to recognize these and subsequent statements, letters, and petitions
from Palestinian political leaders, ostensibly because the leaders, although widely regarded to
reflect Palestinian views, had not been elected by the general population. This set a standard for
determining the legitimacy of indigenous leadership that could not be met by virtually any
colonized people, as elections were not generally held in such situations.

The Third Congress also resulted in the creation of the Arab Executive, a group elected to



conduct political activities on behalf of the congress between its meetings. The original nine-
member Christian-Muslim Arab Executive was headed by Musa Kazim Husseini, and the
Husseini family continued to have a dominant role in the Arab Executive and the Arab Congress,
as well as the newly formed Supreme Muslim Council, throughout the first half of the 1920s.
Political opposition to the Husseini family was represented primarily by the Nashashibi family,
which in November 1923 launched the Palestine Arab National party. The party was slow to gain
supporters, but it eventually became the rallying point for opponents of the political views
presented by the Arab Executive. During the 1920s and 1930s, the Nashashibi faction, which
included a number of large landowners and wealthy businesspeople, called for a "positive
policy" vis-à-vis the British, by which they meant cooperation even with proposals calling for
less than full independence.

The Palestinian Arab Congress held meetings in 1921, 1922, and 1923. After a lapse of five
years, the Seventh Congress convened in June 1928. In political composition, this was a very
different congress than those of the early 1920s. The delegates represented both the Husseini and
Nashashibi political movements, and the newly expanded Arab Executive also reflected the
increased power of the Nashashibi opposition forces. This coalition held for several years and
allowed the Palestinians to deal as a unified body with the British. At the Seventh Congress, a
number of permanent committees were established and a resolution was passed that called for the
establishment of parliamentary government and a representative council to govern Palestine. In
March 1930 a delegation representing the congress was sent to London. The delegation, which
included Musa Kazim Husseini and the younger Amin Husseini, stressed both economic and
political issues in its meeting with the British, reflecting its recognition of the need for multiple
avenues of argumentation.

Meanwhile, the Zionist movement and immigration to Palestine was gaining momentum.
Palestinian fears and frustration grew in direct response to Zionist immigration. In the eyes of the
Palestinian community, the European immigrants were exclusivist and arrogant in their political
and economic ideas, too Western, too modern, too aggressive, and in general a corrupting
influence. More important, Palestinians quickly recognized that Zionism would be detrimental to
nascent Palestinian nationalist aspirations. These reactions were strengthened as the numbers of
immigrants increased in the early 1920s. Zionism and Palestinian nationalism were on a collision
course, and the question was when, rather than whether, the first major confrontation between
these two communities would occur.

The answer was not long in coming. First in April 1920 in Jerusalem, then in Tel Aviv, Jaffa,
and the surrounding areas beginning on 1 May 1921, in Jerusalem again in 1929 and repeatedly
in the 1930s, Zionists and Palestinians clashed violently. In some cases Zionists' actions were the
precipitating cause; in other instances Palestinians started the confrontations. Each hostile act
increased the fears of the other group; each incident was used by partisans as evidence of the
aggressive and hostile intent of their opponents.

Among the best-known disturbances are those that began 23 August 1929 and are referred to
as the Wailing Wall riots. Although the underlying cause of the riots was the high level of
distrust and fear between the two groups, the immediate trigger was the issue of access to the
Western (Wailing) Wall in the Old City of Jerusalem. For Muslims, the wall is part of al-Haram
al-Sharif, the third holiest site in Islam and the location of the Dome of the Rock and al-Aqsa
mosque. For Jews, it is equally sacred as part of the ancient wall that surrounds the area on which
Solomon and Herod built their temples. Under the Ottoman Empire, Jews were allowed to pray
at the wall, but were not permitted to bring in chairs or other semipermanent items. The British



continued this policy when they gained responsibility for Palestine. In 1928 some members of
the Jewish community tried to extend their jurisdiction over the wall by bringing in chairs and
screens, and at one point proposed buying the wall outright to create an exclusive claim. The
Supreme Muslim Council responded by staging a confrontation in an effort to force the British to
restore the status quo, that is, no benches or chairs and no partitions or screens allowed. In
November 1928 the British produced a government policy statement (known as a white paper)
that supported the Muslim position on the basis that the wall was legally the property of the
Muslim community.

This ruling did not settle the issue, however, and by 1929 the dispute regarding control of the
wall had come to symbolize not only religious differences but political power. When the issue
finally broke open on 23 August, the resulting riots were more violent than either group had
likely expected. In Jerusalem, 38 Arabs and 29 Jews died; the spread of violence into Hebron and
Safed during the following week left a final toll of 120 Jews and 87 Palestinians dead.9 Most
detrimental to the image of the Palestinian national movement was that many of the Jews killed
in Safed and Hebron were Orthodox Jews who were not Zionists but were linked in the minds of
Palestinians with the Jerusalem Jews whose actions had led to the original problems.

Arab Revolt of 1936–1939

The process of Palestinian political and national development accelerated in the first half of
the 1930s. By 1935 there were six political parties vying for support. These included the
National Defense party of the Nashashibis (which was a descendant of the Palestine Arab
National party); the Palestine Arab party of the Husseini family; the Youth Congress, organized
by Muslim Palestinians in 1932; Istiqlal, a branch of the pan-Arab Independence party that was
supported primarily by young professional elites and called for the independence of all Arab
countries; and two locally based parties: the Reform party of Husseini Khalidi, which was allied
with the Palestine Arab party, and the National Bloc of Abdal-Latif Saleh, a rival of the Husseini
family. This tendency of political parties to identify with specific elite families was a legacy of
the Ottoman policy of local autonomy. Under the Ottoman system, authority was vested in
community religious and political leaders who developed rudimentary political structures around
themselves. When the Ottoman Empire was forced to withdraw from the region and the British
took control, these nascent political institutions formed the obvious nucleus for further political
organization.

There were tremendous pressures on these political parties by the Palestinian population. The
1930s were hard years for the Palestinian community, particularly the peasants. Jewish
immigration had increased greatly, the Histadrut was engaged in militant anti-Palestinian labor
activities, and efforts to convince Britain to drop support for the Balfour Declaration had
seemingly reached a dead end. As a result of economic difficulties, large numbers of Palestinians
were forced to sell their land, thus exacerbating the trend of Zionist land acquisition begun by the
absentee landowners. This drove Palestinian peasants to the urban areas, where they were often
unsuccessful in their efforts to find work. It also contributed to the fragmentation of traditional
Palestinian society and increased hostility toward the Zionists, who were identified as the cause
of these problems. The policy of exclusive Hebrew labor, which was fundamental to Zionist
socialism as a way to provide a broad base of workers for the new Jewish society and to put all
immigrants on an equal footing, also meant no Palestinian labor and minimal economic



interactions with Palestinians. This affected the peasants, who not only lost their land but could
not be hired to farm it, and the urban population, which found that the Jewish immigrants would
not buy from their shops, use their sea port, or hire them as workers.

In 1936 the Palestinian population took matters into its own hands. The Arab Revolt of 1936-
1939 was the longest sustained protest against Jewish national aspirations in Palestine prior to
Israel's establishment as a state. This grassroots response to continuing Jewish immigration had
both violent and nonviolent dimensions. It began in April 1936 with widespread riots, but the
main thrust of the first stage of the revolt was a six month period of strikes, nonpayment of taxes,
and other forms of civil disobedience, coordinated by local committees and by the newly formed
Arab Higher Committee for Palestine (AHC) headed by Amin Husseini. The first period of the
revolt was terminated at the request of Arab leaders who encouraged Palestinians to wait for the
outcome of deliberations by the Palestine Royal Commission (Peel Commission) set up by
Britain to investigate the situation.

The second stage of the revolt began in the fall of 1937. It was sparked by the announcement
of the Peel Commission report proposing to partition Palestine into two states in recognition of
the competing claims of the two national groups. By 1938 the region was in complete turmoil,
with Zionist, Palestinian, and British forces fighting for control. In large portions of Palestine,
the British civil authorities lost all ability to manage the day-to-day affairs of the population as
the Palestinians established many elements of an autonomous government, including a separate
court system. The reaction to the Peel Commission report was particularly intense in the Galilee
region (in what is now northern Israel), for under the partition proposal the Palestinian
population living there was to be forcibly removed to make way for the Jewish state.

In order to restore their position of control, the British sent in more than 20,000 troops;
imposed emergency regulations (which were later incorporated into Israeli law and used against
Palestinians); dissolved the AHC and expelled virtually all the significant Palestinian leaders,
including Amin Husseini; demolished homes of suspected activists; and imposed collective fines
against villages that rebelled against British rule. By spring 1939 the Palestinian leadership was
in jail or in exile, the population was demoralized, and the revolt had been crushed. The cost in
lives was enormous: 101 British soldiers, 463 Jews, and at least 3,073 (and probably closer to
5,000) Palestinians had been killed.10 At the same time, the Palestinian revolt had achieved one
of its main objectives, although only for the short run: Britain scrapped the 1937 partition plan.

Although Palestinian resistance to partition and to the establishment of a Zionist state in
Palestine continued, the core of the Palestinian national movement had been temporarily
eliminated. The Arab Higher Committee was reconstituted in 1945, but it was again dominated
by the Husseini family and was unable to gain the support of other political parties, which
resented the Husseinis' control. By the late 1940s, the Nashashibis, for instance, had allied
themselves with the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. Without a unified political organization able
to speak on behalf of the Palestinian movement, the Palestinians were at a decided disadvantage
in presenting their case to the international community. The Zionists were also divided, but they
had greater financial resources, better contacts with British, European, and U.S. politicians, and
more experience dealing with the Western political system. Given this, and in the absence of a
strong counterweight to Britain's pro-Zionist sentiments, the rest of the world went along with
Britain's interpretation of the situation in Palestine and did not support Palestinian desires for
self-determination.



International Involvement in Palestine

With the Allies' defeat of the Ottoman Empire in 1918, Palestine came under the direct control
of the British Military Administration, and in July 1920 the British established a Civil
Administration for the region. Britain's mandate, that is, its commission to administer the
political affairs of the area and prepare it for independence, was confirmed by the League of
Nations in July 1922 and officially began in September 1923. Even prior to 1918, however,
Britain had already made three conflicting commitments regarding the future of Palestine. These
commitments reflected British war interests as well as British-French competition in the Middle
East and domestic politics rather than concern for the inhabitants of Palestine. Nonetheless, their
impact on the region was profound. The agreements were followed in the 1920s and 1930s by a
series of proposals and British white papers designed to reconcile the contradictory promises
made to Palestinian Arabs and to Zionists. These efforts were unsuccessful, and Britain
eventually turned over the decision about the future of Palestine to the newly created United
Nations.

Britain's Wartime Promises

The Hussein-McMahon correspondence between Sharif Hussein of Mecca, governor of the
Hijaz province of Arabia, and Sir Henry McMahon, the British high commissioner to Egypt,
represents one of the most controversial aspects of British involvement in the Middle East. In a
series of eight letters written between 14 July 1915 and 30 January 1916, the two men negotiated
the terms under which Hussein would encourage the Arabs to revolt against the Ottoman Empire
and enter World War I on the side of the Allies. In particular, Hussein demanded British
recognition of the independence of the Arab areas of the Ottoman Empire now known as Syria,
Iraq, Jordan, Israel, the West Bank and Gaza, and Saudi Arabia.

Under the assumption of British support for Arab independence as discussed in the letters,
Hussein led the Arab revolt against the Ottoman Empire that began on 5 June 1916. The Arabs
faced disappointment once the war ended, however, when McMahon and Hussein disagreed on
what areas had been included in the territory to be granted independence. In particular,
McMahon later claimed he never meant to guarantee the independence of Palestine, while
Hussein believed Palestine was included in the commitment. The letters themselves, which were
kept secret for a number of years, are ambiguous, and their interpretation has been a subject of
great controversy.

A second arid conflicting commitment regarding Palestine and other areas in the Levant was
made in the 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement. This was a deal worked out between Sir Mark Sykes,
a member of Parliament and secretary to the British Cabinet, and French diplomat Charles
Georges-Picot (with the knowledge and consent of the Russians and the Italians) to divide the
Levant into territories of direct control and indirect influence by Britain and France after World
War I had ended. France was to govern the areas that became Lebanon and Syria; Britain would
take responsibility for Iraq and Jordan. Because of its religious status, and to avoid a fight for
control among the Triple Entente states, Palestine was to be placed under an undefined
"international administration" (see Map 1.2). Originally intended to be kept secret, the pact was
made public by the Bolsheviks in November 1917. It is clear from this agreement that Britain



had no intention of fulfilling its commitment to support Arab independence in the Levant at the
end of the war, whatever might have been promised in the Hussein-McMahon correspondence.
At the same time, those promises of Arab independence could be used as a tool to strengthen
Britain's position vis-à-vis the French by denying France the possibility of claiming colonial or
mandatory control over the areas.

Balfour Declaration

The third promise made by the British regarding Palestine during World War I was the
Balfour Declaration. It provided international sanction to the Zionist movement and gave the
Zionists the necessary Great Power backing for increased immigration into Palestine. Although
the Balfour Declaration was a far vaguer statement than Zionists hoped for, it was eventually
used to argue in favor of the establishment of a Jewish state. The declaration that was to change
the course of Palestinian history was short and in the form of a letter from British Foreign
Secretary Arthur James Balfour to Jewish philanthropist and Zionist supporter Baron Lionel
Walter Rothschild, dated 2 November 1917:

MAP 1.2 The Sykes-Picot Agreement, 1916. Source: Arthur Goldschmidt, Jr., A Concise History of the Middle East, 3d ed.,
revised and updated (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1988), p. 196. Original cartography by Don Kunze.



I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of His Majesty's Government, the following declaration of sympathy with
Jewish Zionist aspirations, which has been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet:

"His Majesty's Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national Home for the Jewish people, and will
use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which
may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status
enjoyed by Jews in any other country."

I should be grateful if you would bring this declaration to the knowledge of the Zionist Federation.11

The Balfour Declaration served a number of important interests for the British. First, it
allowed Britain to maintain a friendly presence in Palestine from which it could protect the Suez
Canal from the east. At the same time, by claiming that Palestine was to become a national home
for the Jewish people, rather than just another British colony, Britain could resist French
demands that Palestine be internationalized, as was called for in the Sykes-Picot Agreement. In
addition, the Balfour Declaration was intended to encourage the United States to join the war
effort, to motivate Russian Jews to pressure their government to remain in the war, and to
preempt a similar statement Germany was rumored to be considering. It also, however,
committed the British to irreconcilable obligations. It quickly became clear, as should have been
evident even in 1917, that it was impossible to create a Jewish Zionist state in Palestine (which is
what was obviously meant by Zionists when they spoke of a national home) without prejudicing
the rights of the Christian and Muslim Palestinians who at the time constituted nearly 90 percent
of the population. Nonetheless, the declaration gained the endorsement of U.S. and European
leaders as well as the Vatican and was included in the League of Nations statement regarding the
mandate over Palestine. In the years that followed, the Balfour Declaration stood as a symbol of
the Great Power commitment to Zionism over Arab nationalism in Palestine.

Although the Balfour Declaration was proclaimed loudly in Europe and the United States,
information about this new British promise was not made public in the Middle East until 1919.
Palestinian Arabs responded to the Balfour Declaration with a mixture of anger and
bewilderment. Ever since the new migration of Jews from Europe to Palestine had begun in the
1880S, Palestinian Arabs had been worried about its implications. The willingness of absentee
landlords to sell land to the Zionists had been of particular concern. Now there was a new
concern. With the Balfour Declaration, it appeared that Britain was going to turn over control of
Palestine entirely to the Jewish European immigrants. To the Zionists, this represented a return to
sovereignty over the land of their ancestors after 2,000 years of exile. But to the Palestinians, it
was a case of a colonial settler community being granted preference over the rights of the
indigenous population.

Initially, Palestinians attempted to have Britain renounce the Balfour Declaration and instead
agree to establish representative government in Palestine. Because at this point Zionists were still
very much in the minority, the Palestinians reasoned that self-government would mean the
Zionists would be unable to create a Jewish state in Palestine, for this would be against the will
of the majority of the people. They were unsuccessful in this approach.

Post–World War I International Setting

At the end of World War I, the political borders of Europe and the Middle East shifted
significantly. The Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian empires were demolished, their territories
reduced and their power diminished. This left a power vacuum, particularly in the Middle East,
which Britain and France were eager to fill. Both already had colonial ties to the region: France



was involved in North Africa, whereas Britain claimed Egypt, Sudan, and the coasts of the
Arabian Peninsula as part of its colonial empire. Britain was particularly interested in increasing
its control over the Levant because of its central location near the essential Suez Canal and along
the trade route between Britain and India. There was also the historical appeal of the holy city of
Jerusalem. France saw the collapse of the Ottoman Empire as an opportunity to expand in a new
direction, as its colonies were virtually all in north and west Africa.

Even as European imperialism spread to the Levant, competing political ideals were gaining
strength in other parts of the world. Popular support for national self-determination, international
law, and restrictions in the arms trade grew as people tried to identify and analyze the causes of
the war. Political idealism developed as the dominant ideology in the United States and much of
Europe, in striking contrast to the preeminent position that political realism had held prior to
World War I and which it regained after World War II. Realists viewed humans as flawed,
power-seeking, sinful creatures, whereas idealists believed that human nature was essentially
good. For an idealist, wars were the result not of evil people but of evil institutions and structures
that motivated people to act selfishly rather than altruistically. As a result, wars could be
eliminated only through global structural changes and a system of collective security.

Many of the beliefs of idealism were articulated by U.S. President Woodrow Wilson in his
Fourteen Points speech to the Congress in 1918. In this speech Wilson indicated a number of
ways in which an idealist perspective could be implemented, including "open covenants openly
arrived at," free trade relations, reductions in armaments, and self-determination for Europe as
well as for colonized areas. Wilson also called for the establishment of "a general association of
nations" and was a leading force in the 1919 creation of the League of Nations (although the
Senate rejected U.S. membership in the organization). The league had as its primary purpose the
preservation of global peace and security through international law. Although ultimately it failed
in that ambitious goal, during the interwar period the League of Nations addressed a number of
other issues, including the establishment of colonial mandates over former Ottoman territories,
with varying degrees of success.

A third aspect of the interwar period, in addition to the rise of political idealism and the
extension of European imperialism into the Levant, was the Russian Revolution of 1917, which
overthrew the tsarist government and ultimately led to the establishment of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The USSR was the first state to be based on Marxist socialism; its ideology
eventually put it on a collision course with the United States. During the period of Stalinist rule,
from the late 1920s until Stalin's death in 1953, the USSR was not directly involved with the
Arab Middle East. Nonetheless, the revolutionary rhetoric of the new Soviet state caused concern
among the industrialized capitalist countries and provided an additional justification for
increased European presence in the Levant. Instability in the Soviet Union was also one of the
many factors leading to increased Jewish migration to Palestine.

British Mandate over Palestine

In the years immediately following World War I, there were several opportunities for
Palestinians to express their desire for independence rather than rule from abroad. For example,
in 1919 President Wilson appointed the King-Crane Commission to ascertain the political
preferences of the people of Greater Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia and to make
recommendations to the Paris Peace Conference. After meeting with a variety of groups in June,



July, and early August, the commission reported that there was strong Arab support for
independence, consistent with the promises of the Hussein-McMahon correspondence. On the
other hand, there was tremendous resistance to the possibility of the French being granted a
mandate over the region. The United States or Britain was preferred as the mandatory power if
independence was to be denied. The commission also addressed the issue of Zionism in
Palestine:

We recommend ... serious modification of the extreme Zionist Program for Palestine of unlimited immigration of Jews, looking
finally to making Palestine distinctly a Jewish state. ...

The Commission recognized also that definite encouragement had been given to the Zionists by the Allies in Mr. Balfour's
often quoted statement, in its approval by other representatives of the Allies. If, however, the strict terms of the Balfour Statement
are adhered to ... it can hardly be doubted that the extreme Zionist Program must be greatly modified. For "a national home for
the Jewish people" is not equivalent to making Palestine into a Jewish State; nor can the erection of such a Jewish State be
accomplished without the gravest trespass upon the "civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine."
The fact came out repeatedly in the Commission's conference with Jewish representatives, that the Zionists looked forward to a
practically complete dispossession of the present non-Jewish inhabitants of Palestine, by various forms of purchase . ... In view of
all these considerations, and with a deep sense of sympathy for the Jewish cause, the Commissioners feel bound to recommend
that only a greatly reduced Zionist program be attempted by the Peace Conference and even that, only very gradually initiated.
This would have to mean that Jewish immigration should be definitely limited, and that the project for making Palestine distinctly
a Jewish commonwealth should be given up.12

These recommendations, however, were not made in time to be considered by the Paris Peace
Conference, nor do they appear to have carried weight when the San Remo Conference of April
1920 met to finalize a settlement with Turkey and to allocate mandatory responsibility in the
Levant. To the contrary, the San Remo Conference endorsed the idea of the Jewish homeland
and instructed the British administration in Palestine to "facilitate Jewish immigration under
suitable conditions and ... [to encourage] close settlement by Jews on the land."13 Despite this
statement of support, the conference did not accept the World Zionist Organization's
recommendation for a state of Israel in all of Palestine as well as parts of Jordan and Lebanon
(see Map 1.3). In making their decision, the European powers were motivated less by
overwhelming support of Jewish nationalism on its own merits than by an awareness of how
such a Western enclave could be valuable to European interests.

Although sections of the ban Remo document, which was confirmed by the League of Nations
in July 1922, stressed the equal treatment of Jews, Muslims, and Christians in Palestine, the
significance of these directives paled before the decision to support Zionist aspirations in
Palestine, This was greeted with enthusiasm by Zionist supporters and with dismay by
Palestinians who were aware of Zionist leader (and later the first president of Israel) Chaim
Weizmann's statement to the Paris Peace Conference in February 1919 that he hoped "Palestine
would ultimately become as Jewish as England is English."14 The reaction of the Muslim
Christian Society of Nablus was typical of the concerns expressed: "The Allies have declared
that they have actually fought to avoid war and establish peace, and restore scattered people to
their countries. Is it therefore admissible for them under right and justice to create in the Arabic
country a national home for foreigners causing the country terrible material and moral inju



MAP 1.3 The Zionist plan for Palestine, 1919. Source: Simha Flapan, The Birth of Israel: Myths and Realities (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1987), p. 17. Copyright © 1987 by Simha Flapan. Reprinted by permission of Pantheon Books, a division of
Random House, Inc., and by permission of the heirs of Simha Flapan.

ries, and to increase the number of a strange nation in the country they intend to destroy the
inhabitants thereof?"15



Also given little attention by Western leaders at the League of Nations was the Haycraft
Commission report, which resulted from an official British inquiry, headed by the chief justice of
Palestine, into the Jaffa riots of May 1921. In its October 1921 report, the commission indicated
that the underlying cause of the violence, which had left 120 Palestinians and nearly 200 Jews
wounded or dead, was Palestinian distrust of the movement of an alien community into the area.
Palestinians might have been willing to accommodate this foreign immigration except for one
crucial point. The Zionists did not want to become a part of the existing society of Palestine—
they wanted to replace it with their own political, economic, and cultural structures. This, said
the commission, was the root of the problem. To the Zionists, however, the Jaffa riots provided a
different message: They were seen as additional evidence of the need for an exclusively Jewish
state.

The concerns raised in the Haycraft report were reflected in the June 1922 Churchill White
Paper. In this document, Britain indicated that it was not its intention that an exclusively Jewish
state be created in Palestine, nor was there to be any subordination of Arab population, language,
or culture to Jewish nationalist aspirations. The white paper also established the idea of treating
Jewish immigration as an economic issue rather than a strictly political one through a focus on
the economic absorptive capacity of the region: "This [Jewish] immigration cannot be so great in
volume as to exceed whatever may be the economic capacity of the country at the time to absorb
new arrivals. It is essential to ensure that the immigrants should not be a burden upon the people
of Palestine as a whole, and that they should not deprive any section of the present population of
their employment."16 This approach was to characterize British immigration policy from 1922
until 1939. In addition, the Churchill White Paper proposed a constitution for Palestine and a
legislative council, to be composed of eight Palestinian Muslims, two Palestinian Christians, two
Jews, and eleven officials to be appointed by the British. The elections never occurred. Most
Palestinians rejected this proposal, fearing it would produce a permanent majority in favor of
British government policies hostile to Palestinian interests.

The early 1930s saw a number of additional commission reports, white papers, and private
letters, all designed to clarify the British role in Palestine and the balance between Palestinian
and Zionist claims. For example, the Shaw and Hope-Simpson reports, written in response to the
1929 riots, condemned the Jewish policy of excluding Palestinian labor from Jewish lands and
suggested that the principal causes of the riots and other disturbances were Palestinian fears of
continuing Jewish immigration, concerns about their economic future, and disillusionment at the
failure of Britain to support Palestinian national aspirations.

Less than a year later, the 1930 Passfield White Paper recommended a halt in Jewish
immigration and restrictions on land sales to Jews if these actions were believed necessary to
protect Palestinian employment. The Passfield White Paper also reiterated Britain's interest in the
establishment of some type of legislative council to govern Palestine, a proposal already made in
the Churchill White Paper of 1922. In February 1931 many of the ideas expressed in the
Passfield White Paper were undercut by an open letter from British Prime Minister J. Ramsay
MacDonald to Chaim Weizmann that reinterpreted the white paper in a way far more favorable
to the Zionist cause. The lack of agreement within British governing circles about the appropriate
policy toward Palestine is clearly reflected in this constantly changing public stance,
characteristic of the entire period of the British mandate.

Peel Commission Report



Throughout the 1930s, British-Palestinian, British-Zionist, and Zionist-Palestinian tensions
continued to mount. In 1936 the Peel Commission was sent to Palestine to assess the options
available to the British to deal with this increasingly intractable situation. In its report, issued 7
July 1937, the commission acknowledged that the political as well as economic dimensions of
Jewish immigration to Palestine had to be addressed. This was a direct contradiction of the
British approach since 1922. The Peel Commission concluded the mandate was unworkable in its
present form:

To foster Jewish immigration in the hope that it might ultimately lead to the creation of a Jewish majority and the
establishment of a Jewish state with the consent or at least the acquiescence of the Arabs was one thing. It was quite another
to contemplate, however remotely, the forcible conversion of Palestine into a Jewish State against the will of the Arabs. For
that would clearly violate the spirit and intention of the Mandate System. It would mean that national self-determination had
been withheld when the Arabs were a majority in Palestine and only conceded when the Jews were a majority. ... [T]he
international recognition of the right of the Jews to return to their old homeland did not involve the recognition of the right of
the Jews to govern the Arabs in it against their will.17

This constituted an acknowledgment by Britain that the achievement of Jewish nationalist
aspirations in Palestine was of necessity prejudicial to the rights of the indigenous Palestinian
population. The commission recommended the partition of Palestine into a Jewish state and a
Palestinian area to be merged with Jordan. This was precisely the solution Palestinians had
feared all along, and this report set off the second stage of the Arab Revolt in the fall of 1937.
The Zionist Congress meeting of 1937 also rejected the partition plan as presented. Zionists
argued that the proposed Jewish state was too small, that Jews had an inalienable right to settle
anywhere in Palestine, and that Britain should pay for the transfer of all Palestinians from the
territory of the new Jewish state to the Jordan Valley and the Beersheba district.

The fundamental issues that had led to the Arab Revolt were not resolved by the Peel
Commission's proposals. Thus, Britain decided to invite representatives of the Jewish Agency,
the Arab countries, and the Palestinians to a round-table conference in London to be held in
March 1939 The purpose of the conference was to develop a position on Palestine acceptable to
all parties. The involvement of the Arab states reflected the increasing internationalization of the
Palestine conflict. The conference was a failure, however, because of the incompatibility of the
goals of Zionists and Arabs. When it became clear the conference was deadlocked, Britain issued
its own policy statement, the 17 May 1939 MacDonald White Paper, which concluded that the
partition plan proposed by the Peel Commission and by a 1938 Partition Commission was also
unworkable.

Several points were made in this document. First, Britain reiterated its policy as expressed in
the 1922 Churchill White Paper that although Palestine was not included in the area promised to
the Arabs by Henry McMahon during World War I, it also was not British policy or intent that
Palestine should become a Jewish state or that there would be "the subordination of the Arabic
population, language or culture in Palestine." The paper recommended that after a five-year
period, during which a total of 75,000 Jews would be allowed to enter Palestine (consistent with
what was judged to be the absorptive capacity of the area), Jewish immigration would be limited
by the approval of local residents of Palestine. Land sales were also to be restricted and regulated
in some parts of Palestine in order to assure that Jewish immigration did not lead to the creation
of a landless Palestinian population. Finally, self-governing institutions were to be established
with a view toward independence, within ten years, of a Palestinian state "in which the two
peoples in Palestine, Arabs and Jews, share authority in such a way as to ensure that the essential
interests of each are secured."18



Just as the Palestinians had been tremendously upset by the Peel Commission report, the
Zionists were furious at the recommendations of the MacDonald White Paper. British policy was
branded as "treacherous," "a breach of faith," and a surrender to Arab violence,19 and the
limitations on immigration to Palestine were later blamed for hundreds of thousands of Jewish
deaths at the hands of the Nazis. Radicalized, Zionist activists of the Yishuv initiated a campaign
of terror and sabotage directed at the British and the Palestinians alike, beginning a period
Avnery described as "gun Zionism."20 Some Palestinians were also hostile to the 1939 white
paper, in part because it was vague on the establishment of a legislative council, but others
supported it, recognizing that at this stage no solution proposed was likely to be completely
acceptable.

The Partition of Palestine

World War I had destroyed empires and redrawn state boundaries. The results of World War II
were still more widespread. These included:

□ the near destruction through genocide of the Jewish community in Europe
□ the replacement of the League of Nations by the United Nations, in which the United States

was heavily involved
□ the development and use by the United States of nuclear weapons with previously

unimagined explosive power
□ the decline of Europe and the rise of the United States as the predominant Western political,

economic, and military power
□ the establishment of a bipolar world in which the United States and the USSR faced off in a

cold war, the effects of which were felt throughout the world

Each of these changes in the international arena had implications for the Arab-Zionist conflict
over Palestine, although not all were immediately obvious.

World War II Period

During the war, the Zionist movement continued its campaign to gain international support for
Jewish control of Palestine. In May 1942 the World Zionist Congress met at the Biltmore Hotel
in New York City for what was arguably its most important session since the founding of the
congress in 1897. Six hundred delegates from the United States, Europe, and Palestine attended
the congress, which passed a series of declarations known as the Biltmore Program. Among the
most significant acts was a resolution that Jews should demand that Palestine be established as a
Jewish state as part of the new world order to be constructed at the end of the war. According to
the declarations, the Yishuv should be allowed to have its own army and its own flag, and there
should be unrestricted Jewish immigration to Palestine under the auspices of the Jewish Agency.
The congress also declared that the word "homeland," as used in the Balfour Declaration,
implied a nation, and that a nation meant a state. Only in this way, according to the congress,
could the "age-old wrong to the Jewish people be righted."



The Biltmore Program was a triumph for the Revisionist faction of the Zionist movement. It
meant a public declaration of the position long held privately among Zionists that their final goal
was a Jewish political entity in all of Palestine. It also ended any official Zionist efforts to find a
compromise with Palestinian leaders. Although the program was temporarily abandoned in
August 1946, when the Jewish Agency decided that partition and control over part of Palestine
was better than no state at all, the strength of the Revisionist position tilted the balance within the
Zionist movement in ways that still have ramifications today.

In the early to mid-1940s, most attention in Palestine was directed to the course of the war.
Compared to the 1930s, there was relatively little Zionist-Palestinian violence. Clashes between
the Zionists and the British continued, however, and once the German threat to the Middle East
was ended in 1942 these increased. Violent attacks were made by the Palmach (an elite branch of
the Haganah) against railways, bridges, and communication lines; bombings, hostage-taking, and
other terrorist and paramilitary activity became common. Two particularly dramatic actions
against the British, both undertaken by paramilitary groups rather than the Haganah itself, were
Lehi's assassination of Lord Moyne, the British minister-resident in Cairo, on 6 November 1944,
and Irgun's destruction on 24 July 1946 of the King David Hotel, which housed the senior
members of the British Administration for Palestine. Britain's response to such attacks was harsh,
as was its treatment of Jewish immigrants fleeing Europe who were caught trying to enter
Palestine illegally.

With the victory of the Allies in Europe in May 1945, the full horror of Germany's Nazi
regime became known to the world. Hitler's plan for the final solution of the Jewish question had
been the extermination of the Jewish people. To facilitate this goal, Jews were rounded up and
sent to transit, concentration, and forced labor camps—such as Gurs, Dachau, Buchenwald, and
Bergen-Belsen—throughout Germany and the German-occupied territories. Prisoners in the
camps were compelled to perform hard physical labor; many were forced to participate in
sadistic, inhumane "medical experiments." The conditions were appalling, and a large proportion
of those confined died of disease, malnutrition, and mistreatment. As the war dragged on,
increasing numbers of Jews were transferred to the death camps—Chelmno, Belzec, Sobibor,
Majdanek, Treblinka, and Auschwitz-Birkenau—where millions were systematically killed in the
gas chambers. By the time Germany surrendered to the Allied Forces, an estimated six million
European and Soviet Jews had been murdered in the Shoah. Communists and Social Democrats,
many but not all of whom were Jews, as well as gypsies, homosexuals, disabled persons, and
others deemed "undesirable" by the Nazis were also annihilated by Hitler's forces.

As realization of the near destruction of the Jewish people of Europe spread, the Zionist
movement in the United States, the country that now contained the largest Jewish community in
the world, gained a tremendous measure of support. It was inconceivable to most U.S. citizens,
regardless of their religious beliefs, that they could fail to support Jewish aspirations for a safe
place where Jews could never again be slaughtered. In the process, the reality of Palestine and its
indigenous people was ignored.

The UN Vote on Partition

The United Nations (UN) officially came into existence as an international organization with
the signing and ratification of its founding charter in 1945 by a number of countries, including
the United States and the Soviet Union. According to its charter, the goals of the United Nations



include the maintenance of international peace and security and the development of cooperative
relations among states to facilitate the solving of global economic, social, cultural, and
humanitarian problems. The charter also specifies that the principal organs of the UN are the
General Assembly (which includes a representative of each member state), the Security Council,
the International Court of Justice, the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council,
and the Secretariat.

Among the first challenges facing the newly formed international organization were the
unresolved conflict over Palestine and the European refugee problem. In April 1946 the Anglo-
American Commission of Inquiry recommended that a UN trusteeship, along the lines of the
League of Nations mandates, be temporarily established over Palestine. Once the population was
judged ready for self-government, the trusteeship would be replaced by establishment of a single
binational state as proposed in the 1939 MacDonald White Paper. The commission also endorsed
the admission of 100,000 Jewish refugees from Europe into Palestine, demanded that the
Zionists disband their illegal militias, and indicated that the United States and other countries
would need to accept a large number of European Jewish refugees as there was not room for
them all to go to Palestine. This last point was not popular in the United States, and was even
opposed by some U.S. Jews who felt that a large influx of poor Jewish refugees would damage
their carefully won position of relative equality and status in the United States.

In the post-World War II concern for European Jewry, many aspects of the commission's
report, such as the plan for a unified binational state in Palestine, were simply ignored.
Furthermore, the efforts of British and U.S. government officials, notably Henry F. Grady and
Herbert S. Morrison, to implement the full range of proposals were rejected. Instead, all public
attention was focused on the recommendation to admit 100,000 Jews into Palestine. President
Harry Truman also favored this idea and mentioned it frequently in his campaign activities on
behalf of Democratic congressional candidates in 1946.

In a final effort to deal with the intractable problem of Palestinian sovereignty, Britain
attempted to hold a conference in London at which the Arab Higher Committee, the Arab
governments, and the Jewish Agency were invited to present their views. The first session began
in September 1946, with a second round scheduled for 1947. Only the Arab states sent
representatives; for different reasons both the Jewish Agency and the Arab Higher Committee
refused to participate, and the conference was judged a failure. By this point, the British
recognized that they had lost all ability to mediate the increasingly complex conflict, and on 2
April 1947 they turned their responsibility over to the United Nations.

The UN set up an eleven-member Special Committee on Palestine, which presented two
alternative proposals to the General Assembly. Each called for a rapid end to the British
mandate. The principal proposal, supported by a majority of the committee, was for the United
Nations to facilitate the establishment of two separate political entities in Palestine to be joined
economically. The minority proposal argued that because most residents of Palestine opposed
partition, a single federal state containing autonomous Jewish and Palestinian areas should be
created. Only the former proposal was acceptable to Zionist supporters, who insisted that the
"Jewish homeland" must be distinctively Jewish rather than religiously or ethnically pluralist.
Even as they endorsed the partition plan, with reservations, Zionist leaders continued to state
their belief that all of Palestine should eventually come under Jewish control. The partitioned
portion of Palestine would serve as a steppingstone to achieving this larger state.

From the Palestinian point of view, the partition plan meant the illegal and illegitimate
division of Palestine and the expulsion or "transfer" of local residents. Thus, the Arab Higher



Committee and the Arab League, which had been formed in 1945, rejected both the idea of
partition and the federal state model, and instead called for a single, unified state in Palestine that
would be democratic and secular, with equal rights for all its citizens. The Arab restriction that
only Jewish immigrants and their descendants who had arrived prior to the Balfour Declaration
would be considered citizens of this state was only one of the factors that made this unacceptable
to Zionists.

At first it appeared that the proposal to partition Palestine would fall short of the necessary
two-thirds majority in the UN General Assembly. Zionist supporters were able to obtain a brief
recess of forty-eight hours in order to lobby undecided or wavering countries. Under heavy
pressure, seven states changed their positions during the crucial recess, and on 29 November
1947 the General Assembly voted in favor of UN Resolution 181, which called for the creation
of a Jewish state and an Arab state within a partitioned Palestine. The British mandate over the
area was to end 15 May 1948, and the two states were to be established by 1 July 1948.
Jerusalem and Bethlehem were to become a corpus separatum under UN jurisdiction.

In the years immediately following the Shoah, sympathy for the Jewish people was high. For
this reason, it is perhaps not surprising that the UN proposal for partition was far from equitable.
The plan for partition gave the new Jewish state 57 percent of Palestine, including the fertile
coastal region, although at the time Jews represented only abut 33 percent of the population and
owned only 7 percent of the land. United Nations' estimates suggested that this division would
give the Jewish state economic revenues three times as great as those accruing to the Palestinian
state. Furthermore, as designed by the UN, the new Jewish state was to have, at least initially, as
many or more Palestinians as Jews.

Establishment of the Jewish State

Internal turmoil in Palestine increased between 29 November 1947 and 14 May 1948, and
violence against civilians was used by all parties. During this period, well-organized and well-
equipped Zionist military forces systematically extended their control beyond the areas specified
by UN Resolution 181 to include additional parts of Palestine that they judged essential to the
security and economic success of the still-to-be-declared State of Israel. As the situation in
Palestine deteriorated, neither Britain nor the United Nations seemed able to control the
escalating tensions. After a report by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in February
1948 indicated that partition could not be successfully implemented without the use of force and
could cause irreparable damage to U.S.-Arab relations, many in the U.S. government called for a
reassessment of the partition plan and its replacement by a temporary UN trusteeship.

The United Nations met in mid-April to consider the U.S. proposal, but in the weeks that
followed the United States was unable to persuade the necessary two-thirds majority of member
states to overturn the partition resolution. The General Assembly did, however, vote to appoint a
mediator to coordinate the development of essential public services, assure the protection of the
religious sites, and promote "a peaceful adjustment of the future situation of Palestine." The
person chosen was Count Folke Bernadotte of Sweden, who was known for his previous
humanitarian activities, including his efforts to gain the release of thousands of prisoners from
Nazi concentration camps before the end of World War II.

The State of Israel declared its independence on 14 May 1948; the five surrounding Arab
states immediately responded by attacking the new state, converting the situation from



widespread civil strife to an all-out international war. During the war, none of the Arab fighting
units was able to develop an effective offensive strategy. In the case of Jordan, recent scholarship
has revealed that there was an explicit decision not to fight aggressively against Israel, as part of
a tacit deal between the Zionist leadership and King Abdullah that their two countries would split
Palestine between them. Still, the war was long and resulted in the loss of thousands of Israeli
and Arab lives.

Shortly after the war broke out, Bernadotte traveled to the Middle East to begin the immense
tasks to which he had been appointed. Unfortunately, Bernadotte's successes were limited to
arranging two short ceasefire agreements in June and July. Although he also made specific
proposals for changing the final boundaries of Israel and permitting Palestinian refugees to return
home, these were not accepted. Whether he might have accomplished more remains unknown.
On 17 September 1948 he was assassinated by members of the Zionist paramilitary Stern Gang,
thus ending the first UN-sponsored mediation effort in the Middle East.

righting continued sporadically throughout 1948 and into the following year. When the
armistice agreements were finally signed in 1949, the Mandate of Palestine had been divided, but
not, as the United Nations had intended, into a Jewish state and a Palestinian state. Instead, Israel
had expanded its control over Palestine to include 77 percent of the area, including significant
portions not originally allocated to it. The Gaza region was occupied by Egypt, and Jordan had
taken control of the central hills that became known as the West Bank. Hundreds of thousands of
Palestinians had been displaced and had lost their homes, their lands, and their livelihoods. The
name "Palestine" was wiped off the political map of the world (see Map 1.4).

Conclusion

The Introduction to this book pointed out that the conflict over Palestine represents in part the
search for national identity and self-determination by two peoples—Jews and Palestinians—as
well as the clash between a colonial settler community and an indigenous population. For both
groups, the nationalist and state-building movement in Europe was one of the factors that
prompted the development of an explicit nationalist identity among peoples who had previously
been held together by other bonds, such as religion, geography, language, or culture.
Palestinians, more than Jews, were also affected by political developments within the Ottoman
Empire. In 1850 neither Jews nor Palestinians saw themselves as



MAP 1.4 Territories captured by Israel in 1948 and 1949. Source: Simha Flapan, The Birth of Israel: Myths and Realities (New
York: Pantheon Books, 1987), p. 51. Copyright © 1987 by Simha Flapan. Reprinted by permission of Pantheon Books, a division
of Random House, Inc., and by permission of the heirs of Simha Flapan.

constituting a separate political entity. One hundred years later, each had developed the corporate
sense of oneness characteristic of a national people. One group—the Jews—had achieved



statehood through the establishment of Israel. The other group—the Palestinians—had been
denied that expression of self-determination and was forced into exile.

The role of outside actors in this process is clear. Countries like Britain and the United States;
intergovernmental agencies, including the League of Nations and later the United Nations; and
nongovernmental international groups such as the World Zionist Organization all had important
roles to play in the eventual partition of Palestine. In many cases, decisions about the Mandate of
Palestine were made for reasons other than what was best for that region. Britain's conflicting
promises during World War I, for example, paid little heed to the needs and desires of the people
of Palestine but were motivated instead by wartime strategies. The votes of individual countries
on the UN partition plan were subject to pressures from the United States, which itself was under
pressure from U.S. Zionist supporters, both Jewish and Christian. As a result, the majority of
people in Palestine were denied the right of self-determination.

This early history of the conflict also illustrates the internal disagreements present within
states and nonstate actors that are often dealt with as though they were unified entities. The pre-
World War II debate within the Jewish community around the world over the appropriateness of
Zionism, and the differences within the Zionist movement regarding the strategies and eventual
aims of the movement, provide examples. Similarly, the establishment in Palestine in the 1920s
and 1930s of political parties reflecting alternative approaches to dealing with British
colonialism and Zionist immigration indicate that the Palestinian national movement, like the
Zionist movement, was not (and is not) a monolithic whole.

So much space has been devoted to the history of Zionist and Palestinian nationalism and
international involvement in Palestine prior to 1948 because, in the eyes of all the parties to the
conflict, that history is as potent and vital a force today as it was half a century ago and forms the
foundation of the contemporary situation. The reference points for current debates are found in
the period before Israel was established as a state; the issues raised then and the political
positions developed are reflected clearly in the arguments made in the 1990s. For this reason, it
is impossible to discuss the contemporary Israeli-Palestinian conflict without an understanding of
its deep and complex roots. This account is continued in Chapter Two with an examination of the
ongoing relationship between the State of Israel and the Palestinian nation and a discussion of
the key actors within each political entity.



Two 
Clashes and Coalescence: Jewish State,

Palestinian Nation
Prior to 1948, the conflict over Palestine was waged by two nascent, nonstate national groups—

Zionists and Palestinians—with involvement by Britain and, to a far lesser extent, the Arab
countries. Once the British had withdrawn militarily and the State of Israel had been proclaimed,

the principal actors and the forms of the conflict took on clear international dimensions.
Although Palestinians were greatly affected by the subsequent wars, and in the 1982 War in

Lebanon were a major target of the fighting, the battles were fought primarily by the military
forces of sovereign states such as Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and, in 1956, France and

Britain.
The years since the establishment of the State of Israel can De divided into three separate

phases: May 1948 to June 1967, June 1967 to December 1987, and December 1987 to the
present. During the first nineteen years of Israel's existence, Palestinian nationalism was muted
and resistance to Israel was expressed almost entirely by the surrounding Arab states. This
changed dramatically with the June 1967 War and the subsequent Israeli occupation of the West
Bank and Gaza Strip, among other territories. At this point, the conflict again took on elements
of a Palestinian-Israeli nationalist clash without losing the interstate character that had developed
since 1948. Palestinian political and military groups were established during the subsequent
twenty years and Palestinian nationalist expression regained its past vigor and in fact increased in
strength.

This trend was accentuated with the beginning of the Palestinian uprising, or intifada, in
December 1987. The popular protests of the intifada were seen by Palestinians and some Israelis
as part of a nationalist war of resistance or liberation by Palestinians against Israel's military
occupation of the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip. Although
international aspects to the conflict with Israel remain, the intifada refocused global attention on
the basic conflict between Zionists and Palestinians: Which nation or nations will control the
territory known as both Palestine and Israel, and what civil, political, social, economic, and
cultural rights do those who live in the area have under whatever government rules the land? The
pre-1948 competition between two nonstate national groups became a highly uneven contest
between a major military power and a predominantly unarmed civilian population.

This chapter examines what happened to Palestinians and Zionists after the 1947 UN vote in
favor the partition of Palestine. It discusses the dispersion of Palestinians and the ingathering of
the Jews, the structure of the newly formed Jewish state and its current policies, and the
Palestinian national movement, including the creation of the Palestine Liberation Organization.
The chapter ends with a brief description of the Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip and of the intifada in those territories.

