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ABSTRACT

The Palestinian-israeli Peace Process in International Context with a Note
on Consequences for Turkish Foreign Policy
by

Bulent Aras

This thesis aims to analyze the wh_ole process of peace attempts
between Palestinians and Israelis in accordance with the systemic changes
|n international relations. Here the focal point will be the emergence of the
new world order, which has certain positive impact on the parnes to the
conflict toward acceptlng a partial solution in the end. Accordingly, the
transformation of the nature of the Palestinian-israeli peace process is firstly
analyzed from 1947 until eruption of the 1991 Gulf Crisis. Then, after the
evaluation of the political context and the analysis of the 1991-1996 period,
it is argued that the impact of new realities in the changing matrix of power
politics within the new world order constituted one of the important factors
which paved the way to the launching of the last Palestlnlan -Israeli peace
attempt. Meanwhile, in this thesis, an additional chapter is devoted to the
relevance of the whole peace process to Turkish Foreign Policy.

The main conclusion of the thesis might be put as follows: Systemic
changes in international relations, culminating in the end of the cold war/bi-
polarity, have in time clearly affected the progress in Palestinian-Israeli
peace process from total refusal by both sides to acceptance of ka partial
solution, be it willingly or unwillingly, under the imperatives of new realities
in the world order, which are of considerable relevance to Middie Eastern
affairs.



OZET
Uluslararasi Cercevede Filistin-israil Baris Sareci ve Tark Dis

Politikasina iliskin Sonuglari

Bulent Aras

Bu calismanin amaci, Filistinlilerie israilliler arasinda surdartlen baris
cabalarinin olugturdugu strecin tamamini uluslararasi iligkilerde meydana
gelen sistem degisiklikleriyle ilintili olarak incelemektir. Burada odak noktasi,
sézkonusu sirecin sonunda kismi bir ¢ozimun kabull yéninde, ¢atismanin
taraflari Gzerinde belirgin bir olumlu etkide bulunmug olan "Yeni Dunya
Duzeni" nin dogusu olacaktir. Buna bagli olarak ilkin, F_ilistin-israil Barig
Strecindeki nitelik donustmi 1947'den 1991'de Korfez Bunaliminin patiak
verisine kadar uzanan slregte ele alinacaktir. Devaminda ise, 1991-96 -
déneminin siyasal baglamda tahlili ve degerlendiriimesiyle birlikte Yeni
Dunya Dizeni cergcevesinde degigen glg politikasi denkleminde yer alan
yeni gercekliklerin etkisinin Filistinlilerle lisrailliler arasindaki son bars
anlasmas! girisiminin 6ninu agan 6nemli etkenlerden birisini olusturdugu
éngorulmektedir. Bu arada da, gene bu galismada, ayn bir bolum yukarida
belirtilen baris srecinin butind igerisinde Turk Dig Politikasinin yerinin

incelenmesine ayriimistir.

Bu g.ahgfnada butintyle seyri incelenen Barig Streci sonunda temel
bir sonug olarak varilan degerlendirme soyle belirtilebilir. Uluslararasi
iliskilerde gozlenen -Soguk Savas velveya ’kutuplu dinya dizeninin
cokuslyle yeni bir egige ulagan- sistem degisiklikleri Filistin-Israil Barig
Surecinin gelisimini, zaman iginde sorunun taraflanni toptan red tavrindan
| uzaklagip -gondlll yada gonulstz- kismi bir ¢ézimin kabull gizgisine
cekecek surette, agik bir bigimde etkilemis bulunmaktadir.
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INTRODUCTION

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict is one. of the most well-known
struggles of the 20th century. It would be an 0versimplificétion to ‘regard the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict as a struggle of two nations only. Many elvements
such as Zionism, anti-Zionism, Semitism, anti-Semitism, Arab countries,
Superpowers, Non—AIighment Movement, etc. may be included in this
conflict.

The Question of Palestine itself has two dimensions. The first aspect
is the Jewish dimension which began with the establishment of the state of
Israel. The second aspect is the Palestinian dimension which evolved after
the dissolution of the Oftoman State. These two issues constituted the
Question of Palestine. The ambivalence of Middle East geography has
paved the way for the inclusion of major countries in world politics in the
Question. The Question has become extremely sensitive in the atmosphere
and evolution of world ‘politics. The rules of realpolifik became a part of the
evolution of the Question of Palestine from its inception. The establishment
of the state of Israel, for example, was a product of the newly risen “pax-
Americana” after World War |l. '

However, it is an. exaggeration to attach all transformations in the
Question to external developments. The intemnal and regional dynamics
became as inﬂuential as global ones. For that reason, the Question is at the

core of the regional Arab-Israeli conflict.

Due to its complexity, the Question constitutes a challenge for
- researchers entering this arena. It is a very dynamic area and the situation is
rapidly changing. Besides that, emotions run deep in the Middle East. The
complex and melancholic circumstances for dealing with this subject are well
known. It should be discerned that the missing element remains to be the

. political will to undertake the historic compromises necessary to resolve the
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four decade-long conflict. One is also aware that political agreements may
not easily resolve decades of distrust and conflict, but they may reduce the
suffering and facilitate an accommodating effect on the ongoing peace
process. The current situation in the peace process seems to confirm this
idea. It is this situation which has been a motivational factor in this research
of the Palestinian-Israeli peace process. An analysis of all the peace
attempts of not only the Palestinians and the Israelis, but also regional and
global ones as mentioned above, in the period between 1947 to 1996, has
been undertaken.

This thesis aims to anaIyZe the peace process between Palestinians
and Israelis in relation to the systemic changes in international relations.
Here the focal point will be the emergence of the new world order. It has had
certain positive impact on the parties to the conflict 'toward accepting a
partial solution in the end. Meanwhile, in this thesis, an additional chapter is

devoted to the relevance of the peace process to Turkish foreign policy.

This study, more specifically, attempts to analyze the peace process
since 1947. Since that time, the Question of Palestine has been dealt with in
the interniational arena within the context of the United Nations. Accordingly,
the transformation of the nature of the Palestinian-Israeli peace process is
firstly analyzed from 1947 until eruption of the 1991 Gulf Crisis. Then, after
the evaluation of the political context and the analysis of the 1991-1996
period, it is argued that the impact of new realities in the changing matrix of
power politics within the new world order constituted one of the important
factors which paved the way for the launching of the last Palestinian-sraeli
peace attempt. Moreover, special emphasis has been put on the peace
framework established by the Declaration of Principles which was signed by
Israel and the PLO. In order to grasp the realities behind the latest
agreements, the historical analysis of developments directly related fo the
. peace process between the PLO and Israel has been the preferred
methodology of this study. ' |



In the first chapter, ‘with a view to finding the root causes of the
Question and its accompanying peace brocess, the internationalization of
the Question, the partition plan, the emergence of lsrael, the 1948 and 1967
wars, and the Security Council Resolution 242 are discussed. The emphasis
is on Resolution 242 which is regarded as the basis for all territorial

discussions in the peace process.

The second chapter covers the period between 1970-1988 in respect
to the main topic. Thus, the Camp David accords, the peace initiatives of the
early 1980s, and the Lebanon tragedy constitute the main topics of this
chapter.

The third chapter deals with the more recent, vitally important issues
and developments in the peace process. In it, firstly, the Intifada will be
examined with special respect to its influence over the peace process. The
new peace initiatives and transformation in the attitudes of the Palestine
Liberation Organization followed the Intifada. Subsequently, in this chapter,
the changing: priorities upon the‘ impact of the new world (dis)order is
emphasized. As a matter of fact, the refractions in the peace process with
their global shifts might be taken as proof of the sensitivitylof the Question in
relation to external dynamics. For that reason, the elements of the Question
(as mentioned above) are included not only hére, but also throughout the
study. In that respect, the Gulf Crisis has also been taken into consideration

due to its global effects on the peace process.

Since a critical examination of the latest, post-Cold War developments
directly related to the peace process and the ensUing agreemenfs between
the PLO and lsrael is one of the main focuses of this study, the fourth
chapter emphasizes the peace deals which began with the Madrid
Framework, at some considerable length. The systemic changes in
international relations, at that time, cdlminating in the end of the Cold Warr,

have clearly affected the progress in Palestinian-Israeli process. Along this



examination line, the Declaration of Principles, the Cairo agreements and
other recent developments until the Israeli elections heid in May 1996 are
also looked at. Meanwhile, not having ignored the international context, in
this chapter, the changing American role in the Middle East and foreign
policy diversification of the Israel is also dealt with.

The fifth chapter deals with the relevance of the peace process to
Turkish Foreign Policy. Under the lights of the facts discussed in previous
chapters, this section emphasizes the place of the Palestinian-Israeli peace

process in Turkish Foreign Policy.

The concluding chapter, rather than Summarizing the study, attempts
to provide insight into the problems in the current stage of peace process

with special emphasis on the need for democracy and market economy..



Chapter 1

THE QUESTION OF PALESTINE WITHIN THE INTERNATIONAL
FRAMEWORK

1.1. INTERNATIONALIZATION OF THE PROBLEM

1.1.1. The Emergence of The Question of Palestine in the

International Arena.

At the end of World War |l, Palestine was a territory being governed
by the United Kingdom. Great Britain had had administrative control of
Palestine under a League of Nations mandate since 1922. However, the
World War 1l had left the combatant countries with many problems. Great
Britain was one of these countries which faced adverse circumstances. The
internal problems within the UK limited both the willingness and the ability of
its administrators in dealing with matters outside the island kingdom. For that
reason, the UK signaled her aim of submitting the Question of Palestine to

the two-year-old successor of the League of Nations, the United Nations.

At the close of the World War I, the governmental administration of
Palestine had begun to be regarded as an unsolvable question. In addition
to increasing migration of JeWISh people rapidly escalating violence
>re|nforced this perception. Therefore, the extremely problematic
governmental position, ushered in the mtematlonahzatlon of the question. In
1946, the British government decided to turn over the problem to an Inquiry
Committee. After the committee failed to find a solution, the government took
a step farther. On 18 February 1947 Great Britain, after thirty years of rule in
Palestine, made the following announcement:

His Majesty s Govenment have.. been faced with an .

irreconcilable conflict of principles. There are in Palestine about 1.200.000
Arabs and 600.000 Jews. For the Jews, the essential point of principle is to



resist ... [until] the establishment of Jews sovereignty in any part of
Palestine...

It is in these circumstances that we have decided that we are
unable to accept the scheme put forward either by the Arabs or by the
Jews, or to impose ourselves a solution of our own. We have; therefore,
reached the conclusion that the only course now open to us is to submit the
problem to the judgment of the UN... !

Since that time, the Question of Palestine has been dealt with in the
international arena within the context of the United. Nations. in this
framework, immediate attention to the problem was decided upon the first
special session of the General Assembly in 1947. On 28 April 1947, the
General Assembly convened in New York to establish a special committee

on Palestine.?

The Arab States were unsuccessful at that time in their efforts to
"include either the question of independence or the termination of the
mandate for Palestine during the special session. On the other side, due to
the highly charged Jewish problem in Europe, Jews were very effective and
dominant in their demands. The UN, for the first time, gave the right of
presentation to non-governmental organizations. Although there was some
political jostling, the Assembly took up the request to hear representatives of
both sides. With the General Assembly Resolutions 104 and 105, the Jews
were represented by the Jewish Agency while the Arab Higher Committee

spoke in the name of the Palestinians.’

In the aftermath of World War Il, the core element in international
relations was power. The Palestinians were faced with the realities of power

politics for decades after that time. Thus, as an Arab scholar commented:

" UN, The Question of Palestine, (New York, 1979), 16.
2UN, The United Nations and the Question of Palestine,(New York, 1985), 3.
3UN, The Question of..., 16. ‘



The intemnationalization of the Palestine problem ' placed the
Palestinian Arab community at a distinct political disadvantage. Lacking
adequate organization, inexperienced in the by-ways of mid-twentieth-
century diplomacy, wanting the necessary apparatus with which to wage a
diplomatic offensive, unskilled in the techniques of propaganda, devoid of
the unequivocal support of a Major Power or the staunch advocacy of a
powerful constituency therein, the Palestinian Arabs were in no position to
mount an effective campaign in intemational forums.*

Israel was, therefore, very successful in achieving her demands, due
to the relative weakness of the Palestinians® before the UN and in thel
international arena for decades. The first and foremost tool of Israel has
been its powerful lobbying activities.® The Jewish lobby has also been
effective since the meetings of the first Special Committee of the United

Nations for the Question of Palestine.

Indeed, the most important event of the Special Commitiee was the
appointment of a United Nations Special Committee on Palestine
(UNSCOP). It was made up of 11 member states and was empowered to
investigate all the questions énd' issues related to Palestine by the General
Assembly Resolution 106. The establishment of UNSCOP was the result of
de facto position in intemational relations and, it was also the hallmark of the
partition which Iatér resulted in the formation of Israeli state.” Article 6 of

Resolution 106 stated: "The Special Committee shall prepare a report to the

“Samir N. Anabtawi, “The Palestininans as a Political Entity,” in The Arab-israeli
Conflict, ed. by John Norton, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974), 510.

%In this study all future references to “Palestinian” will mean the “Palestinian Arabs.

®For an excellent study on this lobbying, see Paul Findiey, ABD'de Israil Lobisi,
translated by Mustafa Ozcan and N.Ahmet Asrar, (Istanbul: Pinar, 1994).

7M.Li]tfuilahv 'Karaman, Uluslararast iliskiler Cikmazinda Filistin Sorunu,
(Istanbul: Iz, 1991),41.



General Assembly and shall submit such proposals as it' may consider

appropriate for the solution of the problem of Palestine.”

In order to fulfill its objectives, the committee visited Palestine,
Lebanon, Syria, and Transjordan in the Middle East, and also toured the
refugee camps in Europe. During the investigation, the disability of the

Palestinians in dealing with the problem became apparent, namely,

While Jewish organization co-operated with UNSCOP in its
deliberations, the Palestinian leadership in the Arab Higher Committee
decided not to participate, on the grounds that the United Nations had
refused to address the question of independence and failed to separate the
issue of Jewish refugees of Europe from the question of Palestine.’

The Palestinians failed, even, to defend their basic natural rights:
They were unable to persuade the international community to consider any
investigation concerning their natural rights. The right of self-determination
for the Palestinians imposed a de facto refusal in the intemational political

environment. A UNSCOP report reﬂected this refusal with these comments:

With regard to the principle of self-determination, although

international recognition was extended to this principle at the end of the

- WWT1 and it was adhered to with regard to the other Arab territories, at the

time of the creation of the ‘A’ mandates, it was not applied to Palestine,

obviously because of the intention to make possible the creation of the

~ Jewish National Home there. Actually, it may well be said that the Jewish

National Home and the sui generis Mandate for Palestine run counter to
that principle.'

8UN, Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People, Resolutions and Decisions of the General Assembly and the Security Council
Relating to the Question of Palestine, 1947-1975, (New York, 1976), 2. [hereafter
Resolutions and Decisions]. ’

®UN, The UN and the ..., 3.
N, The Question of..., 18.



The right of self-determination implies a unified Palestinian State with
total guarantee to fhe minority. However, the final decision of the committee,
which completed its mission in August 1947, was different. UNSCOP
reached agreement on the issues of terminating the mandate, the principle
of independence, and on the United Nations’ role in the solution. However,
the committee failed to reach a consensus on the most important problem of
the Palestine: a possible settiement of the question of the Palestinians.
There was no consensus on this vital issue. The majority of the Committee,
consisting of Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, Netherlands, Peru,
Sweden and Uruguay, recommended a partitioned Palestine.” In other

words, the majority recommended that:

Palestine mfhm its present borders, following a transitional
period... , shall be constituted into an independent Arab State, and an
independent Jewish State, and the (internationalized) city of Jerusalem..."?

,
They planned a corpus separatum for Jerusalem under the

administration of the United Nations. Both independent States and

Jerusalem were to be linked in an economic union.

On the other hand, the minority plan of the committee was prepéred
by India, Iran and Yugoslavia, and stated:

The peoples of Palestine are entitled to recognition of their right to
independence. , ' ‘

The independent federal... state of Palestine shall compromise an
Arab State and a Jewish State... '

‘There shall be a single Palestinian nationality and citizenship (for)
Arabs, Jews and others...

Jerusalem... shall be capital...”®

"UN, The UN and..., 4.

27 G. Fraser, The Middle East 1914-1979, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1980),
47. .
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1.1.2. The Adoption of the Resolution of the Partition of

Palestine

After two months of lengthy debate, the General Assembly approved
the partition plan which had been recommended by the majority in the
above- mentioned Special Committee, with minor changes, by its Resolution
181(ll) on 29 November 1947 ™, which reads: ’

' The General Assembly,
Having met in special session at the request of the mandatory
Power to constitute and instruct a special committee to prepare for the

consideration of the question of the future government of Palestine at the
second regular session;

Palestine, and to all other Members of the United Nations the adoption and
implementation, with regard to the future government of Palestine, of the
Plan of Partition with Economic Union ;...” **

This partition plan provided forihe termination of the UK mandate with
the delineation of borders between the two states and intemationalized
. Jerusalem. According to the plah,'the_ two states would be established not
later than 1 Octbber, 1948. Within the four documents attached to the
Resolution, the steps to be taken prior to. establishment of the two states
were set out with details such as citizenship, transportation, boundai'ies, and

the economic union.™

Though accepted by the Jewish Agency, the plan was dissatisfactory
for the Jews in some matters like emigration and territorial limits. For the

Arabs, the plan was more problematic. it was totaﬂy refused by them, and

BUN, The International Status of the Palestinian People (New York: 1979), 13.
“*Karaman, 42.
'® Resolutions and Decisions, 3.

'8 Kemal Kirigci, The PLO and World Politics: A Study of the Mobilization of
Support for the Palestinian Cause (London: Frances Pinter, 1986), 5.
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they opposed to be bound by the partition plan. The Palestinians and the
Arab States regarded the plan as being in violation of the provisions of the
UN Charter. 7 | ) ‘

| The first development after the Partition Plan was an escalation in
violence. Additionally, Britain disclaimed responsibility for the difficulties in
Palestine and began to withdraw rapidly. And, when Britain had completed

her Withdrawal, she had left chaos and conflict behind her.™

1.2. THE EMERGENCE OF ISRAEL, THE WAR AND INTERNATIONAL
INTERVENTION '

All of these developments opened the way to independence for the
Jews. “The plan gave a legitimate base for a possible Israeli state.” ™ On the
other side, the Palestinian Arabs, although they were a majority in Palestine,
fell into the position of being a minority. Interesting(ly, the favorite of the two
groups in the intemational community was the Jews rather than the Arabs,
probably due to events in World War Il.

On the same day, the UK mandate was rescinded, that is, on 14 May
1948, the Jewish Agency declared the establishment of the State of Israel,

with the announcement of the following declaration:

~ Eretz-Israel was the birthplace of the Jewish peoplé...

..the first Zionist congress... proclaimed the right of the Jewish
People to national rebirth in their own country...

...was recognized in the Balfour Declaration... and reaffirmed in
the mandate... _

...the General Assembly required the inhabitants of Eretz-Israel to
take such steps as were necessary on their part of the implementation of

 that Resolution.

7 UN, The UN and..., 5.
"® UN, The Intefnational ...,13

19Alyan R.Taylor, israil'in Dogusu, translated by Mesut Karagahan(istanbul: Pinar,
1992), 140.
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.we members of the People’s Council, ..declare the
establishment of a Jewish State in Eretz-Israel, to be known as the state of
Israel..”

The new lsraeli state was immediately recognized by the US and the
USSR.2* The next day, for the first time, regular troops of neighboring states
intervened in the clash between' the Jews ahd the Palestinians, and this
pattern continued.? After this war, the situation concerning the Palestinians
became more dramatic. Israel gained control over much of the territory given
to the Arabs by the Partition Plan. The Gaza Strip and the West Bank were
administered respectively by Egypt and Jordan, and Jordan later annexed
the West Bank in 1950.% |

The Questioh of Palestine became a vital issue on the agenda of the
UN after the establishment of the state of Israel. Alfhough still in its infancy,
the UN accepted responsibility for the problem, and in time, ftried to
recognize and guarantee the inalienable rights of the Palestinians through
international commitments. Thé aim of the UN was to bring about a territorial
solution to the problem, but its efforts were seriously damaged by the

expansionist activities of Israel beyond its previously assigned lands. *

One of the early acts of the UN, as early as the above-mentioned war
still continued, was sending Count Bernadotte to Palestine to seek an

‘agreement between the s_ides of conﬂict.' The Count's mission was

2 \Walter Laquer and Barry Rubin (eds), The Israel-Arab Leader: A Documentary
History of the Middle East Conflict, (New York: Penguin Books, 1987), 125-128.

' 217.G.Fraser, The USA and The Middle East Since World War 2, (London: -
Macmillan, 1994), 47-48. )

2N, The Question..., 21
Z N, The UN and... , 6.
2 UN, The Question... , 22
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interrupted when he was assassinated by Jewish terrorists.®® Dr. Ralph
Bunche was appointed successor to the Count through’ the “Rhodes Talks.” -
The purpose of these talks was td establish a firm truce agreement. These
efforts dealt with the military situation rather than the political one. For this
reason, the agreement should not be understood as a recognition of the

post-war state of affairs.?®

On 11 December 1948, the General Assembly passed its second
vitally important Resolution, made with particular attention to Count
Bernadotte’s recommendation: Resolution 194(1l1):

The General Assembly

Having considered further the situation in Palestine

Establishes a Conciliation Commission consisting of three states
[France, Turkey, and United States]... '

Requests the Security Council to take further steps to ensure the
demilitarization of Jerusalem...

Resolves that the refugees wishing to retumn to their homes and live

at peace with their neighbors should be permitted to do so...compensation
should be paid for the property of those choosing not to return...”’

Before long, the Commission, referred to in the above Resolution, had
separate talks with the two sides at a conferenbe in Lausanne in April 1949.
The commission 9ighed a “protocol” with the Arab States of Egypt, Jordan,
Lebanon, and Syria, and separately with Israel. They agreed to use the
boundaries provided .by the partition plan as a basis for the discussion.
However, the commitments made by this Commission ended
inconclusively.?® Israel insisted on dealing with the territorial question while

the Palestinians gave priority to the return of the refugees. The Palestinians

% Abdul-Hafez M. Elkordy, Cnses of Diplomacy: The Three Wars and After, (The

Naylor Company, 1971), 75
% UN, The Question... , 22, 22
%7 Resolutions and Decisions, 27-30.
*UN, The UN and..., 7



expressed an “all or nothing” attitude in the territorial issues. Israel’s purpose
was to conserve the territories which had been occupied during the war.
Israel preferred to leave the West Bank to Jordan, without bringing up the

question of the future status of the region to the agenda

Israel s declaratlon regarding the |mplementat|on of Resolution
181(1l1) and 194(Il) opened the way for them to become a member of the UN.
And, not suprisingly, on 11 May 1949, Israel was voted in as a member of
the UN. During the debate the israeli representative presented assurances,
and the General Assembly Resolution admitting Israel into the UN, made.

specific reference to these assurances as in the following way:

Noting... the declaratlon by the State of Israel that it unreservedly
accepts the obligations of the UN charter...

