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Preface

The Middle East-West Asian region has always been a boiling
cauldron of conflicting forces at any time in its history. The presént
conflict between the Israelis and the Palestinians must be seen in this
context. The bitter stand off between Arafat’s beleaguered forces and
_the mighty Israeli army has all the signs_of a long disturbance in the
making; The coﬁtroversial visit by the present Israeli premier Ariel
- Sharon to thle Haram al-Sharif/Temple Mount region of Jerusalem in
September 2000. was the flash that spa}ked off the él-Aqsa intivfada
| (named after the holy Islami.c site of al-Agsa and the ‘Dome of fhe Rock’
mosque situated on top of the Temple . mount).This area is holy also to
. the-Jews. Some critics have arguéd that after the failure of the Carrip
David summit meeting between the then Israeli prime minister.Ehud
‘Barék and the Palestinian leader Yasir Arafat, it was a matter of time

before an uprising would burst out in the occupied territories.

The aim of . this study is to analyse the Camp David-II Summit
‘ and to try to ascertain the causes of its failure. This has been done in
‘the context of American mediation in West Asia, particularly in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The study takes into account the post-Cold
War status " of the US as the sole superpower capable of influencing

-'either of the parties (especially the Israelis) in their conflictual

situation. An attempt is made to study the various factors like



doniestic, ex_terrial, personality etc. that inﬂuenced the varioﬁs Arab-
- Israeli peace negotiation efforts, starting with Camp David-l in
" September 1978 and ending at“Cam'p}David-II in July 2000. In this
éontéxt,'focus is keﬁt on Bill Clinton’s tenure asv' US president during
the 1990s to assess the pattern vof US mediation and its implications
in the changed scenario of Palestinian-Israeli relations. Finally an
attempt is made to delve into the issues involved in the negotiations,
_Ipar.tiCularly at Camp David-1I, that succ‘eeded in keeping the_ two
parties from reaching a final settlement. ..Th¢ study follows the
historico-analtytical method of ‘research Vi-n trying to understémd these
: iSsues. |
[.owe a great debt of gratitude to my guide, gurﬁ énd supervisor,
Prof. IV.K.H. Jambholkar, for his help and advice in making this study a
sﬁccess. He has been immensely patient and understanding during
-r_nyﬁv_hole stay at JNU and contributed- in no small way towards
reéolvin'g the problems and tensions faced by me, a South Indian in

my fresher year in the North.

[ must not forget the constant help extended to me by.Dr. K.D.
Kapur, former chairperson of the centre, Prof. Pushpesh Pant and last
but not least, Dr. Vinayak Rao, my fellow South India‘n‘who could_ well

understand my problems on first coming to Delhi.



The staff of J.N.U. Central Librafy, Mr. Devi Sahai of SIS reading

room, IDSA library and the. American Centre Library have all helped

me in various ways for which I here record my thanks.

.M'y friends, in particular, Nandu, Raghu, Gyan, Chander, Mano,
Sukumaran and Suhail have been great’ 'in”théir help, concernAa,’nd '
‘advice'. Full points to all of them. I must not forget to mention
Sudhakaran,Paulraj,Jeevan and .Dim'py without whose help and

generoSity, I would probably not have continued my studies in JNU.

My family has been wonderful in their constant prayérs, advice and
help' in enabling me to pursue highef studies here in Delhi. All credit

for getting | my M.Phil Degree éertainly must go to them.

Joby ahd co. have doﬁe good work in preparing this dissertation
by the requisite deadline. Thanks to them. I submit this work to the
reader in the .humblc hope. that it will open your' eyes to la highly
interesting field of study which if pursued will certainly vyield rich

dividents.Finally all glory to God.Praise His Holy Namel!

New Delhi _ | S.J. Kuruvilla
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INTRODUCTION

US DIPLOMACY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

’i . .
‘Diplomacy is the management of international relations

by negotiations; the method by which these relations are

adjusted and managed by ambassadors and envoys; the

business or art of the diplomatist’.
-Oxford English Dictionary, quoted by

Sir Harold Nicolson, 1939.

‘Negotiation may be called the process of combining

divergent viewpoints to reach a common agreement.

I. William Zartman, 1974.
Diplomacy and Negotiation Defined : the American Perspective

Negotiation is the central function of diplomacy, and diplomacy the
~ carrying out of foreign policy. Diplomacy and Negotiation are thus
interrelated terms that describe one of the primary functions of the
nation- state; namely, to carry on the business of state in international
relations. Again, negotiation is specifically the bargaining process used
~ in adjusting differences within relations, and so, it is the most important

task of diplomacy.
A couple of interesting definitions of the term negotiation are given below:

‘A negotiation is a cunning endeavor to obtain by peaceful
maneuver and the chicanery of cabinets those advantages which a
nation would otherwise have wrested by force of arms- in the same
manner as a conscientious highwaymah reforms and becomes a

quiet and praiseworthy citizen, contenting himself with cheating



his neighbour out of that property he would have formerly seized

with open violence.’ !
Washington'lrving, noted early American writer and diplomat

‘Negotiation is an enduring art form. Its essence is artifice, the
creation of expedients through tﬁé application of human ingenuity.
The synonyms of the word “art” are qualities we have long since
come to admire in the ablest of negotiators : skill, cunning and
craft. We eXpect negotiators to be accomplished manipulators of
other people, and we applaud this aspect of their art when we
observe it in uncommon degree. Negotiation is considered to be the -
management of people through guile, and we recognize guile as the
trademark of the profession”.
- Gilbert A. Winham, 1977.
‘Diplomacy is usually defined as the pracfice of carrying out
of a nation’s foreign .policy by negotiation with other nations.
This definition correctly stresses that diplomacy is an
instrument- not policy itself; the procedures of foreign policy
and not the substance.”

- Ivo. D. Duchacek, 1960.

To quote Zartman again, “negotiation may be called the process

of combining divergent viewpoints to reach a common

agreement.”

! Gerald L Steibel, How can we Negotiate with the Communists?’ _(New York, National Strategy

Information center, Inc., 1972), p. 1. Quoted in Joseph. G. Whelan, ‘Soviet Diplomacy and Negotiating
Behaviour : the Emerging New Context for U.S. Diplomacy’, {Colorado, Westview press, 1983}, p. 4.

2 Gilbert R. Winham, ‘Negotiation as a Management Process’, World Politics, Vol. 30, No.2, October 1977, p. 87.

* Ivo D. Duchacek, ‘conflict and cooperation among nations’ (New York, Harcourt, Brace and company, 1939), p. 15. Quoted
in Whelan, ‘Soviet Diplomacy and Negotiating Behaviour’ .- 4.

4 Zartman, ‘Political Analysis of Negotiation®, p- 386, Quoted in Whelan, p . 5.



‘Negotiation is a process in which explicit proposals are put
forward ostensibly for the purpose of reaching agreement on
exchange or in the realization of a common interest where

conflicting interests are present®.
- Fred Charles Ikle, 1964.

Another American authority on international politics, Charles
Burton Marshall, stresses the importance of “terms” in negotiation.
Thus, for him “negotiation is the process of talking about terms, the

achievement of terms, and the terms”.6

In the end, diplomacy can be defined as the management of
international relations by negotiation. Negotiation is diplomacy’s
principle instrument - a continuing bargaining process for adjusting
.conﬂicting interests in order to reach a common agreement, The aim of
both is to seek solutions, adjust differences, establish a harmony of
‘interests among conflicting parties — in short, to create international
stability. This would, by and large, define the American perception of

negotiation.
The Question of Palestine : The standpoint of the United Nations.

When the Second World War ended, Palestine was a territory
administered by the United Kingdom under a mandate from the League
- of Nations. Faced with escalating violence resulting from increasing
Jewish immigration to Palestine and strong Arab opposition to such
immigration, the United Kingdom brought the matter before the UN in
1947. The General Assembly then established a committee of 11 states
to investigate all ‘matters relating to the question of Palestine and to

recommend solutions. The majority in the committee recommended that

? Fred charles Ikle, ‘How Nations Negotiate’, (New York : Harper and Row, 1964),p. 3-4.

¢ Charles Burton Marshall, ‘ The Problem of Incompatible Purposes’, In Duchacek, ‘Conflict and Cooperation among Nations’, P.
519. Quoted in Whelan, P. 5
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Palestine be partitioned into an Arab state and a Jewish state, with a
~special international status for Jerusalem. A minority of three favoured
‘a federated state comprising Arab and Jewish components, with
Jerusalem as its capital. After intense debate, the Palestine Partition
Plan as given by UNGA resolution 181 (II) was _approVed on 29 November
1947 with 33 votes in favour, 13 votes against and 10 abstentions.
Significantly both the USA and the USSR supported the partition
resolution while the mandatory power UK abstained from voting.” The
Jewish leadership accepted the Assembly’s resolution while the Arab's
" rejected it, stating their opposition to any scheme which would dissect,

segregate or partition their land and give preferential treatment to a |
minority. Fighting intensified between Arab and Jewish communities in

Palestine.8

In May 1948, the UK gaVe up its mandate over Palestine and the
Jews promptly proclaimed their state of Israel in the territory identified
under the partitiori plan as belonging to them. The Arabs contested this
and full scale fighﬁng broke out as neighbburing Arab states sent their
‘armies into Palestine. Fighting continued despite the efforts of a UN
mediator. By the time a truce called for by the Security Council come
into force in July 1948, Israel controlled much of the territory allotted to
the proposed Arab state. Jordan and Egypt respectively administered the
remaining portions of the West Bank and Gaza strip. In December 1948,
the Assembly declared that refugees must be permitted to return to their
hornesl and live in peace with their neighbours, and that those choosing
not to fetur_n should be compensated. Under resolution 194 (III); the
Assembly also called for the demilitarization and internationalization of
Jerusalem. The resolution was never implemented, but its provisions on

the special status of Jerusalem and the'right of Palestinian refugees to

7 http:/ /www.rte.ie/news/mideast/resolutions.html

8 United Nations, For the Rights of the Palestinians —~ The Work of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the

Palestinian People , (New York, United Nations Dept. of Public Information, DPI/1304 — 98093 - April 1997), P. 7



return have been reasserted by the Assembly almost every year since
1948. |

Israel was admitted into the United Nations in May 1949. Between
Fe_bru_ary and July of that year, under the auspices of the UN, armistice
agreements were signed between Israel and Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and
- Syria. Notably the agreements accepted establishment of the armistice
as an indispensable step towards the restoration of peace in Palestine.
The conflictual situation in Palestine/ Israel continued over the next
three decades, erupting into open hostilities in 1956, 1967 and in 1973.
A turning point in Middle Eastern affairs was reached with the Six Day
war of 1967 between Israel and Egypt, Jordan and Syria. By the time a
cease — fire took effect, Israel -had occupied Egyptian Sinai, the Gaza
stfip, the West Bank (including East Jérusalern) and part of the Syrian
Golan Heights. The Security Council, in resolution 237 (1967), called
up'on_ Israei to ensure the safefy _and welfare of inhabitants where military
operations had taken place and to facilitate the return of displaced
‘persons. The warring parties were asked to abide scrupulously by the
1949 Geneva Convention relative to the protectioﬁ of civilian persons in

times of war.?

The Security Council again adopted resolution 242 (1967), laying
down the principles for a peaceful settlement in the Middle East . It
stipulated that just and lasting peace in the region should include the
application of two principles:

1. “Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the

recent conflict”, and

2. Recognition of every state in the area and their right to live in

Ve

peace within secure and recognized boundaries.

? Ibid, P. 8.



When another Arab - Israeli war broke out in October 1973, the
council unanimously adopted resolution 338 (1973), calling for an
immediate truce and asking the parties to start immediately after the
ceasefire the implementation of resolution 242 (1967) “in all its parts”.
Following the 1967 war, the question of Palestine began to be understood
“in a broader poliﬁcal context than as a fnatter which related oniy to
refugees. In November 1974, the General Assembly reaffirmed the
inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, including the right to self —
determination without external interference, the right of na_tiohal
.indeplendence and sovereignty, and the right to return to their homés
and Ii)roperty. This resolution 3236 (XXIX) has been reaffirmed by the
Assembly every year since. It was also in 1974 that the Palestine
vLiberation Organization, the primary Arab movement for the liberation of
Palestirie was invited by the Assembly to participate as an observér in its
prqceeding;s. The item entitled “The Question of Palestine” has remained

on the Assembly’s annual agenda since 1974.10

American perspectives on Zionism and the Palestine question.
Early History :

American involvement in Palestine dates back to 1832 when the first
American consular agent in Jerusalem was appointed. The end of the
nineteenth cehtury'saw Palestine emerge as an issue engaging the
attention of world Jewry and also the State Department (Foreign
mihistry) of the United States. This was as a result of the establishment
of a new political creed called Zionism in 1897 ‘at Basle, Switzerland.
The World Jewish Conference comprising 104 delegates frdm. 15
countries agreed that “Zionism aims at the creation of a home for the

Jewish people in Palestine to be secured by public law” and accordingly

' 1bid, P. 9.



they would encourage immigration to Palestine.!! At that time, Arabs
repres.entedv 95 percent of Palestine’s roughly half — million people and
they owned 99 percent of the land.12 The first Zionist Federation was
established in New York in 1897. Zionism- openly rejected assimilation
- and the whole melting pot metaphor dear to Amemcan hearts. Theodore
Herzl w1de1y regarded as the founder of the Zionist idea stated in his

. seminal pamphlet ‘Der J udenstaat_’ :

“we have sincerely tried everywhere to merge with the
national communities in which we live, seeking only to

I— preserve the faith of our fathers. It is not permitted us.”12

- The fundamental rationale of Zion’isrﬁ was a profound despair that .
anti — Semitism could not be eradicated as leng as Jews lived among
gentiles(non-Jews). It Was out of this dark vision that grew the belief
that the oﬁly hope for the survival of the Jews lay inf the founding of their
own state. The statedepartment. at first dismissed Zionism as merely a
minorityvpolitical group advocating an issue that was essentially an
~ internal Jewish affair. But as Zionism increased in influence in Europe in
the first decade of the twentieth century, it also began attracting a select
group of new converts in the U.S. By the start of world war I, the
American Zionists had in their ranks influential men like lawyers,
professors and businessmen. The American State Department
established a Near East Division only in 1909. This new division covered
on enormous region that included Russia, Germany, Austria- Hungary,
the Balkans and the Turkish Ottoman Empire along with all the out lying

areas that stretched from Persia to Abyssinia (Ethiopia). Rising Zionist

! Howard M. Sachar,"A History of Israel ; From the Rise of Zionism to our Time (Tel Aviv: Steimatzky’s Agency Ltd., 1976), P. 44 —

" 46, Quoted in Donald Neff, Fallen Pillars : US Policy towards Palestine and Israel since 1945, (Washington, D.C., Institute for
Palestine Studies, 1995), P - 7. .

12 Walid Khalidi (ed.) from Haven to Congquest : Readings i in Zionism and the Palestine Problem until 1948 (Washington, D.C.,
Institute for Palestine studies, 1987), P. 12. In Neff, Fallen Pillars, p. 7



demands for support of a Jewish nation were increasingly resented
among U.S. drplomats, who saw such requests “as an illustration of the
purely Hebraic and un - American purposes for which our Jew1sh,
community seek to use this government” to quote a U.S. diplomat of that

period!3.
The First World War and After

The First World War and subsequent developments changed the
states of the Middle East profoundly. During the war an important' factor
-Was Turkey’s involvement as an ally of Germany, Austria and Bulgaria
against the allied powers — Russia, Britain, France and other nations. |
Palestine, because of its 'strategie location, assumed great importance. in
the allied war strategy, especially for Great Britain whose predominant
concern was the security of the Suez Canal.!* The British instigated the
Arabs of the Ottom_an Empire to revolt against the Turks thereby
compelling the British and French to invade and occupy Syria, Palestine
| and Iraq. In 1917, the British 'Govt. issued the Balfour Declaration,

stating that it viewed ‘with favour the establishment in Palestine of a
“national home for the Jewish people’.’5 Again in 1922, the League of
,N.ations under British influence recognized ‘the historical connection of
the Jewish people with Palestine’ and ‘the grounds for reconstituting

their national home in that country’.16

In contrast, the U.S. State Dept. deﬁ'ned its chief function as the
protection and promotion of American interests abroad, not in endorsing
or encouraging the efforts of a small group of Americans to help found

~ another nation in a foreign land. It was against U.S. vpoli.cy to interfere in

B Sachar P.40.InNeff,p 8

" Frank E. Manue!, The Realities of American — Palestine Relations ; (Washmgton, D.C. : Public Affairs press, 1949), P~ 11.3. In
Neff. , P-9.
1 Bamy Tarner (Ed.), The Statesmen Year book 2000 (London, Macmxllan Reference Limited, 2000), P. 915 \

¢ Buropa Publications 2001, ‘The Middle East and North Africa 2002 (48" Ed) {London, Unwin Brothers Limited, 2001], p. 62 - 65.




another country with out any obvious American .interests at stake and
with a good chance of worsening relations. - US- Ottoman relations were
never quite easy and Zionist agitation against Ottoman rule in Palestine
raised suspicions in Istanbul abont broader US policies and goals in the
region. At the Paris Peace Conference that convened in 1919, one of the
most contentious issues was the future of the Fertile Crescent in general
and Palestine in particular. The first action taken by the peace
conference w1th regard to Palestlne was to invoke article 22 of the
‘Covenant of the League calling for the mandate system. Both the Arabs |
and the Zionists sent their respective delegations to the conference to
plead for their cause before the Supreme Council. The Zijonist.delegation
demanded before the conference the inclusion of the Balfour Declaration
in the peace treaty and the British being given the mandate over
Palestine instead of making it on independent Arab state. The Arab
delegation led by Emir Feisal (son of Sharif Hussein of Mecca and
accompanied and helped by T.E. Lawrence of Arabia) demanded Arab
independence as promised by the British during the course of the war.
Feisal also urged that a commission of Inquiry be sent to Syria and
,Pal_estine' to know the wishes of the people. This proposal was supported
by President Wilson. The Supreme Council, assigned the mandate for
Palestine (inciuding Tranjordan that was later formed into the separate
state of Jordan) to Great Britain on 25 Aprll 1920. The final draft on the
terms of the mandate was concluded by the League council on 22 July,

1922.17 This decision was a victory for the Zionists and their compulsive
diplomacy to keep the region open to Jewish settlement.

The last actlon America took with regard to the Palestine question,

before returning to 1ts traditional isolationist pohcy that continued tlll the

'? See Royal Institute of International Affairs (RIIA), * Great Britain and Palestine, 1915 — 1945” (London; 1946), p-6. In Bansidhar
Pradhan, From Confrontation to Hostile Intimacy : PLO and the US, (New Delhi ,Sehyog Prakashan, 1994), p.- 12. '
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second world war, was to sign the Palestine Mandate Treaty (Anglo-
American Convention) with great Britain on. 3 December 1924 whereby it
recognized the legality of the British Mandate over Palestine. So from
then until 1939, Britain ruled Palestine on its own. As stated earlier, the
| League. mandate not only recognized the historical connection of the
Jewish people with Palestine but also make it the responsibility of the
mandatory power “ for placing the country under such political,
_administrative of a Jewish National Hcme”. (article 2). It also provided
for the recognition of the Zionist Jewish Agency “as a public body” to
‘advise and cooperate “with the Administration of Palestine in such |
‘economic’, social and other matters as may affect the establi_shment' of
the Jewish National Home.”[Article 4]Again the mandatory power was
ordered to facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable conditions”
(Article 6.).18 So Britain assumed the mandate over Palestine pending the
 establishment there of such a national home. It was in accordance with
this mandate that Jewish settlers were admitted to Palestine under the
‘ direction of Zionist settlement agencies. Naturally the native Palestinian
Arabs resented this influx and there were anti ~Zionists riots in 1921 and
'19_29._ During the period 1938 ~ 1939, a major Arab rebellion against the
policies' of the mandatcry power viz-a-viz the Zionists was bru’talIy

suppressed by them
The Second World War and After

During World War II, Palestine remained by and large
peaceful. The moderate Jewish community supported the Britis‘h.' In
| Septernber 1944,a Jewish Brigade attached to the British 8th Army was
created. A total of 27,000 Jews enlisted in the British: forces to fight
against Rommel’s Africa Korps. in the. North African desert.’® Equally

_irnportant was the support won by the Zionists in the U.S,, to which they

¥ Ibid, p_12. ,
1 Encyclopaedia Britannica (1 SYEd), Macropaedia,Vol.25,p.420
{
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had shifted their major political effort after 1939. In May 1942, at a
Zionist conference held at the Biltmore Hotel in New York City, David
Ben — Gurion, the future prime minister of Israel, gained support for a
program demanding unrestricted immigration and a Jewish army and
the establishment of Palestine as a Jewish ébmmonwealth. Known as the
B'iltfnore Programme, two of the eight resolutions adopted deserve special
méntion. Resolution 6 called for the fulfillment of the original purpose of
't_he‘ Balfour Declaration and the mandate which “recognizing the
hiStdriéal connection of the Jewish people with PaleStine was to__afford
them the opportunity, as started by President Wilson, to found there a

Jewish Commonwealth”. Resolution 8 pleadcd that:

“the gates of Palestine be opened, that the Jewish agency be
vested with contl_'ol of immigration into Palestine ... and that
‘Palestine ‘be established as a Jewish commonwealth
integrated in the structure of the new democratic world.
Then oiﬂy then will the age- old wrong to the Jewish people
be righted.”20 | |

~ An increasing number of -U-.S; Congressmen and politicians started
mak_ing' pro - Zionist statements. In August 1945, President Harry S.
Truman requésted Clement Attlee, the British prime minister, to facilitate
the immediate admission of 100,000 Jews into Palestine, and in
_De'cember the U.S. Senate and House of Représentatives asked for
unrestricted Jewish immigration to the limit of the economic absorptive
- capacity of Palestine. All these measures contributed to the
-internationalization of the question of Palestine, already under way with
'the involvement of the Arab states since the 1930s. The Arabs of
Palestine had remained largely neutral during the War, although some
'supported the Axis powers while others enlisted in the British forces.

After the war, the neighbouring Arab countries began to take ‘a more

% Bansidhar Pradhan, n — 17, P 40.
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direct interest in Palestine.. In March 1945, the covenant of the League of
Arab States was drawn up Wifh an annex emphasizing the Arab
~ character of Palestine. Again in December, the Arab Leaguey declared a
boycott of Zionist goods. The pé‘itern’ of the post war struggle for

palestine was slowly emerging.
The Proposal for Partition and After

“ ... the creation of a viable Jewish state ...in an adequate

area of Palestine instead of in the whole of Palestine (Would

be acceptable )’

President Harry S. Truman, 1946. 2!

In November 1947, the UNGA pé_ssed a resolution calling for the
- establishment of a Jewish and an Arab state in Palestine. Some after the
UN resolution, communal fighting broke out in Palestine. The Zionists
took all pbssible measures to increase their strength and to bring in new
irnmigrants. In December 1947, the Arab League pledged its support to
~ the Palestinian Arabs and organized a force of 3000 volunteers. Civil war
Spre‘éd and external intervention incréas_ed as the dismantling of the
British administration progressed.. By mid-January 1948, some 2000
casualties had resulted from the fighting. Iﬁ)uring'this conflict, American
policy in Washington and New York underwent changes that often
alarmed the Zionist leadership and influenced their conduct of military
operations in Palestine. At first, both the State Department and
| Preside‘nt Truman were of the view that the type of partition approved by
the  UNGA as per the recommendations of UNSCOP (United _Nations
Special Commission on Palestine) would be impossible to impose except
by military force. The American leadérship was very much afraid that
the former Soviet Union would seek to influence such a situation. Cold

war = calculation were already being imposed on every possible

2! William Roger Louis,” The British Empire in the Middle East 1945- 1957°, (Oxford : Clarendon press, 1988) P. 439. In Neff, P~ 27.
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international affair. Yet the U.S. would not and could not commit its own
- troops to Palestine, nor would the British do anything ,but continue with
their plans for withdrawal. The only solution seemed to lie in the UN
Security Council and the means it might utilize for implementing the -
partition vote. In March, the UNSCOP reported it’s inability to
‘implement Partition because of Arab resistance and the attitude of the
British administration. The US immediately called for the suspensibn of
UNSCOP. On March 30, 1948,they appealed for* declaration of a truce
and the further consideration of the problem by the General Assembly.'22

US Recognition of Israel.

| The Zionists insisted that partition was binding on both parties to
the dispute. As the date for the B/ritish withdrawal-approached, they were
busy in preparing for the Proclamation of their own independent
state.The White House , on the other hand was cdnfronting the issue of
ip.roViding recognition to the emerging Jewish state. On May 14, the last
. British High Commissioner, Genel_'al Sir Alan Cu'nningham, left Palestine.
On the some day, the State of Israel was proclaimed. The Truman
administration decided to immediately extend ‘de facto’ recognition to
the provisional govt. of Israel. When it beeome clear that the now staté
"had 'secured her future borders, ‘de jure’ recognition was given on 31

January, 1949.23

The US recognition of Israeli just eleven minutes after the latter’s
formation was quite on unprecedented step. It was felt to be quite
“i_nconsistent with accepted principles of diplomacy”.?4 There had been a
divergence of opinion between the White House and the State
Department on this issue. Truinan’ s hasty and enthusiastic recognition
of Israel was guided more by domestic political considerations (gaining a

strong political base in the American Jewish 'community),; then by

2 Encyclopaedm Britannica, n. 19, p.421.
# Harry S. Truman, ‘Memoirs : Years of Trial and Hope', vol. 2, p. 194.
* Richard P. Stevens, ‘American Zionism and U.S. Foreign Policy 1942 — 1947° (Beirut, 1970) pp 1-2. In Prodhan, n. 17, p. 49.
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accepted principles of diplomacy and foreign policy calculations. It was
also a reflection of the success of the Zionist lobby in influencing
| American decision making with regard to Palestine. This in turn had a
definite bearing on future American policy towards Israel, first in the
Arab - Israeli conflict and later in the Palestinian- Israeli conflict. It also

_affeg:ted the PLO perception of the US for years to come.?5

The raison d’etre of American interactions with Israel can be
traced back to some aspects of the collective American psyche in the

immediate Wake of world war II.

Guilt: about the Nazi holocaust that nearly exterminated European
Jewry while America and the western nations pretended that they did not -

- know anything about it.”

Humanitarian im.pulse:‘ the sense of guilt helped to ignite a general
American humanitarian impulse towards arranging the resettlement of
thousands of refugees displaced from the concentration camps of central
Europe. This irhpulse did not however extend towards settling the
refugees in the US. A second option such as Palestine was preferred by

the American establishment and supported by the people.

Duties: Jewish donors and voters were :’very influential in American
political life, particularly in the democratic party. Given the huge Jewish
community in the U.S,. American interest in Palestine was natural.
- American Zionist committees were among the largest benefactors of
Jewish settlement projecfzs in the ‘promised land’. Allied to these were the
activities of Zionist lobbies in Washington such as the America-Israel
Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) which were constantly pressuring
'Co‘ngr.ess and the Administration to be generous towards Israel. It was,

in fact,' during the administrations of F.D. Roosevelt and Harry. S.

. * Pradhan, n. 17, p. 49.
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Truman that Zionist leaders were able to penetrate key White House
- departments and sensitize the America ruling elite about the plight of

Holocaust survivors.

Idealism : admiration for the foundiné of a new democratic state which
proclaumed a Declaration of Independence complete with phrases drawn
from that of the United States.