Dispersion of the Palestinians



Of the total Palestinian population of approximately 900,000 people, only 150,000 remained
in what became Israel after the Palestine War (also referred to as the Israeli War of Independence
or the 1948 War). These Palestinians, who lived mostly in the Galilee, the Little Triangle region,
and the Negev, were viewed by Zionist leaders as a threat to the internal security of Israel and as
a hindrance to the achievement of a fully Jewish state. Although they were residents and legal
citizens of Israel, the day-to-day existence of Palestinians was precarious. Until military law was
abolished on 1 December 1966, Palestinians could be arbitrarily jailed or deported, their
economic activities were limited, and their freedom of movement was restricted, all tinder the
guise of Israeli security concerns. Furthermore, these Palestinians were isolated from the rest of
the Arab world. Just fifty years earlier they had been part of the vast Ottoman Empire; now they
found themselves strangers in their own homeland, surrounded by a culture and a political
system not their own.

A second, much larger group of Palestinians were refugees and exiles in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip, in nearby Arab countries (particularly Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and Iraq), or in
the Arab Gulf states, Europe, or the United States. Members of this group were torn between
their desire to return to their homes and their lands and the need to create new lives for
themselves. Those with no means of livelihood—and this represented the vast majority—had to
depend on assistance from the governments of the host states, from the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency (UNRWA) that was created to deal with Palestinian refugees, or from
voluntary organizations. There were a few Palestinians, generally upper-class, who left on their
own initiative immediately after the UN partition vote instead of being forced out of their homes.
Many of these were able to join family members already living abroad and found it economically
easier to rebuild their lives. But they were still exiles.

Finally, there were a significant number of Palestinians who had been and remained residents
in the parts of Palestine not taken over by Israel: the West Bank (under Jordanian control
between 1948 and 1967) and the Gaza Strip (which between 1948 and 1967 was under Egyptian
military rule in a kind of legal limbo). These people also had divided emotions. On the one hand,
there was a desire to regain Palestinian control of the rest of the Mandate of Palestine in order to
reunite the Palestinian people socially, economically, and politically. This goal was in tension,
however, with the fear that further conflict with Israel would result in additional loss of territory
and possibly their own expulsion from their homes.

The political activism shown by the Palestinians prior to the establishment of Israel was
greatly diminished in the 1950s and 1960s. Palestinians were shattered by the events of 1947-
1949: the creation of Israel, the failure of the Arab armies to maintain control even of the lands
allotted to the Palestinians in the UN partition resolution, the Jordanian and Egyptian occupation
of part of the territory that was to become the Palestinian state, and the dispersion of the
Palestinian community. The efforts of various Arab regimes to co-opt the Palestinian movement
for their own purposes also contributed to this decline and to the fragmentation and
disorganization of the Palestinian people. With their leadership in exile and the economic and
social basis of Palestinian society all but destroyed, the Palestinian national movement entered
nearly two decades of relative quietude. During this period numerous institutions were created
that came to characterize the Palestinian diaspora (such as the General Union of Palestine
Students, founded in 1959, and the General Union of Palestine Workers, begun in 1963), but to a
large extent Palestinians put their faith in the Arab states to assist in their return to their
homeland. Ultimately, this faith proved misplaced.



Displaced and Refugee Populations

Among the most controversial aspects of the 1947-1949 period is the exodus of an estimated
750,000 Palestinians from their ancestral homes. The areas originally allocated by the UN to
Israel and the territories conquered by Israel between December 1947 and early 1949 contained
numerous Palestinian communities. By the end of 1949, hundreds of these towns and villages
had been destroyed or taken over by the Israeli government; their residents had fled or been
forced to leave. It was, at minimum, a great convenience for Israeli leaders, "a miraculous
clearing of the land," as Chaim Weizmann put it.1 Had the exodus not occurred, the new State of
Israel would have contained a greater number of Palestinians than Jews, undercutting Zionist
efforts to create a Jewish state. The massive dispersion of Palestinians not only reduced the
Palestinian presence significantly; it also meant that entire villages, complete with terraced
agricultural lands and personal property, were empty and could thus be used by the thousands of
Jewish immigrants who came to Israel in the years immediately after its declaration of
independence.

This woman and child are residents of Gaza's Bureij camp, one of twenty-seven crowded refugee camps in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip that are home to approximately 360,000 displaced Palestinians.

Traditional Israeli history has presented the Palestinian exodus as the responsibility of Arab
leaders who ordered the Palestinians to flee, promising that they could soon return to their homes
as conquering heroes, whereas Israeli leaders encouraged them to stay in their homes and
villages. Recent research by historians and political scientists, including Israeli scholar and
journalist Benny Morris, reveals that this image is a myth on several grounds. First, there was no
widespread or coordinated effort by Arab leaders to encourage Palestinians to leave the area,



although on a few occasions individual local elites did give such orders. To the contrary, as early
as March and April 1948, radio broadcasts by the Arab Higher Committee unsuccessfully urged,
and even ordered, Palestinians to stay in their homes. Second, although thousands of
Palestinians, mostly from the middle and upper classes, did voluntarily leave the area allocated
by the United Nations to Israel, many thousands more were driven out by Jewish military forces
or fled in terror. Using newly available British, Israeli, and U.S. archival materials, Morris
provides the following list of reasons Palestinians abandoned some 369 villages throughout the
territory that became Israel:

□ expulsion by Jewish military forces
□ fear of Jewish attack or of being caught up in the fighting
□ military assault on the settlement by Jewish troops
□ abandonment on orders of local Arab notables
□ Haganah/IDF "whispering" campaigns (psychological warfare)
□ influence of the fall of, or exodus from, a neighboring town

The vast majority of Palestinians, according to Morris, was expelled by the Israeli Defense
Forces or fled because of terrorist attacks by Jewish military forces, whether Haganah, IDF,
Irgun, or Lehi.2 Direct expulsion became more common after July 1948, but there were also
cases prior to the 15 May declaration of the State of Israel. The official justification for the
actions by Jewish regular and irregular forces was "security"; however, the Zionist political
leadership was certainly cognizant of the multiple benefits of these actions and did nothing to
discourage the military from extending its jurisdiction as far as possible.

A significant component of Zionist plans was Plan Dalet, which officially went into effect
when Israel declared its independence but which was actually put into operation two months
earlier. This military blueprint gave details on the "expulsion over the borders of the local Arab
population in the event of opposition to our attacks, and the defense of contiguous Jewish
settlement in Arab areas, including the 'temporary' capture of Arab bases on the other side of the
border."3 The idea behind the plan was to secure Zionist control over the areas allocated for the
new Jewish state, expand control beyond these territories, and reduce the Palestinian presence
through the depopulation and destruction of Arab villages. Under Plan Dalet, the towns of Haifa,
Jaffa, Tiberias, Safed, Acre, Lydda, and Ramleh, among others, were cleared of most of their
Palestinian populations. Those expelled were allowed to take with them only what they could
carry; many had their valuables stolen by Israeli soldiers as they passed military checkpoints.
Once the areas had been evacuated, soldiers looted or destroyed most of the property the
residents had been forced to leave behind. The towns were then settled by recent Jewish
immigrants.

By 1949, roughly 280,000 Palestinians were living as refugees in the West Bank, joining
440,000 Palestinians whose original homes were in the area. An additional 70,000 people had
fled to the East Bank of the Jordan River. The economic demands this placed on Jordan, which
had taken control of the West Bank during the Palestine War and illegally annexed it in 1950,
were tremendous. But they paled in comparison to the situation in the Gaza Strip region, where
190,000 refugees joined an original community of 88,500 residents, all crammed into a tiny
stretch of land 28 miles long and between 4 and 8 miles wide, surrounded by Israel, the Sinai
Desert, and the Mediterranean Sea. Gaza's rural, nonindustrialized economy was completely
unprepared to deal with this influx of refugees, and conditions were extremely poor. Another



100,000 Palestinians ended up in Lebanon; 75,000 went to Syria; 7,000 traveled to Egypt; and
4,000 fled to Iraq.4

The Arab states, which of necessity accepted the Palestinian refugees, had neither the
economic resources nor the political will to facilitate their integration into existing communities.
Nor, in most cases, did the Palestinians desire full integration. Even though they might have
preferred greater economic opportunities and the option to apply for citizenship (only Jordan
granted citizenship to a significant number of Palestinians), their main desire was to return to
their homes in Palestine.

Israeli Response to Palestinian Exile

As the number of refugees and exiles increased, the international community began to pressure
Israel to allow their repatriation to their homes. Prior to his assassination in September 1948, the
UN-appointed mediator, Swedish Count Bernadotte, was among those expressing dismay over
the plight of the refugees, but he was unsuccessful in his efforts to convince Israel to allow their
return. The Israeli argument was, first, that a significant Palestinian presence would be harmful
to Israel's internal security; second, that with all the Jews coming to Israel there was no room to
allow the Palestinians back in; and third, because the Palestinians left "voluntarily," they had
given up any rights they might have had to live in Israel.

In light of the joyful Zionist reaction to the Palestinian exodus, the Israeli position was not
surprising. For many years there had been consensus within the mainstream Zionist movement
that an all-Jewish Palestine was the preferred situation. In 1937 the Jewish Agency passed a
formal resolution demanding the compulsory transfer of Palestinians from Palestine, and many
of the leaders of the Yishuv, including David Ben-Gurion, supported this idea. Another Zionist
leader, Yosef Weitz, wrote in his diary on 20 December 1940:

Between ourselves it must be clear that there is no room in the country for both peoples.... We shall not achieve our goal of
being an independent people with the Arabs in this small country. The only solution [after the end of World War II] is a Land
of Israel, at least a western Land of Israel [that is, Palestine], without Arabs. There is no room here for compromises. ... There
is no way but to transfer the Arabs from here to the neighboring countries, to transfer all of them, save perhaps for [the Arabs
of] Bethlehem, Nazareth and old Jerusalem. Not one village must be left, not one tribe. ... And only after this transfer will the
country be able to absorb millions of our brothers and the Jewish problem will cease to exist. There is no other solution.5

Whether by political design or military necessity, something close to such a situation existed
after 1949, and the Israeli leadership had no intention of allowing a return to the 1947 status quo.

Nor did the Palestinians have much success in receiving compensation for property left
behind, despite the existence of an absentee property office Israel set up to address such claims.
In general, the Israeli position was that such property now belonged to Israel, to make up for
property left in Arab countries by Jews when they immigrated to Israel. This formulation was not
widely accepted by the international community, but, as with the issue of repatriation, Israel held
the upper hand and ultimately had its way.

Palestinian Refugees as an International Issue

The Palestinian refugees represented a challenge to the rest of the world, which only recently



had begun to be concerned about refugees in general. Prior to the twentieth century, the
international community made few systematic attempts to address the problem of refugee
populations created by war or persecution. After World War I, however, the same impulse that
led to the formation of the League of Nations also resulted in the development of international
organizations to assist Russian refugees from the 1917 Revolution, Armenian and Greek
refugees from Turkey, and other groups displaced during the political shuffles of the interwar
years. This commitment to collective, global responsibility for refugees remained in the post-
World War II period, although other aspects of political idealism lost popular support.

In the midst of World War II, a group of countries joined together as the United Nations Relief
and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) to provide aid to some eight million displaced
persons from Czechoslovakia, Greece, Italy, Poland, Yugoslavia, and elsewhere. As areas were
reconquered from the German-Italian Axis forces, the UNRRA repatriated virtually all the
refugees to their countries of origin. About a million people were unwilling to return to their
home countries, which at the end of the war were under the control of Communist governments.
These people were helped to resettle in other European countries. In 1946 the UNRRA was
joined in its work by the International Refugee Organization (IRO); three years later the UNRRA
discontinued its operations. The IRO, which among other responsibilities dealt with the refugees
created by the 1947 partition of the Indian subcontinent into the states of India and Pakistan, was
replaced by the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in 1951. The
latter was given the responsibility to seek a permanent solution to the refugee problem, to offer
international protection to refugees under its mandate, to coordinate the activities of voluntary
agencies working on behalf of refugees, and to assist the most needy refugee groups. The
underlying assumption was that refugees would be helped to return to their homes if this is what
they desired. Otherwise they should be assisted in establishing new lives in alternative countries
of residence. In no case was it anticipated that a refugee situation would remain unresolved
indefinitely.

This changed with the Palestinians. Palestinian refugees were dealt with through a separate
UN agency rather than being placed under the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees or its predecessors. Initially this entity was the United Nations Relief for Palestine
Refugees. In 1948 UN General Assembly Resolution 194 (III) set up the three-state Conciliation
Commission for Palestine (CCP). The mandate given to the CCP was "to facilitate the
repatriation, resettlement and economic and social rehabilitation of the [Palestinian] refugees and
the payment of compensation." Representatives from France, Turkey, and the United States
quickly ran into a basic conflict. The Arab and international position was that the issues of
compensation and repatriation were the first priority. Israel, however, was unwilling to allow
more than a trivial number of refugees to return, and these only in the context of a general peace
settlement. Furthermore, Israel said the Palestinians would be unable to return to their original
homes, as these had either been destroyed or were now inhabited by Jewish immigrants. In light
of this deadlock, the CCP soon turned its attention to designing alternative solutions for the
Palestinian refugees.

In August 1949 the CCP sent to the region a survey mission that was instructed to find an
economic solution for what was essentially a political problem. This mission recommended the
establishment of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees. UNRWA
was founded in 1949, taking over most tasks of the United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees,
which had been caring for the refugees until they could be repatriated. UNRWA's initial
responsibilities included the creation of schemes for integrating the refugees into their hosts'



economies and providing emergency assistance. As the political issues between Israel and the
Palestinians remained unsolved, what had been expected to be a short-term problem—as had
been the case with the European refugees—was converted into a long-standing condition, with
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians relying on UNRWA for food, housing, and education. This
remains the situation.

The Israeli State

The Zionists also faced tremendous challenges after 1948, but these were the positive challenges
of a people who had used both diplomatic and military means to gain control of a land for
themselves. While the Palestinians experienced despair and diaspora, the new Jewish Israelis
began to construct a Western-style state in the middle of the Arab world. All the skills and
financial resources of the wider Jewish community were directed toward creating an Israel that
would serve as a home for Jews and would allow Jews to live without fear of prejudice or
persecution.

Israel was not the only new state created in the years followmg World War II. Virtually the
entire continent of Africa gained independence in the 1950s and 1960s, as did parts of the
Middle East and Asia. All these new states faced similar tasks: developing a sense of national
unity, creating a solid economic foundation, building political institutions and a political
leadership, and establishing beneficial foreign relations with a variety of countries. Israel had
several advantages not available to most other new states, however. These included a population
that was to a large extent well educated, skilled, highly motivated and politically sophisticated,
and extensive financial support from the Jewish community abroad. In addition, after 1967 Israel
was the recipient of extensive military and economic assistance from the U.S. government. Israel
also faced unique challenges. The most obvious of these were the absorption and integration of
hundreds of thousands of Jews from diverse backgrounds, the development of an appropriate
policy toward the Palestinians within its boundaries, and the establishment of peaceful relations
with the surrounding states. The first two of these are discussed here; the third is addressed in
Chapter Three.

Ingathering of the Jews

One of the first tasks facing the new state, consistent with the Zionist dream that all Jews
should return to the Land of Zion, was to "ingather" Jews to Israel—not just the remnant of
European Jewry who had survived Hitler's slaughter but also Jews from around the world. With
the passage by the Knesset—the parliament of Israel—of the Law of Return on 5 July 1950,
Israel formalized the policy, in place since 1948, of essentially unrestricted immigration by Jews.
During its first ten years, Israel admitted over 900,000 immigrants. Initially, the largest number
came from refugee camps in Europe, but this soon changed: Between 1950 and 1956 more than
50 percent—and up to 87 percent—of the immigrants each year came from North Africa or
Asia.6 Among the most dramatic immigrations was Operation Magic Carpet, which was
responsible for bringing to Israel about 45,000 Jews from Yemen in 1949. In 1950 virtually the
entire Iraqi Jewish community—123,000 people—fled to Israel, motivated by numerous anti-



Jewish attacks. At the time, it was widely assumed these attacks were perpetrated by hostile
Iraqis, but recent scholarship indicates the actions were undertaken by overly zealous Zionists
who wanted to create an atmosphere of fear that would convince the Iraqi Jews to move to
Israel.7

This Jewish Israeli farmer is among the 6 percent of the Israeli labor force involved in the agricultural activities that remain an
important element of the Israeli economy (photo courtesy of Israeli Embassy).

By the time the major postindependence immigrations were complete (and significant
numbers of Palestinians had fled or been forced out of the area), Israel's population structure had
changed radically from what it had been in May 1948. In 1948 virtually the entire Yishuv was
composed of European, or Ashkenazi, Jews, and there was still a significant Palestinian
population. Ten years later, about 90 percent of the population of Israel was Jewish, and although
the Ashkenazi community still dominated politically, socially, and economically, a third of the
Jews were of Sephardic backgrounds (that is, they came from Spain or from Middle Eastern
countries).

In general, the post-1948 immigrants from Europe were better educated and more highly
skilled than those from North Africa and Asia. Thus, they were able to fit easily into the existing
structure of the society created by the Ashkenazi community during the previous fifty years. The
situation was more difficult for the Sephardic Jews, who were expected to discard their past in
order to be assimilated. Their cultural backgrounds and value systems were different, they spoke
Arabic rather than Yiddish or another European language, they ate different foods, and they had
different social structures. And whereas most European Jews were secular, the Sephardic
communities were more often deeply and traditionally religious, with a belief in the intimate
connection between religion and politics. This followed from the fact that, unlike Jews in
Europe, Jews living in Arab countries were frequently allowed to be fully Jewish because of the
autonomy- given to non-Islamic communities under Muslim rule.

Ironically, in many ways the Sephardic immigrants had more in common culturally with the
Christian and Muslim Palestinians who had remained in Israel than with the Ashkenazim with
whom they shared an identity as Jews, but little else. Many Sephardim, however, have worked
hard to differentiate themselves from Christian and Muslim Palestinians, accepting, or perhaps



reacting defensively against, the Ashkenazim's negative stereotyping of all Arabs. Sephardic
Jews have also benefited since 1967 by the Palestinians' of the West Bank and Gaza Strip taking
the lowest-level menial work within Israel, allowing the Sephardim to move up a step on the
socioeconomic ladder. Not surprisingly, these factors complicated the challenge of nation-
building within the new state, and the Sephardic-Ashkenazi split continues to have political
implications today.

Policies Toward Palestinians Within Israel

The Palestinians who remained in Israel after the Palestine War were considered a problem by
the Jewish state. On the one hand, they stood in the way of Israel's becoming an exclusively
Jewish state, as many Zionists desired. Furthermore, they were perceived as a security risk. At
the same time, Israel's position in the world community depended in part on its image as an
outpost of democracy in a nondemocratic Arab world. Israel's solution was to grant citizenship to
the remaining Palestinian population, but then to place under military control most of the towns
and villages in which Palestinians lived. These areas were ruled primarily by the British Defense
Regulations of 1945, which the British originally used against the Jews while Britain still
controlled Palestine. Under these regulations, Palestinians had to obtain permission to travel in or
out of a security area, their economic activities were restricted, their property could be seized,
and they were subject to arrest or even expulsion for political reasons. The justification for these
regulations was "national security," an ambiguous term that left a great deal of latitude for
interpretation. The Israeli policy also served to isolate the Palestinian citizens from the rest of the
Arab world.

In addition, the Israeli government passed new rules that further constricted the economic and
political position of Palestinians. The 1950 Law for the Acquisition of Absentee Property, for
example, said that any person who had left his or her usual place of residence at any time
between 29 November 1947 and 1 September 1948 for any place outside of Jewish control was
considered an absentee person whose property could be confiscated and placed under the control
of the Custodian of Absentee Property. This was true even if the person had left home only for a
short period of time to avoid the fighting, had returned immediately thereafter, and was a legal
resident of the state (a "present absentee"). Furthermore, once property was declared absentee
property, this status remained in force, even if it could later be proved that the property had been
incorrectly classified.

A second set of regulations, known as the .emergency Articles for the Exploitation of
Uncultivated Areas, was often used in connection with the Absentee Property Law. The
emergency articles allowed the agriculture minister to take over any land not cultivated for the
previous three years. A common tactic was to declare an area farmed by Palestinians a closed
military zone so that no Palestinian was allowed to enter it. After the three-year period had
elapsed, the land could then be declared uncultivated and could be confiscated and turned over to
the Department of Agriculture. In addition, the finance minister had the authority to confiscate
land "for public purposes." Finally, for a variety of reasons a portion of the land traditionally
farmed by Palestinians was registered in the name of the Ottoman Empire or the British high
commissioner. Customary law dictated that tenants of state land could continue to live on and
work the land indefinitely. After 1948, however, the new Israeli government took over this land,
saying it belonged to "the State of Israel." The Palestinian tenants were expelled and the land



turned over to Jewish settlements.
At first, Palestinians inside Israel, as with Palestinians in the West Bank, Gaza Strip, Jordan,

and elsewhere in the region, were in a state of shock over the loss of control over Palestine, the
land confiscations, and their restricted status. Once they began to recover and to attempt to
organize themselves, their efforts were suppressed by the Israeli military administration that
controlled every facet of Palestinian life. When an Arab nationalist movement called al-Ard (the
Land), founded in 1958, was outlawed in the 1960s because, according to the Israeli High Court,
"there is no place for an Arab organization which is not based on recognition of the State of
Israel as a state of the Jews," the only legal avenue of non-Zionist political expression available
to Palestinians was the frequently harassed but never banned Israeli Communist party.
Throughout the 1960s, Palestinians protested the military administration, which was finally
abolished in 1966. This did not mean, however, that Palestinians were fully equal citizens of
Israel. There were and remain significant differences in the educational and social service
funding for Palestinian villages; many employment possibilities, particularly in the leading
sectors of the economy such as the military-industrial complex, are closed to Palestinians; and as
non-Jews who do not serve in the military, numerous benefits available only to those with
military service or religious exemption are denied to them. Since 1967 the Palestinians of Israel
have been reunited on some levels with Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, although
the legal position of the two groups is quite different.

Getting Inside the Black Box

Foreign policy analysts often discuss the choices and activities of states and other international
actors as though these actors were monolithic entities that operate as rational, efficient
decisionmakers carefully analyzing how the interests of the entity can best be achieved. There
are some significant advantages to this rational actor model, not the least of which is that it
makes the discussion of foreign policy relatively straightforward: Figure out what the objective
interests of the state or nonstate actor are, assume that the individuals making decisions on behalf
of the actor have these interests in mind when they calculate the costs and benefits of each
option, and assess how successful the actor is in meeting its interests. Often this can provide a
good picture of the foreign policy process, and foreign policy decisionmaking has been discussed
in precisely that way throughout this text.

It is essential, however, to keep in mind that this model of decisionmaking is a simplification
and in many cases does not reflect the actual processes that occur as foreign policy choices are
made. States and nonstate actors are not monolithic entities with clearly defined and agreed-upon
objective interests. Instead, their interests are often multidimensional and subjective, with
tremendous internal debate regarding policy preferences and appropriate goals. In addition, a
variety of constraints make rational decisionmaking difficult or impossible. These include the
psychological and intellectual limits of human beings, their desire to simplify the world, their
tendency to take shortcuts in thinking that violate formal logic, and their inability to hold a
complex set of variables in their minds simultaneously; moreover, time and resource constraints
mean that all options, consequences, and probabilities in a given situation cannot be known to
the decisionmakers as would be required for fully rational decisionmaking.

In order to address these weaknesses in the rational actor model of foreign policy
decisionmaking, scholars have developed a range of alternative conceptualizations. Some focus



on the individual or idiosyncratic attributes of the decisionmakers—their perceptions,
predispositions, personalities, and prejudices—and the cognitive processes that operate within
each person. Other scholars examine the collective or bureaucratic dimensions of foreign policy
formulation, looking at how individuals and departments within the foreign policy structure work
to protect their own institutional interests, and how group dynamics may influence the choices
made. A third approach emphasizes that foreign policy decisions are made in a particular
domestic context with the possible influence of public opinion, interest groups, and the structural
attributes of the actor. In each of these approaches, the goal of the foreign policy analyst is to get
inside the black box of foreign policy in order to better understand the factors that affect the
choices individuals make on behalf of states or nonstate actors.

To present a full analysis of the decisionmaking process for each of the significant actors
involved in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would be a massive undertaking, involving an
assessment of the leaders, bureaucratic structures, societal settings, and so on for a dozen
different actors. The goal here is more modest: to provide a few pieces of the puzzle by
describing the diverse views on the conflict reflected by the political parties and interest groups
within Israel and also within the Palestinian national movement.

Israeli Political System

When the State of Israel was established in May 1948, a provisional government was formed
to rule until elections could be held the following year. The transition from Yishuv to state was
not as major as it might at first appear. Many of the components of a government had already
been established during the British mandate; thus, all that was necessary was to convert these
prestate structures, such as the Haganah, into the formal framework of the new State of Israel.

Israel was set up as a republic with a weak president, a strong cabinet headed by the prime
minister, and a strong parliament—a system similar in many ways to the French Fourth
Republic. Chaim Weizmann became the first president; David Ben-Gurion was chosen as the
first prime minister, a position he held until 1963. The Knesset, a 120-person unicameral (single
chamber) body, was established as the main decisionmaking institution within Israel. There are
no geographically based districts, as in the United States or Great Britain. Instead, the entire
country is treated as a single unit, and citizens vote for their preferred political party rather than
for an individual candidate. Any party that receives at least 1.5 percent of the popular vote gains
representation in the Knesset. This leads to a situation in which a number of small and frequently
changing political parties hold seats, although none has challenged the dominance of the two
main parties, Labor and Likud. On the positive side, this allows for the expression of a wide
variety of viewpoints. But it does make coalition building difficult and often results in minority
groups' having disproportional influence on decisionmaking within the Knesset. It also means
individual Knesset members are not accountable to a specific group of citizens, as is the case
when a legislator is elected to represent a district.

The Knesset elects the president, who can serve tor no longer than two five-year terms. The
position, held since 1993 by Ezer Weitzmann, is largely honorary, but the president can engage
in agenda-setting activities on some occasions. The legislative and policy leader of Israel is the
prime minister. This individual, in consultation with others, picks the members of his or her
Cabinet and assigns their portfolios (that is, their responsibilities within the government).
Cabinet members need not be members of the Knesset, nor is there a set number of Cabinet



members.
From 1948 through 1992, the leader whose party gamed a plurality of votes in the election was

given the first opportunity to negotiate with other party leaders to create a ruling coalition. If
successful, that person became the prime minister; if not, the president would turn to the party
with the second highest number of votes and give that leader the same chance to form a
government. In March 1992, the Knesset voted to institute direct election of the prime minister
beginning in 1996. The intention is to give the prime minister somewhat greater autonomy and to
allow citizens to split their vote by choosing a member of one party for prime minister and of
another for the Knesset. Israelis hope this change will eliminate—or at least minimize—the
problem of fragile coalition governments that has plagued Israel in recent years.

One of the earliest decisions made by the new leaders of Israel was not to create a written
constitution. This allowed Israelis to put off making difficult decisions about the nature of the
Jewish state that might have alienated some portions of the population, such as the official role
of religion in the country, the rights of non-Jews, and the final official boundaries of the state.
Instead, when the Constituent Assembly met in February 1949, it enacted the Transition Law,
sometimes called the "Small Constitution," which dealt with the structure of government. Over
the years, the Transition Law has been supplemented by a series of "Basic Laws" that address
issues such as the military, the economy, the status of Jerusalem, and the judicial branch of
government. In some ways these substitute for a constitution, but because they are legislative
decisions they can be modified at any time and thus are more likely to be affected by temporal
political concerns than a constitution would be.

Two other aspects of the political structure should be mentioned. First, Israel's judicial system
is different from that of most Western countries in that it has both civil and religious branches.
This structure, which derives from the old Ottoman millet system (no longer used in modern-day
Turkey), assigns all matters of personal status to the religious courts. All persons, even if they
have no religious beliefs, are legally placed in one of the existing religious-legal categories for
purposes of marriage, divorce, child custody, treatment at death, inheritance, and so forth. The
civil courts deal only with civil and criminal concerns. As Israel is explicitly a Jewish state, there
are also civil laws based on Judaism that affect all Israelis, whether Jewish or not. Examples
include the prohibition against public transportation running on the Sabbath, the recent law that
bans the importation of non-kosher meat into Israel, the nonrecognition by the Interior Ministry
of civil marriage ceremonies conducted in Israel, and the 1986 law that forbids bread to be sold
during Passover, except in areas where "the majority of the inhabitants ... are non-Jews." A
crucial concern for ultra-Orthodox groups in the past several elections has been the extent to
which new Israeli laws will be passed to institutionalize Jewish religious precepts as part of the
civil code of Israel.

Second, the role of the military in Israeli society is also of tremendous importance in
understanding Israeli politics. Israel has almost universal military service. Jewish men, with the
exception of ultra-Orthodox Jews, and the majority of Jewish women are required to serve in the
Israeli Defense Forces. Most Israeli Palestinians, with the exception of the Druze and the
bedouin communities, are neither required nor encouraged to serve in the military. Jewish Israeli
men remain part of the military reserves until they are fifty-five years old and must serve a
period of active reserve duty, from thirty to sixty days, each year. Since 1967, military service in
Israel has often meant an individual must participate not only in a defensive capacity but also as
part of an occupation army involved in political and legal affairs as well as military- or security-
related activities in the Occupied Territories. The ways in which individuals react to this



experience frequently affect their political views once they return to civilian life. In addition,
although officers are forbidden to engage in political activities while on active duty, the
involvement of senior reserve officers in the higher levels of government has been growing
steadily since the 1960s. So important is the military experience in Israel that high military
ranking—and combat experience in one or more of Israel's many wars—is an important attribute
for success in the political arena.

For Jewish citizens, Israel, with its complex and ever-changing party structure, is one of the
most open political systems in the Middle East. Although it is common to try to place the
numerous parties on some kind of unidimensional continuum, cross-cutting cleavages make this
difficult. At least five sets of issues have to be taken into account in classifying any party's
political position: economic policies, ranging from center-right to socialist; religious-secular
issues; class and ethnicity, particularly the Sephardic-Ashkenazi division; Zionist versus non-
Zionist or anti-Zionist beliefs; and views on security and foreign policy, that is, attitudes
regarding the occupation and Israel's relations within the region. Although all are significant, the
last is most salient for this discussion. Thus, political parties will be identified as annexationist,
endorsing the concept of Greater Israel and no withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza;
mainstream, favoring some sort of "land-for-peace" agreement but not complete withdrawal from
the Occupied Territories or acceptance of a Palestinian state; or accommodationist, supporting
Palestinian self determination and complete Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza.

Labor, Likud, and Their Allies

The two principal political parties in Israel are the Labor party, representing the center-left
economically, and the Likud coalition, representing the center-right (see Table 2.1). The Labor
party was created in 1968 through the merger of three separate parties, including the once-
dominant Mapai that had existed since before the State of Israel was created. The predominantly
Ashkenazi, socialist-Zionist movement controlled Israeli politics from 1948 until the 1977
elections when for the first time Likud won a plurality of the votes and formed the government
with Begin as prime minister. In the past decade, Labor has moved somewhat away from the
socialist policies that characterized its predecessor parties.

Traditionally, Labor supporters and leaders have been secular rather than religious in
orientation. In recent years this has harmed its efforts to form a ruling coalition, although in the
past the religious parties did align themselves with Labor. In terms of the Palestinian issue,
Labor's policies have been mixed. Although it is generally perceived to be more moderate and
willing to compromise than Likud, in the years after the June 1967 War Labor strongly supported
Jewish settlements in the Occupied Territories, and Labor Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, who
served as defense min

TABLE 2.1 Israeli Political Parties



Yitzhak Rabin has served as prime minister of Israel since 1992 (photo courtesy of Israeli Embassy).

ister during the 1984-1990 Israeli government, has been tough in his dealing with the intifada.
Labor officially supports a "land-for-peace" formula that would involve withdrawing from parts
of the West Bank and Gaza in exchange for a peace treaty with the Arab states. In the spring of
1994, Israel began to implement such a plan with the partial withdrawal of its troops from Gaza



and Jericho. But Labor leaders have also said they will not accept the formation of an
independent Palestinian state and have consistently refused to join a coalition government with
parties that favor such a state.

In 1992, three smaller Zionist parties generally aligned with the Labor party—Mapam,
Citizens' Rights Movement (Ratz), and Shinui—combined as a single electoral list called Meretz
(Energy), running on the campaign slogan "We are going to energize Rabin." Mapam (United
Workers) is an ideologically socialist, kibbutz-based party. Prior to 1948, it supported the idea of
a binational state in Palestine, and it is the only Zionist party to have full-fledged Israeli
Palestinian members. Mapam became part of the Labor alignment in 1969 but withdrew in 1984
when Labor agreed to form a unity government with Likud; Mapam claimed that Labor had sold
out to join the ruling coalition. It remains close to Labor, however, on a variety of issues. Ratz
was founded in 1973 as a Zionist, anti-Orthodox party supportive of national rights for
Palestinians as well as for Israeli Jews. Its supporters tend to be liberal Ashkenazi intellectuals,
many of whom were alienated by the positions its leaders took after joining the Labor-led
government in June 1992. Shinui, whose name means "change," was formed as a protest
movement after the October 1973 War. It was originally part of Labor and, like Mapam, remains
politically close to it. Shinui is more conservative economically than its partners in Meretz,
which has caused tensions within the coalition. Historically, all three parties were more willing
than Labor to consider Israeli negotiations with the PLO, complete Israeli withdrawal from the
West Bank and Gaza, and Palestinian self-determination.

The Likud coalition is the result of the 1973 merger of several political parties, including
Begin's nationalist Herut party, whose roots date back to Jabotinsky's Revisionist movement, and
the once-powerful right-of-center Liberal party. Benjamin Netanyahu has led Likud since March
1993 when he won an unexpectedly strong victory in Likud's first elections for party leadership.
His position has been weakened, however, by frequent sniping from colleagues David Levy and
Ariel Sharon. Likud is more conservative economically and religiously than Labor and also takes
a more hardline stance on the Palestinian issue. The Likud coalition claims Jewish sovereignty
over the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, the Golan Heights, and the Gaza Strip and seeks
their eventual de jure incorporation into Israel. Because Likud sees these areas as a part of the
inseparable "Great Land of Israel," it does not accept the international position that they are
occupied territories. Likud officially opposes the 1993 Oslo Accords and subsequent agreements
and has vowed to resist their implementation, although some individuals have broken ranks with
the Likud leadership on this issue.

In the 1992 election, three militantly nationalistic parties were clearly allied with Likud:
Tehiya, Tzomet, and Moledet. Tehiya was formed in 1978 in opposition to the Camp David
Accords, the Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty, and the return of the Sinai to Egypt. It calls for
formal annexation of and massive Jewish settlement in the Occupied Territories. Despite holding
five seats during the previous legislative session, Tehiya (Renaissance) failed to gain sufficient
votes to be represented in the 1992 Knesset, in part due to its failure to develop distinctive
positions on issues other than the Arab-Israeli conflict. Tzomet (Crossroads), which was created
before the 1988 elections, appeals to politically conservative, middle-class secularists concerned
about security issues, electoral reform, and efficient government. It benefited significantly from
Tehiya's decline, capturing eight seats in the 1992 Knesset (up from only two seats in 1988). The
third party, Moledet (Homeland), is religiously, economically, socially, and politically right-
wing; in 1988 it campaigned on the slogan "Them or Us." Both Tzomet and Moledet have
publicly supported the idea of "population transfer," that is, forcing or strongly encouraging



Palestinians to leave all parts of "Greater Israel," although Tzomet deemphasized this in the 1992
campaign. Tehiya's platform did not explicitly endorse "population transfer," but that is the
logical extension of its Jewish settlement policies.

Religious Parties

The religious parties originally emerged in direct response to the development of political
Zionism at the end of the nineteenth century and have become highly significant in the formation
of a ruling coalition after each election. Unlike Labor, Likud, and their allies, the religious parties
are not uniformly Zionist. Some deny the validity of Zionism completely on the grounds that it
created a secular Jewish state rather than waiting for the Messiah to create a religious state;
others feel Jews should settle in the Holy Land as a way of fulfilling religious obligation but that
Zionism should not be seen as a secular nationalism. Still other religious Jews view the creation
of Israel as the first stage in the messianic process and are supportive of political Zionism.

Historically Israel's most powerful religious party has been the National Religious party
(NRP). This strongly Zionist, religiously Orthodox party follows a liberal economic policy, and
its members tend to be active participants in the mainstream of Israeli political life. In recent
years, the NRP has become an increasingly outspoken advocate for the annexation of the West
Bank and Gaza, and its members were among the founders of the settlement movement Gush
Emunim (Bloc of the Faithful).

For the 1992 election, three ultra-Orthodox religious parties joined together in a single list
known as Yahadut Hatorah (United Torah Judaism). The largest group, Agudat Yisrael, was
established in the early part of the century, long before the State of Israel was declared. Its
supporters, primarily Russian and Polish Jews, believe that the community of Jews should live in
accordance with the teachings of the Torah and that this should be institutionalized in the laws of
the State of Israel. Unlike supporters of the National Religious party, members of Agudat Yisrael
live in autonomous neighborhoods, educate their children separately, and are exempt from
compulsory military service. Although the party was originally strongly anti-Zionist, since 1948
it has participated in the political life of the state to a limited extent, and it appears to have
accepted Zionism as a feature in the Israeli political scene. Nonetheless, members of Agudat
Yisrael refuse to pledge allegiance to the Israeli national institutions and the flag of Israel,
indicating their continued opposition to the secular state. Agudat Yisrael is divided in terms of its
policies toward the West Bank and Gaza but in general has been less strongly annexationist than
the NRP.

The other members of Yahadut Hatorah are Moriah, a new party that was not represented in
the 1988 Knesset, and Degel Hatorah (Torah Flag). Degel Hatorah is a small party that originally
split off from Agudat Yisrael over religious and personality differences. Like other ultra-
Orthodox parties, the Ashkenazi-dominated Degel Hatorah argues in favor of a Jewish state
based purely on Halakah (Jewish religious law). Degel Hatorah is non-Zionist and supports the
possibility of territorial compromise regarding the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

Another ultra-Orthodox, non-Zionist religious party is Shas, which was established in 1984 in
a split from Agudat Yisrael. Shas has special appeal for the economically and socially
disadvantaged Sephardic community for which it serves as an organized form of political
expression. Shas has been more interested in religious legislation than in political matters, but its
rulings on the inferior position to be given to non-Jews in Israel have clear political implications.



At the same time, its position on territorial issues such as Israeli control of the West Bank and
Gaza Strip has been more moderate than that of some of the other religious parties. Shas's
spiritual leader, Chief Rabbi Ovadiyah Yosef, has said that "the sanctity of human life is
paramount" and that therefore territorial compromises are acceptable in order to save lives.

Accommodationist Political Parties

Two parties represented in the 1992 Knesset appeal primarily to Palestinian citizens of Israel
and to non-Zionist or anti-Zionist secular Jews. The attitude of non-Zionist Jews toward Judaism
and toward Israel is dramatically different from that of most Zionists. As one non-Zionist Israeli
Jew explains:

A Non-Zionist believes in the multicentrality of Jewish life, world-wide, rather than in the unicentrality of Jewish life around
Israel.

A Non-Zionist does not oppose the existence of the State of Israel, and is, indeed, concerned for its inhabitants, Jewish and
Arab. He does, however, refuse the Israelis' self-assumed pretention to speak for him, or to deny him the right to speak up in a
different voice from theirs.

A Non-Zionist believes there is such a thing as Jewish morals, both secular and religious; and that the state of Israel and most
of its inhabitants do not adhere to them. ...

A Non-Zionist recognizes the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has dragged all Jews into it, willy-nilly, but does not feel the need to
identify with this struggle simply because he is a Jew; even less so to side with the official policy of Israel. ...

As long as the Israeli establishment holds on to the immigration of all Jews to Israel as one of its goals, and gives Jewish
immigrants prerogatives over the state's Arab citizens, there is a need for a Non-Zionist stance among Israeli Jews.8

Many of these views are reflected in the political platforms of the accommodationist parties.

The Democratic Front for Peace and Equality (Hadash), an anti-Zionist party associated with the
Israeli Communist party, has been in existence since 1977. Hadash supporters believe that there
will be no freedom or security for the Israeli people as long as Palestinians are denied freedom,
security, and self-determination. In the 1992 election, Hadash received 23 percent of the votes
cast by Israeli Palestinians, a decline from 34.5 percent in 1988. In 1988, Abdal Wahhab
Darawsha left the Labor party over disagreements with its policies in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip and founded the Arab Democratic party (ADP). The ADP received about 15 percent of the
votes of Palestinian citizens of Israel in the 1992 election, up from its 11 percent in 1988. A third
accommodationist party, the secular, anti-Zionist Progressive List for Peace (PLP), was part of
the Knesset in 1984 and 1988 but failed to reach the 1.5 percent vote threshold needed for
representation in the 1992 Knesset. Like Hadash, the PLP involves both Jews and Palestinians in
its political activities. Members support full equality of civil and national rights for Jewish and
Palestinian citizens of Israel within its pre-1967 boundaries, Israeli withdrawal from the West
Bank and Gaza Strip, and the "right of return" for Palestinians.

Interpretation of Recent Elections

The results of the past three Israeli elections have been inconclusive, reflecting the
fundamental divisions within the polity regarding how best to deal with massive economic
problems, the role of religion in Israel, and, most crucially, the Occupied Territories. In 1984,



Labor won a plurality of the seats but was unable to muster sufficient support from smaller
parties to achieve the necessary sixty-one votes, in part because they were unwilling to include
any of the accommodationist parties such as Hadash or the PLP. Likud was also unable to put
together a winning coalition. This led to the creation of a National Unity government. For the
first two years of the four-year term, the prime minister's position was held by Labor leader
Shimon Peres and the foreign minister's position by Likud leader Yitzhak Shamir. In the second
two years of the government this was reversed.

A similarly indecisive outcome after the 1988 election resulted in the formation of a second
National Unity government. By then, however, the balance of power had shifted just enough that
Likud was able to gain absolute control of a number of the important Cabinet portfolios,
including the positions of prime minister and foreign minister. Labor lost votes to the Left and to
Likud; Likud lost votes to the religious parties but compensated with the new votes from former
Labor supporters. Likud was reluctant to share power with Labor and for several weeks pursued
the possibility of a narrow coalition including the religious and the far-right parties before
deciding on the broader-based Unity government. Some in Labor felt they compromised their
ability to critique Likud by being inside the government rather than serving as the loyal
opposition, but in the end both parties concluded that their uneasy marriage was preferable to a
Likud-led government that rested on the support of the religious parties, with their unpopular
demands for strict religious laws. Furthermore, there was widespread sentiment that Israel
needed a broadly based government in place to deal with changes in U.S. foreign policy, such as
the U.S. decision to open a dialogue with the PLO. Finally, a second Unity government was
preferred by U.S. Jews, who denounced the demands of the religious parties that would have
challenged the religious status of Reform and Conservative Jews.

In terms of Israel's policy toward the intifada and the Arab-Israeli conflict, the 1988 election
results provided no clear mandate from the Israeli citizenry. In the fifteen months the Unity
government was in existence, there were constant disagreements between Labor and Likud
regarding how Israel should deal with the long-term issues of Jewish settlements throughout
lands controlled by Israel and of peace negotiations with the Palestinians. In March 1990 the
coalition collapsed after Shamir's government received a vote of no-confidence by the Knesset.
The religious parties proved pivotal in the vote: Agudat Yisrael voted against the Shamir
government and five members of Shas abstained, thus bringing down the government for the first
time in Israel's history.

As leader of the Labor party, Peres was given the first opportunity to create a new
government, but despite extensive negotiations with the religious parties and individual members
of Likud, he was unable to put together a working majority. The mandate then passed to Shamir,
who under Israeli law remained acting prime minister of a caretaker government. At the last
possible moment, Shamir was able to assemble a sixty-two-person coalition that included the
members of Likud, Tehiya, Tzomet, Moledet, NRP, Shas, and Degel Hatorah as well as one
defector each from Agudat Yisrael (which had pledged to support Labor) and from Labor. The
government was approved by the Knesset on 11 June 1990.

The political paralysis that resulted from the difficulties Peres and Shamir experienced as each
attempted to form a governing coalition increased demands for reform of the national electoral
system and was one of the factors leading to the change in how the prime minister is chosen.
Half a million Israelis—representing 22 percent of the country's voters— signed a petition
calling for some form of restructuring to make it easier for one of the large parties to win enough
seats to govern by itself. Many suggested some form of direct, constituent election of legislators;



another proposal would increase the percentage of votes needed for a party to gain representation
in the Knesset.

In the months preceding the 1992 elections, Israelis remained divided in their opinions about
the future direction of their country. In January 1992, Tehiya and Moledet defected from the
ruling coalition to protest Israel's participation in the peace negotiations begun in Madrid, Spain,
the previous October. This left the Likud-led government with control of only fifty-nine seats in
the Knesset and forced Prime Minister Shamir to call for new Knesset elections on 23 June rather
than waiting until November as he had originally intended. The election pitted Shamir against
Labor leader Yitzhak Rabin, who defeated Shimon Peres in a U.S.-style primary election within
the Labor party by arguing that Labor was more likely to regain control of the Knesset under his
leadership.

As in previous elections, key issues included the faltering economy, the impact of continuing
mass settlement activities on U.S.-Israeli relations, protection of Israel's security (an issue of
increased importance after the 1990-1991 Gulf War), questions about whether and how to
negotiate with the Palestinians and the Arab states in the post-Madrid period, and relations
between religious and secular Jews. Charges of corruption against Likud and Shas leaders also
played a role, as did severe infighting among Likud Knesset members. Labor benefited from
Likud's difficulties, and the switch from Peres to Rabin strengthened Labor's popularity with
moderates who saw Rabin as closer to the political center than Peres.