..taking note of the declarations and ‘explanations made by the-
representative of the Government of Israel.. in respect of the
implementation of the said Resolutions. [181(II) and 19411

Israel’'s admission to the UN was linked to her assurances concerning
Resolutions 181(ll) and 194(lll). At that time, neither of the Resolutions had
been accepted by the Arab States.

'Beyond this de\)elopment, in the 1950s, the issue of Palestine
widened the bonﬂict between Arabs and Jews. During this period the UN
and both sides moved no closer to any kind of peéce deal. Let alone peace,
the situation paved the way for the Suez Canal crisis. It had no diréct
influence on the Palestinian question, and it, “ far from refocusing attention

on the Palestinians, served only to divert attention from them.”’

®UN, The Question... , 23
% Resolutions and Decisions, 36
3! Anabtawi, 510



With the Suez War, the Middle East instability,'was taken into the
chronicles of the-world powers. It was clear that the problems encountered
now transcended the region and the question of Palestine constituted the
core of the clash in the Middle East. As pointed out by a specialist:

The conflict over the Palestine, once a localized, and subsequently
an intemationalized dispute, had now become global in its overtones. It
now brought the ominous prospect of US and USSR involvement in

addition to that of England and France... the peace of the world was
deemed at stake. ™

The intervention of the “super powers” was not a new phenomenon,
but it gained more significance after these powers perceived there were
~ threats to world peace and order. Also, the Palestinians saw their struggle
differently after 1956 Suez War. This paved the way for emergence of the
~ Palestinian identity but they were not so much Organized. For example, at

that time, their only armed forces was the group of the Mufti of Jerusalem.®

In 1964 fhe PLO (Palestine Liberation Organization) was, in essence,
established for political purposee. And, in addition,'fhere were small groups
of Palestinians fighting against Israel in mid-1950s. These clan struggles
turned into commando raids in the mid-1960s. Another major goal in the
establishment of the PLO was to prevent these types of irresponsible deeds.
Instead of these local v,igi'lante groups, a trained and well-equipped army
was formed and located itself in Egypt, Syria and Irag. *

Ae far as the Palestinians are concemed, from 1950 to 1967, the

Question of Palestine was also dealt with under particular UN organizations.

32 Anabtawi, 510

% Philip Mattar, Kudiis Miiftiisii: Haci Emin el-Hiiseyni, translated by isa Olmez
“and Ali Soylu, (lstanbul Akademi, 1991), 169.

William B. Quandt, “Political and Military Dimensions of Contemporary
- Palestinian Nationalism,” in The Politics of Palestinian Nationalism, William B.Quandt et
al. (Berkeley: University of California Press), 50.



The UN Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) is one of these organizations

which is still operating today.

1.3. THE 1967 WAR AND THE SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 242

The June 1967 War brought about several fundamental changes. The
war'wa.s a disaster for the Palestinians and for the Arab states involved in
the clash. Israel had occupied territories in Syria and Egypt, and what
remained of Palestine. This war became one.of the most important tuming

points in the struggle of the Palestinian people. -

There were two consequences of the 1967 war which are worth
mentioning. Firstly, after the wa'r,'the Palestinian people were left in a
disastrous position which led to a mass exodus. As a result, the national
consciousness of the Palestinians arose to become the prominent issue in
the struggle.

..Palestinian nationalism as an idea, and the political
organizations based on this sentiment, were presented with the war... the

old slogan that Arab unity was the road to the liberation of Palestine was
reversed to read that "The liberation of Palestine would be the path to Arab

unity 35

In July 1968, the PNC (Palestinian National Council) drew up}a new
charter and Arafat’ became the new leader of the PLO in 1969. After this
significan{ change, the PLO, which the Israeli government totally refused to
accept, increased armed attacks on the Israeli territories.

The second consequence of the war was the intemational response

to the post-1967 position in Palestine that led to Resolution 242 of the

% Quandt, 52.

" Arafat was in favor of the inauguration of a war of liberation from within the newly
occupied West Bank, assuming that Fatah, under his leadership, could mobilize great
support among the million Palestinians suddenly brought under Israeli rule. He entered the
" West Bank in July 1967 to direct the effort which aimed to arouse mass response.
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Security Council. The Council first held seven meetings between 9 and 22
November. Meanwhile the Arabs, with the Non-Aligned and Communist
support, insisted that any solution must provide for Israeli withdrawal. Five
draft Resolutions were discussed during this time.* Finally, on 22 November
1967, the UN Security Council passed its fundamental Resolution 242
(1967) based on principles for-a peaceful settlement within the Middie East.
According to the Resolution, mainly,
The Security Council,
Affirms that the fulfillment of...
i) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in
the recent conflict;
i) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect
for and acknowledgment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every state in the area and their right to live in

peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of
force;...”’

Israel was in a very advéhtageous position after the war and
demanded direct negotiation with the Arab states. She insisted on a
comprehensive territorial peace as a precondition for withdrawal from
occupied territories. On ‘the Arab side, Jordan and Egypf accepted the
Security Council Resolution but they demanded Israel’s withdrawal from all
territories occupied in the recent war as a precondition to negoti‘atibn The
} PLO and Syria strongly criticized the Resolutlon because they felt it reduced

the whole question to a problem of refugees.

The Resolution has been regarded as a basis for all territorial
discussions in the peace process from then on. The Resolution, also led to

the assignment of a special representative to the Middle East with the

% Sydney D.Bailey, Four Arab-Israeli Wars and the Peace Process, (London: the
Macmillan Press, 1990), 277.

3 Resolutions and Decisions, 214
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mission of achieving a peaceful settlement. This special representative made
a series of attempts between Jordan, Israel, and Egypt on the basis of
Resolution 242. As with all other prior commitments, it ended inconclusively
in the early 1970s. |
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. Chapter 2
WAR AND THE SEARCH FOR PEACE: 1970 - 1988

2.1. INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION OF THE RIGHTS OF THE
PALESTINIAN ENTITY

In the 1970s and 1980s, there were many efforts to reach a solution
conceming the Palestinian issue. Since the early 1970s, the Question was
perceived as a problem concerning the natural and inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people rather than as a refugee problem. These attempts
brought the Palestinian problem to a new phase. In November 1970, the
General Assembly declared its view on peace in its Resolution 2628(XXV),
which reads: '

The General Assembly...

Recognizes that the people of Palestine are entitled to equal rights
and self detenmnatlon in accordance with the charter of the United
Nations;

Declares that full respect for the inalienable rights of Palestine is

an indispensable element in the establishment of a just and lasting peace in
the Middle East.*®

As with similar Resolutions pasSed in the preceding years, the
inalienable rights of the Palestinians were expahded to include the right of
self-determination, and consequently this right de jure was recognized by
the Intemational Community.* The rights of the Palestinian people were
established at the core of the issue. The Intematicnal Community recognized

% Resolutions and Decisions, 91
% Kiriggi, 138-139.
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that respect for the rights of Palestinians was vitally important in order to

initiate a lasting peace negotiation (as mentioned above Resolution).”

Also in the early 1970s, a different problem was developing in Jordan.
The tensions between the Jordanian authorities and the' Palestinian
refugees was increasihg. The quarrels sometimes tumed into armed
struggle. Moreover, a civil war in Jordan began on 16 September 1970. At
the end of the struggle, there were over three thousand killed and eleven
thousand wounded. The victory of Jordan did not come easily due to Syrian
and Egyptian intervention in the clash. The ruler of Jordan, King Hussein,
was forced to 'accept the principles of the PLO leadership of the
Palestinians, but after the death of the Egypt's leader Nasser, the position
changed in favor of Hussein. At the end, all Palestinian organizations were
forced to withdraw from Jordan after the fighting in July 1971.*" “They moved
to Lebanon where their appearance in force further destabilized that
country’s domestic politics while embroiling it ever more directly in the

“conflict.”*

There, before long, the opposition groups along with the PLO
accelerated their guerrilla warfare and terrorist attacks on Israeli targets.
However, there was no agreement over tactics carried on against Israel. The
two main groups, Fatah and the People’s Front for liberation of Palestine
(PFLP) were in conflict over the tactics to be used. The most extreme group
was known as “Black September’. They became famous woridwide for their

terrorist activities during the Munich Olympjc games; The only moderate

“OFor the life of the Palestinans at that time see Fawaz Turki, Filistin Siirgiinii: Bir

Miiltecinin Anilan, translated by Selehattin Erkanli and Nurettin Eil-Hiiseyni, (Istanbul:
Metis, 1986)

“! Peter Mansfield, A History of the Middle East, (London: Penguin Books, 1992),
306 and Cengiz Candar, Direnen Filistin, (Istanbul: May, 1976), 159-163.

“2 Charles D. Smith, Palestine and Arab-Israeli Conflict, (New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1992), 222 and see Irfan Acar, Liibnan Bunahmi ve Filistin Sorunu, (Ankara: Ttirk
Tarih Kurumu, 1989)
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group was Fatah, although some elements within that group also embarked
on terrorist missions. However, Israel countered these attacks in her own

way.

The next crisis in the Middle East region in rela_tion to‘the question of
Palestine was the 1973 war.® This “October war' caused no immediate
direct effect on the Palestinian issue but opened the way to the recognition
of the PLO by both the Arab world and the Intemational Community. The
immediate response of the UN to the Arab-Israeli war was the adoption of
Resolution 338. It calle‘d for an immediate truce and cessation of all military
activities. It also insisted on the implementation of Resolution 242(1967)

without delay after a cease-fire.

In accordance with the provisions of the Resolution 338(1973), a '
'peace conference convened in Geneva on 21 December 1973 under the
supervision of the US and the USSR. Participants in the Conference were
Israel, Jordan, the USSR, and the US and it was co-chaired by the latter two.
Statements were made 'by all members of the delegation during the
meetings. Although the conference did not yield substantive practicable
decisions, it underlined the importancekof a special interational mechanism
designed to deal directly with the prbblem. At the same time, the military
sub-committee of the conference played an important role in the negotiations
of disengagement of forces between Israel and Egypt and also between
Israel and Syria.®

Outside the UN, the American Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger,

was active in the peace process. Both during the war and its aftermath, he

43 Eor detailed information see, William B.Quandt, Decade of Decisions: American
Policy Toward the Arab-lsraeli Conflict, (London: University of California Press, 1977), -
165-207.

4 Resolutions and Decisions, 233

® UN, The Néed for Convening the International Peace Conference on the
Middle East, (New York: 1989), 11



spent a great deal of effort trying to establish agreement between the Arabs
and the Jews. The agreements for the disengagement of forces mentioned |

above was mostly a product of his renowned shuttle diplomacy.*®

The eVents of the year 1974 constituted a major tuming point in the
problem of the Palestinian People. In September 1974, 56 member states
joined to propoée that the Palestinian probiem should be included in the
chronicles of the General Assembly as a separate item. On 14 October
1974, the Assembly passed its Resolution 3210(XXIX), which reads:

The General Assembly,

Considering that the Palestinian People is the prmc1pa1 party to the
question of Palestine, :
- Invites the Palestine Liberation Orgammtlon the representative of

the Palestinian people to participate in the deliberations of the General
Assembly on the question of Palestine in plenary meetings.*’

Arab support came later because of Jordanian reservations.”® On 29
October 1974, the Arab Heads of States and Governments in the Rabat
summit recognized the “PLO as the sole legitimate representative of the
Palestinian People.” Behind this unanimous support for the PLO, Arab
leaders affirmed “the right of the Arab Palestinian people to the retumn of its
homeland and its right to seh‘-d.etermination”s° At last, the PLO and Arafat
received international recognition frorﬁ the Intemational Community. In
November 1974, the PLO chairperson, Arafat spbke before the UN. He made
comments on the rights of the Palestinian people, self-determination,

sovereignty and national independence in Palestine. He concluded:

“6William B. Quandt, Peace Process: American Diplomacy and the Arab-Israeli
Conflict Since 1967, (Washington: Brooking institution, 1993), 218-220.

" Resolutions and Decisions, 112.
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Today, I have come bearing an olive branch and freedom fighter’s
gun. Do not let the olive branch fall from my hand.™

in the same month, the Assembly also recognized the Palestinian
people as a principal party in the establishment of real peace in the Middle
East by passing its Resolution 3238(XXIX), which declares that the
Assembly: '

1. Reaffirms the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people in
Palestine, including:

a) The right to self-determination without external interference;

b) The right to national independence and sovereignty; ,

2. Reaffirms also the inalienable right of the Palestinians to retum
to their homes and property from which they have been displaced. _

3. Emphasizes that full respect for and the realization of these
inalienable rights of the Palestinian people are -indispensable for the
solution of the question of Palestine.

4. Recognizes that the Palestinian people is a principal party in the
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middie East.” '

On the same day,v the UN General Assembly, by its Resolution
3237(XXIX), gave “observer status” to the PLO. It invited the organization to
the sessions and work of the General Assembly and all intemational

conventions under the supervision of the Assembly and the rest of the UN.%

The recognition of the PLO in the world community to some extent
transformed the ideology within the PLO. Arafat, at that time, showed his
inclination for the idea of a negotiated settlement, and he supported openly
the idea of a Geneva conference.® The International Community had come
to such a point as to recognize the rights of the Palestinian people as being

a core factor in the question of Palestine. Besides ‘external developments,

STUN, International..., 18. -

%2 Resolutions and Decisions, 115.
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the Palestinian National Council (PNC) attained an‘important level in the
peace process in June 1974. The concept of a democratic secular state in all -

Palestine gave way to the idea of an independent Paléstinia_n state.®

The point reached after all these major events was important and
constituted a tuming pbint for the Palestinian entity. Consequently, one may
argue that the increasing emphasis on the natural and inherent rights of the
Palestinians was the early landmark of bi-lateral peace in the termitory of
Palestine.

' 2.2. SEARCH FOR A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT: BEFORE AND AFTER
CAMP DAVID. o

2.2.1. The Camp David Accord and its Repercgssions

From 1974 to 1977, efforts were made at various levels to make
progress in peace deals. At the same time, the relations between the Jews
and the Arabs had begun deteriora_ting. The intemational recognition of the
 PLO did not have much pbsitivé effect on Israeli policy on the Question of
Palestine.

The UN General Assembly requested the Security Council to take
effective measuf_es for the implementation of the relevant Resolutions by its
Resolution 31/61 of 9 December 1976. On the same day, the General
- Assembly passed Resolution 31/62, related to the peace conference on the
Middie East. It called for a convening of the peace conference not later than
the end of the March 1977.% The Security Council discussed the situation
under the auspices of the investigation of the Secretary General, but it
adopted no Resolution. The General Assembly, by adopting Resolution

% Helena Cobban, The Palestine Liberation Organization: People, Power and
Politics (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 78-87, 156-157, Everett
Mendelsohn, A Compassionate Peace: A Future for Israel, Palestine, and the Middle
East (New York: Farrar, Strauss& Giroux, 1989), 83
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32/20, reconsidered the question on 25 November 1977. But, there was no
serious conclusion drawn. It affirmed that:
, A just and lasting peace in the Middle East, in which all countries
and peoples in the region can live in peace and security within recognized
and secure boundaries, can not be achieved without Israel’s withdrawal
from all Arab territories occupied since 5 June 1967 and the attainment by

the Palestinian people of its inalienable national rights...

[called a new] for the early convening of the peace conference on
the Middle East.”

Despite these calls, the tensions between Arabs and Israelis were
increasing in terrorist attacks and counter-attacks. Particularly, the
Palestinians were on the world chronicles with their terrorist activities carried |
on against Israeli targets in e\}ery comer of the globe. These terrorist acts
badly injured the image of the Palestinians and strengthened the pro-lsraeli

view.

At that ﬁme, Egypt emerged as a promising actor in the Palestinian
and Middie East peace process. US President Carter's efforts encouraged
Arabs in the peace process. He seemed intent on solving the Palestinian
issue, and he used the “homeland formulation” for the Palestinian Arabs for
the first time.® The reason for Carter’s propensity to Egypt was his belief
that Egypt could urge the PLO to change its Charter and could force the PLO
to accept Resolution 242 which Israél had set as a precondition to introduce |
the peace negotiation. Israel's objective on Egyptian-Israeli peace may be
grasped from the words of the Moshe Dayan of Israel,

' The future is with Egypt . If you take one wheel off a car, it won’t
drive. If Egypt is out of conflict, there will be no more war.”

" UN, The Question of...,30.
% Quandt, Peace Process..., 260.
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The most encouraging sign of this early phase of agfeement was the
eagermness of Sadat, the President of Egypt, to no_rmalize relations.
Nonetheless, Sadat could not escape from the dilemma that most of the Arab’
States fallen ihto. He tried to achieve recognition of Palestinian rights on the
West Bank and in the Gaza Strip, not only out of sympathy, but also to
protect himseif against the charges that he had sold out the Palestinians.®

In mid-September 1977, secret diplomacy began between Egypt and
Israel in Morocco. Even though Sadat's behavior was shaky during the
dealings, the US seemed more pro-Arab. On 19 November, Sadat visited
Jerusalem and addressed Kn’esset_the next day. The Camp David talks
lasted from 5 to 17 September 1978. Two main agreements were drawn in
the talks. One was on the future of the West Bank And Gaza. The other was
on the principles of an Egyptian - Israeli peace treaty.

Two central issues, related to the Palestinians, seemed likely to
prevent agreement during the hegotiations. The first was the autonomy for
the West Bank and Gaza Strip. It was the question of What would happen
after a five-year transitional period. The second was on the question of
Jewish settiements, but Begin delayed this issue until the end of the talks.
Finally, the talks about the West Bank and Gaza Strip were obfuscated
because of the creation of two tracks: one involving peace treaty
negotiations between Israel and Jordan, and the other involving talks
between Israel and representatives from the occupied teritories.® The
agreement reached, a framework for peace in the Middle East, reads:

1. Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and the representatives of the Palestinian
people should participate in negotiations on the Resolution of the
- Palestinian problem in all its aspects. To achieve that objective,

negotiations relating to the West Bank and Gaza should proceed in three
stages: :

% smith, 250.
& Bailey, 358.
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(a) ...In order to provide full autonomy to the inhabitants, under
these arrangements the Israeli military govemment and its civilian
administration will be withdrawn as soon as a self-governing authority has
been freely elected by the inhabitants of these areas to replace the existing
milftary government...

(b) Egypt, Israel, and Jordan will agree on the modalities for
establishing the elected self-governing authority in the West Bank and
Gaza... ' :

' (c) When the self-governing authority (administrative council) in
the West Bank and Gaza is established and inaugurated, the transitional
period of five years will begin. As soon as possible, but not later than the
third year after the beginning of the transitional period, negotiation will
‘take place to determine the final status of the west Bank and Gaza_ 5

The complex three-stage plan for the West Bank hardly got beyond
first phase. Full autonomy was not defined, and “the final status” of territories
was left to uncertain future talks.

The peace treaty between Egypt and Israel was signed on 26 March
1979. As a resuli, Israel undertook a'Stage-by-stage pullback from the Sinai.
Its withdrawal was completed in April 1982. In retumn, the gains for Prime
Minister Begin of Israel and his aides were significant. And because Begin
later reneged on his oral statement about Palestinian autonomy, the treafy
remained separate from any linkage to autonomy.®

Sadat's early aim was not a separate agreement and,.repeatedly, he
said he was not prepared for a separate peace. There is one issue clear:
both- Sadat and Carter overestimated the role of Egypt in the peace of
Palestine.* One weakness of the Accord was its exclusion of the

Palestinian people, whether inside the occupied territories or outside. Also,

2 Bailey, 381
& Smith, 255-256.
*® Quandt, Peace Process..., 331.
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no other Arab countries were consulted or involved in the process.® Carter's
weakness was his failure to recognize the depth of the Begin’s attachment to
the West Bank and Gaza.®

COnseqdently, within the context of the international and regional
circumstances of the time, repercussions of the accord were grave, in
particular for the Arabs. The Ninth Arab submit which convened ir_n Baghdad
on 31 March 1979 passed a set of Resolutions against the Camp David
Accords. The Council decided to withdraw the ambassadors. of the Arab
States from Egypt.” The General Assembly by its Resolution 34/65 B
adopted on November 1979 also stated:

The Camp David Accords and other agreements have no validity
in so far as they purport to determine the future of the Palestinian people
and of the Palestinian territories occupied by Israel since 1967.

Yasser Arafat argued on the accord:

I want to ask: ...Where is the peace hero, the peace hero who is
watching the bitter war waged by the Zionist forces against our Lebanese
and Palestinian peoples at a time when As-Sadat is shaking hands in Cairo
with Zionist War Minister Weizmann, coming from Southern Lebanon,
and when he comes to Southern Lebanon from Cairo to intensify the

- military operations against the Lebanese and the Palestinian people? I say
that the events, that took place in the past two years have proved that we
have gone beyond the stage of steadfastness and that we have started the
stage of the successful confrontation. We have cordoned off the Camp -

David partners.”™® :

® Hazzem Zaki Nusseibeh, Palestine and the United Nations, (London: Quartet,
1981),160. -

% Quandt, Peace Process...,332
" Laquer and Rubin, 617
® UN, The United Nations..., 26.

®us Foreign Affairs and National Defence Division, Documents and Statements
on Middle East Peace: 1979-1982(Washington: US Govemment Printing Office, 1982),
47 {Hereafter Documents and Statements}
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Syrian President Asad concerning peace in the area sta_ted on8
March 1980:

 Brothers, in the wake of the October war, the campaign to produce
despair in the Arab nation escalated and took the form of a large-scale
psychological campaign. Following As-Sadat’s visit to the occupied land,
this campaign assumed new dimensions and intensified with every new
concession made by As-Sadat to the enemy and every fresh rapprochement
between them.”

in sum, the Cémp David framework were "far from meeting earlier
Arab governmental decisions recognizing the PLO as representing the

Palestinians in their aspirations to achieve statehood."”"