Religion : a common Judeo — Christian bible and heritage ﬁred the
y enthu31asm of fundamentahst American Christians for thlS return to the

holy land by an ancient nation of wanderers

| Ignorance : American have generally been ignorant of the region ant its
original inhabitants, in particular the Arabs, a phenomenon that has
- continued for the last 50 years and is now again witnessed in the post

September 11th scenario.
Containment of Communism[Strategfc Relationship]:

" - The so - called “strategic relationship” betWeen Israel and the U.S.
| did not emerge as an openly declared policy statement till the 1970s and
the Nixon era. Even then, it was only tacitly acknowledged for many
years, developing slowly into today’s virtual military alliance.?s It was in
October 1947 that American and British officials first met at the -
pentagon to sketch out a geopolitical blueprint for the Middle East in the
light of the new threats of Soﬁet expansionism and communist ideology.
The “reverse Monroe doctrine” of the interwar period had been finally
abandoned. Though.Britain still held the upper hand in the Middle East,
U,.‘S. ‘Secretary of State George C. Marshall was already contemplating on
eventual American leadership role in the region. It was for such on

eventuality that support for the new state of Israel was deemed

26 Samuel W. Lewis, ‘The United States and Israel. : Evolution of an Unwritten Alliance’ The Middle East
Journal,Vo].53.No.3,Summer1999.p.365.
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important. But in the 1940s and 1950s the Israel angle was not been

- projected by the state department. 7

At the geostrategic level, the U.S. sought to contain the Soviets in
the Middle East through military alliances, similar to NATO in Europe.
This approach failed mainly due to American insensitivities about the
area. Even the Baghdad pact (1955) generated more an1m081ty than
security in the Arab world. Looser political/economic umbrella projects
like the Eisenhower Doctrine (1957) were no more successful. The Soviet
Union and other' Warsaw Pact nations by securing arms deals With
- countries like Syria and Egypt, were able to bypass American defences in -
the region. For most Arab governments, the real threat was Israel and
not the Soviet Union. And it was here that American diplomacy viz a’ viz
the Arabs always tended to malfunction. The risé of Arab nati_onalisin
under the leadership of Gamal Abdel Nasser further complicated affairs
for the Americans.Astute U.S. field diplomacy and the respected non-
_ -governr.nental American presence to the region hoped to lessen the state
'. departments confrontation with Arab Nationalism. The Palestine problem

lay at the heart of the pan —Arab cause, and American support for Israel
was too big to allow for a compromise solution, a modus vivendi’.
-American diplomats always tried to avoid a head on collision with the
nationalist forces. The U.S.:tried to deal with the Egyptian- presldent
- Gamal Abdel Nasser. On the other hand, the U.S. actively worked to
suppress Iranian nationalism and also opposed the nationalist upheavals
- in Syria and Iraq. Even though communism and Arab hationalism di.d
not mix well together, Soviet patronage enabled the nationalist anti -

‘Israel camp to pose a serious challenge to US interests in the region.?

" Michael C. Hudson, *To play the Hegemon : Fifty years of US policy towards thé Middle East’, The Middle East Joumal, Vo.. 50,
No. 3, Summer1996, P. 330.

2 Ibid, P. 332. -
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0il :

Oil was another major reason for American interest in the Middle
East. Saudi Arabia alone possesses some 25 % of the world’s known
petroleum reserves. More may be waiting to be discovered. Combine this
with the oil wealth of Kuwait, Iraq, the Gulf Emirates, Iran etc, and a
formidable source of carbon energy comes into the picture. Oil did not
acQuire'aA strategic dimension until world war II. By then the Americans
had started to see middle East Aoil as a cheap supplement to their own
declining reserves. Middle East oil becdr_ne essential for the western
world’s post — war economic development. Oil politics played a major role
in post — war U.S. strategy in the region.? The Americans were
determined to exclude the Soviets from gulf oil. They were also dead
against the nationalization of western oil companies operating in the
region. This would result in the economics of price and production going

out of their hands.30

~ So, the Americans and West Europeans always played their hand in
such a manner as to maintajn their influence in the region. This
frequently included propping up authoritarian regimes (like the Shah of
Iran) and despotic rulers (like Saddam ‘HuSsain before the Gulf war). The
Middle East was a battlefield for Cold war forces. Both sides pumped an.
incredible amount of arms into the region. This resulted in many military
conflicts that caused terriple sufferings to hundreds of thousands of
civilians The Palestinian struggle for self determination can only be seen

in this context. It was essentially a victim of cold war machinations.

* Bruce R. Kuniholm, ‘Retrospect and Prospects : Forty years of US middle East policy’, The Middle East Journal Vol.. 41, No. 1,
Winter 1987, P. 11 . . . .

30 Ihid,
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The Suez War of 1956

Egyptian President Nasse_r’s nationalisation of the Suez Canal
prompted a chain of events that eventually led to the joint Israeli-
French-British attack on Egypt. Due to various reasons, all stemming
’from a violent hatred of Nasser and his p011c1es each of these powers
were waiting for an excuse to attack Egypt. The Israeli’s under David
Ben Gurion held Nasser to be their worst enemy, not the Ileast
because of his demagogic popularity with the Arab masses and his
equally scathing verbal attacks on Israel. The French held Nasser
responsible for their Algerian problems. The Briﬁsh felt that his calls .
_ for Arab nationalism and unity were undermining their traditional
- power base-in the Middle East. All these factors come to a head in July
1956 when - Nasser nationalised the Anglo-French owned Canal
thereby breaking Egypt’s last colonial bondage. The British and French
immediately decided to attack Egypt and depose Nasser if possible.
_Iérael on invitation was fully prepared to join them. The war started
_with an Israeli invasion of Gaza and the Sinai on 29 October 1956._ War
planning and co-ordination between the three allies called for a joint
Anglo-French ultimatum to both on 31 October to ceasefire and
| withdraw ten miles from the bank of the cahal. This call would, in e.ffect
give the Israelis the right to continue their attack until they reached
that boundary, while the Egyptians would withdraw all their forces

from the Sinai. Nasser would naturally not agree to the ceasefire and

‘both the British and French could then blame him for cont1nu1ng

hostlh ties and thus justify their attack on him. a1
America against the Suez War

_ The Israeli forces occupied Sinai and the Gaza strip as scheduled.

Nassers’ refusal of the Indo-French ultimatum on the 31st resulted in

3 Joseph'S. Nye, ‘Understanding International Conflicts : An Introduction to Theory and History’ (3"ed))
[New York, Long man, 1999] p. 158.
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British aircraft from Cyprus attacking Egyptian airfields. This in turn
caused Nasser to withdraw forces from the Sinai to defend mainlahd
A Egypt. The Egyptian withdrawal allowed the Israelis to occupy' aJmost
“the whole peninsula by November. A combined Anglo-French invasion
‘of Port Said and Alexendria took place on November 6. The Americans
had been totally against this operatidn from the very beginning. They
_ pr'eferrcd to deal with Nasser 'through peaceful means. Both President
Eisenhower and his _Secreta;y o'f State  Dulles were indiréctly
responsible for the Egyptian nationali_sétion of the Suez when they h_vad
earlier refused Nasser any financial help from the West in the
construétion of the Aswan High Dam. Both were now infuriated by what
~ they considered the appalling dpcéption and stupidity of their allies.
" Although they disliked Nasser, they did not believe that armed
force would resolve the matter. The situation was all the more serious
because the rebellion in Hungary had taken place around the same
time as the Suez crisis. Washington now found itsélf on-the defensive
viz-a-viz the Soviets who soon invaded Hungary and crushed the
uprising. Dulles, the great purist and anti-communist moralist found
himself unable to use the Hungarian crisis to prove the immorality of
‘communism and the need for all nations to rely on thé West32,
_' Ameriéa ‘too found itself appealing alongside the Soviet Union to
the warring parties to end the crisis. British and French forces were
forced to withdraw from Port Said\ by 23 December. The Israelis
however were determined to remain in the Gaza strip and at Sharm el-
Sheikh. Pressure from the US finally forced then to withdraw but only
on thu condition that a UN force known as the United Nations
Emergency Forces (UNEF) patrol the land border between Israel and the
' Gaza 'strip as well as the Egyptian Red Sea resort of Sharm el-Sheikh.

This was ostensibly to prevent fidayeen attacks from these regions into

32 Charles P. Smith, ‘Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conflict’, (2™ ed) [New York,' St. Martin’s Press,
1992] p.172.
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Israel. Whereas for the British and French, Suez was an unmitiga_ted
disaster, the Israelis considered it to be a major success. They had
achieved a significant military victory with relétively few casualties.
They were able to free Israeli shipping from the blockade imposed by the
Egyptians in the Red Sea. Finally, they secured for the next ten yéars a
.dé—facto peace along the Israeli-Egyptian frontier which remained

felatiVely quiet and patrolled by UN forces.

Nasser also emerged a victor despite the military defeat he had |
suffered agaiﬁst. obviously unassailable. odds. Israel aligning with
‘France and Britain to attack Egypt was again proof to the Arab world
of the continuing Western collusion to try and impose outside control .
on developments within the Arab world. Nasser’s defiance of the West
during the Suez crisis only increased his hero status in the Arab
world. The Suez War increased US influence in the Middle East. America
now embarked on a period of active intervention in Arab regional

.politics that in the long run brought it closer to Israel3s.
Rise of ‘Palestinian Nafionalism

After the 1947 - 48 war, the Palestinian people become refugees in
their own home land. Over 75% of thém had to leave their homes and
flee.They went to all the neighbouring Arab countries and also to the
Egyptian controlled enclave of Gaza and the Jordanian. West Bank. Here
these people were herded into squalid refugee camps that soon become
more like concentration camps for the displaced people. The host states
frequently placed these unwelcome guests under all sorts of inhuman
restrictions. Many.were even forbidden from leaving the camps. Political
activity was also strictly prohibited. The refugees .themsélves trusted in
Arab Nationalism and in the ability of the Arab states to eventually defeat

Israel and regain Palestine for them. Thus it was only after both the

¥ Ibid., p.174.



21

1956 and the 1967 Arab - Israeli Wais resulted in bitter defeat for the
" Arabs, that the Palestinian people decided to take the full responsibility
for struggle against Israe:I on their shoulders. The Algerian revolutionai‘y
| struggle that culminated in victory for the revolutionary forces, despite
their defeat on the battlefield against the colonial French forces, was an
_.eyc - opener for the Palestinians. It revealed that an armed struggle,
whateVér the cost .would be ultimately successful even in the face of
| overWhelming odds. In this context, it mighf be noted that it was
Nasser’s Egypt that gave a helping land to Palestinian nationalism when
théy conspired in the setting up of an organization known as the
Palestinian Liberation Orgahisation (PLO) in 1964 with Ahmed al -
- Shukairy as its first chairman. The PLO was meant to be an outlet for
the »1e3'gitimate political aspirations of the ‘Palestinia,n people, especially in

the face of Western apathy and disinterest in their fate.
A’mei'ican attitudes towards the PLO tlll the 1970s

In the early years of the formation of Israel, the Americans seemed
quite satisfied to leave the Palestinian refugees to the care of the United
Nations Relief And Works Agency (UNRWA), the official UN body charged
with looking after those people who had ﬂea Palestine following the 1948
war. This body had been created with full US support. The Americans
however did very little in the way of putting pressure on Israel to accépt
the refugees back. In this case, they fully supported the argument of the
[sraelis that tc do so would be to négatcthe Jewish character of the Stafe
of Israel. After the formation of 1srael, the US deliberately abandoned the
UN partition resolution on Palestine. The creation of a Palestinian state
'was now out of the question, not the least because no Arab state (Jordan
was violently opposed to such state for historical reasons) was wﬂlihg to
support the id;:a of two states — Jewish and Ai‘ab, existing side by side.
Moreover, American officials established a’linkage between the refugee

problem and the dispute between Israel and the Arab states. Thus former
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Under- Secretary of 'State, Walter Bedell Smith stated very clearly in
1953: ‘

“The refugee problem is the principal Unresolved issue
between Israel and the Arabs; outstanding issues are
| generally listed as compensation to the refugees, repatriation
of the refugees, adjustment of boundaries, and the status of
Jerusalem and the Holy places. None of the issues can be

separated from the refugee problem.”34

This American approach was based upon the premise that solving
the refugee' problem would automatically lead to a solution of all the
other issues, thereby bringing about a final settlement.. This approach
continued till 1967. At first, the Americans did not take the creation of
the various Palestinian organizations seriously. They were just seen as
isolated terrorist organizations.. In this context, the US supported Israel’s
| right bf retaliation against these groups, but was frequently forced to
protest the massive scale of revenge. In 1966, the US Congress passed a
resolution after PLO Chairman Ahmad - Shukairy’s disclosure that
Palestinian commandos were being trained by the People’s Republic of
China. The passing of the PLO leadership into the hands of the
 commando ‘groups and their spectacular operations against Israel and
other targets, compelled the Americans to take note of the existence of
the Palestinian resistance movement. Naturally the view they took of this
movement was a strongly pro - Israeli one. The PLO was perceived as a
Ipotenfial threat to vital American interests in the area, representing the
faces of radicalism and anti - Westernism. It was definitely viewed as a

terrorist organization with links to international terrorist networks.35

The guerrilla organizations, on the other hand, rejécted -any

~political settlement that did not include the total liberation of historic

** Dept. of State Bulletin, (Washington D.C.), vol 28, no. 728, 8 June 1956, p. 823. in Pradhan, n. 17,p. 69
- » Pradhan,n. 17, p. 70
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Pales';tiﬁe and the return of refugees to their homes. PLO spokesmen
always emphasized that their war was against- the Zionist entity, Israel,
and not against the Jews. The Charter of the PLO stated the aim of the
organization in establishing a secular non- sectarian state in Palestine
where Jew, Christian and Muslim would live in absolute equality . The
| Zidniéts and their American backers did riot believe in the practicality of

this goal and viewed the PLO as terrorists aiming to eliminate Jews .
The US followed three main policies in dealing with the PLO.

1. Unless the Palestinians “renounce terrorism”, the Americans

would have no direct contact or dialogue with it.

2. Non - recognition of the PLO while simultaneously fully

guaranteeing the security and survival of Israel.

3. Full support (both military and political) for pro — US Arab
regimes' that were threatened by militant Palestinian

- movements within their borders.®® US support for Jordan

" during the black September crisis was on the basis of this

strategy..

These policies lasted till the early 1970s. In January 1970,
Assistant Secretary of State, Joseph Sisco ordered a “revaluation  of
. major assumptions about American strategy” in the area because theseA
assumptions had all turned out to be wrong. Some of these assumptions

related to the Palestinians. To quote Henry Kissinger:

“We had assumed that the Palestinians could be dealt within
a settlement purely as a refugee problem. Instead they had
become a quasi - independent force with a veto over policy in

Jordan, and perhaps in Lebanon”.%7

% Ibid, p. 71
3 Henry Kissing_er, “White House Years”, (Boston : Little Brown, 1979), p. 573.
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It was thus clear that the Americans would have to conduct a
- major feworking of their tactics and strategies viz-a-viz the Palestinian

people and their armed groups in the Middle East.
The 1967 war and After

The war of 1967 was to prove as decisive in its consequences as
" that of 1948- 49. All the land of original mandatory Palestine as well as -
the Egyptian Sinai peninsula and the Golan Heights of Syria passed into
the control of the Israelis. The balance of power in the Middle East tilted
firmly in the direction of Israel. The most importaht outcome of the war
‘as far as the Zionists were concerned was the capture and annexation of
the old city of Jerusalem. A new concept of security took hold in the
minds of the Israelis encompassing the whole Levantine area. The new
1948 armistice lines become as obsolete as the old UN partition borders.
Again Jerusalem disappeared from the_,égenda as a negotiable item after
the “de facto” annexation of the former J ordanian sector. The problem of
the 1948 refugees whose popuiation had become double due to,natural
- increase, was made more severe due to a fresh exodus from the west
Bank. | |
The humiliating defeat of the combined Arab armies at the hand of
the Israelis again exposed the weakness of the Arab world viz—a—viz -
Israel. The 1967 war was the final blow to Nasser’s pan- Arabism.
Henceforth, Jordan and Syria were to deal with Israel on their own
calculation of interests and issues. The fate of the Palestinians changed
radically as a result of the 1967 war. Till 1967, there was only a'small
,rriargin.alised Palestinian minority within the borders of Israel proper.
vAfter‘ ‘1967, over a million Paiestinian Arabs found thémselves under
Israeli control. In the new circumstances, the PLO sensed the
possibilities of new forms of action, strategy and tactics. - The war
resulted in a marked increase in the degre'.e of independvence and bfoad

based support that the PLO movement enjoyed. The Palestinian people

1
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also come to realize that their fellow Arab nations could and would do
very little for their cause.They realised that the fight for their home land
would be solely on their own shoulders. Consequently some Arabs
concluded that ‘armed struggle in the form of guerrilla warfare and

terrorism had become a more plausible course of action.8

_ | By the mid 1960s the French had started to withdraw finally from
Algeria. General de Gaulle therefore decided to end the special
relatiohship that he had fostered with Israel to counter alleged Egyptian
Nasserite' support of the Algerian fevolutionaries. The Germans also were

- stopping their postwar Holocaust victims compensatory packages to .
1Israel. The arena was thus becoming clear for a closer US- Israeli
reldtionship. The US drew closer to Israel and began to play a more
ir_riportant role in assisting it. The US-Israeli relationship soon developed
i_ntd a virtual alliance. Thus the Arab - Israeli problem moved to the
| centér stage in the Middle Eéét policy of the United States. At a strategic
level, the decision of the»British‘in 1968 to withdraw from the area ‘East
~of Suez’ by 1971 posed new problems for-_,the US. The Americans were
compelled to fill what was perceived as a power vacuum. Thus from 1.967.
onwards, the US was to take on the mantle of a semi- permanent peace-
maker, at first under a multilateral UN umbrella in more or less
| cooperative ventures with the Soviet Union. From the early 1970,
America relied on its own diplomacy viz-a-viz the Middle East with

minimal attention to the UN security council and the Soviets.3°
Importance of UNSC Resolution 242

The October war of 1973 was the fourth war between the Arabs
and Israel since 1948. At the end of August 1967 , Arab leaders meeting

¥ Alain Gresh, "The PLO : The Struggle within — Towards an Independent Palestinian State’ (London, Zed
~ Books, 1983),p. 3 '

¥ Samuel W. Lewis, ‘The United States and Israel : Evolution of an united Alliance’, The Middle East
Journal Vol. 53, No. 3, Summer 1999, p. 367



26

for a summit conference in Khartoum, Sudan had reiterated  their
opposition to recognition or direct negotiation with Israel. Naturally lack
of ‘negotiations would only lead to war. Israel’s prime minister Levi
| Eshkol meanwhile declared that Israel would refuse to withdraw from
any of the Arab territories occupied in June, 1967 without negotiations
. leading to peace treaties with all the parties concerned why differenées
“between the two parties prevented any of the early attempts by the UN
Security council to agree on resolution to address the crisis. The Arab
- world backed by the former USSR was determined that the UN should
demand the withdrawal of Israeli forces from occupied Arab territory.
On the other hand, Israel and the Americans were opposed to draft
résolutions that did not provide adequate guarantees of Israeli security.
The _rninimum demands of both sides eventually found expression in
' UNSC resolution 242. Adopted unanimously by the security council on
22 November 1967, it underlined the ‘inadmissibility’ of the acquisition of
territory by war; and called for a just and.lasting peace in which every
state in the area can live in security’ and for a settlement of the ‘refugee
problem’ 4°. Resolution 242 also called on Israel to withdraw from
territories occupied in the recent conflict, but strategically did not specify
the extent of the withdrawal. The arnbiguities and omissions in
resolution 242 were to be a major source of conflict in the Arab - Israeli

debate for years to come.
US position (1967-1973)

The United States fully backed Israel’s stand of ‘no withdrawal
without peace agreemerit’ following the 1967 war. However both the
Johnson and the later Nixon administrations . expected Israel to

withdraw from nearly all the lands it occupied in 1967, subject to minor

border changes. Nevertheless, the U.S supported the UN resolution

“ Paul Cossali, ‘Arab — Israeli relations 1967 — 2001, In Surveys of the world : The Middle East and North
Africa 2002 (48" Ed.) [London, Europa Publication Ltd, 2001] p. 26
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Acondemning Israel for uniterally annexing East Jerusalem. After the
1967 war, there Was a tremendous outburst of sympathy and support
for Israel among the American public. American Jews were totally
engaged in a ‘Support Israel’ campaign, both monetarlly and pohtlcally
The American government was thus forced to express in public full
. support for Israel while at the same time privately trying to moderate
its position. U.S diplomatic initiatives undertaken unilaterally (but also
in cooperation with the USSR}, frequently achieved terms that were

usually closer to the Arab stand than the Israeli.?!

In late 1968, Israel presented a nine-point plan for Middle
East peace to the UNGA. The Levi plan as it come to be known (after
the then Israeli PM Levi EShkol) did not directly offer on Israeli
withdrawal, but proposed mutually agreeable ‘boundary settlements’
The Arab world made no response to th1s plan. Arab public op1n10n
“had again hardened after the Jerusalem annexation as well as the
“establishment of the first settlements in the occupied territories (OT) in
September“1967 . In fact, in July 1969, after continued fighting along
" both the Suez and Jordan fronts (the so-called War of Attrition),
Egypt's President Gamal Abd al-Nasir publicly gave up hope of a
peaceful settlement and predicted that another war would be necessary
to dislodge Israel from the territories 'occupied in 1967. Attempts by
| .the USA, the USSR, France and the UK to obtain an agreement from
the _warringlparties on the implementation of resolution 242 made
little progress. In December 1969, the US secretary of state, William
Rogers, produced a set}of proposals designed to steer a middle course
between the two parties. Known as the Rogers plan, its most
important aspect was that it made clear the American stand that

there should only be minor adjustments to the pre-June 1967

“! Michael Brecher, ‘Decision in Israel’s Foreign Policy,’” (New Haven, Conn., 1975), p. 444.
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‘boundaries. In July 1970, Nasser accepted the Rogers proposals. The
Israeli government followed suit a week later. Negotiations between the
two - parties were to be mediated by the UN through a Special
Representative, Norway’s Gunnar Jarririg. The Jarring talks were
suspended after a single meeting following Israeli withdrawal over a
| trivial military issue.*2 R

| .Diplomatic initiatives between 1967 and 1975 were seriously
handicapped by governmental and organisational factionalism among all
the parties concerned. Israeli governments were often paralysed by
d‘i'fferences‘over what territories should be retained and what offered
in exchange for peace. Nasser, in turn , attempted to balance his hope
for negotiations with his army’s desire for another deciding war. At
the same time, he had to face inc’re}asing domestic unrest over the
lost Sinai peninsula The PLO opposed all efforts to attain peace, as it
feared that its political objectives would be ignored. The Nixon
| administration’s approaches to the Arab-Israeli conflict were severely
affected by the rivalry between national security adviser Henry Kissinger
and the secretary of state William Rogers. The state department,
headed by Rogers viewed the issue mainly as a regional problem that
should be solved through negotiations as soon as possible, along
_With the Soviet Union, if necessary. Kissinger had another view about
the whole process of negotiatidns. His view was closer to the Israeli’s,
in that he was primarily interested in ousting the Soviets from the
region before undertaking any such talks. He wanted to establish total
American dominance of the negotiating p}ocess 'which. would in furn

" benefit Israel alone.*3 -

2 Cossali,.n.40, p.26.

*® Charles. D. Smith, ‘Palestine and the Arab-Isracli Conflict’ ( Second edition) (New York, St. Martin
Press 1992)) p. 205. ’
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Regional developments also seemed to be helping Israel, if not in
the long run , at least in the short run. In September 1970 (known as
Bléck September in Palestinian diaspora terminology), civil war broke
out .in Jordan between the King’s fbrées' and the P.L.O fighters.
Jordanian- Palestinian strife served to indirectly confirm Israel’s value
as an .-arm of American policy in the region, especially in the context of
excluding the Soviets from the ai*ea. The Nixon administration took a
secre€ decision that no further -efforts would be made to stage Arab-
Israeli peace talks until the Egyptians rid themselves of the Soviets and
accépted U.S. Influence in the region. This policy which had a
cléssic kissingerian touch (he had became secretary of state in 1973),
~femained "unofficial US policy until the October 1973.The new
Egyptian President,Anwar al-Sadat played along with the US by expelliﬁg
all the Soviet advisers in his éountry in July 1972. The outbreak of
war changed all Kissinger’s plans. He was forced to start talks
between Israel and Egypt. These discussions and later negotiations
between Israel and Syria led to agreements in 1974-1975 to disengage
forces on the Golan Heights and in the Sinai. This also eventually
resulted in the camp David Accords between Egypt and Israel in
1978.44

“ Ibid.
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The Camp David- I Process

The Camp' David Accords, signed by the President of Egypt and the
Prime Minister of Israel\ on September 17, 1978, were an event of great
historical importance in the modern Middle East. These agreements
,WHich were the result of the negotiations conducted over a period of
éome eighteen months, eventually resulted in the signing of a formal
treaty -~ of peace between Egypt and Israel on March, 19, 1979. As a
result, the strategic map of the Middle East was fundamentally altered.

Prelude to the Accords

The process that culminated in the 1978 Camp David Accords had
their origins in the Yom Kippur (Ramadan) War of 1973. This war which
resulted in the Arab states of Egypt and Syria attacking Israel to
avenge their 1967 defeat, changed the negotiatihg strategies of alr_host
all the major pléyers in the Middle East, except perhaps the Soviet
' Union.. Israel won \this war but only after almost succumbing to a Syrian
invasion and ultimately losing a lot of strategic Suez canal territory to
" the Egyptians. It was left to the Nixon administration and in particular to
his secretary  of state, Henry Kissinger to broker a ceasefire between
the two warring  groups. The US was ultimately able to  use the
dominance that it had established during the war to broker three
.agreements among the combatants- two between Israel and Egypt and
the third between  Israel and Syria. These agreements Aes'tab‘lished
dividing lines between the military_' forces of both sides ‘and strict
limitations on their frontline deployments to reduce the danger of
: surpriSe attack.! In fact, the Sinai II Accord between Israel and Egifpt in
1975 was an important step on the path that culminated in the Camp

" David Peace Treaty of march 1979. This second Sinai agreement

! Henry Kissinger, ‘Does America need A Foreign Policy: Towards a Diplomacy for the 21* century’,
(New York, Simon and Schuster, 2001) p. 168. S
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,cdﬁtained political elements that dealt with a durable peace between the
two parties. However the corhmitment to non-recognition was still so
‘great that the entire negotiations process had to be conducted entirely
through on American mediator (Klssmger) The two s1des never met
except at the military level at the very end of the negotlatlon to sign
"the documents. The Sinai- Il agreement had political leaders signatures

which were added to the document separately in each cour;try.2

The Arab Oil Embargo

I.t was the Arab world that was considered to have gained the most
pdlitically from the conflict. The war had convincingly demonstrated
't_hat‘the' gap in military strength between Israel and the Arab
" countries had narrowed. The 1973 war also added a new dimension to
the Arab-Israeli conflict. Soon after the outbreak of the War, there were
demands from within the Arab world to deny oil to Israel’s supporters
in the West. In mid-October, Arab oil exporters, meeting in Kuwait,
| agreed to cut production, while 'the,U;AE took the lead in halting the
~export of oil* to the USA. Western nations were soon experiencing rising'
fuel prices and growing shortages, showing the extent of their dependency
on oil produced in the Arab world. In early November, the member
states of the European community (EC), the forerunner of the .present'
.European Union (EU), endorsed a statement calling for an Israeli
withdrawal from the territories occupied in 1967 and asserting the need
for a settlement in the. Middle East that did not ignore the legitimate
- rights  of the Palestinian people.3 It was the first time such a
statement endorsing the right of the Pélestinians was made by the
-Europeans. An outraged Israel accused Europe of surréndering to Arab

‘blackmail’. Before they could accuse the US of the same, President'

2qp
Tbid.
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| Ni:».{on‘ quickly deputed his Secretary of State, Kissinger to the region
on a series of visits to Middle East capitals. It was the start of
Kissinger’s légendary shuttle diplomacy. In June 1974, Nixon himself
embarked on a tour of the region. America, inspite. of having huge oil
reserves, had experienced more inconvenience than expected by the
~Arab o0il boycott. Nixon reassured Israel of continued US support. He
‘was also able to please the Arabs by forecasting a new era of
cooperation between the U.S and the Arab world. Arab leaders
welcomed Nixon’s overtures, believing that at last US influence would
be used to promote on equitable settlement of the long festering Arab-
“Israeli dispute. . American overtures resulted in the revoking of the
embargo on the export of Arab oil to the. US. Diplomatic relations
between Syria and the USA were '_,a_lso ',re-establish'ed. Israel’s
' international position, on the other hand, was ‘considerably wcakéned
by the revelation of the extent to which the world was dependent upon

Arab gQOdwill. 4
The P.L.O in the 1970s

The 1970’s were a period during which the P.L.O made many
sterling successes. In fact, by the end of the decade, the organisation
'had representatives, some with full Ambassadorial position, in more than’
80 countries. On Septernber\ 22, 1974, the UN General Assembly
disréga_rding‘ virulent Israeli and American objections, included on its
’agenda for the first time ‘the Palestirie/_question’v.asa subject for debate
‘rather than as part of the general question of the Middle East. And on
November 13, 1974, the Asserribly‘in a historic more, heard Yaéser_

. Arafat, the head of the PLO, plead for the Palestinian people’s right of

“ Ibid, p.28.
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self-determination in his much quoted ‘gun and olive’ branch
speech.’ International recognition of the PLO had an important effect on
the intra-state p'olifics of the Arab world. The effect was felt at the
-Rébat conference of the league of Arab states in Morocco, in October
1974, The main item on the agenda was Palestinian representation at
the prOposéd Geneva peace talks. Prior to this, in November 1973, the
Arab states excl'uding' Jordan recognised the PLO as ‘the sole,
legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.” The Hashemite
Kingdom of Jordan, previously known as Transjordan till 1967 when it
had - also included the West Bank and East Jerusalem, had always
been uriwilling to allow the establishment of a Palestinian state on the
occupied térritories. Coupled with this was the traditional role of
Jordan’s monarchs as the custodians of all major Muslim holy places
“in Jerusalem ,prime of which was the All -Agsa mosque, third holiest in
Islam. The mosque itself was located on a raised platform called - the
- Haram' Al-Sharif, worshipped by Jews as being the site of their lost
‘Temple, built by King Herod over 2000 years ago. Again the site was
revered by Muslims as the place from which the Prophet Mohammad
(PBUH) ascended to heaven. Naturally the ruling elite of Jordan were
reluctant to give "up all of this.