The results of the 23 June election put Labor (with 44 Knesset seats) in a strong position to put
together a majority coalition. Rabin originally hoped to form a broad-based Cabinet including
Meretz (with 12 seats), the religious parties (with 16 seats among them), and Tzomet (which had
captured 8 seats). The advantage of such a coalition, from Labor's perspective, was that it would
not be excessively dependent on the votes of the left-wing Meretz. Radical differences among
these parties made such an alliance impossible, however, and Rabin eventually settled for a
government composed of Labor, Meretz, and Shas (for 62 seats), with the electoral support of the
5 seats held by Hadash and the Arab Democratic party. This coalition held until fall 1993 when
Shas withdrew from the government in protest over corruption charges against its leader. This
left Rabin with a minority government of 56 seats that had to rely on the 5 Arab votes to defeat
motions of no-confidence by Likud and its allies. Shas rejoined the government in spring 1994
after the Knesset passed religious legislation important to Shas.

Other Israeli Political Actors

Outside the government are several organizations or groups that play a significant role in
Israel's political system. Among the most important of these is the Histadrut, founded in 1920.
As initially envisioned, the Histadrut made no provision for the involvement of Palestinians; its
goal was a Jewish, socialist society in Palestine in which all work was to be done by Jews. In
1959 the policy of Hebrew-only labor was dropped, and Israeli Palestinians were allowed to join
the Histadrut, albeit without all the benefits accruing to the Jewish members. Palestinians from
the West Bank and Gaza, however, are not permitted to become members, although their labor
has become an essential part of the Israeli economy.

The Histadrut is generally described as a trade union federation, but it is more like a social
movement. Virtually all trade unions are part of the Histadrut, but so are some employers. More
important, the organization is itself an employer, second only to the government in size; its



enterprises include a bank, a major health insurance program, sports clubs, stores, bus
companies, and a wide range of other economic, social, and cultural activities. Thus, the
influence of this Labor-dominated body, to which a majority of adult Israelis belong, has been
tremendous, and election results in the Histadrut are often used as an indirect indicator of the
relative strength of various political parties in the country as a whole. In recent years, the power
of the Histadrut has declined dramatically. Tens of thousands of members have withdrawn from
the organization amid accusations of financial mismanagement and abuse by the leadership.
There have been calls for increased openness, elimination of the traditional ties between the
Histadrut and the Labor party, and other reforms. Such changes could radically alter the role of
this historically critical organization.

A wide variety of nongovernmental organizations formed in the past fifteen years also express
discontent of all types with Israeli domestic policies toward Palestinian citizens or with Israel's
stance vis-à-vis the occupation, Lebanon, and so forth. Only a few of the most influential are
mentioned here. On the annexationist side, one of the most outspoken groups is Gush Emunim,
an extremist nationalist-religious organization founded in 1974 and headed by Moshe Levinger.
Loosely associated with the National Religious party, Gush Emunim promotes the construction
of Jewish settlements throughout the land of Eretz Yisrael, including in areas densely populated
by Palestinians (such as Kiryat Arba, located just outside of Hebron). Its supporters see
themselves as the new Israeli pioneers in the tradition of the kibbutzniks of the prestate period.
They are opposed to Israeli withdrawal from any part of the West Bank or Gaza Strip, basing
their claim to the land on nationalist and religious grounds, and have stated repeatedly that if
such withdrawal is the price of peace, then peace is not worth it.

On the other side are a number of groups opposed to expansionist Israeli government policy.
These range from the relatively mainstream Peace Now, founded in 1978 in response to Egyptian
president Sadat's peace initiative and politically close to the Labor party, to the leftist Jewish-
Palestinian group known as the Peace Block, established in April 1993 to provide a political
alternative to Meretz. Peace Now is probably the best-known group outside of Israel because of
its strength in mobilizing large numbers of people for demonstrations against the war in Lebanon
and against brutal policies in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Peace Now recognizes the principle
of Palestinian self-determination and is opposed to the occupation but does not advocate a
complete return to the pre-1967 borders. It is a loosely organized group that for a number of
years resisted specifying a detailed political program in order to avoid alienating any of its
diverse supporters. Similar in political ideology to Peace Now, but much smaller, is Hamizrach
El Hashalom (East for Peace), a group composed of Sephardic Jews who felt alienated from the
predominantly Ashkenazi Peace Now. East for Peace supporters are proud of their Arab ethnic
background as well as their Jewish religious beliefs and try to serve as a bridge between
Ashkenazi Jews and Christian and Muslim Palestinians. The organization was formed after the
1978 Israeli invasion of Lebanon.

The mainstream approaches of Peace Now and East for Peace contrast with another small
Zionist group, the Israeli Council for Israeli-Palestinian Peace (ICIPP), organized in 1976. ICIPP
believes dialogue with the PLO is both possible and essential. It calls for mutual recognition by
the two nations and supports the establishment of a Palestinian state in the West Bank, including
East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip. West Jerusalem would serve as the Israeli capital, East
Jerusalem as the capital of the Palestinian state. Members of ICIPP met with supporters and
members of the PLO, including Yasir Arafat, long before it was legal to do so and have been
involved in a range of protest actions against Israeli government policies.



One of the most controversial groups within Israel is Yesh Gvul (There Is a Limit), which
gained prominence during 1982 when 2,500 Israeli reservists signed a petition asking that they
not be sent to fight in Lebanon. After the beginning of the intifada, a similar petition was
circulated that indicated that its signers refused to serve in the West Bank or Gaza Strip. Yesh
Gvul is concerned with the philosophical question of the general limits of obedience to the state
and the military and provides support for those who feel compelled to engage in civil
disobedience regarding military service. In a few highly publicized cases, Yesh Gvul members
have been jailed for their refusal to serve outside the 1967 borders of Israel, and the more
mainstream groups have shunned association with them.

Since the intifada, a number of Israeli women's organizations—Women Against the
Occupation, Women for Women Political Prisoners, Women in Black, and others—have
organized international conferences, demonstrations, peace marches, and other activities in
opposition to the occupation. In addition, there has been a significant increase in political dissent
by professional organizations, including those of mental health workers, physicians, lawyers,
architects, academics, journalists and other writers, and artists of all types. All of the groups
mentioned, from Gush Emunim to Yesh Gvul, reflect the broad range of political opinion and
activism within the Jewish Israeli public regarding Israel's future borders and its relations with
the Palestinian people. Few people in Israel are neutral about these issues. At the same time, the
overall level of mobilization and political expression remains lower than might be expected from
the wide diversity of political groups. Although they have strong opinions, many Israelis, as is
true with citizens in other countries, often fail to express these opinions in the political arena.

This brief description of the Israeli political system illustrates the point made repeatedly in
these pages: States are not monolithic entities. Instead, they are composed of individuals and
groups with competing and often conflicting goals and visions for the future of the state. This
was particularly evident in Israel during the fifteen months of the second National Unity
government because of the profound differences among the coalition partners. In such a
situation, foreign and domestic policies are the outcome of compromise, bargaining, and
negotiation among these groups and individuals, rather than being based on a clearly defined
national interest.

Israeli Occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip

As a result of the June 1967 War, Israel gained control of the remainder of the former Mandate
of Palestine—East Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank (which some Israelis refer to by the
biblical names of Judea and Samaria) and the Gaza Strip—as well as the Syrian Golan Heights
and the Egyptian Sinai Peninsula (see Map 2.1). The continuing Israeli military occupation of
these lands is highly unusual. Although there are numerous other instances when territories
gained during war have been incorporated against their will within the victorious country's
boundaries—such



MAP 2.1 Israel and the Occupied Territories, 1967. Source: Arthur Goldschmidt, Ir., A Concise History of the Middle East, 3d
ed., revised and updated (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1988), p. 196. Original cartography by Don Kunze.

as occurred with the lengthy Soviet occupation of the Baltic Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania—the populations of such territories are generally made citizens of the conquering state
and are granted some degree of equality with the rest of the citizenry of the country. In other
instances, such as the U.S. occupation of Japan at the end of World War II, the occupation is
short-term and the actions of the occupying power constrained by international law. Neither
description fits the current Israeli occupation.

There have been changes in the official Israeli policies toward the territories occupied in the
June 1967 War. The Sinai was returned to Egypt as part of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty
Israel extended its legal jurisdiction to East Jerusalem in 1967 and officially annexed it in 1980;
the Golan Heights region was annexed in 1981. (Both these annexations were condemned by the



international community.) The basic approach, however, has been to rule the Palestinian
population through harsh military laws, while giving all rights and benefits of citizenship to
those Jewish Israelis who chose to establish settlements in the area in anticipation of the
territories' de jure incorporation into Israel. The principal justification given for this policy
choice has always been that the security needs of Israel must be paramount and that in light of
the continuing state of war between Israel and the Arab states that surround it (with the exception
of Egypt since 1979), it is only prudent for Israel to protect itself through maintaining a
significant presence in the Occupied Territories. In addition, some religious fundamentalists and
some ultranationalists argue that the West Bank in particular was promised to the Jewish people
by God and that therefore the Palestinians have no claim to that land and no rights if they choose
to live there.

During the years of the occupation, the extent of integration of the West Bank and Gaza into
Israel has been great. In 1987, former deputy mayor of Jerusalem Meron Benvenisti
pessimistically described the situation this way:

All Israeli objectives have been attained in the territories and Jewish interests have been assured. The process of economic
integration has long since been accomplished; infrastructure grids have been linked (roads, electricity, water, communications),
administrative systems have been unified; social stratification has become institutionalized and political relationships have settled
into well established patterns.

The Second Israeli Republic [post-June 1967 War] is a bi-national entity with a rigid, hierarchical social structure based on
ethnicity. Three-and-a-half million Jewish Israelis hold total monopoly over governmental resources, control the economy, form
the upper social stratum and determine the educational and national values and objectives of the republic.

The two million Palestinians divide into Israeli Palestinians and the Palestinians in the territories. Though the former are
citizens of the republic, their citizenship does not assure them equality in law. ...

The remaining one-and-a-half million Palestinians ... are deprived of all political rights, ostensibly because they are under
military occupation, though even their rights under international conventions governing military occupations are not assured,
since the government of the republic does not recognize the application of these conventions to the territories. ...

Communal strife rages in the Second Israeli Republic. There is a perpetual conflict, not necessarily violent, between the Jewish
majority group that seeks to maintain its superiority, and the Arab minority group that seeks to free itself from majority tyranny.9

Benvenisti makes several important points of relevance to analysts of international relations.
First, he indicates that de facto state boundaries may have as much or more political and
economic importance as de jure internationally recognized boundaries. This is seen in that until
the beginning of the intifada in December 1987 it appeared that the Israeli incorporation of the
West Bank and Gaza Strip was all but accomplished, although formal annexation had not
occurred.

Second, Benvenisti points out the apparent irrelevance of international law if a state is willing
to flaunt international norms, as Israel has done. Because international law operates through
international pressure rather than through enforcement by an overarching global entity, a state
that declares international law inapplicable to its situation suffers no specifically designated
sanctions. (Despite the lack of formal sanctions, however, it can be argued that Israel suffered by
being labeled a pariah state, particularly in the 1970s and 1980s.) Although Benvenisti does not
mention it here, U.S. military, economic, and diplomatic support of Israel is of critical
importance in this regard. In the absence of countervailing pressures, this support makes it
possible for Israel to circumvent or ignore international law.

Finally, Benvenisti alerts scholars to the importance of internal strife even when it is not
expressed violently. Until the intifada began, many people ignored the tensions between Israeli
Jews and Palestinians because those tensions did not consistently reveal themselves in a
physically violent form. The problems were present, nevertheless, and the eventual explosion



should not have surprised those who were sensitive to the situation.
Among the many issues critical in understanding the implications of the Israeli occupation of

the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip, two stand out: Israeli settlement
policies and human rights violations. Both exacerbate the conflict between Jewish Israelis and
Palestinians; both have come under scrutiny by the international community; neither ceased with
the onset of the intifada.

Settlement Policies

Customary international law developed in the nineteenth century placed certain restrictions on
the actions of belligerent occupying powers against civilian populations under their control, such
as forbidding the confiscation of private property These restrictions, and others, were codified in
the 1949 Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War.
Among the key elements are that a belligerent occupying power is not allowed to make changes
in the laws, institutions, or government of the territory; place civilian settlements in the occupied
regions; or annex part or all of the occupied territory. It is on this basis that most international
legal scholars have condemned Israeli settlement activities.

Jewish settlement in the Occupied Territories began shortly after the June 1967 War (see Map
2.2). The settlements, which are located on lands purchased or confiscated from Palestinians (or
in the case of the Golan Heights, from Syrians), are frequently established on the tops of hills
overlooking Palestinian villages or in areas previously farmed by Palestinian peasants. Their
existence is a constant thorn in the side of Palestinians, who see them as a continuation of the
Israeli expansion and expulsion activities of the Palestine War and as evidence Israel will never
withdraw fully from the West Bank or the Gaza Strip. The frequent land confiscations—about 60
percent of the land of the West Bank and 35 percent of the Gaza Strip is now controlled by the
government of Israel— mean that increasing numbers of Palestinians are forced into ever-smaller
amounts of territory and in many cases are denied their means of livelihood. Israel has also
claimed a significant portion of the water resources of these areas. This problem is particularly
acute in the tiny Gaza Strip, but it is also an issue in the West Bank.10

In addition, the areas around the settlements are frequently the sites of violent exchanges
between Israeli Jewish settlers and Palestinian villagers. Often settler violence is ignored by
official Israeli occupation forces. According to the Karp Report, submitted to the Israeli
government by the Israeli attorney general's office in 1982 and made public in edited form in
1984, the security and police forces have been reluctant to investigate or prosecute instances of
settler violence against Palestinians and instead have engaged in a "conspiracy of silence." Even
when cases of settler violence are prosecuted and individuals convicted, their sentences are light
compared with the sentences of Palestinians convicted of similar actions.

Settlement activities in the West bank have gone through several distinct phases. Within six
months of the June 1967 War, Israel began constructing large residential Jewish settlements in
newly occupied and expanded East Jerusalem in order to create a united and predominantly





MAP 2.2 Pattern of Israeli settlements established in the territories occupied in June 1967. Information concerning the
settlements has been furnished by the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the
Population of the Occupied Territories. Source: Based on United Nations map no. 3070, rev. 14, October 1993 (used by
permission).

Jewish city. The first settlements in the West Bank outside of East Jerusalem were justified on
the basis of a plan designed by Yigal Allon, which was intended to achieve maximum territorial
increase for Israel with minimal increase in Palestinian population. In other words, Allon wanted
to build settlements on, and eventually annex, as much of the West Bank as possible to provide
"defensible borders," without having to add to the Palestinian population of Israel. In order to
achieve this, a small Palestinian enclave would remain attached to Jordan, but the effective
strategic eastern border of Israel was to remain the Jordan River. During the first ten years of the
occupation, twelve settlements were constructed in the East Jerusalem area, with an additional
thirty-six settlements in the rest of the West Bank. Important strategic locations also were
identified as sites for future settlements. Most settlements were located in the Jordan Valley and
around Jerusalem. Outside of Jerusalem, however, the number of settlers was relatively small—
about 5,000 in 1977.

The second stage in Israeli settlement policy in the West Bank began with the 1977 election
that resulted in the first Likud-dominated government in Israel's history. The new prime minister,
Menachem Begin, shared many of the views of the increasingly influential Israeli settlers'
movement Gush Emunim. Supporters of Gush Emunim consider the settlement and eventual
annexation of the entire land of "Judea and Samaria" to be a religious and national responsibility
and were in large part responsible for the dramatic increase in Jewish settlement in the West
Bank during the years of Likud leadership. Although the U.S.-sponsored Camp David Accords
of 1978 included a restriction on new Israeli settlements, this was completely ignored by the
Likud government, which wanted to create a situation of de facto control. To facilitate this goal,
newly appointed Army Chief of Staff Raphael Eitan (now head of the right-wing Tzomet party)
began to provide settlers over the age of sixteen with army-issued weapons and ammunition and
assigned men to do their reserve service in their home settlements. The settlers were also
organized into virtually autonomous paramilitary Extended Defense Units that undertook
independent actions against local Palestinians without any legal justification.

The third stage of West Bank settlement activities has been labeled by Meron Benvenisti as
the "yuppiezation" of the West Bank. By this, Benvenisti means that the most recent settlers are
often young, professional couples who have moved to a settlement for financial reasons rather
than being motivated primarily by religious or nationalistic sentiments. Although this last group
could conceivably be convinced through economic compensation to abandon the settlements as
part of a "land-for-peace" exchange, those who are part of the Gush Emunim and similar
movements are likely to resist any deals that would compel them to leave the West Bank.

In the early 1990s, the Israeli government established or enlarged dozens of settlements and
developed plans for an expanded road system linking these settlements to each other and to the
main population centers in Israel. New communities were also established just inside the Green
Line (that is, within the pre-1967 borders of Israel) as part of Housing Minister Ariel Sharon's
"Seven Stars Program," which was designed to connect towns in Israel with settlements in the
Occupied Territories.

The settlement plan for the Gaza Strip was somewhat ditlerent from that seen in the West
Bank, although the basic pattern of extensive land confiscation and settler penetration is the
same. In the first five years of the Israeli occupation of the Gaza Strip, only one settlement was
established. The high level of Palestinian resistance to the occupation made the area unattractive



even for the highly committed. Once the resistance had been crushed in 1971, Israel was able to
establish five additional settlements by 1978, but as in the West Bank the Jewish population
remained small during the years of the Labor-controlled government. The year 1978 represented
a turning point. The Camp David Accords resulted in the evacuation and destruction of thirteen
Israeli settlements constructed in the Northern Sinai region as a buffer zone. Once the Sinai
settlements were removed in 1982, a new strategy was developed to emphasize intensive
settlement within the Gaza Strip area, and by 1985 twelve new Israeli settlements had been
established.

At the beginning of 1992, there were approximately 247,500 Jewish Israelis living in 128
settlements in the West Bank, including 150,000 people in thirteen urban settlements around
annexed Jerusalem. An additional 3,500 Jewish Israelis were living in sixteen settlements in the
Gaza Strip.11 Residents in many of these settlements can easily commute to their jobs in
Jerusalem or Tel Aviv and still benefit from the generous housing subsidies provided to the
settlers. The settlements, which are often completely self-contained, are tremendously expensive
for Israel to establish and maintain. Many of the rural settlements are small but nonetheless
require the full component of services—roads, water, electricity, schools, health clinics, and so
forth—which increases the per capita cost. Thus, their existence strains an Israeli economy
already stretched to the limit and heavily reliant on foreign aid from the United States and
nongovernmental contributions from abroad.

The location of the West Bank settlements is also significant:

Officially, Israel claims to have placed its settlements along potential future borders in order to ensure strategic security. What
has evolved, in fact, is a system of settlements set up along three different axes. The first is a line of settlements running along
the Jordan river to separate the West Bank from Jordan. The second is a series of settlements which follow the 1948 cease-
fire line designed to isolate West Bank Palestinians from Palestinians inside Israel. The final group consists of settlements
that surround or penetrate major Palestinian population centers (i.e., Jerusalem, Nablus, Ramallah, and Khalil). The effect is
not so much to provide strategic security as to isolate Palestinians from Jordan, Israel, and each other.12

Thus, the settlements are an integral part of a plan to incorporate the West Bank and Gaza Strip
into Israel while cutting off easy contact among Palestinians and between Palestinians and other
Arabs. Palestinian resistance to these settlements is based not on a reluctance to live near Jews,
as it is often portrayed by Israel, but on the grounds that the settlements violate international law
and are another way in which Israel is attempting to deny Palestinian nationalist identity and self-
determination.

Human Rights in the West Bank and Gaza

The problem of human rights violations in the West Bank and Gaza Strip has been well
documented. The International Red Cross, Middle East Watch, the Israeli human rights group
B'Tselem, the Palestine Human Rights Information Center, and Amnesty International have
repeatedly expressed concern regarding the treatment of Palestinians by Israel, pointing to the
imprisonment of prisoners of conscience, arbitrary arrest and detention without charge or trial,
demolition of houses, and the torture of detainees as violations of fundamental rights provided
under international law. The U.S. Department of State's annual report on the human rights
practices of recipients of U.S. foreign assistance has also criticized Israel for its failure to uphold
internationally recognized standards of human rights. Among the violations of civil and human
rights mentioned by these organizations and others are:



□ shooting and beating of unarmed individuals, including targeted assassinations of "wanted"
individuals

□ confiscation of required identification cards without cause
□ expulsion from the region without specific charges
□ restrictions on residency rights for Palestinians who were not physically present in the West

Bank or Gaza Strip in June 1967
□ suppression of Palestinian culture
□ the closure of Palestinian national institutions
□ collective punishment such as curfews against entire neighborhoods, villages, or districts
□ intimidation of families of individuals in whom the authorities are interested
□ military censorship of all publications
□ confiscation of land and water resources
differential taxation policies
restrictions on economic activities

In addition, since 1967 the Israeli military commander has imposed over a thousand regulations
that affect every aspect of Palestinian life.

When Detense Minister Yitznak Rabin announced me imposition or what he called the Iron
Fist policy in August 1985, he was aptly naming a policy toward increased repression that had
begun in 1982 under Prime Minister Begin. The explicit goals of the policy were to eliminate
pro-PLO activities in the West Bank and Gaza Strip and to quash the continuing expression of
Palestinian nationalist sentiments by significant portions of the population representing a wide
range of socioeconomic groups. By definition, virtually any political or cultural activity by a
Palestinian has been considered a security threat to Israel. Thus, trade unionists, journalists,
academics, religious figures, and community leaders have all been defined as political activists
who represent a sufficient danger to the security of Israel to justify detention or even expulsion.

Palestinian National Movement

The British expulsion of Palestinian leaders from Palestine in the late 1930s and the dispersion
of the Palestinian people in 1947-1949 meant that Palestinian national organizations were
frequently created among those living outside the borders of pre-1947 Palestine. The most
important such organization was the PLO, which Israel declared an illegal organization and
banned in all areas under Israeli control. It was not until September 1993 that Israel recognized
the PLO as a legitimate political entity. Thus, the structures of Palestinian political expression, in
particular the Palestine National Council, have evolved in an entirely different setting from that
experienced by political actors within Israel. Nonetheless, there are similarities in the dynamics
within the Knesset and the PNC. First, both attempt to be representative of the populations from
which they are drawn. In Israel, this occurs through elections. Elections for the PNC were not
feasible for nearly three decades, but efforts were made to assure broad representation. The two
approaches are not equivalent, but the underlying intent is the same. Second, in both the Knesset
and the PNC a wide range of opinions is expressed. In neither legislative body is there complete
consensus on any topic; as a result, political decisions are inevitably compromises among
alternative perspectives.



Creation of the Palestine Liberation Organization

By the mid-1960s there was a growing belief among Palestinians that they would have to take
control of their own political future, as neither the international community as a whole nor the
Arab states appeared willing or able to assist Palestinian self-determination efforts. It had been
nearly two decades since the 1947 UN partition of Palestine, yet little progress had been made
toward the objective of regaining the Palestinian homeland or even toward the goals specified by
numerous UN resolutions: compensation for Palestinian property abandoned during the Palestine
War, repatriation of Palestinian refugees to their original homes, rehabilitation and resettlement
for Palestinians who did not wish to return to their homes in land now controlled by Israel, and
the establishment of permanent Israeli borders that included adjustments to allow Palestinian
villages to be rejoined with their agricultural lands. In the view of Palestinians, the United
Nations clearly could not be counted on.

Nor were the Arab states much help. The collapse of the Egyptian-Syrian union in 1961 after
less than three years and the failure of the 1963 unity talks among Egypt, Iraq, and Syria
convinced many Palestinians that the Arab states lacked the necessary sense of cohesion to aid
the Palestinian movement effectively. The Arab states had their own problems, and although
they were rhetorically supportive of the Palestinian cause, few were willing to take political risks
on behalf of the Palestinians. Some, it seemed, actually preferred the status quo. Certainly Jordan
had benefited economically by its 1950 annexation of the West Bank, an action considered
illegal by most of the international community and formally recognized only by Britain and
Pakistan. At the same time, the ultimate success in 1962 of the lengthy Algerian revolution
provided an example that suggested that armed resistance could aid in the achievement of self-
determination. Thus, Palestinians began to organize guerrilla groups to engage in military actions
against Israel. At this point, the Arab states were galvanized into action.

The idea for the Palestine Liberation Organization was proposed in January 1964 at the First
Arab Summit, organized by President Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt. The official purpose of the
organization, which was established at a meeting of over 400 Palestinians in May 1964, was to
serve as an autonomous institutional expression of Palestinian national identity and to provide a
means to achieve Palestinian self-determination. To facilitate the second purpose, the Palestine
Liberation Army (PLA) was created at the same time as the PLO, In fact, however, the PLO was
created not only to support Palestinian nationalism but primarily as a way for the Arab states to
control the nationalist guerrilla groups. Egypt wanted to assure that Palestinian military actions
did not involve Egypt in a war involuntarily; Jordan did not want to be forced to give up the
West Bank.

In the beginning, the new body was controversial within the Palestinian community. One issue
was whether it was appropriate to separate the cause of Palestinian self-determination from the
more general pan-Arab national movement. Second was the charge that the PLO was an elite
organization whose goals did not reflect the political views of the general Palestinian population.
Some people viewed its first leader, Ahmed Shuqairi (who had previously served as a
spokesperson for Palestinian affairs at the United Nations), as too much a part of the old
establishment of traditional notables to lead a liberation movement. By December 1967
dissatisfaction with Shuqairi forced his resignation, and the PLO was led for a brief period by
Acting Chairperson Yehia Hammouda. A third concern was the relationship between the PLO,
which at this point was controlled by Egypt, and more autonomous Palestinian groups such as
the Arab Higher Committee for Palestine, established in the mid-i930S, and the Palestine



National Liberation Movement (Fateh), which began in the late 1950s and was headed by Yasir
Arafat.

Despite these initial reservations, the need tor an organization such as the PLO was obvious,
and it rapidly gained a strong position in inter-Arab and international dialogues. It did not stop
the creation and growth of other Palestinian groups, however. Fateh and the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) in particular began to gain strength and recognition. The PFLP
was created after the devastating Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza during the June
1967 War and was led by George Habash. Ultimately these groups challenged the initial internal
structure of the Palestine Liberation Organization, which favored landowners and other notables,
and gained a major role in its governance.

At the fourth Palestine National Council meeting in July 1968, the leadership of the PNC was
effectively taken over by Fateh and other guerrilla groups, and seven months later, at the fifth
PNC meeting, Yasir Arafat was elected chairperson of the PLO, a position he has continued to
hold for twenty-five years.

In setting up the PLO as a nonstate national actor, Arab states were in some sense following
the example of the Zionist movement fifty years earlier, with its plethora of prestate political,
social, economic, humanitarian, and military institutions. Since the late 1960s, the PLO has
developed an elaborate bureaucratic structure with virtually all the elements of a functioning
government. This has allowed it to meet at least some of the economic and social service needs
of the scattered Palestinian people. With its observer status at the United Nations and its
membership in the Arab League, the PLO has served as the official voice of the Palestinian
people in the international arena, providing the coherent, unified policy statements lacking since
the 1930s.

Structure of the PLO

Most people associate the Palestine Liberation Organization with its military branches: the
Palestine Liberation Army and the militia forces. In fact, the military dimension is only one part
of a large organization that functions in many ways as a government-in-exile. The legislative
body of the Palestinians is the Palestine National Council, composed of representatives from
resistance organizations, unions, and popular organizations, as well as "independents" who are
not affiliated with a particular group. The PNC is the supreme authority for the PLO and is
responsible for creating general policy guidelines. Two-thirds of its members must be present for
a quorum to exist, and decisions are made on the basis of simple majority rule. The PNC has met
twenty times in the past thirty years, most recently 23-28 September 1991.

The legislative functions of the PNC are complemented by the Central Council, established in
1973, and the fifteen-member Executive Committee (Cabinet), which is elected by secret ballot
during the PNC meetings. These bodies are responsible for implementing the policy directives of
the PNC and, in the case of the Executive Committee, also handle the day-today running of the
government. Each member of the Executive Committee has a specific portfolio that corresponds
to a department of government, such as health, education, political affairs, planning, and the
Palestine National Fund. Through these departments, the Palestine Liberation Organization
provides social, economic, medical, cultural, and other services to the Palestinians living under
Israeli occupation or in exile.

There are five main political and resistance movements within the PLO: Fateh, the Popular



Front for the Liberation of Palestine, the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine
(DFLP), the Palestinian Democratic Union (Fida), and the Palestine People's party (PPP),
formerly the Palestine Communist party (see Table 2.2). Fateh was created in the late 1950s by
young Palestinian activists, including Yasir Arafat, Khalil Wazir (Abu Jihad, who was
assassinated by Israeli operatives in April 1988), and Salah Khalaf (Abu Iyad, who was
assassinated in January 1991). Since gaining a position of dominance within the PLO, Fateh has
developed a significant political component in addition to its military dimension. From its
inception, Fateh has remained independent of control by any Arab government and has
emphasized Palestinian independence ahead of other goals such as pan-Arabism or class
struggle. It is first and foremost a national liberation movement. Beyond this, it does not have a
distinctive ideology. The majority of Fateh supporters are moderates and conservatives rather
than progressives, and the group tends to align itself with the more traditional Arab states.
Historically, Fateh has had a policy of restricting the armed struggle to Israel, the West Bank,
and the Gaza Strip. Palestinians who identify with Fateh tend to support the um Oslo Accords.

The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine emerged out of the Arab National Movement
(ANM), which was established in Beirut in the early 1950s and was closely identified with
Nasserism after 1954. The PFLP was created in December 1967 by Palestinians, including
Christian
TABLE 2.2 Palestinian Resistance Organizations and Their Key Leaders

Group Leader(s)

Democratic Front for the Liberation of
Palestine (DFLP) Nayef Hawatmeh, Tayseer Khaled

Palestine National Liberation Movement
(Fateh)

Yasir Arafat, Farouq Kaddoumi, Mahmoud Abbas,
Khaled Hassan

Palestinian Democratic Union (Fida) Yasir Abed Rabbo
Palestine People's Party (PPP) Sulayman Najjab, Bashir Barghouthi

Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
(PFLP)

George Habash, Ahmad Yamani, Abu Ali Mustafa,
Muhammed Abdel Rahim Mallouh

Arab Liberation Front (ALF) Abdul Rahim Ahmad, Mahmud Ismail
Palestine Liberation Front (PLF) Mahmud Zaidan (Abu al-Abbas), Ali Ishaq

Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine-General Command (PFLP-GC) Ahmed Jabril, Talal Naji, Fadal Shrour

Popular Palestinian Struggle Front (PPSF)
Saiqa

Samir Ghosheh Muhammad Khalife, Issam Qadi,
Majed Muhsen

Islamic Resistance Movement (Hamas) Sheikh Ahmad Yassin, Abd al-Aziz Rantisi
Islamic Jihad Fathi al-Shiqaqi, Abd al-Aziz Odeh

physician George Habash, who had been involved in the ANM since its inception and shared its
pan-Arab, leftist orientation and its opposition to conservative or reactionary Arab regimes. In
the past, the PFLP argued that the Palestinian liberation would be achieved only in the context of
widespread structural change in the Arab world, although more recently it has deemphasized this
somewhat. The PFLP has consistently supported the formation of a democratic secular state in



Palestine. Its members reject the Oslo Accords and the "Gaza-Jericho" plan as delegitimizing the
basic principles of the Palestinian struggle.

The Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine was created in February 1969 when a
Jordanian, Nayef Hawatmeh, a Christian like Flabash, broke away from the PFLP. The reasons
for the split were complex, but one factor was Hawatmeh's objections to the PFLP's dramatic
military operations outside of mandatory Palestine, which the DFLP believes are "limited in
objective and negative in results."13 Like the PFLP, the DFLP is left-wing, with an emphasis on
grassroots mobilization. From

Yasir Arafat has been the PLO chairperson since 1969. The PNC elected him president of the newly declared State of Palestine in
1988.

its beginning, the DFLP advocated establishing a democratic Palestinian state in which the rights
of Arabs and Jews to express their national cultures would be respected. This differed slightly
from Fateh's early idea of a democratic secular state as it reflected an acceptance of a distinctly
Jewish national identity and led in 1974 to the PNC's advocacy of a Palestinian entity in the West
Bank and Gaza alongside the State of Israel. The DFLP split in 1990 over disagreements in
political strategy. A slim majority of DFLP supporters continues to follow Hawatmeh, who has
become increasingly critical of Arafat. Yasir Abed Rabbo, the former number-two person in the
DFLP who is closely identified with Arafat, is the leader of the breakaway group, which took the
name Palestinian Democratic Union (Fida). The DFLP is opposed to the Oslo Accords; Fida



supports the agreement.
In addition to these four resistance organizations—which with the "independent" members

formed the core of both the PNC and the PLO Executive Committee in the 1970s and 1980s—
there are several additional groups of varying strength. The most important of these, the Palestine
People's party, has had an autonomous, well-organized leadership inside the West Bank and
Gaza Strip for many years. The Communists were a key underground opposition force against
the Jordanians in the West Bank and against the Egyptians in Gaza prior to 1967, and they
played a significant role in opposing the Israeli occupation of these areas after 1967. Particularly
skilled at organizational activities, the PCP/PPP has been involved in trade unions and other
institutions for a number of years. Its strength was acknowledged when it was brought into the
PLO Executive Committee at the eighteenth PNC meeting in 1987. The PPP leadership initially
supported the Oslo Accords but split with Arafat over subsequent Israeli-PLO agreements on
their implementation.

Smaller Palestinian groups include the Syrian-controlled Vanguards of the Popular Liberation
War (Saiqa), the pan-Arab and Iraqi-affiliated Arab Liberation Front (ALF), and the tiny Libyan-
supported Popular Palestinian Struggle Front (PPSF), founded by Palestinian Bahjat Abu
Gharbiyya (who died in 1989). A fourth organization, the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine-General Command (PFLP-GC), was originally part of the PFLP but broke off in
October 1968. It is led by Palestinian (and former Syrian military officer) Ahmed Jabril.
Although the PFLP-GC is small, its involvement in numerous terrorist actions and consistent
rejectionist policies have damaged the Palestinian national movement in the eyes of many in the
West. Jabril, who is extremely hostile toward Arafat, was expelled from the PLO at the
seventeenth PNC meeting. The Palestine Liberation Front (PLF) is a small, violently anti-Israeli
group that split from the PFLP-GC.

Evolution of Palestinian Politics

For most of its history, the PLO has been a relatively unified body. There have been
differences in ideology or strategy, but until recently these did not prove internally destructive.
Over the course of the late 1960s and 1970s, the PLO was able to deal with severe difficulties in
its relationships with the governments of Lebanon, Jordan, and Syria and to evolve in its political
sophistication.

The military and political agenda of the PLO in the late 1960s rejected the Balfour Declaration
and the 1947 partition resolution; its goal was the establishment of a progressive, democratic,
secular state in all of historic Palestine. In a shift from its earlier position, the PLO indicated
Jews living in Palestine would be allowed to remain as citizens as long as they were willing to
live in a pluralist, nonsectarian society. This idea was formally accepted by the 1971 PNC
meeting. But the focus on guerrilla activities as "the nucleus of the Palestinian popular war"
remained in place. By the early 1970s there were two competing tendencies among Palestinian
groups. Possibly inspired by the decision of the Islamic Conference to admit a PLO
representative in September 1969 and the UN General Assembly's December 1969 resolution
affirming "the inalienable rights of the people of Palestine," the mainstream groups, including
Fateh, began to place a greater stress on political activities than they had immediately after the
June 1967 War. This new focus was rewarded as the international community responded with
recognition of and support for Palestinian self-determination. The states of the Non-Aligned



Movement were particularly vocal in their acknowledgment of the inalienable rights of the
Palestinians and in their willingness to recognize the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian
people.

The PFLP and other members of what was called the Rejection Front disagreed with this
diplomatic strategy and instead tried to gain attention for the Palestinian cause through a series of
dramatic hijackings and bomb attacks, including the plane hijackings in September 1970 that
triggered the Jordanian-Palestinian War and eventually led to the expulsion of the Palestinian
fighters from Lebanon. One result of the war was the creation of the short-lived Black September
Organization, which, like the PFLP, undertook military actions outside the boundaries of the
Mandate of Palestine. Best known of these was the kidnapping of a group of Israeli athletes at
the 1972 Munich Olympics. The operation, which was widely condemned internationally, ended
in the deaths of eleven Israelis and five Palestinians and brought Israeli reprisal raids against
Syria and Lebanon that killed several hundred people, mostly civilians.

The year 1974 was particularly significant for the Palestinian national movement. Virtually all
African states had broken diplomatic relations with Israel after the October 1973 War in
solidarity with Egypt, whose territory remained occupied by Israel. Although their support did
not provide many tangible benefits for the PLO, it was an important morale boost. In February,
Fateh, Saiqa, and the DFLP approved a working document that called for the establishment of a
Palestinian "national authority" in any part of the British Mandate of Palestine evacuated by
Israel. This "ministate" idea, which was accepted as the provisional political program by the
PNC at the Cairo meeting in June, represented the beginning of a new approach to the
achievement of Palestinian national autonomy that eventually developed into the current two-
state model. A few months later, at the Arab League's Rabat summit conference in October, the
Arab states acknowledged the PLO to be the "sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people," giving it additional credibility in the international arena. The UN General Assembly
also invited the PLO to participate in the Question of Palestine debate held in November, the first
such discussions by the UN since 1952. As part of the deliberations, Arafat spoke to the UN
delegates for nearly two hours, ending his speech with the now famous words: "Today I have
come bearing an olive branch and a freedom fighter's gun. Do not let the olive branch fall from
my hand." Two weeks later, the United Nations granted the PLO observer status.

While these developments were occurring in the Palestinian diaspora community, significant
political changes were taking place within the West Bank and Gaza Strip, spurred on by Israeli
actions. In the years immediately following the Israeli occupation of the West Bank, there was an
effort by Israel to discredit and silence the traditional, generally pro-Jordanian, political elites.
These notables made several moves to develop a consultative relationship with Israel during
1967 and 1968 but were repeatedly ignored or rebuffed. Israel's strategy backfired, however. It
meant that the majority of West Bank Palestinians, who were already dissatisfied with Jordanian-
Palestinian relations and who felt that the traditional leaders were more interested in protecting
their own economic and political position than in enhancing the welfare of the Palestinian
community, increasingly turned to indigenous, nationalist leaders to represent their interests.
These new leaders generally identified with and were supported by the PLO. Although the PLO
was illegal according to Israeli law, it worked through local institutions and came to serve as the
principal expression of Palestinian nationalism. In particular, the PLO-affiliated Palestinian
National Front (PNF), which was established in 1973, was able to provide and allocate material
and political resources in the West Bank (and Gaza), just as the traditional leaders had done in
the past. It was also responsible for the coordination of local political activities.



The only exceptions to Israel's elimination of a formal political role for the traditional elites
were the city and village mayors, who were left in place and who maintained routine
administrative responsibility for the West Bank. By 1975 there was widespread sentiment within
the Israeli government that continued control of the West Bank required the tacit cooperation of
the local population. As part of this new approach, municipal elections were held in the West
Bank on 12 April 1976, resulting in widespread victories for PNF-backed nationalist and leftist
candidates. After Likud came to power in 1977, Israel moved against these elected mayors and
municipal councils. Two of the mayors were deported in April 1980, assassination attempts were
made against three other mayors in May and June, and still other elected officials were jailed or
dismissed. Soon, virtually none of the elected municipal officials remained in office. Israel also
forced the PNF to dissolve in October 1978. Its functions were quickly taken over by the newly
created National Guidance Committee (NGC), composed of West Bank mayors, professional and
union leaders, and other political and community figures.

In the Gaza Strip, Palestinian political evolution was somewhat different. Immediately after
the Israeli occupation in 1967, a strong guerrilla movement developed that prevented Israel from
establishing a significant presence in the region. In January 1971 the commander-in-chief of the
(Israeli) Southern Command, Ariel Sharon, instituted a systematic "pacification" campaign
against the Gazan population through widespread curfews, massive repression, expulsions, and
arrests. When these measures failed to crush the resistance, Sharon bulldozed parts of the Gazan
refugee camps, leaving residents homeless and making it easier for Israeli troops to maneuver.
By the end of 1971, Sharon had succeeded in temporarily destroying the guerrilla movement, and
for the next ten years political control in Gaza reverted to the traditional elites such as Gaza City
mayor Rashad Shawa.

In the fall of 1981, the Likud government created the Civil Administration for the Occupied
Territories, headed by Menachem Milson. This freed the military from the need to provide
municipal services and served as a first step toward the economic and later political integration
of the West Bank and Gaza Strip into Israel. During the next year, Israel dissolved additional
elected municipal councils and in their places set up Village Leagues whose Arab membership
was appointed by Israel. March, April, and May 1982 were months of major unrest in the
Occupied Territories; there were also demonstrations of solidarity by Palestinians living within
pre-1967 Israel. Israel responded to these disturbances by forcing the National Guidance
Committee to disband.

At this point, popular committees—agricultural, health, women's—began to emerge in the
towns and refugee camps to address the service needs of the Palestinian communities. These
local institutions, identified with various factions of the PLO, were an important aspect of the
continuing development of Palestinian nationalism and political expertise in the Occupied
Territories and paved the way for the establishment of the Unified National Leadership of the
Uprising (UNL) after the beginning of the intifada.

Meanwhile, despite the diplomatic successes of the first half of the 1970s, the Palestinian
national movement outside the Occupied Territories hit a plateau, and momentum toward
international support for self determination slowed. The Palestinian policy shifts in 1974 had
gained little attention in the United States or in Israel, leading some Palestinians to question the
wisdom of the compromises made. Nonetheless, the March 1977 PNC meeting repeated the call
for the establishment of an "independent national state" in any part of Palestine. Significantly,
the proposal did not specify the extent of the state, an omission widely interpreted as a further
step toward a two-state strategy. At the time, there were hopes that the new U.S. president,



Jimmy Carter, would be more sympathetic to Palestinian interests than Presidents Richard Nixon
and Gerald Ford had been.

The end of the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s were difficult years tor the PLO. The PLO
used every opportunity available to reiterate its willingness to negotiate with Israel and its desire
to establish an independent state in whatever part of Palestine from which Israel would
withdraw. There were some diplomatic successes, particularly with the European Community
(EC), Japan, and India. However, the signing of the Camp David Accords by Egypt, Israel, and
the United States in 1978 put the PLO on the defensive internationally. Sadat's unilateral actions,
and in particular his attempt to speak on behalf of the Palestinians, made it far more difficult for
the PLO to pursue its goal of peace negotiations with Israel. Instead, the PLO was asked to
explain its rejection of the limited autonomy formula worked out by the three parties, even
though the majority of the international community by this point accepted the idea that the PLO
was the only group with the right to speak officially for the Palestinian people.

In 1983 the PLO experienced a major, although temporary, split as a result of the 1982 War in
Lebanon and Arafat's decision to pursue a strategy of international diplomacy on behalf of
Palestinian self-determination. The constituent groups within the PLO divided into three distinct
factions. The first was composed of Fateh members as well as independents who supported the
thrust of Arafat's political and diplomatic agenda. In opposition to Arafat were members of the
pro-Syrian National Salvation Alliance, a small group composed of Saiqa, the PFLP-GC, and the
PPSF. In the middle was the Democratic Alliance, which included the PFLP, the DFLP, the PCP,
and the PLF. The Democratic Alliance was in general supportive of Arafat but had reservations
about the political line he had been following. In particular, they objected to Arafat's appearing
to give Jordan's King Hussein the implicit right to negotiate on behalf of the PLO, felt Arafat had
been acting too much on his own without consultation with members of the PNC, and disagreed
with Arafat's decision to form closer ties with Hussein and with Hosni Mubarek of Egypt.

As a result of this split, the seventeenth PNC meeting, which was held in Amman, Jordan, in
November 1984, was boycotted by members of the National Salvation and Democratic alliances
and had difficulty obtaining the necessary quorum to conduct business. Consistent with the more
accommodationist approach of the sixteenth PNC meeting, held in February 1983, this session
passed a number of moderate resolutions and agreed to work with Israeli-Jewish groups—even if
Zionist—that supported the Palestinian cause. In February 1985, Arafat signed an accord with
King Hussein that established the basis for a Jordanian-Palestinian confederation. In direct
response to this action, the PFLP joined the National Salvation Alliance the following month to
form the Palestine National Salvation Front, which opposed the Jordanian-Palestinian accord By
February 1986 Hussein had abrogated the agreement, which paved the way for the
reestablishment of unity at the next PNC meeting, in Algiers in April 1987. Only the PFLP-GC,
Saiqa, and some fringe factions remained outside the PLO umbrella, and the Palestine National
Salvation Front collapsed. During this session, the PNC reasserted the commitment of the PLO
to an independent Palestinian state (implicitly in the West Bank and Gaza Strip rather than in all
of historic Palestine), declared the Jordanian-Palestinian accords null and void, called for an
international peace conference, and focused on a strategy of operations in the Occupied
Territories.

The nineteenth PNC meeting was held in Algiers in November 1988, nearly one year after the
beginning of the intifada. At this meeting, the PNC unanimously declared the independence of
the State of Palestine on the basis of UN Resolution 181, the 1947 resolution that called for the
partition of Palestine into Jewish and Arab states. At the same time, the PNC adopted a political



platform that made significant concessions to Israel. Among the specific points of the political
program were the following:

□ The PLO is committed to pursuing a peaceful solution to the conflict with Israel on the basis
of United Nations Resolutions 242 and 338 and in accordance with other relevant UN
resolutions on the Question of Palestine.

□ The PLO is willing to negotiate directly with Israel in the context of an "international peace
conference ... under the auspices of the United Nations and with the participation of the
permanent members of the Security Council and all parties to the conflict in the region."
Any negotiations must be held on the basis of Israel's acceptance that Palestinians have
political and national rights, including the right to self-determination, and are not to be
treated as refugees only.

□ The PLO retains the right to resist Israeli occupation inside occupied territories, but it rejects
all forms of terrorism "in accordance with United Nations resolutions." These resolutions on
terrorism have upheld the right of liberation movements to resist occupiers.

□ The PLO believes that "the future relationship between the two states of Palestine and
Jordan should be on a confederal basis as a result of the free and voluntary choice of the two
fraternal peoples."14

These statements effectively superseded the controversial 1965 National Charter, which called
for the abolition of the Zionist state of Israel. Although the vast majority of representatives to the
PNC supported the Algiers Declaration (the vote was 253 in favor, 46 against, with 10
abstentions), the PFLP expressed skepticism that the PLO would be rewarded in the international
community for its gestures of peace.