2.3. PEACE INITIATIVES IN THE EARLY 1980s

2.3.1. The Venice Declaration

An independent European position on the Palestinian peacemaking
was first enunciated in the Venice statement of June 1980. The nine-member
European Community called for recognition of the legitimate rights of the
Palestinians and the PLO’s right to be an equal part in any peace initiative
related to Palestinian matters. It also demanded for the dismantling of Israeli
settlements since the 1967 war.”™ It stated

..the time has come to promofé the recognition and
implementation of the two principles universally accepted by the
international community: the right to existence and the security of all the
states in the region, including Israel, and justice for all the peoples, which
implies the recognition of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people..

A just solution must finally be found to the Palestinian people,
which is not simply one of the refugees.”

°Documents and Statements, 200.
" Kiriggi, 65.

"2 The New York Times, 14 June 1980.
> Documents and Statements, 200.
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Efforts of the Nine to take a common joint position regarding the
Palestinian issue was meaningful at that conjuncture, because it showed the
uneasiness of the Europeans about the Camp David process. In their view,
the American initiative had failed. European recognition of the PLO
encouraged Arafat to give priority to diplomacy as a major tactic.” Finally,
while Israel denounced the declaration, many Arab States and the PLO

regarded the declaration as sincere.

2.3.2. The Reagan Plan

A new initiative surfaced with the proposal of US President Reagan
on 1 September 1982.° The core of the proposal was Camp David, with
substantive additions. Reagan’s aim was to apply Resolution 242 to the
West Bank and Gaza. This was a position completely at odds with Begin.

Reagan offered his plan which consisted of the following points:

1. Autonomy for the Palestinian inhabitants of the West Bank and
Gaza to be preceded by a five-year transition period, the purpose of which
1s to prove that the Palestinians can run their own affairs and that such
Palestinian autonomy poses no threat to Israel’s security.

2. The United States will not support the use of any additional
land for the purpose of settlements during the transition period. Immediate
settlement freeze by Israel is needed to create confidence of the Arabs.

3. No independent Palestinian entity should be created. But peace
1s not achievable on the basis of Israeli soverelgnty or permanent control
over the West Bank and Gaza.

4. Self-government by the Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza
in association with Jordan offers the best chance for peace.

5. Arab-Israeli conflict should be resolved on the basis of UN
Resolution 242 according to the pn'nciple of exchange of territory for
peace. _ ‘

6. It is the United States position that... Resolution 242 applies to

all fronts, including the west Bank and Gaza.

o Smith, 263

®Noam Chomsky, ABD israil ve Flllstmhler Kader Ucggeni, translated by
" Bahadir Sina Sener (istanbul: llet|§1m 1993), 406.
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7. Jerusalem must remain undivided, but its final status should be
decided through negotiations.”®-

Although the Reagan-initiative shifted focus from Egypt to Jordan and
the Palestinians, Reagan’s remark conceming the Palestinians were
ambiguous because of his unwillingness to recognize the PLO as the
legitimate representative of the Palestinians. Clearly, his goal was to shift
the initiative from the hands of the PLO and the rejectionist front to the
moderate Arabs. Also, the plan ‘seemed to be a threat to force Arab States to
ébandon the PLO if they wished to save the West Bank and Gaza
Strip.” Talks between Jordan and the PLO began and continued several
months in conformity with the Reagan Plan. However, Hussein declared in
April 1983 that his talks with Arafat had failed. In addition to both Israeli and
Arab responses and critiques of the plan, the failure of Jordan brought death
to the Reagan Plan.”®

2.3.3. The Fahd and Fez Plans

Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia on 7 August 1981 declared a peace
proposal. His statement on Israel was _cbnsidered a major step in the peace‘
process: he announced that “all states in the region should be able to live in
peace.”” One may see the point of this proposal as an implicit recognition of
the state of Israel but it was only on the initiative of a single state. The plan
did not receive very much positive response. However, the following year

the Fahd Plan was reinforced with minor changes.

In September 1982, at the Twelfth Arab Submit Conference at Fez,

Morocco proclaimed their nine-point “Fez Plan” as a solution to the

6 George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East, (London: Duke
University Press, 1990), 264. .

" Smith, 209.
® Quandt, Peace Process...,347-348.
" Laquer and Rubin, 623; for the full text see 622-623.
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conflict.®*® The Fez Plan was derived from Fahd Plan, and was similar to it,
“but it had been expanded and clearly deliberated the main requirements for
a just peace for the Arab side within the context of regional and international

order. The Fez Plan included the following principles:

...1- The withdrawal of Israel from all the Arab territories
occupied by it in 1967, including Arab Jerusalem;

2- The dismantling of the settlements established by Israel in the
Arab territories since 1967;

3- The guaranteeing of freedom of worship and performance of
religious rites for all religions in the Holy Places;

4- The reaffirmation of the right of the Palestinian people to self
determination and to the exercise of their inalienable and imprescriptible
national rights, under the leadership of the Palestinian Liberation
Organization, their sole and legitimate representative, and indemnification
of those who do not desire to retum;

5- The placing of the West Bank and Gaza Strip under the
supervision of the United Nations for a transitional period not exceeding a
few months;

6- The establishment of an mdependent Palestinian State with
Jerusalem as its capital;

7- The establishment by the Umted Natlons Security Council of
guarantees of peace between all States of the region, including the
independent Palestinian State; ,

8- The guaranteeing by the Security Council of the

- implementation of these principles;*’ .

Vlt differed from the Fahd Plan in reinstating the PLO’s role of central
leadership and in seeking UN warranties for peace. The significance of the
plan was twofold. First, it implied the recognition of Israel's right of
existence that put an end to the "all or nothing" philosophy of the
Palestinians. Secondly, it was based on UN Resolutions, including Security

% Fahir Armaoglu, Filistin Meselesi ve Arab-israil Savaslar:: 1948-1988 (Ankara:
T.s Banka5| Yayiniari, 1991), 485.

UN, The Need for..,20
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Council Resolution 242 of 1967, which resulted positiVe responses from both

the UN and the International Community.

As a proof of the importance of the level reached by the Fez Plan, the
PLO recognized the Plan as the “ minimum for political moves by the Arab
States” in its National Council meetings in Algiers in February 1983.%

2.3.4. The Soviet Peace Plan

Except for the US and USSR joint commitment of 1977, the Soviets
had been kept out of Middle East peace deals. This position changed in the
early 1980s. In his 26th Party Congress, Chairman Brejnev called for an
international conference to reach an honest solution. He criticized the Camp
David Accord and he spelt out withdrawal from the territories occupied in
1967. On 15 September 1982, the Chairman announced his six-point peace

plan, which included:

-The principle of the madnu551b111ty of the acquisition of foreign

territories by aggression;

- the exercise of the mahenable rights of the Palestlman problem;

- the return of the eastern part of Jerusalem to the Arabs as an
integral part of the Palestinian state;

- the termination of the state of war between the Arab States and
Israel... x ' /

- establishment of international guaranties for the settlement in the
region, where the permanent members of the Security Council or the
Council as a whole could assume the role of guarantors.®

When compared, almost all the main points in this plan, as will be shown,
are closely paralleled to the Fahd-Fez plans.

8 clyde R.Mark, Middle East Peace Proposals, (Washington D.C. :CRS lIssue
Brief, 1990), 8.

3 UN, The Need For..., 21



2.3.5. A Comparison of the Peace Proposals '

A comparison of the EC, Reagén, Fahd, Fez and Soviet plans may be
useful in order to understand both the similarities and the differences of
views on peace.

The differences may be centered on three points:

a) The two Arab Plans calléd for the establishment of an independent
Palestinian State while the Reagan Plan advocated only autonomy for
Palestinians in association with Jordan. The Soviet Plan fell short of
endorsing a Palestinian State and the Venice Declaration did not go beyond
insisting on the legitimate rights of the Pale'stihians.

b) In the Venice Declaration the Nine of EC stated that they would not
accept any unilateral initiative on Jerusalem. The Arab and the Soviet plans
favored retumn of East Jerusalem to Arab rule. The Reagan Plan said

Jerusalem should remain undivided but was ambivalent on its final status.

c) The Fez Plan (but not Fahd’S) and the Venice Declaration made
explicit mention of the PLO as the Palestinian’s sole representative, while
the Reagan Plan did not mention the PLO. ‘

Despite the importance of these differences, there were also certain

similarities among them the following deserve to be mentioned:

a) In essence, all the plans subscribed to the formula of exchange of
territory for peace, that is, the principle originally prescribed by UN
Resolution 242 of 1967.

b) Israel’s bermanent control over the West Bank and the Gaza Strip

was repudiated by all the proposals.

c) All of them were also against any further settiements by Israel in

the dccupied territories.
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d) All proposals recognized (implicitly by the Arab ones) the existence
of Israel as state. T

2.4. THE TRAGEDY OF LEBANON AND THE NEW INITIATIVES
2.4.1. The Lebanon Crisis "

By the mid-1970's the Palestinian population had grown to 8 percent
of Lebanon’s population or to over 200.000. This situation in Lebanon could
best be described as a “state within a state”. They lived together in
organized communities with a quasi-govemmental structure. Towards the
end of the 1970’s they came closest to having a state and a government
which they had ever had since 1947 % Despite these positive conditions for
the Palestinians, Lebanon was not a safe haven for them. There were
increasing tensions among the different ethnic and religious segments in
Lebanon. ‘

In the mid-1970's, the tensioﬁs increased between the Maronites and
Palestinians, and, also among the Maronites and the leftist forces. The
involvement of Syria and Israel and the relatively weak involvement of other
Arab States, like Iraq and Libya, added more to the complexity of the
problem. Thus broke out a civil war in Lebanon; With the entrance of Syrian -

troops in 1976, the quéstion acquired international dimension.

As previously seen, the Palestinian commando raids at the Lebanon
borders continued, thus intensifying the conflict and deepening the problem.
These Palestinian raids had been causing regular reprisals from the Israelis.
Particularly, in early 1981 Israeli-PLO armed struggle gained momentum
across the Israeli northern border. The clashes often caused civilian and

non-Palestinian casualties which increased the opposition to the PLO. On

the other hand, the problemétic viewpoint of the Syrian government was

8 Mendelsohn, 134-135.
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‘the PLO, a multinational force, including American troops, arrived in
Lebanon. Finally, on 1 September 1982, Palestinian forces left the country
for other Arab States. Immediately after, American troops were withdrawn.

Up to this point, all developments had been in favor of the Israelis, but
an unexpected development reversed the situation. While Israeli troops
surrounded the refugee regions, Phalangist militias entered into the refugee
camps. Two days earlier, because of the assassination of their leader and
Israeli encouragement, they had become highly incited. These two events
resulted in a massacre in Sabra and Shatila. They killed more than 1000
civilians,® mainly women, children, and elderly.®® Subsequently, a report
prepared about the massacre by Kahan of the Israeli Supreme Court,
criticized the lIsraeli leadership. The reaction of the lIsraeli public was
extremely interesting:
The largest demonstration in Israel’s history- 400.000 people, or
almost one-seventh of the entire Jewish population- gathered in Telaviv’s
Municipality square to condemn the massacres and the war...the massacre

became a symbol of Israel’s moral failure, which overshadowed any
successful aspects of the invasion.”

Five months later, Sharon and several other officers were removed
from office because of their failure to prevent the massacre.’’ Beside these
factors,' the PLO was faced with the realities of power politics. Particularly,
the Palestinians in the occupied territories became more pragmatic and

ready to cope with existing realities.

8n some sources this number is more than 8000. see Smith, 270 and Quandt,
Peace Process...,346

agHoward, M.Sachar,'A History of Israel, Vol.2 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1989),198 '

‘% Mendelsohn, 139.
®' Quandt, Peace Process..., 346.
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Israel’s polltlcal economical, and physu:al failures, caused by her
misadventure in Lebanon increased until the complete withdrawal of troops
in September 1988. The results of the war in Lebanon constituted a turning
point in the peace process for both Israelis and Palestinians.

2.4.2. The 1983 Internatibnal Conference and Its Significance
The post-Lebanon war atmosphere created momentum for
_ international peace attempts. The UN General Assembly decided, based on
Resolutions from 1980,% to convene an international conference on the
Question of Palestine under the supérvision of the UN. The conference
convened in Geneva from 29 August to 7 September (1983).

According to the Preparatory Committee, the two main objectives of
the conference should be:
a) To increase international awareness of the facts relatmg to the
question of Palestine; : ,
b) To attain governmental and non-governmental support for

effective ways and means to enable the Palestinian people to exercise its
inalienable rights in Palestine on the basis of United Nations Resolutions.*

It is clear that the purpose of the Assembly was to ensure universal
attention to Palestinian rights. The conference ended with two major
documents: the Geneva Declaration on Palestine and the Program for Action
for the Achievement of Palestinian Rights. The latter laid down six
fundamental guidelines for international commitments to resolve the
Question of Palestine. These guidelines were:

1-The . attainment by the Palestinian people of its legitimate
inalienable rights, including the right to return, the right to self-

%2 The General Assembly decided, by its Resolution 36/120 C of 10 December 1981,
to convene conference on the basis of Resolution ES-7/2 of 28 July 1980. These
Resolutions were followed by the 36/120C, ES-7/7 of 19 August 1982 and 37/86C of 10
December 1982.

®3UN, The Need For..., 22.
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determination and the right to establish its own independent State in
Palestine; -

2- The right of the Palestine Liberation Organization, the
representative of the Palestinian people, to participate on an equal footing
with other parties in all efforts, deliberations and conferences on the
Middle East; ‘

3- The need to put an end to Israel’s occupation of the Arab
territories, in accordance with the principle of the inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by force, and, consequently the need to secure .
Israeli withdrawal from the territories occupied since 1967, including
Jerusalem,;

4- The need to oppose and reject such Israeli policies and practices
in the occupied territories, including Jerusalem, and any de facto situation
created by Israel as are contrary to international law and relevant United
Nations Resolutions, particularly the establishment of settlements, as these
policies and practices constitute major obstacles to the achievement of
peace in the Middle East; ’

5- The need to reaffirm as null and void all legislative and
administrative measures and actions taken by Israel, the occupying power,
which have altered or purported to alter the ‘character and status of the
Holy city of Jerusalem, including the expropriation of land and property
situated thereon, and in particular the so-called “Basic Law” on Jerusalem
and the proclamation of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel;

6- The right of all states in the region to existence within secure
and internationally recognized boundaries, with justice and security for all
people, the sine qua non, of which is the recognition and attainment of the
legitimate, inalienable rights of the Palestinian people as stated in
paragraph(1) above.”*

During the course of the conference, a large number of non-
governmental organizatibns participated. The work done there was
significant particularly since it consolidated an international consensus with
regard to the responsibility and duty of the world community in the effort to

solve the Question of Palestine\.

- %UN, The Need For..., 23-24.
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2.4.3. The 1985 Arab Initiative

The year 1984 was seemingly wasted in weak attempts to reach
peace. Early in 1984, Egypt was readmitted to the Islamic Conference
Organization. In Israel, elections ended with a coalition between the Likud
and the Labor parties with a rotating premiership. Peres of the Labor party
‘would be on administration for the first two years. Peres was seemingly
moderate and flexible in his decisions. The first sign of this flexibility was his

search for cooperation with Hussein.

On July 29, 1984 the Soviet news agency (TASS) announced a Soviet
Plan quite similar to the previous peace proposals. Like the previous one,
Israel rejected it while Arab states applauded.

On February 11, 1985 King Hussein and Yasser Arafat announced
that they had reached an agreement on their terms of dialogue and
objectives. The five points that were released by Jordan contained, among

other things:

- 1-land in exchange for peace as cited in UN Resolutions, including

Security Council Resolutions;

2-the Palestinian ‘p'eople’s right to self-determination exercised
within the context of the formation of the confederation proposed between
the two states of Palestine and Jordan ; ‘

3-solving the Palestinian refugee problem in accordance with UN
Resdlutions; .

4-solving all aspects of the Palestine question; and

5-peace negotiation within the framework of an intemnational
conference attended by the five permanent members of the UN Security
Council and all parties to the conflict, including the PLO, which is the sole
legitimate representative.of the Palestinian people, within a joint Jordanian-
Palestinian delegation.”

S Mark, 9.
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The web of relations behind the PLb-Jordan accord was much
complex than seen. The aim of Hussein was to regain the West Bank, and
for this purpose, he was using the PLO as the legitimizing tool against
reactions from the Arab World. Arafat had no love for Hussein but his aim
was to gain American support, via Jordan. Also, the possible configuration of
the confederation deserves some attention. According to the agreement, the
aim was to establish a Palestinian State in confederation with Jordan. |f
Hussein's West Bank desire was taken into consideration', the concept of the

confederation was really much closer to “federation.” In order to establish an

- economically sustainable formation for the occupied territories, that was one

of the best possible solutions, but for the purposes of the PLO, it was not.

In any case, on February 20, 1985, the PLO Executive Committee
voted in the agreement with a statement that “reaffirmed the PLO
commitment to an independent state rejected the Camp David, the Reagan
Plan and the 242 approaches, and repeated that only the PL-O could
represent the Palestinians.”® Egyptian leaders took Point 5 as a call for an
international conference to be held directly between Israel and the Arabs,
and Israel responded positively. The President of Egypt, Mubarek, defended
the US delegation by stating there ~were also Jordan-Palestinian
representatives, but this time, terrorism entered into the scene. During the
meetings of Reagan and Hussein, the Tunisian headquarters of the PLO
was bombed by an Israeli aircraft.¥” And another delegation in Britain Was
canceled because of the PLO representatives’ refusal to recognize |Israel as

a state. On February 19, 1986, King Hussein said that he was breaking off

% Mark, 9.
% Smith, 287.



his talks with the PLO since he feared that further delay would jeopardize
any chance for the return of the West Bank.*® |

As exemplified and outlined in the above pages of this chapter, the
search for peace continued inconciusively between the years 1970 and
1988. There were many negotiations and discussions over establishing a
comprehensive peace in the Middle East region. They all failed but some of
them, particularly the Fez Plan and the Camp David autonomy talks,
constituted a framework for possible peace deals in the future. Moreover, all
peace initiatives, at least, showed an inclination toward peace. During that
span of time, Israel was continuing its “no land for peace" approach despite
the pressures from the world community, and Palestinians were feeling more

and more alone at the end of 1987. It was this situation, and this very date,
| that would engender a “turning point,” phenomenon brought about in the
occupied territories, to be known world-wide as ‘“Intifada.” Due to its
importance and its effects and/or impact on new developments Within the
context of the Question of Palestine and the relevant peace process, now, in

the following chapter, first taking up this topic will be in order.

% pgam Garfinkle, Israel and Jordan in the Shadow of War: Functional Ties
and Futile Diplomacy in a Small Place,(New York: St. Martin Press, 1992), 124.
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Chapter 3

THE PEACE PROCESS ON THE THRESHOLD OF THE POST-
COLD WAR ERA |

3.1. INTIFADA: ITS ROOTS, MEANING AND IMPACT ON THE PEACE
PROCESS '

3.1.1. The Road to Intifada

At the close of the 1980's, the world community had witnessed a
social revolution in the occupied territories. The Palestinian national identity ;
crystallized during the British mandate and during the clashes against
Zionism. After 1967, the lIsraeli occupation led to deteriorating socio-
economic conditions, terrorism and human right viqlations which increased

nationalist tensions in the occupied territories.

Conditions in the Gaza Strip had'alw’ays been strained due to an
extraordinary population density. The economics of the Palestinians living in
the occupied territories were severely restricted, owing to the loss of land to
the Israelis. An important portion of the labor force in the occupied territories
was employed in Israel. There was little industrial development, and there
were huge amounts of import from Israel. Jordan, over the years, increased
its market share and influence over the economics of the West Bank. She
was the principal market for most of the agricultural exports from West Bank.
Déspite Jordan's assistance, in terms of employment and income, - the
Palestinians were heavily dependent on Israel.® Through the two-decades
of lIsraeli occupatibn, the relations among the Palestinians and, their

relations with . the lsraelis became -more complex. Important social

: % on Peretz, “Intifadeh: The Palestinian Uprising,” Foreign Affairs, 86 no.5
(Summer 1988), 971.
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transformations occurred and new social groups and classes were

generated. It was possible to.recognize four social classes:

First was a class of urban entrepreneurs who mediated Israeli
control over the economy (labor contractors, subcontracting businessmen,
and wholesale distributors of Israeli commodities, especially in the food,
textile and building sectors.) Second was a class (constituting about four
percent of the Palestinian labor force) of proletarianized peasants and
refugee camp dwellers{whose} wholesale (or primary) source of livelihood
was employment in the Israeli-Jewish sector. Third was a substantial
grouping of unemployed or underemployed ‘university graduates and
dropouts...[fourth] was a class of energetic entrepreneurs... who launched
a successful campaign in the 1980s to capture the nationalist home market
(buy Palestinian) through the loopholes of Israeli control over markets and
labor.'®

The first and second ‘classes were the _’p’rimary beneficiaries of
economic integration with Israel. A more substantial portion of the population
may be grouped under the third and fourth classes. These two groups were

the basis for the revival of Palestinian consciousness and discontent.

At the same time, new generations in the occupied territories had
always lived under lsraeli rule and their views on the Question of Palestine -
was not exactly the same as those of the Palestinians in exile. It was also

4possible to divide Palestinians in terms of their location and experience:
those in exile were located mostly around the Middle East, and a small
portion in Europé and the US; those who came under Israeli control in 1967,
called ‘insiders’; and the refugees that still lived in the camps.” A

prominent. specialist argues that "the bonds between those Palestinians are

0 galim Tamari, "Palestinian Movement in Transition: Historical Reversais and the
Uprising,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 20 no.2 (Winter 1991), 61.

°! pyrsuing Peace: An American Strategy for the Arab-Israeli Peace Process:
Final Report of the Washington Institute's Strategic Study Group, (Washington: The
Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 1992), 22.7 v
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as intimate and indestructible as the bonds between Jewish inside and
outside Israel.""™ But one may not ignore the fact that insiders were more

likely to approve a two-state position while the refugees and outsiders were
in favor of holding a territorial claim to pre-1967 Israel.