At Rabat, however, King Hussein was under the combined
presSure of -all the Arab states to accept the PLO’s right to represent
the Palestinians at all international fora. ‘Finally, Hussain éccept'ed a
‘resolution that said that any liberated Palestinian territory “should
revert to its legitimate Palestinian owners under the' leadership- of the
- PLO”. This resolution helped to strengthen the positidn of moderate
PLO elements led by Chairman Arafat since they now had the backing

of all the main Arab states to participate in negotiations as the

'5_ Encyclopaedia Britannica, Macropaedia, vol.25, p. 422.
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legitimate voice of the Palestinian people. The elevation of the PLO to
the state of a principal player on the Middle East stage was welcomed
by the Arab people. The Israeli Government hbwever refused to have
any dealings with the PLO, dismissing it as terrorist organisation
responsible for the deaths of many of its citizens. The PLO’s majority'
.position on Israel itself underwent considerable change during the
1970’s. Though committed by its charter to the destruction of the
Jewish Zionist state and its replacement by a secular democratic
Pélestinian state, the middle of the 1970s itself saw the majority of PLO
- members willing to accept the idea of a Palestinian state in the West

Bank and Gaza with East Jerusalem as its capital.

In late 1975 and early 1976, the 'intér,national position of the PLO
was further legitimised though a series of discussions at the UN. In
November 1975, the General Assembly adopted three resolutions

i, .
concerning - Palestine.

I. establishment of a 20-nation committee to devise plans for the
implementation of Palestinian self-determination and national

. independence.®

- IL Invitation to the PLO -to take part in future debates on the -
Middle East? o

And III. Defining Zionism as a form of racism  and racial

discrimination.8

The United States by prior agreement with the Israelis (c/o
Kissinger) was committed not to recognise or to negotiate with the PLO.
They therefore repeatedly blocked and vetoed resolutions aimed at

affirming the Palestinians right to establish theif own state. The Israelis

% Ibid., p.423.
7 Cossali, n. 3, p.28.
¥ Ibid.
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theméélvcs were not interested in the PLO at the moment. vTheir eyes
were set on Egypt ‘and Nasser’s suCesSor as president, Anwar el-Sadat.
| Sadat had evinced more than enough inclination that he was primarily
interested in his land of Sinai and he was quite willing - to sacrifice  the

Palestinians by establishing peace with Israel for the sake of that land.
Sadat, Egypt and the United States

When Sadat succeeded Nasser , who died in September 1970, he
was a totally unknown quantity in the West. In appearance and
nature, he seemed to be quite the opposite of Nasser. He lacked the
pan-Arab aura of Nasser. Even his own people did not know him.
Within three years of his ruie, however, he was to change .this
perception complétely by his momentous decision to attack Israel. 'Egypt
‘and Syria’s combined attack - on Israel resulted in changing the
negotiating  spectrum of the Middle East considerably. Israel was
brought down from a position of unassailable strength to that of a very
vulnerable state committed to finding a durable peace with its
neigbours. The 1973 War and subsequent oil embargo resulted in a
much more heightened consciousness among the world community
'-ab.out_ the plight of the Palestinians. Even before the war started, Sadat
had _shbwed_ his sense of realpolitik by ditching the Soviets for the
Americans .He carried this further in 1975 after the various ‘withdrawal
and military standstill agreements were negotiated with the Israelis by
. abi*oga‘ting the Soviet - Egypt Treaty of Friendship signed in 1971. Sadat
lrisked enmity with the Arab world and particularly from Syria, by
- aligning himself with the US. He knew that the Americans were
committed (again c/o Nixon and Kissinger) to pursuing a hands-off
policy viz-a-viz the Middle East. This action of Sadat resulted in Syria

assuming temporary leadership of the Arab world.
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| Carter'and the Arab-Israeli Dispute

vl: The late 1970’s. were a period of more active negotiations on
Arab-Israeli disputes. The Arab states supported Palestinian participation'
in an everall settlement providing for Israeli withdrawal from areas
occupied since the 1967 war and establiS‘hfhent of a Palestinian state on
the West Bank and Gaza strip. The US position towards the Palestinians
_also was changing. The new administration of President Jimmy Carter

_identified the Middle East conflict as a major foreign policy concern and
promised more direct involvement in the region. In February | 1977,
President Carter sent his Secretary of State, Cjtrus Vance, on a tour of the
Middle East and invited Israeli and Arab leaders to visit him in
Washington.? In March 1977, Carter spoke of the need for a Palestinia,n.
homeland. He later stated that it was essential for the Palestinians to

take part in the peace process. These were positions that were
unthinkable during the 'Kissinger era. The Israelis in turn continued to
reject direct participation of PLO representatives in the peace process
but were willing to allow Palestinians to sit in other Arab delegations

like that of Jordan. 10
Begin And The Palestin_ian Issue.

The May 1977 elections in Israel resulted in the victory of the
rightWing Liqud party headed by the former Yishuv era (prior to the
formation of the state of Israel) Jewish terrorist leader Menachem Begin.
Begin as an individual and Liqud as a party were committed te
vmaintaining Israeli control over the West Bank and Gaza, renamed in
Biblical Jewish terminology as Jﬁdeé and Samaria. In the approach to
the 1977 election, Begin had campaigned hard for the expansion of

.J'ew'ish settlements in the occupied territories and permanent Israeli

? Ibid, p.29.
1% Britannica, n.5, p. 423.
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‘control over the  West Bank. Begin was violently opposed to
negotiation with thé PLO which he dubbed a ‘terrorist’ organisationv and
refused to accept the notion of an independent Palestinian state. Be_gin
was a Polish Jew who had been imprisoned in a concentration camp
by the Nazis where he had lost' almost all of his immediate family. This
.cXpe.rience coupled with his later. experience in Israel’s war of
~independence served to create in him a tremendous desire for security.
For him, no amount of sacrifice was sufficient to safeguard the
security and territorial integrity of the Jéwish state. He was also
‘imbued with an équally great suspicion for the ‘goyim’ [non-Jews|. He
'saw all land, whether of Israel proper or the occupied territories
including the Golan Heights captured from Syria, as the same sacred
~and holy part of the Biblical land of the Jews. Begin’s long exclusion
from governance in Israel and Israeli Labour’s treatment of him as
pariah made him very - bitter and created in him a burning
determination to leave his mark on the polity of the Holy Land. Almost
'immediately after the Begin govt. assumed office in 1977, it
: announced the extension of health, education and welfare services to
- the Palestinian populations of the West Bank and Gaza.!! Till then the
Egyptians and the Jordanians along with the UNRWA had been fulfilling
these needs of the Palestinian people. Arab fears that this was in fact
the precursor to Israeli annexation of the two territories were deepened by
. the announcement of an .accelcrated program of Jewish settlement
building on the West Bank along with the unveiling of a Israeli draft
proposal for a territorial settlement that envisaged the maintenance of the
o,écu-pation through out the West Bank and Gaza. To counter the
unngcéssa,rily aggressive new Israeli government and to mollify the Arab
' wdrld; the !USA-and the USSR_issued a joint statement on 1st Ovctober

1977 urging a Middle East settlement that would ensure ‘the legitimate

1 Cossali, n. 3, p. 29.
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ri'ghts.of the Palestinians’. The inclusion of such a phrase signalled an
important shift in the official U.S. attitude to the Arab — Israeli conflict and

~ clearly troubled the Begin regime.!?
Sadat’s Attitude towards Israel

Egyptian President Anwer el-Sadat made the decisive break through

in péace diplomacy with a dramatic visit to Jerusalem in 1977. He
‘Idecided to take this radical and quixotic step because of his» extreme
dissatisfaction with the progress of the American me/diated peace pi‘oéess

in the Middle East. He Was also afraid of what steps the rightwing Liqud -

government would take with regard to the Sinai, in particular, to expand

a.hd increase the existing number of settlements there. In a speech to the

', Egyptian parliament on 9 November, Sadat expresSed his frustration with-
- the lack of 4progress towards a peace settlement and announced that he
would be prepared to go to Jerusalem to négotiate direct with Israel. His
offer was immediately taken up by Israel and on 19 November, Sadat flew
to Tel Aviv.!® His initiative .was welcomed in the West where it was
'rega,r_ded'as a bold attempt to break with the sterile attitudes of the past.
Within the Arab world however, Sadat’s visit was seen with both
. scepticism and hostility.. There was a general.feeling that Sadat was
prepar_ed to undermine the cause of Arab unity for his own selfish

_ pu'rposes. Egypt’s Minister of Foreign Affairs Ismail Fahmy resigned in
protest at the proposed visit. In féct, -Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem had been

- planned a few months befdre ‘during a secret meeting between Foreign
Minister Moshe Dayan  of Israel and Deputy Prime Minister Hassan
TUha_my of Egypt in Morocco. This meeting was primarily meant to explore

the negotiating positions of both Egypt and Israel. President Sadat wanted

2 Ibid

'3 Ibid.
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| to explore Israel’s willingness to make serious concessions.!* As a case of
' pronegbtiation, this meeting helped to increase the confidence of bvoth
sides that negotiation was a credible option. At the meeting, Tuhamy told
Dayan that Sadat was ready tb meet with Begin, provided Israel gave a
pri‘of commitment to full witﬁdrawal frbm all Arab territory. Moreover, he
_ .gave-indication that the Egyptian President Was ready to negotiate secretly
4 and ‘nof in a multilateral forum like Geneva. Israeli leaders, on theif part,
stated a readiness to withdraw from almost all of Egyptian territory but
were not prepared to return all Arab lands captured in 1967 (West'Bank.
: and Gaza).!5 The subsequent failure of three months of direct negotiations
between Egypt and Israel in which the United States was an observer:
rather than a participant helped to convince both parties that any further
process of negotiation must involve the US as a full partic_ipant, if it was to |

succeed. 16
American Mediation in the Camp David Peace Process

| Jimmy Carter was unique among American presidents in his deep
concern to find a solution to the issues dividing Israel from its Arab
neighbours. In his first speech to the United Nations General Assembly in

october1977, he made these concerns clear:

‘Of all the regional conflicts in the world, none holds more menace
%han the Middle East. War there has already carried the world to.
the edge of nuclear confrontation; It has already disrupted the |
world economy and imposed severe hardships on the people in the

developed and developing nations alike’.1?

' William. B. Quandt, “Camp. David : Peacemaking and Politics”, (Washington : Brookings institute ,
1986)”,p.111.

' Cossali, n.3, p.29

' Quandt, n. 14, pl07

"7 “United Nations’: Address before the General Assembly, October 4, 1977, ‘Public Papers of the Presidents
of the United States’ : Carter, 1977, Vol. 11, p. 1720. Quoted in Janice Gross Stein,” Prenegotiation in the
Arab - Israeli conflict ; the paradoxes of success and failure’, International Journal, Vol. XIIV,No. 2, Spring
1989, p. 413.
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When Carter came to the white House, he brought little more than a
strdng biblical knowledge and affection for the Holy Land. Being a devout
evangelical Christian, he had a deep afinity for the state of Israel and the
Jewish people. On the other land, he had next to no knowledge about the
- PaleStin’ians except for the fact that they were obviously Arab. Through
out his tenure, his inability to deal with moderate Israelis as well as
Palestinians coupled with absolutely no first hand knowledge of the
| conditions in the occupied territories made him blind to many facets of the
“dispute. It was only after his 1983 visit to the West Bank and Gaza that

he could fully understand the Palestinian side of the argument. As fér as
American politics was concerned, Carter was on ‘outsider’, relatively new
to Washington and its ways. He had been the former Governor of the statev
of Georgia.'8 So as far as he was concerned, it was a quick transition from

.l-o'c_a[l issues to those of great international significance.

Carter know well enough that American interests would be best
~served if peace was brought to the Middle East. He came to know many
of the leaders in the Middle East pergonally and established close
relations with them. Most important of all, while showing a sympathetic
face towards Israel, Carter was able to handle the Jewish lobby in
New York and Washington relatively firmly. It must be acknowledged _'
that Carter’s achievements in the Middle East were built on the firm
found;qtions laid by Henry Kissihger in brokering three Arab-Israeli
agreements during 1974-75.1° Carter was also officially served by his
_Sé(_:ret'axy of State Cyrus Vance who helped in drafting the Camp David

Accords and the text of the peace treaty.

- President  Carter’s original aim had been to promote a

comprehensive Middle East peace that would 'be achieved through a

" Quandt, n. 14, p. 30

' Ibid. p.320.
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series of negotiations that could conclude with the convening of a peace
conference at Geneva. This was a highly controversial approach,
especially after the failure of the 1973 Geneva Conference. A major
'po'int .of discord about this approach was that Carter wanted to take
the Soviets along, something that the Kissinger Doctrine strictly
forbade. The negative response to his -policies, both at home and
| abroa;d forced Carter to reassess his priorities in the Middle East. He
was ~ forced to give up the Géneva conference paradigm of peace
negotiations. Sadat’s visit to Israel in November 1977 again forced the
Carter Administration to change its’ Middle East policies.?° The US
concentrated now on meditating a bilateral peace agreement betweeﬁ
Egypt and Israel . Ironically this was the very approach that Kissinger |
had always dreamed of. Carter who had always been a critic of
KiSsi.n'ger finally ended up fulfilling the task left behind by him. .

President Carter’s decision to invite Sadat and Begin to Camp
David was the result of his frustration at the slow pace of “the Middle
East peace negotiations during the later part of 1977 and early 1978.
The two main actors, Begin arid Sadat showed no signs of dropping
their traditional animosity and sitting down to serious peace talks. At
the same time, Carter realized that his continued involvement in the
Middle East morass was costing him political breathing space and votes
a‘t‘ home. With his re-election bid fast approaching, he could illafford
this. Moreover, Carter firmly believed that Middle East Peace, or at least
an Egyptian—lsraeli settlement, was both obtainable and necessary.?! He
felt that the Egyptian and Israeliv leaders suffered from distrust and lack
of confidence which could be overcome by helping each to understood
the other better. Cater felt that a summit méeting at Camp David

“would provide an ideal setting for Begin and Sadat to get to know

pbid. p.18.
2! Ibid. p. 206.
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and trust each other. Invitations were therefore issued to both parties
in early August 1978 for a summit in September. Both Sadat and Begin

~ immediately accepted Carter’s invitation to Camp David. 22
Camp David: The Course of the Negotiations.

The main Céimp David negotiations took place over a 13 day
int’ervgl. During this time, both the Israelis and the Egyptians were kept
| negotiating in good faith by the prcsenee of the Americans alone. The
success of Camp David does not belong to Sadat or to Begin, but to
President Carter and his team of mediators. Only Carter had the
patience and influence to force two men Who were of diametrically
opposite nature to sit together and agree to a common purpose. The
peace treaty between Egypt and Israel that arose out of the Camp
: David'talks is a tribute to the skill and mediation of President Carter, his
Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance and National Security Advisor , Zbigniew

Brzezinski.

| The Camp David talks lasted from 5 to 17 September,1978. Two
sets of agreements were produeed. One established arrangements for
~ determining the future of the West Bank and the Gaza strip. The other
elaborated principles whereby an Egyptian- Israeli peace treaty could
be formulated bringing to an and the state of hostilities and
eStablishing normal relations between the two countries. The entire
-process was characterized by ups and downs. The progress of the
negotiations was mostly related to Begin’s ability to compromise. His
tenacity in holding on to each ‘and very bargaining point ensured that
success came only at the very end. After ten days of intense discussion
and negotiation , almost everyone at camp David believed that the
‘talks had reached an impasse.2® Faced with the prospect 'of failure,

2 Ibid, p.207.
2 Ibid,p. 234
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Carter was obliged to reconsider his initial strategy. The political costs
of leaving the summit empty- handed must have been apparent not only
to Carter and Sadat, but also to Begin. If agreement was to be reached,

one if not both parties were going to have to make major concessions.

v One of the main areas of disagreement between the two sides
related to the military/civilian Séttlements that Israel had planted in
the occupied Sinai peninsula. Egypt naturally insisted that these
should be dismantled along  with the airfields and all other
infrastructure that Israel had built in the Sinai during their occupation.
Bégin refused throughout the negotiations to withdraw the Sinai
settlements. He had made his political career protecting Jewish
settléments on occupied lands. So he could not be seen as
compromising on this very efnotive issue. Finally, all that he would
agree to was that the issue would be'putj,to voté, in the Knesset (Israeli

parliament).24

" The Camp David Accords | involved enormous skills on the part
,»of all those involved in the}negotiations. The talks would have achieved
nothing had the participants not been able to demonstrate the will and
ability to move away from extreme opening positions and compromise
on the issues that sharply divided them. For example, President Sadat
-begén the Calnp" David Conference on September 6, 1978 by presenting
the t‘e'xt of a proposal entitled” Framework for the Comprehensive Peace
~ Settlement of the Middle East. Problem”. It -contained an eight-clause

preamble and two articles. The major 'prbyisions of the plan were: -

a. Withdrawal of Israel to in‘ternational boundaries and

armistice lines (the pre-1967 borders) in the Sinai, the

-~ Golan Heights, the West Bank and Jerusalem.

i Chérlcs. D. Smith, ‘Palestine and the Arab Israeli Conflict.” (2™ Ed. )(New York, St. Martins’ Press, 1992),
p. 225
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b. Removal of Israeli settlements from the occupied territories.

c. Supervision of the administration of the West Bank by
Jordan and of the Gaza strip by Egypt “with the
collaboration of the elected representatives of the ‘Palestinian
people for a period not to eéxceed five years (the interim
period).

d. The establishment of a national entity for the Palestinian
people-linked to Jordan if the inhabitants so choose-after
they exerciséd their right of self-determination six months

prior to the end of the interim period.

e. Recognition of the right of the Palestinian refugees to

return or to claim compensation in accordance with UN

A resolutions.

f. Formation of a committee composed of equal number of
resident Palestinians and Israelis to administer the Holy

city of Jerusalem.

g Implementation. of these points within a framework of
peace recognizing the principles of “non-acquisition of
territory by war”. |

h. Finally, payment by Israel of full compensation for all
damages caused by the .operations of its armed forces and
the exploitation of natural resources in the ‘occupied

territories.25
As far as Begin was concerned, he was quite willing to sacrifice

-t_he Sinai for the sake of peace with Egypt (subject to negotiated

conditions), but was totally unwilling to compromise on the status of-

% Farah Naaz, “United States and the Camp David Agreement, 1978: Its Impact on West Asia’ (JNU, -
Unpublished M.Phil. Dissertation, 1991), P. 58 - 59
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the West Bank (Judea and Samaria) and Gaza strip. For 'him, these
‘areas formed part of Eretz Israel (Great Israel-the original home land
of the Jewish people). He was unwilling to even grant the indigenous
vPalestlman people basic human rights in their own land. Begin also
refused to talk about Jerusalem, holy city of three rehglons, but holiest
for the Jews. Jerusalem was a non-negotiable issue. It was the eternal

_ and indivisible capital of the Jews.

Thus Carter’s role | in helping‘ to broker the agreements was
" central. Leff to themselves, Sadat and Begin would never have overcome
the accumulated legacy of decades of hatred and mistrust and wouid have
broken off their talks over any number of issues. Carter’s position on
many issues influenced the final outcome. He wanted an Egypt-Israeli
‘agreement on the Sinai, and he was prepared to press the Israelis hard on
.withdraWal and on the settlements to get it. However Carter was less
~ concerned about an agfeement on the West Bank and Gaza (especially
when he understood the strong Israeli and American-JeWish dislike for
“such on agreement). He did not think that any explicit linkage between

Egyptian Sinai and the Paiest_inian question was desirable or necessary.26
. William D. Quandt has stated that,

“in the end, it was Carter who made the final judgements on
what to accept and what not to accept, and it was Carter who
used his influence with Sadat to get him to stay and to sign

on agreement that both men knew was imperfect”.27
Egyptian gains and losses

Egypt’s most important gain from Camp David was an Israeli

~commitment to full withdrawal from Sinai, including the oilfields,

% Quandt, n. l4,ip. 257

7 1bid.



46

settlements and airfields. To get'this commitment, Sadat had offered a
. period of three years to corﬁpléte the withdrawal, security arrangements
‘_that'would be monitored by the US and the UN, and a promise to
“normalize relations” with Israel once the first phase of withdrawal had
been reached. The Accords contained geheral principles referring to the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and }fhe'right of the Palestinians
to choose their own form of government. ~All the details dealt with the
: pfocedures and arrangements for the transitional period and not for the

final status of the occupied territories.
Again to quote Quandt:

“Israel had made no commitment to eventual withdrawal from
the West Bank and Gaza; nothing was said about Jérﬁsalem;
and settlements in the Palestinian occupied territories were
nowhere mentionéd, though the Americans were telling
everyone that Begin had infact agreed to a freeze in settlement
construction for the duration of the ‘negotiations on

autonomy”.?8

Sadat thus gained for Egypt, but lost on the Palestinian cause. The
- Camp David accords finally ended Egypt’s campaign on behalf of the

Palestinians and Arab national unity. The Nasserite legacy was broken. It
was revealed that on vital national issues, Egypt, like any nation, would
o_rily,defend its own rights and not the rights of others, however just their
cause may be.

' Isiaeii'gains and losses

The Camp David agreements were greeted in the West as a triumph

of US diplomacy. There was also cautious approval in Israel, where there

~was satisfaction that a peace treaty could be completed with Egypt without

- 2 1bid. p,255.
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substantial concessions on the issues of Jewish settlements and the
cgjntinued Israeli control over the Palestinian and Syrian territories
conquered in 1967. This view was reinforced by a speech made by
- Menachem Begin on the anniversary of the creation of the state of Israel in
1949, in which he asserted that no border would ever be drawn ‘through
the land of Israel’ and that ‘we shall never withdraw_ from the Golan
Heights’.29 | | '

 Begin has been conceded by all to be the most able negotiator at
, Camp! David. This former terrorist leader, associated with some of the
most déspicable war - crimes .committed during Israel’s war - of
Independence, made sure he fought over every word at the negotiating
tablc. Begin had to concede the Sinai to Sadat, thus giving up something
that for Israel was very valuable. There were extensive oilfields in the
Sinai that were being utilized by Israel for their domestic oil needs. In
return, Begin not only  won ai durable peace with Egypt, but also a
comparatively free hand for Israel in dealing. with t.he West Bank and Gaza.
Begin protected himself from considerable US and Egyptian pressure on
“the key issues of the future of the Palestinian territories, and on any form
of linkage between the Egyptian - Israeli agreement and the Palestinian
question.  Crucial to Begin’s victory was the fact that the Accords
contained no controversial language like the “inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by war”, the applicability of the principles of UN
"résc)lution 242 “to all fronts of the conflict”, and the need for eventual
Israeli withdrawalA from the West Bank and Gaza. Israel’s claim to
sovereignty .over all of undivided Jerusalem was not contested in the
accord. Finally, begin had only to promise a three month freeze' on
settlement constfuction in the West Bank and Gaza. Israel’s ultimate

victory lay in that within 9 months of signing a peace treaty with Egypt,

* Cossali, n.3, p. 30
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and with Israeli troops still in the Sinai, diplomatic relations between

Egypt and Israel were established and ambassadors were exchanged.*
_ .The Camp David Accords and the PLO.

. The Camp David accords was the first ever Arab -Israeli agreements
that spelt out specific conditions for solving the Palestinian issue. vGiven
the complexity of the issue, the only realisiic approach to a solution was

felt to be the establishment of a five — year transitional period for the West
‘Bank and Gaza. The first part of the Accords, entitled, “The Framework
- for ance in the Middle East” stated that Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and the
repreéentatives of the Palestinian people would participate in three — sfage
negotiations to determine the area’s future. (1) Cairo and Jerusalem
would negotiate- and then supervise‘ ‘tr.ansitional arrangerrients for a
_ .maximum | of five years. The current ‘Israeli : military and civilian
administration Would withdraw when the inhabitants of the aireais had

elected a self - governing authority in free elections.

(2). Egypt, Israel and Jordan wou!ld determine the poweré and
responsibilities of the elected self - goverging authority in the West Bank
and Gaza strip. Israel would withdraiw the IDF into specified locations.
Local cbnstabulary forces consisting of Israeli and Jordanian forces would

patrol and thereby ensure proper border control.

(3) After the establishment of the self - governing authority a
transition period of five years would begin. Negotiations to determine the
final' status of the territories 'Would begin no later thén the third year.
These talks must include Egypt, Israel, Jordan and elected representatives
of inhabitants of the West Bank and the Gaza stfip. The talks would be
based on provisions of UN Resolution 242 and include discussions of

“boundaries and future security arrangements. It was specified that the

* Naaz, n. 25, p. 61 - 62
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final “solution would recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian

people and‘ their just requirements”.3!