The same range of political perspectives reflected in the membership of the PNC is present in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip as well. The Unified National Leadership, established in the early
days of the intifada, included representatives of each of the major political groups and had
substantial, if not universal, support among the Palestinian people. The UNL expressed itself
through "communiqués" that activists secretly printed and distributed throughout the Occupied
Territories. The first communiqué appeared in January 1988; throughout the intifada they were
issued on average every two weeks. Each provided a schedule of resistance activities for the
coming days and often reflected on recent events, gave encouragement and praise to groups or
villages experiencing particular difficulties, warned collaborators not to work against the
intifada, and presented the evolving political program of the UNL.

In recent years, the secular, pro-PLO groups have had to compete for the support of the
Palestinian population with the Islamic Resistance Movement (Hamas) and, to a lesser extent,
the Islamic Jihad. Unlike the PLO, whose power base is outside the Occupied Territories, both
Hamas and Islamic Jihad were created by Palestinians living under occupation; thus, these
organizations derive their legitimacy from inside the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Until the late
1980s

the most important Islamic movement in the occupied territories, the Muslim Brotherhood, had shied away from active
resistance against the Israeli occupation, a decision that stood in the way of its full development as a popular force. This
situation was suddenly to change with the [intifada], which led the Muslim Brotherhood to play an active role in the
resistance for the first time. ... It was thus that the Islamic movement, after many years in existence, was able to emerge as the
first true challenge ever posed in the occupied territories to the dominant nationalist trend.15

The small Islamic Jihad movement stresses the religious importance of Palestine for all Muslims



and calls for the overthrow of most of the Arab governments because they have turned away
from Islam. Islamic Jihad is not averse to using violence against Israelis and has been actively
working against the Oslo Accords. The broader-based Hamas, which Israel declared illegal in
September 1989, was established by Sheikh Ahmad Yassin, the leader of the Muslim
Brotherhood in Gaza, and others immediately after the outbreak of the intifada. Hamas is highly
influential in Gaza and has challenged the PLO's dominance in the conservative city of Hebron
and other parts of the West Bank. Like Islamic Jihad, Hamas opposed the PNC's 1988 Algiers
Declaration that recognized Israel within its pre-1967 borders and disagrees strongly with the
terms of the 1993 Oslo Accords.

When the intifada first began, there was a great deal of discussion in the United States about
how the local Palestinian leadership had replaced the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian
people. The reality is more complex. It is unquestionably true that the intifada continued the
transformation of old social, economic, and political structures of Palestinian society by
contributing to the erosion of the authority of the traditional leader ship—the old landowners,
notables, and other elites—that began in the mid-1970s and accelerated with the creation of
popular committees after 1982. The popular committees, which were responsible for
underground education, garbage collection, policing the streets, the coordination of food
distribution during curfews and sieges, and everything in between, required a high level of
popular mobilization. Entire sectors of society that had not been politically involved in the past,
most notably women, were brought into the process. These popular committees took on
additional importance after King Hussein's announcement on 31 July 1988 that Jordan was
disenegaging legally and administrative!ν from the West Bank.

These indigenous organizations did not replace the PLO, however; instead, except for Hamas
and Islamic Jihad, they served as the internal manifestation of the PLO during the years that the
PLO was a banned, illegal organization. They were expressions of Palestinian nationalism on the
ground, whereas the PLO was the external, public symbol and the internationally recognized
voice of the Palestinian people. Particularly in the early years of the intifada, there was constant
interaction between these two dimensions of the Palestinian national movement, with each
deferring to the other in certain situations.

After the Gulf War, this pattern of mutual support began to break down. During the nearly
three years between the Gulf War and the Oslo Accords, there was growing dissatisfaction with
PLO chairperson Yasir Arafat among some Palestinians in the Occupied Territories and the
diaspora. At the same time, there was no consensus on an alternative to Arafat, and Palestinians
emphatically rejected efforts by U.S. officials and others to promote a substitute for the PLO.
Many Palestinians called for increased democratization within the PLO, greater equality between
Palestinians inside and outside the Occupied Territories, increased PLO acknowledgment of the
indigenous political leadership, and possibly even formal elections to pick the delegates to the
PNC. Others argued that elections, whether for local offices or for the PNC, would be artificial as
long as there was no independent Palestinian state because diaspora Palestinians would be unable
to participate.

Not always articulated but on everyone's mind was the question of the relative political
strength of the nationalist perspectives versus the Islamic fundamentalists. These concerns
gained a new urgency in April 1992 when a sandstorm forced Arafat's plane to land in the
Libyan desert. For eighteen hours it appeared likely that the PLO leader had died in the crash,
which led to widespread speculation about a possible transition of power. Arafat survived, but
the leadership issue became pressing again later that spring with reports that he had undergone



serious brain surgery. By 1993, disagreements over the direction of the peace talks and internal
political issues threatened the cohesion of the Palestinian national movement. These issues
remain unresolved in the post-Oslo period.

From this discussion, it should be clear that the Palestinians, like the Israelis, are not a
monolithic bloc. A range of constantly evolving political positions are represented in the PLO
and in the organizations of the Occupied Territories. For convenience, scholars may ignore this
diversity, referring to the position of the PLO or the position of Israel. What is generally meant
in such cases is the official position of the government, that is, the view of the elites who are
politically dominant at that time. But it is important to keep in mind that the seemingly unified
position implied by such language may not reflect the actual views of all, or even a majority, of
the people represented by the government.

The "Intifada"

The Palestinian uprising began in December 1987. The trigger incident occurred on 8
December, when an Israeli army tank transporter collided with a line of cars filled with
Palestinian workers waiting at the military checkpoint at the north end of the Gaza Strip. Four
workers were killed and seven others seriously injured. Rumors spread that the accident was a
deliberate act in retaliation for the killing in Gaza of an Israeli salesperson two days earlier. That
night, the funerals for three of the workers turned into a massive demonstration; protests and
demonstrations continued the following day and a young Gazan man was shot. The Palestinian
intifada had begun. The deaths of the four workers was the precipitant cause, but the conditions
under which Palestinians had lived for more than forty years formed the underlying or long-term
cause. This, along with a feeling among Palestinians that external actors—the United Nations,
the United States, and the Arab League (which had met in November 1987 and had virtually
ignored the Palestinian issue)—could not be counted on to create a political solution, led to the
explosion.

The intifada caught the Israelis unaware, and it took some time for the government to
formulate a response to it. The massive size of the demonstrations in the early days of the
intifada, its rapid spread from Gaza to East Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank, the
discipline shown by the demonstrators, the use of nonviolent actions such as tax resistance and
commercial strikes, the rapid formation of an indigenous Unified National leadership to
coordinate the intifada activities, and the breadth of involvement by Palestinians were all
unexpected. Initially, the Israelis described the intifada as just a peak in the normal cycle of
violence and considered it sufficiently minor that Israeli Defense Minister Rabin traveled to the
United States three days after it began.

During the first several weeks of the intifada, the IDF had no specific instructions other than
to "put down the disturbances," and there seemed to be complete confidence that Israel would be
able to control the situation. This the military attempted to do through the use of massive
quantities of tear gas and by shooting into crowds of unarmed demonstrators. The protesters
were described as "hooligans and criminals" and Yitzhak Shamir claimed in an Israeli Cabinet
meeting on 13 December that "most of the Arab population ... is anxious to see public order
preserved, but they are intimidated and terrorized by a tiny minority."16 Although a few scholars
and commentators argued the disturbances appeared to be "the first signs of an uprising by the



population," this idea was quickly dismissed.
After two weeks, there was a temporary lull in the protests, giving the Israelis reason to think

the uprising had been successfully suppressed. It quickly became clear this was not the case.
Soon Israel took more draconian measures to attempt to control the situation, such as cutting off
water, electricity, and phone lines to some of the refugee camps in Gaza; banning all
international phone calls not cleared through the military; establishing curfews and other
collective punishment against entire villages; and expelling perceived Palestinian leaders. In an
effort to reduce the large number of shooting deaths, the IDF implemented a policy of beating
demonstrators with the intention of breaking bones. This new approach was loudly condemned
by the international community, and soon soldiers reverted to the more frequent use of live
ammunition, supplemented by deadly plastic and rubber bullets.

After the 1988 meeting of the Palestine National Council and the declaration of the State of
Palestine, the intifada moved into a new phase, characterized by increased efforts at suppression
by Israeli military forces and a steady, moderate level of resistance activity by Palestinians. The
massive street demonstrations and other public displays of protest that typified the early months
declined in frequency; however, moves toward political and economic disengagement from
Israel, such as the boycott of Israeli products, the refusal to pay Israeli taxes (most notably by the
entire West Bank village of Beit Sahour), and the development of local industries continued, as
did the construction of national Palestinian institutions to replace the ties to Israel.

This demonstration in November 1989 against the Israeli occupation was held in the predominantly Christian West Bank village
of Beit Sahour. Beit Sahour gained international attention for its nonviolent tax resistance activities during the intifada.

When Moshe Arens took over as Israeli Defense Minister in June 1990, he modified
significantly the Israeli approach to the uprising so that it was less confrontational on a day-to-
day basis. In contrast to the first years of the intifada, primary and secondary schools were
allowed to remain open, and by the middle of 1992, Israel had lifted the closure orders for all the
Palestinian colleges and universities, permitting them to function legally for the first time since
early in 1988. Other charitable, educational, and labor organizations also resumed operation
when their closure orders expired. There was a decrease in the visible Israeli military presence
among the general Palestinian population and in random killings by Israeli security forces, such



as those that had been occurring when troops used gunfire to break up a demonstration.
The clash on al-Haram al-Sharif, or Temple Mount, that resulted in the deaths of seventeen

Palestinians on 8 October 1990 was a major exception to the overall decline in violence.17 The
European Parliament and the United Nations condemned the actions of the Israeli forces, but
there was no change in the rules regarding the soldiers' use of deadly force. To the contrary since
the beginning of the intifada, there has been a steady expansion in the circumstances under
which regulations permit Israeli troops to use live ammunition against Palestinians. Soldiers may
fire on unarmed Palestinians if they are masked, manning barricades, fleeing arrest, throwing
stones, wanted by the authorities, fail to obey an order to stop, or appear to pose a threat to
soldiers. Regulations permit soldiers to shoot on sight any armed Palestinian whether or not the
person poses an immediate threat to life. In addition, Israeli settlers may open fire to protect their
property.

At the same time, under Arens the security forces initiated new undercover operations against
Palestinians and increased targeted ambushes and summary executions of identified Palestinian
activists.18 Prison sentences for Palestinian activists became longer and the treatment of
Palestinian stone-throwers became harsher. In September 1992, Israel began using antitank
missile fire to demolish Palestinian neighborhoods where the military suspected wanted persons
of hiding. The deportation of Palestinians, which Israel had halted in 1989 because of
international pressure, began again, most dramatically with the expulsion of over 400 alleged
Hamas supporters into Lebanon in December 1992. In response to demands from increasingly
militant and vocal Jewish settlers, there was also an increase in the frequency of roadblocks and
random security checks of Palestinians throughout the Occupied Territories.

Analysts debate the economic impact of the intifada on Palestinians and Israelis, but two
points seem clear. First, an initial drop in tourism, the decline in productivity in sectors relying
on Palestinian labor, the Palestinian boycott of Israeli products, a decrease in Israeli revenues
from taxes and fees collected from Palestinians, and the cost of controlling the intifada all
damaged the Israeli economy, particularly in the first years of the uprising. Eventually, however,
the economy reached a new equilibrium and began to recover. The harm to the Palestinian
economy appears to be deeper. The decline in tourism affected Palestinians as well, frequent
strikes and curfews meant lost income, and many wage earners spent significant time in jail.
Furthermore, it became more difficult to bring funds into the West Bank and Gaza Strip from
other Arab states or Europe than it was prior to the intifada. In 1991, changes in the tax structure
imposed on the Occupied Territories reduced the financial burden on Palestinians somewhat but
did not have a significant impact on the majority of people whose income was too low to be
affected. There was also a loosening of restrictions on economic activities in the Occupied
Territories to allow more business opportunities and to encourage investment and industrial
development.

The human costs of the uprising have been severe. After six and a half years, more than 1,380
Palestinians had died as a result of direct actions by Israeli occupation forces: gunfire, beatings,
stoning, tear gas inhalation, and other causes. Of these, nearly 25 percent were children sixteen
years or younger; many were not yet in their teens. Although the majority of Palestinian deaths
occurred at the hands of Israeli security forces, Israeli settlers, civilians, or collaborators were
responsible for more than 120 deaths. Palestinians killed nearly 200 Israeli soldiers, civilians,
and foreign tourists during this period as well as an estimated 500 Palestinians accused of
collaborating with the Israeli occupation authorities.19

In an effort to undercut the leadership of the uprising, by the end of 1993 Israel had placed



over 18,100 Palestinians under administrative detention for varying lengths of time from six
months to several years, held more than 100,000 others on a variety of security charges such as
distributing pro-PLO literature or belonging to an illegal organization, and expelled 70 people for
secret "security" reasons (in addition to the one-year expulsion of the 400 alleged Hamas
supporters). The military demolished over 500 homes and partially or totally sealed at least 395
others for "security" reasons; military forces destroyed an additional 1,442 buildings, mostly
homes, for failure to be licensed.20

As the intifada stretched on, many Palestinians expressed frustration that an end to the Israeli
occupation remained seemingly remote. Some sectors of the population argued for an escalation
and broadening of the use of violence against Israelis living inside the Green Line and Israeli
settlers in the Occupied Territories. The UNL opposed this strategy in its leaflets and, until the
beginning of the fifth year of the uprising, was able to keep the intifada primarily nonviolent.
Nevertheless, unsanctioned force by Palestinians—against other Palestinians as well as Israelis—
escalated in the 1990s, and by the middle of 1992 there was a noticeable increase in the use of
guns and explosives that continued in 1993 and 1994. Analysts frequently explained these acts of
violence as a result of the deportations and repeated mass arrests that placed virtually all top and
midlevel Palestinian leaders under detention and left strategy decisions to a younger, less well
educated, less experienced, and less restrained group of political activists. Many Palestinians
expressed apprehension that the stress of the continuing Israeli occupation had led the intifada to
turn inward against itself, engaging in internal fighting and failing to maintain cohesiveness and
discipline.

The endurance of the intifada caused Israelis from all political perspectives to question the
policies of their government, although their conclusions on how Israel should change its
approach differed radically. Some Israelis and Palestinians believe the intifada has collapsed in
the post-Gulf War period. Others maintain the uprising is in a transition phase, the next stage of
which will be determined by the outcome of negotiations following the Oslo Accords and the
Cairo Agreement.

Conclusion

In a review of the interaction of Israel and the Palestinian people after 1948, several themes
stand out. First is the continuing importance of nationalist identity and the search for self-
determination on the part of Palestinians and Jewish Israelis. The creation of the State of Israel
provided for this nationalist expression by one group of people. Palestinians were denied this
basic form of political expression, although the same UN resolution that called for the
establishment of a Jewish state also provided for a Palestinian state. This problem was further
exacerbated with the 1967 Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, among other
territories, which has led to the continuing denial of the right of self-determination for the
Palestinian people. The occupation also raised crucial issues for Israel, which had to decide how
it would relate toward the Palestinians in those occupied lands. Thus, the problems raised in the
first half of the twentieth century by competing nationalist claims over the Mandate of Palestine
were not resolved in the second half of the century; they merely took different forms.

Finally, this chapter has described the viewpoints of various Israeli and Palestinian factions to
stress that neither Israel nor the Palestinian nation is a unitary entity with a single, clear-cut, and



agreed-upon national interest. Instead, there is a wide range of opinion about how best to deal
with the ongoing conflict and the extent to which accommodation or aggression is appropriate.
The interests of competing groups within these nations will have to be taken into account in
formulating a proposal for conflict resolution that will be accepted internally. At the same time, it
is important to recognize the tremendous impact the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has had on the
political dynamics of the region and the international system. Chapter Three examines four Arab-
Israeli wars, considers involvement of other state and nonstate actors—the superpowers, the
United Nations, and the European countries—in this issue and explores briefly some related
concerns of the international community.



Three 
The Crowded Stage: International Dimensions

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict does not exist in a vacuum. Both the regional and the global
communities influence and have been influenced by the debate over the control of Palestine. This
chapter discusses the numerous conflicts between Israel and the Arab states in the region,
beginning with a brief consideration of the different types of crises that frequently precede
international wars. The 1956 Suez War, the June 1967 War that led to the Israeli occupation of
additional Arab lands, the effort of Egypt and Syria to regain control of those territories through
the October 1973 War, and the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon all illustrate the
internationalization of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

Additional examples of Arab involvement include the initial creation of the Palestine
Liberation Organization by Egypt and other members of the League of Arab States, the League's
support for the PLO as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people (both
discussed in the previous chapter), and the 1973 oil price increase and embargo against the
United Sta tes that resulted from the decision by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC) and the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC) to
link economic and political issues. Finally, although Iraq's 1990 invasion of Kuwait and the
subsequent international war against Iraq was not directly related to the conflict over Palestine,
the episode had wide-ranging implications for Israeli-Palestinian relations and is therefore
considered here.

Chapter Three then turns to a discussion of the variety of global interests that may encourage,
constrain, or otherwise affect the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the future. In this
chapter the United States, the former Soviet Union, the United Nations, and other actors are
generally discussed as though they are unitary actors. It is important to keep in mind, however,
that this is a form of intellectual shorthand; as is true of the Israeli state and the Palestinian
national movement, each of these international actors actually includes a wide variety of political
perspectives.

In the post-World War II period, the United States has defined its national interests in the
Middle East as maintaining secure, internationally recognized boundaries; protecting Western
access to petroleum resources; and minimizing Soviet influence. Furthermore, in the past twenty-
five years, U.S. support for Israel, as expressed through economic and military assistance and in
the diplomatic arena, has become increasingly unqualified (with the exception of President
George Bush's last two years in office). On several occasions, the United States has intervened in
the region in an effort to direct affairs more to its liking, rather as the British tried to do while
Palestine was under British mandatory control.

For four decades, the interests of the Soviet Union in many ways paralleled those of the
United States. The Soviet Union wanted to decrease U.S. and Western European involvement in
the region and desired a role in decisionmaking regarding the Middle East. Soviet interests also
included support for nationalist or revolutionary movements, particularly but not exclusively
those influenced by socialist ideas. Since the breakup of the Soviet Union, Russia and the Soviet
successor states have been preoccupied with their own internal difficulties; Russia did, however,
cosponsor with the United States the 1991 Madrid peace conference and subsequent Arab-Israeli



negotiations.
Like the United States and the Soviet Union, the United Nations has been consistently

concerned about maintaining stability in the region. In addition, it has been a strong advocate for
Palestinian self-determination and has frequently—too often, according to some—criticized
Israeli violations of Palestinian human rights. The European Community's role in the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict was minor during most of the post-World War II period. Europe took center
stage in 1993, however, when it was revealed that months of secret Israeli-Palestinian
negotiations in Oslo, Norway, had led to the 13 September Israeli-PLO agreement. Related
issues facing the international community in the 1990s include concerns about political terrorism
and increasing militarization throughout the Middle East.

Regional Conflicts

Israel has been involved in six major international wars since its declaration of independence.
Whether as the initiator or as a defender, Israel has never lost a war, although the 1973 and 1982
conflicts should probably be judged as draws. Israel gained substantial territory as a result of two
of these wars, but this has exacerbated rather than improved its security problem and increased
regional hostility toward the state. Most significantly, none of the wars settled the basic conflict
between Zionists and Palestinians.



War—the sustained, organized conduct of armed hostilities between states or nonstate national
actors—involves enormous human, political, and economic costs for both victors and losers.
Nonetheless, prior to this century war was generally considered an acceptable, possibly even
desirable, and at any rate inevitable method of settling disputes. The view that war is an optimal
approach to problem solving no longer has much support. In addition, a number of factors, such
as the increased destructive capability of war, might be expected to decrease its appeal and
utility. Still, in the twentieth century the frequency of war, whether civil or international, has not
decreased as these changes in attitude and objective utility might suggest. But one shift has
occurred: In the second half of the century wars tend to be fought in the Third World rather than
between or within Western industrialized states. Furthermore, modern wars frequently begin
without a formal declaration of hostility and end with an armistice agreement that falls short of
being a peace treaty between the adversarial parties.

International relations scholars spend a tremendous amount of effort trying to identify the
causes of war and violent conflict short of war. Theories include individual-level psychological
arguments (instinctual aggression, relative deprivation, the role of misperception), state-level
analyses (nationalism, separatism and irredentism, form of government, economic imperialism),
arid systemic approaches focusing on the structure of the international system or the possibility
of long-term cycles of war and peace.1 At present, there is no consensus that all wars can be
explained by any single cause, or even by a consistent and predictable combination of factors.
What is clear is that in spite of the costs and risks involved, the leaders of states and nonstate



national entities continue to believe that under certain circumstances war is worthwhile or
unavoidable.

Crisis as a Precursor of War

One of the most challenging issues facing scholars of international conflict is to understand the
conditions under which a crisis situation leads to war or, alternatively, allows a crisis to be
resolved short of war. In his 1981 book, Between Peace and War, Richard Ned Lebow analyzes
three types of acute international crises that frequently, although not inevitably, result in war.
The first type of crisis occurs when the initiator is engaged in brinkmanship behavior.
Brinkmanship is similar to the game of "chicken," in which the drivers of two cars head straight
toward one another at a high speed, each trying to force the other to swerve first. A brinkmanship
crisis occurs when there is an effort to challenge an important but potentially vulnerable
commitment of an adversary, hoping the adversary will back down. If the adversary does retreat
from the commitment, the initiator of the crisis will have gained a significant economic,
strategic, psychological, or territorial reward. If the adversary does not back down, war is likely
to occur. In a variation of brinkmanship, the real objective of the initiator may be to force the
adversary to make concessions unrelated to the original challenge, or to humiliate the adversary
by making it appear weak.

The outcome of this type of crisis will depend on whether the adversary is prepared to go to
war in order to defend its commitments. Historically, initiators have not been particularly skilled
at identifying situations in which they can successfully challenge an adversary. Wishful thinking
or domestic policy needs often create situations in which initiators perceive that a vulnerable
commitment exists, even when the adversary has made it clear that the commitment will be
defended if necessary. Once an actor has initiated a brinkmanship crisis, however, it is difficult
for that actor to retreat from the challenge it has presented to the adversary. As a result, the
initiator of the crisis may find itself in an unplanned, unintended, and undesired war.

Spinoff crises are secondary confrontations that result from an actor's involvement in or
preparation for a primary conflict but are not desired by either the initiator or the third party For
example, a spinoff crisis might result from geographic proximity of the third party to the primary
conflict, after a shift in the domestic power structure of the initiator in favor of the military, or as
a result of public attitudes within the initiating actor. Although both the initiator and the third
party in a spinoff crisis prefer that the crisis be resolved by diplomacy if possible, the leaders are
prepared to escalate the crisis or even to go to war if necessary to protect perceived political or
security interests. Despite mutual efforts to find a peaceful solution to such secondary crises, in
each of the cases Lebow examined the ultimate outcome was war.

Finally, some crises arise as the result of a deliberate choice to go to war on the part of leaders
of the initiating actor. In this case, "the leaders of the initiating nation make a decision for war
before the crisis commences. The purpose of the crisis is not to force an accommodation but to
provide a casus belli.... Initiators of such crises invariably attempt to make their adversary appear
responsible for the war. By doing so they attempt to mobilize support for themselves, both at
home and abroad and to undercut support for their adversary."2 This type of crisis, which Lebow
calls a justification of hostility, is different from brinkmanship and spinoff crises in that there is
no interest on the part of the initiator in avoiding war. Thus, accommodation efforts by the other
party will not be successful in preventing a war from occurring.



Not all wars result from one of these three types of crisis. For example, prior to the 1956 Suez
War there was no effort by Israel to create a single international incident that would provide an
internationally acceptable excuse for the Israeli attack on Egypt, nor was Israel engaged in
brinkmanship. The period prior to the October 1973 War also does not fit neatly into any of
Lebow's categories of acute crisis, although a high level of tension was certainly present. On the
other hand, the June 1967 War illustrates elements of two of Lebow's crisis types on the part of
the protagonists. The prewar maneuvers of Egypt are an example of brinkmanship behavior,
whereas a justification of hostility approach was taken by the Israelis. The onset of the 1982 War
in Lebanon also illustrates a justification of hostility strategy by Israel.

The 1956 Suez War

The events that led to the 1956 Suez War (also referred to as the Sinai War or the Suez Crisis)
are complicated and will only be summarized briefly here. Since the 1800s Egypt had been under
the colonial control of Great Britain. Consistent with the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, Britain
relaxed its control to some extent but reserved the right to intervene in Egyptian affairs in several
critical areas, including the maintenance of troops in the Suez Canal region and in Cairo during
World War II. (Britain's position was similar to the status of the United States in Panama since
the 1978 Panama Canal Treaty.) In 1952, the British-supported monarchy was overthrown by a
group of military personnel known as the Free Officers. Shortly thereafter, negotiations were
initiated that eventually resulted in a British agreement to withdraw their troops from the canal
region by July 1956.

The Egyptian president, Gamal Abdul Nasser, was a strong advocate of foreign policy
neutralism and was critical of the newly formed Baghdad Pact involving Great Britain, Iran, Iraq,
Pakistan, and Turkey Nasser also felt threatened by Israel, particularly after the Israeli raid on
Gaza on 28 February 1955, and concluded Egypt needed improved weapons to deal with these
challenges. Nasser first turned to Britain, France, and the United States. Each country declined
his request for advanced military equipment, pointing to the 1950 Tripartite Declaration that
specified none of them would supply any Middle Eastern country with weapons of a higher level
of sophistication than were already present in the region. In April 1955, Nasser attended the
Bandung Conference of nonaligned countries and established contacts that eventually facilitated
an arms agreement with the Soviet Union (with the weapons channeled through
Czechoslovakia).

Nasser's action stunned the Western powers, which apparently had not seriously believed
Nasser might go elsewhere for Egypt's weapons supply. Some analysts in the United States and
Britain argued the West should be more supportive of Egypt to prevent an Egyptian-Soviet
alliance. This proposed shift in policy never occurred. To the contrary, U.S. rhetoric against
Nasser escalated, and in July 1956 U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles withdrew an offer
of U.S. assistance (made the previous December) to help build the Aswan High Dam along the
Nile River. Britain, which had also committed funds to the dam project, followed suit. The
Western powers expected this to be a major economic and political blow to the Egyptian
president, but they miscalculated. Nasser promptly nationalized the Anglo-French Suez Canal
Company on 26 July and expelled all British oil and embassy officials from Egypt. In doing so,
he regained some of the prestige he had lost over the British and U.S. withdrawal from the
development project and gained $25 million in annual profits that Egypt could use to build the



dam.
Britain and France were furious with Nasser's actions, even though Nasser promised that there

would be freedom of passage through the canal. France was also angered by Nasser's support of
the Algerian independence movement against French colonial rule; Britain was similarly
dismayed by Nasser's advocacy of the Mau Mau rebellion in Kenya. Thus, the decision was
made to restore Western control of the canal by force if negotiations failed. Israel had its own
disagreements with Egypt. As part of the continuing state of war that had existed between Israel
and the Arab states since 1948, Egypt refused passage through the Suez Canal to ships flying the
Israeli flag. This action was explicitly criticized in 1951 by the UN Security Council, which
called on Egypt to "terminate the restrictions on passage"; Egypt, however, ignored the
condemnation. This was a continuing source of frustration for Israel, more because of its political
significance than its economic ramifications, which were minor. In addition, there were muted
pressures within Israel to increase the territory of the Jewish state to include the Sinai Peninsula.

Together, the three countries worked out a secret plan whereby Israel would attack Egypt
along the Sinai Peninsula and in Gaza. France and Britain would then intervene, ostensibly to
"protect the canal." Their ultimatum would demand that both belligerents, Israel and Egypt,
withdraw from the vicinity of the canal, a demand Egypt would predictably refuse. Then Britain
and France could occupy the area by force "to save world commerce."

Initially, at least, the plan worked perfectly. On 29 October 1956 Israel crossed the Egyptian
border and attacked Egypt. Twenty-four hours later an Anglo-French ultimatum ordered Israel
and Egypt to withdraw ten miles from the east and west banks of the Suez Canal and allow
British and French troops to station themselves along the canal. As previously arranged, this was
acceptable to Israel, especially because its troops had not yet reached the canal, but was rejected
by Egypt. At this point, British and French aircraft began bombing Egyptian airfields in the Nile
Delta and canal areas. On 31 October, Egypt responded by sinking forty-seven ships and
blocking the canal. Three days later, the United Nations voted in favor of a U.S.-sponsored
cease-fire. By 5 November, Israel and Egypt were no longer fighting. Only then did French and
British troops appear at the canal, supposedly to separate the combatants, but by then the only
fighting was between the French and British on one side and the Egyptians on the other. Two
days later the UN cease-fire went into effect.

Nonetheless, it took another six weeks before all armies had left the canal zone, and the United
Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) was able to restore the area to Egyptian control. Even then,
Israel maintained a military presence at Sharm el-Sheik, overlooking the approach to the Gulf of
Aqaba, and in the Gaza Strip. Between December and March, there were several UN resolutions
calling on Israel to withdraw behind the 1949 armistice lines, and a continuous stream of
communications between the United States and Israel indicated U.S. displeasure at Israel's
continued military occupation. On 22 February 1957, Charles Malik, foreign minister of
Lebanon, introduced a UN resolution calling for the imposition of severe economic sanctions
against Israel: the end of all military, economic, and financial assistance. Once it became clear
that the United States would support this resolution when it came to a vote, Israel capitulated and
began to withdraw its troops from Sharm el-Sheik and the Gaza Strip.

The conditions leading up to the 1956 Suez War and the war itself illustrate several important
points. First, they show that a series of seemingly unrelated factors—Britain's resistance in the
1950s to granting Egypt full independence, French and British anger at Nasser's support of
African independence movements, Israel's desire to punish Egypt for its refusal to allow Israeli
ships to use the Suez Canal and its interest in expanding the territory under its control—can



create a situation conducive to international conflict. Israel alone might have been reluctant to
attack Egypt. Britain and France would have been hard-pressed to come up with an excuse to do
so themselves. But by acting in concert they were able to work toward the common goal of
challenging Nasser's hold on power in Egypt.

In addition, this conflict is interesting in that it is one of the few occasions in which the United
States sided with the Arab states rather than with Israel, and did so despite extensive domestic
pressure to back down. U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower wanted to make it clear that the
United States would not be manipulated by a foreign government into supporting actions it found
reprehensible. This appeared to be the intent of the three allies in launching their attack on Egypt
just prior to the U.S. election and while the United States was preoccupied with the Soviet
repression in Hungary. The United States was also annoyed with its allies because their invasion
of Egypt appeared to put the European states on a par morally with the Soviets in their invasion
of Hungary. Additional motivations for U.S. support of Egypt included minimizing Soviet
involvement in the region, protecting European access to petroleum, and maintaining legitimacy
for the United Nations, which had called upon Israel to withdraw from the territories it occupied
—all traditional U.S. foreign policy goals.

The June 1967 War

The ten years following the final Israeli withdrawal from Gaza in 1957 were relatively calm.
Israel was preoccupied with internal political and economic development issues, Palestinian
nationalism remained in a period of quietude, and the Arab states were disinclined to take on the
seemingly invincible Israeli army. The presence of UNEF troops stationed in Egypt along the
border with Israel was also an important factor in securing the peace.

The UNEF was established by the UN General Assembly under the Uniting for Peace
Resolution, which was originally passed in response to the Korean War. This resolution allowed
the General Assembly to hold an emergency session to adopt collective means to address "threats
to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression" in situations when the UN Security
Council was unable to act because of a veto by one of the permanent members. In the days after
the initiation of the 1956 Suez War, the Security Council was stymied by vetoes by Britain and
France, so Canada called on the General Assembly to create a peacekeeping force. The
responsibility of the UNEF, whose soldiers came from Colombia, Denmark, India, Norway,
Sweden, and Yugoslavia, was to reestablish and maintain peaceful relations along the Israeli-
Egyptian border and to make superpower intervention in the situation unnecessary. Israel refused
to allow UN troops to be based on any Israeli-controlled territory; thus the UNEF was forced to
operate only from the Egyptian side of the border, in the Sinai Desert, where it remained for
nearly eleven years.

This interlude of relative quiet ended with the June 1967 War and the subsequent Israeli
occupation of East Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights,
and the Sinai. In the history of Israeli-Palestinian relations, the June 1967 War, also known as the
Six-Day War, is second in importance only to the partition of Palestine and the establishment of
the State of Israel. The war was preceded by a period of increasing tension in the region. For the
first time there had been organized attacks against Israel by Palestinian guerrilla groups,
beginning with the 1 January 1965 Fateh operation against the Israeli National Water Carrier. In
the north, Israel had been engaged since the 1950s in a "creeping annexation" of the



demilitarized zone separating Israel and Syria, building fortified settlements and basing military
personnel there. In April 1967 the Israeli government announced it would begin cultivation of
the entire demilitarized zone, including land owned by Syrian Arabs. This led to a clash on 7
April, which began when Syrian forces shot at an Israeli working on the land. In reprisal, Israel
launched a massive bombing attack against Syrian border villages that ended only after the
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization intervened. Although the shooting stopped,
Syrian and Israeli threats continued to escalate.

To the west, Nasser was in a difficult position. He had been arguing for several years that the
Arab states were not militarily strong enough to attack Israel. At the same time, his position in
the Arab world was being challenged by other leaders, such as Saudi Arabia's King Feisal. When
Syrian and Soviet intelligence reports were sent to Egypt indicating— whether accurately or not
remains controversial—that Israel was planning a massive attack against Syria at the end of May,
Nasser felt he had to respond.

On 15 May, Nasser put the Egyptian military forces on alert and began moving them into the
Sinai. He also formally requested that the UNEF troops based in the Sinai pull out from Sharm
el-Sheik. UN Secretary General U Thant said the UNEF could not withdraw selectively, so
Nasser had to request its complete withdrawal. The UNEF left the Sinai on 19 May, leaving the
Egyptian and Israeli troops face to face and the Sinai open to attack. After the UNEF withdrawal,
Egypt again closed the Strait of Tiran to Israeli ships, an action Israel had said it would consider
an act of war. The tensions along the Israeli-Syrian border, Nasser's actions in the Sinai, plus the
sudden 30 May trip to Cairo by Jordan's King Hussein to sign a defense pact with Egypt
provided the necessary external justification for Israel to launch what it labeled a preemptive,
defensive attack on Egypt.

At the same time, one has to ask whether in fact Nasser had any intention of attacking Israel. It
seems unlikely, given that Egypt had been involved since 1962 in a war in the Yemen Arab
Republic between Egyptian supported republican forces and Saudi-supported royalists. Egypt's
role in Yemen meant that much of the Egyptian army was unavailable to use against Israel.
Yitzhak Rabin, then chief of staff of Israel, shared this assessment, telling Le Monde in 1968, "I
do not believe that Nasser wanted war. The two divisions he sent into Sinai on May 14 would not
have been enough to unleash an offensive against Israel. He knew it, and we knew it."3 U.S.
President Lyndon Johnson agreed and on 26 May informed Israeli Ambassador to the United
States Abba Eban that three separate U.S. agencies—the Central Intelligence Agency, the
National Security Council, and the State Department—had investigated the issue and had
concluded that no Egyptian attack was imminent.4 Even Menachem Begin, who maintains the
Israeli actions were justified, admitted: "In June 1967 we again had a choice. The Egyptian Army
concentrations in the Sinai approaches do not prove that Nasser was really about to attack us. We
must be honest with ourselves. We decided to attack him."5

Nonetheless, it could be argued that in the weeks preceding the initiation by Israel of the June
1967 War, Egypt was engaged in a series of actions that fit Lebow's brinkmanship model: using
bellicose language, moving troops, reimposing the restrictions on Israeli ship movements
through the Gulf of Aqaba. The goals for Nasser in pursuing this brinkmanship approach appear
to have been to preserve or improve Egypt's position in the Arab world and to humiliate Israel by
forcing it to accept what it said it would not accept—the renewed closure of the Strait of Tiran.
In a serious miscalculation characteristic of failed brinkmanship efforts, Nasser did not actually
expect that Israel would go to war over Egypt's actions.

Nasser's miscalculation occurred in part because Israeli leaders were themselves engaged in



another of Lebow's crisis models: a justification of hostility strategy. The goal of a "Greater
Israel," including all of the British Mandate of Palestine and beyond, had been the policy of the
Jabotinsky faction of Zionism since its inception in 1925. For these advocates of expansion,
virtually any action by an Arab state could be used to support an aggressive response by Israel.
Further, Israel's attack on Egypt in 1956 had made it clear that Israel desired the overthrow of
Egypt's President Nasser. These two goals—an increase in Israeli territory and elimination of a
difficult adversary—were of great importance to some factions within Israel. In fact, the
possibility of another war had been in the minds of military strategists almost before the
withdrawal from the territories captured in 1956 was complete.6 Thus, it seems clear Israel was
quite willing to allow Egypt and the other Arab states to create a situation in which Israel could
claim justification for attack, although Israel knew its actions were not necessary to prevent an
invasion by Egypt.

On 5 June Israel moved against Egypt. The war was short, lasting only until 10 June. In those
six days, the Israeli army defeated Egypt in the Sinai and the Gaza region and established itself
on the East Bank of the Suez Canal. Fighting also broke out between Jordan and Israel around
Jerusalem. As a result, Jordanian forces were driven back across the Jordan River, putting Israel
in control of the West Bank as well as the eastern side of Jerusalem. In the north, Israel attacked
Syria and demolished much of the Syrian army, gaining control of the Golan Heights, an area
that had been demilitarized since 1949.

This war represented a watershed for Palestinian-Israeli and Israeli-Arab relations. For the
Arab states, the material damage and loss of life— some 25,000 to 30,000 troops—was severe.
The entire air force capability of Egypt was destroyed, and the extensive property damage set
back economic development activities in Egypt, Jordan, and Syria. Even Lebanon, which had not
been part of the war, experienced economic harm because of a drop in tourism. The
psychological impact was equally significant. Yet again, the small state of Israel had thoroughly
defeated the combined forces of three large Arab countries, leading to a collapse of Arab morale
and self-confidence. Nasser even resigned as president of Egypt, although the resignation was
rejected by the population and he remained in office until his death three years later. For the
Palestinians, it meant the creation of another group of refugees, many of whom swelled the
existing camps in Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria. It also meant that all of the old British Mandate of
Palestine was under the control of Israel.

In Israel, the implications were equally profound. Initially, there was great excitement about
the unexpected victories of the June 1967 War. Jerusalem, which had been split in the Palestine
War, was reunited under Israeli control. Jews were delighted that the religious sites of the Old
City of Jerusalem, as well as throughout the West Bank, were now accessible to them. Shortly
after the end of the war, three laws were passed to expand the municipal boundaries of Jerusalem
and extend Israeli laws to the entire area, thus effectively, although unofficially, annexing East
Jerusalem and the surrounding area. The occupation also meant that, in theory, the security
situation for Israel was improved. Now, the military strategists explained, Israel had "defense in
depth." The Sinai could serve as a buffer between Israel and Egypt, and the West Bank and the
Golan Heights would do the same vis-à-vis Jordan and Syria. For those Zionists who believed
Israel should control all of the territory held by the ancient Hebrew people, "from the Nile to the
Euphrates," the accomplishments of the June 1967 War were a crucial step in that direction.

The negative ramifications became obvious only later. Instead of being more secure militarily,
Israel's occupation of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Sinai, and the Golan Heights meant that
Israel now controlled territories claimed by three Arab states—Egypt, Syria, and Jordan—rather



than only occupying lands allotted by the United Nations to Palestinians. Israel now ruled over
1.5 million Palestinians within the "expanded" Israel, as well as Syrians in the Golan Heights and
Egyptians in the Sinai Peninsula. This made Israel even less the homogeneous Jewish state than
it had been previously.

There was little consensus regarding the appropriate international response to the June 1967
War once the cease-fire was in place. Thus, it was five months before the Security Council
passed UN Resolution 242 on 22 November 1967. This resolution was to serve as the basis for
all future UN mediation activities:

Expressing its continuing concern with the grave situation in the Middle East,
Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war and the need to work for a just and lasting peace in

which every State in the area can live in security, [the Security Council]

1. Affirms that the fulfillment of Charter principles requires the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East which should include the application of both the following principles:

i. Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict;
ii. Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty,

territorial integrity and political independence of every State in the area and their right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force;

2. Affirms further the necessity

a. For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through international waterways in the area;
b. For achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem;
c. For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and political independence of every State in the area, through

measures including the establishment of demilitarized zones;...

In order to mediate the fundamental differences that remained between the protagonists, the
United Nations sent Swedish diplomat Gunnar V. Jarring to the region. Although Jarring made
two lengthy attempts to work with Israel, Egypt, and Jordan, he was unable to make significant
progress on a compromise solution. (Jarring did not meet with Syria, which at this point had not
accepted UN Resolution 242.) Egypt was prepared to negotiate on the basis of the repatriation of
Palestinians and Israeli withdrawal from the captured areas, but Israel was firm in its position
that the Palestinian refugees should be resettled in Arab states and that direct negotiations must
occur prior to the withdrawal of any of its military forces. The result was a stalemate.

The cease-fire that officially terminated the June 1967 War did not indicate an end to violent
conflict among the principal adversaries. With the failure of the Jarring mission in 1968, sporadic
fighting broke out along the Suez Canal and in the Golan Heights. The fighting, which escalated
early in 1969, was labeled the War of Attrition. For the next eighteen months, artillery battles
and air encounters were a daily occurrence along both fronts. Not until July 1970 was a cease-
fire finally arranged between Egypt and Israel; it went into effect 7 August. Two months later, on
28 September, Nasser died of a heart attack.

The October 1973 War

Throughout the early 1970s Egypt, Jordan, and Syria unsuccessfully attempted to negotiate for
the return of the territories occupied by Israel. Israel made it clear that it had no intention of
returning to the 1949 armistice lines, citing security concerns and the unwillingness of
neighboring states to recognize the legitimacy of Israel. Israel also began to establish Jewish



settlements throughout the territories captured in 1967. By the late summer of 1973, the tension
between Israel and its Arab neighbors had again reached a high level, with military sparring,
such as the 13 September air battle between Israel and Syria, occurring on a regular basis. Public
statements by Nasser's successor, Anwar Sadat, that Egypt would.be compelled to retake the
Occupied Territories by force if negotiations failed were ignored. Israeli leaders seem to have
created an illusion of their own invulnerability to attack, and through rationalization and
stereotyping of Egypt apparently concluded that Sadat would not order a move against Israel
regardless of his rhetoric. They also did not believe Egyptian troops were capable of successfully
crossing the Suez Canal, which they would need to do in order to attack Israel.7

The war began on 6 October with an attack by Syrian and Egyptian forces against Israeli
troops in the Occupied Territories. It was Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement, the most
important Jewish religious holiday; for this reason some people refer to the October 1973 War as
the Yom Kippur War. Jordan was not heavily involved in the fighting, although King Hussein
sent a token force toward the end of the war to assist the Syrians. Nor was the newly formed
Palestine Liberation Army a significant factor in the conflict.

Although the war had been initiated by Egypt and Syria, Israel assumed it would follow the
pattern established in previous military confrontations: a quick and overwhelming victory for the
Israelis. In fact, it was nearly three weeks before the Israelis were able to drive the Syrians back
over the 1967 cease-fire lines, and the death toll was massive. The introduction of newer and
more sophisticated weapons, particularly antitank and antiaircraft missiles, into the region meant
the level of destruction on both sides was substantially greater than anyone had anticipated. The
Egyptian strategy was one of limited engagement, focused on regaining the lands lost in 1967.
Initially this approach was quite successful; by the third week in October, however, Israel had
received a fresh supply of weapons from the United States and the war turned in its favor.

On 22 October, the Security Council passed UN Resolution 338, which called for a cease-fire-
in-place and the implementation of UN Resolution 242. Now on the offensive and making
successful gains in territory, Israel resisted the idea of a cease-fire. After two additional UN
Security Council resolutions, fighting along both the Egyptian and Syrian fronts finally ended on
25 October. Egypt and Israel signed a disengagement agreement in January 1974 (the Sinai I
Accord), but intermittent fighting continued along the Syrian-Israeli border until the May 1974
disengagement agreement between those two states. As part of the disengagement agreements,
Israel had to withdraw to several miles east of the Suez Canal and also evacuate from territory
conquered in Syria during the October 1973 War.

Israel had no significant loss of territory under its control on either front. Still, this was not
nearly the victory for the Israelis that the previous wars had been. Only six years after the
stunning successes of the June 1967 War, Israel had faced initial failures and the possibility of
defeat. If the United States had not been willing to resupply Israel with military equipment, the
outcome might have been very different. The reactions in Israel reflected this sense of
uncertainty, as well as the awareness that the country was isolated internationally and only the
United States could be considered a fully reliable friend. The war also represented a challenge to
the idea that the post-1967 status quo of military occupation of the West Bank, Gaza Strip, and
other territories could be maintained indefinitely. Internally, there was a crisis of leadership. In
the Israeli elections of 31 December 1973, the dominant Labor party fell dramatically in
popularity, whereas the right-wing Likud coalition, which had never been in the majority, gained
an impressive eight seats. Shortly thereafter, in April 1974, Prime Minister Golda Meir, who had
led Labor and the country since early 1969, resigned and was replaced by Yitzhak Rabin.



If the aftermath of the October 1973 War was depressing for the Israelis, the opposite was true
for the Arab states. Although their military successes were negligible, politically and
psychologically the war was a tremendous victory. They had challenged Israel and for the first
time had not been humiliated. Furthermore, by publicly stating that the intent of the war was
limited to regaining territories lost in the previous war, the Arab states achieved a positive status
in much of the world. In the postwar period Egyptian and Syrian diplomatic relations with the
United States, broken in 1967, were reestablished. Egypt was also able to obtain the involvement
in peace negotiations of U.S. National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger, whose diplomatic
efforts led to the Sinai I Accord and subsequent disengagement agreements. Finally, U.S. actions
during the October 1973 War led directly to a petroleum embargo and price increases by the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries and the Organization of Arab Petroleum
Exporting Countries.

Petroleum as a Tool of Foreign Policy

The economic consequences of the October 1973 War extended far beyond the immediate
participants in the conflict. Thus, it serves as an excellent example of the complex interactions
among military, economic, and diplomatic relations, and the ways in which a seemingly
peripheral player—in this case, Saudi Arabia—can have a significant impact on a specific issue
and on the international system as a whole. It also illustrates that power can take a variety of
forms and should not be conceptualized solely in terms of military capability.