Beside this, violence had periodibally erupted between the
‘Palestinians and the Israelis. The primary cause stemmed from tensions
produced by occupation policies;'® namely, one of the primary reasons for
the Palestinian uprising in the occupied territories was the harassing
bureaucracy and the occupation policies of the lIsraeli administration. In
addition, the discontent with deteriorating economic and social conditions
further politicized the Palestinians. |

The capacity of the Israelis to meet the demand of the insiders and
refugees had diminished substantially due to population growth, combined
with reduced migration to the outside."™ The result was a double standard
practiced against the Palestinians. The Jewish double standard was

apparent in many instances. According to an Israeli journalist:

There is democracy in Israel but none in the territories. A whole
generation of Israelis grew up with a non-democratic system next to them,
as non-democratic rulers. There is a difference between arrest of Arabs
and Jews. When you[a Jew] get arrested, the police or secret service people
will say 'we will give you Jewish treatment.' You will be slapped around
perhaps but not tortured. Arabs who are arrested are beaten and tortured.
It is difficult to convince Israelis that this undemocratic way of ruling and

192\nalid Khalidi, "Toward Peace in the Holy Lands," Foreign Affairs, 66
no.4(Spring 1988), 781. : ‘

193 nonna Rabinson Divine, "Palestinians in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip:
Contested Domains,” in Local Communities and The Israeli Polity: Conflict of Values
and Interests, ed. by Efraim Ben-Zadak, (Albany: State Umversny of New York
Press 1993) 42
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treating Arabs is wrong or evil. Israelis see it as a normal practice. [toward
Arabs not themselves].'” ) '

israeli prisons and detention centers held tens of thousands of
_Palestinians. According to Israeli estimates some 300.000 arrests have
. occurred from 1967 to the end of the 1980’s. Indoctrination attempts in
prisons and detention centers had failed and the il-treatment received by

Palestinians in prison was more likely to create new anti-Israeli activists.'®

The result of these economic, sociai, and political frustrations became
. evident. A barrier of fear had been broken and growing awareness of thé
need for self-reliance became apparent. All Palestinians understood that
salvation is self-generated.'” Four decades after the establishment of
Israel, the Palestinian experience had created a sense of national
community which is rare |n the Middle East and the Third World. % The
result of this experience, infer alia produced the dlscontents which led to the

Palestinian uprising: Intifada.

3.1.2. Intifada, International Responses and its Impact on the
Peace Process

On 8 December 1987, an Israeli truck collided With two vans carrying
Palestinian workers jn the Gaza Strip. The result was four dead and seven
injured. Rumors spread that this was an lsraeli attempt as a planned
revenge for the murder of a Jew in Gaza two days prior.'® Beginning in the
next day, widespread tunndil disturbed the uneasy tranquillity of the Gaza
Strip. Crowds of protesters, mostly young, threw stones and Molotov

105 quoted in Smith, 297.
1% peretz, 966.

107 Khalidi, 782
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cocktails at Israeli vehicles. It became known as the Arab uprising, Intifada,

and soon spread to larger areas.

The immediate Israeli response was deportation and repression
against pa_rticipants in these disturbancés.»However the Israeli repression
' had a negative effect and, rather than crushing, led to unification of the
Palestinian Arabs. With the extension of Intifada to the West Bank, it
attracted youth from the refugees. Commercial boycotts followed the
physical struggle of the Palestinians. Intifada was different from the early
disturbances in terms of its intensity, its pervasiveness and leadership.

Young people and women entered into scene of struggle.

Seventy-percent of the Palestinian society in the occupied territories
were below the age of 24 The Intifada was of the greatest concem to the
youth."°Women also played a key role, sometimes in the leadership
- positions, in the Intifada. During the strikes, women organized provisions to
meet the needs of those unable to shop at designated hours, or for those
whose breadwinners had been arrested or killed.""" There was a shift in the
type of leadership. The shift was from heads of clans to young stone-
throwers, and with this shift, the nature of the struggle against Israel differed
from previous ones. The new one was a passive resistance with small scale
violence." Intifada with its peculiar characteristics was a dilemma for
Israelis as well as for Arabs. It was a product of the Arab generation of 1988
that would have been unimaginable to their early zealots. Both Israelis and
Arabs outside the territorieé failed to understand the point that "total despair,

and the consequent ‘move to open rebellion could jump an entire

10 jim Lederman, "Dateline West Bank: Interpreting the Intifada," Foreign Policy,
no.72 (Fall 1988), 230.

"1 peretz, 970.
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generation."""® That is why both groups failed to recognize what had actuaily
developed after December 1987. “

Intifada had a widespread impact on the occupled Palestinian
community and unified it as never before. It differed from the early Arab
revolt during the British Mandate. The reasen for the failure of that revolt had
been the struggles among various Palestinian factions. At the same time, the
response to Intifada differed from responses to pe'st revolts, such as Syria's
measures taken in Hama and the Jordenian action during the 1970
Palestinian upheaval. The Israeli administration .recognized the impossibility
of taking stemer measures against Intifada.”* Additionally, in spite of her
mili’tary superiority, Israel was not ready to face such an internal turmoil. The
defense minister, Rabin, ordered its soldiers to stop shooting and to resort to

merely beating the protesters.’*

Despite the new methods of revolt, the mode of coordination in
Intifada remained highly traditional. Intifada sustained itself in the West Bank
. and Gaza with the help of the cooperation of local communities and

neighborhood organizations. At its heart, Intifada was a product of the poor
and the youth, and the |ess-advantaged sectors of the population. Shortly
after, the PLO initiative emerged in the struggle and sought to direct it. The
early leadership of insiders, mostly moderates, such as Faieal Husseini and
Sari Nusseibeh, established their own ties with the ‘Fatah, the larger
organization within the PLO. The other.groups within the PLO sent their
own representatives into the territories.™® All collaborated successfully, with
only minor problems, in the integration of leadership among different

factions.
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The uprising succeeded in enlisting thev sympathies of the
International Community. The struggle between hea\}ily armed troops and
unarmed civilians, seen in the Westemn media, increased the support of
Palestinians in wider circles of the West.'"” At the least, it drew attention to
the Question of Palestine from which it had been diverted by tensions on the
other side of the world."™® During March 1988, the EC adopted a Resolution
critical of Israeli policies and twelve states voted overwhelmingly against a
series of trade agreements with Israel.’®® The response of the EC to Intifada
was not unique. The UN's attention had also been drawn to the Question of
Palestine. On 21 September 1989, in a letter addressed to the Secretary
General, the Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People drew most urgent attention to the grave

situation. In his letter, inter alia, he stressed that:

According to the latest figure published by the Data Base Project
on Palestinian Human Rights, the total number of Palestinians killed by
Israeli forces since the beginning of the Intifada reached 714 by mid-
August. According to daily Yediot Aharonoth of 9 September, the Israeli
minister of defense has further liberalized army rules for shooting at
suspected Palestinians, and casualties have increased. According to
Ha'aretz, 60 Palestinians were shot to death during the months of July and
August alone. The same source reported on 27 July that 20 percent of the
Palestinians killed during the Intifada, are children under age 16, of them
21 under 12.%

In October 1989, the General Assembly condemned the policies and
- practices of Israel which violated the human rights of the Palestinian people

17 Amos Perimutter, "israel's Dilemma," Foreign Affairs, Vol.68 no.5(Winter -
80/90), 119. :
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- 119 Aranoff, 215. ' .
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50

in the occupied territories, paying special attention to Intifada. The relevant
Resolution 44/2 reads as follows:

The General Assembly

Aware of the uprising (Intifada) of the Palestinian people since 9
December 1987 against Israeli occupation, which has received significant
attention and sympathy from world public opinion.

Condemns those policies and practices of Israel, the occupying
Power, which violate the human rights of the Palestinian people in the
occupied Palestinian territory, including Jerusalem, and, in particular, such
acts as the opening of fire by the Israeli Army and settlers that result in
killing and wounding of defenseless Palestinian civilians, the imposition of
restrictive economic measures, the demolition of houses and rahsacking of
real or personal property belonging individually or collectively to private
persons, collective punishment and detentions, so forth.'!

Besides drawing international résponses, Intifada proved that the
status quo is unacceptable to all parties.122 ACcording to a June 1988 survey
conducted by the Israelis, only thirteen percent of the population (sixteen
percent Jewish, four percent Arab) regarded the status quo as a
solution.'® The Intifada dispélled the notion that a Iiberal occupation could
be sustained. The conclusion of a prominent specialist is rheaningful from
this perspective. "It would therefore be seen that, just as Israel is a reality
which the Palestinians and the PLO must accept, Palestinian nationhood is a
reality which Israel must accept. As Israel is here to stay, the Palestinians

are here to stay, too."

121 yN_ DFPR, Vol. XII, Bulletin No.10 (Octaber 1988) 1-2.
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Scenes of the beating of the arrested youths by the Israeli forces in
the westem media were especially vivid. The public in‘ Western Europe and
the US, even with no affinity to Arabs, experienced a wave of sympathy
towards the Arabs. The American Jewish Community were disturbed too."
- It was clear that the;breakin‘g of bones, in particular, was something other
than peace, and Israel did not understand or did not want to understand it.

The Intifada which exploded out of the year 1988 resulted in a great
degree of polarization in Israeli politics. The doves became more dovish, and
the hawks became more hawkish.'”® The Palestinian Intifada strengthened
the doves' determination to find a solution to the Question of Palestine.™
Israeli society, on the eve of the 1988 elections, was divided about the
peace maneuverings of Shimon Peres, leader of the Labor Party, against the
rejectionist bloc represented by Yithzak Shamir, Prime Minister and leader of
the Likud Party. | |

The diminishing Jordanian influence over the Palestinians and the
signs of moderation in the PLO forced the Labor party to change. Their two-
- decade-old strategles based on "Jordan" and "no political solution” failed.
This failure brought the Labor party closer to a dovish position in Israeli
politics. ' -

The Israeli Arabs, 17 percent of the population, faced a dilemma with
Intifada and divisions in Israeli politics. They felt and showed sympathy to
Intifada. In particular, later developments further distanced them from the
Jewish majority.'®® In addition, there was a widely-accepted opinion which

argued there was no military means of ending the Intifada. This became the
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hallmark for the decline of the ethical foundation the Israeli state was based
on. "The increasing reliance by the main political parties on non-Zionist
religious parties to form coalition governments (and the possible future
reliance of Labor on non-Zionist Arab parties) is another indicator of the
current crisis in Zionism, the dominant motif in Israeli political culture and the
main agency of legislation of the Political system."'* One other reflection of
Intifada on the Israeli society was the escalation of protests. At least 75
peace groups were identified. The largest group was named “Peace Now”,
organized to support the Camp David Accord. A specialist comments on the
peace movement in Israel as follows:
The Israeli peace movement had severe structural limitations,
...Activists of that movements considered it to be part of national unity.
The peace movement did not want to act in its own, like a child who did
not want to leave home. The view that 'any Jew or Israeli whatever his
political position, is my enemy’, persisted- among_activists. There',also
existed a colonial and patronizing position which led Israeli activists to
believe that they know better than the Arab or Palestinian; that whatever
. the Palestinian did, which did not coincide with the Israeli interests, was -
wrong. There was a total identification with the Israeli establishment, and
the peace movement was elitist, considering the masses of the people as

~ primitive. Until all those limitations were overcome, there was no future
for the Israeli peace movement.'*”

Besides the other factors, the role of Islam in the occupied territories
had always been significant. The religious activists were dealing the
problems of their society‘through a comprehensive critique of modermn life in
the Islamic world and argued pefsuasively that a return to core religious
values would bring social justice, good government and a better moral life.

And these would put the Muslim in touch with his/her glorious past. The

"2 Aranoff, 221.
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Islamic groups were providing social and moral alternatives to the alienation
imposed by circumstances and these groups were not stood against the
PLO. Through out the 1970’s the situation gradually changed and Israeli
intelligence officials encouraged the Muslim Brotherhood groups. The logic
was to undercut loyalty to the PLO and its secular political goals.™ The most
important Palestinian Islamic group was formed in 1988. The new Islamic
resistance organization, Hamas (Harakat al-Mugawama al-Islamiyye) was
formed by the members of early Muslim brotherhood and began to play a
significant role in its formation. Hamas became a reality in the Palestinian
 Community and it played an important role in Intifada.

All these developments were forcing Israel to an important point. At
least, a major Israeli theme, "there is no one to talk to ", lost its ground. The
Intifada demonstrated the importance of direct negotiation with both sides
since Camp David-like agreements were likely to have very little effect on
relations between Israel and the Palestinians. Unquestionably, Intifada were
responsible for the new situation. The Palestinians retumed td a more self-
sufﬂment and local economy, as well as poI|t|cal frustration, in terms of less
reliance on the Jewish economy. That economic position forced Israel to pay

a higher cost for its occupation.

Considering all factors, there were three choices for Israel: COntinued
repression, mass expulsion of the Palestinians or cedlng of the West Bank
and Gaza for a demilitarized Palestinian State.' And the third option was

the choice of the world communlty

In sum, the Intlfada created a situation that became a blueprint for the

~ future peace process. It paved the way for the US recognltlon of Arafat and

31 Smith,299.
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the PLO and also to the establishment of a Palestinian State, within the
context of the new developments in the search for peace. |

3.2. THE NEW PEACE INITIATIVES
3.2.1. The Mubarek Initiative

The Egyptian President Husni Mubarek had been familiar with the
peace process from his earlier experience; during the Camp Dévid talks, he
served aé vice-president and was in the midst of the negotiation attempts.
Shortly after intifada emerged, Mubarek tried to take initiative as a mediator
" petween the Israelis and the Palestinians. He went to Washington and made
an effort to get the attention of American leadership to the new situation in
the Middle East . Only Mubarek, whose country was already at peace with
Israel, openly discussed the situation with Israel as a representative from the

Arab world. Finance Minister Peres of Israel openly appealed to Mubarek to
’ exercise his authority. In consultation with Perés,., Mubarek presehted an

official proposal of his own in January 1988. Mubarek called for:

-a six month moratorium on violence in the occupied territories.

- 2 halt to all Israeli settlement activities.

- respect for the Palestinian people's political rights and basic
freedoms. It called for a free election under international supervision to be
held in the occupied territories, including east Jerusalem.

-an international force to guarantee Palestinian safety

—efforts to convene an intemational peace conference.

-Israel to negotiate land for peace and to accept as negotiators two
Palestinian activists that Israel had deported from the occupied
territories. ™

%3 Quandt, Peace Process.., 364-365.
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The Israeli Labor party was hopeful abéut the initiative and the US
also supported the Egyptian peace initiative. Secretary“of State James Baker -
stated, on October 1989, that the Egyptian ten-points did not represent a
competing proposal.’ They represented a means of getting the dialogue
. established.”™ The difference between the Mubarek proposal and the Labor
Party peace campaign was negligible. But, the PLO appeared to be upset’by
the proposal by some references that were absent. If no compromise on the
Mubarek pian was eventually reached, the most responsible side would be
the rejectionist front in the Likud party, who were dominant in the
government. ' | '

3.2.2. The Shultz Initiative

At the end of his second trip to the Middle East, Shulfz, representing
the US, formalized a proposal and described it as a "blend of ideas." The
~ Shultz initiative was launched in January 1988 and was discussed with the
israelis, Jordanians, Egyptians, and unslpecified Palestinian leaders after it
was spelied out.’

The Shultz initiative was the most imp'ortant US attempt in the
Question of Palestine since. the Reagan plan. A word about continuity
between these two peace proposals needs to be mentioned. The essence of
the Shultz initiative was a concept that in exchange for a comprehensive
peace settlement in the Middle East between Israel and the Arab countries,
Israel would be expected to éz:cept‘ a land-for-peace formula in the

negotiations. The important points of the initiative were:

The agreed objective is a comprehensive peace providing for the
security of all the states in the region aqd for the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people.

135 perimutter; 123.

1% enczowski, 271.



In his initiative, Shultz' emphasis was moStly on Israel. In his view, in

Negotiations will start an early date certain between Israel and
each of its neighbors which is willing to do so. These negotiations could
begin May 1, 1988...will be based on the UN Security Council Resolutions
242 and 338. -

Seven months after transitional negotiations begin, final status
negotiations will begin with the objective of completing them within one
year. The transitional period will begin three months after the conclusion
of the transitional agreement will last for three years. The United States
will participate...[in] negotiations and will promote their rapid conclusion...

Two weeks before the opening negotiations, an international
conference will be held. The Secfetary General of United Nations will be
asked to issue invitations to the parties involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict

. and the five permanent members of the United Nations Council. All

participants in the in the conference must accept UN Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338, and renounce violence and terrorism.

Palestinian representation will be within the Jordanian-Palestinian
delegation. The Palestinian issue will be addressed in the negotiations
between the Jordanian-Palestinian and Israeli delegations. ™’

56

the age of the missiles, the concept of defensible borders would have to be

revised for the sake of achieving a stable peace. The Shultz plan also

accepted direct Soviet involvement in the peace process. It was an

opportunity for the US to legitimize a made-in-USA initiative.'*® Apart from

Peres and Mubarek, no other leader in the Middle East wanted to consider

the plan. King Hussein encouraged Shultz but refused to endorse the policiy.

He went to great lengths not to be put in the position of saying “no” fto Shultz.

~ For the PLO, since the p'lan assigned them to the role of junior partner to

Jordan, the Palestinian leaders were unhappy with the Shultz Plan.'*® And,

Syria was also cool to the Shultz initiative.
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The chief defect of the initiative we;s in its ignorance of the major
objectives of the Intifada. Those were: immediate termination of Israel's
occupatidn and the Palestinian claim to establish their own government. In
addition, the biggest problem’ShuItz had was Prime Minister Shamir.
Shamir's refusal to accept the plan had had a significant impact on Israeli
- society. A major division occurred between the rejectionists and the peace-
seekers which resulted in a demonstration with 50.000‘Israelis in Telaviv

voicing strong support for Shamir's stand.'®

Two dramatic evénts ultimately overshadowed the Shultz plan: King
Hussein's decision to give up his claims on the West Bank in favor of the
PLO and PNC (Palestinian National Council) meeting in Algiers in November
1988 which passed a Resolution declaring an independent Palestinian State
and giving implicit recognition to Israel under the conditions of UN security
council Resolutions 242 and 338."' o

3.2.3 The Shamir Initiative

A new initiative was offered by Prime Minister Shamir during his April
1989 visit to Washington. That is, it was a pléa to renew the talks on limited
self-rule for the Palestinians in the occupied territories, an approach called
for in the Camp David Accord. In the words of a 19 June 1989 Washington
Post repbrt, it was largely a public relations exercise designed to appeal to
the sentiments, as related to Israel.™* The main focus of the peace initiative
was a plan for local elections for Palestinian delegates who would negotiate
with Israel for some kind of autonomy. Shamir proposed an interim périod for
final settiement but he dld not say how long the interim period would be nor

how the electlons would be conducted in the occupied territories. * The
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Palestinians, in particular, seriously doubted the sincerity of the plan. They
feared that an autonomy scheme would block their drive for self-

determination. Additionally, Shamir's proposal was a formula that had proved
unworkable a decade prior.

In his initiative, Shamir emphasized the role of the US in leading an
international effort to solve the Palestinian refugee problem. This was an
indication of his total refusal to negotiate for peace with the PLO. Shamir's
view of the Question of Palestine was still far away from generally accepted
ideas. In Shamir's own words: |

The PLO is not a Palestinian creation, nor has its existence
anything to do with the so-called occupation of Judea and Samaria (the
West Bank). It was organized by Egypt and Syria three years before the
1967 war to conduct terrorist warfare against Israel, and it is dedicated not
to liberating this or that territory, but to the annihilation of Israel. That a
terrorist organization, established less than twenty years after the holocaust.
and committed by its constitution to the destruction of Israel, enjoys
observer status at the United Nations and diplomatic standing in many
capitals is a sad commentary on the state of international morality.'**

As might be expected, no Palestinian, however moderate,
accepted Shamir's scheme under such circumstances. A PLO delegate
expressed the view of the PLO in 1991 at a Helsinki meeting on the

Question of Palestine :

We oppose Shamir's plan by which limited administrative
autonomy is given to part of occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip...

He wants to -exclude beforehand any talk with Palestinians as a
people. He will only talk to natives of the territories, West Bankers and
Gazans, to a population not to a people. If he talks with only one

- 144 itzhak Shamir, "Israel At 40: Looking Back, Looking Ahead," Foreign Affairs,
66 no. 3(1987/1988), 578.
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Palestinian in exile, then that Palestinian 51gmﬁes a people. The PLO isthe
institutional embodiment of the unity of the Palestinian people, beyond the
imposed borderlines that divides occupation from exile. 143 |

Accordmg to Shamir, a Palestinian state was impossible since the
2000 square-mile area of land between Israel and Jordan was not
appropriate for a politically and economically sustainable state. It became

clear that without giving up this approach, a comprehensive peace in the
Middie East was only a dream.

The Labor party of Israel was also conscious of this objective. Peres
was aware of the changing nature of threat in the wor'Id and of the urgent
need for efforts to end the conflict. If not, Israel could become more and
more a ghetto in the Middie East, far from help with economic and political

cooperation with the fear of an imminent outbreak of hostilities.