-~ On 18 September 1978, an enlarged emergency session of the PLO -
EC(Executive Committee) met to discuss the Camp David accords. The EC
. session gave a call to all Palestinians, inside and outside the occupied
territories, to observe a general strike on 20 September to express
“resolute resistance” to the Camp David “conspiracy”. Arafat in a message
to the US President stated that the signing of the Camp David accords
signalled the “loss of US interests in the Middle East”.32 To the PLO
leaders, the accords only served to undermine the aim of Palestinian self -
‘determination and their hopes of creating on independent state. In the
eyes of the PLO, the United States position on the question of autonomy
had become a decisive factor. Thus after Camp David, the most impbrtant
aspect of Palestinian diplomacy was to'countef. the American design to get
closer to Jordan. This was to s'trengthenf Jordan’s opposition to 'Camp
: David as well as to strengthen the struggle in the occupied territories.33
They. also targeted Western Europe. The ground realities in Western
Europe Vis-é-vis the Palestinian question and the PLO were quite different
from those in the US. The Europeans had supported the Camp David
accords as a process though they had reservations over the provisions
" related to the Palestinian question. The European states had realized that
'thcir. interests wére being threatened by the continuing failure to solve the
| Pa_lestiriian problem. The European countries recognized that their
economic intérests were tied to developments in the region. In July 1979,

Arafat met with the Austrian Chancello.r, Bruno Kreisky and the Chairman

3 M.A Friedlander, ‘Sadat and Begin : The Domestic Policies of Peace making’. (Colorado : Westview press, .
1983) p. 229. In Naaz, n. 25, p. 65 '

- *2 Bansidhar Pradhan,’From Confrontation To Hostile Intimacy:PLO and the US’(New Delhi,Sehyog
Prakashan,1994),p.157

33 Alain Gresh, The PLO:The Struggle Wlthm-Towards an Independent Palestinian State’(London, Zed
Books, 1983),p.219
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of the Socialist International, Willy Brandt, in Vienna. Following talks,
: theyvi'ssued a joint statement in which the Palestine question was regarded

as “the central problem in the Middle East conflict”.3¢

The Arab governments opposition to Camp Dévid- was coordinated
in the Ninth Arab summit meeting in Baghdad in November 1978. The
‘final» communiqué rejected the accords on the ground that these
~agreements “had taken plaée outside the framework of collective Arab
responsibility and ‘had harmed the Palestinian cause by violating the
resolutions of the Algiers and Rabat summit conferences. It called for “a
jtu‘st peace based on the total Israeli withdrawal from Arab territories
occupied in 1967, including Arab Jerusalem” and for the establishment of
an independent Palestinian state. The fourteenth PNC that met in
Damascus in January 1979, also unanimously condemned the accords as

“a conspiracy that should be rejected and resisted 'by all means”.%

| Ultimately the US mediated initiative for a lasting peace in the
Middle East met only with pértial success. The Americans in. the
- immediate post — Camp David era did try to formulate a more specific
peace formula that would help the Palestinians to achieve their aims short
of an independent state. The Carter administrations’ frequently stated
pdlicy was that the Palestinian people must have the right for themsel{res'
-and their descendents to live with dignity and freedom, and with the
-’oppovr'tunity for economic fulfillment and political expression. In a speech
made before the Senate»Foreigri Relations Committee on 27t May 1'979,
Secretary of State Vance stressed that the Camp David accords recognised
the l'cgitimaté rights of the Palestinian péople and their just
‘requirements.?® What prevented the US from recognizing' the PLO was the

American stand on UN resolutions No. 242 and 335 and Kissinger’s

* ¥ pradhan,n.32,p. 167
* Ibid., p. 157
% Middle East Review (Washington, DC), Vol. 19, 1979, p. 27.
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'famqus pledge to Israel not to deal with the PLO unless Israel did so first,

‘asa guarantee for Israel’s security and sovereignty.

| The US, by allowing its policy on the issue of contacts with the PLO

to be dictated by Israeli policy, ruled itself" out as a credible actor in the
“search for solution to the Palestinian problem. Another reason why the
Camp David framework was totally inadequate in dealing with- the.
~ Palestinian issue related to the ambiguities surrounding the concept of
autonomy. Negotiations between Egypt and Israel over the format of
autonomy for the West Bank that began in May 1979 continued for over a

year without any agreement. The Begin govt. reasserted its claim to the

'West Bank and Gaza as an indivisible part of ‘Eretz Israel’ and stated that

' any ‘aUtonomy"would not apply to land and water rights which would
continue to belong to Israel. Israel announced plans in May 1979 for an

ambitious programme of settlement cOnstruction"in the West Bank and

Gaza, and in September the ban on ‘Israeli citizens purchasing Arab land
" in the occupied territories was ended.?7 Sadat,on the other hand, called_»
- for full governing aufonomy for the occupied territory, within a Jordanian
entity, a stance that had the moral support of the Americans. The official
American position at the end. of the Carter presidency remained that
Isfaeli settlements in occupied territory were illegal and that East
.Jernsalem was considered to be i occupied territory despite its
- incorporation into Israel.3® The problem in American pollitics was that any
party who stated this view openly would be sure to loose the influential
Jewish vote and backing, thereby wea}kening’ their chances in any
‘electio‘ns in the US. Carter achieved the Camp David accords and the
Egypt-Israel peace treaty, holding to established American positions that,
when declared openly, destroyed his chances for a second term. It waS the |

* costs of peace that he had to pay.

3? Cossali, n.3 , P. 30
3* Smith, n. 24, P. 257
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THE PEACE PROCESS FROM REAGAN TO NETANYAHU

The Reagan Era

Ronald Reagan was elected U.S. President at the end of 1980.
-Strongly sympathetic to the Jewish staté, his appointment of a team
of pro-ISraeli foreign affairs advisers caused protest from the Arab
world. His assumption of the Presidency in January 1981, coincided
with a time of increased regional strife through out the Middle East.
.Thé Islamic Revolution in Iran during the last days of the Carter
édmihistfation was followed by the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan
which was again followed by the Iran-Iraq war in September 1980.
Reagan administration saw the Soviet Union as an ‘evil empire’ which
should be neutralized or eliminated if possible. All their actions were
geared towards this perspective. After the fall of Shah’s Iran, Israel
was seen ‘as perhaps the only remaining strategic asset in the

region on which the US can truly rely......". !

Reagan showed very little concern for the Palestine
cause and had an entirely negative perception of the PLO. While the
.C’a'rter administration had tried to involve the PLO in the peace
process, the Reagan regime did the opposite by rejecting any PLO
“role in future negotiations. Reagan followed the typical Israeli line of
(discriminating between the PLO and the Palestinians, trying to

marginalize the PLO.
The Reagan Plan

In September 1982, President Reagan formulated new proposals
to settle the Arab-Israeli conflict on the PLO-Israeli conflict as it would
be more precise to term it. The ‘Reagan Plan’ envisaged the restoration

of the occupied Territories (OTs) to their Arab populations, but

r Washington Post , August 15 1979. In ‘Charles D. Smith, Palestine and the Arab Israeli Conflict’.(2™ ed) .
[New York St.Martin’s Press 1992],p.257.
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ldenied. the creation of a Palestinian state. Instead it proposed
Palestinian self-government in association with Jordan. The plan alsp
called for a freeze on Israeli Settlement in the West Bank and denied
Israeli claims of sovereignty over either that area or Gaza. It called for
~‘full Palestinian autonomy’, to be realised through COnfederation with
Jordan in such. a manner that the -legitimate rights of the Palestinians
- would be realized without comprpmisinguthe “legitimate secufity
concerns of Israel’. Reagan, infact, denied both the basic PLO and Israeli
pnsitions. He stated that in America’s view, “the withdrawal provision of
Resolution 242 applies to all fronts, including the West Bank and -
Gaza”.? He é.lso argued that Israel could not be expected to return to
the narrow and ind_efenSible borders 1t had before 1967. The Reagan
plan was formulated in the background of the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon. They carried out this invasion with the purpose of
Ade.strovying the PLO HQ in that country. The Israelis had secret
‘American backing for their plans. Both the Americans and the Israelis
were demanding the withdrawal of the PLO from Lebanon as the price for
ending the invasion. The PLO, on the other hand, was demanding
American recognition of the movement as the price for its departure.
This position had strong support from many members in the Reagan
adminiistrat'ion. Reagan however refused to recognize the PLO as

anything but a terrorist organization.

The plan aroused so much expectation among the Arabs that the
12*1,1 Arab League summit at Fez, Morocco (6-9 September, 1982) made it
't-he prime focus of their deliberations. The Reagan plan was believed to
| be impdrtant because it was put forward by a state that was considered
to be one of fhe most important actors in the region. In addition, the US

was the sole country that was able to influence and pressurize the

*Charles .D.Smith,’Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conﬂ'ict’,(znd Ed.),[New York,St.Martins Press,1992],
p.268.
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[sraelis to make the necessary compromises for the sake of peace. In

spite of all this, the Israelis rejected the plan outright.
Fahd Plan.

- On 7t August, 1981, the Saudi crown prince, Fahd bin Abdel Aziz,
vdeclared on eight-point plan as a basis for a “Middle Easf peace
settle{nent”. The plan was prefaced by a declération in which the Saudi
prime expressed regret for the support extended to the Camp David
: a(:éords by the US. He stated that “we are not quite happy with the
dverall US policy in the Middle East, especially with regard to the
Palestinian issue.” The “Fahd Plan” called for an Israeli withdrawal from
all Arab territories occupied in 1967 ahd the creation of a Palestinian
- state in the West Bank and Gaza with its capital in Jerusalem(East).
There was also a mention of the right of all states in the region to live in
peace. The plan also provided for the recognition of the Palestinian
| pebplés' right to return (to their homeland) and compensation for all who

did not wish to do s0.3

The ‘Fahd plan’ has been seen as an attempt to take over the
v méntle of leadership of the Arab world from Egypt after it was expelled
from the Arab league following the Camp David accords. The plan
contained no new provisions. What attracted everyone’s imagination and
aroused expectation wag; that it carried the name of the Saudi crown
prince. The Arab world’s richest and most influential nation was calling
for a negotiated settlement between Israel and the Palestinians.*
Interestingly, the plan envisaged placing the West Bank under United
| Naﬁoris’ supervision for a transitory period not exceeding a few months.
This was in direct opposition to the Camp David accords and the so-

called Reagan plan that fixed a transition period of not less than five

? Bansidhar Pradhan, ‘From Confrontation to hostile Intimacy : PLO and US’ (New Delhi, Sehyog
Prakashan, 1994), p.387.
“Dr.Y. Refeek Ahmed, ‘West Asia peace plans : Camp David to Fez’ in Dr. A.K Pasha, ‘Arabisraeh
peace process : An Indian Perspective’ (New Delhi, Manas Publications, 2000) p.277.
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years The plan got a positive response from most of the moderate Arab
states, Western Europe and even the US. However, the Arab summit

called at Fez, Morocco, in November 1981, failed to endorse the plan.

'The Fez Charter

L]

The Reagan plan gave the Arabs the necessary impetus to come up
with a plan of thelr own. The 12t Arab League summit held at Fez in
- Morocco brought all the Arab league states (except leya) together to
' produi,ce a plan known as the ‘Fez Plan’. It was essentially a reiteration of
the Fahd Plan with minor amendments.5 The text of the new plan was
adopted by consensus of all the leaders including Arafat and Assad. It
called for the creation of an independent Palestinian state in the West
Bank and Gaza with Jerusalem as its capital. The Palestinian right to
self-determination was rnentioned along with the central role of the PLO
.‘in,all', future negotiations. The controversial reference in the original
Saudi propo_sals to “the right of all countries in the region to live in
peace” was changed into a formula under which “the UN security council
will guarantee peace for all the states of the region, including the
-independent Palestinian state”.¢ This clause actually underlined the fact
that for the first time the whole Arab world including the PLO agreed to a
- statement which recognized Israel’s right to exist. The plan was thus a
'carefully drafted proposal fashioned to take into account the concerns of
all including Arab moderates, radicals and the PLO. Israel again flatly
rejected the plan, vehemently against the establishment of an

independent Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza.”

Ifit was at Fez in 1982 that the Arab leaders endorsed the ‘concept
of guaranteed peaceful relations with all states in the Middle East, then it

was at the Casablanca summit of the Arab league in 1989 that they

*Tbid., p 283.
6 Pradhan n. 3 ,p.198.
~ 7 Ibid.
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approved the concept of partition (a two state solution) for the firet time
since 1947 (the original UNGA resolution 181(1]) on the Arab Israeli
conflict had been in favour of partition and the creation of a Jewish and
‘Arab- state). The Arabs had rejected this then. This naturally implied
that UNSC resolution 242 was also collectively approved by the Arab

Heads of State for the first time since it was passed by the council in

1967.8
Hussein-Arafat Accord

Meanwhile, repeated attempts throughout the 1980s by the PLO
and Jordan to form a joint negotiating team to face Israel were blocked
by the Israelis, who refused to deal with the PLO. Various American
initiatives launched by successive Secretaries of State, George Shultz and
James Baker failed to make any head way in the face of Israeli
- intransigence as well the inability of the US to engage in any meaningful
dialogue with the PLO. No forward movement in solving the Israel-
Palestine problem was possible until the PLO was recognized as the sole
representative of the Palestinian people. The Hussain-Arafat Accord of
‘February 1985, provided for Palestinian self-determination within the
'framework of a Jordanian-Palestinian federation. It also called for peace
negotiations including all parties to the conflict along with the five
permanent members of | the UN Security Council. However general
disapproval of the accord in the Arab world compelled the king in
F'ebruary 1986 to announce vthe end of political co-ordination with the
_ .PLO 'The reasons he gave for this was the reluctance of the PLO to meet
~US pre- COI‘ldlthHS for a dialogue-that it accept resolution 242 and

ultimately recognize the state of Israel.?

¥ Walid Khalidi, “The Half-Empty Glass of Middle East Peace’, Journal of Palestine Studles Vol. 14,
no. 3, Spring 1990, p.15.

Paul Cossali, ‘Arab-Israeli Relations 1967-2001’ in ‘Surveys of the world : The Middle East and North
Africa-2002° (48"‘ Ed) (London, Europa Publications Ltd, 2001), p. 33.
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Start of Intifada

An intensified civil war in Lebanon during late 1985 and 1986
-fesultéd in heavy fighting between the PLO and pro-Syrian militias. This
in 'tur'n-paved the way for the re-unification of the PLO which had been
heavily ridden with factionalism.. The 18t session of the PNC (Palestine
National Council) held in Algiers in Apri'l_, 1987 -resultcd in Arafat re-
establishing his authority over all the groups. Throughout 1987, there
was a steady rise in political tension in the Occupied Territories (OTs). A
large - scale uprising by the Palestinians in the OTs began on December
| 8, 1987. This ‘Initifadeh’ came after more than 20 years of Israeli
occupation when the Palestinians felt that there was no other way to
accomplish their goals of self—governinent and national independence
other than to rebel. Israeli reaction was to fry to suppress the rebellion

~ using lethal force which soon come under international condemnation.
The Shultz Plan

In February 1988, the US Government announced a new plan for
the resolution of the Palestinian issue. The ‘Shultz Plan’ as it come to be
known was presented at the fag. end of the Reagan administration, It
“called for negotiations beméen Israel and a joint Jordanian-Palestinian
Idelegation to determine an interim form of autonomy for the OTs. The
proposed transitional arrangement would last for three years and would
pfovide for an Israeli military withdrawal from the West Bank and for
-municipal elections of Palestinian officials. Negotiations for a final
settlement would run concurrently with the transitional arfangement
and if necessary would be paia.lleled by an international conference
_including the five permanent members of the security council and all
other parties to the conflict. All the negotiations would be conducted on
‘the basis of UNSC Resolutions 242 and 338.It also emphasized that
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negotiations between the Israeli and Jordanian-Palestinian delegation

would proceed independently of any other negotiations.1°

- This plan had the distinction of be1ng rejected by all the parties
concerned including the Palestinians. The PLO rejected the plan outright
. because it failed to make provision for a Palestinian state or for their
own participation in the peace process. King Hussain meanwhile
_ announced in July1988 that he was severing all official links, whether
legal or administrative with the West Bank. His action paved the way for .
~the PLO to emerge as the ‘sole legitimate authority to represent the
Palestinian people. As a result, in Novernber 1988, the 19th seesion of
the PNC culminated in the declaration‘ of the independent state of
- P_élestine, with the Holy city of Jerusalem as its capital. The Declaration
of Independence cited UNGA Resolution 181() of 1947, which
partitioned mandate Palestine into two states, the Arab and the other
Jewish, as providing the legal besis for the right of the Palestinian Arab

People to national sovereignty and independence.!!
The Israeli Peace Initiative

By the middle of 1988, the Intifada had spread through out the
OTs. The Israelis were determined that the intifada must be suppressed
before any changes took place in the status of the occupied territories.
Addressing the UNGA in December 1988, Arafat announced his
recognition of Israel and renunciation of ‘terrorism’. He also repeated his
'call for an international peace conference to be held on the basis of
‘Resolutiocns 242 and 338. The Reagan administration acknowledged the
PLO’ S ‘concessions’ by holding the US’s first official talks with
Pa,]estl_mans representing the movement. Under pressure to the PLO’s

“diplomatic offensive, the Israeli government of Yitzhak Shamir which was

19 “Documents on Palestine. In Joanne Maher (ed), The Middle East _and North Africa 2002 (48" Ed),
{London, Europa) publication, 2002), p.81. _
" bid.
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a Liqud-Labour coalition came out with its own .peace initiative in April
1989 for a negotiated end to the conflict. The so-called ‘Shamir proposals’
'provided for elections in the West Bank and Gaza in return for an end to
| 'thé Intifada. The elections would produce a Palestinian delegation to
conduct negbtiations on a final settlement. The delegation so elected
should comprise solely of non-PLO members. A transitional authority
‘was also envisaged during which a self -ruling authority might be
established. The transitional pefiod would  serve as a test of co-
~operation and co-existence. israel emphaisized its willingness to discuss
any option when negotiations on a final settlement were held. It soon
because clear that Shamir was - offering little more then recycled Camp
Dévid proposals. The Shamir plan was naturally ‘unacceptable to the
PLO ~and the Arab League. Attempts made by Egypt’s President
' Mubérak as well as US Secretary of State, James Baker, to make the
Israeli proposals more accepfable to the . Arab world were not

successful.!?
a The Madrid Peace Conference

| Theoretically, the Oslo Accord signed between the Palestine
- Liberation Organisation (PLO) and Israel on 13 September 1993 was
preceded by a long series of negotiations between the two parties datihg ‘
back to the Madrid conference held on 30 October 1991. This conference
established a new framework for multilateral negotiations that replaced
'thf: 1973 Geneva conference as the roadmap for future negotiations on
“the Arab - Israeli conﬂici:. It was for the first time that. all the parties to
the Arab - Israeli dispute, namely, Israel, Syria, Lebanon and a
Jordanian - delegation that was openly acknowledged to comprise of
Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza,. sat down face to face for
talks.  Israel-Palestinian negotiations on the official Madrid track

. typically encountered many obstacles mainly due to the political fallout

12 Cossali, n.9, p.34.
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of Arab terrorist attacks and Israeli military incursions in the occupied
territories. These factors influenced bdth parties to try out secret track-
.II model diplomacy similar to that carried out between Egypt and Israel
in the létc 19_705, that led to the signing of the first Camp David accords.
The Israelis and PLO emissaries carried out seéret talks in Norway under
the able guidance of Terje Roed Larsen, a Norwegian social scientist.
’I_‘hése__: highly secret negotiations led to the conclusion of a peace deal
between the PLO and Israel known as the ‘Declaration of' Principles for

- Palestinian -Sel_f —~Rule ’ in Washington on 13 September 1993.13

The Oslo Accords

‘but if the enemy incline towards peace, do thou also incline

towards peacé, and trust in God.’
. The Holy Qur’an(Sura’8:61) -

This verse is frequently quoted by Yasir: Arafat to explain his
reasof-l_ for entering into a peace process ‘with Israel. Another of his

statements is as follows:

“The Revolution will go on until an independent Palestinian |
state is established with Jerusalem as its capital ....... . We will
struggle on all fronts to prove that this land is Arab, Arab and
Arab; we will defend every particle of Palestinian soil, and we will
wage the battle of building a Palestinian state as we waged the

~ liberation and peace battle.”
Interview in Saudi journal al-Wasat, Jan 9 - 15, 1995.

Yasir Arafat has for many years being making statements like the
above, mixing the language of peace and compromise in his declarations
in the Western languages, while saying in Arabic that Jerusalem is

totally Palestinian and that not one acre of historic Palestine belongs to

'3 Abul Kalam Azad, ‘The Middle East Peace process and the Palestinian Statehood’,BIISS Papers, no. 18,
April 2000, p. 69.



the Jews.!* In spite of é_ll this,‘ however, Arafat’s stature aé the
,uhdisputed leader of the Palestinian people began to slip after the
: Signin‘g of the 1993 Oslo Accords. The Accords formalizéd the legitimacy
of Israel and ended Palestinian claims to Israeli land. The P.L.O. also
had to give up their claim to 30% of the t‘grritory that the original 1948
UN partition plan had defined as Palestinian. The so- called future state
~of Palestine was to comprise of little more than 20% of what was once

the British Mandate of Palestine.!5
The US role in the Oslo Process

----the relationship between the United States and Israel is a
- special relationship for special reasons. It is based upon shared
4_va1ues, interests and a common commitment, to democracy,

'plu‘ralism and respect for the individual.’

-US Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, February _1993.

~ This statement by the top foreign i)olicy official of the Clinton
' adm}nistration reveals the tilt, bias and interest of the Americans in any
deal involving the prospect of a long term peace between Israel and her
" neighbours. The Clinton Presidency itself when it took office was hailed
as one of the most prb - Israel governments. to come to office in
Washington for a long time. As an election candidate, Clinton had
criticized the Bush administration for linking peace talks to
'humanitarian efforts to resettle Soviet immigrants. He often praised the
| Israeli prime_ minister Yitzhak Rabin for the steps he had taken to revive
the peace process (the same Rabin who had brutally tried to crush the |
first intifadeh) and publicly appealed to the ‘Arab side to respond. He was
~also quoted as repeatedly asking the Arabs to end their .boycott of Israel.

' Arthur Hertzberg, “A small peace for the Middle East”, Foreign Affairs, vol. 80, No. 1, Jan/Feb 2001, p.
141. . -
'* Chris Hedge, “The New Palestinian Revolt’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 80, No. 1, Jan/Feb 2001, p. 134.
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He promised to help Israel maintain its-ciualitative military balance in the
'Middl_e East.16

| In March 1993, while meeting the Israeli Premier Rabin officially
for the first fime, President Clinton promi_sed‘ that he would prevent any
measure to cut US military and economic aid to Israel. Clinton’s
“affection for the Jewish state was best expressed in an interview given to
" the New York Times, the day before the Israel = PLO agreement was
. signed in Washington.

“The only time I went to Israel was with my pastor, who told me
after I got back that he thought one day I would be
president............ and he said ‘Just remember, God will never

- forgive you if you turn your back on Israel’ .17

The above statement not ‘only revealed Clinton’s almost religious
affection for the Jewish state (a must for all Afherican presidents in their
first term if they harboured ambitions for a second term) but also his
: aimost childlike ego, a point that would again come to light at the end of
the Camp David II summit. The Americans, however had no direct role in
" the Oslo négotiations. They were only brought into the picture towards
the end when it was sure that a deal could be signed. This in turn
reflected the extreme secrecy under which the negotiations were
conducted in Oslo. When the Israelis first intimated the Americans
'about-_ the Oslo process, veteran Israeli politician and the then Foreign
Minister Shimon Peres, reportedly told the US Sécretary of State, Warren
Christopher,. that Israel was willing to publicly attribute all credit for the
breakthrough to the Americans. More then making peace with the PLO,

'® Ziva Flamhaft, ‘Israel on the Road to Peace : Accepting the Unacceptable’ (Colorado : Washington
Press, 1996). . .
' New York Times, September 12, 1993, p. 10. In Flamhaft, n. 4, p. 98.
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| the Israelis wanted to get any commitment they made guaranteed by the
US.18 | |
‘1 The Oslo Accords consisted of two parts.

1. Mutual recognition between the PLO and Israel and.

2. Declaration of Principles (DoP) on interim Self-Governing

Arrangements for Palestinians in the Gaza Strip and Jericho.

It was the second part that was signed in Washington on 13
September 1993. the DoP was signed on the White House lawns by -
Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres and PLO Executive Committee
member Mahmoud Abbas (Abu Mazin) in the presence of the US
President Bill Clinton, Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, and PLO
Chairman Yasir Arafat. It was witnessed by the US Secretary of state
Warren Christopher and Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev. The
first part wés in the form of two letters signed by Arafat and Rabin.
Arafats’ letter made far reaching commitments to Israel. The PLO
| recognised Israeli right to exist in peace and security, accepted Security
- Council resolutions 242 and 338, committed itself to the peace process
and to a peaceful resolution of conflict between the two sides, renounced
the use of terrorism and other acts of violence, and agreed to assume
rcSponsibility of all PLO elements and personnel to ensure compliénce.l‘?
The PLO also agreed to change the relevant articles of the Palestine
Na‘tidr}al Charter(PNC) denying Israels’ right to exist‘ and any other
provision against the above stated commitments. Rabin’s letter to Arafat
stated that in the light of the PLO commitments, the government of Israel
had decided to recognize the organization- as the representative of the
Palestinian people and to begin negotiation with it withih the dedle East

pe€ace process.

" Warren Christopher,” Chances of a Lifetime — A Memoir’ (New York, Scribner Books, 2001), p. 200,
' Bansidhar Pradhan, ‘Terrorism as an Instrument of Armed Struggle and Diplomacy’, Intematxonal
studies (JNU), vol. 138, no. 4, 2001, p. 415.
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A Palestinian Interim Self - GoVerning Authority (PISGA) which
“later come to be known as Palestinian Authbrity (PA) was to be s_et up in
the terr‘itorie's of Gaza and Jericho (West Bank) following the withdrawal
of the Israelis from these areas. The éuthori‘ty was to be extended to
other areas of the West Bank later. To facilitate the extension of the
PLO’S power base, the projected agreement provided for a five — year
programme of Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories and troop
- redeploymeht.  Negotiations on critical issues like the right of return of
Palestinian refugees, the future borders of the projected Palestinian
state, the future of Jewish settlements in the occupied territories and the
question of Jerusalem were all deferred, but it was specified that they'
should begin not later than the beginning of the third year of the interim

period between the Govefnment of Israel and the Palestinian Authority.2¢
Palestinian Statehood and the Oslo Accords .4

_ It is interesting to note that nowhere 'i'n the wording of the accords
“does the question of Palestinian statehood figure. This was quite-contrary
to the PLO’s oft- stated sole ambition 6f establishing a sovereign, secular
~ state in historic Palestine or at least on the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip. UNGA resolution 181 that clearly defines the legitimacy and
necessity of a Palestinian state was never alluded to in the Oslo accords,
'W'here as, UNSC resolutions 242 and 338 that refer to the Arab -Israeli
, COnﬂict'_ without any reference to the PaJesﬁnians, have constituted the
~base of the_Osio peace process. While no mention is made ébdut a
‘national home for the vPalestinians’ in the .‘Oslo process, there is a
reference to the so called ‘mutual legitimate and political rights of the
: Palestinians’ in the preamble to the DOP. There is no reference to the
right of return of Palestinian refugees as enshrined in UN resolutions.
Concur‘rentiy, no mention is made of an end to the Israeli military

occupation of the OTs. The so - called Israeli withdrawal from the West

2 ‘Azad, n.13, p. 70.
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Bank city of Jericho and the Gaza strip was not a complete process in
" that the IDF was just redeploying from crowded population centres. Asa

result Israel would continue to maintain its status as a de facto sovereign

even in Gaza and J ericho.?!