In the midst of the October 1973 War, OPEC unilaterally implemented an increase in the price
of petroleum. At the same time, in response to the decision by the United States to provide Israel
with extensive military equipment resupply, Arab members of OPEC imposed an oil embargo on
the United States and several U.S. allies. Saudi Arabia's decision to support both actions should
not have come as a shock to the leadership of the United States, although it did. For some time
Saudi Arabia had been sending signals that if the United States expected to continue favorable
relations with Saudi Arabia and to have its petroleum needs met by that country, the United
States would need to indicate greater appreciation for Arab concerns regarding the return of the
territories captured by Israel in the June 1967 War.

By early 1973 Saudi Arabia had begun to reconsider its past willingness to separate its policy
on petroleum from its concerns regarding the Palestinian issue. Beginning in April, King Feisal,
Minister of Petroleum Ahmed Zaki Yamani, and others began to drop hints to the United States
about the way the Saudis were thinking. First, Yamani went to Washington, where he met with a
number of top U.S. leaders: Secretary of State William Rogers, Assistant Secretary of State
Joseph Siseo, Henry Kissinger, Secretary of the Treasury George Shultz, and Deputy Secretary
of the Treasury William Simon. To each, he conveyed the same message: Saudi Arabia would
not continue to increase production of petroleum (which was already providing Saudi Arabia
with greater revenues than it could easily absorb) to meet U.S. needs unless the United States
made some movement on justice for the Palestinians and Israeli withdrawal from the territories
occupied in 1967, including from the Islamic religious sites in East Jerusalem. Yamani also gave
an interview to the Washington Post on 19 April in which he said, "We'll go out of our way to
help you. We expect you to reciprocate. America should be more evenhanded in its dealings with
Israel and the Arabs." It was important that the United States create "the right political
atmosphere" to allow U.S.-Saudi relations to flourish.



The next month King Feisal held several meetings with U.S. oil executives in Saudi Arabia to
convey similar points. Despite these efforts, Feisal recognized his message was not being heard
—or at least was not believed. In July he invited reporters from the Christian Science Monitor
and the Washington Post to Taif, Saudi Arabia, so he could stress to them that the warnings
given by Yamani and by Minister of State for Foreign Affairs Omar Saqqaf were coming from
him, personally. He also gave his first-ever interview to a U.S. television company. In a program
shown on 31 August, the king told the National Broadcasting Corporation, "We do not wish to
place any restrictions on our oil exports to the United States, but America's complete support of
Zionism against the Arabs makes it extremely difficult for us to continue to supply U.S.
petroleum needs and even to maintain our friendly relations with America."8 None of this seems
to have sunk in for U.S. policymakers. The assumption was that Feisal was bluffing. And why
not? Although OPEC had been in existence since i960, it had not yet had a significant impact on
either the price or the extent of production of petroleum. An Arab oil embargo attempt in 1967
had been a complete political and economic failure. No one believed the Arab states would risk
humiliation a second time.

On 6 October, the Egyptians and Syrians attacked Israel. At the time, Yamani was on his way
to Vienna for a conference with other oil ministers and the petroleum companies. At this
meeting, the oil ministers indicated that the price of oil paid by the oil companies should be
increased from $3.01 to $5.12 per barrel; the oil company representatives said they were not
prepared to budge on their original offer of less than $4.00 per barrel. Although negotiations had
been scheduled to last a week, the oil company representatives left Vienna on 9 October, saying
they had to return home for further consultation. The oil ministers agreed to meet in a week in
Kuwait.

Meanwhile, the October 1973 War was continuing, and both the United States and the Soviet
Union were under pressure from their respective allies to provide weapons resupply. On 10
October the United States began a limited and secret resupply operation to Israel; the Soviet
Union began a similar airlift to the Arab states. (Kissinger initially held back large, public
shipments of weapons to Israel in an effort to control the course of the war and to compel Israel
to accept a cease-fire-in-place. Finally, on 13 October, after Israel agreed in principle to such a
cease-fire, Kissinger approved a major airlift of weapons.)

On 17 October a group of four Arab foreign ministers, headed by Saudi Arabia's Saqqaf, met
with both Kissinger and President Nixon. King Feisal of Saudi Arabia and Egypt's President
Sadat had been notified of the U.S. airlift to Israel before it was made public; one of the purposes
of the meeting was to provide the United States with the response of the Arab states. Kissinger
appeared sympathetic to the concerns raised by the foreign ministers: the need for an immediate
settlement based on complete Israeli withdrawal from lands occupied in the 1967 war, plus the
restoration of Palestinian rights as specified in UN Resolution 242. When the president met later
with the Arab ministers, he reiterated that he understood the concerns they raised.

For both Kissinger and Nixon, it should be noted, their main concern was not the Israeli-
Palestinian issue per se, but the same U.S. foreign policy goals that had dominated U.S. thinking
throughout the post-World War II years. Nixon's comments at the time make this quite clear:
"No one is more keenly aware of the stakes: oil and our strategic position. ... Some of the [Arab
countries] are desperately afraid of being left at the mercy of the Soviet Union. ... This is bigger
than the Middle East. We can't allow a Soviet-supported operation to succeed against an
American-supported operation. If it does, our credibility everywhere is severely shaken."9

Meanwhile, the oil ministers had reconvened in Kuwait without the oil companies and had



decided unilaterally to implement a significant oil price increase. It was the first time the price of
oil had been announced by the oil-producing countries, not negotiated with, or determined by,
the oil companies. The next day, while the Arab foreign ministers were meeting with Kissinger
and Nixon, the Arab oil ministers announced they were cutting production by 5 percent a month
until Israel withdrew from the Arab territories they had occupied in 1967. At this point, events
began to move quickly. On 19 October Nixon formally submitted to Congress a request for $2.2
billion in economic and military assistance to Israel. When King Feisal learned of this, it was a
slap in the face and seemed to contradict everything Kissinger and Nixon had told the Saudi
foreign minister. Saudi Arabia immediately announced a complete oil embargo against the
United States as well as additional production cuts. The other Arab oil-producing countries
quickly followed Saudi Arabia's lead, and the list of embargoed countries grew to include the
Netherlands, Portugal, and South Africa.

The United States did not depend heavily on oil from OAPEC. Still, the price increase and
embargo were sufficient to disrupt the sensitive balance of U.S. energy supplies for several
months, resulting in long lines at gas stations, the imposition of a 55 mile-per-hour speed limit,
serious consideration of rationing systems, and a temporary shift to smaller, more fuel-efficient
automobiles (where the U.S. auto manufacturers were at a distinct disadvantage compared to the
Europeans and Japanese). For perhaps the first time, events in the Middle East had a direct and
obvious impact on the day-to-day lives of ordinary U.S. citizens. Although the embargo was
eventually lifted, petroleum prices did not return to their earlier levels and in fact rose
dramatically in the 1970s, in part because of the turmoil surrounding the Iranian Revolution of
1979 and the short-term Iranian decision to drastically curtail oil production.

For the next ten years international oil prices were controlled primarily by the decisions of
OPEC acting as a producer cartel. Analysts differ on whether the events of 1973 resulted in a
fundamental restructuring of the relationship between the Arab oil-producing countries and the
Western industrialized countries. There is also debate on whether any changes in U.S. policy
toward the Israeli-Palestinian conflict could be clearly attributed to the actions of OPEC and
OAPEC. What does seem clear is that the high level of U.S. support for Israel was now
recognized to have a potential economic "cost," something that had not been true previously.
This gave Saudi Arabia and the other Arab oil-producing states, none of which was particularly
powerful in traditional military terms, a new tool they could use to redress partially the power
imbalance between the Arab states and the West, including Israel.

Jordan, the Palestinians, and the Lebanese Civil War

At the end of the June 1967 War, Jordan became a home for thousands of new Palestinian
refugees fleeing the Israeli occupation of the West Bank. Palestinian national identity was
repressed, and relations between Jordanians and Palestinians were frequently tense. Many
Palestinians looked down upon the Jordanian fighters for having lost the West Bank to Israel and
pointed out that it was the Palestinian community, not the Jordanians, who suffered as a result of
Jordanian failures. Members of some Palestinian groups, such as the PFLP, called for the
overthrow of the Arab monarchies, including the Hashemite regime in Jordan, arguing that this
was an essential first step toward the liberation of Palestine. Not surprisingly, these views did not
endear the Palestinians to the Jordanian government or to the military. Jordanians also resented
the economic stress placed upon their society by the increased Palestinian presence, and saw the



well-educated and politically astute Palestinians as a threat to the positions of power held by
Jordanians. Finally, there was widespread concern that the military activities of the Palestinian
fighters against Israel would result in Israeli retaliatory military attacks against Jordan.

Jordanian fears became more pronounced after the 1960 Battle of Karameh. On 21 March
Israel launched a massive attack on the Karameh refugee camp and Fateh guerrilla base located
there. Although Palestinian troops, assisted by Jordanian forces, were outnumbered and took
heavy casualties, they also inflicted severe losses on the Israeli forces, which had not expected
such intense resistance. The Battle of Karameh provided a needed boost to the self-confidence of
the Palestinians, and the number of volunteers joining the guerrilla movement multiplied
dramatically. At the same time, the events at Karameh signaled the Arab world that the
Palestinian resistance movement had become an autonomous factor in the conflict with Israel
that could not easily be ignored.

With the increased number of guerrilla fighters, Palestinians gained greater power and
influence within Jordan and began to develop a state-within-a-state over which the Jordanian
monarchy had virtually no control. Thus, Palestinians were free to attack Israeli troops in the
West Bank without restraint, and cross-border attacks by both Israelis and Palestinians became
more frequent. By the summer of 1970, there was a high level of anxiety in Jordan, with
Palestinians and Jordanians ready for confrontation. Nasser's decision in July to accept a U.S.-
mediated cease-fire agreement with Israel exacerbated Palestinian unease. Palestinians
interpreted this as an indication that the Arab states would forsake Palestinians if doing so would
enhance their own interests.

The final impetus for the Jordanian-Palestinian War was the hijacking of four commercial
airplanes by the PFLP in early September. Three of the planes were set down in the eastern
desert of Jordan, where the PFLP held the passengers hostage in defiance of Jordanian efforts to
negotiate their freedom. Although the passengers were eventually released, the challenge to King
Hussein's authority was too much for him to tolerate, and on 17 September he gave the order for
his military forces to attack the Palestinian guerrillas. The Palestinians expected military support
from Iraq and Syria, but neither country provided reinforcements. Iraq actually had troops
stationed on Jordanian soil, but they did not intervene. In the case of Syria, the army sent troops
across the border into Jordan, but they were forced to retreat when Hafez Assad, who was in
charge of the Syrian air force, refused to provide the necessary air cover. In ten days of intense
fighting, thousands of Palestinians were killed, and the guerrilla movement in Jordan was
broken.

Within a year of "Black September," as the events were labeled by Palestinians, virtually all of
the Palestinian fighters had been expelled from Jordan. For Palestinians, the Jordanian action and
the lack of Syrian and Iraqi support represented a betrayal of what was supposed to be the most
sacred Arab cause. It reinforced the belief that the Palestinians could not rely on the Arab states
for assistance but must find their own way to achieve self-determination. Although relations
between King Hussein and the PLO improved somewhat after the October 1973 War, the lessons
drawn from Black September stayed with the Palestinian national movement. Black September
had another result as well: Palestinian fighters regrouped in Lebanon, where their presence was
to provide the pretext for Israeli invasions in 1978 and 1982.

Between 1975 and 1990, Lebanon was embroiled in an off-and-on war with both civil and
international dimensions. The roots of the conflict can be traced to the governmental structure of
the state, another legacy of the League of Nations' mandate system. As part of the mandate
arrangement, France took over responsibility for Syria and Lebanon after the collapse and defeat



of the Ottoman Empire. Originally, Lebanon referred to a small area surrounding Mount
Lebanon. France added to this territory the port cities of Tripoli, Beirut, Tyre, and Sidon, as well
as the adjacent rural areas and the Bekaa Valley, all of which had originally been part of Greater
Syria. France held these areas until 1941, when Britain invaded and occupied the region.
Lebanon was granted independence in 1944. Its constitution provided for a "confessional"
system of government whereby each main religious group was allocated specific positions in the
government based on its population as of the last official census in 1932. As the largest religious
group, Christian Maronites were given the greatest number of seats in a chamber of deputies, as
well as the position of president. The Sunni Muslims had control of the position of prime
minister; the speaker of the chamber was to be a Shiite Muslim. According to this system, the
defense minister would be a Druze, and the head of the foreign ministry would be a Greek
Orthodox.

This rigid structure did not include a place for Palestinians. After the Palestine War, 100,000
Palestinian refugees had fled to Lebanon. In the 1970s the Palestinian population had grown to
300,000 through high birthrates and a second influx of refugees after the June 1967 War. Most
Palestinians remained in refugee camps, and even well-off Palestinians who owned homes and
had professional jobs were never fully integrated into Lebanese society. Virtually none was
granted citizenship rights by the Christian-dominated government as this would upset the
delicate balance of forces in favor of the Muslims.

After the 1967 Arab defeat, the Palestinians in Lebanon became more highly politicized and
began to put pressure on Lebanon to make the recovery of at least a portion of Palestine a more
central concern than it had been previously Lebanese accommodation was reflected in the
November 1969 Cairo Agreement, mediated by Nasser, which legitimized armed PLO presence
in Lebanon although restricting somewhat its actions and its locale of operations. A series of
additional agreements supported the basic outline of the Cairo Agreement, which became
particularly important once Palestinian fighters originally based in Jordan arrived in Lebanon in
1970 and 1971.

Meanwhile, however, the political structure that had held Lebanon together in the 1950s and
1960s by preserving the status quo was unable to deal with the changes occurring in the country,
separate from the issue of the increased Palestinian refugee community. Population growth in
Lebanon had been uneven, and the structure of government no longer reflected the actual balance
among Christians, Sunnis, Shiites, and Druze. Nor were the benefits of government—schools,
health services, improved roads, and so forth—evenly shared; the Shiites consistently ended up
with the short end of the stick, despite their growing numbers.

These problems were reflected in tensions between two factions: the Lebanese Front (LF) and
the Lebanese National Movement (LNM). The LF, which was made up primarily of Maronite
Christians, was dominated by the Phalangist party that had been founded in 1936 by Pierre
Gemayel. It was opposed to the presence in Lebanon of the PLO and Palestinians in general and
argued against any changes in Lebanon's political system. In contrast, the LNM was a coalition
of progressive parties, including the Nasserites and various socialist and communist groups. It
was supportive of the PLO and called for fundamental changes in the Lebanese confessional
system. The conflict between the Lebanese Front and the Lebanese National Movement came to
a head with the beginning of the Lebanese Civil War on 13 April 1975. The war lasted through
the summer of 1976, when the Syrian military intervened, and officially ended with the Riyadh
Summit in October 1976. The formal end of fighting, however, failed to resolve the basic
problems of resource allocation and the distribution of political power in Lebanon. Instead, it left



the country badly weakened and effectively divided up into separate areas of military authority.
For much of the war, Palestinians remained relatively uninvolved, reasoning that it was an

internal Lebanese fight. But when their participation was solicited on the side of the LNM, which
had been supportive of the PLO presence in Lebanon, they could not easily refuse. Palestinians
were to pay dearly for their involvement in Lebanon's Civil War, most dramatically at the East
Beirut refugee camp of Tal Zaatar. Between 22 June and 12 August 1976, the camp was held
under siege by Phalangist forces. An estimated 2,500 Palestinians died during the siege or were
killed in the massacre that occurred once Tal Zaatar fell. This massacre provided further
evidence for Palestinians that they, as with the Jews prior to 1948, would be secure only in their
own state.

This situation illustrates a dilemma that has haunted Palestinians since 1947 and particularly
since 1967. On the one hand, the guerrilla groups needed the territorial sanctuary only the Arab
states that bordered on Israel could provide. At the same time, Palestinians did not trust the Arab
leaders and recognized that the position of the Palestinians in the host states was never secure.
This is one reason the PLO leadership has insisted that Palestinians not get involved in the
internal conflicts of host countries: Palestinian security would not be enhanced by making
enemies with factions within the government. This policy broke down in Lebanon, with
continuing disastrous consequences for both Palestinians and Lebanese.

The Palestinians remained in Lebanon after the end of the 1975-1976 Civil War and continued
low-level operations against Israel. Syria also maintained its military presence in the Bekaa
Valley and elsewhere. On 14 March 1978 Israel invaded southern Lebanon up to the Litani River
in order to end these attacks and to extend Israel's de facto border further north. The invasion had
been planned for some time in advance, although the trigger event providing the external
justification was a Fateh hijacking of a passenger bus along the Tel Aviv-Haifa road that resulted
in the deaths of thirty-six Israelis and eight Palestinians when Israeli troops stormed the bus.
After establishing control of what they labeled a buffer zone, the Israeli military forces gave in to
strong U.S. pressure and withdrew on 13 June, turning the area over to their allies, the Maronite
Christians. But Israel continued to attack southern Lebanon and to supply the Maronite forces
with military equipment during the next four years. The Israeli invasion, which resulted in heavy
casualties for Lebanese and Palestinians, was criticized by a number of countries, including the
United States, which objected to the use of U.S.-supplied cluster bombs provided to Israel on the
condition that they be used for defensive purposes only.

The 1982 War in Lebanon

Operation Litani, the 1978 invasion of Lebanon, had not accomplished the Israeli goals of
ridding Lebanon of the Palestine Liberation Organization and isolating Lebanon from the Arab
world through a peace treaty with the politically dominant, although no longer numerically
superior, Lebanese Christian Maronites. During the spring and summer of 1981, there were a
series of attacks back and forth across the Israeli-Lebanese border and heightened tension
between Israel and the Arab states. On 28 April, Israeli planes attacked two Syrian helicopters in
Lebanon; in response Syrian troops moved antiaircraft missiles into Lebanon's Bekaa Valley.
The United States quickly sent special Middle East envoy Philip Habib to the region to negotiate
an agreement between Israel and Syria, but he was unable to gain the necessary concessions to
have the missiles removed.



In this highly charged atmosphere, the Israeli bombing raid on 7 June against an Iraqi nuclear
reactor resulted in strong condemnation by both the United States and the Soviet Union, and the
United States temporarily suspended the delivery to Israel of four previously ordered F-16
fighter planes. Meanwhile, Israeli and PLO raids and counterraids across the Israeli-Lebanese
border became more frequent. In July, Israel bombed southern Lebanon steadily for a week,
culminating this thrust with an attack on Beirut on 17 July that killed an estimated 300 people,
mostly civilians. At this point, Habib was again sent to the region and, working with Saudi
Arabia, was successful in arranging a cease-fire agreement between Israel and the PLO that went
into effect on 24 July 1981.

The cease-fire merely delayed for ten and a half months a second Israeli invasion of southern
Lebanon, one which was to result in the most controversial war in Israel's history. On 9 July
1982 Israeli Defense Minister Ariel Sharon told the Jerusalem Post he had been "planning this
operation since [he] took office" the previous summer, and as early as October 1981 Prime
Minister Begin told U.S. Secretary of State Alexander Haig that Israel intended to move
militarily into Lebanon but hoped to avoid Syrian involvement. All that was required was an
appropriate excuse. This proved difficult. According to the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL), which was set up in the aftermath of the 1978 Israeli invasion, there were no
hostile acts against Israel from Lebanon during the first eight months of the cease-fire.10

Thus, Israel, which by this point had become a major global military power, had to create a
reason to invade. First, some 25,000 Israeli troops were moved north to the border area, where
they conducted a variety of provocative training maneuvers during the first months of 1982.
When these brought no Palestinian response, Israel sent a convoy of military vehicles into
Lebanon, passing near to PLO bases. The PLO ignored the soldiers. April and May brought
Israeli air strikes into Lebanon, but the only response by the PLO was to shoot off some rockets,
carefully avoiding any populated areas. No one was killed. The restraint shown by the PLO
fighters can be attributed to Arafat, who wanted to prove he was a strong leader and could
maintain the cease-fire, even under difficult conditions. He also recognized that Israel was trying
to provoke the PLO into retaliation that would then provide Israel with its necessary justification
to attack. But Arafat's decision in favor of restraint was controversial among Palestinians, and
when Israel engaged in a massive shelling of Beirut on 4 June under the pretext of retaliating for
the attempted assassination of the Israeli ambassador to London the previous day by an anti-PLO
splinter group, the PLO responded with air attacks against the northern Galilee. Israel had its
"justification of hostility," to use Lebow's phrase, and on 6 June Israel launched its invasion,
labeled Operation Peace for Galilee.

Officially, the goals of the invasion were to remove Palestinian fighters out of range of the
northern Galilee and to eliminate the political and military infrastructure of the PLO. Critics of
the invasion pointed out that because the PLO had consistently maintained the cease-fire for the
previous year, even when provoked, the military-strategic argument was flawed. The real
agenda, these critics suggested, was to distract attention away from Israel's economic problems,
to repair the psychological damage done to Israel in the October 1973 War, and to create an
atmosphere in Israel that might improve the immigration/emigration ratio.

At the beginning of the war, Defense Minister Sharon announced that Israeli troops would
advance into Lebanon only 25 miles—to the Litani River—but when this goal had been
accomplished the troops continued northward. It was later revealed this had been Sharon's plan
from the beginning of the operation. By 14 June Israeli forces had completely encircled Beirut,
where they remained for over two months. Israeli forces cut off electricity and water in the



western (Muslim) side of Beirut, and waves of bombardment hit the city in an effort to force
Arafat and the Palestinian fighters to evacuate. In Tel Aviv on 3 July 100,000 Israelis
demonstrated against the continued Israeli presence in Lebanon, and soldiers began publicly to
state their refusal to serve in Lebanon.

Philip Habib was sent back to the region to negotiate between the PLO and the Israelis. A deal
was finally made whereby Israeli attacks on Beirut would end, the Palestinian fighters would
leave Lebanon and redeploy in several Arab countries willing to accept them, and a multinational
peacekeeping force, including U.S., French, and Italian troops, would assure the security of the
Palestinian civilians remaining in Lebanon. The PLO evacuation began on 21 August, and the
last of the PLO fighters left Beirut on 1 September. Ten days later, the United States withdrew its
forces.

The cease-fire was a false calm. In response to the assassination of the newly elected Lebanese
president and head of the Lebanese Front, Beshir Gemayel, Israeli troops defied the August
Habib agreement and returned to Beirut on 15 September. By the end of the following day,
Israeli forces had occupied the entire city, something they had been unable to do during the
summer when the city was protected by Palestinian fighters, and sealed off the Sabra and Shatilla
refugee camps, which were home to Palestinians and poorer Lebanese. The massacre in the
Sabra and Shatilla camps by Lebanese Maronite Christian forces allied with Israel began late in
the afternoon of 16 September and continued for forty hours. When the camps were finally
unsealed, as many as 1,000 people had been murdered, the majority of whom were Palestinian
women, children, and old men. The international community was united in its condemnation of
both the invasion of Beirut on 15-16 September and of the subsequent Sabra-Shatilla massacre,
and the UN Security Council passed two strongly worded resolutions criticizing Israel.
Palestinians and other Arabs also blamed the United States, which had guaranteed the safety of
Palestinian civilians left unprotected when the PLO evacuated Beirut.

A three-person commission headed by Israeli Supreme Court President Yitzhak Kahan was set
up by the Israeli government to investigate the massacre. It found Ariel Sharon guilty of "indirect
responsibility" for the deaths because he had given the signal for the Phalangist soldiers to enter
the camps for what were called "mopping up" operations. Other Israeli officers were also
condemned for having deliberately turned a blind eye to the events occurring in the camps. The
commission said if Sharon did not resign he should be fired. Instead, Sharon gave up his position
as defense minister but remained in the Cabinet as a minister without portfolio. The report of the
International Commission of Inquiry, headed by Nobel Peace Prize recipient Seán MacBride,
went still further in its censure of Israeli government officials: "The Commission concludes that
the Israeli authorities bear a heavy legal responsibility, as the occupying power, for the
massacres at Sabra and Chatilla. From the evidence disclosed, Israel was involved in the
planning and the preparation of the massacres and played a facilitative role in the actual
killings."11 These findings shocked many Israelis, who joined in the worldwide condemnation of
their government and the actions of the Israeli military. For Israel, it was a bad ending to an
unsuccessful military action.

An estimated 15,000 to 20,000 Palestinians, Lebanese, and Syrians, the majority civilians,
were killed during the three months of the war, as were nearly 500 Israeli military personnel.
Even though the military, political, and administrative structures of the PLO were destroyed and
had to be reconstructed in Tunis, where Yasir Arafat eventually was granted permission to
establish new headquarters, the 1982 War in Lebanon, as with those that had preceded it, failed
to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in any of its fundamental elements. Arguably, Israel's



position in Lebanon was worse after the war than it had been before 1982, because the
factionalization in Lebanon that resulted from the invasion led to increased instability in the
region.

By June 1985 Israel had withdrawn from most of Lebanon, although it maintained troops in a
"security zone" along Lebanon's southern border, At this point, a Syrian-backed Lebanese Shiite
militia group known as Amai attacked Palestinian refugee camps and former guerrilla bases in an
effort to prevent the PLO from reestablishing a military presence in Lebanon. The War of the
Camps, as this fighting came to be called, lasted intermittently for nearly three years. Despite
opposition from Amai and from Israel, the PLO was able to return about 10,000 troops to
Lebanon, to be based primarily around the port city of Sidon, south of Beirut.

The Taif Accord marked the beginning of a new period in Lebanese history. The agreement,
negotiated in Taif, Saudi Arabia, in September 1989, became part of the Lebanese constitution a
year later. It implemented a cease-fire, required Syrian troops to redeploy to areas near the Syrian
border, and called for all the militias—the Syrian-backed Amai; Amal's Shiite rival, Hizballah,
an Islamic movement backed by Iran; the Christian Maronite Lebanese Forces, and others—to
disband. In addition, the accord set up a new structure for the Lebanese Parliament with an equal
number of seats allotted to Muslims and Christians. In the fall of 1992, Lebanon held its first
general elections in twenty years; Rafiq Hariri, a Lebanese-Saudi national, became prime
minister.

The Taif Accord stabilized Lebanon domestically but did not fully resolve its international
problems. Hizballah refused to disband as long as Israel occupied part of southern Lebanon;
Syria did not fully redeploy its forces for the same reason. Further violence occurred. After
Hizballah killed seven Israeli soldiers in Israel's self-declared "security zone" in southern
Lebanon, Israeli troops launched "Operation Accountability" on 25 July 1993. The stated
purpose of this week-long bombardment of Lebanese towns and villages was to drive Lebanese
civilians from their homes so they would force the Lebanese government to end Hizballah's
attacks against Israeli soldiers. The Israeli offensive, which 93 percent of Israelis polled
supported, left some 130 people, mostly Lebanese civilians, dead and 450 wounded. More than
fifty towns and villages were heavily damaged, and 400,000 Lebanese had to flee their homes.12

A number of countries called for an emergency session of the UN Security Council to discuss
the Israeli attack, which was the most severe since the 1982 invasion; the United States blocked
these efforts, however. Eventually, Syria, under pressure from the United States, apparently
urged Iran to force Hizballah to agree to a cease-fire. The 31 July agreement specified that Israel
would end its attacks on civilian areas of southern Lebanon and Hizballah would halt its rocket
attacks against northern Israel. Hizballah did not agree to suspend attacks against Israeli troops in
the "security zone," however, nor did it agree to disarm.

Iraq's Invasion of Kuwait and the War Against Iraq

On 2 August 1990, Iraq invaded its southern neighbor Kuwait. Whether Iraq's grievances and
historical claims against Kuwait were valid or invalid is less relevant here than are the
implications of the crisis for Israeli Palestinian relations.13 In a close vote that pitted an unusual
coalition composed of the Arab Gulf states, Egypt, Morocco, and Syria against most of the other
Arab countries, the League of Arab States condemned Iraq's invasion, a denunciation that led to
a serious split in the Arab world. Within days, the United States and its European and Arab allies



began a massive troop mobilization that continued throughout the autumn and early winter. On
16 January 1991, one day after Iraq failed to respond to a UN Security Council deadline calling
for its withdrawal from Kuwait, the U.S.-led forces began an air bombardment campaign. Iraq
responded with largely ineffective but frightening Scud missile attacks against Saudi Arabia and
Israel. The ground war began on 24 February and ended just one hundred hours later with the
military defeat of Iraq.

In the initial days of the air campaign, thousands of Israelis fled from the urban areas to the
countryside, hoping to avoid being hit by one of the Iraqi missiles; those who remained in the
cities huddled in air-tight rooms wearing gas masks whenever the air-raid alerts sounded. For
some older Israeli Jews, the feeling of helplessness was frighteningly reminiscent of their
experiences during the Shoah. Many Israelis called on their government to retaliate against Iraq,
but at the request of the United States (which feared such an attack would cause a breakdown of
the coalition against Iraq and a widening of the war), Israel refrained from doing so.14 Although
the Scud attacks killed only two Jewish Israelis directly, reports that the warheads might carry
deadly chemical or biological weapons led to widespread anxiety, and several dozen more people
died because of stress-induced heart attacks or difficulties in using their gas masks.

Iraq's invasion of Kuwait further damaged relations between Palestinians and Israeli Jews
already strained by nearly three years of the intifada. International attention focused on
widespread support for Saddam Hussein among Palestinians, including Arafat, who viewed him
as a strong Arab leader prepared to stand up against the West and the oil-rich countries.
Although some Palestinian leaders condemned the invasion and called for Kuwaiti self-
determination and an end to the Scud attacks against Israel, their voices received less attention.
Israeli Jews were strongly critical of Palestinian enthusiasm for Iraq's actions. Many leftist
Israelis felt betrayed by Palestinian support of an Arab leader who was directing an attack against
Israel. On the other side, Palestinians, regardless of their view of Iraq's invasion and occupation
of Kuwait, criticized the explicit international double standard that demanded Iraq's immediate
and unequivocal withdrawal from Kuwait but counseled Palestinians to be patient and use
negotiation to achieve Israeli withdrawal from Palestinian territories occupied not for months but
for decades.

Israel used the crisis as a justification for new restraints against the Occupied Territories.
When the air war began, Israel declared a state of emergency and imposed a full curfew on the
entire Gaza Strip, extending it to the West Bank the following day. Restrictions on movement
remained in effect for virtually the entire Palestinian population of the Occupied Territories
through January and February 1991. At its most severe, the curfew allowed people to leave their
homes for only two or three hours a week to do essential errands. This confinement was
gradually eased in some West Bank villages, but the restrictions on refugee camps remained
severe. Once the ground war against Iraq began, a total curfew was reinstituted for two days, and
many areas remained under at least partial curfew well into March. (The nighttime curfew of
Gaza, imposed at the beginning of the intifada, remained in effect even after the curfew was
lifted elsewhere in the Occupied Territories.)

These curfews caused grave economic hardship to the Palestinian population. The restricted
Palestinian industrial sector was unable to function because employees could not reach the
factories; farmers were unable to work their fields or to harvest, transport, or market crops,
which resulted not only in immediate financial difficulties but also a lack of capital for future
growing seasons. Once the military had lifted the curfews, some Palestinians who had worked
before the war for Israelis inside the Green Line found their employers had replaced them with



recent Jewish immigrants. Other Palestinians were unable to obtain the permits necessary for
employment. An expanded and formalized pass system required every holder of a West Bank or
Gaza identity card to obtain a special permit from the military authorities to enter Israel or East
Jerusalem as well as a separate pass from an Israeli employment bureau or employer.

Palestinians in the Occupied Territories were also affected by the fate of relatives who had
been living and working in the Gulf. Most Palestinians in these countries, including about
400,000 living in Kuwait, suddenly found themselves unemployed and, in many cases, deported.
Because many of these people were supporting family members in the Occupied Territories, this
led to additional financial difficulties throughout the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Finally, external
contributions from Saudi Arabia and other Arab Gulf states for Palestinian institutions, such as
hospitals, schools, universities, and social welfare organizations, dried up almost instantly. The
Gulf states also withheld the special taxes collected from Palestinians working in their countries
that the governments had previously forwarded to the PLO. The impact of all these changes was
devastating to the Palestinian economy, which was already battered by the intifada and
restrictions on development dating back to the beginning of the occupation.

U.S. Policy Toward the Conflict

As the major Western power at the end of World War II, the United States was expected by
the international community to take a leading role in dealing with the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
The U.S. government first became intimately involved in the controversy over Palestine in the
1940s and was instrumental in the passage of UN Resolution 181 on the partition of Palestine
and the creation of Israel. At this point, however, the overall goals of the United States in the
Middle East were still being formulated, and it did not have a clear policy toward Israel or the
Palestinians.

The Eisenhower administration fully developed the U.S. foreign policy orientation toward the
Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian issue. Since the early 1950s, the principal goals have been
to protect the supply of petroleum for the United States and its European allies and to prevent or
minimize Soviet involvement in the region. The concern about Middle Eastern petroleum has
been part of U.S. calculations since the 1930s. President Franklin Roosevelt's decision to declare
Saudi Arabia "vital to the defense of the United States" and therefore eligible for lend-lease
assistance in February 1943 reflected this desire to assure U.S. and European access to petroleum
resources, as did U.S. actions in support of the shah of Iran against a coup attempt in 1953 and
President Carter's creation of a Middle East Rapid Deployment Force in 1980. Similarly, the
need to keep the Soviet Union out of the Middle East was a theme raised repeatedly by U.S.
decisionmakers.

An additional factor in understanding U.S. actions in the Middle East, particularly in the 1950s
and early 1960s, is the U.S. relationship with former European colonial powers. Presidents
Eisenhower and Kennedy wanted the United States to take a public anticolonial position as a
way of improving ties with the newly independent states in Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. At
the same time, France and Britain, which remained influential in the Middle East, were important
U.S. allies in the cold war against the Soviet Union, and the United States did not want to
alienate them unnecessarily. Only when Britain and France forced the issue, as they did during
the Suez crisis, was the United States compelled explicitly to take a position in opposition to its



European friends. Otherwise, the United States frequently appeared willing to minimize its own
involvement in the Levant, particularly regarding Palestine, in deference to Europe's prior
claims.

The U.S. policy regarding the Palestinian-Israeli conflict came directly out of these more
general concerns. Successfully managing the dispute was important to the extent that the failure
to do so could damage U.S. and Western relations with the Arab world and Iran, make states in
the region susceptible to Soviet influence, and risk the security of Middle Eastern oil sources. In
this context, the most important element in U.S. policy was that the issue of Palestine was
formulated in terms of the states in the region. According to U.S. preferences, Jordan should
maintain control of most of the portion of Palestine intended by the United Nations for an
independent Arab state (that is, the West Bank) and when necessary could speak for the
Palestinians. Egypt would continue its military presence in the Gaza Strip. The United States
would not challenge Israel's annexation of the remaining areas originally intended for the
Palestinian state, that is, the territories it captured during the Palestine War.

It is obvious that this policy did not recognize the Palestinians as a distinct national group with
political rights. In dramatic contrast to the positive, inspiring portrayal of the Jewish Israelis, the
Palestinians were viewed exclusively as a refugee population that needed to be resettled,
repatriated, rehabilitated, compensated, and otherwise taken care of so that the Arab-Israeli
dispute could be resolved and the United States could continue to forge political links with
conservative Arab states such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia, with Iran, and also with Israel. In
recent years, this attitude toward Palestinians has shifted somewhat in the United States, and
there is greater recognition of the national identity of the Palestinian people, but the preferred
U.S. solution to the conflict still excludes an independent Palestinian state.

This rejection of the political and national rights of Palestinians has had a number of important
implications. First, it meant that from the beginning of U.S. involvement in the conflict U.S.
decisionmakers made few if any efforts to identify Palestinian groups or individuals who had the
authority to speak on behalf of the Palestinian community. It is striking to note that although
officials in Washington meet regularly with representatives of the Israeli government, until
recently conversations with Palestinian leaders have been all but nonexistent. Second, the U.S.
decision to focus only on the states in the region ignored that any proposed solution that satisfied
the leaders of Syria, Jordan, and other Arab states was useless unless it was also acceptable to the
Palestinians themselves. The political aspirations of the people of Palestine and their sense of
betrayal by the United States and the UN had to be considered. Third, because of the way the
issue was framed, the United States initially directed its attention to improving conditions for the
Palestinian refugees through economic development activities such as the United Plan for Jordan
Valley Development, rather than pushing strongly for repatriation, which was the preferred
international solution for most other refugee populations. These factors partially explain why
initial U.S. efforts at settling the Palestinian-Israeli dispute in the 1950s were unsuccessful: They
were based on a series of false premises, including the assumption that if economic issues related
to the Palestinian refugees could be addressed to the satisfaction of the Arab states, the political
dimensions of the problem would be more easily resolved.

Most significant was the U.S. belief that the vast majority of Palestinian refugees from the
Palestine War should be settled as residents and citizens of the surrounding Arab states rather
than being allowed to return to their homes within the new State of Israel. This was true despite
public and private statements in which the United States indicated it would like to see Israel
permit significant Palestinian repatriation, and despite repeated U.S. cosponsorship of UN



resolutions supporting such repatriation. About 8,000 Palestinians were allowed to reenter Israel
as part of a family reunion plan that ended in March 1953, but this barely touched the massive
numbers of Palestinians wishing to return to their homes. Israel has consistently refused to
consider the possibility of significant repatriation of the 1948 refugees, citing security concerns
and economic constraints. There is no evidence to suggest that U.S. decisionmakers have
pressured Israel on this issue. The June 1967 War created a second group of refugees who also
desire repatriation and who have had equally limited success in gaining U.S. support for this
goal. The Oslo agreement does provide for limited repatriation of some 1967 refugees, but final
details have not yet been determined.

On the question of compensation for property left in Israel by the Palestinian refugees, the
U.S. position in the 1950s was that this was an essential element in any final peace agreement
between Israel and the Arab states. At the same time, it was clear that Israel's economy could not
support such compensation while maintaining the standard of living expected by its European
immigrants. Therefore, in August 1955 U .S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles indicated the
United States would be willing to underwrite substantially an international loan to Israel to help
cover the costs of compensation; Israel, however, did not pursue this possibility, and no
compensation occurred. Officially, there has been no change in the U.S. policy regarding
compensation, but the issue has been relegated to a far back burner.

In terms of the official borders of the countries in the region, the United States has repeatedly
said that it considers the 1949 armistice borders to be binding on all parties until permanent
boundaries are negotiated. Furthermore, at least through the first half of the 1950s, the United
States stressed that the permanent borders might require some minor adjustments from the
armistice borders in order to reunite Palestinian villages with their agricultural lands. After the
June 1967 War, the United States reiterated its commitment to the 1949 armistice lines and has
continued to do so through subsequent presidential administrations. At the same time, even
though the United States verbally criticizes the gradual incorporation into Israel of the territories
captured in the June 1967 War, it has appeared implicitly to condone such actions through
continued and increased financial assistance to Israel. U.S. policy regarding Jerusalem has been
particularly ambiguous. Although the United States frequently reiterates that it supports "a united
Jerusalem whose final status should be determined by negotiations," regular U.S. abstentions on
UN Security Council resolutions condemning Israel's effort to extend its rule over all of
Jerusalem have sent a different message. For this reason, within Israel the assumption developed
that the United States did not really mean it when it said that all territories captured in the June
1967 War were considered occupied until a peace treaty determined their final status. When
President George Bush explicitly stated in March 1990 that the United States viewed East
Jerusalem as part of the Israeli-occupied territories, there was a tremendous outcry in Israel.
Although Bush later backed off slightly, saying that in his opinion "Jews and others can live
where they want, East or West, and the city must remain undivided," he did not retract his
previous statement on East Jerusalem.15

The status of Jerusalem was again at issue the following month when a group of Jewish
settlers moved into a complex of buildings near the Church of the Holy Sepulcher in the
Christian Quarter of the Old City. It was later revealed that nearly half the money to purchase the
lease on the buildings had come directly from the Israeli government. The settlers' action and the
covert role of the Israeli government, which originally denied any connection with the settlers,
were condemned both within Israel and by the international community; however, some in Israel
felt it was legitimate for Jews to settle in any area under Israeli control.



Particularly during the first decade after the establishment of the State of Israel, there were
serious problems with border violations by all parties. Most incursions from Egypt (at least until
after the February 1955 Israeli raid against Egyptian military outposts in Gaza) or Jordan were
by unorganized groups or individual Palestinians crossing to retrieve property in Israel, pick
crops, and so forth. Israeli border crossings, in contrast, frequently took the form of formal
military actions that resulted in a significant number of Palestinian civilian deaths. The United
States openly censured such preplanned actions and on several occasions cosponsored UN
General Assembly or Security Council resolutions critical of Israel.

Israel consistently ignored these resolutions, causing increased tension between the United
States and Israel. In a public statement following the il December 1955 Israeli attack against
Syrian outposts overlooking Lake Tiberias (which led to a UN Security Council "condemnation"
of Israel's "flagrant violation" of the cease-fire and armistice agreements), U.S. Representative to
the United Nations Henry Cabot Lodge reflected:

It is always deplorable for any government deliberately and willfully to plan and carry out an attack against its neighbor in
violation of its solemn international commitment. What makes these particular deliberations more serious is the fact that a
member of the United Nations—indeed, a member created by the United Nations—should now be before this Council for the
fourth offense of this kind in 2 years.... Each of the incidents from Qibya in [October] 1953, tlirough Nahalin [in 1954], Gaza
[in 1955], and now in the Tiberias area, has resulted in a deterioration in the situation in Palestine. This is something that the
Security Council cannot ignore.16

The United States felt that the apparent inability of the UN to compel Israeli compliance with its
declarations damaged the UN's credibility in the eyes of the Arab countries; the United States
also judged Israel's actions to be counterproductive to regional stability and the prospects for
peace.

The second Eisenhower administration began with the unresolved issue of the Israeli
withdrawal from territories captured in the 1956 Suez War. Once this had been settled, U.S.
attention was pulled in other directions. Hungary, the arms race with the Soviet Union, the 1958
crisis in Lebanon, concerns about the possible spread of communism, the Bay of Pigs, the Cuban
missile crisis, and growing U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia preoccupied Presidents
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson. As a result, the Israeli-Palestinian and Arab-Israeli conflicts
dropped to a relatively low priority for the United States. One critical shift in U.S. policy did
occur during this period. Under President Kennedy, the United States began to develop the
"special relationship" with Israel that characterizes current U.S. policy in the Middle East. Under
Presidents Truman and Eisenhower, Israel had received some $700 million in financial
assistance. Kennedy continued this aid and also began to sell Israel sophisticated U.S. weapons,
something Eisenhower had refused to consider.

Strengthening of U.S.-Israeli Ties

The June 1967 War had widespread implications for U.S. policy in the Levant and marks both
the initiation of significant mobilization of U.S. Jewry on behalf of Israel as well as the
beginning of almost unqualified support of Israel by the U.S. government. Prior to 1967, Zionists
in the United States had lobbied intensely on behalf of Israel on only a few occasions, such as
prior to the UN vote on the partition of Palestine and during the resolution of the 1956 Suez War.
After the June 1967 War, Zionists among the U.S. Jewish community became increasingly
involved in promoting U.S. political, military, and economic support for the expanded state and



far more outspoken against leaders elected and appointed by the U.S. government whose views
differed from those of the supporters of Israel.

Zionists found a sympathetic audience for their views among the general U.S. population for
some of the same reasons that led many to support Zionism before Israel was established as a
state. The most significant factor remained continuing guilt feelings about the Shoah and a
recognition that U.S. immigration restrictions prior to World War II contributed to the deaths of
European and Soviet Jews at the hands of the Nazis. Furthermore, there was an immediate and
positive identification with the formerly European Israelis, whose culture, values, and religion
(unlike those of the predominantly Muslim Palestinians, who appeared alien and therefore
frightening) were familiar to people in the United States.

Official U.S. governmental rhetoric and actions also became increasingly supportive of Israel.
The foreign policy community continued to express concern for regional stability protection of
petroleum resources, and possible Soviet involvement in the Middle East; however, the
implementation of this policy came to rest not only on Iran (prior to the revolution in 1978-1979)
and Saudi Arabia, as it had done in the past, but also on Israel. In the eyes of the United States—
mired in the Vietnam War and increasingly isolated internationally—Israel's dramatic victories
in 1967 provided evidence that Israel could serve as a strategic asset for the United States in the
Middle East. Economic and military assistance to Israel began to rise dramatically, and the
public U.S. commitment to Israel was strengthened.

President Nixon, like his predecessors, viewed the Middle East primarily in the context of the
continuing rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union; this remained the case even
after the moves toward détente that characterized the second term of the Nixon presidency. Israel
was important to the United States because it could serve as a surrogate for U.S. interests in the
Middle East. As U.S. scholar Cheryl Rubenberg writes: "According to proponents of the
surrogate thesis, by providing Israel absolute military superiority the American interests of
containing Soviet expansionism, promoting regional stability and preventing war, and assuring
Western freedom of access to the area's raw materials, markets, and investment opportunities
would be maximized.... The strategic asset thesis came to be accepted during these years as
absolute dogma in the conventional wisdom of American political culture."17

The War of Attrition that followed the June 1967 War provided an opportunity for the United
States to attempt to mediate between Israel and its opponents in the context of this approach. In
November 1969, U.S. Secretary of State William Rogers gave a major policy speech in which he
reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to UN Resolution 242, proposed negotiations between Israelis
and Palestinians, expressed concern for the Palestinian refugees of 1948 and 1967, and stated
U.S. opposition to the unilateral de facto annexation of Jerusalem by Israel. Over the next few
months, these points formed the basis of a U.S. initiative to end the War of Attrition. The plan
was accepted in July 1970.

The real foreign policy architect under Nixon was not Rogers, however, but National Security
Adviser (and later Secretary of State) Henry Kissinger. Kissinger, who remained secretary of
state under President Ford, quickly concluded that the Palestinian issue was unsolvable in the
short term, so he essentially ignored it in his step-by-step diplomatic approach in the region.
Instead, particularly after the October 1973 War, Kissinger focused on negotiations to bring
about a partial Israeli withdrawal from the Egyptian Sinai and the creation of a UN buffer zone in
the region. These goals were achieved in September 1975 with the signing of the Sinai II Accord
between Israel and Egypt.