3.2.4. Swedish Diplomacy

A different initiative was undertaken with a different aim for an Israeli-
PLO dialogue. It was carried out by the Swedish government, and in
particular by the Swedish Foreign Minister Sten Andersson. Sweden was
one of the first European countries to-have direct contact with the PLO. The
outbreak of Intifada deepened its sense of commitment to the peace

process.

in March 1988 Andersson visited both Israel and the occupied
Palestinian territories. After his visit, Andersson shifted his focus to US

Jews, judging that the road to Jerusalem passed through the

5N, Prospects for Peace in the Middle East: An _lsraeli-Palestinian
Dialogue(Helsinki: June 1991), 14. ,
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US.™® Andersson, after leaming of the killing of PLO leader Abu Jihad, wrote
Arafat not to carry out acts of revenge. In that letter Andersson wrote:

As many in my generation in Europe, the Naz persecution and
holocaust of millions of Jews during the Second World War made a deep
impression on me. In 1964, I sent my then 13-year-old son to Israel to
work at a Kibbutz. He become deeply disappointed when he leamnt that his

Arab fellow workers were treated as second-class citizens. Finally my eyes
were opened to the injustices committed against the Palestinians."*’

His aim was to arrange a meetin,g between Arafat and appropriate
Jewish leaders in Stockholm or elsewhere. In late 1988, he intensified his
" attempts to bring the PLO répresentatiyes and American Jews together. His
effort was oriented toward initiating an Israeli-PLO dialogue. Shultz initiative

and the attributes of Jewish leaders in US and Europe encouraged
| Andersson to go forward with his plans. Wlth his attempts, a meeting was
set up between prominent Jewish leaders in the US and a PLO delegatlon
Mr. Andersson, rather than Israeli-PLO diplomacy, opened another track of
diplomacy to explore US-PLO dialogue.

in December 1988, Shultz sent a letter conveying the |ong-awaited for
American position, along with a text of exactly what Arafat would have to say
to meet the American conditions."® The next step was an open US-PLO
dialogue. Thus, Andersson by his prominent diplomatic activities showed the

importance of private diplomacy in the peace process.
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3.3. THE CHANGE IN THE VIEW OF THE PLO, THE FOLLOWING STATE
FORMATION AND PEACE INITIATIVE |

In the second half of the 1980’s, the direct negotiation between Israel
and PLO became the most favored issue at both the level of the PLO and
the Palestinians in the occupied territories. The prerequisite for this direct
talk was the acceptance of, specifically, UN Resolutions 242 and 338 which
favored land for peace and renounced terrorism. The PLO showed its
inclination to meet these minimum requirements in order to start a formal

dialogue with both the US and Israel. The driving forces behind the PLO
‘ being persuaded were threefold: the first was US toughness which forced
the PLO to moderate its position. Secondly, the confident atmosphere of the
Palestinians after Intifada gave them the ability to make bold moves toward |
peace.149 Thirdly, Arafat's positidn as primus inter pares became apparent
after the 18th PNC meeting in 1987."% |

Consequently, at its historic meeting in Algiérs on 15 November 1988,
the Palestinian National Council (PNC) accepted, specifically, UN Resolution
242 (which included an implied, but not eXplicit recognition of Israel),
renounced terrorism, called for peaceful coexistence in a durable and lasting
peace, and declared an independent Palestinian state.™® . Another twist in
the peace process occurred when, on 31 July 1988, Hussein of Jordan
announced his désire to relinquish all Jordanian legal and administrative ties
to the Weét Bank. This decision brought the idea of establishing an
independent Palestinian state. The Jordanian government ceased 'paying
the salaries of some 21,000 Arab school teachers and civil servants in the
occupied West Bank and left responsibilities to the care of the PLO.™?
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Jordan had been conceived as being a necessary gateway and ally by the

Palestinians, but they had failed to reach an enduring satisfactory
relationship.

At the same time, Jordan had been the preferred partner of the
Israelis. But, the withdrawal of Jordan from the West Bank created a shock
in Israeli politics. Since Peres and the Labor Party had emphasized a
Jordan-oriented. scenario for solving the Question of Palestine, Hussein's
decision undercut the credibility of Peres ahd the Labor Party. As we have
mentioned earlier, this development forced the Labor party to change its
mind on the Question of Palestine. Both Shamir and Peres h.ad missed the
point that Jordan was too weak to play the "big brother” role that they both

had in mind."*

. Consequently, the above decision of Hussein paved way for an actual
power vacuum in the occupied territories | énd thus a projection of a
Palestinian state which would presumably be established alongside Israel in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The PNC based a separate Palestinian State
on UN Partition Resolution 181 of 1947 whibh had endorsed a two-state
solution and abandoned its long professed aim of achieving a unified secular

democratic state in the whole of the Palestine.

The events which had happened within the 19th PNC were the signs
of radical transformation in Palestinian thinking on the Question of Palestine.
The PLO abandoned armed struggle (al Kifab al-Musallah) from the core Qf :
its strategy and settled on diplomacy instead. At the same time, it reached its
limit of concession without reciprociation."j4 The decisions made in the PNC
meeting were regarded by the international Community as an important step

in reaching a comprehensive and lasting solution to the conflict. The US also

3 pyrsuing Peace, 28.
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recognized that the Palestinian cause must have. some legitimacy, but the
US was a bit suspicious of the PLO and Arafat. In order to satisfy the US,
Arafat stated his acceptance of Resolutions 242 and 338, and renounced
terrorism in Stockhblm, but the US dismissed the statement since it was not
signed. One way remained for Arafat: to restate his ideas before the UN.
But, Shultz denied him a visa to address the UN in New York. The meeting
was later convened in Geneva on 13 December 1988 and there Arafat‘ again
appealed for peace. Toward the end of the speech, in which he outlined a
Palestinian peace initiative, Arafat talked about the issues of 242 and Israel's
right to exist, as follows: '

"The PLO will work to achieve a comprehensive peaceful
settlement among the parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict, including the -
Palestinian state, Israel and other neighboring states, within the framework
of the international conference for peace in the Middle East, in order to
achieve equality and a balance of interests, especially the right of our
people to liberation and national independence, and respect for everyone's
right to exist, to peace and to security, according to Resolutions 242 and
338.'%

Some believed that the position of the PLO was close to meeting the
US conditions to engage in direct US-PLO talks, but the US still argued that
the position of the PLO leader fell short. The next day, 14 December 1988, -

Arafat clarified his remarks at a peace conference:

Yesterday..I also made a reference to our acceptance of
Resolutions 2472 and 338 as the basis for negotiations with Israel within the
framework of the international conference...In my speech also yesterday, it
was clear that we mean...the right of all parties concerned in the Middle
East conflict to exist in peace and security and, as I have mentioned,

" 155 quandt, Peace Process.., 374.
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including the state of Palestine, Israel and other neighbors according to the
Resolution 242 and 338. :

As for terrorism, I renounced it yesterday in no uncertain terms,
and yet, I repeat for the record that we totally and absolutely renounce all
forms of terrorism, including individual, group, and state terrorism."*

And through the diplomatic interventions of Sweden and Egypt on the

same day, the US announced that the PLO had met the US conditions for a
dialogue."”’

In Israel despite all these developments, the opposition to “land for
peace” became vividly clear. There were some disagreements between the
current government of Israel and the US regarding the Jewish settlements in
the occupied territories and on the meaning of Resolution 242. This was the
halimark of the diminishing credibility of Prime Minister Shamir at the level of
both the American public and the administration. Foréign Minister Peres
declared his stance fimly saying fﬁat "he would negotiate with any
Palestinian who recognized Israél's.right to exist and renounced terrorism,

regardless of his biography.™

The Arabs' position was confusing at that time. The conflicts among
~ the Arab States prevented them from making an éffective. initiative during
this phase.'™ The differences within the US over the US-PLO dialogue
surfaced. In mid-June of 1990, the US administration suspended dialogue
after Arafat's refusal to condemn a seabomne attack against israel.'® The
attack which was plannéd and directed by the Abu Abbas factions of the

PLO placed Arafat in a difficult position in the dialogue and peace process.

1% Quandt, Peace Process, 375.
157 aipson, 9.
158 New York Times, September 25, 1988

1% gtephen C. Pelletiere, Assad and the peace Process: The Pivotal Role of
. Lebanon, (Strategic Studies institute, US Army War Coliege,1995), 10. ’

1801 aipson, 9.



65

In spite of all these developments, the PLO made further attempts to
moderate its position. Yasser Arafat declared the PLO Charter articles on
Israel null and void on 2 M'ay 1989. The PLO accepted the election proposal
of Israel under the guarantee of the superpowers™ In sum, the PLO
manifested a constructive attitude and made positive contributions to peace
with decisions adopted in Algiers in November 1988 and with the Palestinian
peace initiative announced by Arafat at the General Assembly meeting held
at Geneva on 13 December 1988' Arafat with his own words formalized

the Palestinian peace initiative:

That is exactly what we have announced in the Palestinian peace
initiative launched by the Palestine National Council in Algiers a year ago.
that initiative was Teiterated in my statement in Geneva last December. In
taking the initiative, we wished to make an effective contribution to
advancing the peace process in the region on the basis of the tenets of
international legitimacy embodied in the relevant General Assembly and
Security Council, including Council Resolutions 242(1967) and 338(1973)
as well as the right of our Palestinian people to self-determination.

In our initiative, we concurred with the view of the General
Assembly endorsed in its Resolutions, that the best way to attain peace in
the region is to convene the intemational peace conference on the Middle

' Bast under the auspices of the United Nations, with the participation of the
five permanent members of the Security Council and all ‘parties to the
conflict in the region, including the PLO and the Government of the
Israel.'® : '

The state formation process forced the PLO to change and take
further steps to amend its deficiencies. One of its problems was the refugee

issue. Arafat had declared "the state of Palestine is the state of all
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Palestinians, and presumably also ‘the state of all the Palestinian
refugees."® Other problems were related to the economical and political
_ sustainability of a new state. The notion of a confederal link between Jordan
and the Palestinians on the West Bank was a generally accepted idea.
Yasser Arafat was asked in an interview, "Everyone talks about a Palestinian
confederation with Jordan ..Would you consider a confederation with
Israel?” His answer was, “Why not? Look at the EEC. The youth of Eurbpe
are living peacefully together, not killing each other the way their rfathers
did.""® Arafat's vision on the political and economic future of the area
seemed to be one of ‘association and cooperation, not of partition and
separation. |

3.4. THE DISCUSSIONS ON THE CONVENING OF AN INTERNATIONAL
PEACE CONFERENCE |

in the essence of the PLO pear'ce initiative in 1988, _'as.noted above
there was a call for the convening of an intemational conference to be
~ attended by all partners of conflict, including the PLO under the auspices of
the five permanent members of the Security Council. It would be held on the
basis of Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338. After official dialogue
was established between the US and the PLO, the foreigh‘ ministers of the
EC put forward a proposal for an international peace conference. The twelve
'EC members, for the first time, called for an intemnational conference under |
the supervision of the UN in the Madrid Declaration of 1989. They insisted
on the PLO's partlmpatlon in the peace process and launched an urgent
appeal to the lsraeli administration to |mplement the Security Council
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Resolutions.'® After such an important change in the attitude of the EEC on
the Question of Palestine, a significant joint proposal toward peace
appeared during the adoption of General Assembly Resolution 44/42 of
1989. The Resolution was adopted by an overwhelming majority of the
members of the General Assembly. It reads: |

The General Assembly,

1. Reaffirms the urgent need to achieve a just and comprehensive
settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the core of which is the Question of
Palestine ' ‘ '

2. Calls once again for the convening of the International Peace
Conference on the Middle East, under the auspices of the United Nations,
with the participation of all parties to the conflict, including the Palestine
Liberation Organization, on an equal footing, and the five permanent
members of the Security Council, based on Security Council Resolutions
242(1967) of 22 November 1967 and 338(1973) of 22 October 1973 and

 the legitimate national rights of the Palestinian people, primarily the- right
to self determination;'®’ '

The importance of the consensus of the overwhelming majority of
General Assembly concemning the peace conference for the Question of
Palestine was clear but the idealistic attempt of the General Assembly did
~ not suffice to bring thé opposing sides together to discuss their matters in an
international conference. That was the point where realpolitik and moral

politics were separated from each other.

There were two main problems in the way of any kind of negotiation,
which had been inherited from the decade of the 1980s. The first one was to
find an appropriate solution for the delegation problem of the Palestinians.
The US and lIsrael had not agreed to start any talks with the PLO. The
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second was the growing lack of mutual confidence between the PLO and

Israel, and between the PLO and the US. Some may argue that a numbér of

difficulties had, in fact, been overcome in this area, but these two issues

continued to remain outstanding. It was apparent that unless they were

resolved, it would hardly be possible to convene a regional or intemational
- conference, or to start any kind of direct negotiation.

3.4. THE CHANGING PRIORITIES WITH THE IMPACT OF THE NEW
WORLD (DIS)ORDER '

~~ The history of US-Israeli relations had evolved since the early
American policy of sympathy and support for the creation of a Jewish state in
1948. The developments paved the way for an close economic, political and
military partnership between these two countries. Particularly, throughout the
1980s, Israel was a strategic asset in h,c_-;tlpir‘\g to defend American interests
in the Middle East as a part of Cold War strategy. The dramatic international
changes of recent years have truly yielded a “"new world order," providing
America with a unique opportunity to reassess its global role.
Nevertheless, at the end of the 1980s and in 1990s, relations between the
US and lIsrae! came under considerable strain. Pértioularly, two factors
contributed to the changes in the nature of their bilateral relations. First, after
the end of the Cold War, the strategic environment that led to Israeli priority
in the relations between the US and the Middle Eastern countries had
changed dramatically. The role of Israel in the Middle East against the Soviet
Union was no longer valid. The decline of Soviet influence in the region and
‘the improvement in US-Soviet relations undermined rationale for the US
support to Israel. Second, the failure of the US Baker plan and the Likud

party position against‘ the plan caused an image erosion of Israel in the
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. US."™ The countries in conflict in the Middle East wondered whether the US
public would continue to support Israel, as it had pr‘eviousiy‘ in view of the
fact that Israel was a declining strategic asset. In the US the public
confidence in Israel had diminished gradually. No one believed Israel would
give or offer to the Palestinians equal rights within its existing political order.
Some felt Israel ran the risk of a sudden loss of American public support.’® A
specialist argues on this’ differentiation in relations:

There has been some gradual change in the depth of American
support for Israeli policy. Frankly, most Americans do not care very much
about the Middle East. We tend to be fairly preoccupied with our intemal
affairs. But if you ask Americans where their preferences lie, between
Israel and any collection of Arab parties, over the years you have seen
fairly high levels of support for Israel, although these levels have declined
in recent years. We have gone from maybe 60 to 70 percent of American
public's instinctively taking a pro-Israeli position down to about 40 to 50
percent. On specific Israeli policies, such as settlements, public opinion
offer will be less supportive.'”

Another differentiation occurred between Israeli and American views
on the American role in -the vMiddIe Eastern affairs. However, Israel
recognized that the US had begun to see its role in the Middle East peace |
process as an even-handed broker. The meaning of this “even-handed”
position seemed to be pro-Arab in the view of the Israeli public." At the
same time, the growing importance of the US-Arab relations was regarded
as a threat to the Israeli public. For the Palestinians, the dramatic decline of
the Soviet Union was a further remainder that they now stood on their own,

* with no major power behind them. It is even possible to say that the PLO
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peace efforts and Israel's Shamir plan were attempts to respond to the new
international environment. ‘

The Soviet Union furthermore with the aim of improving her image in
the eyes.of the westemn public, signalled its willingness to allow Jews to
immigrate to Israel. Israel was ready to aécept one million Jews from USSR.
This was regarded as a chance to establish a greater Israel in some
segments of Israeli society. For the Arabs, it was a cause of fear and a
mortal blow to the peace process."” The increasing relations between the
SU and lsrael further frightened the Palestinians. Under the -rule of
Gorbachev, the SU changed its classic Soviet policy toward the Arab-lsraeli
conflict. He tried to open diplomatic channels to the Jewish siate that could
~ lead to a renewal of relations which had been severed during the June 1967
crisis. The SU had publicly distanced herself from the PLO and the
Palestinian cause.”™ In the eyes of Jewish hardiiners, the situation created
a chance to expel Palestinians from the territories under the legitimacy of a
stalemate war against Jordan or some other Arab enemy."”* The Palestinians
were apprehensive that the newly elected government was apt to adopt such
a strategy increasing the potential impact of the massive immigration from
the SU. The massive emigration to Israel could produce a potential growth '
capability both politically and economically. The Israeli government lost no
time in putting forth the effort to meet this highly-skilled labor force with the
necessary economic and political policies.”” The UN and the US were
alarmed by the massive Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union. Their

panic concerned the implications of such a massive mobilization which had
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the potential to effect the core of controversial issues in such a deteriorating
region.

in sum, the declining power of the Soviet Union diminished Arab
resistance formed after Camp David and pushed the PLO to accept the

solutions offered by the US and Israel. Secondly, the massive immigration of
Soviet Jews created a new source of contention.

On the other hand, the Jewish attempt to bring the Soviet Jews to
Israel was an attempt to revive the myth of Zionism. The name of this fable
was called "ingathering of the exiles.””” This aim was codified by the Law of
Return. It provided any bona fide Jew, located anywhere, assurance of
galnlng entrance to Israel. But as a surprising point, only a limited number of'
Soviet Jews showed willingness to be gathered into the fold, mostly they
_ wanted to go to the US and other westemn countries. Israel used every'
conceivable device to beg, trick, bribe, shame and coerce Soviet- Jewish

emigrants to come to Israel.

Israel's other great problem was that "Israelis, those who had already
been “ingathered’, wanted desperately to get out, and almost a million |srael
expatriates succeeded, most of whom now live in the US."'™ Most of the
Jews from Soviet Union came, not with religious or Zionist ideas, but to live
as normal people in israel. The reasons behind their preferences were a fear
of the resurgence of anti-Semitism and chaotic economic conditions within
the Soviet Union and its satellites. All these developments landed a second

mortal blow on Zionist philosophy and practice, after the first shock had

occurred as a result of lntifada.

Some may sympathize with those immigrants coming to Israel due to

a fear of anti-Semitism, but one issue became clear: "the solution does not
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lie in placing the burden upon the Iong-sufféring Palestinians, who are not
responsible for any European anti-Semitism, past or present,””® as the

worldv>cor‘nmunity placed the whole Jewish question on the burden of the
Middle East region.

One other aspect of the migration was the settiement issue. The US
strongly opposed any further settiements. The American administration
insisted that there would be no loan guarantees without restrictions on
settlement.™® The loan guarantee was at the heart of the Israel-US relations
and its impact on Israeli society was significant . At the same time, with the
increasing image-erosion of Israel, the differences between the Israeli
official position and the Ameﬁcan Jewish Community became recognizabie
publicly. According to a survey of the leaders of US Jews, it indicated that 74
percent of them favored Israeli-PLO talks. Three out of four also opposed
Israeli annexation of the territories and deportation of Palestinians.'®' In this
respect, Jewish'opinion in the US became an important factor push—ing Israel

towards the negotiation table.

One fact goes almost completely unnoticed among the migration 'and ‘l
settlement issues of Jews, that is high rate of emigration from the West
Bank."® At this point, the failure of Palestinians in terms of realpoliik was.
apparent. Israelis, for the sake of national iridependehce, accepted a
geography of less than‘ what they regarded as theirs. For that reason, many
issues related to the Palestinians did not attract the attention it desefved in

comparison to other issues related to the Israelis.
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The opposition Labor party of israel \dun'ng the late 1980’s and early
1990’'s gained a unique opportunity to analyze ihe dynamics behind the
changing nature of the peace process due to the decline of the Soviet Bloc
and changes in world politics. Rabin considered the peace process a very
long one, "any attempt... to solve the problem by a single act will lead
nowhere"'® Peres concluded that warlike tendencies were reinforced by the
deteriorating economic conditions in Palestine and in the Arab countries.'®
Another lIsraeli “dove’, Ezer Weizmann, distinguished between a stable
peace and a peaceful situation with a potential for war.'® These three men
were the nominees to pursue the peace process, since there were signs that
the Labor party might take ofF ice in the 1992 election. The shift in the views
of “doves” in Israeli politics led to a historical transformatlon in Jewish
mentality. They recognlzed that in such a globalized world there is no space
for a “ghetto mentality” but they were not in consensus on how to escape
from this mentality. ' - ’

Two developments encouraged the “doves” to reach for peace in the
1990'’s. The first one was the perception of threat. Israeli perception of threat
from the past stemmed from the idea that the Arab's goal was the total
destruction of Israel. The second one, which also re-enforced first idea, was
their evaluation of developments. In their opinion, Israel had become a
reality in the Middle East."® In order to enhance integration of the Jewish
community into the Middle East region, they attached themselves to the
concept of peace. According to a poll taken in Israel in late 1990, 30 percent
of those polled were willing to give up teritories in exchange for peace; 40
percent of those polled, “ideological hawks,” opposed ' exchangihg any
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territory for peace; 30 percent, “security hawks”, were willing to give up most
of the West Bank and Gaza Strip in exchange for security guarantees tied to
Washington, DC'®"

In the early 1990, James Baker, US Secretary General, called for a
third-party talk with Egypt and Israeli colleagues in order to arrange a Cairo
meeting between lIsraelis and selected Palestinians to try to agree on a
peace solution for the election.’™ The debate on this issue caused internal
friction in Israeli politics. The Labor Party gave up its coalition-partner
position and the Likud party formed a new coalition with small religious and
right-wing parties. - |

3.6. THE GULF CRISIS AND ITS IMPACT ON THE PEACE PROCESS
3.6.1. The Gulf Crisis

The diplomacy and subsequent political and military alignments
before and after the Iragi invasion of Kuwait are enormously complex.'®®
Since this crisis is not directly related to the main focus of this study, only a
summary of that crisis will be given. The confrontation between Iraq and
Kuwait over oil prices in mid-July 1990 was the first sign of crisis, but no one
expected Iraq to take such an extreme action in. the region. The lragi
invasion of Kuwait occurred on 2 August 1980. The US immediately
responded with military aid to Saudi Arabia. After extensive preparations,
coalition forces led by the US recaptured Kuwait at the expense of'huge '
destruction in irag. The initiative of this coalition force began on 16 January
1991 and by 28 February, a cease-fire had been imposed. The military

triumph over Iraq was unquestionable.

87 eon T.Hadar, *The Israeli Labor Party: Peacemaker or Likud 112" Journal of
Palestine Studies, 21 no.3(Spring 1992), 85.
1881 aipson,5 '

89 For detailed information see Ewan W. Anderson and Khalil H.Rashidian, Iraq
and the Continuing Middle East Crisis,(New York: St.Martin’s Press, 1991)



75

The Arab and non-Arab nations of the Middle East were caught
unprepared for the crisis. Particularly, the Arab countries shoWed their
weakness at solving their own differences among each other. On 3 August
1990, the Arab League foreign ministers had denounced the invasion and
called for immediate withdrawal. The vote of condemnation was significant:
14 voted affirmatively (including Egypt and Syria); 5 abstained (Jordan,
Mauritania, the PLO, Sudan and Yemen); and Libya voted negatively. in the
emergency Arab summit, convened in Cairo on 10 August, differences
escalated among the Arab nations.’®® The Arabs recognized their weakness
to intervention in the invasion and they also did not reach any consensus on
the US-led military presence in the Gulf region. The Arab summit only
reinforced and supported intemational intervention on the question. The
PLO Was criticized and forced to condemn the invasion and Saddam. The
chairman of the PNC's political committee stated. "In no way am | ignoring-
the rights o_f'the Kuwaiﬁ people to their land, to their legitimacy and to self
determination. And in no way would | ignore the principle of  the

inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force."™"
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3.6.2. The PLO. the Arabs and the Gulf War

There were a number of unofficial PLO statements during the first
days of the invasion. George Habbash, leader of the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) along with Abu Abbas, leader of the Palestine
Liberation Front (PLF) praised Saddam and regarded invasion as a step to
provide pan-Arab unity and Arab awakening. No one had expected either the
Marxist, Habbash, to worry about the bad conditions of the Amir of Kuwait or
Baghdad-based, Abu Abbas, to criticize his boss.™
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Arafat, on the other hand, after the refusal of all his peace attempts
tumed to and began to strengthen his ties with Irag. His hope was to force
negotiation with power, rather than by Mubarek's conciliatory forms. Saddam
Hussein himself, in early April 1990, at an Arab summit, called for militant
criticism of the US and Israel. There, he cbntended:

So long as Arabs remained economically and militarily weak they
would not be able to dislodge Israel from the occupied territories and
establish a Palestinian State. An Arab approach to peace ... must be
coupled with a pan-Arab military and material build-up. Oil revenues must
be invested in the Arab world rather than abroad; wealthy Arab
governments must aid poor ones, and special pan-Arab funds should be set
up to help the Palestinian Intifada.'”