Israel, on the other hand, managed to get much more out of the
"PLO. Thus the PLO’s recognition of Israel removed the raison d etre for
the other Arab states to continue to withhold their recognition of the
Jewish state. As a result of the Oslo accords, the PLO got official
‘recognition from the US and Eukropean statés. It also qualified for
interriational assistance form d.onor organisations like the World Bank. -
Indeed as former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has recently
pointed out, “the outside world would increasingly endow that

autonomous entity with attributes of statehood”.?2 -

Cairo Agreement

The Cairo Agreement also known as the Gaza -Jericho Agreement
was signed on 4 May 1994. This provided for Palestinian self — rule in
Gaza and Jericho as given in the DOP. It also required the Palestinians
to accept a system of dual rights in the territories. A right for the settlers
and a lesser right for the Arabs. The Cairo accords enshrined the Israeli
right to fortify and defend its settlements in Gaza and Jericho, to reserve .
roads and highways for its exclusive use and to restrict the Palestinian
population to strictly defined areas.?® The US was supposed to have
played the part of honest broker in these negotiations. In addition, a
protocol on economic relations was agreed in Paris on 29 April 1994, and
was added to the Cairo Agreerhent in may 1994 .The new ‘economic
agreements’ served to reduce the Palestinian economy to vassal Status of

the Israelis with import tariffs, trade taxes, import licensing and high

21 :

Ibid, P. 71.
2 Mark. A. Heller, “Towards a Palestinian State”, Survival, vol. 39, no. 2, Summer, 1997, p. 6. -
3 Sukumar Muralidharan, ‘Peace and war’, Frontline (cover story), November 10, 2000, p. 16.
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standards being imposed on goods preduced by the Palestinians. Israel
could v1rtually dictate to the Palestinians in the economic field and bring

about its unqual integration into a highly advanced Israeli economy. 24

The Cairo agreement contained .detaﬂed arrangernents for I_sraeli-
- withdrawal from Gaza and Jericho and the deployment of a 9000 sti‘ong
' Pale%tinian police force. A newly appointed APalestinian ‘National
Authority (PNA) would be responsibiy for managing Palestinian affairs
~ with the exception of security and foreign affairs. Elections were to be
held in July 1995 in Gaza and the whole of the West Bank to chodse

members to a Palestinian Legislative Council.

The Israelis also made a promise to extend self — rule to the
remaining parts of the West Bank. Following the establishment of self -
rule in Gaza and Jericho Israel’s position in the Arab world improved
considerably. A formal peace treaty come into place with Jordan. ThlS
was followed by consular relations with other Arab countries like

" Morocco, Tunisia,Qatar,and Oman.?s
Clinton and the Arab - Israeli peace process

The Clinton administration’s first term in office did not produce
anything remarkable in the volatile peace making arena of the Middle
East. The relationship with Israel was close but not to the extent of
distancing Arab states and the Palestinians. The visibly genuine
' pai‘ticip‘ation of Israel in the peace process further improved the US -
Israeli relationship. Both Prime Ministers, Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon
Peres enjoyed a good working relationship with the Clinton
administration. In April 1996, President Clinton along with Israeli Prime
Minister, Shimon Peres, issued a joint statement that set their ‘strategic

partnership’ in two main principles.

* Dr. A.K. Pasha, ‘Conflict Resolution and the Palestinian Peace Process’, in A K.Pasha(Ed.),"Arab - -
Israeli Peace Process : an Indian Perspectlve (New Delhi, Manas publlcauons 2000), p. 254.
» Azad n. 3,p. 82
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1. The natural US commitment to Israel and

2. A mutual determination to achieve a comprehensive

peace settlement.26

The United States is the only outside power that both Israel and
_the PA recognize can play a key role in the peace process.  Israelis
depend on the will and ability of the US to intervene even military if
necessary should things ‘go wrong’ for the Jewish state. American
wealth and leadership are necessary for the international arrangements
to maintain a peace agreement. The Palestinians on the other hand see
ah active American role as the only way to maintain same sort of status
‘quo in a situation greatly favouring Israel. -
The Syﬁan Angle

After the beating that Iraq received in the Gulf war, Syria a_lo_he '
r¢ma1'ned as the ‘main threat to Israel in the neighbourhood. Both the
‘Israelis and the Americans were determined to being Syria also into the
peace fold on their terms. But their Caléulétions were all foiled by the
~ sphinx of Damascus, Hafiz al -Assad. For the United states, an Israel -
- Syria agreement would not only remove a major threat to Israel, but
would improve the American Strategic position in the region as well.
While pursuing a duel containment p'olicy vis-a-vis Iran and Iraq, the |
American were trying to improve their relations with Syria, banking on
the recent Syria participation in ‘Operation Desertstorm’ against Iraq. In
addiﬁon to .sending his Secretary of State, Warren Christopher to
Damascus many times on shutte dipioma‘cy between Syria and Israel,
_Clinton himself met Assad twice in 1994. But he could not influence him

to change his mind.?” The main issue for Assad was the Golan Heights

* Robert Rabil, “The ineffective role of the US in the US- Isracl- Syrian Relationship,” Middle East Journal,
Summer 2001, p. 431.

“"Christopher, n. 6, p. 223.
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'that Israel had occupied in 1967. Assad rightly demanded a full and
uricoriditional withdrawal by Israel from the area. Israel, on the other
hand was only interested in security guarantees from the Syrians which

Assad was not prepared to give unless and until a withdrawal took place.

" Oslo Il Accord

It required a lot of prodding and mediation by the Americans as
- well as the ‘Egyptians for the Israelis and the Palestinians to agree to the
next stage of their péace process. Meeting in Washington on 18
September 1995, the Israeli Foreign Minster Shimon Peres and the PLO
leader Yasser Arafat put their signatures to a document known as the
'I‘nterim Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza strip or Oslo II. This
agreemént committed Israel to withdraw from 440 villages of the West
Bank and six of the seven cities, including Hebron. Civil autho_rity would
be transferred to the PNA in all these éreas‘, but Israel would reserve the
_right to intervene militarily in the villages. In other words, no area in the
West Bank was to witness Israeli withdrawal in the true sense as
subsequent Israeli redeploynent was to occur in the OTs. Oslo II was
silent on the question of dismanting the Jewish settlements in the West
Bank. Such a dismantling was antithetical to the Jewish conception of
lsecurity. A major feature of Oslo II was the division of the West Bank
'ihto three zones. Zone A consisted of the main towns (2.8 % of total land
area with 28% of the pdpulatio_n) to be placed under direct Palestinian
control. Zone B was to comprise of the remaining Palestinian population
cevnters where civilian control resides "’with'.. the PA and security control
with Israel. This effectively placed Area B under Israeli jurisdiction.
Zone C was composed of mostly rural land comprisingl nearly 70% of the
- total West Bank that included Israeli settlements and areas reserved for
future Israeli infrastructural projects and military zones. In spite of so
called re-deployment, Israel always controlled over 80% of the land area

in the West Bank. With the Oslo-II agreement, Israel gained legal control
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over a majority of the West Bank. This was an aim, it had sought since
' 1967.1n’fact, the territorial divisions agreed to in the Oslo II accord,
established the framework for a final settlement in the West Bank that
would deny any - territorial continuity to-a future Palestinian state.
‘Moreover, by accepting the division of the West Bank according to the
provisions of the accord, .Y.asir Afafat- accepted the legitimacy, of Israeli

~ settlement in the oceupied territories.28
Arrival of Benjamin Netanyahu

The Clinton administration actively supported Shimon Peres in the
May 1996 general elections in Israel fhat followed the assassination of
.the former Israeli premier Yitzhak Rabin. Clinton lived up to his promise
of being the _moSt liberal US President viz- a-viz Israel by grantihg huge
amounts of military ‘and technological aid together with the
establishment of a formal defence treaty when premier Peres visited
-Washington in April 1996. Arafat also helped the Peres campaign by
presiding over the 21t session of the PNC ( Palestine National Council)at
'I which, the érti_cles in the Palestinian National Charter denying Israel’s
right to exist were formally abrogated.?? But none of this could save
Peres from being defeated by Netanyahu. Netayahu’s election
represented a watershed in }sraeli politics as it was for the first time
'that_ the people had directly  elected a Prime Minister. Eventhough
| ‘Bibi’ Netanyahu won by a slim margin, he was able to claim a
~ political mandate independent of the outcome of elections to the
Knesset(Israeli Parliament).Netanyahu’s. approach to the peaee process
“was to modify it by the induction of two important concepts, that of
security and reciprocity. Thereby he was aiming at bringing the Oslo . .

process much more to the advantage of Israel. The underlying aim of

% Sara Roy, ‘Why Peace Failed : An Oslo Autopsy’, Current History, vol. 101, no, 65, Jan, 2002, p. 12.°

% Paul Cossali, ‘Arab- Israel Relations 1967 — 2001°, in ‘Surveys of the world: the Middle East and North
Africa 2002’ (18" Ed.) [London, Europe publications Ltd, 2001], p. 40.
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this strategy was to prove that Israel would have the absolute right
to stop Vwithdrawing and if necessary re-occupy the territories on the
pretext of lack of security.® In this context, it may be noted that more
than half of the West Bank was designate‘d by the Netanyahu cabinet

as necessary for Israel’s security. 3!
Herbron Protocol on Oslo-III

Netanyéhu’s first foray into the previously untouchable field of
Oslo negotiations was the Hebron Protocol-signed January 15, 1997.
This introduced some important charges from earlier accords and set
new precedents for future negotiations. According to the protocol, the
city of Hebron in the southern part of the West Bank was divided
into two parts,} H1l and H2.There was a redeployment from 80% of
Hebron where 100,000 Palestinans lived. However Israel retained fﬁll
control over thev remaining 20% or H2‘, where samé 400 militant
Jewish settlers, protected by the IDF, lived among 30,000 Palestinians.
Thesé people were kept under almost continous curfew, just for the
sake of a few fanatic settlers. The Herbron protocol contained no
reference to UN resolution 242 or 338 as the legal framework for
negotiations. Hebron’s division into two parts created a new precedent
for the further division of Palestinian lands into isolated enclosures.
The ‘PA’s acceptence of an' armed settler'prcsence in ‘a predominantly
Arab pbpulation center established another precedent for the pefman
ence. of Israeli settlement throughout the West Bank and Gaza and
also for the bifurcation of Palestinian lands to make way for these

set'tlemcnts.32

" Azad, n. 3, p. 87.

" Strategic Survey 1997-1998, p.145, in Azad p.$8.
" Roy, n. 16, p. 12
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The Wye Memorandum (Oslo -1IV)

In early. 1998, the Clinton Administration proposed that that
Israeli forces vacate 12-15% of the West Bank subject, of course, to
- commitments from the Palestlmans to ‘fight terror and prevent
‘violence’. The Palestinians were expecting a redeployment of 30% -
40% to make up for Oslo’s missed‘ deadlines. Netanyahu howew}er,
 stated that a redeployment of more than 10% would jeopardize Israeli
security. He refused to listen to Clinton’s proposals for well over half -a
year, stating that they were ‘neither desirable nor viable3 Increasingly
concerned by the lack of progress in the peace process, Clinton hosted
- a bilateral summlt meeting between the Israeli Prime Minister and the
- PNA Pres1dent Yasir Arafat at the Wye Plantation, Maryland on 15
October 1998. The aim of the summit was to reach agreement on all the
outstanding provisions of the interim phase of the Oslo accords, as
-defined in the Interim Agreements of September 1995 (Oslo H).
Negotiations between the Israeli and Palestinian teams concluded on
- 23 October with the signing of the Wye River Memorandum. This
committed Israel to withdraw from 13.1% of the West Bank in three
phases, contingent on the security situation in the West Bank,
Negotiation on the final status’ issues-refugees, settlements and
"Jerusalem-were' to commence - in November 1998 and go on till Oslo’s
" scheduled expiry date of May 1999, The PLO on its part agreed to
weapons coilection, security eooperation and other security measures
in the occupied territories. A joint Ad -Hoc committee was established
‘to deal with certain bilateral economic issues. Discussions were
started regarding the opemng of the ‘Gaza Sea Port. Israel also agreed
to release 'Palestinian detainees in their Jaﬂs and to facilitate the

opening of Gaza International Airport as well as the Gaza -West Bank

* Cossali, n. 17, p. 41.
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~corridor. The terms of the Wye Memorandum were much more
favourable to the Israelis than the Palestinians. Thus Palestinian
.- negotiators were very much concerned that ‘they had committed
_ themselves to enter final status’ talks vs}ith Israel still in con_trol of
over 80% of the OTs.3* They need not have worried. Within a month of
signing the Wye accord, and after only a minor transfer of land, |
Netanyahu suspended implementation of the agreement, under
pressure from ultra—right parties and also in anticipation of Israel’s

national elections on 17 May 1990,

' Thus with each backward step, the dilemma produced by the Olso
: Accords_ deepened. For over a decade, the Arab-Israeli peace process
has -been based on the concept of building trust and keeping
commitments albeit hesitantly. This graduahst approach had, in fact
been -the orlginal idea behind Kissmgers shuttle diplomacy in the
' m1d-197Os.It resulted in two disengagement agreements along with a
partial Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai. The Oslo agreements had
" seemed to be the logical endgame of this approach. However, as progress
had slowed down, the old concept was challenged. Ironically, the
cha,llerige had been first issued by Henry Kissenger.He had argued in
1996 that the time had come to \face th'e facts,namely,statehood for the
“Palestlmans, the definition of Israel’s final borders; and the status of

Jerusalem.3To quote him,

“This US must shift the dlscussmn from procedures to goals
v{Israel must face the implications of its own policies, and the
Palestinians, perhaps intoxicated by the heady wine of global

solicitude must be reminded that they have no military prospects |

34

Ibid.
P W.G. Hyland, ‘Clinton’s world: Remaking Amerlcan Forclgn Policy’, (New York, Praeger Press,
-1999), p. 161, .
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and that their people require not just co-existence but Israeli

| cooperation in day-to-day living”.36
As both sides came closer to the core issues, slowing down of
the Oslo process was inevitable. Frustration at this - in Washington
ult’imétely came to center more on Israel than on the Palestinians.
‘Thi‘s again was a natural result of the intransigence of the Netanyahu
- government viz-a-viz the péace process. Clinton was regarded as a
friend of Israel, but he -wasopenly hostile to.its government under
Benimnin (Bibi) Netanyahu. Finally the general elections held - in May
1999 resulted in the defeat of Netanyahu and the victory of thé pro-

-pea‘cé Ehud Barak as Prime Minister of Israel.

%8 Henry Kissinger, “The Mideast Deal”, Washington post, November 7, 1996.
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THE CAMP DAVID-II SUMMIT

Victory of Ehud Barak

Clinton’s exasperation with the policies of Netanyahu and his
Liqud party led him to openly back Barak in the May 1999 elections.
He had made no secret of his inability to deal with ‘Bibi’. The Netanyahu
period had been one time when Clinton’s traditionally close relations
with the Israelis had come under tremendous strain. Traditionally
American Presidents had faced problems from Liqud premiers in
Israel. Barak, on the other hand, as a former Chief of Staff of the Israeli
Army had impeccable labour party credentials. During the election
campaign, Barak worked on a platform guaranteeing both the security
of Israel and the struggle against terrorism. Barak also promised to
completely withdraw the Israeli Army from Lebanon and also to seek
peace with the Syrians. He stood for the formation of a Palestinian
‘state. In all his campaign speeches, he laid much emphasis on the
c;)ncept of physical separation between Israel and the Palestinians in
order to foster ‘good-neighbourly relations and mutual respect’.!
‘Barak’s IDF - inspired obsession with strategic security was evident by
all his pre-election emphasis on the conventional and nuclear 'strikc
capabilities of the Syrians, Iranians and Iraqis rather than on the
- Palestinians. Barak’s role model was the former Israeli premier
Yitzhak Rabin. He had served under him both in the Army and later
as a Minister in his cabinet. Barak promiscd to secure peace with the

Palestinians based on four security red lines.

' Farah Naaz, “The Israeli — Palestinian Track : Recent Developments’, Strategic Analysis, vol. 26, no. 1,
April 1, 2000, p. 117.
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1. A united Jerusalem under Israeli sovereignty as the

capital of Israel forever.
2. No return to the 1967 borders.

3. No foreign army would be allowed west of the Jordan

river.

4. Most of the settlers in Judea and Samaria (West Bank

and Gaza) would be consolidated into settlement blocs

under Israeli sovereignty.
Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum (Wye - II Accord).

Though an admirer of Rabin, Barak had alWays been against the

Oslo process which he felt compromised Israeli security. He sought to

replace Oslo’s ‘step by step’ format with a direct all en-corhpassing

deal that would solve the problem once and for all. In this, he was

supported by the Americans, in particular , President Clinton with the

experience of the successful 1995 Dayton peace Accord behind him.
Barak, however was more interested in brokering deals directly with the
Arabs without the help of the Americans. In his first trip to the US,
Barak is said to have asked Clinton to keep off unless asked to help

out. It was in this context that the Sharm el-Sheikh summit cropped

up, which was meant to get the suspended Wye agreement back on

back. The Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum éigned on 4 September 1999,

“committed both parties to achieve a framework agreement on
‘permanent status issues by February 2000. Israel also pledged to
redeploy from 13% of the West Bank by January 2000. ‘Final Status’

negotiation were also scheduled to be completed by September 2000.

The two sides also agreed on the starting of certain vital Palestinian

infrastructural projects like the seaport at Gaza. Two ‘safe passage’

were also provided between the Gaza strip and the West Bank. On the
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security front, both sides decided to act to ensure the immediate,
efficient and effective handling of any incident involving a threat or
‘act of terrorism, violence or incitement whether committed by
Palestinians or Israelis. To this end, they agreed to cooperative in the
exchange of information and coordin’ate policies and activities.? The
Memorandum also included a joint appeal to the international
cdmmunity to continue their. support, both moral and economic to the

Palestinian reconstruction efforts as well as the Israeli- Palestinian

peace process.

As President Clinton approached the end of his second term in
office, his desire to leave behind a legacy -as a peacemaker propelled
him ever deeper into the Arab - Israeli conflict. His first term in office
brought the first major peace making success in the Balkans, when
the three warring parties signed the Dayton peace accords.. As far
as the Middle East was concerned, Oslo I and II, the Israel-Jordan
peace treaty and same minor -advances on the Syrian front was all
that took place in Clinton’s first term. The American role in all these
affairs was relatively modest. The U.S acted more as a facilitator than
as a mediator. Prior to Oslo , the Clinton administration never once
forgot the Kissingerian dictum of avoiding all contact with the PLO
unless otherwise  authorized by the Israelis. Evén after Oslo, the US
refused to predict that a Palestinian state would rise out of the

‘ongoing peace process.3
The damp David II Summit

The Camp David -II Summit represented a radical break with
the past as the Barak Govt. finally decided to jettison the moribund

2 Ibid, p. 118 - 119,

* William B. Quandt, “Clinton and the Arab — Isracli Conflict: The Limits of Incrementalism’, Journal of
Palestine Studies, vol. 30, no. 2 ,Winter 2001,p.-- )
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and unworkable Oslo peace process for a more radical ‘make or break it’
summit. The mood in which the summit was approached by all
parties , including the hosts , can be gained from Clinton’s statement

on the eve of the summit: “We may not succeed but we’re sure going
to get caught trying”.*
Prelude to the Summit.

It was Barak’s refusal to carry .out the third stage of the army
‘r'edeployment, he himself had re-negotiated under the Sharm elfShaikh
agreement of September 1999 that acted as the main catalyst for the
" talks. Barak insisted on moving directly to final status talks. The summit

model for these final status talks was itself a change in Barak’s earlier
stand that so-called ‘inal status’ negotiations, might result in a
series of long-term interim arrangements rather than a permanent
settlement.5 Initially Barak’s idea was to clinch a deal with the
Syrians before ever turning to the Palestinians. To his military mind,
the Palestinians were the lowest of the low, virtual scum because as
an organized military force, they were almost nil. The Americans as
always were more then willing to facilitate an Israeli-Syrian dialogue.
This was in spite of the fact that they had burned their fingers in their
previous attempt  during Clinton’s  first term in  office. UsS
intermediaries were informed by the Syrians that negotiations would
‘be resumed on the basis of the understanding that Israel was
committed to withdraw from the Golan Heights.6 In December 1999,
US Sécretary of 'State, Madeleine Albright met with Israeli and Syrian
leaders during a regional tour. Her visit was followed by an

announcement that the Israeli Prime Minister, Ehud Barak, and the

4 International Herald Tribune, April 25, 2001. _
* Paul Cossali, ‘ Arab-Israeli relations 1967-2000", in’Surveys of the World:The Middle East and North
Africa 2002°(48" Ed.),(London, Europa Pbls. Ltd.,2001),p.42.. .

% Ibid.




78

Syrian Foreign. Minister, Faruk al-Shéra’, would be restafting
negotiations from the point at which they had ended in February
1996. The two delegations met at Shepardstown, West Virginia from 3-
10 Jaﬁuary 2000. .President Clinton played an important part in these
talks literally shepherdihg the two sides along tc a mutually agreeable
solution. The talks ended on 10 January with a mutual commitment
to resume discussions on key areas of borders, water, security and
diplomatic relations on 19 January. Following some misunderstanding,
the négbtiators never returned. Another meeting that Clinton had with
Asad in Gen.eva also ended in failure. Thus ended the Syrian track of

Barak’s ambitious peace programme.

Clinton’s Gamble at Highwire Summitry

In mid May 2000, it come to light that both the PNA and the Israeli
government had been involved in a secret dialogue in the Swedish
capital, Stockholm. The negotiations were facilitated by a US
administration anxious to conclude a peace settlement before the US
presidential elections in November 2000. Clinton’s plan was to invite
both parties, Barak and Arafat to a brain storming session at Camp
David, the presidential retreat situated in a secluded part of Maryland. If
necessary, he would follow the pattern first practiced at Dayton and later
finessed at Wye, ﬁamely, to apply intense pfessure on the participants to
conclude their negotiations in a successful manner. In mid - October
1998, both Arafat and Netanyahu were invited to meet Clinton for a
couple of days at the Wye River Plantation in eastern Maryland. The
plan was to resort to the Carter model of summit diplomacy. The
President and his officers decided to play a direct role, even to the extent

of full scale mediation, to bring the two 'parties to an agreement.”?

7 Quandt, n. 3, p. 28
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However unlike Carter at Camp David, Clinton did not bother to
remain at the negotiating site all the time. That was definitely not his
style. After days of mutual recrimination and bickering, Clinton threw
himself into the fray. He “pulled an all- nighter’, meaning he spent a
whole night alternatively meeting each of the parties in the fray trying to
get sorhe sort of an agreement from them. The result was the Wye’ River
Accord, signed on 23 October 1998 by Arafat and Netanyahu in the
presence of Clinton and king Hussein of Jordan who had been quite
literally plucked out of his deathbed to help in the process. Clinton
‘decided to repeat this process with Arafat and Barak. The only change
he made was in the venue, choosing to g6 to Camp David with ail its
famous memories of another summit twenty years ago when two bitter
enemies had concluded a successful peace treaty. Clinton was evideritly
hoping to repeat Jimmy Carter’s epoch making summit meeting at Camp
David with'Egypt’s Anwar el — Sadat and the Israel’s Menachem Begin in

1979.
' Ehud Barak’s role in the Arab - Israeli Peace Process

Ehud Barak was elected prime minister of Israel in May 1999 on a
platform of coming to peace with all of Israel’s neighbours including the
Palestinians. He was immediately interested in a peace with the Syrians.
But talks with the Syrians floundered over the conditions under which
Israel was to withdraw from the Golan Heights. Barak then turned his
attention to the Palestinians. It was Barak who signaled to Clinton his
interest in a summit meeting with the PNA president Yasir Arafat. His
aim was to reach an agreement with Arafat by 13t September 2000,
which was the seventh anniversary of the Oslo Accords. Clintoﬁ, also
‘was eager to seize upon this virtually las.t npportunity for him to make an
impact on the Middle East peace process. Arafat, on the other land, was
quite unwilling to appear for a summit meeting where he knew that he

and his team would be forced to make compromi'ses by the Israelis and



80

the Americans. Arafat did not believe that the time was ripe for historic
compromises, even for the sake of peace. The issues at stake were too
vast ahd ‘emotive for that. They involved the ambitions and aspirations
of millions of Palestinian people, both resident and displaced refugees
séattercd around the world. In spite of his objections, Clinton and Barak
'dccided to go ahead with the summit to be convened on 11 July,2000 at

" the Camp David presidential retreat outside Washington.®

As pcr‘thc Sharm el - Sheikh agreement of September 1999, Barak
~ was committed to a phased 13% Israeli redeployment in the West Bank
to be committed by January 2000. Final status negotiations were
scheduled to be completed by September 2000. When it was decided to
go ahead with the Camp David talks, all the revised Oslo deadlines were
thrown into the dustbin. Barak also refused to carry out the
redeployment that he had agreed to at Sharm el - Sheikh under the
excuse that all these issues would be dealt with at the final status talks
‘ét Camp David. Thus at the camp David summit, the Palestinians were
forced to negotiate permanent status issues with only 42% of the 22% of
historic Palestine that it was claiming, under-its full or partial control.
Also the PA had full control of only 18% of the 22% - the so- called area
A. The remaining 24% was under joint control, constituting the so-
| called area B. In the pre- negotiation phase leading up to Camp David,
the original Oslo understanding that withdrawal from the majority of the
OTs during the five years transitional period (extended to seven years by
the inaction of successive Israeli governments) was a prerequisite to final
s'_tatus negotiations, now became linked to major Palestinian conceSsions
on final status issues.® In short, the Barak Government seemed out to

- kill two.birds with one stone in the run up to the Camp David II summit.

¥ Cossali, n. 5, p. 43.

? Rema Hammami and Salim Tamari, “The Sccond Uprising : End or New Beginning’, Journal of Palestine
Studies, vol30., no. 2, winter 2001, p. 7
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One was the slow moving Oslo peace process based on a graduated
process of incremental concessions by both sides. The second was the
ability and power of the Palestinians to negotiate from a position of some
strength having at least a majority of the land they were demanding. The
Israelis from the very beginning itself seemed to have intended to impose
the peace of the strong on the weak at Camp David. In this brute

process, they had the full support of the Americans.

During the seven long yéars since the signing the Oslo Accords, the
Palestinians had been forced to make innumerable concessions. They
were witnessing the ongoing confiscation of Arab lands in the West Bank
and Gaza. The existing Israeli settlements were being continuously
expanded while new settlements were being established, contributing to
the viv'isection of Palestinian ‘territory. The settler population had
doubled in the last 10 years to over 200,000. The West Bank had been
clearly divided into three distinct cantons by the Israelis, disconnected
from each other by.Jewish settlements. Gaza was home to 6000 settlers
‘ocgup_ying 40% of the territory, while the remaining 60% was populated
by over 1.1 million Palestinians. Bypass roads built for use by the
settlers alone, again served to further truncate Palestinian areas. The
‘closure’ policy in the West Bank and Gaza has become on
'. institutionalized fact, thereby restricting the movement. of the
Palestinians and locking them into enclaves, besides totally destroying
the economy. Again, the establishment of literally hundreds of police
barricades and army checkpoints throughout the West Bank and the
Gaza strip was a deliberate policy to further restrict and control the
movement of the Palestinian beople. Iin the creation of all these policies,

'Israel also indirectly relied on the PA and its huge 40,000 men strong
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security department to maintain control of the population and literally

act to provide protection for Israel actions.!?

Given all these “facts on the ground”, as the Israeli right was so
proud of stating, the establishment of an adequately sovereign, resourced
state in July 2000 was practically impossible. At Camp David, for the
first time since the Oslo process began, the Palestinians refused to make
“any further conéessions. The Palestinians had always made a stern
distinction between the concessions they were forced to make during
Oslo’s transitional phase and the positions they would take on
negotiating the ‘inal status’ issues with the ISraelis._ Evidently the
Israelis and Ameficans believed that the ‘final status’ talks would .also
witness heavy concessions by the Palestinians.