Camp David Accords

In his first two and a half years in office, U.S. President Jimmy Carter approached
international politics very differently from most of his predecessors. He was a hands-on president
whose ideology was as close to the political idealism of the interwar period as any president
since Woodrow Wilson. Shortly after Carter took office in 1977, he began to address the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, which he saw not only as a security concern but also as a human rights issue.
In a speech on 6 March, Carter indicated there were three conditions for peace in the Middle
East. Two of the conditions were standard U.S. policy: recognition of Israel's right to exist and
the establishment of permanent boundaries, based on the pre-1967 situation. Carter's third
condition, however, was new: "a homeland for the Palestinian refugees." In saying this, Carter
acknowledged the crux of the problem that had been consistently ignored by previous U.S.
presidents. The following day, Carter shook hands with a PLO observer at the United Nations.
This symbolic action, in the context of Kissinger's 1975 pledge not to negotiate with the PLO
until it had accepted UN Resolutions 242 and 338 and recognized Israel's right to exist, upset the
Israelis but gained Carter little with the Arab states or the Palestinians, who understood its
limited significance.

In the months that followed, Carter attempted to convene an international conference to
address the Middle East situation. His efforts were complicated by the results of the Israeli
election in May, which gave Likud control of the Knesset and made Menachem Begin the prime
minister when the new government was formed in June. Although Israel officially accepted the
idea of peace negotiations and an international conference, Begin had little interest in them. The
Arab states were more enthusiastic, recognizing that in such an arena the United Nations and the
superpowers could be called upon to enforce international opinion, which generally favored the
Palestinians. Although the PLO argued it should be included in the international conference, the
United States felt constrained by Kissinger's pledge. The Soviet Union also indicated its support
for an international conference in a joint declaration with the United States made public on ι
October. Israel was intensely upset by the joint statement, which referred to the "legitimate
rights" of the Palestinians, and said it would refuse to participate in an international conference
based on the document. Carter immediately backed away from the statement, placating Israel at
the expense of angering the Soviet Union.

Meanwhile, Jordan and Saudi Arabia were working to find a common ground between Egypt
and Syria, which were unable to agree on the composition of the Arab delegations. The main
problem was the high degree of mistrust between Egyptian President Sadat and Syrian leader
Assad. Sadat feared that Assad would veto any Egyptian-Israeli accord reached at an
international conference, whereas Assad was afraid he would lose the ability to regain the Golan
Heights if Sadat cut a separate deal with Israel. Ultimately, Sadat decided to attempt an initiative
on his own. Against the advice of the Egyptian foreign minister—who resigned over the issue—
Sadat announced that he wished to go to Jerusalem to meet with Prime Minister Begin to discuss
peace. An invitation was forthcoming, and on 20 November 1977 Sadat addressed the members
of the Israeli Knesset and stated his desire for peace with Israel,

Sadat had several motives for this decision, in addition to his distrust of Assad. Although the
October 1973 War had been a psychological success for Egypt, the subsequent disengagement
agreements (Sinai I and II) had not fully restored the Sinai to Egyptian control. Sadat badly
wanted to accomplish this. In addition, the economy in Egypt was experiencing severe
difficulties, and Islamic fundamentalists were challenging the government's competence and



legitimacy. A peace treaty with Israel would allow Egypt to reduce its military expenditures and
might result in increased military and economic assistance from the United States. At minimum,
a foreign policy success could distract attention from those domestic problems. Finally, the grand
gesture, and its potential for equally sweeping changes in the Israeli-Egyptian relationship, had
the power to take Sadat out of the shadow of Nasser and assure him a place in history. By acting
unilaterally rather than with the support of Arab allies, however, Sadat placed himself in a weak
and vulnerable bargaining position vis-à-vis Israel.

Sadat's visit was followed by months of fruitless discussions between Israel and Egypt, and the
talks broke off in July At this point, Carter stepped in and invited Sadat and Begin to meet with
him for direct negotiations at the presidential retreat at Camp David, Maryland. For thirteen
grueling days Carter attempted to discover common ground between the two leaders. The result
was the Camp David Accords, signed on 17 September 1978 and composed of two main
documents. "A Framework for Peace in the Middle East" dealt with the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. It called for a Palestinian self-governing authority to be followed by a five-year transition
period, with the final status of the West Bank and Gaza Strip to be negotiated. The "Framework
for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel" outlined an understanding for an
eventual peace treaty between the two states. Six months later, on 26 March 1979, Sadat and
Begin met in Washington, D.C., to sign that treaty. Among the attachments to the treaty was an
annex that set forth the details of Israeli withdrawal from Egyptian territory and another that
specified the new relations that were to exist between the two states.

In the end, each of the three leaders seemed to get at least some of what he wanted, although
in retrospect most analysts believe Israel came out ahead of Egypt. Sadat achieved a peace treaty
with Israel, which allowed him to reduce military expenditures; he obtained increased economic
and military assistance from the United States; and Egypt regained control of the Sinai
Peninsula. The price, however, was that Egypt lost its influential position as a leader of the Arab
world and was ostracized for the next decade. Begin gained the neutralization of Israel's most
powerful regional adversary, a demilitarized zone between Israel and Egypt, an Israeli embassy
in Cairo, and increased economic and military assistance from the United States. In exchange,
Israel had to give up the oil-producing Sinai and the Israeli settlements located there. Finally,
Carter had what he felt was a major foreign policy success to which he would point with pride.

Many crucial details pertaining to the Palestinian people and the land of the West Bank and
Gaza Strip were left unspecified in order to achieve an agreement. For example, Jerusalem was
not mentioned, although its political status is one of the most significant points of disagreement
between Israelis and Palestinians. The phrase used in the accords, "legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people," had no legal meaning. It was later defined by Begin to refer only to
Palestinian inhabitants of the Occupied Territories, rather than all Palestinians, and to mean
much less than the self-determination intended by Sadat and Carter. There was nothing in writing
to confirm Carter's conviction that Begin had promised to suspend Israeli settlements in the
Occupied Territories indefinitely; instead, Israel put a three-month moratorium on settlement
development, then returned to their construction with renewed energy.

Finally, there was no way to compel Israel to move quickly on the proposed autonomy for the
Palestinians. The Camp David framework had called for a "self-governing [Palestinian] authority
... freely elected by the inhabitants of [the West Bank and Gaza] to replace the existing [Israeli]
military government." The exact modalities for the establishment of this authority were to be
agreed upon by Egypt, Jordan, and Israel. After a year of negotiations over the format of
Palestinian autonomy, however, nothing had been accomplished. By then Carter's attention was



focused on the overthrow of the shah of Iran and the subsequent taking of U.S. hostages in
Tehran, and he was unable to pressure Israel to negotiate in good faith.

If most people in Israel and the United States and some in Egypt cheered the Camp David
Accords and the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, the majority of the Arab world was highly
skeptical of what they perceived as a separate peace, that is, a peace with one party to the conflict
without addressing the issues of importance to other involved actors. On 5 November 1978 an
Arab summit meeting held in Baghdad strongly condemned Egypt and the Camp David Accords
and warned Egypt against signing a peace treaty with Israel. At the same time, the Arab League
stripped Egypt of membership and voted to transfer its headquarters from Cairo to Tunis, where
it remained for the next twelve years. (In 1989, Egypt was readmitted to the Arab League, and on
1 January 1991 the League headquarters returned to Cairo.)

The Arab states raised a number of concerns. First, Arab analysts pointed to the areas of
ambiguity in the Camp David Accords and argued that Israel would find loopholes to avoid
abiding by the spirit of the agreements. (Israelis similarly feared that Egypt would find such
loopholes; they pointed to the lack of full normalization between the two states as evidence that
their concerns were legitimate.) Second, Arab states believed Egypt had sold out the Palestinians
by not negotiating for complete Palestinian independence from Israeli control and settling instead
for a vague autonomy plan. Third, Arabs feared the peace treaty was a way of co-opting Egypt—
then the strongest Arab military power in the Levant— so that Israel would be free to attack
elsewhere. The 1982 invasion of Lebanon was seen as proof that this had been Israel's intent
from the beginning.

U.S. Involvement in Lebanon

U.S. President Ronald Reagan came to power in 1981. One of the first trips taken by the new
secretary of state, Alexander M. Haig, Jr., was a tour of the Middle East in April, during which
he met with Egyptian President Sadat, Israeli Prime Minister Begin, Jordan's King Hussein, and
Saudi Crown Prince (now King) Fahd. Haig's agenda included a proposed U.S. arms deal with
Saudi Arabia and the continued fighting within Lebanon and between Israeli and PLO forces.
Arab-Israeli tensions escalated throughout the spring and early summer until the United States
negotiated a cease-fire between the PLO and Israel in July.

With the Israeli invasion of Lebanon the following year, the United States again found itself
involved in the Israeli-Lebanese-Palestinian triangle. In the wake of the invasion, the United
States supported repeated UN Security Council resolutions calling on Israel to withdraw.
Throughout June and July, the United States attempted to mediate an end to Israel's attack on
Lebanon. Finally, in August the PLO agreed to a U.S. plan that called for the PLO to withdraw
from Beirut in exchange for an Israeli cease-fire and protection of Palestinians by a multinational
force including U.S. troops. A week later Israel also acceded to the plan and the PLO troops left
Lebanon.

On 1 September, President Reagan presented a peace initiative that called for "self-
government by the Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza Strip in association with Jordan" and
a halt to the building of new Israeli settlements or the expansion of existing settlements. Reagan
also said that the future of Jerusalem should be determined by negotiations. The plan was
immediately rejected by the Israeli Cabinet; the PLO's response indicated they saw some positive
elements to the plan, although they did not fully accept it. Israel also rejected the Fez Summit



peace plan presented by the Arab League on 9 September, disappointing U.S. Secretary of State
George Shultz, who had seen the proposal as an opportunity for a breakthrough in the long
stalemate between Israel and the Arab world.

U.S. forces, joined by French and Italian troops as they had been in August, returned to
Lebanon on 29 September after the Sabra and Shatilla massacres. Their mandate was to help the
Lebanese government restore order and to train the Lebanese army. The multinational
peacekeeping forces were not universally welcomed, and hostility toward their presence grew
during subsequent months. On 18 April 1983 a suicidal car bomb attack on the U.S. embassy in
Beirut killed sixty-three persons, including a number of CIA employees; responsibility was
claimed by the pro-Iranian Islamic Jihad. Six months later, on 23 October 1983, there was a
second suicide mission against U.S. citizens: a truck-bomb attack against the U.S. military
barracks that left 241 U.S. military personnel dead. A virtually simultaneous attack against
French peacekeeping forces resulted in fifty-eight deaths. Although Reagan reaffirmed the U.S.
commitment to remain in Lebanon as part of the peacekeeping mission, U.S. public opinion was
outspoken against continuing the military presence. Finally, on 7 February 1984 Reagan
announced U.S. troops would be redeployed to ships off the coast of Lebanon. On 30 March the
U.S. ships left the area, ending a military action the goals of which were unclear from the
beginning and the success of which was dubious at best by the end.

U.S.-PLO Relations

In the late summer of 1975, Secretary of State Kissinger made a pledge to Israeli Prime
Minister Rabin that the United States would not recognize or negotiate with the PLO until the
PLO recognized Israel's right to exist and accepted UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338. This remained the U.S. policy for thirteen years, during which time the United States did
not speak to the PLO officially. When unofficial contacts occurred, such as when Andrew
Young, the chief U.S. representative to the United Nations under Carter, met with the head of the
PLO's UN mission in a private home one evening, these actions were quickly denounced. Young,
for example, was fired.

The Reagan administration added the requirements that the PLO had to renounce the use of
terrorism and revise the Palestinian National Charter that called for the abolition of the Zionist
state. On 14 December 1988 the U.S. policy of nonrecognition of the PLO ended, although the
United States has not yet established official diplomatic relations with the PLO or the State of
Palestine. The events that led to this change reflect a modification in at least the outward
appearance of both U.S. and PLO policies. They also illustrate that if much of foreign policy is
conducted by massive bureaucracies that move ponderously, in some instances dramatic changes
in international relations can occur.

After the PNC meeting and the Palestinian declaration of independence in November 1988,
Yasir Arafat was riding a wave of international support. Within two weeks, over sixty countries
recognized the State of Palestine, and others expressed support for the principle of creating such
a state. The United States was not in either group. To the contrary, Arafat's request for a visa
from the United States so that he could address the United Nations was rejected, despite the U.S.
host country agreement with the UN to allow free access to anyone invited to the United Nations
on official business. In an unprecedented action, the United Nations then voted to move the
entire General Assembly to Geneva, Switzerland, so that Arafat could speak during a special



session on the Question of Palestine. A total of 154 countries supported the resolution, with only
the United States and Israel voting against it. Great Britain abstained.

Meanwhile, Arafat flew to Stockholm, Sweden, where he met with a delegation of five
prominent U.S. Jews on 6-7 December. At the end of their two-day meeting, Arafat and the
delegation issued a joint declaration that included reference to the PNC's call for an international
conference to be held on the basis of UN Resolutions 242 and 338. It also said that the PNC had
"accepted the existence of Israel as a state in the region" and had "declared its rejection and
condemnation of terrorism in all its forms." Much of the international community praised the
Stockholm Declaration. But the U.S. government gave it a cool response, making it clear that
Arafat would have to be more explicit in order to gain U.S. recognition.

Arafat's speech to the United Nations on 13 December was carefully crafted. It had to balance
the demands of the United States against Arafat's need not to alienate the more radical groups
within the PNC (which were already skeptical of elements in the political document from the
Algiers PNC meeting, and which were concerned that Arafat had gone beyond his mandate with
the Stockholm Declaration). Arafat again stated that the PNC rejected "terrorism in all its forms,
including state terrorism" and added, "The PLO will seek a comprehensive settlement among the
parties concerned in the Arab-Israeli conflict, including the state of Palestine, Israel, and other
neighbors within the framework of the international conference for peace in the Middle East on
the basis of Resolutions 242 and 338 and so as to guarantee equality and the balance of interests,
especially our people's rights in freedom, national independence, and respect the right to exist in
peace and security for all."18

When the speech ended, many were convinced Arafat had satisfied the U.S. requirements, but
Secretary of State Shultz, speaking for the United States, said this had not yet occurred. U.S.
allies quietly told the United States that it would damage peace prospects and look foolish in the
eyes of the international community if it continued to deny recognition of the PLO despite
Arafat's recent statements. Behind-the-scenes messages were also sent to Arafat indicating he
needed to be still more explicit in his language regarding Israel and the renunciation of terrorism.
By this time Arafat had gone too far to turn back without gaining some political advantage for
his concessions. He decided to hold a press conference on 14 December and make one further
attempt:

In my speech yesterday, it was clear that we mean our people's rights to freedom and national independence, according to
Resolution 181, and the right of all parties concerned in the Middle East conflict to exist in peace and security, and, as I have
mentioned, including the state of Palestine, Israel and other neighbors, according to the Resolutions 242 and 338. As for
terrorism, I renounced it yesterday in no uncertain terms, and yet I repeat for the record that we totally and absolutely
renounce all forms of terrorism, including individual, group and state terrorism.19

Late in the afternoon of 14 December 1988, Shultz announced that Arafat had met the long-
standing U.S. conditions for negotiation and that the United States and the PLO would begin
discussions immediately. On 16 December the first round of talks began in Tunis.

By making the decision to open a dialogue with the PLO at the very end of Reagan's term in
office, Shultz handed the incoming Bush administration a fait accompli. It would have been
difficult for the incoming secretary of state, James Baker, to make such a dramatic move early in
the Bush presidency, whereas the political cost of maintaining an existing dialogue was much
less. According to a Gallup poll conducted in October 1989, a majority of U.S. citizens
supported the U.S.-PLO dialogue. When asked "Do you think the U.S. government should
continue the talks [with PLO leaders] at the present level, expand the talks to include higher-
level PLO leaders, or end talks with the PLO?" 26 percent thought the talks should remain at the



present level, and a plurality of 37 percent believed the talks should be expanded. Only 17
percent believed the talks should be ended; 20 percent said they were not sure. These responses
are particularly interesting given that a mere 12 percent of those polled said that in the Israeli
Palestinian conflict they sympathized more with the Palestinians than with Israel.20

In Congress, however, support for the dialogue was tenuous. Under pressure from U.S.
legislators, the Bush administration suspended talks with the PLO on 20 June 1990, three weeks
after an unsuccessful attack on an Israeli beach by members of the tiny Palestine Liberation
Front. The talks remained on hold for more than three years. Israel praised the U.S. decision. For
Palestinians, already embittered by the U.S. veto on 31 May of a UN Security Council resolution
calling for a commission to investigate Israel's policies vis-à-vis the Palestinians and provide
recommendations to ensure their safety, it was another sign that the U.S. held Palestinians and
Israelis to different standards.

There were few concrete results from the initial year and a half of U.S.-PLO discussions,
although many analysts believed that their occurrence was itself a significant development in
U.S.-Palestinian relations. In its first year, the Bush administration did not view the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict as a matter of great urgency; by the middle of 1990, however, the Middle
East had moved into a prominent position on the U.S. agenda. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in
August diverted the United States for the next seven months, but once Iraq had been defeated,
Israeli-Palestinian relations became the focus of sustained U.S. attention. Throughout this period,
the United States continued to reject the idea of an independent Palestinian state in favor of a
Palestinian-Jordanian federation (although Hussein's disengagement from the West Bank in 1988
had put that option on hold and left the United States without a clear policy alternative).

Soviet Immigrants, Israeli Settlements, and U.S. Loan Guarantees

Since at least the mid-1970s, there has been friction between the United States and Israel over
the establishment of Jewish communities in the Occupied Territories. This became more
pronounced during the Bush administration as Israel embarked on a massive expansion of its
settlement program. In January 1990 Israeli Prime Minister Shamir indicated that an anticipated
influx of Jews from the Soviet Union provided a new justification for Israel to maintain
permanent control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Shamir argued that a "big Israel" was
necessary to accommodate the new immigrants, approximately 10 percent of whom have chosen
to settle in East Jerusalem and the rest of the Occupied Territories. Shamir's comments caused
alarm in the Arab world and internationally, particularly when he later added that the Israeli
government was unwilling to restrict immigrants from settling in any area controlled by Israel.

The United States challenged this assessment, and on 1 March, Secretary of State Baker
announced that Israel must cease the growth in new and existing Jewish settlements before the
United States would consider an Israeli request for $400 million in loan guarantees that would
allow Israel to borrow money at a favorable rate despite its poor credit rating. Without such a
halt in settlement activity, Baker argued, there was no way to assure that the guaranteed funds
did not end up indirectly subsidizing housing in the Occupied Territories. After extensive debate,
the U.S. Congress passed the necessary legislation to guarantee the $400 million in housing loans
on 25 May 1990, but the State Department initially refused to provide the loan guarantees until it
received clear assurances that no Jewish immigrants would settle in any of the Occupied
Territories. The United States finally granted the loan guarantees in February 1991, without



Israel's promise.
Throughout the early 1990s, emigration to Israel from the former Soviet Union and its

successor states continued, with an estimated 450,000 people arriving between December 1989
(when Soviet emigration policy changed) and the end of 1993.21 From Israel's perspective, this
latest aliyah is an important step toward ingathering the whole of the Jewish people. The
educational level and professional qualifications of the new citizens are high, and their presence
will eventually strengthen the Israeli economy; however, the rapid influx strained a system
already burdened with heavy social welfare expenditures, inflation, rising poverty and
unemployment, and the cost of maintaining the military occupation. Israeli leaders feared that the
difficulties newcomers experienced in finding jobs and housing might result in a decline in
immigration. Therefore, during the Gulf War, Israeli leaders indicated that they would soon
request more substantial loan guarantees from the United States.

Israel's position was that because of past U.S. support for the immigration of Soviet Jews, the
United States should view the loan guarantees as a form of humanitarian assistance and should
not link them to Israeli foreign or domestic policies. The United States disagreed. Baker was
particularly upset because he believed the continuing Israeli settlement boom interfered with his
attempts to gain agreement for an Arab-Israeli peace conference. In testimony before the U.S.
House Appropriations Foreign Operations Subcommittee, Baker commented: "Nothing has made
my job of trying to find Arab and Palestinian partners for [peace negotiations with] Israel more
difficult than being greeted by a new settlement every time I arrive. I don't think there is any
bigger obstacle to peace than the settlement activity that continues not only unabated but at an
enhanced pace."22 Bush, too, was blunt. When some members of Congress criticized Baker's
comments, Bush backed him up: "Secretary Baker was speaking for this Administration and I
strongly support what he said and what he is trying to do. Our policy is well known, and it would
make a big contribution to peace if these settlements would stop."23

Shamir discounted these remarks and insisted that development would continue in all the areas
controlled by Israel. He also disagreed with the U.S. contention that the settlements were an
obstacle to peace and appeared convinced that the United States would not withhold the
requested assistance. Shamir's optimism proved misplaced. When Israel officially requested the
$10 billion in loan guarantees at the beginning of September 1991, the Bush administration
asked Congress to delay discussion of the issue for 120 days so it would not be dealt with until
after the Madrid peace conference. Bush also indicated that before the United States would grant
the loan guarantees, he wanted Israel's pledge that it would halt further settlements, a position
supported by 86 percent of the U.S. public.24 The result was a nasty series of exchanges between
U.S. and Israeli leaders, including an accusation of anti-Semitism against Bush by one Israeli
Cabinet member that other Israeli leaders promptly disavowed.

Some members of Congress expressed dismay over the linkage of U.S. assistance to a change
in Israel's settlement policy but ultimately concluded they lacked the votes to overturn the
promised presidential veto of any loan guarantee legislation passed in the fall. In the months that
followed, the American-Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) and other U.S. supporters of
Israel lobbied hard for the loan guarantees. They proposed a variety of plans that would reduce
the loan guarantees by the amount Israel spent on settlements or would allow Israel to complete
existing construction as long as no new settlements were started. Ultimately, however, none of
the compromises offered was acceptable to Israel, and the United States did not grant the loan
guarantees while Shamir remained in power. Bush's strong stand was the first time since the
1950s that a U.S. president had used economic pressure against Israel. It was also the first time a



president explicitly stated that unless Israel halted settlements in the Occupied Territories, the
United States would limit its economic assistance.

Since their confrontation, the political fortunes of both Bush and Shamir have shifted, leading
to a new configuration of key leaders in the United States and Israel. Shamir was the first to lose
power, when the Labor party scored a victory in the June 1992 Israeli elections. The United
States was enthusiastic about this outcome and pleased that the new prime minister was Yitzhak
Rabin. Rabin's attitude toward the settlers is pragmatic rather than ideological and reflects most
of all his desire to improve the weak Israeli economy. He has said, for example, that he wants to
reorder national priorities so that the government serves primarily "those 3,900,000 of Israel's
4,000,000 Jews who do not live in the territories."25

To obtain the U.S. loan guarantees, Rabin agreed to a partial freeze on new settlements. Of
more than 15,000 housing units previously approved for construction in the West Bank, work
was halted on approximately 7,000 (primarily units still in the planning stage). The freeze did not
apply, however, to what the Israeli government labeled "security settlements," communities
located in the 51 percent of the West Bank that Israel considers essential to its security, including
East Jerusalem and the Jordan Valley. Indeed, Israel accelerated land confiscation and settlement
in East Jerusalem and elsewhere at the same time the settlement freeze was in force. After Rabin
and Bush met in August 1992, Bush signaled Congress he was ready to reconsider the
contentious loan guarantees. Congress passed the necessary legislation in October (with the
stipulation that Israel can use these funds only within its pre-1967 borders), and on 5 January
1993 Bush signed a bill providing the first $2 billion.

Bill Clinton's inauguration as the forty-second president of the United States further modified
the U.S.-Israeli relationship. Arguably in contrast to Bush's foreign policy team, several of
Clinton's initial key appointments were strongly supportive of Israel: Defense Secretary Les
Aspin, former AIPAC employee Martin Indyk as National Security Council Middle East adviser,
Dennis Ross as coordinator of the Middle East peace talks, former U.S. ambassador to Israel
Samuel Lewis as State Department director of public planning, and presidential adviser Richard
Schifter. All were experienced in lobbying on Israel's behalf.

The Clinton administration's attitude toward Israeli settlements is illustrated by the way
officials have dealt with restrictions on the loan guarantees. Consistent with the legislation
passed the previous fall, the White House announced in October 1993 that it was deducting $437
million from the $2 billion allocated for Israel for fiscal year 1994 (which began on 1 October
1993) to reflect money Israel spent on settlement activity in the Occupied Territories during FY
1993. Shortly thereafter, Clinton indicated he hoped to reinstate the $437 million but did not
want to raise the issue until Congress had passed the FY 1994 foreign aid bill with its $3 billion
in direct military and economic assistance for Israel. Clinton's position was that the Oslo Accords
modified the context in which Israeli settlements occurred and invalidated the need for the earlier
restrictions.

The intensity of the initial disagreement in 1991 over the loan guarantees raised the question
of future Israeli-U.S. relations in a post-cold war era, an issue not fully resolved by the Clinton
administration's pro-Israel stance. This is perhaps ironic as it comes at a time when Israel has
gained a new measure of acceptance in the international community In December 1991, the
United States spearheaded a successful drive to supersede the 1975 "Zionism is racism"
resolution in the United Nations, and in 1993 the Israeli delegation to the UN was seated without
the traditional protest from the Arab states. The negotiations that followed the 1991 Madrid
conference and the 1993 Oslo Accords further legitimized Israel for many countries, and during



the early 1990s more than forty countries, including China, Russia, and India, established or
renewed diplomatic relations with that state.

Yet the same shifts in the international environment that led many countries to change their
attitude toward Israel may also decrease Israel's importance to the United States. Strong U.S.
support for Israel in recent decades has been due, at least in part, to Israel's role as a counter to
Soviet influence in the Middle East. Now that the Soviet Union no longer exists and communism
has collapsed in Eastern Europe, the strategic concerns of the United States have turned
elsewhere. Furthermore, as the coalition against Iraq demonstrated, in the "new world order" the
United States might find the political cooperation of conservative Arab states more useful than
the purely military power of Israel. In response to such arguments, Israeli leaders point out that
the Middle East remains unstable and suggest that Israel is still a critical strategic asset to the
United States. It is quite likely Israel and the United States will remain allies in the coming years;
whether their ties remain as close as in the past remains to be seen.

Soviet/Russian Foreign Policy

For most of the twentieth century, the Soviet Union was not a major player in the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict—at least not when compared with the United States. This is in some ways
surprising, given its geographic location, bordering on Turkey and Iran; its large Islamic
population concentrated in its southern republics; and its status as a superpower in the
international arena since the end of World War II. The Western European states, however, had
already staked out a clear claim through their colonial ties, and the United States had identified
the Middle East as a region in which it had—and was prepared to defend—significant economic,
politicai, and strategie interests. Soviet leaders realized they would have to work around these
relationships and do so in a way that did not directly challenge the militarily superior United
States. They did so primarily by focusing on low-risk opportunities and by continually pressing
for the inclusion of the Soviet Union in peace initiatives and decisionmaking activities regarding
the region. The success of this strategy was mixed.

The Soviet Union recognized Israel immediately after its declaration of independence in 1948,
and for the next nineteen years the Soviet Union maintained an active diplomatic mission in Tel
Aviv. From the beginning, there were multiple linkages between the two states. Weapons from
Soviet allies were used by the Zionists in the Palestine War; many of the first leaders of Israel
were from the Soviet Union or Poland; and there were many elements of socialist ideology in the
mainstream Zionist movement. In fact, a principal concern of the U.S. government in 1948 was
that Israel would immediately form an alliance with the Soviet Union when it declared
independence.

After the death of Stalin in 1953 and the creation of the U.S.-sponsored Baghdad Pact, the
Soviet Union began to forge political, economic, and military links with a variety of Arab
countries. These states included Egypt after the 1952 coup that toppled the monarchy and
brought Nasser to power; Iraq after the 1958 coup that overthrew the Hashemite regime; Algeria
after its independence in 1962; Syria in the 1960s; PDR Yemen after 1967; and Libya after
Muammar Qaddafi came to power in 1969. In dealing with the Arab countries, Soviet leaders
Nikita Khrushchev (1953-1964) and Leonid Brezhnev (1964-1982) emphasized the themes of
peaceful coexistence, mutual respect, and noninterference in internal affairs These were



appealing concepts to countries that had recently been under the control of European states. The
Soviet Union also pursued a vigorous trade-and-aid policy toward the Arab states, providing
them with low-interest loans and technical assistance. At least initially, Soviet policy was to
support any government that followed an anti-Western foreign policy. A country did not need to
become pro-Soviet, but it could not be allied with the West. This allowed the Arab countries a
greater degree of political autonomy than the United States permitted and was an important
factor in the Soviet Union's initial successes in the Middle East.

The Soviet position in the Arab world was enhanced by the June 1967 War. On 10 June the
Soviet Union cut diplomatic ties with Israel and promised to assist the Arab states of the Levant
if Israel refused to withdraw from the territories it conquered during the war. At the same time,
the lack of a strong U.S. condemnation of Israel led to a deterioration in U.S.-Arab relations.
Arab states were also angered at the continuing U.S. refusal to provide them with the same
sophisticated weapons made available to Israel, Turkey, and Iran. Together, these factors pushed
the Arab states into a greater dependence on the Soviet Union than might otherwise have
developed.

Egypt was the most important Soviet ally in the Middle East during this period. Although
Nasser was not a Marxist, the revolutionary rhetoric of the Soviet Union, its anti-imperialist
foreign policy, and its willingness to provide Egypt with economic assistance and weapons—in
contrast to the Western states—strengthened the connection. The Czech arms deal of September
1955 and the subsequent refusal of the United States to lend Egypt money for the Aswan Dam
project in 1956 represented a watershed. From that point on, Nasser increasingly relied on the
Soviet Union, and the Soviet Union in turn made Egypt the linchpin in its Middle East strategy
The Soviet Union joined the United States in supporting Egypt diplomatically against Israel
during the 1956 Suez War, and it soon became Egypt's main weapons supplier and military
adviser.

After Nasser's death in September 1970, Vice President Anwar Sadat became Egypt's second
president. The Soviet choice to follow Nasser was Ali Sabri, who attempted to overthrow Sadat
in May 1971. In light of Soviet support of the attempted coup, Sadat, grew to distrust the Soviet
Union, and he made it clear that the Soviets could no longer assume Egypt would remain an
unquestioning client state. By 1972 relations between the two states were badly strained. Finally,
under pressure from his own military forces, and with the encouragement of King Feisal of Saudi
Arabia, Sadat ordered the expulsion from Egypt of approximately 20,000 Soviet military
advisers and their dependents on 15 July 1972 and sent Egyptian military units to take control of
Soviet bases and equipment.

This move was popular with the Egyptian people, who were not overly fond of the Soviet
military presence, but it failed to bring about a change in U.S. policy toward Egypt or toward
Israel, as Sadat had hoped. In retrospect, this appears to be an instance when the right hand of the
U.S. government did not know what the left was doing, and vice versa. Saudi Defense Minister
Prince Sultan had been consulting regularly with Assistant Secretary of State Joseph Siseo on
Saudi efforts to move Egypt away from the Soviet Union. Yet National Security Adviser
Kissinger expressed surprise when Sadat expelled the Soviet advisers. As a result, Kissinger did
not come through with an appropriate gesture of appreciation in response to Sadat's action,
leaving Sadat (and the Saudis) disappointed and puzzled.

The Soviets had invested heavily in Egypt and were reluctant to give up this important ally, so
they continued to court Sadat. In particular, intermittent arms transfer negotiations continued
between Cairo and Moscow, and the Soviet Union provided Egypt with a major airlift of



weapons during the October 1973 War. In April 1974, however, Egypt announced that it would
no longer rely exclusively on Soviet weapons, and on 14 March 1976 Sadat announced the
abrogation of a 1971 Soviet-Egyptian Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation.

In the decade and a half following the split with Egypt, the soviet Union was less involved in
the Middle East and played only a minor role in the Israeli-Palestinian issue. It continued its
patron-client relationship with Syria, Iraq, and PDR Yemen, and was nominally supportive of the
PLO. It began to discover, however, that the Arab states felt the Soviet Union had little to offer
them except military assistance and that this was insufficient for them to follow Soviet policy
preferences when these conflicted with their own perceived interests. Syria proved a particularly
independent-minded client, as the Soviet Union found when it unsuccessfully attempted to keep
Syria from intervening in Lebanon in the mid 1970s. As its own economic problems worsened,
the Soviet Union was forced to reduce the economic assistance it provided to the Arab states,
further limiting its influence.

The Soviets tried to compensate for this decline in power through support of a number of
international resolutions on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. But with the exception of the joint
Soviet-U.S. communiqué of 1 October 1977 calling for an international peace conference to deal
with the conflict, the Soviet Union was not included in U.S. mediation activities after the
October 1973 War, nor was it invited to participate in the Camp David meetings in 1978. The
Soviet Union was critical of the resulting accords, which could have provided it with an opening
to improve its relationship with Arab states. Any such prospects were damaged with the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979.

Soviet policy began to take a new direction when Mikhail S. Gorbachev came to power in
1985. Almost immediately Gorbachev began to initiate contacts with moderate Arab states and
with Israel. In August 1986, Soviet and Israeli diplomats met in Helsinki, Finland, to discuss the
possible reestablishment of diplomatic relations—the first formal diplomatic contact since 1967.
A year later, a Soviet consular delegation traveled to Israel to continue the dialogue. Gorbachev
also offered to participate in joint security arrangements for the Middle East, called for an
international peace conference on the Israeli-Palestinian issue, worked to bring about a
reconciliation between Arafat and Syrian leader Assad, and played an important role in the
reunification of various factions within the PLO prior to the 1988 PNC meeting.

In the past, the Soviet Union had frequently expressed its desire to have a role in the Middle
East, motivated, as was the United States, primarily by superpower competition. In contrast, by
the late 1980s, the Soviet Union appeared to be searching for positive, collaborative
contributions it could make to increase stability in the region. The comments of Soviet Foreign
Minister Eduard A. Shevardnadze after a ten-day Middle East tour in February 1989 clearly
reflected this shift: "The policy of [the United States and the Soviet Union] pushing each other
out of the region has to be abandoned in favor of constructive cooperation for the sake of peace
and tranquillity in the Middle East."26 During his trip, the first to the region by a Soviet foreign
minister in fifteen years, Shevardnadze tried to persuade Israel to negotiate with the PLO under
the auspices of the UN Security Council, offered to act as a guarantor of Israeli national security
after the conclusion of a peace agreement with the Palestinians, indicated Soviet terms for
renewing diplomatic ties with Israel, agreed to increase political and military consultations with
Syria, even as it was reducing its economic commitment to that state, and called for a ban on all
chemical and nuclear weapons in the region.

In the autumn of 1989, change began sweeping across Eastern Europe. The Berlin Wall that
had dramatically symbolized the division between East and West was dismantled, and the two



Germanys were reunited. Czechoslovakia, Romania, Poland, and Hungary held free elections;
civil war broke out in Yugoslavia. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990-1991 dramatically
signaled the end of the cold war and the beginning of a radical transformation of the international
system. At present, Russia and the Soviet successor states are preoccupied with internal
problems and are not in a position to influence directly the course of Arab-Israeli or Israeli-
Palestinian relations. However, the possibility of future U.S.-Russian cooperation in the region
may not be as far-fetched as it first appears. Since World War II the United States has wanted to
limit Soviet influence, which was perceived as a destabilizing force that would jeopardize the
U.S. political and military position and put the region's oil resources at risk. If the United States
is convinced that Russia shares its interest in regional stability, this reduces the threat to other
U.S. goals.

An improved East-West political climate and serious economic difficulties in Russia and the
Soviet successor states have led to a radical reduction in financial support for Syria, Libya, Iraq,
and other traditional Arab opponents of Israel. This may provide justification for a similar
decrease in U.S. financial support of Israel, which has for a number of years been the largest
recipient of U.S. military and economic assistance. Official U.S. aid to Israel through the Foreign
Military Sales Financing Program, the Economic Support Fund, and other aid programs currently
totals more than $3 billion a year. The United States wants to provide increased foreign aid to
Eastern Europe and Central America to encourage and support the political and economic
transformations occurring in those areas. It has also committed itself to assist Palestinian
economic development. Those resources have to come from somewhere; one possibility is to
decrease the funds given to other major U.S. aid recipients, including Israel. This idea, which
received a mixed reception, was first proposed by Senate Minority Leader Robert Dole in
January 1990. Three years later, newly appointed U.S. ambassador to Israel William Harrop
made a similar comment, indicating it might be difficult for the United States to continue to
provide Israel with such a high level of foreign aid. (Harrop was promptly dismissed from his
post.) Although President Clinton has promised to maintain Israel's share of the foreign aid
budget, he may find this commitment difficult to keep.

The International Community

The full implications of this global restructuring remain to be seen. One arena in which the
changes may be significant is in the United Nations, where for most of the post-World War II
period the United States and the Soviet Union were at loggerheads over a variety of issues,
including the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Although the Soviet Union was quick to recognize
Israel's declaration of independence, since the late 1950s the Soviet Union has been closely
identified with the Arab opponents to Israel. At the same time, after the June 1967 War the
United States became a much stronger and more vocal supporter of the Jewish state. Given these
alliances, the conflict between Israel and the Arabs came to take on cold war garb and to be
discussed in cold war rhetoric, although in its earliest form (Zionists versus Palestinians) it
predated the East-West split and had a reality quite separate from the U.S.-Soviet confrontation.
Thus, there is a possibility that the improvement in U.S.-Russian relations could result in some
kind of cooperation for dealing with the conflict through the United Nations.

For this to occur, Russia will need to encourage the Third World states toward greater



moderation and acceptance of Israel, even as the PNC has accepted Israel. This has begun to
occur. At the same time, the United States will have to move closer to the international
consensus regarding Palestinian self-determination and the future status of the West Bank and
Gaza Strip if it is to take a leadership role in resolving the conflict. During much of the past three
decades, the United States has been isolated internationally on this issue because of its seemingly
automatic justification of virtually any action Israel takes. In the early years of the United
Nations, the Soviet Union repeatedly used its veto to block Security Council resolutions on a
variety of topics, whereas the United States refrained from doing so until 1970 (when it
prevented passage of a resolution critical of southern Rhodesia). Between September 1972 and
May 1990, however, the United States used its veto power twenty-nine times to protect Israel
from criticism by the Security Council. The Reagan administration used the U.S. veto on behalf
of Israel on eighteen occasions, five times in 1988 alone. Although President Bush broke this
pattern in the second half of his administration, President Clinton appears likely to follow in
Reagan's footsteps in this respect.

The United Nations and the Question of Palestine

Virtually from its establishment in 1945, the United Nations has been dealing with the conflict
over Palestine. The UN

□ voted in 1947 to partition Palestine and create a Jewish state in part of the territory
□ created the United Nations Relief and Works Agency to take responsibility for the

Palestinian refugees
□ has maintained armed forces and military observer groups in the Levant since 1948
□ sent mediators such as Count Folke Bernadotte, Ralph Bunche, and Gurtnar V. Jarring to the

region in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s
□ affirmed the right of "the people of Palestine [to] self determination" in 1969
□ in 1975 declared that Zionism is a form of racism, a resolution repealed in 1991
□ has passed dozens of General Assembly and Security Council resolutions calling for cease-

fires, condemning aggressive actions by each of the parties, and suggesting approaches for
conflict resolution

More generally, Article 2 of the Charter of the United Nations states that "all members shall
settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace
and security, and justice, are not endangered" and that they "shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence
of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations." The
ongoing conflict among Israel, the Palestinians, and the Arab states is clearly in contradiction
with both the spirit and the letter of this part of the charter to which all members must agree
when they join the international body. In addition, the Israeli occupation of lands captured in the
June 1967 War is widely argued to violate elements of the 1948 United Nations Universal
Declaration of Human Rights:

Article 2. Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this T3eclaration, without distinction of any kind, such
as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. ...

Article 9. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile.
Article 10. Everyone is entitled to full equality to a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial tribunal, in the



determination of his rights and obligations and of any criminal charge against him.
Article 11.-1. Everyone charged with a penal offense has the right to be presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law

in a public trial at which he has had all the guarantees necessary for his defense. ...
Article 13.-1. Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and residence within the borders of each state.
2. Everyone has the right to leave any country including his own, and to return to his country. ...
Article 19. Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without

interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers.
Article 20. Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association.

Finally, UN peacekeeping forces have been employed in the conflict with greater frequency, and
for longer duration, than anywhere else in the world. In light of all these factors, it is not
surprising that the United Nations as an international organization believes it has a stake in the
just and peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian issue.

The policies of the United Nations have not always been consistent. Over the years, the
composition of the United Nations has changed, and its political sympathies have reflected this.
In 1945 the UN had barely fifty members. Nearly all were either European countries, members of
the British Commonwealth, or states from the Americas. The United States was the obvious
leader in the UN, as it was elsewhere in the world. Fifty years after the founding of the United
Nations, the dominance of the United States and its allies has declined, and the new African,
Arab, and Asian states hold the majority of seats in the General Assembly. Their agenda is
focused on issues relevant to their own needs and experiences, just as the objectives of the
founding states had reflected an earlier and different set of concerns.

Many of the states that helped form the United Nations were strongly committed to the
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, often to support their own political objectives, and
Israel maintained close ties to these early allies. In contrast, more than half of the UN members
in 1994 were not even independent when Israel was created. Their perception of the Jewish state
is influenced by their own colonial past, and for many years they viewed Israel more as a
manifestation of European imperialism than as an expression of nationalism similar to their own
aspirations for autonomous identity. The image of Israel among African states in particular was
damaged by the Israeli occupation of Egyptian territory as a. result of that war. Israel's political,
economic, and military links with South Africa have also adversely affected its status among
newly independent states. This shift in the balance of power in the United Nations from the
American and European countries to the Afro-Asian bloc in part explains why UN resolutions on
the Arab-Israeli and Israeli-Palestinian conflicts became increasingly critical of Israel and
supportive of the Palestinians in the 1970s and 1980s.

With the end of the cold war and the ascendance of the United States as the only superpower,
the United Nations began to return to a less hostile position toward Israel. This is seen most
clearly by the General Assembly revocation of its 1975 condemnation of Zionism as a form of
racism. The vote, in December 1991, was lopsided—111 countries voted in favor of the motion,
and only 25 voted against. Thirty states, including a number of Arab countries, abstained or were
not present for the vote. The United States and Israel lobbied hard for this resolution, the
importance of which was primarily symbolic.

The European Community

In recent years, the European countries, like the Third World, have been more critical of Israel
and more supportive of the Palestinians than has the United States. After the October 1973 War,



the European states (and Japan) were among those who called for Israel's withdrawal to its 1967
borders; in June 1977, leaders of the European Community issued a statement calling for a peace
settlement based on UN Resolution 242 and the recognition of the "legitimate right of the
Palestinian people to its national identity" in the form of a "homeland."

In June 1980 the European states announced the Venice Declaration, which represented a
policy that had been evolving over a period of ten years. In this document, the (then) nine-
member group proclaimed its support for the right of Israel to exist within secure, recognized,
and guaranteed borders, as well as its support of the legitímate rights of the Palestinian people
and its belief that the PLO "will have to be associated with the negotiations" on any peace
agreement. It criticized the Israeli occupation of the Golan Heights, West Bank, and Gaza Strip,
and said that the Israeli settlements in those areas were illegal under international law.

Since the Venice Declaration, the European states have grown increasingly outspoken in their
criticisms of Israeli policy toward the Palestinians. They voted in favor of the UN resolution
condemning Israel's annexation of the Golan Heights in December 1981, and were quite critical
of the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon. In October 1986 the foreign ministers of the EC decided
to grant direct financial assistance to the West Bank and Gaza Strip and agreed to assure
preferential access to Palestinian industrial and agricultural products. It took over a year to work
out a compromise with Israel on the export of Palestinian agricultural products to Europe, by
which point the intifada had begun; nonetheless, the statement of intent by the European states
was clear.

The European response to the declaration of the State of Palestine in November 1988 and the
subsequent policy statements by Arafat was also far more supportive and warm than was the
U.S. reaction. Although the EC as a body stopped short of formally recognizing the new state,
several individual countries expressed strong support for the principle of such a state, and a
number of countries on the European periphery, such as Malta, Cyprus, and Yugoslavia,
formally extended diplomatic recognition to Palestine. Subsequent statements reiterated the EC's
position that a resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict must be balanced between security
requirements and the rights of self-determination for both parties. In addition, in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, EC member states hosted official visits by Arafat, an action the United States
did not take until September 1993 (and even then only in the context of the signing of the Oslo
Accords). At the same time, EC policy has not been completely one-sided; for instance, it praised
Israel for its restraint during the Gulf War and lifted economic restrictions imposed earlier in
response to Israeli human rights violations.

The key point is that the European states are pursuing their own policy preferences vis-à-vis
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict rather than following the lead of the United States as they once
did. Indeed, the EC's political independence was an important factor in explaining Norway's role
in the secret negotiations that led to the 1993 Oslo Accords. The increasing economic and
political integration of the European states as a result of the Maastricht Treaty enhances the
prospect that they will present a strong, coherent, and unified foreign policy alternative to the
United States.

Militarization of the Middle East

One issue of great concern to the international community is the high level of militarization in
the Middle East. Among Third World states, the Middle East is the primary arms-importing area.



In the 1980s, between 27 and 41 percent of all conventional weapons transferred from one
country to another in a given year went to Israel, Iran, or one of the Arab states. For the five-year
period 1987-1991, just six Middle East countries—Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and
Israel—accounted for more than 30 percent of the world's weapons trade.27 Historically, the
United States and the Soviet Union (now Russia) have been the region's principal suppliers;
however, France, Britain, and China also provide a significant percentage.

Although imports remain a major source of sophisticated weapons, most Middle Eastern
countries now have a modest conventional arms enterprise. Several countries also have
developed a chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons industry. Israel, for instance, is widely
acknowledged to have become a nuclear power in the late 1960s and now has a stockpile of 100-
200 nuclear weapons, Iraq is one of several states in the region to have produced chemical
weapons; it was in the process of developing a nuclear weapons capability before its defeat in the
1990-1991 Gulf War and the subsequent UN-mandated destruction of all of its weapons of mass
destruction.

There are a number of explanations for this general situation, including a desire for the
international prestige associated with major weapons systems and high oil revenues in the 1970s
and early 1980s that allowed countries such as Saudi Arabia to purchase more weapons than
would normally be possible. But one of the most significant factors is the multitude of
antagonistic relationships within the region, including the Israeli-Palestinian conflict: Each state
believes that it needs the weapons it imports or produces domestically in order to be safe in an
insecure environment.