In this context, the Iraqi invasion was both a threat and an opportunity
for the Palestinians. Arafat began to spend increasing amounts 'csf time in
Baghdad. There were also signs that he wanted to move his office to
Baghdad from Tunis. The Abu Abbas-faction tried its best to put Arafat under
Saddam's influence. Probably the above mentioned Abul Abbas raid was an
iragi operation to alienate Arafat from the peace camp and to put an end to
US-PLO dialogue.™ |

There were other reasons to explain Arafat's conduct with Saddam.
Like all other dissenting countries, he had to respond to the populist feeling
aroused by the Gulf Crisis. The roots and nature of this populism was a bit
different. In the years prior to the crisis, Arafat had restrained his relations
with radical Arabé and Palestinian groups in order to enter into dialogue with
the US, but the US and lIsraeli attempts did not seem as sincere as
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Arafat's.'® On 20 June 1990, Bush announced the suspension of the US-
PLO dialogue. Arafat assumed concession limits iﬁ the eyes of Palestinians,
and of course his loss of credibility was apparent. According to a telephone
poll conducted in the West Bank (on 12 August 1990 when Saddam linked
his invasion with the Palestinian cause), 84 percent of West Bankers
considered Saddam to be an Arab hero, 58 percent supported his invasion
_of Kuwait, and 83 percent supported Arafat's closeness to Saddam.'®® ‘Under

the influence of such populistic instigation, there remained little space for
Arafat to move in. '

iraq gradually became a hospitable base for the PLO. For Saddam,
~ the Question of Palestine was 'the jewel in the crown’ of pan-Arab solidarity.
His effort was to use the Palestinian cause as legitimate, based on his
further aims in the Middle East region." For a more schematic analysis, it is
possible to classify the guiding principles of the PLO during the Gulf Crisis
under four categories, which will follow: -

3.6.2.1. The Linkage issue:

The PLO supported the Iraqi initiative proposed on 12 August 1990.
Saddam forwarded an initiative which linked the Iragi withdrawal from
Kuwait to Israeli’s relinquishing the land - of the ' Palestinians. The
Palestinians were prone to be propagandized with such an attractive
initiative. '

According to Israeli polls, conducted in 1988 and 1990 they had found
that 49 percent of the Jewish Israelis supported expulsion of Palestinians

from occupied territories and that this had increased to 52 percent in 1990.

195\nalid Khalidi, “The Gulf Crisis: Origins and Consequences,” Journal of
Palestine Studies, 20 no.2(Winter 1991), 16.

19 pattar, "The PLO...," 41.

% George T.Abed, "The Palestinians and the Gulf Crisis,” Journal of Palestine
 Studies, 20 no.2(Winter 1991), 30.



At that time, 33 months of uprisings and 21 months of PLO diplomacy based
on concession, in exchange for nothing had seemed to bring no relief to the
Palestinians. In addition, the speed of intervention of the coalition forces led
by the US to rescue-occupied Kuwait. further frustrated the Palestinians.
Most saw a double standard in US-led t;ehavic»r.198 There was no apparent
claim by PLO officials that the invasion would create an opportunity for the
liberation of Palestine. Most of them were far away from thinking of such an

idea but there were some points which gained validity in the eyes of
Palestinians. |

-Iraq's rise as an important military power was to a significant
degree (though not solely) motivated by an Arab need to create an Arab
military deterrent to Israel in order to influence its politics, particularly on
the question of Palestine. Iraq ... [was] the only Arab participant in the
1948 Arab-Israeli war that never signed a permanent armistice agreement
with Israel. .

. _The Palestinians ... [could mot] view Israel as an mnocent
bystander in the Guif Conflict. The Israeli led crusade calling for Iraq’s
economic strangulation and military emasculation began long before Irag
marched into Kuwait on 2 August 1990.'

" The second point above is the key to understand why the Palestinians
fell into a dilemma in order to defend their national order. by either taking
sides with Saddam or by taking comfort in intemational intervention. in sum,
frag's linkage issue was the only one that tried to keep Palestine at the

center of the crisis.

3.6.2.2. The Mediating role

There was no peculiarly PLO position on the Gulf Crisis. The PLO

was not a party in the conflict, nor did they take an official side in the conflict.
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It proposed a negotiation team at the Arab Summit convened on 10 August
1980. There, it was reminded PLO's earlier role which had been played
successfully during a conflict between Iraq and Kuwait in’ 19732 The
PLO’s mediation attempts were faced with sympathy but later the conflicts
among the Arabs did not allow for such a role for the PLO. Despite the
strong support for Saddam from some Palestinian groups, the PLOj
preserved its "official neutrality" and negotiation efforts during the Gulf
conflict. One may question Arafat's reluctant behavior at the summit but he
later said that he had "accused the Egyptian president of putting to the vote

.. the US inspired sets of condemnatory Resolutions that appeared to have
been translated from English.**®'

1
3.6.2.3. Foreign intervention 1
} 1

The PLO's position during the Gulf War stabilized it against foreign1

intervention. The Palestinian attitude was to see inter-state Arab conflicts as
domestic problems, rather than as mtematlonal conflicts. According to a
specialist, the Palestinians "never considered it legitimate for an Arab people
to mobilize foreign powers against another Arab people. They make nd
exception in the present instance. Thus, it is that Palestinians see Westem:f
military involvement in the gulf as illegitimate foreign intrusion in Arab affairsj
not as a legitimate application of the international principle of collective
security.®® At the same time, there was a fear on the Palestinian side tha

|
,

foreign intervention might open the door to Israeli expansion.

3.6.2.4. The Arab solution |
|
According to the 6 August 1880 peace plan presented by Libya anq

" the PLO, Kuwait would pay compensation and stop illegal oil-pumping m
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It proposed a negotiation team at the Arab Summit convened on 10 August
1990. There, it was reminded PLO's earlier role which had been played
successfully during ‘a conflict between iraq and Kuwait in 1973.2° The
PLO’s mediation atterhpts were faced with sympathy but later the conflicts
among the Arabs did not allow for such a role for the PLO. Despite the
strong support for Saddam from some Palestinian groups, the PLO
preserved its “official neutrality" and negotiation efforts during the Guif
conflict. One may question Arafat's reluctant behavior at the summit but he
later said that he had "accused the Egyptian president of putting to the vote

.. the US inspired sets of condemnatory Resolutions that appeared to have
been translated from English.""

3.6.2.3. Foreign intervention

The PLO's position during the Gulf War stabilized it against foreign
intervention. The Palestinian attitude was to see inter-state Arab conflicts as
domestic problems, rather than asrﬁintemational conflicts. According to a
specialist, the Palestinians "never considered it legitimate for an Arab people
to mobilize foreign powers against another Arab people. They make no
exception in the present instance. Thus, it is that Palestinians see westemn
military involvement in the.gulf as illegitimate foreign intrusjon in Arab affairs,
not as a Iegiti‘mate application of the international principie of collective
security.”® At the same time, there was a fear on the Palestinian side that
foreign intervention might open the door to Israeli expansion.

3.6.2.4. The Arab solution

According to the 6 August 1990 peace plan presented by Libya and

the PLO, Kuwait would pay compensation and stop illegal oil-pumping in
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have happened if the PLO had joined the coalition forces? "Can anyone
believe that if the “PLO had joined the coalition and fought in front lines
against Iraq, Shamir would have sent his congratulations and agreed to
withdraw from the occupied territories or granted the Palestinian

3 n206 . « . N .
independence?™™ A prominent Palestinian leader and intellectual, Faissal

Husseini argues:

In our eyes, Yizhak Shamir is an evil man whose image among us
is not worse than Saddam's among the Israelis. This being the case, how
could I as a Palestinian who called upoh his people to resolve our conflict
with the terrorist Shamir peacefully, ask this same Palestinian people to
accept a military solution when it was against Saddam Hussein?

. Our official position was pragmatic, but it was also a position of
principle. We were demanding international legality for everyone. I don't
believe that this position was erroneous, but we did not know how to
present it. %" -

At the same time, that was also the first time the Palestinians had
seen lIsraelis being hit by Scuds. For the Palestinians in the occupied
territories, Scuds meant hope, and even more likely, it was a taste of
revenge.

In addition to all these explanations of the PLO's position in the Gulf
Conflict it is possible to emphasize the lack of institutions in the PLO and the
failure of Palestinian intellectuals to recbgnize the threats of the situation
during the crisis. in the PLO, there were some problems of nepotism, inertia,
inefficiency, corruption and factionalism. The absence of modem institutions
within the PLO decreased its ability to solve questions the most rationally

during the crisis.?® And, most of the Palestinian intellectuals neglected their

26 Hurley, 282.
207 xpglestinian Politics after the Gulf War...,” 100

| 208 prattar, "The PLO..., " 38.
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- responsibilities (with the exception of soine, like Walid Khalidi and} Edward
Said) to openly scrutinize, to discuss, and to ackhowledge mistakes.

As we have tried to explain, to describe the Palestinian position as
embracing Saddam is thus to distort it by gross oversimplification.

3.6.3. The Gulf Crisis and Israel

It is no question that the Gulf War eliminated Israel's most dangerous
military threat at a very small cost to Israel. The position also forced Syria to
put the lid on its Israeli initiative. Israel gained the opportunity against Syria
that it had seized against Sadat in 1978. Israel reached very'close to the.
Zionist's ultimate goal: a secure Jewish state in its historic homeland.?*

The US fear of Israeli intervention in the crisis was maintained until
the end of the Gulf Conflict. This fear was increased by the Scuds on the
Telaviv-Haifa coastal strip. The Likud party and Israeli mmtary were eager to

intervene. There were four reasons for them to get involved.

1. Hunting scuds was harmless sport-SCUDs can't shoot down
planes, and the Iraqi air force had already been wiped out of the sky and
was in hiding. '

2. Iraqi radar and missile sites had already been destroyed. so
bombing Baghdad was hardly a ‘combat mission.’

3. It was accurately embarrassing for the Likud military to be
sitting on the sidelines and not to be invited to participate. After all, they
had received and spent tens of billions of American dollars to build up
Israel's enormous military machine by convincing the US Congress that
Israel was America's key and indispensable ally in the Middle East,
necessary for the protection of America's vital interests in the area. Now
with the first big war in the Middle East under way, they were being
begged-if not ordered-to stay out of it.

4. The principal reason, however, that the Israeli military was so

- eager to retaliate for the SCUD attacks was to bring Jordan into a war
with Israel... The Israeli army would drive the 1.500.000 Palestinians in

29 pyrsuing Peace, 28.
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the West Bank and Gaza into Jordan where the Likud says, they
belong. 2

The US government exploited Israeli-backing in mobilizing pro-Israeli
politicians, and they also exploited Arab-backing by keeping Israel out of
war. One may wonder how, despite the intense desire of the Likud party and

the Israeli army, the US managed to keep iIsrael out. Three reasons are
responsible:

1. President Bush begged and pleaded with Shamir not to retaliate
for the SCUD attacks, becausé to do so might destroy the coalition. Israel,
of course, cared nothing about the coalition-but George Bush's enmity
would be somethmg to be reckoned with.

2. More effective, however, than President Bush's pleas was his
hard-nosed refusal to give the Israel air force the recognition signals it
would need if Israeli planes were to enter combat zones and not run the
risk of being shot down by allied aircraft. Israel's vaunted 'restraints' in not
retaliating for the Scud attacks was not, therefore, exactly voluntary:unless
the Israeli air force was willing to take the risk of the Saudi air aces
shooting Israeli ‘crack pilots' out of the sky.

3. President Bush convinced Shamir that the payoff for staying out
would be much greater than for getting in, not only in good will, but also
in hard cash."!

In the region, only israel had profited economically, politically and
militarily.>"? ‘Israel lost no time to collect the fruits of the post-war era. The
US accepted a plan to give 650 million dollars of support to Israel in
exchange for her position during the Gulf War.

210y ey, 282-283.
21" Hurley, 283-284.
22N DFPR, Eight United Nation..,2
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3.6.4. Concluding Remarks

The impact of the Guif Crisis on the peace process was very‘ much
related to the impact of the Crisis as an important factor pushing both sides
of the peace process to the negotiation table, as is explained. The PLO, as
official representative of all Palestinian people, was alienated from Western
sympathies. The Palestinian rightful image which had been aroused since
the beginning of intifada, lost ground with the Western public.rln addition,
the Palestinians lost the support of most of the Arab World. Their material
and economic losses were noteworthy.?' - |

The Iraqi failure created a disaster for Palestinians: Kuwait expelled
about 300.000 Palestinians who had worked there for many years. The
meaning of this expulsion meant diminishing worker remittances to the
homeland. The Gulf countries found a legitimate opportunity to cease
funding the PLO.?"* They tumned their at_tenﬁon to HAMAS, in order to punish
the PLO for having supported Irag. The PLO fell into a rapid decline. It was
forced to close many of the PLO offices in the Arab countries and around the .
world. The Palestinians, particularly insiders and immigrants, began to
~ criticize the PLO and its Iéader Yasser Arafat. The PLO arrived at the
second half of 1991 in such a disastrous position. The resistance capability
of Palestinians had diminished sharply and they became vulnerable to all
kinds of foreign influences. Under the imperatives of the realities of the post-
Gulf war era, Arafat began to realize that he had no option but back to peace
camp in order to rehabilitate PLO's relations with the Arab Gulf States and

with the rest of the world

23en Matthews, The Gulf Conflict and International Relations, (London:
Routledge, 1993),214.
, 214 naniel Williams, "Dateline Tunis: PLO R..P.?" Foreign Policy no.90(Spring
1993), 161. _ -
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On the Israeli side, the Gulf War became a proof that the territories
would not necessarily increase Israel's deterrent cabability and the risk of
retaining the West Bank and Gaza Strip was greater than the security
benefits that they estimated. Secondly, the post-Gulf war era put the US in a
unique role in world politics and she was in favor of peace. In this respect, if
the new developments of the post-cold war order are added to the results of
the Gulf War, Israelis' immunity to any kind of US intervention had
diminished significéntly. In addition, Sharriir did not want to lose US political
and economic support. These all constituted an important factor pushing

Israeli side of the peace process to the negotiation table.

In addition to these explanations, due to its importance and its impact
on the progress of the peace process, the intemational perspective, for both

Palestinians and Israelis, will be first taken up in the following chapter.




85

On the Israeli side, the Gulf War became a proof that the territories
would not necessarlly increase [srael's deterrent capablllty and the risk of
retalmng the West Bank and Gaza Strip was greater than the security
benefits that they estimated. Secondly, the post-Gulf war era put the US in a
unique role in world politics and she was in favor of peace. In this respect, if
the new developments of the post-cold war order are added to the results of
the Gulf War, lIsraelis' immunity to any kind of US intervention had
diminished significéntly. In"addition, Shamir did not want to lose US political
and economic support. These all constituted an important factor pushing

Israeli side of the peace process to the negotiation table.

in addition to these explanations, due to its importance and its impact
on the progress of the peace process, the intemational perspective, for both

Palestinians and Israelis, will be first taken up in the following chapter.



86

Chapter4

IN SEARCH OF A PARTIAL SOLUTION AND ITS EMERGENCE

4.1. THE MADRID CONFERENCE

4.1.1 The Road to Madrid

As we have mentioned in the previous chapter, the bost-Guif War
atmosphere created the chance to adopt a peace-negotiation process in the
eyes of the Middle East team of the US State Department. The Iragi failure

on the other hand convinced even the most radical Arabs that no military
~ solution to Arab-Israeli conflict was possible. For the Palestinian cause, that
situation appeared also to be valid. This was the difference between dream

and reality, as realized by the Palestinians dramatically after the Gulf War.

Moreover, the Arabs and Palestinians were faced with the declining
importance of the Question of Palestine in the world scene.?'® The weakness
of the Palestinians was so apparent that they were expected to respohd
positively to any serious diplomatic overtures. The candidate for such

diplomatic maneuvers was particularly the US and its representatives.

The post-Gqu war era put the US in a more key diplomatic role than it
had ever had in the past?™® In the aftermath of the Guif War, the US had
gained a window of opportunity to mobilize support for the peace process
from most of the Arab countries, including Egypt, Syria and Saudj Arabia,
This was something that had not happened since 1974.

215 9 J Bickerton & Carla L.Klausner, A Concise History of Arab-Israeli Conflict,
(New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1995), 257. The dissolution of Yugoslavian Federation and
escalation of violence in Bosnia, and troubles in the ex-Soviet Union between Armenia and

Azerbaijan, and in other areas removed attention from the Palestinian issue.

216 yyandt, Peace Process, 396.
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That did not make sense so much to the Syrians. It was on the other
hand a significant step for Shamir who had earlier indebted most of his fame
to his attachment for the territory. Consequently, in mid-July Syria replied to
the letter of the US President, spelling out his ideas for convening a peace
conference. Syria's decision of écceptance improved prospects for a

comprehensive settlement. That opened way to a comprehensive peace
solution.?*

Thus, the second man who remained something of an enigma for the
US, was Shamir. He had gained'a particular credibility during the Gulf War
with his non-interventionist policy. HoWever, his resistance to US demands
were very low at that time. US efforts during the war to defend Israel and the |
aid to offset war losses created a situation such that Shamir's power to say
“no” to the US had diminished sharply. in addition to US pressure there were
other reasons behind Shamir's agreement to go to Madrid. In his view, the
negotiation was a tool that would signify récognition of Israel by the Arab
states.?° Shamir, in the early fall of 1991, initiated a discussion on 10 billion
dollars of loan guarantees. The Israeli ambassador in Washington declared
that Israel was requesting this money to settie new immigrants. The
settlement issue was a controversial one which we have already discussed. ‘
In the US, neither Bush nor Baker wahted to be remembered as a sponsor of

settlements, since they regarded that cause as a main obstacle to peace.

indeed, there was nothing to lose for the Isfaelis in any kind of
negotiation with Palestinian inhabitants of the occupied territories. Shamir
had already deciared his willingness to enter into dialogue with moderates in |
the occupied territories. Shamir's main problem was on the Syria and Golan
Heights debates. Shamir's attachment to the land was still very strong
despite thé compelling forces to reverse it. On 24 July 1991 he stated:'

2%® Drysdale and Hinnebusch, 200.
- 220 gjckerton and Klausner, 258.
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I don't believe in territorial compromise. Our country is very tiny.
The territory is connected to our entire lifeto our security, water,
economy. I believe with my entire soul that we are forever connected to

 this entire homeland. Peace and security go together. Security, territory
and homeland are one identity.?'

This showed that Shamir had no intention to go to negotiation with
any prior commitment to withdrawal. But at last, on August 1991, he

announced his conditional acceptance of the US initiative for convening an
international peace conference in October.

As for the Palestinian side, the PLO emphasized that the solution
must be based on the basic rights, aspirations and wishes of the
Palestinians. They were ready to enter a dialogue with Israel. A specialist
from the ranks of the PLO argued : '

... the question forcing Israeli leaders and the people of Israel is:
Do they want to liquidate their Palestinian enemy or to reach a solution,
this can be attained only by speaking with our representatives, that is with
the PLO, and, at its head, Mr. Yasser Arafat.. He is the man who
represents the leadership of the Palestinians, and sooner or later they will
have to speak with him if they want to reach peace.”

The most difficult issue for both Palestinians and Baker was how to
find an acceptable formula for Palestinian represehtation in the peace
process. Shamir seemed decisive on his stance not to deal with any PLO
representétive. The rationale behind his decision was not appropriate to the
internal dynamics of the Question of Palestine, since the only legitimate
representative was the.PLO, as was seen by its recognition of lsrael in 1988.

21 Quandt, Peace Process, 402.

22 4issal  Husseini, "The Prospects of Dialogue: Accepting the PLO," in
Israel/Palestine: The Quest for Dialogue, eds. Haim Gordon and Rivca Gordon,(New

York: Orbis, 1991), 34-35.
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The representation question was solved in a way to the disfavor of the
PLO due to the weakness of Palestinians. Thus,” before the conference, a
formula was adopted'fpr a joint Palestinian-Jordanian delegation. In fact the
exclusion of the PLO was not only a demand of Israel's, but also
Washington wanted the PLO to decline at that time.?* In the view of the US
administration the insiders were more moderate and realistic than the

Palestinians in exile but they missed some points. A Palestinian “moderate
insider” argued that:

At one point during our meeting, James Baker said to us ‘you will
obtain a little less than a state and more than an autonomy.' We i'eplied:
'We don't want to exchange slogans, but to discuss the substance. This

- entity you refer to, will be able to apply the right of return for the
Palestinians scattered and persecuted around the world? If so, we can talk,
because you will have admitted the reality of the ties between the inside
and the outside. If on the other hand, ‘y’ou grant us an entity and even if you
call this entity a state but if the Palestinians from the outside are deprived
of their right of retum then we will refuse.”*

All in all, the US administration vmissed three points in- the
representation issue. Firstly, so-called moderates had little mass following.
Secondly, some Ieaders, particularly Islamic and left-oriented, were more |
radical than the PLO leaders. And lastly, the PLO support was necessary to
drive the moderates into the game. | '

On October 22, Faissal Husseini announced the representation team,
including himself with an advisory group. The Israelis re-emphasized that
they were not dealing with the PLO and not giving East Jerusalem the same

status as the rest of the occupied territories.”

223 3 jandt, Peace Process, 396.
224 pajestinian Politics after..., 107.
225 quandt, Peace Process, 403.