Palestinian negotiating positions at the start of the Camp David- II
 Summit were geared towards satisfying a people that had been
tormented by any lack of progress in their liberation, years after the so-
called Palestinian ‘autonomy’ had been established. In the popular
perception, Palestinians had entered the peace process on the
understanding that,

1. it would bring about concrete improvement in their lives during

the interim period,

2. the interim period would be relatively short in duration, i.e., five

years, and

3. that a permanent agreement would impiement UN resolution

242 and 338 relating to the return of the refugees and the
establishment of a secure state

The peace process ,as we have seen, did not deliver any of these

things. On the contrary just before éntering into the Camp David

'* Sara Roy, *Why Peace Failed : An Oslo Autopsy’, Current History, vol. 101, no. 651, January 2000,p.14.
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process, Israeli Prime Minister -Ehud Barak publicly and repeatedly
threatened the Palestinians that his “offer” on the final status issues
would be Israel’s best and final offer. If not accepted, he said that Israel
would seriously consider “unilateral separation” by which he meant that

Israel would forcefully impose a settlement rather than negotiate one.!!
The Final Status Issues

‘Jerusalemn

The stand of both the Israelis and the Palestinians on Jerusalem
was radically different. Thus the Israeli proposal at Camp David virtually
required the Palestinians to give up any claim to the occupied portion of
Jerusalem. The aim was to get Palestinian recognition of Israél’s
annexation of all of Arab East Jerusalem. In short, Israel wanted to
annex the main settlements in and around East Jerusalem and would
| expand the greater Jerusalem area as far south as Gush Etzion near
Hebron. They were prepared to grant full Palestinian sovereignty to the
outlying Arab suburbs of East Jerusalem while the Arab neighbourhoods
immediately outside the old city would get on ‘expanded form of
autonomy’. The walled city of Jerusalem wbrld remain firmly under
Jewish sovereignty with the Muslim and Christian holy sites as well as
the Arab neighbourhoods inside the old city coming under the ‘€xpanded
form of autonomy’ scheme. Metropolitan Jerusalem would again be
divided into an Arab and an Israeli municipality within one open city

with no borders or checkpoints marking the ethnic boundaries. 2

The Palestinian reply to this Israeli formulation was clear and

forthright. Arafat declared that he would not be the first Palestinian

t ‘Camp David Peace Proposal of July, 2000: Frequently Asked questions’, In website of PLO
Negotiations Affairs Department__website : http:/www,nad-plo.org/eye/new, p. 3 to 4

"> Rema Hammami and Salim Tamari, “The Second Uprising:End or New Beginning’,, Journal of Palcstine
Studics, Vol.30,No.2, Winter 2001, p. 6 :

!



84

leader to surrender Jerusalem.!®He also stated that Jerusalem was
equally sacred to the Palestinians, both Christian and Muslim. For them,
East Jerusalem including the walled city and the Arab districts must
form the capital of their new state of Palestine. As part‘of the territory
occupied in 1967, East Jerusalem in the Palestinian perspective is
subject to UNSC resolution 242 (in admissibility of territory acquired by
fofce or war). The Israelis and the Palestinians agreed on one point that
Jerusalem should be an open city and that there should be free
movement of people within the city. The future state of Palestine would
be corhmitted to maintaining the sanctity and dignity of the religious
sites in the old city that make Jerusalem so important. Freedom of

worship and access would be guaranteed.4

At Camp David, the Israelis and Americans come up with a new
proposal regarding the Haram al - Sharif (TempleMount) which was the
site oif the al- Agsa mosque as well as that of the Jewish Temple,
destroyed during Roman times.It was known va.s “vertically divided”
soVeréig’nty in which the Muslims would control the ground level and
the Israelis would control the area below the surface. This proposal was
striking given that no previous Israeli administration had ever advanced

such a notion.
Settlemments and Borders

These constitute a major point of disagreement between the
Israelis and the Palestinians. Settlements had been built in the OTs since
1967 and now many extended right through the West Bank and Gaza.

The Israelis wanted to annex three main settlement blocs (Ariel, Etzion

B Akram Hanieh,’The Camp David Papers,’Special Document,Journal of Palestine
Studies, Vol.30,No.2, Winter2001, ,p.85

' -Camp David peace proposal of July. 2000: * Frequently Asked Questions. In www.nad-
. plo.org/perianent/sumpalpo. p. |
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and Ma’ale Adumim) which together had a combined population of some

250,000 set_tlers.

The Palestinians were against this as around 80,000 to 100,000
Arabs in there areas would effectively become part of Israel and would
be disenfranchised. Such an arrangement would bring about the
complete encirclement of East Jerusalem by Jewish settlefnents, sealing
off the city from its Palestinian hinterland. It would also contribute
towards effectively splitting the West Bank into two. They demanded the
total withdrawal of all settlements in the West Bank and Gaza and the
full restoration ofv the pre- 1967 borders. At Camp David, the Israelis
were talking about annexing 10-13% of the West Bank. They had no
equal land swaps to offer to the Palestinians. In addition, the Israelis
were interested in annexing West Bank land in such a way that all water

resources would be under their control.

As far as the Palestinians were concerned, accepting the Jahuary
4, 1967 borders itself constituted a major compromise on their earlier
demand of all of historic Palestine. They were not willing to accept the
further cutting up of this territory, effectively rendering their claim to
statehood null and void. In addition, the Palestinians opposed all Israeli
demands for maj'ntaining military infrastfucture' consisting of béses,
troops and early warning stations and border posts along the Jordan
river and in Gaza. A future Palestinian state was perceived by the
Israelis to be essentially demilitarized with just lightly armed police
forces.’>The Palestinians based their arguments on the promise that
security. relations between the future state of Palestine and Israel should
be structured to reflect also the rights and interests of the Palestinian

people.

S . .
"* Hammami and Tamari, n.12, p, 9.
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Refugees

The Refugee problem was a highly controversial issue for both
sides! The Israelis were not even willing to acknowledge the issue. They
saw the problem as not created by them. Instead they blamed the Arabs
themselves, particularly the neighbouring Arab states for creating this
issue. The Israelis were 100% against the return of the former Arab
residents of Israel. This was perceived as a threat to the Jewish
character of the state of Israel. In addition, thley were also not willing. to
provide compensation to the refugees that were staying in miserable
camps in the surrounding countries as well as in the West Bank and
Gaza. The Israelis always linked any question of compensation to similar
demands that the Jews that migrated from Arab states after the

formation of the state of Israel be compensated.

For the Palestinians, the refugee issue was the primary issue.
Without at least a symbolic acceptance by the Israelis that the refugees
can return, a mutually acceptable compromise would be very difficult
from their perspective. The Palestinian position on refugees was based on
UN General Assembly resolution 194 (1948) that called for the return of

the refugees and their compensation.!6
Camp David II - Venue and Conditions

Clinton’s choice of Camp David as the venue for the peace talks
between the Israelis was quite symbolic. Located over 50 hectors of forest
land in the hills of west Maryland, Camp David has been a summer
retreat for US presidents since 1942. It is at a distance of just 70 miles
from the white house. Camp David has been the role of many hiétorica_l
international meetings. During world war II, British prime minister

Winston Churchill and US president Franklin .D. Roosevelt plan'ncd the

'® Mahmud Abbas, "Repert on the Camp David Summit, Gaza, 9 September 2000°, Document B1, Journal
of Palestine Studies . vol. XXX, no. 2 winter 2001, p. 169.
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allied invasion of Europe while staying here. In 1978, President Jimmy
Carter chose Camp David for the meeting of two Middle East foes,
Egyptian President Anwar el-Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem
‘Begin. Within six months of this meeting, the first Arab — Israeli peace
treaty was signed. Clinton evidently believed that the tranquil and
‘peaceful surroundings of Camp David would help both parties arrive at a
deal over the fateful issues concerning them. Towards this alm, the
Americans took a number of steps to isolate the delegates that arrived to
take part in the summit. They also wanted to ensure that all meetings
took place in a friendly and informal manner. All delegates, upon their
arrival, were assigned to cabins scattered around the thickly wooded
retreat. The Americans expected nobody to wear suits and ties but only
formal clothing. ‘The Americans seemed to have assumed that the
absence of formalities would break down barriers between the two sides.
Meals were generally taken together, allowing the delegations to mingle
and. chat informally. Even the negotiations leisure time was utilized to
provided opportunities for informal meetings. The Americans hosts also
attempted to build social relations between the negotiators. Secretary of
State Madeleine Albright once invited delegates to a movie and on

another occasion, the two sides were invited to play a basket ball game.?

Another main condition of the summit was to impose a near total
media block out to ensure the secrecy of the negotiations. There was only
one telephone for each delegation and external calls were rarely
transferred to the delegations. Telephones in cabins other than those of
the leaders were for internal use onlv. The only official source of
information was a White House spokesman and sometimes a State
De.partment spokesman who held daily press conferences at a press

center somethirty minutes from Camp David. Palestinian and Israeli

' Hanich, n.13, p. 77.
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legal advisers and experts were not allowed to stay with the official
delegations. A restricted number of them were permitted to travel daily to
Camp David to meet their respective delegations for a specified amount of
time. The work format at the summit was quite interesting. There were
full comrnilttee meetings, meetings consisting of two negotiators from
each side, and meetings between Secretary of State Albright and each
delegation on specific topics. The Americans also utilized informal
contacts between members of their own peace team and delegates of béth
sides to explore pbsitions on specific issues and try to bring about an
agreement. They seemed confident that all the above conditions would
create strong pressure on the negotiators to succeed in reaching an
agreement. They just did not seem to realize that the reality of the
conflict going on in the vIsrael/ Palestine region was much more potent

‘than the unreal world that they had created at Camp David.!8
‘The Camp David II Summit: Proceedings on a day-to-day basis:

Israeli and Palestinian leaders began their summit at Camp David
on Tuesday, July 11, 2000. The first day was given over to opening
formalities with President Clinton as the host dominating the
proceedings. Clinton, who was seeing visions of a Camp David ~1978
repeat, ushered the leaders into the Presidential retreat. He certainly

~hoped that the chemistry of the place would induce a spirit of
‘principled  compromise’ that would yield a substantive peace
agreement. Mr. Clinton’s speech on the occasion was couched in
idealistic terms about securing a “just and enduring end” to the conflict
and about the “gift of peace” that the leaders could give their children.
Clinton tempered his speech by acknowledging that there was no
guarantee of success. He however emphasized the point that “not to try

is to guarantee failure”. Officials on all sides acknowledged that a good

" Ibid, p. 78.
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partial agreement would represent a significant accomplishment and
could in all probability mark the only realistic end to this rapidly

scheduled summit meeting. !°

~ Both Barak and Arafat had given strong indications of the highly
principled aﬁd determined stand that each intended to follow at Mary
land. Barak. himself had come to the summit emphasizing his oft-
repeated four red lines beyond which he ‘was not prepared to budge.
Another statement that he found himself constantly repeating was that
“it takes two to tango”. He was implying that without further Palestinian
concessions, it would not be possible for the Israelis to conclude a

peace agreement with the Palestinian Authority.

The negotiating table prepared by the Americans in the inaligura.l
day of the summit was a rectangular' dne around which 21 American,
‘Isr,aeli and Palestinian delegates sat to open the talks. At the and of
the day; all that the White House spokesman would say was that “the
atmosphere is good and the mood is serjous”. This was beeause both
- the principal actors in this drama (ir1 addition to President Clinton),
_were under tremendous stress from their domestic constituencies t() _
prevent a possible sell-out deal that could either side. At the press
conference jus_t prior to the start of the summit, both gave contrasting
opinions of the projected summit that were intended as messages to
placate their respective political constituencies. Thus Mr.Shlomo Ben-
Ami, the Israeli internal security minister, said on Monday that he felt
confident that an agreement could be reached. In direct contrast, Mr.
' Abu Ala’, Speaker of the Palestinian legislature, said that he did not
comprehend how Mr. Ben ‘Ami could speak with such confidence. In
an interview with the  ‘Voice of Paleétine’ radio, Mr. Abu Ala’

commented that “The Palestinian position will never change. And the

“Deborah Somzig, ‘Israel, Palestine Summit under way’ Deccan Herald(Bangalore) July 13, 2000.
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Israeli positions has it’s well known ‘no’s’. So how can the minister

talk about a agreement?”2°

| - "The special nature of the Camp David summit was that it was
expected to put all the highly controversial issues in the Israel-
Palestine conflict on the negotiating table. Thus the future borders of
the Israeli and ‘projected’ Palestinian states, Jewish settlement in
the West Bank, form of Palestinian statehold, water, the fate of the
Palestinian refugees and the future status of Jerusalem were to be -
discussed at the talks. It would be the first time in seven years that
Jerusalem, a seemingly irresolvable point of contention would be on the
table, since the Israelis and Palestinians began talking publicly to

each other.

_ - Mr. Clinton was prepared to allow the twov.leaders to talk to each
other fdr the first fewidays before engaging in any direct mediation. So
he was unlikely to offer any specific pro.posals for the first few days,
hoping instead to spend the first sessions airing all the issues.

-Administration officials have stated that they expect the really important

‘ days for negotiations to be one week after the start of the talks, just

before Clinton’s scheduled departure for Okinawa to attend a summit

meeting of the G-8 industrialised nations. 2!

After two days of _concentrated summiteering, Clinton on
Thursday took a break by relinquishing authority to his Secretary of
‘State;,. Madeleine Albright. The Americans continued to persist with their
steadfast refusal to discuss the substance of the talks. Joe Lockhart,
Clinton’s chief spokesman, described Wednesday’s meeting “as a busy
day between all parties, a day of engagement without any claim of
progress”. Without any claim of prbgress, Lockhart warned against

drawing any conclusions as to whether gaps were being narrowed in the

2 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
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talks. Without elaborating, the spokesman said that the two sides had
been concentrating on core issues. Lockhart stressed that he did not
_expect any loss of momentum due to Clintons absence from
Thursday’s delib_erations, pointing out that Albright had already held
talks with both leaders and presided at meetings of delegates from
both sides. 22 | " |

- The Palestinians seemed to resent the enforced isolatien more
than the Israelis. Palestinién sources stated that Arafat wanted to hold
a ‘leadership meeting’ with Palestinian officials who were not part of
his delegation at Camp David. The rules of engagement laid down by
the U.S. State Department at the summit stated that each side: could be
‘permitted to bring in technical experts and lawyers as needed. Mr.

~Lockhart meanwhile stated that he knew of no planned arrivals at

Camp David being cleared by security. 23

Meanwhile, in a bid to inject more, morﬁentum_ and urgency
into the summit, President Clinton delayed his departure to Japan
‘to attend the G-8 summit, by a day. Apparently the main sticking
point at the moment was the status of Jerusalem. According to an
agency report Mr. Barak has apparently told Mr. Arafat that Israel would
not recogﬁize a Palestinian state unless the Palestinians

acknowledged total Israeli sovereignty over Jerusalem.

Mr. Arafat, on the other hand, has threatened to unilaterally
‘ declare a Palestinian state by September 13. He insists on Arab East
Jerusalem being the capital of the new Palestinian state. The
Palestinians are however willing to cede_‘ to the Israeli’s the Jewish

- Quarter and the Western Wall in the old city of Jerusalem.
| f

z Anon., ‘Albright takes over reins of West Asia Summit’, News time (Hyderabad) July 14, 2000.
Ibid.
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By postponing his trip to Japan by a day, Washmgton is driving
home both the seriousness and importance of the talks. Mr. Clinton,
- himself, has rcferred to the ongoing process as the “hardest ever”
talks he had been involved in the last seven years. of his
Presidency.?4 Eventually he was aiming to wrap up the outline of a
final peace agreement before leaving for Japan. The round- the- clock
'negoti_ations had entered “critical” stage on the seventh day of the
| sufnmit' at Camp David with Clinton éimost continually involved in
dialogue with Israel premier Ehud Barak and Palestine leader Yasser
Arafat. Meanwhile speaker of the Israeli parliament, Arraham Burg
told Israeli radio that Barak had told him that he was ‘not really
optimistic’ about the summit’s chance of success. The White House
spokesman meanwhile commented that “the péace and intensity of
negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians have been stepped
up in a bid to secure a West Asia peace agreement at Camp David by
the Wednesday deadline”. Joe Lockhart added that “there have been
-two st.raight very long nights between the sides working through the
~ difficult issues here. There are a number of negotiators who have been
awake for a long time over the last two or three days”.?25 Clinton and
his team seemed to be trying the famous ‘Wye riirer technique’ in which
the delegates would be compelled to sign on the dotted line out of
“sheer tiredness and exhaustion. But Barak and Arafat proved to be

more resistant than Netanyahu and Arafat in 1998.

For all practical purposes, the summit had failed by the time
Clinton had to leave for Japan for the G-8 summit on the island of
Okinawa. Before leaving, he persuaded the two leaders to stay on at
Camp David. The US Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright deputized
for him. The last-ditch effort to save the talks began only after Clinton

** Sridhar Krishanaswami, ‘Clinton delays Japan Trip ‘ The Hindu (Madras) July 20, 2000.
% Anon., “Hard Bargaining begins at West Asia Summit’_News time, July 19, 2000.
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returned home. He immediately entered into intensive discussions with
~ all the parties concerned. But the gaps between their positions was really
too wide to be successfully or even partially filled. All this stage, -

Clinton even made proposals of his 'own_ to bridge the gap between

- Barak and Arafat. He even joined second-rank negotiations for an all-

‘night session in the hope of formulating proposals that the two
lcaders might then consider. But that was not to be. The talks had to
| be abandoned after 14 long and str_enuoué" days. In spite of this, both the
leaders, the Israéli PM, Mr.Ehud Barak and the Palestinian Authority
president, Mr. Yasir Arafat, have promised to work towards a

negotiated settlement and to avoid violence. 26

| It was not possible for either side to bridge the gap on core issues,
none of which they had earlier‘ discussed, in-ju'st 15 days. Also all the
issues under discussions at Camp David were highly emotive and had
" the pd_tentia_lv to trigger violence. The two leaders could not make any

‘towards that purpose.
The Camp David II Summit Failure

Ehud Barak has blamed Arafat for the collapse of the peace
talks and Arafat has declared that he cannot be forced to make any
further compromises. He said that what the Palestinians were asking
was only 22% of the historic Palestine that existed till 1948, Arafat’s
refusal to sign ‘a peace deal and bow to the US-Israeli preserve was
considered a Palestinian victory in the West Bank and Gaza and other
parts of the Arab/Muslim world. Thus the Camp David outcome
enhanced Arafat’s prestige in the entire Arab World. Arafat had been
under pressure from the entire Islamic Ummah not to cave in on the
issue of Jerusalem, home ‘of Al-Agsa, Islam’s third holiest site. It

would have been politically suicidal for him to have compromised on

%6 Qamar Agha, “Peace in West Asia” The Hindu August. 10, 2000.
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Jerusalem, home to over 200, 000 P_alestinians. UN Partition Resolution
181 (II)V of- 1947 had granted special international status for the Holy city
~of Jerusalem to “protect the interests’ of the Jewish, Christian and
Muslim communities. After the creation of Israel in 1948, it occupied
West Jerusalem. East Jerusalem remained with the Arabs till the 1967
'war Arafat was not prepared to sign a partial accord which did not
give him full sovereignty over East Jerusalem which was env1saged

as the capital of the future Palestinian state. 27 -

‘ Another contentlous issue between Israel and the Palestinvians
on which Barak and Arafat could not make much progress ‘was the
question of the 3.6 million UN registered Palestinian refugees scattered
throughout the Middle East. The Palestinians wanted Israel to recognize
UNGA Resolution 194 which demands for the refugees the right of return
to their homes. Israel maintained that it would neither grant them the
ri'ght to return, nor accept moral responsibility for them. Barak ,
.howeVer, stated that he was willing to accommodate 100,000
Palestinians back in Israel - under a programme  of « fa_mily

unification” . Israel also favoured an international fund to rehabilitate

refugees in the countries they occupy now.28

The issue of Jewish settlement in the occupied territories also
-remained unsettled at Camp David. There were over 200,000 Jewish
' settlers in the West Bank and Gaza in 2000. Now there are over 300,
000. The Israelis were not interested in pulling back the scttlcmcnt.s.
On the other hand, they were behaving as if the settlements were there to
stay finally and for all time. The Palestinians were demanding the
opposite. They insisted that under UNSC resolution 242, they had the
right to all the Arab territory occupied by Israel in 1967 The

Palestinians argued that Israel maintainmg its sovereignty over the

" ?'Ibid.

* % Ibid.
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| settlement blocs, scattered all over the territories, would rob them of
a state of gedgraphical continuity. "

‘ - Sharing of | water and delineating "the borders of the future
~ Pélestinian state were two of the other core issues that came up for
discussion at Camp David. On borders, Israel demanded control over
' Palestinian. borders with Jordan and Egrpt. Israel also asked to control
15-20% of the Jordan river and a sector of the Jordan valley . This was in
addition to a proposed annexation of around 10.5% of the West Bank
to absorb the settlements. The Palestinians rejected any such moves.
'Minor_ borders changes and an exchange of lands equal in qu.antity

and quality that did not exceed 2% was acceptable to them.?®

‘There were thus too many contentioﬁs issues to be ,discuséed
and resolved in too short a period of time. The négotiators found
themselves dealing with extraordinary difficult issues that required a
greatv deal of discussion and comprdmise. Ultimately they were not up
to the 'mar‘k. The failure of the Camp David-II summit must also be
linked to the failure of the Oslo approach to Middle East peacemaking.
The Oslo process was based on the premise that the way to peace was
one step at a time. It was assumed that the experience of working
'together on each succeeding stage of agreement would create better |
chances for the next stage. The holistic successful culmination of this
experiment was the hypothesis that by the time - the too sides reached

- the hardest issués at the end, these would no longer be so hard after

all.3® The negotiators at Camp David -II from both sides of the spectrum

have maintained that if the hard issues like Jerusalem had been active -
.~ topics of discussions during the last seven years and not suddenly

brought up as a serious topic on the penultimate day of the summit,
' \ : .

* Mahmud Abbas (Abu Mazin), ‘Report on the Camp David Summit, Gaza, September 9 2000 (EXcerpts),
Document B-1 (Arab), Journal of Palestine Studies, vol. 30. No. 2 ,winter 2001 p.168-169.
" Flora Lewis ‘Danger Mounts, but the Mid East Time Isn’ tripe’, International Herald Tribune

(Bangkok) August 1, 2000.
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the chances - of a successful settlement would have been such higher.
The understanding at Camp David that nothing was final until
everything was agreed, ensured that no agreement was reached on
anything. In actuality however, the conditional compromise positiqns
that were considered and accepted at Camp David-II on many of the
con‘troversial issues ensured the prospect of a continuation of the
dialogue process and a benchfna,rk for negotiators whenever talks

resumed.3!
Clinton’s Role at the Camp David II Summit

.D'id President Clinton play an important role at the Camp David -II
summit, other than his natural role as the host, embellished with the
theatrics that are-a part and parcel of his nature. Or was he following
- Henry Kissinger’s advice to:

“stay calm and just be available as a facilitator. And I would tell him not

to be more interested than the parties themselves”.32

Clinton had been explormg the possibility of a three - way summit
in early June when he met Arafat at the White House. Arafat intiinated
that he was not interested, but Barak seemed to be, given the fact that
‘his coalition government seemed about to cella.pse, paving the way either
for a n_étional unity government or new elections. All accounts of the
proceedings at the Camp David -II summit have agreed on one respect,
that Clinton’s own role there was surpfisi’ngly strong. Both partiés to
- the conflict, namely the Israelis and the Palestinians had a large degree
of confidence in him. For the Israelis, this was natural, given Clinton’s
traditional éffi_nity for the Jews and the Jewish State. As far as the
Palestinians were coneefned, Clinton had been the only American

president to date to show any genuine concern for their fate. His visit to

3 Quandt n.3,p.28
2nnd p: 30.
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the territories in 1998 had been the first ever by a sitting American
president. His address to the Palestinian National Council (PNC) during
that visit helped him to gain many friends among the Palestinians.
‘Moreovcr Clinton developed a pérsonal relationship with Arafat since
their first meeting in 1993 during the signing of the Oslo Accords. The
Netanyahu interlude helped Clinton to draw much closer to the
Palestinians than would ever have been possible given the normally close

ti_és between Israel and the US.

- Most important of all, Clinton remained hugely popular at home,
| wh'ich., given the fact that he was technically a lame — duck President at
the fag end of his career, was a huge plus point. He was able to handle
the all powerful Jewish lobby in Washingtbn that was keeping an eagle’s
‘eye on the proceedings. In fact, Clinton could count on bipartisan
- support short of pressuring Israel on sensitive issues or asking Congress
for a large aid package.3334 ~ Given Clinton’s history, he had avoided
taking stands on many of the moSt controversial is-sues, urging the two
opp'osing parties to reach compromises themselves. The two delegations
wént to Camp David sure in the belief that Clinton could be relied on to
preserve the ‘peace’.F.D. Roosevelt once said that “the President of the
United states should also be the best actor in the country”. All Clinton’s
acting skills were early visible at Camp David. However, from the
beginning it was clear that the American _.Presidént was determined. to
succeed and that he had done his homework. At the inaugural seséion
itself, Clinton emphasized his determination to work infensively.
Interestingly and perhaps amusingly, the American president started. to
| apply pressure on the participants from the very beginning itself. He tried
in his opening speech to create a lihk between Camp David and the G - 8

summit in Okinawa that he would be soon attending, promising huge

* Ibid, p. 31.
3 Ibid.
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financial support from the G - 8 for any agreement the two sides would
reach. Evidently the ‘carrot and stick’ policy would be also be used at

Camp David.

A Palestinian negotlator who was present at Camp David has

described Clinton’s personality in the followmg words.

“Watching him (Clinton) in action, one also sees a man who is very
intelligent, hardworking, persistent, and endowed with a strong
memory and overwhelming charisma. Besides all this there is also
a broad cultural background, numerous human interests, and a
- driving interest in a range of issues. He is also good at breaking
barriers (cultural). He would carry his own tray at Camp David
village’s Laurel restaurant, serve himself from the buffet, and sit -
as he tw1ce did - with members of the Palestinian delegatlon
havmg dinner on the balcony. He would easily initiate

conversations, ............ evernenenenes » 34

As far as the Palestinians were concerned, they saw in Clinton a
person who could listen and understand. In spite of the wholly pro -
Israeli bias of the US Middle East team, they were banking on Clinton’s

‘objectivity’ and ‘neutrality’ to make Camp David succeed Unfortunately

. they were soon to be terribly dlsappomted

- Talks opened at C-amp David on 11 July 2000 and continued for

15 days.These fifteen days were characterised by exhaustive

negotiations, brinksmanship and a virtual news blackout. Ultimately

“however all ended up in vain as the summit broke up in acrimony; with
the Israelis and the Palestinians accusing each other about who was

responsible for the failure. The Americans, supposed to be the hosts and

impartial mediators clearly showed who they were partial to, by openly

** Hanieh, n.13, p. 78.
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supporting the Israelis. - After the end of the summit, President}Cli’nton
made it quite clear in numerous interviews and speeches that he
believed Israeli PM Ehud Barak to have been more flexible in the
- negotiations, and that Chairman Arafat bore the greater résponsibilify for
~the collapse of the summit..35 Significantly all parties in the process
stated that permanent status talks had been adjourned rather than

ended. '

The collapse of the Camp David- II summit process can be

attributed to three factors.

1. The inability of the American mediators, including President
Clinton to under stand the depth of feelings of the Palestinian side

about the issues at stake.

2. Circumstances were not ripe and the Palestinian-peopie or their
negotiators, including Chairman Arafat, were not willing or capable

to make any ‘historic compromises’ for the sake of peace.

3. The fsraeli side come to Camp David in a ‘Versailles’ frame of
| mind, ready to impose the peace of the victors on the vanquished.
They did not make any preparations to modify either their views or
that of the Israeli public regarding any far réaching compromises-

‘that could be made for the sake of peace.

U}timately orily Arafat made any measure of gain out of thé Camp
Daviéi- II meeting. He was warmly commended both in the Arab and
Muslim world and among his own people for having resisted US and

: I‘s'raeli pressure to conclude a ‘dishonourable peace’.3¢ Clinton soon had
to vacate his post at the end of his second term and Barak was soundly

- defeated 1n the Israeli general elections paving the way for the rise of

3% PLO negotiation affairs Dept. , ‘permanent status issues’. In www.nad-plo.org/permanent / sumpalpo. p.
20f2. '
% Cossali,n.5,p.43
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Israel’s greatest hard liner, Gen. Ariel Sharon, as the new PM of Israel.

All peace moves were conclusively at an end.