Are these states correct? There is some evidence to suggest that their efforts may be
counterproductive and that the continual arms acquisitions may at some point result in a decrease
rather than an increase in security. The reason has to do with a concept developed by John Herz
in 1950 called the security dilemma. The basic problem Herz identified is this: In an uncertain
environment, particularly one where there is little trust among actors, how can a state provide for
its own legitimate security needs without appearing to threaten the legitimate security needs of
its opponents? As Actor A increases its military capabilities, purely for defensive purposes it
argues, it may well seem to Actor Β that Actor A is planning an aggressive move against Actor
B. Thus, Actor Β concludes it must obtain additional weapons to protect itself against Actor A.
"Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world of competing units," Herz writes,
"power competition ensues, and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on."28

Before either actor realizes it, they are involved in an arms race unlikely to enhance the security
of either party.

What are the problems with such an arms race? First, the economic costs are great. Middle
East countries that spent an average of at least 15 percent of their gross domestic product on
military expenditures between 1972 and 1988 include Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Oman, and the
People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (now part of the Republic of Yemen), with Egypt and
Syria close behind them.29 These resources could otherwise have been spent providing for the
basic needs of the population or increasing economic development. Furthermore, the high
concentration of domestic revenues spent on the military may increase the likelihood that the
military will play a more significant role in the political affairs of the country than would
otherwise be the case. Third, as Kuwait discovered in August 1990, high military expenditures
do not by themselves bring security and may in fact lead to an inappropriate sense of
complacency.

Finally, there is widespread concern that this great concentration of weapons, when combined



with the high level of tension that has characterized the Middle East region, could result in an
escalating war of such magnitude that in the end little would be left of the Levant region. If
weapons by themselves do not create a war, they certainly can affect the intensity with which it
is fought. This was the rationale for the 1950 Tripartite Agreement among the United States,
France, and Great Britain and was behind a U.S. initiative following the Gulf War to limit
weapons proliferation and arms sales. As Yahya Sadowski explains:

In May 1991, President Bush called for a regional freeze in the acquisition, production and testing of surface-to-surface
missiles. He advocated a ban on the production of plutonium or any other material that could be used as fissile material for
nuclear weapons. He reiterated an earlier call for an end to the production of chemical and biological weapons. Finally, he
called for negotiations among the major arms suppliers.30

Unfortunately, although few countries rejected Bush's initiative outright, none of the major
suppliers, including the United States, acted on it either.

Another issue is the role of Middle East states in exporting weapons abroad. In this regard,
most attention has focused on Israel, which has developed one of the largest arms export
industries outside of the NATO countries. After the October 1973 War, Israel made a deliberate
decision to expand its arms industry. Since then, Israel has not only moved toward sufficiency in
certain categories of armaments but has also become a major supplier of high-technology
weaponry to numerous Third World states, including El Salvador, Paraguay, Chile, Argentina,
Ecuador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua under the Somoza regime. These arms sales help Israel
cover the costs of its domestic military industry, which otherwise would be prohibitively high
despite U.S. financial assistance. In addition, both advocates and critics of Israel's arms transfer
program point out that Israel frequently acts as the United States' gendarme and surrogate around
the world by providing weapons to U.S. client states for which open U.S. support and arms sales
would be politically awkward for the United States or the recipient country. Israel's central role
in the Iran-Contra arms deal gained international attention in 1987; it was, however, simply the
best publicized of numerous cases in which Israel and the United States collaborated to supply
weapons to third parties.

More recently, South Africa acknowledged it had a long-term military arrangement with
Israel. Israel received enriched uranium and access to a long-range missile test site in South
Africa in exchange for which Israel provided South Africa with advanced missile and nuclear
weapons technology that allowed South Africa to build six nuclear bombs. Even before this story
broke, the close military ties between Israel and South Africa had been a source of
embarrassment for the United States. Certain aspects of the relationship may also violate U.S.
law, if Israel provided South Africa with any technology that was originally received from the
United States or was developed with U.S. funds.

Political Terrorism

Leon Klinghoffer, a U.S. citizen and a Jew, was murdered when the Italian cruise liner Achille
Lauro on which he was traveling was hijacked by four Palestinians in October 1985. In the
aftermath of the hijacking, the U.S. media covered his death in great detail. Hundreds of lines of
newsprint and many minutes on television and radio news programs were devoted to describing
the hijacking, the precise events that occurred just before Klinghoffer was thrown overboard into
the Mediterranean, the grief of his family, and the history of Klinghoffer's life. There were calls



for massive retaliation against Palestinians in response to this terrorist attack.
The same week, Alex Odeh, a U.S. citizen of Palestinian descent who was the West Coast

director of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, was murdered by a bomb
explosion when he opened the door to his office in southern California. The Federal Bureau of
Investigation issued a statement saying, "We have attributed the bombing to the Jewish Defense
League." Odeh apparently was killed as punishment for a television interview he had given the
night before in which he condemned the Achille Lauro hijacking and terrorism in general but
defended Yasir Arafat, saying that the PLO had not been involved in the action. Odeh's death
was virtually ignored by the national media, even though Odeh was a gentle man known for his
work for peace. Few talked of terrorism, and there were no calls for retaliation.

The words "terrorism" and "terrorist" provoke strong emotions in almost everyone. Yet when
asked to explain what makes something a terrorist act, many people fall back on an argument
akin to saying, "I can't define it but I know it when I see it." When pushed, such people often end
up classifying as terrorism any violent act against "us" by "them"— hardly a rigorous or
scholarly approach. In light of this, it is not surprising that the phrase "one person's terrorist is
another person's freedom fighter" has gained popularity in some circles. But this
characterization, which implies that labeling an act as terrorism is nothing more than a normative
judgment, is also problematic.

The first step out of this definitional morass is to separate the definition of terrorism from an
ethical judgment about whether, and if so under what circumstances, terrorism is justified.
George Lopez and Michael Stohl, who have written a number of works on political terrorism,
have defined it as "the purposeful act or threat of violence to create fear and/or compliant
behavior in a victim and/or audience of the act or threat."31 This definition makes it clear that
political terrorism is a form of intimidation or coercion used deliberately and consciously and
must be understood by its motivations as well as its violent nature. Political terrorism is not
random violence, although one of its attributes is that it can occur at any time and in any place; it
is violence with a specific goal that transcends the harm or threat of harm done to the individual
or group against which it is most immediately directed. Political terrorism is often a tool of the
militarily very strong (such as Stalin's reign of terror in the Soviet Union) or the militarily very
weak (such as the use of terror by the Algerians against the French civilian population during the
Algerian war of independence). When used by a state, terrorism can occur through economic
coercion, the legal system, or the police or military. When used by nonstate groups, terrorism
may involve murder, physical or psychological harm short of murder, or destruction of property.

This way of defining terrorism avoids making moral judgments about the appropriateness of
terrorist tactics as a political or military tool a part of the definition of the word. Some people
believe that terrorism is unacceptable under any circumstances and that it puts the person who
engages in such acts completely beyond what is considered civilized behavior. Others argue that
terrorism is one of many forms of violence and that a group lacking access to what is often
labeled legitimate power (that is, the power of the state) has the right to use other tools available
to it in order to promote its cause. Regardless of which of these two views one holds, it should be
clear that not all violence done by a state or group of which one disapproves is terrorism, nor
does approval for the goals of a state or group mean that nothing they do deserves to be labeled
terrorism. Opinions about the state or group need to be kept separate from judgments about the
nature of their violent actions.

In the context of the Israeli-Palestinian issue, the word terrorism is used a great deal, often
inappropriately or to describe the actions of one group only. Under the Stohl and Lopez



definition given above, terrorist tactics were used by Zionists and Palestinians during the British
mandate over Palestine and have been used on occasion since 1948 by Palestinians, by the Israeli
government, and by Israeli civilians. When a combined force of Irgun and Stern Gang members
massacred two-thirds of the residents of the small Palestinian village of Deir Yassin on 9 April
1948, despite the nonbelligerency agreement the village had signed with nearby Jewish villages,
and then drove around other Palestinian villages warning residents that they too might be
murdered if they did not leave, that was terrorism. When members of the PFLP hijacked four
airplanes in September 1970 and blew up three of them after releasing the passengers in order to
gain publicity for the Palestinian nationalist claims, that was terrorism. The hijackers had nothing
against the people they took hostage—the act was directed to a wider audience. When Israel
bombed PLO headquarters in Tunis on 1 October 1985, killing at least twelve Tunisians and
sixty Palestinians, mostly civilians, that too was an act of terrorism, for its intent was not only to
assassinate Yasir Arafat and retaliate for the killing of three Israelis in Cyprus but also to
promote a sense of fear and intimidation among all Palestinians. The massacre by Israeli settler
Baruch Goldstein of twenty-nine Palestinians praying at the Tomb of the Patriarchs in Hebron on
25 February 1994 fits the description of terrorism. So also do the April 1994 car bomb attacks in
Afula and Hadera, claimed by Hamas, that killed more than a dozen Israeli civilians, including
children. In short, none of the parties to the current conflict has a monopoly on the use of terror.

Second, not all terrorist actions done in the name of a group are authorized or endorsed by that
group. Thus, without clear evidence or a claim of responsibility, it is not always possible to know
whether a particular group can legitimately be held responsible for a specific terrorist act.
Individuals may act completely on their own, hoping to gain attention for themselves or their
cause, or possibly to receive anticipated praise from the group in whose name they performed
their deed.

Finally, it is important to reiterate that not every action that results in death or other violence is
terrorism, no matter how much we dislike the action. For example, when on 27 November 1987
a Palestinian on a hang glider landed in northern Israel and killed six Israeli soldiers before being
killed himself, that was a military action directed against a military target. The goal of the
operation was not intimidation against a broader group of people; the intent was to kill Israeli
soldiers and that is what was accomplished. Similarly, when Israel attacked Egyptian airfields
without warning in the opening hours of the June 1967 War it was not engaged in terrorism, but
in a surprise attack comparable to Iraq's invasion of Iran in 1980. These acts can be judged either
reprehensible or justifiable as a legitimate use of force, but they are not terrorism as it has been
defined here. Admittedly, the line between terrorist actions and other forms of violence is often
difficult to draw, particularly because any use of violence can serve as a tool of intimidation or as
a warning to the opponent that they had best not cross the party using the violence. The key issue
is the primary intent and audience.

Conclusion

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is primarily an issue between these two ethno-nationalist
communities; however, it is also situated within a larger set of regional and international
concerns and cannot be viewed in isolation from them. Israeli-Palestinian hostility has directly or
indirectly spawned half a dozen regional wars in the past five decades, threatened Western access



to critical petroleum resources, provided a justification for increased militarization throughout
the region, and led to the deaths of innocent civilians due to terrorism. It is not surprising,
therefore, that the international community sees itself as having an important role in the process
and outcome of any proposals to resolve the conflict, for it is affected by the current problems
and will equally be affected by any solution. The final chapter will pull together these diverse
strands in an examination of the future of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, including a discussion
of the Madrid conference and Oslo Accords. It will not indicate the specific form an eventual
resolution of the conflict must take but will instead suggest the types of issues that negotiators
will need to address to create a proposal acceptable to Palestinians, Israelis, the Arab states, the
United States, Russia, the European countries, the United Nations, and other relevant actors.



Four 
Conflict, Compromise, or Conciliation?

Constructing the Future
The intifada stunned the world and shattered the illusion that the status quo in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip could be maintained indefinitely. The question then became: What now? Under
whose authority and under what conditions will the West Bank and the Gaza Strip be governed
in the future? In examining the political dynamics in Israel, within the Palestinian national
movement, and in the international community, it is clear that there have been and are today an
assortment of opinions on this issue. Prior to 1948, the majority of Zionists desired a far larger
territory than was allotted to them by the United Nations; for their part, the majority of
Palestinians saw the Zionists as European colonialists and resisted any Zionist control of the
region. The United Nations partition satisfied neither party. The Zionists, however, accepted the
partition because they had nothing to lose and everything to gain by doing so. Control over some
territory was more than they had prior to the partition, and they maintained the hope that the state
could be further expanded in the future. The Palestinians and the Arab states rejected the
partition, for they gained nothing and lost a great deal from the United Nations decision. These
conflicting reactions have been portrayed as Zionist accommodation versus Arab intransigence,
but in fact the difference in the benefits and losses to the two groups makes it clear why each
would react in the way it did.

Over the years there have been dozens of proposals for how to resolve the continuing conflict
over Palestine. They range from expelling the Palestinians and creating an exclusively Jewish
state in all the land controlled by the ancient Hebrews to establishing a Palestinian state in the
Mandate of Palestine and expelling all Zionists and their descendants who came to Palestine after
the 1917 Balfour Declaration. Some Palestinians still advocate the "elimination of the Zionist
presence" in Palestine; some Israelis and U.S. Zionists continue to espouse the solution of
exclusive Jewish control over an expanded State of Israel. Neither of these positions is realistic
in the present political environment, however, no matter how desirable they may appear to their
proponents. Israeli Jews and Palestinian Arabs alike will be in Israel/Palestine in the future, and
any serious plans for conflict resolution need to take this into account.

Most proposals fall between these two models. Their nuances are significant and may
ultimately determine the specific outcome of the conflict, but virtually all the proposals can be
collapsed into several options. Israelis and Palestinians continue to debate all of the possibilities
described here, although the 1993 Oslo Accords and 1994 Cairo Agreement make certain
alternatives more likely than others. From the Israeli side, Israel can either withdraw from part or
all of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, or it can attempt to maintain control over those territories. If
Israel continues to occupy the territories it captured in 1967, it can either preserve the status quo
of a military occupation over the Palestinian population, or it can annex the areas and formally
incorporate them into Israel.

Increasingly, many Israeli Jews have come to believe there are significant obstacles to
permanent Israeli control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Governing the Occupied Territories
under military law and without annexation is no longer viable in the long term: It is expensive



and it does not increase Israel's security. Furthermore, the continuing occupation puts great stress
on Israeli society. In a few cases, Israeli military officers who fought honorably in past wars have
refused to serve in the West Bank and Gaza Strip and have been willing to go to jail if necessary
to support their position. More generally, debates over the future of the Occupied Territories are
bitter and divisive, splitting families and damaging friendships.

If Israel formally annexes the West Bank and Gaza Strip, as it has already done with East
Jerusalem and the Syrian Golan Heights (although the actions are not recognized by the
international community), it has several further choices. First, it can grant citizenship rights to
the Palestinians but continue to impose military law on the areas with a high concentration of
Palestinian residents. This would be similar to the situation of Palestinians in Israel until 1966. It
is unlikely that this action would gain international acceptance, however, nor can one imagine
that the highly politicized intifada generation of Palestinians would set down their stones
because they had the right to vote if little else had changed. Israel's policy toward its Palestinian
minority population prior to 1966 succeeded in part because the number of Palestinians
remaining in Israel after 1949 was small, the society was politically weak, and the eyes of the
international community were not focused on their situation. None of these factors exists today.

Alternatively, Israel could lift military control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and grant full
civil and political rights to all Palestinians. Either of these two possibilities creates a dilemma for
Zionists, however, euphemistically referred to as the demographic problem. As of the end of
1987, there were approximately 3.6 million Jews and nearly 2.2 million Christian and Muslim
Palestinians in Israel, the West Bank, and the Gaza Strip. By the end of 1993, another half
million Jews from the former Soviet Union had emigrated to Israel, increasing the numerical gap
between Jews and Palestinians. Nonetheless, the differential birthrate of Jewish and Palestinian
women means that by the first decades of the twenty-first century the Jewish and Palestinian
populations within the boundaries of the Mandate of Palestine will be roughly equal.1 The
implications of this for the distinctly Jewish identity of Israel should be immediately clear.

Third, Israel could annex the West Bank and Gaza Strip but not grant citizenship to the
Palestinian residents. This would be functionally equivalent to an apartheid system of
government, in which one group rules over another and denies them basic civil and political
rights on the basis of race, religion, or ethnicity. An apartheid system would do nothing to
improve Israel's position in the world community. It would also be as expensive in military terms
as the occupation so would offer little improvement when compared to the status quo. In
addition, many Israelis consider it morally unacceptable.

Finally, Israel could attempt to expel the Palestinian population from the newly annexed areas,
as it did during and immediately after the Palestine War and, to a lesser extent, since the June
1967 War. International opinion would likely make this a nonviable option as well. Even the
United States, which is generally supportive of Israeli actions taken under the guise of security
concerns, has been critical of the expulsion of Palestinian political activists during the intifada
and would be unlikely to tolerate the massive population transfer necessary to eliminate a
significant Palestinian presence in an expanded Israel.

Thus, each of the scenarios in which Israel maintains control over the West Bank and Gaza
Strip is problematic for that country. Israel can continue to rule the territories under oppressive
military law, in violation of many of the ethical principles of Judaism and in a state of constant
insecurity. This option, which is increasingly unacceptable to many Israelis for both moral and
practical reasons, would leave Israel isolated internationally. Or Israel can grant citizenship
rights to all residents of an expanded State of Israel, and give up the distinctively Jewish and



Zionist character of the state that is its raison d'être. Neither choice is a happy one. For this
reason many Israelis from across the political spectrum have concluded, in some cases
reluctantly, that a settlement to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict requires at least partial Israeli
withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

On the Palestinian side, most of the options are constrained by Israeli decisions. If Israel
withdraws from part or all of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, an independent Palestinian state
could be established in those areas, or the Palestinians could form a federation of some type with
Jordan. Palestinians could then attempt to regain a larger portion of the Mandate of Palestine or
could live side by side with the State of Israel. The PNC has stated that the latter is the intention
of the secular leadership of the Palestinian national movement, although there is debate regarding
how much territory must come under Palestinian control for mutual coexistence to be acceptable.
If Israel does not withdraw from the Occupied Territories, Palestinians can either continue the
intifada against Israel or end the intifada and accept the occupation. There is at present no
evidence that Palestinians are willing to return to the pre-intifada situation or accept the
continued control by Israel of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Palestinians see their actions as a
fight for independence, and nothing short of this will cause them to end the uprising.

Finally, there remains in theory the possibility of a single, unified but binational state with
equal civil, political, economic, social, cultural, and national rights for all residents. This is the
model proposed by the MacDonald White Paper in 1939 and by the PNC in its 1971 call for a
"democratic secular state" in Palestine. The idea was rejected in 1939 by some Palestinians and
in both 1939 and 1971 by Zionists. Given the present atmosphere of high tension and hostility,
this model would likely be rejected again: Zionists and Palestinians want their own states.

Internationally, there is widespread consensus that some form of two-state model is the most
appropriate solution to this enduring problem, with the exact boundaries to be worked out in
negotiations. This consensus is reflected in the rapid diplomatic recognition given to the State of
Palestine after its declaration of independence in November 1988. In the first year after the
declaration, over 100 countries extended formal diplomatic relations to Palestine, and additional
countries indicated approval for the principle of a Palestinian state but withheld formal
recognition until borders had been set. A two-state solution is not ideal for either Israelis or
Palestinians. It means Zionists must give up their dream of a modern State of Israel that includes
"Judea and Samaria" and must accept a position as one state among many in the Levant, rather
than attempting to dominate the region as they have done in the past. For Palestinians, it means
accepting that ancient Palestinian cities such as Jaffa will not be part of the Palestinian state, and
that the Palestinian nation will be split between two political entities: Israel and Palestine
(whether as an independent state or linked to Jordan).

Stages in the Peace Process

The exact form of an eventual solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is a matter to be
negotiated by the relevant parties. It is possible, however, to examine various aspects of the
negotiation process and indicate the general and specific issues that will need to be addressed as
part of that process. In the broadest sense, any peace plan must provide for Palestinian and Israeli
self-determination and assure the legitimate security interests of Palestinians, Israelis, and all
states in the region. For the plan to succeed, it must have the support of significant portions of



the Palestinian and Jewish Israeli communities, as well as the tacit agreement of the United
States, Russia, and the Arab states in the region. Any plan forced upon one party or another will
ultimately fail to bring peace, for it will not be based on a shared commitment to that goal. After
100 years of conflict between Zionists and Palestinians, a just and stable peace will be difficult to
achieve. But with the alternative of continued conflict, many believe working toward peace is the
only choice.

Harold H. Saunders, who served in a variety of capacities as a member of the staff of the U.S.
National Security Council and in the State Department, participated in the mediation of five
Arab-Israeli agreements between 1973 and 1979. He has suggested that the peace process in the
Middle East has five overlapping parts that must be worked through by the participants.
Although he stresses that these are not discrete stages, each of which must be completed before
the next one can commence, they do represent an unfolding process that occurs over a period of
time. The parts of the Saunders outline are:

□ defining the problem
□ developing a commitment to negotiate
□ arranging a negotiation
□ the actual process of negotiation
□ implementation of the agreements negotiated

Each is essential for successful completion of the peace process.2

Recognition and Commitment

The first step toward negotiation occurs when each party recognizes that a problem exists,
defines precisely what the problem is, assesses how it feels about the situation, and
acknowledges that the problem needs to be handled in cooperation with one or more other
players. According to Saunders, "An early condition for negotiation is that each side must define
the problem as being at least partly shared with another party. Each



These slogans on a door of the interreligious House of Hope in the Galilee village of Shafa 'Amr reflect members' hope for
positive relations between Palestinians and Jews. The bumper stickers read No to Racism! in Arabic and Hebrew.

side's definition must somehow acknowledge the hopes and pain of the other side. Only when
each side sees the other side's problems as part of the problem will the two definitions together
suggest that a jointly attempted solution is worth considering."3 Thus, formulating the problem in
this way is a necessary precondition for negotiations to occur.

Intimately connected to a definition of the problem is the development of a commitment to
negotiate. Saunders comments that this is often the most complex part of the whole peace
process: "Before leaders will negotiate, they have to judge (1) whether a negotiated solution
would be better or not better than continuing the present situation, (2) whether a fair settlement
could be fashioned that would be politically manageable, (3) whether leaders on the other side
could accept the settlement and survive politically, and (4) whether the balance of forces would
permit agreement on such a settlement."'1 What is really involved is a judgment that the status
quo is not in the best interest of the actor and that it is possible to achieve a fair settlement.
Recall, however, that because of internal political dynamics, decisions about what constitutes the
best interests of a state or other actor are not always straightforward. Once there is a recognition
that the problem can be dealt with fairly through negotiation, it is possible to move on to the
negotiation activity itself.



These first two parts of the negotiation process have proven aiiriculf for Palestinians and
Israelis in the past. Neither group has been willing or able to define the conflict between them as
a joint issue in which the problems of the other party must be taken into account. In recent years
this situation has begun to change, and there are now increasing numbers of individual Israelis
and Palestinians who have made this psychological leap, In the post-Oslo period the leadership
of Israel and the PLO appear to have concluded the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is an issue about
which they must negotiate, as opposed to one about which they must, for political reasons,
appear to negotiate while not actually doing so.

Preliminaries to Negotiation

Before substantive negotiations can begin, a set of procedural issues must first be resolved.
These may appear trivial or the answers self-evident, but the manner in which these preliminary
questions are dealt with can greatly influence the outcome of subsequent discussions:

□ Who will be involved in the negotiations?
□ What will the substantive agenda look like, and how will the negotiations be structured?
□ When and where will the negotiations take place?
□ Why are the negotiations occurring at this particular point in time?

Much of the debate over the 1991 Madrid conference and subsequent negotiations revolved
around these types of issues. For instance, there was disagreement about the composition of the
Palestinian delegation. The official Israeli government position was that Israel would not
negotiate with a representative of the PLO under any circumstances. The Palestinian position
was that the PLO is the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people and that Israel had
no right to stipulate with whom it would negotiate, any more than the PLO could decide they
would refuse to negotiate with anyone who in the past was part of Irgun or the Stern Gang. For
both sides, this issue took on great symbolic importance. One of the significant elements of the
process that led to the Oslo Accords was that Israel recognized "the PLO as the representative of
the Palestinian people and [decided to] commence negotiations with the PLO" after the PLO
reiterated its 1988 statement acknowledging "the right of the State of Israel to exist in peace and
security."5

The substantive agenda for negotiation was also controversial. Israel preferred to delay
discussion of the final form of a future peace agreement, the possibility of an independent
Palestinian state, Jerusalem, Israeli settlers currently living in the Occupied Territories, and other
difficult issues. Palestinians wanted a clear statement that the ultimate resolution of the conflict
would include an end to the Israeli occupation of the West Bank (including East Jerusalem) and
the Gaza Strip. Israel felt it was premature to make such a commitment; the Palestinians believed
without agreement on this critical point there was little about which to negotiate. The inability to
agree on preliminaries is not unique to Israelis and Palestinians. Negotiators participating in the
Paris peace talks on the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam debated endlessly about the shape of the
table at which the negotiators would sit. Arms control discussions between the United States and
the former Soviet Union routinely alternated between embassies in U.S.- and Soviet-allied
countries so neither side was given a psychological edge.



Negotiation and Implementation

The fourth and fifth parts of the peace process as described by Saunders are the ones on which
most people focus their attention: the actual negotiation and the implementation of any
agreements made. The latter is at least as important as the former, for if an agreement is reached
that for whatever reason cannot be implemented, it is meaningless. Furthermore, the peace
process is just that, an ongoing process, not a one-time event. This has been dramatically
illustrated in the years after the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty was signed. The treaty resolved
certain issues between the two parties and set out ways in which additional issues could be dealt
with, but it did not mean that suddenly there was a completely free and friendly relationship
between the two countries. This is likely to be the case with Israelis and Palestinians as well. The
scars of a century of conflict will not be magically healed by a peace agreement.

Issues for Negotiation

Once individuals representing Israelis and Palestinians have agreed to sit together and
negotiate, with or without representatives from other state or nonstate actors, they will need to
consider a number of issues. These include:

□ specific, fixed, agreed-upon boundaries for Israel and for the Arab states in the region
□ the status of Jerusalem
□ the political, civil, and national status of Jewish Israelis currently living within the West

Bank, including East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip
□ the political, civil, and national status of Palestinians currently living within Israel
□ the political, civil, and national status of Palestinians and Jews currently living outside the

borders of the British Mandate of Palestine
□ compensation for Palestinians and Israelis who were forced to leave their homes and

property as a direct result of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
□ the allocation of resources such as water among the states in the region
□ the economic viability of Israel, Palestine, and the other states in the region
□ the assurance of mutual security for all states and all peoples in the region
□ the role of the international community in supervising a negotiated settlement

Each of these points addresses a significant and controversial issue that must be resolved in order
for the conflict between Israelis and Palestinians to be ended.

Borders and the Status of Jerusalem

One of the most obvious issues is that of establishing specific, fixed boundaries for Israel and
for the Arab states in the region. Unlike virtually all other countries in the world, Israel has never
officially indicated what it considers to be its legal boundaries, except for its border with Egypt,
which was set as part of the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty. Until 1967 the de facto borders
of the state were the 1949 armistice lines with Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan. Since 1967 the



de facto territory of Israel has included East Jerusalem and the West Bank, the Golan Heights,
the Gaza Strip, and, until the Camp David Accords, all or part of the Sinai Peninsula. These are
the borders shown on official Israeli maps, with no indication of what areas were captured in the
June 1967 War. Before a peace treaty can be concluded, these de facto boundaries will have to
be replaced with de jure, agreed-upon borders between Israel and the surrounding states.

There are several starting places for the discussion on borders. In 1947 UN Resolution 181
proposed one set of boundaries between Israel and Palestine. These boundaries were never
adhered to. Few people seriously suggest a complete return to the UN-mandated borders, but this
does represent one option. The 1949 armistice lines suggest a second possible set of borders
about which to begin discussions. Both of these proposals would require modification to avoid
dividing towns in half, separating agricultural lands from the people who work them, or cutting a
village off from its only source of water. Every effort should be made to establish reasonable
borders that take practical concerns into account. Some consideration will also need to be given
to making the territory of each state as contiguous as possible and providing access between
parts of the state if it is not physically united. For example, if a Palestinian state is defined as
encompassing the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, there will need to be provisions made for
Palestinians to travel freely between the two areas.

The status of Jerusalem is in some ways the single most ditticult question to resolve and will
require tremendous creativity and flexibility on the part of negotiators. Neither Israelis nor
Palestinians are willing to give up their access to Jerusalem; both believe Jerusalem should be
the capital of their state. Several options have been proposed. One possibility is that East (Arab)
Jerusalem could be made the capital of Palestine, with West (Jewish) Jerusalem serving as the
capital of Israel. This would satisfy the desire of each party to claim the city but might mean
redividing Jerusalem as was the situation prior to 1967. Few people want to see the return of the
walls and the gates or to give up access to half of the city. Another proposal is to internationalize
Jerusalem, so that it would be part of neither (or both) Palestine and Israel. This option has its
own set of difficulties, however, including that of providing security and preventing citizens
from one state from traveling through Jerusalem to gain access to the other state without
permission. The large number of religious sites—Jewish, Christian, and Muslim—within the
walled Old City area and immediately adjacent to it further compounds the problem. This means
that additional state and nonstate actors such as the Vatican (with interests in Christian shrines)
and Saudi Arabia (as the protector of Muslim holy places) feel they have legitimate interests in
the future of Jerusalem, which they would not have were Jerusalem a purely secular city such as
Berlin or Hong Kong. The status of Jerusalem will not be quickly or easily determined.



Streets are crowded in one of the main shopping areas inside the walled Did City ot Jerusalem. The Damascus Gate is in the
background.

Citizenship Rights

A third set of concerns has to do with the legal position of Palestinians and Israelis who are
currently living in the territories to be included in the borders of the other group. For example,
will Jewish Israelis living in settlements in the West Bank be allowed to remain in a Palestinian
state? If yes, under what conditions? Will they be allowed to apply for citizenship in the State of
Palestine? What if they want to remain citizens of Israel but live in Palestine? Similarly, will the
status of Palestinians living within the boundaries of Israel change in any way? Will they be
allowed to become citizens of the State of Palestine but remain in Israel? Will Palestinians and
their descendants who fled or were forced to leave the area during the Palestine War or the June
1967 War be allowed to return to their homes in Israel? Will there be a Palestinian "right of
return" to the West Bank and Gaza Strip comparable to the Israeli Law of Return for all Jews? A
related matter is compensation for Palestinians forced to leave their homes, lands, and property
as a direct result of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict who choose not to return at this point. On what
basis would such compensation be determined and who would be responsible for paying for it?



Women and men pray separately at the massive Western Wall, a remnant of the ancient Jewish temple complex that was
destroyed by the Romans in 70 BCE and one of the most sacred Jewish sites. In the foreground, a group of men are celebrating a
bar mitzvah ceremony.

Many people assume that the creation of a Palestinian state would lead to a mass movement of
Palestinians from all over the world into that state. Although it is impossible to determine how
many Palestinians would exercise the right to return to Palestine, two pieces of evidence are
suggestive. First, a significant number of committed Zionists from the United States and
elsewhere have not chosen to move to Israel. For them, knowing the State of Israel exists and
supporting it politically and financially is a sufficient expression of their convictions. They do
not wish to leave their homes to move there. This may well also be the case for Palestinians who
have made lives for themselves outside of mandatory Palestine. The conditions are not fully
comparable as the majority of Palestinians left the area no more than fifty years ago and still
have family ties there. It does seem likely, however, that many Palestinians will choose to remain
in their current homes and only visit, rather than permanently return to, the land of their birth or
their parents' birth, much as Irish who immigrated to North America in the late nineteenth
century remained there even after the creation of an independent Ireland in 1922.

An additional piece of evidence comes from a public opinion poll reported in the Jerusalem
Post on 1 September 1989, although it dealt only with Palestinians currently living in Israel.
When asked: "If a Palestinian State were established, would most Israeli Arabs be interested in
joining?" 71 percent of Israeli Palestinians said they thought not. When asked specifically: "If the
possibility presented itself to you, would you wish to live outside Israel?" 75 percent of Israeli
Palestinians said they would remain in Israel, even though 69 percent believed Israeli
Palestinians are discriminated against simply because they are Arab.



Economic Concerns

Thus far, the issues identified as requiring resolution have been primarily political in a narrow
sense. In contrast, the allocation of water resources is a practical issue with widespread
ramifications for the region. From Israel's establishment as a state in 1948, its intensive
agriculture and settlement activities have required water gathered from outside its borders. As
early as 1953, for example, Israel began construction of a canal at Banat Yacoub in the UN
demilitarized zone near the Syrian border for the diversion of the waters of the Jordan River.
U.S. pressure forced Israel to move the water diversion point to the Sea of Galilee, outside the
demilitarized zone.

At present, per capita annual water consumption for each Israeli is more than 100,000 gallons,
compared with 34,000 gallons for Palestinians from Gaza and less than 24,000 gallons for West
Bank Palestinians.6 Israel relies heavily on water from the Jordan River, the Sea of Galilee, the
Yarmuk River, and the rain-fed aquifers located under the West Bank. According to a 1989 study
by Israeli Professor Israel Shahak, approximately 213 billion gallons of water were expected to
be drawn from West Bank sources in 1990, with 135 billion gallons to be allocated for use within
pre-1967 Israel and 42 billion gallons to go to Jewish settlers in the West Bank. Only 36 billion
gallons—about 17 percent of the water from the West Bank—was to be allocated for West Bank
Palestinians,7 hardly a sufficient quantity based on the relative populations.

Because of the importance Israel places on protecting its access to water, Palestinians in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip are routinely forbidden to dig new wells, deepen existing wells, or put
in water systems that might reduce the water available for Israel. In Gaza the situation has
become critical. The drilling of deep wells by the Israeli settlers has caused sea water to get into
the more shallow Palestinians wells. Water in the refugee camps frequently tastes of salt and is
considered dangerously unhealthy. The salt also damages the agricultural produce of the Gazan
Palestinians. In addition, there is the issue of shared underground aquifers, which do not
conveniently follow artificially defined state boundaries. Any negotiated agreement between
Israelis and Palestinians clearly will have to address water rights.

The question of water is only one of a number of related questions about the economic
viability of two small states: Israel and Palestine. Israel is heavily dependent on foreign
assistance from the United States and on individual contributions from U.S. Jews and others
around the world. The possibility of reduced military expenditures may decrease this
dependence, but it will be some time before Israel is economically viable without such
assistance. At least initially a Palestinian state would also require extensive economic assistance
from outside its borders in order to remain economically solvent. The World Bank estimates that
the Occupied Territories will need at least $3oo-$5oo million a year in the next decade for
infrastructural development and other projects; the PLO has an economic growth plan that calls
for $11.6 billion by the year 2000.8 On the other hand, both Israel and Palestine have highly
educated populations with supportive diaspora communities around the world. In the
industrialized global economy of the 1990s these attributes may be more important than the size
of their territories. After all, two of the major economic success stories in Asia in the 1980s were
tiny Singapore and the city-state of Hong Kong.

In the long run, an independent State of Palestine and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan might
agree to merge certain aspects of their economies. Or the State of Israel and the State of Palestine
may conclude that some form of economic union would be to the benefit of both countries. The
possibility of a joint Israeli-Palestinian state has been proposed periodically by Uri Avnery and



was outlined in his 1968 book, reprinted in 1971 as Israel Without Zionism: Λ Plan for Peace in
the Middle East.

In one version of his plan, Avnery suggests a Federation of the State of Israel (within the pre-
1967 borders of Israel) and the Republic of Palestine (in the West Bank and Gaza Strip).
Jerusalem would serve as the federal capital as well as the capital of both states and would
remain a united city. Israel and Palestine would enter into an economic, military, and political
pact specifying a unified economic system, some form of political coordination (particularly in
terms of foreign policy), and security arrangements that would forbid foreign armies to enter the
territory of either Israel or Palestine. In an extension of this idea, Avnery proposes a Semitic
union, involving a number of states in the Levant, which would be created only after the
Federation of the State of Israel and the Republic of Palestine had been established and the issue
of the Palestinian refugees had been addressed. His hope is that by stressing the historical
heritage and common cultural and spiritual background of the peoples in the region, it would be
possible to work together economically and politically to the benefit of all parties. For many
years, Avnery's ideas were considered visionary at best. But in recent years they have begun to
attract notice because they represent the kind of creative thinking necessary to build an enduring
peace between Palestinians and Jewish Israelis.

Security and the International Community

Two critical concerns have been left to the end: the assurance of security for all states and
peoples in the region and the role of the international community in supervising the negotiated
settlement. The assurance of security is the bedrock of any peace agreement. Between 1947 and
the present, the conflict over Palestine has directly generated a total of seven major wars, from
the war that followed the UN decision to partition the territory to the intifada. In order to enter
into a peace agreement, both Palestinians and Israelis must be reassured that they are not risking
their very existence by doing so. This is where the involvement of the international community
becomes essential.

Not every peace agreement requires international or superpower guarantees. But this is not just
any conflict. The duration and intensity of disagreement over Palestine, as well as the central role
played in the past by the European powers, the superpowers, and intergovernmental groups such
as the United Nations, mean that any negotiated solution to the conflict must involve actors
beyond the states of the Levant. First and foremost, any peace agreement must meet the needs of
Palestinians and Israelis, but it is far more likely to succeed if it has the endorsement of the
international community.

Peace Negotiations in the 1990s

In the aftermath of the U.S.-led war against Iraq, U.S. Secretary of State James Baker
undertook a series of meetings with Arab and Israeli leaders that culminated in a regional peace
conference, cosponsored by the United States and the former Soviet Union, in Madrid, Spain.
Subsequent negotiations were held in Washington, D.C. (see Table 4.1). After an initial
TABLE 4.1 Bilateral Talks Between the Israeli and Palestinian-Jordanian Delegations



Madrid conference 30 October-1 November 1991
First round 3 November 1991

Second round 10-18 December 1991
Third round 13-16 January 1992
Fourth round 24 February^ March 1992
Fifth round 27-30 April 1992
Sixth round 24 August-24 September 1992

Seventh round 21 October-20 November 1992
Eighth round 7-17 December 1992
Ninth round 27 April-13 May 1993
Tenth round 15 June-1 July 1993

burst of enthusiasm, Palestinian, and to some extent Israeli, popular support for the peace talks
declined throughout the next twenty-two months, and at several points it appeared the
negotiations would collapse entirely. Unexpectedly, at the end of August 1993, the Israeli
government and the PLO announced they had been meeting secretly in Norway and had reached
an interim agreement for Palestinian self-rule, beginning with the Gaza Strip and the West Bank
town of Jericho. The Oslo Accords reinvigorated the negotiations but did not themselves
constitute a final resolution to the conflict. Examination of the evolution of these negotiations,
beginning with the months prior to the Madrid conference, illustrates the difficulties involved in
even the most tentative moves toward conflict resolution.

The Madrid Conference

During the Gulf crisis, the Bush administration indicated repeatedly that once Iraq had
withdrawn from Kuwait, the next priority for the United States was to address the Arab-Israeli
conflict. Speaking before a joint session of Congress on 6 March 1991, Bush reaffirmed this
position, stating that "a comprehensive peace must be grounded in UN Security Council
resolutions 242 and 338 and the principle of territory for peace. This principle must be elaborated
to provide for Israel's security and recognition, and at the same time for legitimate Palestinian
political rights."9

Two days later, Baker began the first of eight trips to the Middle East to win support for a
peace conference involving all relevant actors. Baker's goal was to make progress on the first
three stages of negotiation discussed in the previous section: mutual recognition of a shared
problem, development of a commitment to negotiate, and establishment of the procedural
parameters for subsequent discussions. After numerous meetings throughout the Middle East,
Baker developed his plan for a regional conference based on UN Security Council Resolutions
242 and 338. The conference would begin with a joint ceremonial opening before breaking up
into bilateral talks between Israel, the Arab states bordering Israel, and the Palestinians.
Palestinians would participate as part of a Palestinian-Jordanian delegation; the role of the United
Nations would be limited to that of a silent observer.

Both Israel and Syria rejected the proposal. Syrian leaders felt they had already made
significant compromises by agreeing to a regional rather than an international conference with



only a very limited role for the United Nations. They also believed it was essential that the
cosponsors be able to intervene in the negotiations when necessary to keep the process moving.
Finally, Syria demanded that the conference be an ongoing multinational affair to prevent Israel
from signing a separate peace agreement with one of the other Arab actors that did not address
Israel's occupation of the Syrian Golan Heights.

Israel's position was that the United Nations was biased against Israel and should not be
represented, even in an observer capacity, during the negotiations. Furthermore, Shamir insisted
that Israel would only participate in direct negotiations; joint regional discussions were
unacceptable. Israelis were divided over Soviet cosponsorship and over the possibility that the
regional conference might be reconvened if direct negotiations stalled. Labor ministers criticized
the Likud-led government for being inflexible. Leaders of the far-right parties threatened to
withdraw from the coalition government if Shamir made any concessions. Even key members of
the Israeli Cabinet disagreed openly Israeli Foreign Minister David Levy made agreements with
Baker that Shamir promptly disavowed. Defense Minister Sharon publicly endorsed increased
settlements at a time when other Cabinet members were trying to downplay this sensitive
activity.

There were also debates within the Palestinian community about whether to endorse the
proposals presented by the United States. Many Palestinians, particularly supporters of Hamas,
the PFLP, and the DFLP, felt the United States could not serve as a mediator for the conflict
because it was unwilling to confront Israel on basic human rights issues, rejected discussion with
the PLO, and refused to allow any official PLO role in the regional peace conference. Others,
including most PPP, Fida, and Fateh supporters, believed Palestinians gained by having the
opportunity to present their proposals, interpretations, and demands. They argued that if
Palestinians refused to participate, the international community would view them as a
"rejectionist" group that was unwilling to negotiate for peace.

Stalemated, Baker left the region. A frustrated President Bush mused publicly that he might
simply issue invitations for a peace conference, under conditions he and Baker believed fair, and
see who showed up. Bush and Baker believed this might force the parties to prove they were
seriously interested in peace negotiations. Eventually Syria and then Israel signed on to the U.S.
proposal, and the twentieth session of the PNC, held in September 1991, also endorsed the
conference and approved Palestinian participation in a U.S.- and Soviet-sponsored meeting.

The Madrid conference opened on 30 October 1991 with negotiators from Egypt, Israel,
Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and the Palestinians in attendance, along with representatives from the
European Community and the Gulf Cooperation Council. It was a breakthrough for the
Palestinians who, for the first time, were able to represent themselves in peace negotiations.
Technically, the Palestinians were part of a joint delegation with the Jordanians, as Israel
demanded, but the media and the other delegations treated them as an autonomous team. After
three days, the opening phase of the conference ended, followed by a single day of bilateral
discussions during which the Israeli and Palestinian-Jordanian delegations agreed to conduct
negotiations along separate Palestinian-Israeli and Jordanian-Israeli "tracks." Then all progress
halted. Israel argued that delegates should move the talks to the Middle East, but the Arab
negotiators wanted to remain in Madrid. Israeli and Arab negotiators left Spain the following day
with no agreement about where, when, or even whether further talks would occur.

Although the Madrid conference was not a complete failure, it could not be judged a great
success either. In particular, Baker expressed his disappointment at the reluctance of the parties
to take preliminary confidence-building measures. He wanted Israel to end its settlement activity



in exchange for a suspension of the Arab economic boycott against Israel and a halt to the
Palestinian intifada. Instead, in the weeks that followed, the Knesset passed a resolution
declaring that Israel's control of the Golan Heights was not negotiable (while the Madrid
conference was under way, Israel had established a new settlement there), and Shamir made
public statements intended to emphasize that the land currently under Israeli control represented
"an essential minimum of territory."10

Continuation of the Peace Process

To rejuvenate the peace process, the United States issued invitations to the Madrid conference
delegations to continue their discussions in Washington, D.C. The Arab teams accepted and
arrived for the scheduled opening of the second round of negotiations on 4 December 1991.
Israel balked, however, insisting it needed until 9 December to prepare. The Arab delegations
refused to meet on that date because it was the anniversary of the beginning of the intifada.
Substantive negotiations between Israel and Syria and between Israel and Lebanon finally
commenced on 10 Decernber and continued through 17 December, although the parties made
little progress. The talks involving Israel, Jordan, and the Palestinians never advanced beyond
procedural matters. The media labeled the discussions the "corridor talks" because the delegates
spent the entire week arguing in the hallways and never even entered their assigned meeting
rooms.

By Jeff Danziger in the Christian Science Monitor copyright © 1993 by TCSPS. Reprinted by permission.

The negotiations reconvened on 13 January 1992, six days later than originally scheduled.
This time the delay was due to Palestinian anger at Israeli settlers who had moved into



Palestinian homes in Silwan (East Jerusalem) and at an Israeli expulsion order issued against
twelve Palestinian activists accused of involvement in attacks against Jewish settlers. Residents
of the Occupied Territories urged the Palestinian delegation to withdraw from the negotiations
completely, arguing that Israel had been deliberately provocative by violating the Fourth Geneva
Convention while conducting peace talks. After the UN Security Council voted unanimously to
"strongly condemn" Israel's expulsion order (Resolution 726) and the EC formally protested
Israel's actions, the Palestinian negotiators decided to continue with the bilateral talks.

During the third set of meetings, Palestinians and Israelis were able to move beyond the
procedural issues that stymied them in December and turn to matters of substance. The Israeli
delegation offered Palestinians an "interim self-governing authority" that would provide
Palestinians with limited responsibility in areas such as agriculture, taxation, trade, and education
but would maintain Israeli control over security, foreign affairs, and the Jewish settlers living in
the Occupied Territories. The Palestinian delegation presented a series of ideas that Israel had
already rejected, including self-rule for the residents of East Jerusalem; a freeze on all Jewish
settlements; and an internationally supervised election for a parliament that would assume
authority over the people, land, and resources of the Occupied Territories until the negotiation of
their final status. The wide gap between the two proposals led to a standoff. Further complicating
negotiations, two small right-wing parties that were essential to Likud's slim control of the
Knesset withdrew from the coalition to express their opposition to the talks. As a result, Shamir
no longer had a majority in the Knesset and was compelled to call early elections.

Shortly after the January bilateral meetings ended, many of the same delegations reconvened
in Moscow for multilateral negotiations involving two dozen countries, including China, Turkey,
Japan, and members of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The emphasis of the two-day meeting was
on practical matters: economic development, water resources, arms control, refugees, and the
environment. Five regional working groups were established to address these issues; each group
has met separately on several subsequent occasions. By the end of 1993, the greatest progress
had been made by the environment and water resources committees (which eventually merged)
and by the economic development group.