Bush and Baker were the two Americans who carried most of the
burden for the intermational peace conference. President Bu'sh’ enjoyed
unprecedented popularity at home and abroad. His Arab-lsraéli peace-
making attempts faced no question on the world scene. However, there had -
been one barrier since the beginning of the attempts in the new peace
process. "Why should the United States, especially in the post-cold war era,
take another run at the impossible complex dispute between Israel and its
Arab neighbors?"% The answer to this question must be looked at in the

realities of the post-cold war environment. The Soviet Union was on the

threshold of dissolution. There was a slight chance for the new leader of 1
Russia, Boris Yeltsin, to play an effective co-chairman role in the peace talk. i
In the US, after the Gulf War, it became clear that American public opinion ]
would not tolerate American troops staying in the Middie East a day Ionger%
than strictly necessary. Since Russia cannot, and America would not playl
any S|gn|f icant role, the countries |n the Middle East moved to a fnghtenlng

prospect.? If the declining economic capability of the US is added to the

formula, the necessity of regional order and peace in the Middle Eastg

surfaces.

In short, the aim of the US administration was to establish a peaceful:
regional environment which would require minimum US interference. in’
order to establish that aim, Baker made several trips to the Middle East?
region. On March 6, 1991 Bush declared their aim, in a joint session of the%

US Congress, saying;

We must do all that we can to close the gap between Israel and the

Arab states and between Israelis and Palestinians... A comprehensive peace
must be grounded in... the principle of territory for peace. This principle
must be elaborated to provide for Israel's security and recognition, and at

" the same time for legitimate Palestinian political rights. Anything else

226 Quandt, Peace Process, 397-398.
27 gemard Lewis, "Rethinking The Middle East,” Foreign Affairs, 71 no. 4(Fa||
1992), 108-109.
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would fail the twin tests of faimess and security. The time has come to put
an end to Arab-Israel conflict 228 )

In the view of Baker and his top aides, there were three issues that
any Middle East initiative must deal with. First, it was necessary to enhance
the sense of security of the all the states in the region. Second, long term
stability in the Middle East requires significant attempts to provide regional
economic balance. Third there must be a self-sustaining ongoing
negotiating process. The US initiative tried its best to take into account the
principles outlined above. At this point one may question the difference’
between the Camp David and Madrid conferences. If there was no
difference, why did they last thirteen years? The differences lie in the
evolution and transformation of negotiation environment which shaped by
the results of Intifada, post-cold war order and Gulf Crisis.

Consequently, after the positive respbnses of the invited parties-
Asad, Shamir, King Hussein, King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, and Mubarak- the
peace conference convened on October 30 in Madnd

4.1.2. The Madrid Conference

The co-sponsors of the Madrid Conferencé‘, Bush and Gorbachev
had invited Israel, the Arab states, and the Palestinians to this peace
conference, for the purpose of directing negotiations. Israel, Jordan, the
Palestinians, Syria, and Lebénon decided to attend in response to that
invitation. The participation was not restricted to only those mentioned
above; the European Community, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain,
Oman, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria, and

Mauritania were also engaged in this process.

228 Quandt, Peace Process, 399.

% Alfred Leroy Atherton, Jr., "The Shifting Sands of Middle East Peace,” Foreign
' Pohcy no. 86(Spr|ng 1992), 122-123.
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Before the plenary session, the sides came together and tried to
understand the views of one another, thus they‘agreed on procedural
matters which were necessary for any intemnational meeting. The parties
provided insight into their thinking about a negotiated settlement. They
exchanged their visions about living in a mutually satisfying relationship with
neighbors. The core issues were land, peace, and security. The parties
understood that these issues were inseparabie elements in the search for a
comprehensive settlement. After that preparatory work, at the Middle East
Peace Conference, the Royal Palace, Madrid, 1 November 1991, us
Secretary of State Baker stated the following in his opening remarks: |

...if you do not seize this historic opportunity, no one will blame
anyone outside your region. You now shoulder the destiny and challenge of
making peace as you enter direct negotiations with your neighbors. The
continuation and success of this process is in your hands. The world still
looks to each of you to make the choice for peace.®

This time Washington seemed to play the part of convener, not that of
- mediator. During the process, the parties were repeatedly brought together
at the table, first in Washington in December 1991, 'again in January and in
March, and once again in April 1992, and those were followed by one more
meeting in Rome. In all the meetings despite the Arabs' insistence on more
US involvement, Americans did not go beyond the cbnvener role. On the
wider Arab front, the reality was that the Arabs were the much Iess decisive

party in the process due to their overall weakness and intemnal division.*!

29 gecretary Baker Middle East Peace Conference Opening remarks at the Middle
East Peace Conference, the Royal Palace, Madrid, November 1, 1991, Dispatch, 3 no.4A,

Supplement No. 2(February 1992), 10-14.
2 ' inians in the Peace Process: The Risks and the
: , George T. Abed, The Palestmuaps i '
Opportunities," Journal of Palestinian Studies, 22 no.1(Autumn 1892), 7.
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The negotiations contained several breakthrough elements. To begin
with, the negotiations were included an extensive féamework in which to
solve questiohs between Israel and both the Arab States and Palestine.
Secondly, the Palestinians gained the opportunity to sit around the
- negotiation table as an independent party, even if it came under the umbrella
of Jordan’s joint delegation.? Thirdly, the involvement of many of the Arab
States was an important development for Israel since it paved the way for
breaking of the Israeli taboo in the eyes of Arabs.*® The core issues
discussed during the bilateral talks proved the significance of these new
negotiations. The bilateral negotiations were meant to resolve the conflicts
of the past. The first ever direct talks between Israel and Syria, Lebanon, |
Jordan and Palestinians opened in Madrid on 3 Novembér 1901,
immediately following the opening of the Madrid Conferencie. These talks
were, in fact, four separate sets of bilateral_negotiation. The first three, the
talks between Israel and the three Arab States- were aimed at achieving
peace treaties. The negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians were
pased on more complex issues, like an autonomy scheme for the occupied
territories (see Figure 1).

The first two stages, the opening session of the conference and the
pilateral talks, were followed by a multilateral track. The third stage, although
scheduled to be held in Moscow two weeks after the plenary conference,
was delayed until January 28, 1992 due to dramatic events in the ex-Soviet |
Union. The multilateral track of the peace process was designed to
complement the bilaterals by bringing a wider array of regional and extra-

regional parties together to develop coordinated approaches to regional

22 pjfed B. Prados, Jordan:US Relations and Bilateral Issues, CRS
Report(Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division,1993), 7. |
283 yerpert C.Kelman, "Acknowledging The Other's Nationhood: How to Create A
. Momentum for the israeli-Palestinian Negotiations,” Journal of Palest'!ne Studies, 22
no.4 (Autumn 1992), 19. ,
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problems. "The multilateral track was meant to be an essential complement
to the bilaterals-to tackle those regional problems that are themselves a
source of tension and instability. These talks tend to attract less media

attention, but they literally have the potential to change the face of the
Middle East'® (see Figure 1).

The multilateral track included five working groups dealing with key
issues affecting the region as a whole:water, the environment, economic
development, refugees, and arms control and security. The Palestinians,
Israel, 11 Arab countries with the delegations from outside the"region-
Europeans, Canada, Japan, the UN all participated in the multilaterals. 23
During the negotiations for Palestinians, it became apparent that there was
- the additional cost of living under occupation and of not being able to
exercise their legitimate political rights. But for Israel, too, there were costs

of occupation.

During the negotiations, the Palestinian participants were, in effect
picked according to Israeli criteria, which restricted what they could act on,
and the Israelis resisted demands for a settiements’ freeze or for a
declaration that they would be willing to trade more land for peace. It was
~ apparent that real progress toward a historic compromise depended on the '
* continued involvement of the United States and the European Community®*®

but there was no strong view of how to reach peace in the minds of either

Amencans or Europeans.

Desplte the significance of negotlatlons the partles failed to achneve
any substantive result. The negotiations produced no progress during the
five rounds of bilateral Palestinian-Israeli negotiations before the Rabin
| victory. On June 23, the Israelis went to the polls and delivered a defeat to

24 edward P. Djerejian, Dispatch, 4 no. 43(1 0/25/93), 744-748.
235 R obert H. Pelletreau, Dispatch, 5 no. 16(4/18/94), 219-222.
23 Moming in Madrid, Nation, , 253 no.18(11/25/91), 655-657.
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the Likud Party, which had ruled the country since 1977. Rabin's victory
increased the hopes of peace-seekers. Rabin named Peres as foreigh
minister and made clear that he would oversee the peace process. He
canceled 6000 housing units planned for the West Bank in order to show his

sincerity on peace. The Labor party victory increased both the hopes and
fears of Palestinians. A PLO official argued:

The Palestinians had had mixed emotions about Rabin from the
start, from the time he was selected as Labor's candidate. Beyond the sweet
taste of Shamir's ouster, we feared that Rabin's victory would allow the
Americans to abandon their economic sanctions much sooner than needed
to achieve real progress at the peace table.?”’ |

As it was seen from the view of an official, the Palestinians were not
sure about Rabin. Rabin was conscious of the role of the PLO during the
negotiations. The PLO was the leading motivator of the Palestinians, and he
was preparing to enter into direct negotiation with the PLO in near future.

To retumn to negotiations, the multilateral talks also 'brought no
progress. The Palestinians decided that they did not hav_e much interest in
tackling a forum designed to unite Iérael with its Arab neighbors td discuss
regional issues. The source of their frustrations was Israel’s opposition in
dealing with the refugee issue in a multilateral forum. Their aim was to
conduct a bilateral talk with Israel about the refugee matter's final status.
Consequently, the Palestinians stayed away from the Moscow session, and
Israel boycotted the economic and refugee forums when Palestinians
outside the occupied terriiories returned to attend.”® After Rabin's victory,

both Israelis and Palestinians tumned to productive negotiations, but they

237 wReflections on the Peace Process: An Interview with Nabil Shaath,” Journal of
Palestine Studies, 22 no.1(Autumn 1992), 71.

28 pyrsuing Peace..., 33.
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were still far from the outcome they were seeking. Arafat argued about the
failure Qf progress in the negotiations:

Yet, despite a year of persistent efforts we have made with all
those who are faithful to the peace process and with the co-sponsors, we
find that this year has passed without the achievement of any tangible
progress on the road leading to peace, especially on the Palestinian track.
where, according to the letter of invitation, it was supposed that the first
stage of negotiations would end, and the interim period would start and
would be the transition that would lead to a permanent solution.”’

" One main failure of the partie‘s' in the negotiations was lack of
pragmatism. Probably one of the most important aspects of the negotiations
for the Palestinians was the Israeli desire to conclude an agreemeni on an
interim self arrangement.

The autonomy proposal of Israel came during the fourtr; round of
bilateral talks in February-March 1992. lIsraeli proposal, Interim Self
Govemnment Agreement (ISGA), offered Palestinians very limited aufhority
on national, legal, and security matters. In other words, Israel was willing to
give up delegation of certain civilian functions rather than a genuine offer of

autonomy.**

During the fifth round and afterwards Rabin offered serious proposals,
but in substance it was the same. in all proposals, Israel emphasized limited
authority for the Palestinians under the umbrella of Israeli occupation. As

expected, the proposals were rejected by the Palestinians. Indeed, the

239N, DFPR, Special Bulletin on the Commemoration of the International Day
of Solidarity with the palestinian People 1992, 6
240Raja 'Shehadeh, "Negotiating Self-Government Arrangerpent," Journal of
_Palestine Studies, 21, no.1(Autumn 1992), 71. )
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THE MADRID FRAMEWORK
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PLO's support for an interim agreement ﬂrs;t came to surface in January
1992. A detailed plan was submitted to the Israeli devlegation during the talks
on 3 March 1992 in Washington. The Palestinian proposal, the Palestine
Interim Self Government Authority (PISGA) gave them power to exercise
jurisdiction, to administrate justice, and to establish police forces. The
Palestinian proposal was designed to be implemented in the West Bank and
Gaza.2* The leaders of the insiders were losing their base, due to worsening
economic conditions.2? The interim arrangements of the Palestinians would
be described in Baker's words as “more than autonomy and less than a
state.”™ The PISGA offered to supervise an election in order to.téke initiative
in the occupied territories. A specialist emphasized the self—arrangemerii

discussions from the Palestinian negotiation team as follows:

.the differences between the Palestinians and Israelis center on
authority, sovereignty, over the land, and legislative powers, with no
sovereignty over land and natural resources. They want the present laws to
remain in force: the council they want us to have would have no legislative
powers. They therefore oppose the formation of an interim government on
the basis of general political elections. We, on the other hand, want to have
a government that is directly elected by the people not by the occupation
authorities. We insist on legislative powers because we don't want these
powers to remain in the hands of the Israeli military authorities.”*

: 241 £ile A.Nakhleh, wpalestinians and Israelis: Options for Coexistence, “Journal
of Palestine Studies," 22 no.2(Winter 1993), 15 and Jerome M. Segal, "Strategic Choices
facing the Palestinians in the negotiations,” Journal of Palestine Studies,” 22 no.2(Winter

1993), 17-29.

242 gara Roy, "The Political Economy of Despair: Changing Political and Economic
Realities in the Gaza Strip,” Journal of Palestine studies, 20 no.3(Spring 1991), 35.

* see, supra, 85.
263 paflections on the Peace Process: An Interview with Haydar Abd' Al Shafi,
‘Journal of Palestine Studies," XXI! no.1(Autumn 1992), 60-61. 4
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The lsraeli delegation rejected the Palestinian proposal on the
grounds that it was a subterfuge for an independent state. Both the PISGA
and ISGA remained at the table for further _negotiations. During the
negotiations, the Palestinians only leamed more about the art of negotiation
and they observed firsthand how the Isréelis conducted themselves during
the negotiations. The following analogy explains the role of Palestinians and
Israelis and the lack of progress during the negotiations. ’ |

Efforts are being made to resolve a long-standing fend between the
owner of a house and another party who seized the house by force. Many
members of the owner's family had either fled or were driven out in the
fighting while the house was being seized, but some members remained
and are still living in one room. ' ’

, When after years of fighting, the two parties decide to sit together
to negotiate, the usurper is able to impose his conditions. What he is
- willing to talk about is where the family_'rhembers still residing it the
remaining room can hang their clothes, whether they are permitted to have
the sink fixed, whether they can hang photographs on the wall of the
family when it was all together, before the house was wrested from them.

As to their access to water and electricity and their right to enter
and live the house freely, and as to whether they can prevent the usurper.
from moving more members of his own family into their room, well, this,
the usurper declares, is beyond the scope of the negotiations- to say
nothing of the retum of the rest of the family and the other parts of the
house.?*

From such a point of view, the Madrid attempt was something
different from a historic opportunity to reach a negotiated peace. In
December 1992; Rabin decided to expel 415 Hamas and Islamic Jihad
agitators.?*® The expulsion, which was provoked by some particularly bold

and successful strikes by these militant - organizations against the Israeli

- 2% Shehadeh, 30.

245 oy Jarbawi and Roger Heacock, “The Deportations and The Palestinian-Israeli
Negotiations,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 22 no.3(Spring 1993),36.
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army and police, did not have the desired effect. Consequently, the peace
process began in Madrid was suspended.

4.2. THE OSLO ACCORD AND AFTER

4.2.1. The Road To Accord

Twenty-two months of negotiations following the Madrid Conference
were unquestionably historical since it gave Palestinians a chance to be
directly involved with their dwn issues. That was the first time the
Palestinians had put together documents, doctrines, and tactics associated
- with their interests through legal terms, butvthe negotiations céme to no
solution to the question. Unfortunately, it remained only an important
educational experience.”® A number of points can be made.about the
negotiations. First, there was no geographic definition on the negotiation
table. How much of the land subject to negotiation was not in certain
‘terms.2¥’ That was the same for the status of Jerusalem, too. Due to this
vagueness, the negotiations did not create any prospect for a Palestinian
State. Second, there was no agreement and pre-knowledge on the meaning
and end of the transition period. Additionally, there was no provision on what
wouid happen if the final-status negotiations did not lead to an
agreement.>® The proposals of self government from all the paﬁies fell short
of meeting these problems. The lack of parity constituted a major problem.
Third, the U‘S did not carry its decisive stance on peace deals until the end
of the negotiations. US commitments did not match the promises made in the
letter of invitation. The last point may be made on one of the tactical

25The Oslo Agreement: An Interview with Nabil Shaath, Journal of Palestine
Studies, 22 no.1(Autumn 1993), 9. :

247 Gamille Mansour, “The Palestinian-Israeli Peace Negotiations: An Overview and
Assesment,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 22 no. 3(Spring 1993), 29.

248 £ie Rouleau Talks about the Peace Process and Political Islam, Journal of
Palestine Studies, 22 no.4(Summer 1993), 47.



102

preferences of the Israeli administration \during the negotiations.- Israeli
leaders tried to exploit the distance between the Arab elites and the Arab
public. Israelis found certain advantages in dealing with Arab dictators who
were not accountable to public dpinion.z‘“’ Obviously this preférence created

danger relating to the sincerity of Israel in the eyes of the Arabs and affected
the future stability of any new order in the region.

The suspension of negotiations caused an immediate disappoiniment
in the world agenda, but Arafat, in the name of the Palestinians, came onto
a peace road where there was no chance of tuming back. He made this
choice in the mid-1970s. From that time on he saw the light at the end of the
tunnel and step-by-step, he approachéd it. "Movement along this path was
slow, tortuously ambiguous, and marked by reversals with respect to both
ends and means, but by the late 1980s, Arafat, despite strong opposition,
~ felt able to espouse the objective of peace through partition and tq renounce

the use of terrorism"

as has been already mentioned. The Madrid
framework had fallen short in the eyes of Arafat since it had not formulated
any concrete ideas on an independent Palestinian State. However, the
suspension was only a temporary breakthrough for Arafat. The PLO, on the
- other hand, in Tunis became more moderate. The reasons for that were

. . C . . 5
acute financial weakness, worries over Hamas and internal disputes.®’

At that time the US was decisive in bringing the parties together
again. In early 1993, the new US Secretary of State, Warren Christopher,

made a trip in order to resume the peace talks. He told the public after his

shuttle diplomacy in the Middle East:

29\niliam  B.Quandt, "The Urge for Democracy,” Foreign Affairs, 73
- no.4(July/August 1994), 2.

250 prark A.Heller, “The Israeli-Palestinian Accord: An Israeli View,” Global Issues
in Transition, no.8(May 1994), 22

25! Jim Lederman, “How to Help the Israelis and Palestinians Reach Peace,” Middle
East Quarterly, 1 no.1 (March 1994), 13 ,
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We were informed of this decision directly by the Arab leaders
and by the Palestinians... The information to us included a letter this
moming from Faisal Husseini, in his capacity as head of the Palestinian
peace team... I've had important and productive discussions with them.
They have spoken eloquently of the human rights problems in the occupied
territories. They have reaffirmed the Palestinian commitment to the peace
process and the importance of making early progress, particularly to
address the conditions that the Palestinians face in the West Bank and
Gaza. They hawve agreed that it's time to deal with causes, not the
symptoms, of the conﬂlct

Rabin, however, decided to repeal the law which prohibited
unauthorized contacts with the PLO on 2 December 1992. Rabin‘s decision,
in addition to other factors, became influential in the launching of the
talks.?®® After four and a half months, the ninth round of bilateral talks began
in Washington. The most obvious development was the Israeli acceptance of
Faissal Husseini, who lived in East Jerusalem,-as head of the Palestinian
negotiation team. |sraeli attempts weré to reinforce the idea of an interim
period agreement while admitting a fink between the interim and final
phases. They were willing to give some legislative powers to the elected

~ bodies who would goverri the Palestinians for the five-year period. iIn

‘response to the Israeli proposal, the Palestinians prepared another -

document and presented it to the public. There were three main differences
between these two plans:

First, the Palestinian document treated Resolution 242 as a holy
writ, valid at all stages and requiring total Israeli withdrawal from the
territories captured in 1967, including East Jerusalem and the settlements.
Israel on the other hand, saw 242 as relevant only to the negotiations on
final status and ruled out any withdrawal during the interim phase. Second,
while Israel admitted a link between the first stage of the agreement and
the second stage but insisted on keeping all the options open, the

22\narren Cristopher, “Middle East Peace Talks to Resume,” Dispatch, 4

no.17(4/26/93), 283.
| 23 pavid Bar-lllan, "The Deportations,” Commentary, no:94(1991),42.
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Palestinians tried to extract a declaration of intent making it clear that,
when the time came, Israel would withdraw- from all the occupied
territories. Third, the two sides could not agree on the powers of the
Palestinian authority during the interim stage. The Israeli version
envisaged an executive council with limited legislative powers. The
Palestinian version envisaged an elected council which would assume all
the powers exercised by the Israeli administration. 2 '

After the failure at reconciliation of these two plans, the newly-elected
Clinton administration stepped up its involvement. It was based on the rule
of insider Palestinians without any territorial base. There was no mention of
the PLO and the Palestinians in exile. At that point the proposal was a
foreign policy failure for the 'US. "American draft proposal of statement of
principles to guide the Israeli-Palestinian negotiating track seemed a carbon
copy of an Israeli version, raising questions about Washihgton's role as an
honest broker.”™ In contradiction with the 26-year-old US policy, the
proposal accepted the Israeli proposal that Eést Jerusalem and the rest of
the West Bank and Gaza Strip were disputed territories (not
occupied).?* The tenth round followed the ninth and lasted from 15 June

until 1 July, ending in failure. Rabin was criticized by the Israeli public for his

failure to reach a solution. Only two alternatives remained at the hands of -

Rabin after failure of an official link with the Palestinians. The ﬁrst was to
deal with Asad of Syria which required total withdrawal from Golan Heights

with the dismantling of Jewish settlements. The second was to deal directly'

with the PLO which required no immediate withdrawal, or any dismantling of

settlements. Rabin preferred the second.

254 5 i Shiaim, “Prelude to the Accord: Likud, Labor, and the Palestinians,” Journal
" of Palestine Studies, 23 no.2(Winter 1994), 17.
255) oon T.Hadar, “The Picture and The Spin,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 23

no.2 (Winter 1994), 90.
2% Hadar, 91.
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4.2.2. The Secret Talks.

The secret talks began in late January‘ 1993 with the active
eracouragement of Deputy Foreign Minister Yossi Beilin. At first, Rabin
shxowed little interest but throughbut the mid-1993s considerable steps were
taXen in the negotiations process whi,ch‘ changed his mind. Indeed, Rabin
wa=s in favor of peace, but he was not sure on how to reach it. Israeli leaders
inEemalized the point that in the 1990s Zionism had lost both its pseudd-
reeligion nature and its political influence. The reduction of support of
inckernational Jewry and the increase in the proportion of Oriental Jews
atenuated the philosophical base of Israel.® Since the early 1990s Jewish
academicians and politicians had been discussing Zionism and its futuré
coonsidering its cost-benefit analysis. Israeli leaders were aware of the matter
ard realized that there was no chance for any “ghetto system” in the world of
the-e 1990s even if it was an Israeli ghetto. The need for integration into the
wrorld system was inevitable. The first step tow'ards this end was to provide
for Israeli integration into the Middle East regidn. The new tactical shift
changed the three "no’s” of Israeli foreign policy: “no” to direct talk with the
P10, “no” to a Palestinian State, “no” to bartering land for peace.”® in mid-
12993 it became clear that the only Palestinian body which had the capability
o running an interim agreement was the PLO. Additionally, the PLO was the |
orly organization which was .capable of controlling the situation in the

oc=cupied territories.