CHAPTER-V
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CONCLUSION

An A_nalysis of the Summit

‘A peace process is a mechanism or a set of negotiations
where the parties involved attempt to avoid war or a war-like
situation and wish to settle conflicts peacéfully by using
techniques such as diplomacy, barggu'ning, secret negotiations,

open negotiation, trade offs and mediation’.! .
| Moonis Ahmar; Karachi, 2001

The peace process is more than conventional diplomacy
and negotiation. It encompasses a full range of political,
psychological, economic, diplomatic, and military actions woven
together into a comprehensive effort to establish peace
between Israel and its neighbours. Progress towards peace
depends on breaking down ‘the barriers to negotiation and
reconciiiation. - the other walls.” If we ignorekthe politics of
breaking down these barriers, the mediator and negotiator may

never have a chance® .
Ha;jold Sanders, Princeton,1991

“The peace process has been framed primarily on the
political issues that lie at the he’art of the Arab-Israeli conflict,
namely territorial withdrawal, border demarcation, security
arrangements, and the political rights of the Palestinians. The
architects of the peace process, which opened with the Madrid
conferences of October 1991,. recognized the need to address
simultaneously the economic, sscial, and environmental problems
which cut across national boundaries. To this end, they created a
set of multilateral talks to ran in parallel with the bilateral

negotiations. The aim was to bring together Israel, its immediate

" '™Moonis Ahmar (ed.), The Arab-Israeli Peace Process: Lessons for India and Pakistan: (Karachi, Oxford
University Press, 2001) p. 19. . .

’Harold Saunders, ‘The Other Walls: The Arab-Israeli Peace Process in a Global Perspective; (Princton;
Princeton University Press, 1991) p. 3 .
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Arab neighbors,the Gulf Arab states and the Maghreb to discuss

issues of regional concern within a framework for dealing with

the issues of mutual interests which might also serve as

confidence-building measures and facilitate progress at the

bilateral level’.3 '

C.F.Joel Peters, London,1996

The Arab-Israeli peace process has»séen. many ups and downs
since the 1973 Geneva conference and the 1991 Madrid Conference.
Hdwever, it was the two Camp David Summits that focused full
attention on the role of the US in the Arab-Israeli peace process
.America was now the only power with sufficient leverage on both
~sides to have a say. in the final solution. The role of the American
government and bureaucracy iﬁ the Arab-Israeli peace process has
aliways been a controversial one. Generally, the US Congress has
‘always taken a pro-Israeli stand. This phenomenon has always forced
-US administrators to be sensitive to the possibility of adverse
’ Coﬁgressional reactions if it seeks to pressure Israel.4 o
The US Ptesidency and Arab-Israeli Relations .

Even a strong American President can find difficulty in dealing
successfully with a Congress opposed to his views. In any crisis
situation, he can appeal to the American public for support. The main
power of Congress lies in its control of the federal budget. For example,
-US Congress must apprbve aid levels to Egypt and Israel. As a result of
U.S. commitments to Israel and post-1979 (Camp David) obligations to
Egypt, this aid programme has a net value of over $6-7 Billion
‘annually.5 When confronting issueS ‘of vital national interest, narrow
domestic political considerations often | lose much of their usual
'imp-ortan_ce ‘in decision making. The Pfesident can be ass.ure‘d of
bipartisan support in Congress during_v such crises, especially if the

issue involves friends and allies of +he US like Israel. However, if the

3C.F. Joel Peters,‘Pathways to Peace: The Multilateral Arab-Israel Peace Talks” (London: RHA, 1960),P. 2
*William B. Quandt, ‘{Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics’, (Washing D.C., Brookings, 1986), p.7 .
Sy .

Tbid. .
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crisis drags on for too long and especially if there is a military casualty
-dimension also, the pfesident’s room for movement will be drasticaliy
reduced. The standard case is Vietnam. In the Middle East, America’s
-Lebanoh policy has always suffered from this syndrome. In such
circumstances, in addition to popular demand, Congress itself will
" téke the lead in pressihg for rapid disengage'men’c.6 |

A US president will feel more ready to try new initiatives in the
first year of his first term than he will in his fourth year.By his late
second or early third year in office, a president will generally want to
limit the effects of any partisan approach he is following on a foreign
policy issue. This scheme of action has been visibie in the Arab-Israéli
context with successive Presidents from John.F.Kennedy following
this pattern. Recently,this phehomenon was visible during the
tenure !qf Bill Clinton. Clinton was by all accounts the most pro-Israeli
:US president ever, but even he felt the need to tilt towards the
~ Palestinian side. He was compelled to follow this policy durxng the
' h.lrdlme Liquid government of Benjamin Netanyahu.

Taken in this context, both the Camp David summits on the
Middle East -were similar. Both were held towards the end of
pfesidential tenures. Unfortunately for Carter, his first tenure Qf service
was also his last. The first Camp David summit held in 1978 was in the
sec_ond:.year of the Carter Presidency. The success of this peace summit
between Egypt and Israel was over shadowed by the failure of the
‘Carter administration in dealiﬁg with the revolution in Iran and the
subsequent hostage crisié. .Carter thus lost his bid for re-election in
1979. The second Camp David Surhrhit involving the leaders of the
~ newly formed Palestinian Authority and Israel took place twenty years
later in the last year of the Clinton Presidency. The main issue at Sfake
for President Clinton here was the legacy he hoped to leave as the '

‘peace-maker’ president of the USA.

$'W.G. Hyland, ‘Clinton’s World: Remakmg American Foreign POIIC\L (New York, Praeger Press, .
1999) p. 138.
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The Jewish lobby in New York and Washington is another factor
that all American presidents have to actively consider and contend
with. Some of American’s most powerful non-governmental
_organizations are Jewsih controlled . Acti:ve Jewish and pro-Israeli
iqbbing grodps include the AIPAC (America-Israel Public Affairs
>VC6mmittee) and the Anti-Defection,League. Coupled with this is - the
major stake that American Jews have in the business, entertainment
and media scene. Major newSpapers likq the Néw York Times and the
Wall Street Journal are Jewish owned and are virulently pro-Israeli in
théir coverage of the Middle East. The over six million strong Jewish vote
1s very crucial in American elections. The swing between the two major
_political formations in the U.S. is always decided by the minority vote,
primarily Jewish. | ' .

In addition to all this, the massive financial clout that wealthy
.American Jews are willing to expend on election campaigns, make then
very valuable participants in the American political . process. ‘Jewish
'vpc.)Wer’ is thus a very' potent force in the U.S. All parties and their
presidential or congressional candidates seek to gain by adopting a pro-
Israeli stand, especially when an election-i_,s around the corner.? Jewish
lobbyists and pressure groups exert a lot of presSure on the government
to support the state of Israel both politically and ﬁnancially. US
support for Israel is guaranteed in the UN. Massive yearly US militéry
‘ and economic aid to Israel are also guaranteed. |

Corresponding Arab influence in American politics is very weak.
Arab-Americans as a groilpvare not powerful when compared to the
-Jews. Arab influence in US politics ‘and foreign policy is primarily
restricted to the Saudi Oil barons and their American collaborators.
‘Arab -Israeli issues in American foreign policy consideration will be
controversial because the stakes will be high and public interests will be

equally high. Presidential involvement at the highest level are generally

7 Umut Uzer, ‘The Impact of the Jewish Lobby on American Foreign Policy in the Middle East’,
Perceptions, Journal of International Affairs. Vol. VI, No. 4, December 2001-February 2002, p.
127.
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required in the resolution of these issues. In a cyclic prqceés,
piresidential involvement ensures thaf'political considerations deeply
‘influence  the conduct of American Middle -East policy. In short,
’»A‘r'nerican involvement in the Middle East (particuiarly in issues
involving Israel) can not be separated from  domestic political
considerations.8 All the above factors must be taken into considerati_bn
when trying to'analyse the Camp David-II ‘summit. | -

Ultimately, it was Palestinian Authority President Yasir Arafat who
made the most gain from the summit meeting. H§: was able to resist the!
combined pressure of both the US president and the Israeli prime
minister to surrender to an unjust peace, by standing firm at Camp
David.The compromises agreed to by the Palestinians during Oslo and
after, had led them (the Judaeo-American lobby) to believe that the
.time was ripe for a settlement, naturally to be in favour of the stronger
‘ pérty (Israel) in the conflict. .This led to the calling of the summit, the
timing of which had Virtually no support among the Palestininans.
Indeed, the experience of Oslo, and post-Oslo had only served to
legitimize the .partiality and bias of Wéstern, ’ particﬁlarly American
interlocutors in the minds of the Palestinian people.

The Palestinian Experience.

The Palestinian people’s experience in the last ten years since
the so-called peace effort started has been a rapidly progressing
ghettoization that seems programmed to ultimately result in their being
| ‘made prisoners or expelled from their own land. The Zionist land
appropriation and settlement programme has been progressing at such
'_é'rapid pace that now almost e\}ery Palestinian city, town,.village,
refugee camp or rural comniunity is cut off and isolated from each
other. The Palestinian people are not longer allowed to travel on the
~ main roads. All these are for the use of -.settlers' only. The whole West
Bank has been cut into parcels and strips of land by ‘settler-only’ roads.

The Israeli army surrounds almost all Palestinian places of habitation,

* Ibid. p. 136.
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ready t@ impose a total blockade "at short notice. Curfews can be
imposed at any moment in Palestinian areas to add to the misery of the
’-pe.o‘ple. Even as Jewish settler homes spring up all over the place,
Palestinians are subject to the strictest regulations in building houses
or any other forms of normal developrhénta.l activities. Jerusalem, the
focal point of all Palestinian aspirations is now out of bounds for people
of the West Bank and Gaza. The Gaza strip has been separated from the
rest of Israel and indeed Palestine by a electrified fence that effectively
imprisons the 1.5 million people of this coastal desert area. The 4000
Jewish residents who control over 40% of Gaza along with the IDF
are free to more anywherev. Israel have long been thinking of doing the
-same vsﬁth the West Bank, i.e. bliilding a fort-like wall to separate
- Palestinian populated areas from Israel proper and thereby deter |

suicide bombers ffom attacking the Jewish State. They are at the
moment progressing in t{his‘project‘ which also means virtually
annexing many areas of pre;1967 Paleé,tine to .Israel proper. Coupled
with all this is the rampant and shameless siphoning of the water and
natural resoufces of the West Bank and Gaza for the use of Israelis
alone. Palestinians have to put up with massive shortages so that their
‘neighbors can enjoy all the luxuries that a European lifestyle requires
'in a traditionally parched land. | | o
Barak’s Dilemmas at Camp David /

| At Camp David, Yasir Arafat and his team fought tooth and nail
~ to defend Palestinian rights.® As a result when camp David HI ended
“without an agreement, both Barak and Clinton raised questions about
Arafat’s .willingess to negotiate in good faith. Still no one was ready to
declare the peace process dead.SécretIy (and in Public) all parties
séém_ed to agree that some progress had been made. But this was not
enough for the Americans and Israelis. Ehud Barak had staked his
whole political future on making peace with the Arabs of whom the

0 Akram Hanieh, ‘The Camp David Papers’, Special Document, Journal of Palestine Studies, Vol. 30,
No.2, Winter 2001. p. 77 :
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Palestinians were by far the smallest entity. But being small did not
make them less conspicuous. They were, by far, the most painful
- fhorn in Israel’s side. In fact, Barak’s decision to give more importance
to the Syrian track of the peaée process over.the Palestinian one during
his first year in office has been consider'ejd by nia,ny as one of the major
mistakes he made in his forcign'policy.10 ' |

The main problem for Barak was that Israel’s political system
~ made it next to impossible to make peace with the Palestinians. Over
the yeérs, Israel had developed a political system based on coalitions
‘which gave a lot of poWer to small fringe parties. These parties were the
main advocates of Israeli eXpan.sion and militarism, confiscation of
Arab lands and building of settlements in the occupied territories.
Whenever the chances of making peace with the Arabs arose, these
' ultranationalist orgainisations would withdraw their support to the
Government. In the present context, no coalition in Israel can survive
without the support of these groups. Just béfqre leaving for Camp
- David, Barak’s governmént was reduced to a minority in thelsraeli
parliament .Later, Foreign Minister David Levy, resigned accusihg Barak
of making too many concessions lto the Palestinians. Even if an
agr‘eement - was reached at Camp Da\.fid., it werld not have been ratified
by the then Israeli paﬂiament. It was to overcome this difficulty that a
decision was taken to put a final peace accord to a referendum!!-

The turning point in Israeli-Palestinian rélations in the present
context, was the failure of the Camp David summit in July 2000.This
E w'as'A also the turning point of Ehud Barak’s political career, in general.
Barak risked his political future at Camp David and lost. It goes to the
credit of Barak that he was not detefx;ed by this and continued to
déterminedly pursue the goal of reaching a final settlement with the
Palestinians till almost the end of his time in office. It can be saJd that

Barak acted as a statesman and not a politiéiazi. He followed what he

'° Dov Waxman, ‘A Tragic Hero: The Decline and Fall of Ehud Barak’, Percegtlon s Vol. 4, No.2 June -
August 2001, p. 77
' Qamar Agha, “Peace in West Asia”, The Hindu August 10, 2000.
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sincerely believed was in -Israel’s best interest and not his own.
‘Unfortunately he was dealt the hard hand by history.1?Barak was

forced to leave office before he could recover from his loss of face at

N

Camp David.
Cli_nton’s Choice .

US President Bill Clinton was certainly the most frustrated man
to emerge from the Camp David - II Summit. His last hope of ensuring
a ‘lbegacy for all time’ had been shattered.When Clinton called Arafat
and Barak to Camp David, his personal experience at the successful
Dayton talks between the Warring Yuglov factions was probably
‘uppermost in his mind. He overlooked some crucial differences. The
- Yugolav issue was a European problem and a leftover of the IInd World
War and the Cold War. The Israel —Palestine issue on the other hand,
was basically a neo-imperialist and colonial issue and something that
grew out of deep-rooted regional polifico-religious animosities and
* hatreds. By the time of Dayton in 1995, each side in the conflict had
basically fought itself to a stands-still. The peace that followed was the
inevitaﬁle result of war exhaustion almost similar to the Taif Accords
that ended the Lebanese civil war. Conversely, the multiple combatants
in the Middle East were by no rr.l'eans exhausted and looked as through
they were quite willing to ﬁght for as many more years as it took to
‘atéain their ‘legitimate’ ends. |

Clinton was ill advised on his decision to call the summit. There
‘was no way that the Palestinian leadership, already discredited for
submittiﬁg to the Israelis on a large number of issues that had brought
only increased humiliation and suffering to the Palestinian people,
wduld agree to further concessions. The Israelis on the other hand had
nothing to lose and only to gaﬁn from éuch a summit Vmeeting. If the
combined Israeli - American initiative was successful in getting Arafat to

-agree to a settlement that would gurarantee peace and security to the

Bill Clinton, “Remarks by the President at the Israel Policy Forum Gala” The Warldorf Astoria: Hotel,
New York, (Distributed by the Office of International Information Programs, US Department of
State. Wg:b site: http://usininfo.state.gov), p.2
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Israelis at the cost of just a few cosmetic changes in the political status
of the West Bank and Gaza, so much the be.fter'. But Clinton and Barat
just did not understand that the Palestinians  were well prepared to
deal with all their tricks. Before arriving at the sufnmit, the Palestinan
side led by Yasir Arafat had made the strategic decision to reject any all- -
embracing deal, if their basic demands wave not considered.!® Even
"Clinton’s ‘Wye river’ strategy could not break their determination. The
Palestinians had after all not fought for a hundred years just to see all
their bargaining chips disappear in a single summit meeting. Clinton
‘himself is quoted as saying that:

“the Arab-Israeli conflict is not just a morality piay between good
and evil. It .is a conflict with a complex history, whose resolution
réquires balancing the needs of both sides,“inc'luding respect for their
national identities and religious beliefs”.14 | '

He again adds that talks must be accompanied by acts which
show trust and partnership. Goodwill at the negotiating table cannot
survive forever with ill intent in the background. It is important that
“each side understands how the other reads actions.!5

| For Clinton, “Camp David was a transformative event, because
the two sides faced the core issue of their dispute in a forum that was
official for the first time. And they had to debate tradeoffs required to

" resolve  the issues. Just as Oslo forced Israelis and Palestinians to
came to terms with each others existence; the discussions of the past six
months have forced them to come to terms with each others needs ahd

- the contours of a peace that ultimately théy will have to reach”.16

And, infact, more than two years after Camp David, despite thé
bloody reality on the ground, many of the participants who negotiated at
the summit and subsequently (until the arrival  of Ariel Sharon),

believe that a permanent peace agreement is possible in the not-so-

** Michacel Hirsh, ‘Blowing the Best Chance’ Newsweek , April 1, 2002, p. 33.
" Clintonn. 12, p. 3

'S Ibid.

% Ibid.
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distant future. Such a peace agreément will no doubt be based on the
proposals formulated at Camp David together with those put forward
by President Clinton in De'c'ember 2002‘that ' were cdnditionally
accepted by both Barak and Arafat.Arafat has since given .én
‘unconditional yes to these proposals.
‘American Diplomatic Priorities |
One plus point of Palestinian - Israeli negotiations in the last
.decade .has been ‘reframing’ of the conflict in nationalist terms. This
was in direct contrast to the earlier ethno-religious (Arab-Jewish) prism
E tHrOugh which events in the Middle-East were seen. It was the idea that
the dispute was between a Jewish state, albeit, one accepted by the
Palestinians and a Palestinian national rhovement seeking a state of its
own that created the possibilities of territorial coinpromise as a solution
for the problem. Full negotiations during the last ten years, including
Camp David Il have been based on this understanding. |
" Thus for American diplomacy, the priority should always be the
preserving of the nationalist framework of the conflict and sepa,ratioh
+ of religion from issues of political sovereignty. Even proposals to
‘resolve core issues such as Jeruséle.m and the Palestinian refugees,
- should be made on the basis of the above conflictual framework, though
agreement on these iésues may not be achievable in the short term.!?
The Camp David summit clearly showed that the peace envisioned by
the Palestinians was not the peace Israel was prepared to offer. Israel
was prepared neither to acknowledge the Palestinian right of return as
laid out in UN resolution 194 (thereby accepting responsibility for
the ‘Nagba’,the large scale expulsion of Arabs from Palestine in 1948 by
the Hagannah and other. Jewish militias), nor to accept more than a
token return of Arab people to Israel under family reunification and
not legal provisions). Isréel insisted on maintaining sovereignty ' over

‘most of East Jerusalem, including the old city. Most of the West Bank

3G

"Shibley Telhami, “Camp David II: Assumptions and Consequence s” Current History, Vol. 100, No

642, January 2001 p. 14
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Jowish settlements would not be dismantled but would be annexed to
Israel thereby depriving tho future Palestine state of territorial
continuity. |

Viewed in each sides perspective, both Arafat and Barak made
remarkable concessions at Camp David. Barak broke all previous
reoords.in agreeing to eventually withdraw from over 90% of the West
‘Bank and to surrender control of some East Jerusalem neighborhoods.
In return, Arafat can be said. to have offered stunning'concessions. The
| Palestiﬁians allowed that most Jewish settlers on the West Bank could
remain in settlement blocks in parts of the West Bank that would come
under Israeli sovereignty. In exchange Palestinians should be
compensated with new territories near Gaza. It was agreed to separate
the issue of the “right” of the Palestinian refugees to return to their
names from the actual seftlement of such rights. On the highly volatile
‘Jerusalem issue, the Palestinians agreed that the Jewish Quarter and
the Western “Wailing” wall would fall under Israeli sovereignty.!8

So where did the two sides go wrong?. One can only traco ‘the
failure of the summit to the negotiating tactics and strategy followed by
the opposing parties and their ‘neutral’ mediator. |
Barak’s Failures ‘

Ehud Barak had developed a deep ”dislike for the concept of
~gradual normalization that was the basis of the 1993 Oslo accords
between Israel and the Palestinians.In his view, the recalling of Israeli
forces from parts of Gaza and the West Bank along with the
simultaneous partial rearming of the Palestinians during the last seven
years had forced Isreal to pay a heavy price without getting anything
tangible in.return (ie., peace in the territories and in Israel proper).
The scope of the Palestinians final demands was also not clearly
vk_nown (at least in the Israeli perspective). Barak also seemed to be
‘ under the delusion that the Palestinians would be willing to make a

historic compromise for peace only after they had exhausted all other

®Ibid , p. 11
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possibilities (other than the negotiation table). After the fatal Rabin
experience, Barak’s team had to be extra-sensitive to the domestic
'pglitica‘l scene in Israel. They were convinced that the Israeli public
would ratify an agreement with the Palestinians (even one that provided
for far i‘eaching concessions), as long as it was final and brought
peace to the country. It was thus necessary to minimize any domestic
| peli'tical tension before the conclusion of such on agreement.Keeping
these principles in mind, Barak undertook a number of steps, that
went against the provisions of various agreements concluded between
Israel and the Palestinian Authority. These included a third partial
redeployment of troops from the West Bank, the transfer to the
Palestine Authority of three villages outside Jerusalem, and the release
of prisoners imprisoned for acts committed before the Oslo agreement.
But Barak’s main failure was his inability to prevent the rapid spread
of West Bank settlements. He apparently saw no reason to alienate the
settler eonstituencjl . To Barak's mind, Arafat and the Palestinians had
to be made to understand that there was no other way to peace. Oslo's
“'interim' approach had been abandoned once and for all by the Israeli
establishment. In front, there was now a corridor leading either to an
agreement or to renewed confrontatiOn.1§ .

Barak's ‘all or nothing' approach might have succeeded ifit was
accompanied by confidence-building measures towards the
Palestinians (like keeping all previous deadlines and agreements) and

,buiblding good relationships with Arab leaders, especially Chairman
Arafat. During almost two weeks of talks at Camp David, Barak refused
to hold even one personél meeting with Arafat.‘ So under the
circumstances, Arafat's éistrust of .Barak was not a fact to be
~ astonished at. Arafat was even once QuOted as saying that "Barak is

"worse than Netanyahu” .

'9Robcn Malley and Hussain Agha, 'Camp David: Tragedy of Errors', New York Review_of Books, 9
August , 2001. In Special Documents, _Journal of Palestine Studies , Vol. 3, No. 1, Autumn
2001, p. 64 '
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Like most Israelis’ Barak remained highly suspicious of the
Palestinians. He was unconvinced that Israel had a true partner for
peace in the Arafat leadership.This made him unwilling as | far as
'practical confidence on the ground was concerned to do what was
. necessary to prove his ‘good’ intentions to the other Side.Whilc Barak
himself was prapared to go all the way to reach a agreement and to make
the minimum concessions required for thié, his political statements
remained hardline.2° ' ‘

Barak’s negotiating strategy was completely wrong.There was also
no clear Israeli negotiating position at Camp David.This was in direct
contrast to the Palestinians who clearly knew what they wanted and the
“extent to which they were willing to make compromises to achieve their
goals.Barak should have presented the principles underlying what
eventually became his proposed solutions(primarily regarding the
‘amount of territory Israel was willing to the Palestinians).Abu Mazen,the
.~ Palestinian architect of the Oslo accords, had repeatedly recommended
- that the general principles guiding the Permanent Status Agreement be
established at the beginning itself. Unfortunately Barak refused to do
so, fearing to ;expose' his positions too early - in the game.However,
doing so would have provided the Palestinians with an incentive to move
forward and also have given the talks a sense of purpose and urgency.
The trouble with Barak was that his long years in the army seemed to
have progrémmed him to see civil political life also in military
strategic terms. He treated the whole field of negotiations like a major
| military exercise in which he was the sole general officer commanding
.(G.OC). When he exposed h1s masterstroke (the territorial compromise,
- including Jerusalem) at thé end of the negotiations, it was too late.The
Palestinians did not trust him and had no confidence in what he was
offering. Barak ended up weakening the Israeli position by offering tbo

many concessions for virtually nothing in return.?!

20 14.:
Ibid.
2 Ron Pundak, "From Oslo to Taba: What Want Wrong?” Survival; vol. 43, No.3 Autumn 2001, p. 39.
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Palestininian Negotiation Positions

As far as the Palesﬁnians were concerned, they had alr'eadymade
‘the most important territorial concession, that of accepting a
Palestinian state on just 22% of British maﬁdat_ory Palestine. In’
" contrast to this, the initial Israeli offer at Camp David was ‘based on a
map which had included an annexation of .approximately 12% of the
West Bank Without any compensatibn. Naturally, there was no way the
Palestinians were going to accept sucI; a proposal. |

The Palestinian position at the Camp David talks was based on

three basic realities:

1. They were not prepared to complete the final status negotiations in
a single summit that took place three to five months before the date
‘set in the Sharm el-Sheikh agreérnent for the end of negotiations. This
was in direct contrast to Barak 's ideas . The Palestinians were
' 6pp'oscd - to the proposed summit from the beginning and had to be
virtually © dragged into thérn by US Secretary of State, Maleleine
Albright and President Clinton. When for(;ed into attending the summit,
Arafat requested that it be the start in vavseries of such summits that
would enable him to build a coalition for an agreement, within the
Palestinian political class and the public at large. However neither the

Israelis nor the Americans sufficiently appreciated this requirement.

2 The Israeli concessions offered (very far-reaching from the Israeli
point of view) were far from the minimum that would have enticed the
Palestinians to sign an agreement.

3 Trying to trap Arafat into conceding an agreement was a tactical
mistake, almost certain to push him into actions at odds with the
requirement for successful negotiations. Once he felt that a trap was
being set for him by the Israelis along with  their American allies,
Arafat’s’ primary objective become to cut his losses rather than

maximize his gains. Reaching a final settlement become only the
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second best option at that. point of time. Arafat himself had been
‘interested in attending a summit meéting scheduled for November 2000.
_ In his point of vieW, July was too early to reach an agreement. His aim
’had‘ been to continue with the secret negotiations till the “end of
- summer v2000 in the hope of producing a joint document that would
leave only a few issues for the leader’s decision. Then he planned to
hoid a number of summit meetings with his Israeli partner that would
have culminated after the American elections in December??
Unfortunately the Jewish-American alliance had other plans in mind.
The American Role at Camp David
America had many roles to play in the two week long ‘drama’ at

Camp David. It had responsibilities as the chief broker of any future
peace deal between the Israelis and the Palestinians. The US also acted
. as the guardian of the peace process. But America's main role was
‘as Israel's one and only strategic ally and its cultural and political
partner. ' ‘

~ As the broker of the peace deal, Clinton was expected to prese‘nt a
final agreement that neither party, particularly the Palestinians could
refuse. In practice, America'ns’proposals were so near the Israeli stand
that it was next to impo_séible for the Palestinians to accept them even
as the basis for negotiations. The Americans tended to have an acute
sensitivity  of Israel's domestic political concerns and a totally
exagerated appreciation of each and every Israel move. The US
‘strategic relationship with Israel resulted in what was known in
. popular giiplomatic parlance as the 'no surprise rule", namely an
'American commitment to vet each and every one of its 'ideas’ with the
Israeli’s, in advance. As a result the Americans often ended up
presenting Israeli negotiating positions s their own and underwriting
them as red lines beyond which Israel would not go. This sort of
negotiating behavior resulted in a substantial depreciation of the

Palestinian's confidence in Clinton, U.S. credibility and America’s ability

21hid,
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to exercise effective pressure.23Still the Americans had an important
role to play in shaping the contents of the proposals. Frequently
Presid;:nt Clinton would have to work to convince Ehud Barak to
accept what he had refused till then, mainly issues like the principle of
land swaps, Palestinian sovereignty 6ver at least part of Arab East
Jerusalem and the Haram ash-Sharif (this was after the camp David
Summit) as well as a proposal to significantly reduce the area of
Israeli ahnexation in Jerusalem and other parts of the West Bank.
| Bill Clinton was known for his pro-Israeli views and he also had an
almost Zionist devotion to the state of Israel. His two .terms in office
‘had se-en Americari -Israeli relations flourish as never before. But
Clinton was also the first US president to show himself to be openly
~ sympathetic to the Palestinian cause and their desire for a separate
state of their own. Ehud Bérak once commented that, on matters of
substance, the US was much closer to the Paleétinians than to Israel.
The relationship between Washington and Tel Aviv was a friendly yet
complex one. The inability to understand this relationship cost Arafat
dearly.Americans saw the Palestinian position in terms of foot-dragging,
_paSsivity and contradictory positions within their delegation. They were
even described as exhibiting a 'bunker mentality’ at Camp David This
behavior obviously left a bad impression on Clinton who contrasted it
.with the perceived huge steps taken by Barak, disregarding old Israeli
taboos and at the risk of great personnel and political danger. Clinton's
| public statement at the close of the talks - openly blaming the
Palestinian side for the failure seems to have been motivated by this
impression, though there was also the aim of helping Ehud Barak to
recover some sort of political mileage at home.2%

By faih/ng to put forward clear proposals, the Palestiniané left the
Americans without any means for pressing the Israelis to compromiée.