During the fourth round of bilateral meetings that opened on 24 February 1992, both the
Israeli and Palestinian delegations reiterated many of the same suggestions made during the
January talks. The Israelis offered to give Palestinians greater control over civil services and
regulatory agencies such as local transportation, culture, health, industry, and religious affairs but
refused to consider any transfer to the Palestinians of control over land, water, or security and
ignored the Palestinian proposal for elections. The Palestinian scheme was titled "Model of the
Palestinian Interim Self-Governing Authority" (PISGA). It called for almost total Israeli
withdrawal from the Occupied Territories and elections for legislative and judicial branches of a
new Palestinian government. Analysts and politicians widely interpreted the document as a
blueprint for the establishment of an independent Palestinian state, which at that point Israel
considered totally unacceptable. The round ended inconclusively amid media speculation of a
deadlock.

When the fifth set of talks began on 27 April 1992, the discussions focused on familiar topics
raised during previous meetings, but the delegates made no significant progress. Negotiations
were then suspended until after the Israeli elections in June. By this point, the Likud government
was under criticism from all sides: from the Left for its failure to achieve significant progress
after six months of discussion and from the Right for continuing to negotiate with a Palestinian
team whose connection to the PLO was increasingly explicit.



After Labor's electoral victory, a new sense of optimism accompanied the two-stage sixth
round when it opened on 24 August. Palestinians were disappointed, however, with Prime
Minister Rabin's decision to maintain the original negotiating team, fearing this meant there
would be little change in Israel's negotiating stance. It had become clear there were three main
types of issues: "the terms of reference, including 242 and the idea of transitionality; territorial
jurisdiction, including questions of land, water, settlements, and Jerusalem; and the powers of the
Palestinian authority, including its structure, the question of legislative power, and the issue of
elections."11

The seventh round of the talks ran from 21 October until 20 November, with a ten-day recess
for the U.S. presidential elections. The talks again stalled, this time over whether to begin
discussing details of limited Palestinian self-government before or after the Israeli and
Palestinian delegations had reached a consensus on the basic terms of the negotiation. After a
seemingly futile year, Palestinian support for the peace process had declined significantly. The
PFLP and the DFLP joined with other resistance organizations concerned about the lack of
progress to establish the Damascus-based "Group of Ten." They put intense pressure on the
Palestinian team not to attend the eighth round of talks, scheduled to begin 7 December. As a
compromise, the Palestinian team sent only a reduced delegation of four members.

The eighth round ended abruptly when Israel expelled more than 400 Palestinians accused of
membership in Hamas or the Islamic Jihad to southern Lebanon for two years. The UN Security
Council criticized the Israeli action and called for the immediate return of the deportees
(Resolution 799). After Israel announced that 100 of the Palestinians could return and the rest
might have their exile cut to one year, the United States pressured members of the UN Security
Council to drop the issue. As a result, the floundering peace process lost whatever momentum
still existed, and it appeared likely that talks could not be revived. A poll taken in February 1992
showed that 83 percent of West Bank and Gaza Palestinians surveyed opposed the return of the
Palestinian delegation to the peace talks until Israel permitted the expelled Palestinians to
return.12

Three months later, Israel sealed off the West Bank (excluding East Jerusalem) and the Gaza
Strip from Israel and East Jerusalem indefinitely, indicating the move was in response to
increased intifada violence against Israeli Jews. This action further reduced Palestinian support
for renewed negotiations. Throughout the spring, the United States lobbied hard to bring the two
parties back to the bargaining table. To the surprise of many, the Palestinian negotiating team
agreed to resume discussions on 27 April 1993, after Israel made several symbolic concessions
such as allowing thirty Palestinians exiled years earlier to return to the Occupied Territories and
accepting the explicit involvement in the negotiations of Feisal Husseini, a newly designated
member of the PLO Executive Committee from East Jerusalem. The Group of Ten strongly
condemned the delegation's decision.

Israeli and Palestinian optimists anticipated significant progress in the long-delayed ninth
round because so much was at stake; their hopes were dashed when the session ended without
the anticipated breakthrough. Two days before the talks concluded, the United States—now
under the Clinton administration—offered a two-stage draft of an "Israeli-Palestinian Joint
Declaration of Principles" that was almost identical to a proposal already made by the Israeli
team and rejected by the Palestinians. Palestinians refused to accept the U.S. document, and in
the weeks that followed, Palestinian delegation head Haider Abd al-Shafi repeatedly called for
suspension of Palestinian participation in the talks.

As the tenth round of talks opened on 15 June, the mood was listless and fatalistic. Everyone



seemed to believe discussions would continue but that substantive progress was a long way off.
On 30 June, the United States presented a new working paper to the participants. The document
was generally satisfactory to the Israeli delegation except for a reference to allowing discussion
of Jerusalem in the last stage of negotiations. Israeli leaders reiterated publicly that Israel would
make no concessions on Jerusalem, which they said must remain the eternal and undivided
capital of Israel.

The U.S. document angered the Palestinians. In it, the United States referred to the Occupied
Territories as "disputed" rather than "occupied," implying that both Israel and the Palestinians
had valid claims to the West Bank and Gaza Strip; made no mention of a "land for peace"
formula; and described the Palestinians as the "inhabitants of the territories" rather than as a
"people" or a "nation." These positions were consistent with past Israeli claims to the biblical
Judea and Samaria but, particularly with respect to the status of the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
represented a sharp deviation from the terms under which the bilateral peace process began at the
Madrid conference during the Bush administration.

Following the tenth round, opposition parties in the Israeli Knesset (Likud, Tzomet, Moledet,
and the National Religious party) proposed a vote of no-confidence in the government, citing,
among other factors, an alleged secret Israeli-PLO dialogue. In August, two members of the PLO
Executive Committee resigned, and three of the top Palestinian negotiators—Feisal Husseini,
Hanan Ashrawi, and Saeb Erakat—unsuccessfully attempted to withdraw from the team.

For those people who believed that diplomats could quickly resolve the problems between
Israel, the Palestinians, and the Arab states if all the parties would sit together and talk, the nearly
two years of public negotiations were sobering. Saunders's framework provides some insight into
why the negotiations had such difficulties. First, although the United States as an external power
was able to facilitate the invitation and conduct of negotiations (stages three and four),
significant problems relevant to stages one and two remained unresolved. Rhetoric and political
posturing rather than serious discussion dominated the meetings, key definitional disputes and
procedural issues remained important even after the negotiations began, and the most difficult
substantive issues—such as Jerusalem and Israeli settlements—were completely ignored.
Furthermore, significant political constituencies among Israelis and Palestinians opposed any
negotiations, thus reducing the level of the leadership's commitment. In effect, the Madrid
conference and subsequent rounds attempted to finesse the first two elements in the peace
process. This approach was unsuccessful. The lack of rapid results illustrated yet again the
complexity of this issue and the inability of any outside actor, even the United States as the
world's superpower, to impose a solution on the conflicting parties. Yet, month after month, all
the delegations returned to the bargaining table. They apparently concluded that talking, however
ineffectively, was better than not talking at all, a perspective not universally shared by the
communities they represented.

The Oslo Accords

Unknown to any of the delegates involved in the faltering bilateral talks, behind-the-scenes
negotiations were taking place in Europe. In September 1992, a senior Norwegian diplomat
suggested to Israeli deputy foreign minister Yossi Beilin that Norway could serve as a secret
passage for direct talks between Israel and the PLO. After a brief conversation in December,
Israeli history professor Yair Hirschfeld and senior PLO official Ahmed Suleiman Khoury (Abu



Ala) began a series of top secret discussions on 20 January 1993, facilitated by Norwegian
foreign minister Johan Jorgen Holst. Deliberately avoiding publicity, a small group held fourteen
informal sessions in Norway over the next nine months. The Israeli participants reported to
Beilin, who kept a skeptical Rabin and Israeli foreign minister Shimon Peres informed; Abu Ala
maintained close contact with PLO official Mahmoud Abbas and with Arafat. Both sides agreed
to keep the United States, as well as local Palestinian and Israeli leaders, out of the loop.13

There was a great deal of speculation about the factors leading to these back-channel
negotiations. On the Israeli side, the government had lost faith in the Madrid peace process.
Labor leaders became convinced that the only way to reduce violence between Israeli Jews and
Palestinians was to deal directly with the PLO to achieve a meaningful peace agreement. It was
also clear to the Israeli government that support among Palestinians for the Arafat's Fateh party
was declining in response to political challenges from both Islamists and secular opposition
groups. If Israel wanted to negotiate with Arafat rather than the leaders of Hamas or the PFLP, it
had to move quickly. Furthermore, the economic situation in Israel was difficult and likely to
worsen as pressures mounted in the United States to reduce foreign aid allocations to Israel.

The PLO also had reasons to pursue alternatives to the Washington-based bilateral talks.
Palestinians in the Occupied Territories were angry that human rights violations had not declined
during the negotiations and questioned the value of Arafat's diplomatic strategy. Arafat needed a
concrete achievement to restore his credibility. Arafat was also worried that without an
agreement, Israeli land confiscation and settlement activity would soon make the occupation
irreversible.14 In addition, the PLO, like Israel, had serious financial problems: The collapse of
the Soviet Union and GCC anger over Arafat's support of Iraq during the 1990-1991 Gulf War
resulted in the loss of significant sources of military and economic assistance. The status of the
United States as the world's sole superpower was a new political reality to which Palestinians
had to adjust. Finally, both Arafat and Rabin wanted to be remembered as leaders who brought
peace to the region.

In August 1993, rumors began to spread about the European back-channel, and on 30 August,
the Israeli newspaper Yediot Ahronot published the text of a draft Israeli-Palestinian agreement
worked out by the Oslo negotiators. Less than two weeks later, on 9 September, Rabin and
Arafat exchanged letters of mutual recognition. This cleared the way for Abbas and Peres to sign
the "Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements" on 13 September
1993 as Arafat, Rabin, and U.S. president Clinton looked on.

The Oslo Accords called for "a transitional period not exceeding five years, leading to a
permanent settlement based on Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338." According to the
agreement, during this period Israel would gradually withdraw its troops from major Palestinian
population centers in the Occupied Territories, beginning in the Gaza Strip and the town of
Jericho. Israel would retain control of East Jerusalem and Jewish settlements as well as roads
near the settlements and external security; however, a "strong [Palestinian] police force" would
take responsibility for "public order and internal security" in the rest of the West Bank and Gaza.

The Israeli troop redeployment was originally scheduled to be completed by the end of July
1994, prior to internationally supervised elections for a Palestinian Council to replace the Israeli
civil administration. The Council would have authority over "education and culture, health,
social welfare, direct taxation, and tourism." Within two years after the initial Israeli withdrawal
from Gaza and Jericho, Israel and the PLO are to begin "permanent status negotiations ... [on]
remaining issues, including Jerusalem, refugees, settlements, security arrangements, borders,
relations and cooperation with other neighbors, and other issues of common interest." The parties



agreed to establish an Israeli-Palestinian Liaison Committee and an Israeli-Palestinian Economic
Cooperation Committee to address issues of common interest during the transition period.15

Yitzhak Rabin and Yasir Arafat shake hands at the signing of the Oslo Accords in Washington, D.C., on 13 September 1993.
Reprinted by permission of Reuters/Bettmann.

The initial response to the Oslo Accords was positive among the general Israeli and
Palestinian populations, with a variety of polls reporting between 53 and 75 percent support.16

Among political elites and activists, there was more dissension. In the Israeli Knesset, the 23
September vote on whether to endorse the Oslo Accords was close: 61 members in favor, 50
against, with 8 abstentions; one person was absent.

Those Israelis who supported a complete Israeli withdrawal from the Occupied Territories
were enthusiastic about the agreement as a first step. Labor party leaders pointed out that the
Declaration of Principles provided a means for Israel to withdraw from the troublesome Gaza
Strip, which has no religious significance for Israel, and from densely populated Palestinian
areas in the West Bank. At the same time, since the settlements would remain in place initially
and the status of Jerusalem was not immediately under discussion, Israel would have the best of
both worlds: control of the land on which Jews had settled without having to rule over a hostile
Palestinian population.

Nonetheless, many Israelis had serious reservations about the agreement. Likud and Tzomet
leaders agreed with the Israeli Left that the agreement provided the framework for a Palestinian
state, an outcome they opposed on national security grounds. Benjamin Netanyahu called the
Accords a historical blunder; others labeled Arafat a terrorist who could not be trusted and
vowed to resist implementation of the Declaration of Principles. Although military officials were
glad to relinquish responsibility for Palestinian security in the Occupied Territories, they were
worried about protecting the Jewish settlers and unhappy that Rabin did not consult with the
military during the secret negotiations

Most settlers—particularly those who had moved to the West Bank or Gaza for ideological or



religious rather than practical reasons—vehemently opposed the Accords and felt betrayed by the
government. The comment of Rabbi Eliezer Melamed, secretary of the Rabbinical Forum of
Rabbis in Judea, Samaria, and Gaza, was typical: "[The government leaders] have sinned against
Zionism by turning the clock back 30 years, they have sinned against the people by ignoring
their opinions, and they have sinned against democracy because such a fateful agreement needs a
much larger majority."17 Settlers wondered aloud what the long-term implications of the
agreement were: Would the government force them to leave their homes? Would there be
compensation? Some adamantly refused to consider relocating and predicted violence when the
Palestinian self-governing authority took control. In the post-Oslo period, Rabin declined to
discuss the future status of the settlements publicly; however, Labor politicians indicated Rabin
was willing to give up Israeli control of about a hundred West Bank and Gaza settlements as part
of the final arrangements with the Palestinians.18

There was a similar range of opinions within the Palestinian community. Acceptance of the
agreement came mostly from the ranks of Fateh and Fida. Supporters believed that Palestinian
civil authority over the Gaza Strip and Jericho was the first step toward an independent
Palestinian state and peaceful coexistence with Israel. They also felt Israeli recognition of the
PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people was significant because it acknowledged the
Palestinians as a distinct group with legitimate political rights. The PPP's initial response was
more muted: hopeful but worried. By February 1994 concerns about the direction of the
negotiations led the PPP to withdraw its support of the Declaration of Principles.

Other Palestinians argued that the political process that led to the Oslo Accords was autocratic
and that the Accords themselves were deeply flawed, involving wide-ranging and inappropriate
concessions. Critics raised several concerns. First, they felt the Declaration of Principles was
extremely vague, leaving wide room for interpretation. Second, the plan deferred discussion of
several critical issues: creation of a Palestinian state, return of the Palestinian refugees expelled
in 1948 and 1967, sovereignty over East Jerusalem, settlements, security arrangements, the
release of Palestinian political prisoners, and permanent borders. Israeli soldiers were required
only to redeploy, not withdraw, from the Occupied Territories and complete withdrawal was not
specified as part of the final status negotiations. Furthermore, there were no plans for Israel to
return any of the land it had confiscated, nor any promise by Israel to cease confiscation and
settlement activities during the interim period.

Third, these critics believed Arafat was not serious about democracy. They worried that the
Palestinian police and civil administration, including the committees that manage the
international funds promised to Palestinians for economic development, would end up in the
hands of Fateh supporters operating under Arafat's direct control. Drafts of a new Palestinian
Constitution, which seemed to move away from the initial commitment to early national
elections, were not encouraging:

In general outline, the government [will be] organised around a powerful president, the chair of the PLO executive
committee. A vaguely defined legislative authority is entrusted to a "Council of the National Authority," which is appointed
by the PLO executive committee until replaced by a popularly elected Council. ... Although not popularly elected, the
president of the National Authority controls the legislative and administrative process as well as the security forces. ...19

A number of Palestinian groups sharing these concerns—PFLP, DFLP, Hamas, Islamic Jihad,
and others—joined together as the Democratic Nationalist-Islamic Front, which was committed
to working against the Oslo Accords.

Perhaps in recognition of the deep divisions within the Palestinian community and his shaky



base of support, Arafat did not convene the Palestine National Council to vote on whether to
accept the signed Declaration of Principles, further fueling Palestinian anger at the
nondemocratic nature of the decision-making process. Arafat did, however, call together the
PNC Central Committee in October. Twenty-five members of the Central Council—mostly
supporters of the PFLP and DFLP—boycotted the proceedings. In a contentious session, those
attending endorsed the Oslo Accords 63 to 8, with 11 abstentions.

Despite Israeli and Palestinian political opposition, talks on the implementation of the Oslo
Accords began almost immediately after the signing ceremony. Negotiators quickly encountered
difficulties, however, and the deadline for beginning Israeli military withdrawal and Palestinian
control of Gaza and Jericho, originally set for no later than 13 December 1993, had to be
postponed. Throughout the fall and winter, sluggish progress on negotiations was accompanied
by increasing Israeli-Palestinian violence, particularly between Israeli settlers and the military
wing of Hamas. In addition, it appeared to many Palestinians that Israeli troops were targeting
Hamas and Fateh military officers, although Israeli officials denied the charge.

Palestinians temporarily halted the talks in February 1994 after the Hebron massacre by an
Israeli settler and subsequent Israeli military response left 40 Palestinians dead in a single day.
Negotiations resumed after the UN Security Council passed Resolution 904 condemning the
massacre and Israel outlawed membership in two small groups, Kach and Kahane Chai, that
advocated the expulsion of Palestinians from the Occupied Territories. Israel also freed hundreds
of Palestinian political prisoners in what it called a goodwill gesture; right-wing Israelies
criticized the prisoner release, saying such actions should come only after the PLO had proven
itself willing and able to control Palestinian violence against Israelis.

As negotiations dragged on, support for the agreement fell. In February 1994, a secret poll
commissioned by Rabin's office showed Israeli public support for the peace deal had dropped to
34 percent, less than half of what it was immediately following the September signing ceremony.
Enthusiasm for the Oslo Accords also declined among Palestinians. A survey conducted in
January found only 45 percent supported the agreement, with 40 percent against, compared with
69 percent supporting and 28 percent opposing in September.20 In a declaration issued in early
May 1994, former head of the Palestinian peace delegation Haider abd al-Shafi and twenty-two
other prominent Palestinians from the Occupied Territories spoke out strongly against the
approach Arafat was taking: "We the undersigned hereby declare that any Israeli Palestinian
agreement which ... confers legitimacy to the illegal unilateral actions of the Israeli occupier ...
shall lack Palestinian and international legitimacy and shall therefore not be binding on the
Palestinian people, its national institutions, public figures and political forces."21

Finally, nearly five months behind schedule, on 4 May 1994 Aratat and Rabin signed a 250-
page Cairo Agreement on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area, intended to put into effect the
Declaration of Principles. Within days, Palestinian police began to move into the newly
autonomous areas, and on 13 May Israel turned over control of Jericho to them. Shortly
thereafter, Israeli troops finished their redeployment in the Gaza Strip, completing the first stage
of the Oslo Accords.

Conclusion

This book began with the underlying idea that the conflict over Palestine represents a clash of



two national groups—Palestinians and Jews—at tempting to achieve self-determination in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The conflict that developed over Zionist and Palestinian
claims to the same part of the Levant is simultaneously rooted in its own reality and a highly
internationalized conflict. The multiple actors involved—the European states and the League of
Nations in the pre-World War II period; the United States, the Soviet Union/Russia, the United
Nations, and European Community after 1945—have influenced how the conflict has evolved as
each of these actors pursued its own interests in the region. This international involvement has
increased the level of violence among Israelis, Palestinians, and the Arab states in a number of
ways, most obviously through massive arms transfers. At the same time, international actors
have also played constructive roles on occasion, through conflict mediation and peacekeeping
activities. The international dimension of the conflict can also be seen in the increased instability
within the surrounding states that have been drawn, willingly or not, into the conflict. Finally, the
clash is made more complex by the tremendous range of opinions on foreign policy goals that
exist within Israel and among Palestinians, it is clear from examining the internal political
dynamics within these two nations that international actors cannot be accurately viewed as
monolithic entities attempting to pursue an uncontestably defined national interest.

At present there is little goodwill between the general Jewish Israeli and Palestinian
populations. Yet even if the two groups do not like each other or have confidence in one another,
they must find a way to live together. This suggests a multitrack approach to the problem. On the
one hand, there need to be opportunities for informal interaction between Israeli Jews and
Palestinians so that prejudices and stereotypes can begin to be broken down. Confidence-
building measures must be developed to allow Palestinians and Israeli Jews to learn to trust each
other, and both groups will have to forgive and move beyond, if not forget, the wrongs they
believe have been done to them by the other side. At the same time, it must be recognized that
not all Israeli Jews or all Palestinians will be interested in peaceful coexistence, particularly
initially. Thus, there must also be practical and hardheaded guarantees to protect the security of
Palestinians and Israeli Jews.

Two national groups have fought over one small piece of land in the Levant for over 100
years. Palestinians and the Arab countries have been unable to defeat Israel militarily; Israel has
been unable to eliminate Palestinian nationalism. Neither of these conditions is likely to change
in the near future. Thus, the choice facing Israelis and Palestinians is whether to continue to fight
indefinitely or to search for a just and equitable negotiated settlement to their conflict. With
mutual recognition, mutual acknowledgment of the right of national self-determination, and
mutual acceptance of fixed and secure boundaries for all states in the Levant, a way may be
found to resolve this enduring and destructive dilemma in world politics.



Discussion Questions
These questions are designed to elicit thoughtful analysis and debate. In many cases there are no
"right" answers; instead, responses will depend on an individual's political perspective and
values.



Chapter One

1. What are the attributes of a nation? Is the division of the world into nation-states the best
form of social and political organization? Is national self-determination a right of all
national peoples? If yes, what are the challenges involved in realizing this objective?

2. Was it inevitable that Zionism and Palestinian nationalism clash?
3. What hampered a unified Palestinian response against Jewish immigration?
4. How did the pre-1948 period in the Middle East shape present-day realities? What impact

did international perceptions have on policy decisions made about Palestine? What factors
contributed to the internationalization of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

5. What other choices did the United Nations have in 1947 other than partition? Why do you
think the countries of the United Nations voted the way they did?



Chapter Two

1. How important are political leadership and ideology to the success of nationalism? What
difficulties faced the Palestinian and Zionist/Israeli leaderships from the 1880s until the
present?

2. How did the June 1967 War and the subsequent Israeli occupation of territories captured in
the war influence the goals and aspirations of Israeli Jews? of Palestinians in Israel? of
Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip?

3. What is the role of the Knesset in Israeli politics? How has this evolved over the past five
decades? What are some key issues that divide Israeli political parties? Are there any issues
on which they all agree? What impact, if any, did the 1992 election have on Israeli
government policies toward the Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

4. What have been some significant turning points in the evolution of Palestinian politics?
How have these critical events influenced the development of the groups that make up the
Palestinian national movement? What are the principle issues on which these groups agree
or disagree?

5. To what extent has the intifada changed the character of the conflict over Palestine?



Chapter Three

1. How have regional actors been drawn into the Israeli-Palestinian conflict since 1948?
2. Both Israel and the Arab states claim that the other side has started most of the wars

between them. What are the reasons each actor gives for making this claim? Do you find
some arguments more compelling than others? What reasons might an international actor
have for deliberately initiating a crisis?

3. Has U.S. policy toward Israel and the Palestinians been consistent over the past five
decades? What are some important elements of that policy? How did it evolve? Can you
identify any critical shifts in the U.S. approach to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

4. What role should a concern about human rights violations play in determining the foreign
policy relations of a country such as the United States? What role should the United Nations
have in addressing violations of human rights?

5. Should militarization in the Middle East concern the international community? What are the
reasons for your answer?

6. Is terrorism ever justified? Is the use of an economic tool of foreign policy ever justified? Is
civil or international war ever justified? What assumptions about the conduct of
international relations underlie your response?



Chapter Four

1. What are the various types of violence in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? What factors may
lead to an escalation of the violence? What factors may decrease the violence?

2. What can individuals in the United States do to move forward the peace process between
Israelis and Palestinians? Can individuals be more influential in some aspects of the process
than in others? Is such involvement appropriate or inappropriate? Explain.

3. What state or nonstate actors need to be involved in the resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict? What mechanisms can best allow all the significant voices to be heard?

4. How, if at all, have the Madrid conference, the subsequent peace negotiations, the 1993
Oslo Accords, and the 1994 Cairo Agreement changed the configuration of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict? What domestic, regional, and international factors led to the Oslo
Accords? Will this agreement put an end to the intifada? Will it bring peace? Why or why
not?

5. If you were a Palestinian, what would you consider the essential elements of a peace
agreement with Israel? How would you respond if you were an Israeli? Is there any room
for negotiation between the two positions you have outlined?

6. If you were an adviser to the president of the United States, what would you suggest U.S.
policy toward Israel, Palestinians, and the Arab world should be? Would your advice
change if you were an adviser to the leadership of the European Parliament or the United
Nations?
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Recommended Resources
These films have been chosen to illustrate a variety of viewpoints on the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. Some are too long to be shown in a regular class meeting, but could be used in a special
evening session.
Beyond the Green Line. 67 minutes, 1993. This is a powerful investigation of the effects of the

intifada on Jews and Palestinians, including the ways it has challenged traditional self-
images of both peoples. The film includes interviews with extremists and moderates, liberals
and fundamentalists; it also shows army activities in Gaza, illegal patrols by Israeli settlers
on the West Bank, and the dynamiting of Arab houses. Directed by Mili Gottlieb for
Amadeus Film Productions Ltd. Distributed by Filmmakers Library.

Courage Along the Divide. 75 minutes, 1987. A documentary by Victor Schonfeld, this film
presents haunting images of the wretched living conditions and brutality experienced by
Palestinian Arabs as everyday occurrence. It includes a fascinating debate among Israeli
soldiers about whether or not they should serve in the West Bank and Gaza and an interview
with U.S.-Palestinian peace activist Mubarak Awad. Each of the three parts of this film could
be used separately. Arabic, Hebrew, and English with English subtitles. Produced for Central
Independent Television/SPI and distributed by Filmmakers Library.

Gaza Ghetto. 82 minutes, 1984. This film by PeA Holmquist, Joan Mandell, and Pierre
Bjorklund focuses on the daily lives of three generations of a Palestinian family and their
neighbors living in Jabalia refugee camp in the Gaza Strip. Interviews with Israeli general
Ariel Sharon and former military coordinator for the West Bank and Gaza Binyamin Ben
Eliezar are included, as is archival footage of Sharon's "pacification" program in Gaza.
Distributed by First Run/Icarus Films.

On Our Land. 55 minutes, 1983. Filmed by Antonia Caccia, this is a portrayal of daily life in
1981 in Umm el-Fahm, the largest Palestinian village inside Israel. A traditional farming
community, its members now participate in the Israeli wage economy. The film discusses the
discrimination in housing and employment these Palestinian Israeli citizens experience and
compares their situation with that of the residents of Israeli settlements built on land that used
to belong to Umm el-Fahm. Distributed by First Run/Icarus Films.

Palestine: Promises, Rebellion, Abdication, 10-part series of varying lengths, 17 to 36 minutes,
1980. This British analysis of the history of the conflict over Palestine through the
establishment of the State of Israel was originally produced for Thames Television. It
features interviews with Israeli and Palestinian historians, British statespersons, and military
officers and includes archival footage. The first three sections ("Promises") cover the period
from 1914, when Palestine came under British control, until 1935. The next four parts
("Rebellion") examine the Arab Revolt of 1936-1939, Hitler's rise to power and the
Nuremberg laws in Germany, the Anglo-American Commission's recommendations, and the
British withdrawal from Palestine. The final three films ("Abdication") begin with the United
Nations' involvement in the issue and deal with 1947 and 1948. Distributed by Heritage
Visual Sales.

Palestinian Portraits. 22 minutes, 1987. In this documentary, a diverse group of U.S.-Palestinian
women and men in all walks of life from the Catholic priesthood to neurosurgery to ballet
talk about their deep-rooted identification with the culture, landscape, history, and future of



their homeland. It breaks down stereotypes and gives audiences a more rounded perspective
on the Palestinian people. Produced by the United Nations and distributed by First
Run/Icarus Films.

The Shadow of the West. 50 minutes, 1986. Focusing on the plight of the Palestinians as the most
enduring residue of the modern encounter between the Arabs and the West, Edward Said
traces the course of European involvement with the Near East via the Crusades to Napoleon's
campaign in Egypt and the French and English entrepreneurs, adventurers, and empire
builders who came in his wake. Part of "The Arabs: A Living History," a documentary series
by Landmark Films.

Shoot and Cry. 51 minutes, 1988. Through the eyes of two men—an eighteen-year-old Israeli
conscript and a Palestinian working illegally in Tel Aviv—this film shows the effect of the
Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip on Israeli society. Israelis representing a
diversity of viewpoints argue among themselves over the dilemma, cast as a choice between
morality and security, which in this context means settlement. The phrase "shoot and cry"
was first used during the 1982 War in Lebanon to describe Israeli soldiers who, torn between
patriotism and conscience, would shoot first, then cry later. Produced by the National Film
Board of Canada, directed by Helen Kladawsky and Miguel Merkin, and distributed by First
Run/Icarus Films.

Stranger at Home. 93 minutes, 1985. Palestinian artist Kamal Boullata, exiled for twenty years,
returns to Jerusalem with his friend, Jewish Dutch filmmaker and director Rudolf van den
Berg. Both confront dreams and apprehensions. In an especially interesting scene, the two
discuss immigration policies and learn that Boullata, born in the West Bank, would not be
allowed to immigrate, whereas his Jewish Dutch friend, with no ties to Israel, could be
immediately granted residency. Arabic, English, and Hebrew with English subtitles.
Distributed by Ben van Meerendonk.

The Struggle for Peace. 57 minutes, 1991. Filmed by a crew made up of Israelis, Palestinians,
and Americans, this well-written video examines the efforts of several grassroots
organizations trying to bring about a peaceful settlement to Israeli-Palestinian strife. Israeli
soldiers who refuse to serve in the Occupied Territories, "Women in Black," the tax
resistance of the Palestinian village of Beit Sahour, and an Israeli-Palestinian dialogue group
that began during the intifada and continued after the Gulf War are among those featured.
Produced by Elizabeth Fernea, directed by Steven Talley, and distributed by First Run/Icarus
Films.

Voices from Gaza. 51 minutes, 1989. With a minimum of commentary, this film lets the voices
of the Palestinians in the Gaza Strip, particularly the 70 percent who are refugees, speak for
themselves of life under Israeli occupation and the enormous social changes brought about
by the intifada. The film, which is directed by Antonia Caccia and produced by Maysoon
Pachachi, provides a description of the work of the underground popular committees
responsible for health, education, and welfare services as well as a discussion of the
conditions in the camps since the uprising began. Distributed by First Run/Icarus Films.

We Are God's Soldiers. 52 minutes, 1993. This study of Islamic movements in the Gaza Strip
was filmed in 1992. It includes interviews with some of the Hamas leaders expelled later that
year as well as a discussion of the role of women. The story of two brothers, one a supporter
of Fateh, the other favoring Hamas, illustrates internal Palestinian debate. Arabic with
English subtitles. Produced by AlQuds Television Productions for Channel 4, United
Kingdom, and available from AlQuds Distributions.



Wedding in Galilee. 110 minutes, 1986. Both a strong sense of Palestinian national cultural
identity and deep historical attachment to the land are communicated in this drama of a
Muslim marriage ceremony that takes place in a Palestinian village in the Galilee, under the
watchful eyes of the Israeli authorities. This beautiful, award-winning film was directed by
Israeli-Palestinian Michael Khleifi and produced by Jacqueline Louis and Bernard Lorain.
Arabic and Hebrew with English subtitles. Distributed by Kino International Corporation.

The Women Next Door. 80 minutes, 1992. This thought-provoking documentary explores the
ways the occupation has affected the roles and lives of Palestinian and Israeli women,
particularly since the intifada. It examines the meaning of femininity, motherhood, birth,
violence, compassion, and female solidarity in the context of the ongoing political conflict.
Directed and filmed by three women: two Israeli, one Palestinian. Distributed by Women
Make Movies.



Glossary
Aliyah (pl. Aliyot) literally means "going up"; the word refers to a wave of immigration to Israel.
Arab Revolt of 1936-1939 was a massive and sustained violent and nonviolent protest against
Zionist immigration to Palestine that was brutally suppressed by Britain.
Ashkenazi (n. pl. Ashkenazim) are Jews of German and East European descent.
Balfour Declaration was the 1917 statement issued by the British foreign secretary and
approved by the British government that called for the establishment of a Jewish homeland in
Palestine with protection for the "civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in
Palestine/' which were 90 percent of the population at the time.
Brinkmanship is a strategy of risking confrontation by challenging an adversary's important
commitment in the hope that the adversary will back down rather than fight.
Camp David Accords refer to the 17 September 1978 agreement made by Egypt, Israel, and the
United States that provided a framework for an Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty (signed in 1979)
and proposed that a self-governing Palestinian authority be established for the West Bank and
Gaza Strip.
Churchill White Paper indicated in 1922 that it was not Britain's intention that an exclusively
Jewish state be created in Palestine, nor was there to be any subordination of Arab population,
language, or culture to Jewish nationalist aspirations.
Diaspora, meaning dispersion, originally referred to Jews who were scattered after the
Babylonian captivity and now describes the exile situation of any national group of people.
Gush Emunim (literally, Bloc of the Faithful) is a religious-nationalist Jewish Israeli settlement
movement.
Haganah, Zionist paramilitary force of the Jewish settlers in Palestine, became the Israeli
Defense Forces in 1948.
Histadrut is Israel's General Federation of Jewish Labor and a key nongovernmental player in
Israeli politics.
Hussein-McMahon correspondence, letters written in 1915 and 1916 between Sharif Hussein
of Mecca and the British High Commissioner of Egypt Henry McMahon, set out the terms under
which Hussein's family would lead an Arab revolt against Ottoman rule in exchange for British
promises of independence after the end of the war.
Idealism, describing the political orientation that holds that human nature is essentially good and
that wars occur because of bad institutional structures rather than evil people, focuses on
international law and international organizations as tools to manage international interactions.
Imperialism is the establishment of political and economic control by a state or empire over
foreign territories.
Intifada is the Palestinian uprising in the West Bank and Gaza Strip that began in December
1987.
Irgun Ζvai Leumi was an underground Zionist paramilitary group established by the
Revisionists in the pre-1948 period.
Jewish Agency, established in 1929 to support the Yishuv through raising funds for Jewish
immigration to Palestine, is closely affiliated with the World Zionist Organization.
Jewish National Fund is an organization responsible for the purchase and development of land
that then becomes the inalienable property of the Jewish people.



Justification of hostility refers to an actor's deliberately promoting a crisis situation in order to
provide a public excuse to go to war.
Kibbutz (pl. kibbutzim) refers to a Jewish settlement with collective ownership and communal
living that was, initially, almost entirely agricultural.
King-Crane Commission was appointed by U.S. President Wilson in 1919 to determine the
political preferences of the people of Greater Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia and report to the
Paris Peace Conference.
Knesset is Israel's single-chamber legislative body, that is, the Parliament.
Labor party is the socialist group dominant in the Knesset from 1948 until 1977, which was
part of two Unity governments between 1984 and 1990 and returned to power in 1992.
Labor Zionism was the mainstream Zionist-socialist movement in the prestate period as
represented by the World Zionist Organization.
Levant refers to the eastern Mediterranean region, including Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and the
Mandate of Palestine.
Likud coalition is the right-wing nationalist political bloc with roots in the Revisionist
movement that was a part of, or in control of, every Israeli government between 1977 and 1992.
MacDonald White Paper was the 1939 British report that concluded the Peel Commission's
partition proposal was unworkable and a binational state should be created in Palestine.
Mandate describes a commission granted to a country to administer the political affairs of an
area and prepare it for independence.
Millet system of governance used by the Ottoman Empire placed Jews and Christians under the
jurisdiction of their own religious authorities for most legal, social, cultural, and religious affairs.
Moshav (pl. moshavim) refers to an Israeli cooperative agricultural settlement on government
land with some private economic activities.
Nation designates a group of people with a shared history and culture and corporate sense of
common identity.
Peel Commission report contained the 1937 British proposal to partition Palestine into Jewish
and Arab states.
Plan Dalet was a military blueprint for the defense of Jewish settlements in predominantly Arab
areas; it called for the expulsion of Palestinians who resisted Zionist attacks and the destruction
of their homes.
Pogrom is the organized massacre or persecution of a minority group, especially used to refer to
the nineteenth-century Russian persecution of Jews.
Rational actor model assumes international actors are monolithic entities that operate as
rational, efficient decisionmakers.
Realism characterizes the political approach that views humans as flawed and power-seeking
and believes international relations is a struggle between nation-states for security in a hostile
environment.
Revisionist movement is an Ultranationalist, nonsocialist form of Zionism, established by
Vladimir Jabotinsky in the 1920s and a precursor of Likud, that advocated Jewish settlement on
both sides of the Jordan River and the use of force to create the state of Israel.
Security dilemma refers to the difficulty one actor has in providing for its legitimate security
without appearing to threaten the security of its opponents, thus setting off a power competition.
Sephardic (n. pl. Sephardim) originally referred to Jews of Spanish descent but is now used to
identify Jews from Arab countries as well.
Shiite Muslims make up the second-largest group of Muslims and are found primarily in Iraq,



Iran, and Lebanon.
Sovereignty emphasizes the territorial integrity of states and their claim of the right to conduct
their domestic and foreign affairs without external interference as long as they do not challenge
the sovereignty of other states.
Spinoff crises result from an actor's involvement in a primary conflict; these secondary crises are
not desired by the originator of the original crisis but may be difficult to avoid.
State is a centralized political unit with sovereignty over a fixed territory and population.
Stern Gang, named after its founder, Avraham Stern, is the Zionist underground paramilitary
group that split off from Irgun in 1940 and was opposed to cooperation with the British. It is also
known by the acronym Lehi, for Lohamei Herut Israeli (Fighters for the Freedom of Israel).
Sunni Islam is the main, orthodox form of Islam as practiced by the majority of Muslims.
Sykes-Picot Agreement between Britain and France in 1916 arranged for the division of the
Levant into areas of colonial influence after the end of World War I.
Taif Accord of 1989 brokered an agreement between warring factions in Lebanon and
eventually ended the fifteen-year war; it also redistributed power in the government to reflect
more accurately the composition of the population.
UN Resolution 181 was passed by the General Assembly on 29 November 1947 and called for
the partition of Palestine into Jewish and Palestinian states.
UN Resolution 242, passed by the Security Council on 22 November 1967, called on Israel to
withdraw from territories occupied in the June 1967 War.
UN Resolution 338 was passed by the Security Council on 22 October 1973 and called for a
cease-fire-in-place to halt the October 1973 War and the implementation of UN Resolution 242.
Yishuv refers to the Jewish community in Palestine in the pre-1948 period.
Zionism is nineteenth- and twentieth-century Jewish nationalism, generally but not exclusively
taking the form of support for Israel as a Jewish state.



Chronology
1516-
1918 Ottoman (Turkish) Empire controls most of the Middle East, including the Levant region

i88os Beginning of Arab movement for independence from the Ottoman Empire
1881-
1903

Beginning of Russian pogroms against Jews; first wave (aliyah) of Jewish immigration to
Palestine; Dreyfus affair in France

1896 Publication of Theodor Herzl's The State of the Jews
1897 First Zionist Congress meets at Basel, Switzerland
1904-
1914 Second aliyah

1914-
1918 Word War I

1915-
1916 Hussein-McMahon correspondence

1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement
1917 Balfour Declaration

1919 King-Crane Commission report to the Paris Peace Conference; creation of the League of
Nations

1919-
1923 Third aliyah

1920 Britain sets up Civil Administration for Palestine
1922 Churchill White Paper indicates Britain does not intend Palestine to become a Jewish state
1924-
1928 Fourth aliyah

1929 Western Wall riots between Palestinians and Zionists
1929-
1939 Fifth aliyah

1933 Hitler comes to power in Germany
1935 Passage in Germany of the Nuremberg Laws directed against Jews
1936-
1939 Arab Revolt; Britain crushes rebellion, expels its leaders

1937 Peel Commission report recommends partition of Palestine

1938 Germany annexes Austria; Munich Pact allows Germany to occupy the Sudetenland of
Czechoslovakia

1939
MacDonald White Paper recommends immigration restrictions and the establishment

within ten years of an independent, binational state in Palestine; Germany invades Poland;
official beginning of World War II in Europe

1945 United Nations established; World War II ends



1946 Anglo-American Commission of Inquiry recommends UN trusteeship over Palestine;
Irgun militia blows up the King David Hotel in Jerusalem

1947 Great Britain requests that the United Nations deal with the question of Palestine; UN
General Assembly Resolution 181 on the partition of Palestine

1948-
1949

Internal war in Palestine followed by internal and international war after Israel declares
independence; Israel, Egypt, and Jordan take over land designated for Palestinian state,

displacing approximately 750,000 Palestinians
1948-
1958 Massive Jewish immigration to Israel from Europe, North Africa, and Asia

1956 Suez War begins when Israel, supported by Britain and France, attacks Egypt

1957 Israel evacuates the Sinai and the Gaza Strip; United Nations Emergency Force
established to protect Israeli-Egyptian border

1964 Egypt and other Arab states establish PLO
1965 First Fateh guerrilla action against Israel

1967
June War initiated by Israeli attack on Egypt: Israel occupies the Sinai, the Gaza Strip, the
Golan Heights, and the West Bank, extends Israeli law over East Jerusalem; UN Security

Council Resolution 242
1968-
1970 War of Attrition between Israel and Egypt, Israel and Syria

1969 PLO incorporates the goal of a democratic secular state in Palestine; Cairo Agreement
legitimates PLO armed presence in Lebanon

1970 Rogers Plan; civil war between Jordan and the Palestinians following airplane hijackings
by the PFLP

i97i "Pacification" of Gaza by Ariel Sharon
1972 Soviet military advisers expelled from Egypt

1973
October War begins when Egypt attacks Israel to regain the territories Israel captured in

1967; UN Security Council Resolution 338; OAPEC oil embargo; Non-Aligned
Movement recognizes PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people

1974
Sinai I Accord between Egypt and Israel; Arab League conference at Rabat, Morocco,
passes resolution declaring PLO the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian

people; Arafat addresses United Nations; PLO granted observer status at the UN

1975
Civil war in Lebanon begins; U.S.-Israeli memorandum commits the United States not to
talk with the PLO until, among other requirements, the PLO accepts UN Resolutions 242

and 338; Sinai II Accords between Egypt and Israel
i976 Pro-PLO candidates sweep municipal elections in the West Bank

1977 Likud wins Israeli elections, Menachem Begin becomes prime minister; Sadat visits
Jerusalem and addresses the Israeli Knesset; negotiations begin between Israel and Egypt

i978 Israeli invasion of southern Lebanon; Begin, Sadat, and Carter meet for thirteen days, sign
the Camp David Accords

1979 Begin and Sadat sign Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty in Washington, D.C.

1980
Israel officially annexes all of East Jerusalem, UN Security Council condemns action;

Venice Declaration adopted by EC



1981
Israeli attack against Iraqi nuclear reactor; U.S.-sponsored cease-fire between Israel and
the PLO that lasts until June 1982; establishment of Israeli civil administration in West

Bank and Gaza Strip; Israeli annexation of the Syrian Golan Heights

1982
Massive Palestinian protests against civil administration; Israel completes evacuation of

the Sinai; Israeli invasion of Lebanon; Reagan peace plan; massacre at Sabra and Shatilla
refugee camps

1983 Beginning of the War of the Camps in Lebanon
1984 Early elections in Israel result in creation of Labor-Likud Unity government

1985
Israel withdraws from most of Lebanon, leaving an Israeli-allied Lebanese force in control
of the southern areas; PLO pledges to restrict its attacks to Israel and the Israeli-occupied

Palestinian territories; Israel bombs Tunisian headquarters of the PLO

1986 Israel and Soviet Union hold discussions on establishment of consulates; Iran-Contra
affair revealed in United States

1987 Emergency meeting of the League of Arab States focuses primarily on the Iran-Iraq War,
virtually ignoring Palestinian-Israeli conflict; beginning of the Palestinian intifada

1988

King Hussein announces Jordan will disengage legally and administratively from the
West Bank; Israeli national election results in a badly divided Knesset and a second Unity

government; declaration of the State of Palestine at the Palestine National Council
meeting in Algiers; Yasir Arafat satisfies the United States that he has met their

conditions for a "substantive dialogue"

1989
U.S. State Department publishes highly critical report on Israeli human rights practices;

Shamir plan calling for limited Palestinian elections; international peace demonstration in
Jerusalem

1990

Israeli National Unity government collapses over proposed negotiations with Palestinians;
massive influx of Soviet Jews to Israel; President Bush reaffirms U.S. policy on East

Jerusalem as occupied; Yitzhak Shamir forms a narrow, right-wing government headed by
Likud; United States suspends dialogue with PLO; Iraq invades Kuwait

1991 U.S.-led coalition defeats Iraq; international Arab-Israeli peace conference in Madrid

1992
Ongoing bilateral and multilateral peace talks; Labor party wins plurality in Israeli

elections, Yitzhak Rabin becomes prime minister; Israel deports 400 alleged Hamas
supporters to southern Lebanon

1993

Israel seals off Occupied Territories (except East Jerusalem) from Israel indefinitely;
massive Israeli attack on Lebanon; Israel and the PLO sign Oslo Accords on interim self-

government arrangements; Israel misses December deadline for initial withdrawal of
troops

1994
Massacre of Palestinians in Hebron damages peace process; Cairo Agreement on

implementation of the Oslo Accords; Palestinian police force arrives in Jericho and Gaza
Strip



About the Book and Author
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has once again captured world attention—this time because of the
coming together of Arafat and Rabin as a result of the secret Oslo Accords and the reactions
ensuing from this historic—and challenging—event. One Land, Two Peoples, originally
published in the throes of the intifada, now brings its wide readership up to date on progress in
the peace negotiations, beginning with their breakdown and subsequent stalemate following the
Gulf War and the ensuing renaissance stimulated by the Oslo Accords. One Land, Two Peoples
describes the Israeli-Palestinian dynamic as a conflict "rooted in its own reality"—a struggle that,
despite its international dimensions, must be resolved by the principals themselves. Throughout,
Deborah Cerner shows how what is happening today is steeped in the history of the region and
illustrates ways that theories of international relations can help address questions about the
politics of national identity and the roles of economics, culture, religion, and outside actors in
fueling or quelling the conflict.

In its first edition, this text was commended for its clarity, conciseness, and balanced
viewpoint. It has been used in college classrooms ranging from international relations and
foreign policy to Middle East studies, religious studies, peace studies, history, English, and many
more. This new and fully revised second edition includes updated maps, tables, photos,
illustrations, media resources, chronology, and glossary, all of which add to the superb text
presentation.

Deborah J. Gerner is associate professor of political science at the University of Kansas.
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