‘Thi's led them to question both the seriousness of the Palestinians and

2 Malley and Agha, n. 19. P. 73
* Punduk, n. 20, p. 41
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~ their genuine desire for a settlement.. The cut-throat attitude of the
Israelis and their American cohorts at Camp David certainly played a
major pé,rt in putting Arafat and his team on. the defensive. Though
Arafat had spent a decade bliilding a relationship with Washington, he
p}oved incapable ” of using it when he needed it most. As for the
Americans, their performance at Camp David was certainly not up to
the mark. Though the hosts, they never fully took control of the
“situation. Pulled in various directions, the Americans never fully figured
out which way to go and instead of using their authority to good
purpose, frequently  allowed themselves  to be used by others.
Ultimately the negotiation path set out by the Americans - to agree
- on a proposal with the Israeli's, present. it to the Palestinians; get a
counter-proposal from them; bring to back to the Israelis - jl..lst. din
not work. The Israelis were never willing to lay down their final
proposal, the Palestinians never put a counter proposal and so finally
no deal was able to be struck.
Whatever be the conseqﬁences and aftei‘shocks, the negotiations
that took place between ‘July 2000 when the Camp David Summit was
‘held and the final effort at finalizing a deal at the Egyptian Red Sea
resort of Taba in January 2001 mark an indelible chapter in the
history of the Israeli- Palestinian conflict. To quote an American
participant at Camp David "taboos were shattered, the unspoken got
- spoken and, during that period , Israelis and Palestinians reached on
unprecedented level of undefstanding of what it will take to end their
struggle.2s ] ” '
The beginnings of a foundation for a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace have been laid. Poor management of the process -alone has
kept the Israelis and Palestinians from reaching the agreement. Bill
Clinton’s desired legacy, that of presiding over a comprehensive Middle

East peace may ultimately be reflected in an eventual reconciliation

BRabert Malley in Malley and Agha, n. 20., P. 75.
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between those two peoples and peace and good harmony between their

two states in the future.
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APPENDIX



‘U.N. Resolutions 242 and 338

U.N. RESOLUTION 242, NOVEMBER 22, 1967

The Security Council,

Expressing its continuing concern with the grave situation in the Middle
East, . ,

Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war
and the nced to work for a just and lasting peace in which every State in
the area can live in security,

Empbhasizing further that all Member States in their acceptance of the
Charter of the United Nations have undertaken a commitment to act in
accordance with Article 2 of the Charter. ,

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 Isracli armed forces from territories occupied in
the recent conflict;

(i) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect
for and acknowledgement of the sovercignty, 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 guarantceing 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 inde-
pendence of every State in the area, through measures including the
establishment of demilitarized zones;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to designate a Special Representative
to proceed to the Middle East to establish and maintain contacts with the
States concerned in order to promote agreement and assist efforts to
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achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement in accordance wnth ‘the
provisions and principles of this resolution;

4. Reguests the Secretary-General to report to-the Security Council on
the progress of the efforts of the Special Representative as soon as possible.

U.N. RESOLUTION 338, OCTOBER 22, 1973
The Securzty Council |

. Calls upon all parties to the present fighting to cease all firing and
terminate all military activity lmmedlately, no later than 12 hours after
the moment of the adoption of this decision, in the positions they now
occupy; .

2. Calls upon the partles concerned to start immediately after the ccase-
fire the implementation of Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) in all
of its parts;

3. Decides that; immediately and concurrently with the cease-fire,
negotiations shall start between the parties concerned under appropriate

auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable peace in the Middle
East. |



Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, MﬁFCh 26, 1979

TREATY OF PEACE BETWEEN THE ARAB REPUBLIC OF EGYPT
AND THE STATE OF ISRAEL

The Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt and the Government of
the Statc of Isracl:

Preamble

Convinced of the urgent necessity of the establishment of a just, com-
prehensive and lasting peace in the Middle East in accordance with
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338;

Reaffirming their adherence to the “Framework for Peace in the Middle
East Agreed at Camp David,” dated September 17, 1978; "

Noting that the aforementioned Framework as appropriate is intended
to constitute a basis for peace not only between Egypt and Israel but also
between Israel and each of its other Arab ncighbors which is prepared to
negotiate peace with it on this basis;,

Desiring to bring to an end the state of war between them and to
cstablish a peace in which every state in the arca can live in sccurity;

Convinced that the conclusion of a "T'reaty of Peace between Fgypt
and Isracl is an important step in the scarch for comprehensive peace in
the areca and for the attainment of the settlement of the Arab-Israeli
conflict in all its aspects;

Inviting the other Arab partics to this dispute to join the peace process
with Isracl guided by and based on the principles of the aforementioned
Framework;

Desiring as well to develop ﬁ‘icndly relations and cooperation between
themselves in accordance with the United Nations Charter and  the
princi'plcs of international law govcrﬁing international relations in omes
of peace;

Agree to the following provisions in the free exercise of their sover-
cignty, in order to implement the “Framework for the Conclusion of a
Peace Treaty Between Fgvpt and Isracl:”
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Article 1

. The state of war between the Parties will beterminated and peace
wnll be established between them upon the exchange of instruments of
ratification of this Treaty.

2. Israel will withdraw all its armed forces and civilians from the Sinai
behind the international boundary between Egypt and mandated Palestine,
as provided in the annexed protocol (Annex I), and Egypt will resume
the exercise of its full sovereignty over the Sinai.

3. Upon completion of the interim withdrawal provnded for in Annex .

I, the Parties will establish normal and friendly relations; in accordancc
with Artlcle [11(3).

Article 11

The pcrmmcnt boundary between F gypt and Israel is the recognized
international boundary between Egypt and the former mandated territory
of Palestine, as shown on the map at Annex II, without prejudice to the
issue of the status of the Gaza Strip. The Parties recognize this boundary

as inviolable. Each will respect the territorial integrity of the other,
including their territorial waters and airspace.

Article 111

1. The Parties will apply between them the provisions of the Charter
of the United Nations and the principles of international law governing
relations among states in times of peace. In particular:

Thev recognize and will respect cach other’s sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence; |

b. They recognize and will respect each other’s right to live in peace
within their secure and recognized boundaries;

. They will refrain from the threat or use of force, directly or
mdnculv, against cach other and will setde all disputes betwccn them
by peaceful means.

2. Fach Party undertakes to ensure that acts or threats of belligerency,
hostility, or violence do not originate from and are not committed from
within its territory, or by any forces subject to its control or by.any other
forces stationed onits territary, against the population, citizens or property
of the other Party. Fach Party also undertakes to refrain from organizing.
instigating, inciting, assisting or participating in acts or threats of
selligerency, hostility, subversion or violence against the other Party,



suspendable frecdom of navigation and overflight.- The Parties will respect
cach other’s rlght to navigation and overflight for access to either country

through the Strait of Tiran and the Gulf of Agaba.

Article VI

1. This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting

in any way the rights and obhgatlons of the Parties under the Charter of
the United Nations.

2. The Parties undertake to fulfill in good faith their obligations under
this Treaty, without regard to action or inaction of any other party and
independently of any instrument external to this Treaty.

‘ -_3. They further undertake to take all the -necessafy measures for the
application in their relations-of the provisions of the multilateral conven-
tions to which they are parties, including the submission of appropriate
notification -to the Sceretary General of the United Nations and other
“depositaries of such conventions.

4. The Parties undertake not to enter into any obligations in conflict
with this Treaty.

5. Subject to Article 103 of the United Nations Charter, in the event
-of a conflict between the obligations of the Parties under the present
Treaty and any of their other obligations, the obligations under this
Treaty will be binding and implemented.

Article VII
. Disputes arising out of the application or mterpretatlon of this
_Treaty shall be resolved by negotiations.

2. Any such dxsputes which cannot be settled by negotiations shall be
resolved by conciliation or submitted to arbitration.

Article VIII

The Parties agree to establish a claims commission for the mutual
settlement of all financial claims.

Article IX

. This Treaty shall enter into force upon exchange of instruments of
ratlﬁcatlon

2. This Treaty supersedes the Agreement between Egypt and Israel
of September, 1975.



3- All protocols, annexes, and maps attached to this Treaty shall be
regarded as an integral part hereof.

4. The Treaty shall be communicated to the Secretary General of the
United Nations for registration in accordance with the provisions of
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Done at Washington, D.C. this 26th day of March, 1979, in triplicate
in the English, Arabic, and Hebrew languages, each text being equally

authentic. In case of any divergence of interpretation, the English text
shall prevail.

For the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt:
- A. Sadat
For the Government of Israel:
M. Begin
Witnessed by:
Jimmy Carter

Jimmy Carter, President of
the United States of America



DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES ON PALESTINIAN
SELF-RULE

13 September 1993

The Government of the State of Israel and the Palestinian team
(in the Jordanian-Palestinian delegation to the Middle Iast
Peace Conference) (the ‘Palestinian Delegatlon) representing
the Palestinian people, agree that it is time to put an end to
decades of confrontation and conflict, recognize their mutual
legitimate and political rights, and strive to live in peaceful
coexistence and mutual dignity and security and achicve a
just, lasting and comprehensive peace settlement and historic
reconciliation through the agreed political process.
Accordingly, the two sides agree to the following principles:

Article I
Aim of the negotiations
The aim of the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations within the
current Middle East peace process is, among other things, to
establish a Palestinian Interim Self-Government Authorlty, the
elected Council, (the ‘Council’) for the Palestinian peoplc;in the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip, for a transitional perm(l not
exceeding five years, leading to a permanent settlement hased
on Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338.
It is understood that the interim arrangements are an integral
“part of the overall peace process and that final status negpotia-

tions will lead to the implementation of Security Council Resolu--
" tions 242 and 338.

Article I1 A
Framework for the interim period

The agreed framework for the interim period i is set for (h in
the Declaration of Principles.

Article III
Elections

1. In order that the Palestinian people in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip may govern themselves according to demaocratic
principles, direct, free and general political elections will be
held for the Council under agreed supervision and international.
observation, while the Palestinian police will ensure public
order.

2. An agreement will be concluded on the exact mode and
conditions of the elections in accordance with the protocol
attached as Annex I, with the goal of holding the elections
not later than nine months after the entry into force of this
Declaration of Principles.

3. These elections will constitute a significant inferim prepar-

atory step toward the realization of the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people and their just requirements.

Article IV

- Jurisdiction of the Council will cover West Bank and Gaza
Strip territory, except for issues that will be negotiated in the
permanent status negotiations. The two sides view the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip as a single territorial unit, whose
integrity will be preserved during the interim period.

Article V

Transitional period and permanent status negotiations

1. The five-year transitional period will begin upon the
withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area.



2. .Permanent status negotiations will commence as soon as
pOSS}ble, .but not later than the beginning of the third year of
the interim period, between the Government of Israel and the
Palestinian people representatives.

3. It is understood that these negotiations shall cover '

remaining issues, including Jerusalem, refugees, settlements,
security arrangements, borders, relations and co-operation with
other neighbours, and other issues of common interest.

4. The two pgrties agree that the outcome of the permanent
status negotiations should not be prejudiced or pre-empted by
agreements reached for the interim period.

Article VI
Preparatory transfer of powers and responsibilities

1. Upon the entry into force of this Declaration of Principles
and the withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area, a
transfer of authority from the Israeli military government and
its Civil Administration to the authorized Palestinians for this
task, as detailed herein, will commence. This transfer of

authority will be of preparatory nature until the inauguration
of the Council.

2. Immediately after the entry into force of this Declaration
of Prmmples and the withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and
Jericho area, with the view to promoting economic development
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, authority will be transferred
to the Palestinians in the following spheres: education and
culture, health, social welfare, direct taxation, and tourism. The
Palpstlman side will commence in building the Palestinian
police ‘force, as agreed upon. Pending the inauguration .of the
Council, the two parties may negotiate the transfer of additional
powers and responsibilities as agreed upon.

Article VII
Interim agreement

1. The Israeli and Palestinian delegations will negotiate an
agreement on the interim period (the ‘Interim Agreement).

2. The Interim Agreement shall specify, among other things,
the structure of the Council, the number.of its members, and
the transfer of powers and responsibilities from the Israeli
military government and its Civil Administration to the Council.
The Interim Agreement shall also specify the Council’s executive
authority, legislative authority in accordance with Article IX
below, and the independent Palestinian judicial organs:

_ 3. The Interim Agreement shall include arrangements, to be
1mplemepted upon the inauguration of the Council, for the
assumption by the Council of all of the powers and responsibili-
ties transferred previously in accordance with Article VI above.

4. Ip ox:der to enable the Council to promote economic growth,
upon its inauguration, the Council will establish, among other
thmgs,‘a Palestinian Electricity Authority, a Gaza Sea Port
Authority, a Palestinian Development Bank, a Palestinian
Export_ Promotion Board, a Palestinian Environmental
Authority, a Palestinian Land Authority and a Palestinian
Water Administration Authority, and any other authorities
agreed upon, in‘accordance with the Interim Agreement that
will specify their powers and responsibilities.

5. After the inauguration of the Council, the Civil Admin-

istration will be dissolved i mili
Will b withme ved, and the Israeli military government

Article VIII
Public order and security
hIn order to guarantee public order and internal security for
fée quest}mans of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, the
ouncil will establish a strong police force, while Israel will
continue to carry the responsibility for defending against
e?temal thrgats, as well as the responsibility for overall security
of the Israelis to protect their internal security and public order.

Article IX
Laws and military orders
1. The Council will be empowered to legislate, in accordance

:Voli;ltl the Interim Agreement, within all authorities transferred

2. Both parties will review jointly laws and military orders
presently in force in remaining spheres.

Article X
Joint Israeli-Palestinian liaison commiltee

In order to provide for a.smooth implementation of this
Declaration of Principles and any subsequent agreements per-
taining to the interim period, upon the entry into force of this
Declaration of Principles, a Joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison
Committee will be established in order to deal with issues
requiring co-ordination, other issues of common interest, and
disputes.

Article XI )
Israeli-Palestinian co-operation in economic fields

Recognizing the mutual benefit of co-operation in promoting
the development of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and israel,
upon the entry into force of this Declaration of Principles, an
Israeli-Palestinian Economic Co-operation Committee will be
established in order to develop and implement in a co-operative
manner the programmes identified in the protocols attached as
Annex III and Annex IV.

Article XIT
Liaison and co-operation with Jordan and Egypt

The two parties will invite the Governments of Jordan and
Egypt to participate in establishing further liaison and co-
operation arrangements between the Government of Israel and
the Palestinian representatives, on one hand, and the Gov-
ernments of Jordan and Egypt, on the other hand, to promote
co-operation between them. These arrangements will include
the constitution of a Continuing Committee that will decide by
agreement on the modalities of the admission of persons dis-
placed from the West Bank and Gaza Strip in 1967, together
with necessary measures to prevent disruption and disorder.
Other matters of common concern will be dealt with by this
Committee.

Article XII1
Redeployment of Israeli forces
1. After the entry into force of this Declaration of Principles,

~and not later than the eve of elections for the Council, a redeploy-

ment of Israeli military forces in the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip will take place, in addition to withdrawal of Israeli forces
carried out in accordance with Article XIV.

2. In redeploying its military forces, Israel will be guided by
the principle that its military forces should be redeployed out-
side the populated areas.

3. Further redeployments to specified locations will be gradu-
ally implemented commensurate with the assumption of respon-
sibility for public order and internal security by the Palestinian
police force pursuant to Article VIII above. :

Article XIV
Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area

Israel will withdraw from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area,
as detailed in the protocol attached as Annex IL

Article XV )
Resolution of disputes -

1. Disputes arising out of the application or interpretation of .
this Declaration of Principles, or any subsequent agreements
pertaining to the interim period, shall be resolved by negotia-
tions through the Joint Liaison Committee to be established
pursuant to Article X above.

2. Disputes which cannot be settled by negotiations may be
resolved by a mechanism of conciliation to be agreed upon by
the parties. .

3. The parties may agree to submit to arbitration disputes
relating to the interim period, which cannot be settled through
conciliation. To this end, upon the agreement of both parties,
the parties will establish an Arbitration Committee.



11. A program for developing co-ordination and co-operation
in the field of communication and media.’

12. Any other programs of mutual interest.

PROTOCOL ON ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CO-
OPERATION CONCERNING REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

1. The two sides will co-operate in the context of the multilat-
_eral peace effoyts in promoting a Development Program for the
region, including the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, to be
initiated by the G-7. The parties will request the G-7 to seek
the participation in this program of other interested states, such
as members of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development, regional Arab states and institutions, as well as
members of the private sector.

2. The Development Program will consist of two elements:

a) an Economic Development Program for the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip; ’

b) a Regional Economic Development Program

A. The Econqmic Development Program for the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip will consist of the following elements:

(1) A Social Rehabilitation Program, including a Housing
and Construction Program.
(2) A Small and Medium Business Development Plan.
(3) An Infrastructure Development Program (water, elec-
tricity, transportation and communications, etc.)
(4) A Human Resources Plan.
(56) Other programs.
B. The Regional Economic Development Program may consist
of the following elements:

(1) The establishment of a Middle East Development Fund,
as a first step, and a Middle East Development Bank, as
a second step. :

(2) The developmept ofa joint‘Israeli-Palestinian-Jordanian
Plan for co-ordinated exploitation of the Dead Sea area.

3) The'Mediterranean Sea (Gaza)—Dead Sea Canal.

C)] Reg:xonal Desalinization and other water development
projects. ’

5)A regional plan for agricultural development, including a
co-ordinated regional effort for the prevention of deserti-
fication.

(6) Interconnection of electricity grids.

(7) Regional co-operation for the transfer, distribution and

industrial exploitation of gas, oil and other energy
resources.

8) A regional Tourism, Transportation and Telecommunica-
tions Development Plan..

(9) Regional co-operation in other spheres.

3. The two sides will encourage the multilateral working
groups, and wﬂ} co-ordinate towards its success. The two parties
will encourage international activities, as well as pre-feasibility

and feasibility studies, within the various multilateral
working groups, " -

AGREED MINUTES TO THE DECLARATION OF
PRINCIPLES ON INTERIM SELF-GOVERNMENT
ARRANGEMENTS

A. General Understandings and Agreements
Any powers and responsibilites transferred to the Palestinians

pursuant to the Declaration of Principles prior to the inaugura-

tiqn‘of the Cquncil will be subject to the same principles per-
taining to Article IV, as set out in these Agreed Minutes below.

B. Specific Understandings and Agreements
Article IV
It is understood that:
1. Jurisdiction of the Council will cover West Bank and Gaza
Strip territory, except for issues that will be negotiated in the

Permanen_t status negotiations: Jerusalem, settlements, mili-
tary locations and Israelis.

2. The Council’s jurisdiction will apply with regard to the
agreed powers, responsibilities, spheres and authorities
transferred to it.

Article VI (2) . :
It is agreed that the transfer of authority will be as follows:

(1) The Palestinian side" will inform the Israeli side of the
names of the authorized Palestinians who will assume the
powers, authorities and responsibilities that will be transferred -
to the Palestinians according to the Declaration of Principles in
the fcllowing fields: education and culture, health, social wel-
fare, direct taxation, tourism, and any other authorities
agreed upon.

(2) It is understood that the rights and obligations of these
offices will not be affected.

(3) Each of the spheres described above will continue to enjoy
existing budgetary allocations in accordance with arrangements
to be mutually agreed upon. These arrangements also will
provide for the necessary adjustments required in order to take
into account the taxes collected by the direct taxation office.

(4) Upon the execution of the Declaration of Principles, the
Israeli and Palestinian delegations will immediately commence
negotiations on a detailed plan for the transfer of authority on
the above offices in accordance with the above understandings.

Article VII (2)

The Interim Agreement will also include arrangements for co-
ordination and co-operation. .

Article VII (5)

The withdrawal of the military government will not prevent
Israel from exercising the powers and responsibilities not
transferred to the Council.

Article VIII

It is understood that the Interim Agreement will include
arrangements for co-operation and co-ordination between the

“two parties in this regard. It is also agreed that the transfer of

powers and responsibilities to the Palestinian police will be
accomplished in a phased manner, as agreed in the Interim

-Agreement.

Article X

It is agreed that, upon the entry into force of the Declaration of
Principles, the Israeli and Palestinian delegations will exchange
the names of the individuals designated by them as members
of the Joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison Committee.

It is further agreed that each side will have an equal number
of members in the Joint Committee. The Joint Committee will
reach decisions by agreement. The Joint Committee may add
other technicians and experts, as necessary. The Joint Com-
mittee will decide on the frequency and place or places of its
meetings.

Annex I1

It is understood that, subsequent to the Israeli withdrawal,
Israel will continue to be responsible for external security, and
for internal security and public order of settlements and Israelis.
Israeli military forces and civilians may continue to use roads
freely within the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area.

Article XVI

Israeli-Palestinian Co-operation Concerning Regional Programs
Both parties view the multilateral working groups as an approp-’
riate instrument for promoting a ‘Marshall Plan,’ the regional
programs and other programs, including special programs for
the West Bank and Gaza Strip, as indicated in the protocol
attached as Annex IV, / T

Article XVII
Miscellaneous Provisions

1. This Declaration of Principles will enter into force one
month after its signing.

2. All protocols annexed to this Declaration of Principles and
Agreed Minutes pertaining thereto shall be regarded as an

" integral part hereof. :




Article XVI

Israel-Palestinian co-operation concerning regional programs
Both parties view the multilateral working groups as an

appropriate instrument for promoting a ‘Marshall Plan,’ the

regional programs and other programs, including special pro-

grams for the West Bank and Gaza Strip, as indicated in the

protocol atttached as Annex IV. - .

_Article XVII
Miscellaneous provisions
1. This Declaration of Principles will enter into force one
month after its signing.
2. All protocols annexed to this Declaration of Principles and

Agreed Minutes pertaining thereto shall be regarded as an
integral part hereof. S .

Annex 1—protocol on the mode and conditions of elections

L Palestini‘a_ns of Jerusalem who live there will have the
right to participate in the election process, according to an
agreement between the two sides. :

2. In addition, the election agreement should cover, among
other things, the following issues:

a. the system of elections,

b. the mode of the agreed supérvision and international
observation and their personal composition, and

¢. rules and. regulations regarding election campaign,
including agreed arrangements for the organizing of mass
media, and the possibility of licensing a broadcasting and

TV station.
3. The future status of displaced Palestinians who were regis-
tered on 4th June 1967 will not be prejudiced because they are

unable to participate in the election process due to practical rea-
sons.

Annex 2—protocol on withdrawal of Israeli forces from the
Gaza Strip and Jericho Area

1. The two sides will conclude and sign within two months

from the date of entry into force of this Declaration of Principles, -

an agreement on the withdrawal of Israeli military forces from
the Gaza Strip and Jericho area. This agreement will include
comprehensive arrangements to apply in the Gaza Strip and
the Jericho area subsequent to the Israeli withdrawal.

2. Israel will implement an accelerated and scheduled
thhdrawal of Israeli military forces from the Gaza Strip and
dericho area, beginning immediately with the signing of the
agreement on the Gaza Strip and Jericho area and to be com-
pleted within a period not exceeding four months after the
signing of this agreement. ’

3. The above agreement will include, among other things:

a. Arrangements for a smooth and peaceful transfer of
authority frqm the Israeli military government and its
Civil Administration to the Palestinian representatives.

b. structure, powers and responsibilities of the Palestinian
authority in these areas, except, external security, settle-
ments, Israelis, foreign relations, and other subjects mu-
tually agreed upon.

c. Arrapgements for assumption of internal security and
public order by the Palestinian police force consisting of
police qfﬁcers recruited locally and from abroad (holding
Jordanian passports and Palestinian documents issued
by Egypt). Those who will participate in the Palestinian
police force coming from abroad should be trained as
police and police officers.

-d. A temporary international or foreign presence, as agreed
upon.

e. Establishment of a joint Palestinian-Israeli co-ordination
and co-operation committee for mutual security purposes.

f An economic development and stablization program,

including the establishment of an Emergency Bund, to -

encourage foreign investment, and financial and economic
support. Both sides will co-ordinate and co-operate jointly
and unilaterally with regional and international parties
to support these aims. ’

g. Arrangements for a safe passage for persons and trans
portation between the Gaza Strip and Jericho area.

4. The above agreement will include arrangements for cc
ordination between both parties regarding passages:

a. Gaza - Egypt; and i
b. Jericho - Jordan.

5. The offices responsible for carrying out the powers anr
responsibilities of the Palestinian authority under this Anne:
II and Article VI of the Declaration of Principles will be locate:
in the Gaza Strip and ir. the Jericho area pending the inaugura
tion of the Council.

6. Other than these agreed arrangements, the status of th
Gaza Strip and Jericho area will continue to be an integral par

- of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and will not be changed i

the interim period.

PROTOCOL ON ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CO-
OPERATION IN ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS

The two sides agree to establish an Israeli-Palestinian Contin
uing Committee for Economic Co-operation, focusing, amon;
other things, on the following:

1. Co-operation in the field of water, including a Water Devel
opment Program prepared by experts from both sides, whicl
will also specify the mode of co-operation in the management o
water resources in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and wil
include proposals for studies and plans on water rights of eact
party, as well as on the equitable utilization of joint wate:
resources for implementation in and bevond the interim period

2. Co-operation in the field of electricity, including an Elec
tricity Development Program, which will also specify the mod:
of co-operation for the production. maintenance, purchase anc
sale of electricity resources. .

3. Co-operation in the field of energy, including .an Energ
Development Program, which will provide for the éxploitatio
of oil and gas for industrial purposes, particularly in the Gaz
Strip and in the Negev, and will encourage further joint exploita
tion of other energy resources. This Program may also provid
for the construction of a Petrochemical industrial complex i1
the Gaza Strip and the construction of oil and gas pipelines.

4. Co-operation in the field of finance, including a Financia
Development and Action Program for the encouragement o
international investment in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
and in Israel, as well as the establishment of a Palestinia:
Development Bank.

5. .Co-operation in the fields of transport and communications
including a Program, which will define guidelines for the estab
lishment of a Gaza Sea Port Area, and will provide for the
establishing of transport and communications lines to and fron
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip to Israel and to othe
countries. In addition, this Program will provide for carrying ou
the necessary construction of roads, railways, communication
lines, etc.

6. Co-operation in the field of trade, including studies, an.
Trade Promotion Programs, which will encourage local, regiona
and inter-regional trade, as well as a feasibility study of creatin:
free trade zones in the Gaza Strip and in Israel, mutual acces
to these zones, and co-operation in other aress related to trad.
and commerce. A

7. Co-operation in the field of industry, including industria
Development Programs, which will provide for the establish
ment of joint Israeli-Palestinian Research and Developmen
Centers, will promote Palestinian-Israeli joint ventures, an
provide guidelines for co-operation in the textile, food, pharme
ceutical, electronics, diamonds, ¢omputer and science-base
industries.

8. A program for co-operation in, and regulation of, labou

_relations and co-operation in social welfare issues. \

9. A Human Resources Development and Co-operation Plar
providing for joint Israeli-Palestinian workshops and seminar:
and for the establishment of joint vocational training centre:
research institutes and data banks.

10. An Environmental Protection Plan, providing for joir
and/or co-ordinated measures in this sphere.
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