On the other hand, the progress in the secret talks was very attractive
tc Rabin since it was not due any Israeli concession beyond the formal
n-egotiations, but was due to the weakness and bankruptcy within the PLO.
T he developments mentioned above finally forced Rabin to recognize the

257 michel Rice, False Inheritance: Israel in Palestine and the Search for a
s--olution(New York: Kegan Paul Int., 1994), 162

258 ghlaim, 7
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- PLO and Arafat. It became more and more clear that there was no chance to
reach a solution to the peace cause without the' PLO.2® Obviously, the
~ decision to hold direct talks with the PLO was a revolution, and, was the

product of three Israelis: Yithzak Rabin, Shimon Peres and Yossi Beilin.

The secret negotiations were sustained by delegations in direct
contact with Rabin and Peres in Jerusalem and with Arafat in Tunis.
Scandinavian private diplomacy was on the scene for the second time.
Norway hosted the parties during the secret negotiations. The Norwegian
head of government and the foreign mihister both played an effective and
reconciliatory role in the secret talks.?® lnitially, the talk began on economic
~ cooperation but later it was extended to establish a framework for a

comprehensive agreement. The key players of the negotiation's, two Israeli

academicians and the treasurer of the PLO Abu Ala, aloof from the public '

~eye and political pressure, established a conceptual framework for the
lsrael-PLO accord?® The failure of the tenth round of the formal
negotiations became the landmark of progress in the secret talks. All
together, after fifteen sessions held over an 8-month period, the parties
reached a decision on mutual recognition between Israel and the PLO, and
provided a limited Palestinian government in the Gaza Strip and Jericho.
The Palestinians agreed that there could be no fair settiements in the
Question of Palestine. 2? Due to the fact that they tried to do their best

without insisting on a total- transformation, they consented to such an

agreement.

259 Avi Shiaim, “The Oslo Accord,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 23 no.3(Spring
1994), 29.
- 260 1)an O'Neill and Dan Wagner, Peace or Armaggedon: The Unfolding Drama
of The Middle East Peace Accord(London: Harper and Collins, 1993), 25
26" Shilaim, “The Oslo...” 3
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4.2.3. The Ceremony and Meaning of the Oslo Agreement.

On 9 September 1993, the parties recognized each other.in an
exchange of letters and on 13 September 1993, a joint Israeli-Palestinian
Declaration of Principles (DOP) was signed by the two parties in a ceremony
at the White House in Washington. The US president, after thanking the
leaders of the two parties, said:

_ I pledge the active support of the United States of America to the
difficult work that lies ahead. The United States is committed to ensuring
that the people who are affected by this agreement will be made more
secure by it and to leading the world in marshaling the sources necessary
to implement the difficult details that will make real the principles to which
you commit yourselves today.(See Annex 2)

The historical handshake between Arafat and Rabin was watched all
over the world on TV channels. Israeli 'ar)d Palestinian ieadership
established a geo-economic model to change the status quo in the Middle
East for the sake of preventing their marginalization in the new global

economy and for the sake of joining the winners of the 21st century.

They had reached the accord through Oslo without any help from the '

US State Department’™. Christopher and his peace ‘processors were
skipped over. A specialiét argued that the realization of the accord
throughout Europe was also connected to the new preferences of srael,
concurrent with the newly emerging realities of international political
economy, namely, a strategic shift from the Atlantic region to newly-rising
8 Nonetheless, the DOP changed the rule of games entirely.

regional blocs.?

263 gp1aim, “The Oslo...,” 33
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The PLO's recognition of Israel not only constituted an important landmark to
Arab recognition of Israel but also opened new altematives to Israel such as,

among others, the opportunity to develop its relations with Asian countries
including Japan and India.

Clinton's initial reaction to the secret talkks had not been very
encouraging because he had regardéd it as a hopeless attempt, according
to press reports.® The signing ceremony on the South Lawn of the White
House was the landmark of diminishing US influence over the Middie East. If
we regard the words of President Clinton during the cerembny we miyght infer
that US involvement would probably continue in the region and the US might

help to reach a Syrian peace, but for the coming years "the American
unipolar moment is coming to an end.”® That does not mean that the
Middle East has lost its significance in the eyes of Americans, but they
missed taking the initiative for the region into their hands. As a Jewish

intellectual argued:

The 1993 picture resulted from Israeli and Palestinian realization
that the US diplomatic position in the region had changed. As the Israelis
and Palestinians move along to expand their ties and to create a nucleus for
a new regional balance of power, the recognition that the American
Century is coming to an end should continue to guide their policies. It was
perhaps not surprising that the first official visits outside the Middle East
that both Rabin and Arafat made after the ceremony in Washington were
to Beijing, one of the focal points of the coming Pacific century."?

Another prominent intellectual from the US argued, in almost' the

same way:

- 285 cyNeill and Wagner, 20.
266 tadar, “The Picture...,” 231.
27 padar, “The Picture...,” 232.
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..the Oslo agreement demonstratéd that the United States is no
longer the only party that can play the role of intermediary. Norwegians
showed quite conclusively that other countries, with the necessary skills
and discretion, can step in as mediators and help opposing parties to reach
at least partial agreements. Now, some could arrive at the conclusion that
in this post-cold war era, the United States is no longer needed to move the
peace process forward 2 '

4.2.4. The Letters of Mutual Recognition

The central phrase of Arafat's letter to Rabin reads as follows: " The
PLO recognizes the right of the s_tate of Israel to exist in peace and
security.™ It is possible to emphasize four consequences of this recognition.
Firstly, it gave an unprecedented legitimacy to the state of lsrael, which
would not otherwise have been possible without Palestinian recognition.
Secondly, the letter failed to define the entity which was being recognized. It
was not clear whether they meant the Israel of the 1947 partition plan or the
israel drawn by the 1948-9 armistice égreement. Thirdly, lsr"eeli laws
enjoyed legitimacy with the PLO's unconditional recognition. Implicit

- recognition of Israeli sovereignty entailed recognition of any legislation

passed by the Israeli administration. Fourth, the phrase "exist in peace and

security" gave Israel a remedy to any situation perceived as a threat®®

Additionally, the meanings of “peace and security” are not clear. Israel might

extend the meaning to "economic security”, "technologieal security” and so

forth.

Another important phrase in Arafat's letter reads as follows: "...the
PLO...will assume responsibility over all PLO elements and personnel in

28N, Prerequisites for Peace in the Middle East: An israeli-Palestinian
' Dialogue, (Elsinore, Denmark, »15-177 June 1994), 25. -

*See Annex 2 for all references from letters.
“The September 1993 israel-PLO Documents: A Textual Analysis,”
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- order to assure their compliance, prevent violations and discipline violators."

Moreover, Arafat emphasized the same subject in his letter to Hoiet, the
Foreign Minister of Norway, which reads as follows: *...the PLO encoorages
and calls upon the Palestinian people in the West Bank and Gaza Strip to
take part in the steps leading to the normalization of life, rejecting violence
and terrorism, contributing to peace and stability and participating actively in
shaping reconstruction, economic development and cooperation.” If we
combine these two it is possible to draw two conclusions: Firetiy, the PLO
undertook the responsibility to discipline violators. This responsibility
includes making provisions against any transgression of peace. Secondly,
the claim on "normalization of life" means renunciation of the Palestinian
‘struggle in the occupied territories. In fact, the PLO was demanding an end
to Intifada.

The other party of the accord relied on a clearly written text. The
central phrase in Rabin's letter read as foIIOWS: "...the government of lsrael
has decided to recognize the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian
people and commence negotiations with the PLO within the Middle East

peace process.”

Thus, at first, Israel recognized no Palestinian right but only an
- organization representing a people at the negotiation table. Rabin's
" statement, "commence negotiatons" strengthened Israeli recognition by

clearly defining its role in the future. Together with exchanging the above

letters, in conclusion:

The PLO, in' recognizing the 'state of Israel' recognized a
territorial' state and a 'sovereign' state, one with executive, legislative, and
jiidicial branches of government but ro fixed borders. lIsrael in retum
recognized 'the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people"” and
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decided to 'commence negotiations' with it in the context of 'the middle

East peace process'. 2"

4.2.5. The Analysis of the Declaration of Principles

The Declaration of Principles (DOP) contains a set of mutually
accepted general principles during ﬂverear interim period. In comparison
with the Camp David and Madrid frameworks Palestinians escaped from
being under the Jordanian umbrella. There was no representative authority
like the PLO at both of these early agreements. The most distinguishing
aspect of the DOP, according to a high rank official of the PLO, was its
relative superiority in terms of parity.¥' However, the accord left room for
wide interpretation. In ordér to provide for a deeper understanding, the

principal points agreed in the DOP will be classified and emphasized.’

4.2.5.1. The Transfer of Powers

Under the provisibns of the DOP, two items related to the ':transfer of
powers and responsibilities” were theoretically agreed upon. Firstly, the
authority will be transferred to the Palestinians on the five spheres according
to Article VI.2. These spheres are education and culture, health, social
welfare, direct taxation and tourism. Secondly, the same paragraph of the
Article provides that "the Palestinian side will commence in building the

Palestinian police force as agreed upon.”
4.2.5.2. The Jurisdiction
According to Article IV of the DOP, the jurisdiction of the Palestinian

interim self-governing authority will cover the West Bank and Gaza territory,

except for issues that will be negotiated in the permanent status talks. The

270 Dajani, 251.
271 |nterview with Nabil Shaath, 7.
* See Appendix 1 for all references to the DOP
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West Bank and Gaza Strip will be regarded as a single unit. However,
Jerusalem was put in a "remaining issue” status under provisions of Article
V.3. The DOP also altered the Israeli judicial superiority over the occupied
territory. '

4.2.5.3. The Elections

Election is another issue to be negotiated during the interim phase.
According to Annex 1.2, the election agreement, among other things, "should
cover the system of elections; the mode of the agreed4 supervision and
international observation and their pérsonal ‘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." Not suprisingly, this last provision implies the intention of
controlling the media. Moreover, Annex .1 of the DOP states that
"Palestinians of Jerusalem who live there will have the right to part_icipate in

the election process.”

4.2.5.4. The Withdrawal of Israeli Forces

The two sides stated in Annex 1.1 to sign an agreement within two

months on the withdrawal of israeli military forces from Gaza Strivp and the

Jericho area. The DOP pays special attention to this matter of withdrawal. it
tries to achieve an "accelerated” and "scheduled" withdrawal of lsraeli

military power within four months.(Annex 11.2). But these terms only reflects

exaggeration since the withdrawal "involving a few kilometers, could be
completed in hours, at most a day."?” Beside these facts, the DOP provides
no clear-cut interpretation for those "Palestinian representatives” to whom
authority will be transferred upon Israel's withdrawal. According to paragraph
" 3.b of Annex |l the structure, powers and responsibilities of the Palestinian

272 pajani 15.
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authority will be negotiated but these powers are personal rather than
territorial. 1t excludes external security, Israelis and foreign policy. As a
significant matter, the Palestinian force constitutes core of the Annex Il
Annex Il 3.b calls on a body to assume "intemal security and public order"
after Israeli withdrawal. The same issue was speiled out implicitly in Arafat's
letter of recognition to Rabin as was already discussed.

4.2.5.5. Economic Matters

A major economic agreement, among others, is an important matter
that must be negotiated during the interim phase. Annex Ill states that “the
two sides agree to establish an lsraeli-Pa'lestinian Continuing Committee for
Economic Cooperation.” It also distinguishes the areas of cooperation to
include water, electricity, energy. industry and so forth. The Article VI.2
implicitly emphasizes (as would be expected) on involvement with economic
resources, such as water, minerals and. land, to promote _economic ¥
development. Article VI1.4 provides' more information on promoting the
economy as follows:

In order to enable the Council to promote economic growth, upon
its inauguration, the Council will establish, among other things, 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.

Taxation 'is one of the outstanding issues relating to the future of a
Pélestinianlnterim Self-Government Authority. It is one of the five spheres
called for in Article VI.2. It mentions transfer of the "direct taxation" to the

" Palestinians. The transformation of this authority does not mean that Israeli
administration can not levy taxes. According to Article VI(2).3 of the Agreed
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Minutes to the Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government
Arrangements:
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.

A specialist on Palestinian Economy argues that Oslo allowed the
Palestinians only limited economic decision-making power, and only in five
specified sectors. “Powers relating to other areas, especially land and water,

are either not provided for or are severely circumscribed by Israel.”"

4.2.5.6. The Joint Committees

The DOP provides for establishment of four joint committees: the first
is the Joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison Committee. The task of this.committee
is to deal with coordination requirements and to provide for smooth
implementation of the DOP (Article X). The second is the Israeli-Palestinian

Continuing Committee for Economic Cooperation. It has far-reaching

jurisdiction over the fi eld'of communication, media electricity-development

programs, transport, trade promotion plans, cooperation in industry, social
welfare issues and so on. lts wide-range tasks are desngnated by the
provisions of Annex Ill. The third committee is a Continuing Committee of
Liaison and Cooperation with Jordan and Egypt. Its task is "establishing

further liaison and cooperation arrangements between the government of -

lsrael and the Palestinian representatives, on the one hand, and the
governments of Jordan ‘and Egypt, on the other, to promote cooperation
between them." The subject of this committee is, mostly, refugees. The fourth
.committee is A Joint Palestinian-Israeli Coordination and Cooperation

273 yysuf Sayigh, “Control is the Key,” Worldlink(November/December 1994), 4.
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Committee for Mutual Security Purposes. The task of the committee is to
provide for coordination between security institutions. -

4.2.6. The Pros and Cons of The Agreement for The
Palestinians |

Analyzing the positive aspects, it is pessible to emphasize four points:

First, the agreement includes the first official Israel recognition of
the Palestinian-people and their political and legitimate rights, even though
there is no explicit mention of 'Palestinian national rights... The agresment
gives the Palestinians an opportunity to actualize the concept of a
"Palestinian entity' which has the potential to evolve an independent state.

Second, the agreement stipulates the withdrawal during the interim
period of the Israeli army from Gaza and Jericho after a twmty-snx—year
military occupation that was feared to be permanent.

Third, the agreement indicates that UN security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338 will be the basis for the permanent settlement,
and that the negotiation on the final status will lead to the implementation
of these two Resolutions"

' Finally, the agreement stipulates the holdmg of elections for the
Palestinian Council.

Tuming to the negative aspects of the accord, it is also possible to

emphasize four major issues, plus a few other problems.

First, the agreement is not a peace treaty but a declaration of
principles, and is therefore liable to multiple interpretations.

Second, the agreement does not address Israel's status as an
occupying power and indeed implies recognition of the existence of two
separate entities in the occupied Palestinian territories, which would seem
to lend legitimacy to Israel's having altered the status of the territories it
occupied in 1967.

Third, the agreement defers to the final-status talks such major
issues as Jerusalem, the settlements and refugees.””

274 7124 Abu-Amr, “The View from Palestine: In the Wake of The Agreement
Journal of Palestine Studles 23 no.2(Winter 1994), 76-77
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Fourth, the agreement left the status of Jerusalem unaddréssed while
it treats the West Bank and Gaza Strip as a single unit. Moreover, the
‘agreement left out some other problems. For example, it does not give the

Palestinians full sovereignty and, it does not define a specific time-frame for
the conclusion of the final-status negotiations.

4.2.7. The Implementation of DOP

As is shown in Figure 2 the first phase of the implementation of the
DOP was the “Gaza-Jericho” agreement. The details of the Gaza-Jericho
aspect of the negotiation was agreed in Cairo on 4 May 1994. The second

phase is the “Early Empowerment” in the rest of the termitories. Through -

“Early Empowerment” five specific spheres: education and culture, health,
social welfare, direct taxation and téurism, were to be transferred to
Palestinian representatives. On 29 August 1994, at the Erez checkpoint in
the Gaza Strip Early Empowerment agreement was signed by the
government of Israel and the PLO. The third phase is the “Interim Period
and Election” which have already been looked at. And the last phase is the
“Permanent Status” talks. This last phase will commence as early as
possible, but not later than the beginning of the interim period (May 1986).
The final negotiations will cover Jerusalem, refugées, settilements, security
arrangements, borders,‘ relations to and cooperation with neighboring states
and other remaining issues. According to the DOP this last phase will take
effect in May 1999. The DOP states that "the parties will establish an
arbitration through negotiation” if the sides can not reach agreement but

there is no mention on the possibility of failure.

4.2.8. The Gaza-Jericho Agreement

Shortly after the signing of the Declaration of Principles, the parties
started negotiations in Cairo and Paris, and the negotiations were completed
after seven months of hard dealing. The Gaza-Jericho Agreement was
signed in Cairo on 4 May 1994. It consists of the agreement itself and four
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annexes of almost 300 pages. It addresses four main issues: security

arrangements, civil affairs, legal matters, and economic relations.Z®

4.2.8.1. Security Arrangements and the Withdrawal of Israeli

Forces

Under the Gaza-Jericho agreement, the external security issue is
resolved by an Israeli security envelope. Intemal security matters are divided
between Israelis and Palestinians. The security annex of the agreement
contains a number of points. The first is the withdrawal of Israeli forces. As a
part of the accord, Israeli military fcirces have been withdrawn in ]
coordination with the newly established Joint Israeli-Palestinian Security

- Coordination and Cooperation Commitiee. The second point is the security
of Israelis. The agreement includes security responsibility of Israel for
Israelis living in Palestinian territory and settlements. Israel remains
responsibie for Israelis and settlements. The third is over security on roads.
Under the provisions of accord, joint patrols arid mobile units Will be
established for the security of movement on the roads. The fourth is safe
passage. Israel will assure safe passage for thé Palestinians between the
Gaza and Jericho area. The fifth is Palestinian sec_urity. According to the
accord, Palestinians will be respohsible for their internal security and
terrorist attacks against Israelis under their -control with 9000 policemen,
7000 of whom may come from abroad. The sixth is the Palestinian Prisoners'
Release. Some 5000 prisoners would be released but not those associated

with anti-peace movements such as Hamas and the Islamic Jihad.

27 UN. DFPR, Developments Related to the
For the full text of agreement see UN, ,
" Middle East Peace Process: April-September 1994, (New York: October 1994), 38-66.
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DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES, 13 SEPTEMBER 1993

Stage I: Interim Self-Government Arrangements

‘l\\
GAZA-ERICHO
AGREEMENT -
MAY 4, 1994
The withdrawal of
, Israeli administration
and forces from Gaza
and Jericho, and the
transfer of powers and -
responsibilities to a
Palestinian authority .
The agreement includes

" Security
arrangements

Transfer of civil
Affairs

Legal framework:

~Economic
framework

Implemented

Source: |srael _<__:_m:,< of _uoqm_m: Affairs, The Middle mmmﬂ Peace _uﬁoommm An Qverview,

Division: 1994), 6.
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mn&a,- e

Tourism
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A comprehensive
agreement on the
transfer of powers and
responsibilities in the
West Bank from Israel
to an n_oopoa Palestinian
Couyncil, including:

Election of Palestinian
Council

~ Stage 2: Permanent Status

PERMANENT STATUS
AGREEMENT

An agreement
finalizing the
relationship between
Israel and Palestinians,
featuring the following:

Ooaﬁo_ﬁﬁ_é self-
government
arrangements for WB

Talks to begin as soon as
possible but not later than 3rd
year of interim perion
(May 1996)

Redeployment of Isragli
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: arcas v

Permanent Status Issues to
include: Jerusalem, refugees,
settlements, security
arrengements and borders.

Permanent status Agreement
to enter into force after 5th
year of Self-Government

(May 1999)

Figure 2
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4.2.8.2, The Transfer of Civil Affairs

The Gaza-Jerlcho agreement dissolves the Israeli civil adm|n|strat|on

|n Gaza and the Jericho and transfers the responsibilities to the Palestinian
Authority.

The civilian spheres transformed to Palestinians

- education - nature reserves - social welfare

- public works - housing "~ | - postal sewices

- tourism - parks , - religious affairs

- telecommunication - archaeology ’ - employee pensions

- commerce and industry - water and sewage R - health

- planning and zoning - transportation ' - direct taxation

- agriculture - environmental protection - employment

- population registry and - electricity - treasury
documentation - insurance

Table 1. The cuvnhan spheres transformed to Palestinians in accordance
with the Gaza-Jericho Agreement of 1994. ' :

The Article 11.B.6 of Annex Il provides that “the Palestinian Authority
assures that it shall keep employing the 'present Palestinian Civil
Administration employees in the Gaza Strip and Jericho and shall maintain
their rights." In terms of interpretation of a specialist, this unconditional
assurance means that "the Palestinian Authority is bound to keep the Israeli

appointed civil serVants, irespective of how they perform their tasks™?”’
4.2.8.3. The Legal Matters
The jurisdiction of the Palestinian legal authority extends to all matters

~ falling into its territorial and personal jurisdiction but not to Israeli citizens
and settlements. One may note that Palestinian lack of interest and expertise

2 Raja Shehadeh, “Questions of Jurisdiction: A Legal Analysus of the Gaza-Jericho
- Agreement,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 23 no.4(Summer 1994), 22
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in legal aspects is an important problem for the future of an agreement over
legal matters. ‘ |

4.2.8.4. The Economic Relations

The economic aspects of the accord were agreed on in Paris in May
1994 and included as a separate itefh. The annex contains the issues
related to import policy, local markets and tourism, monetary policy, taxation
and labor. According to a promihent specialist, Yusuf Sayigh, the
negotiations in Paris and Cairo have imposed further constraint in economic
decision-making on the Palestinians when translating the gevnerali.tyies of

Oslo into concrete details.?®

'4.3. THE RESPONSES AND THE RECENT SITUATION IN THE PEACE
PROCESS

4.3.1. The Responses

There are a number of responses regarding the positions which
parties took after the accord. Moreover, some responses center directly on
the DOP itself. To begin with, Edward Said of Columbia University states:

The deal before us smacks of the PLO leadership’s exhaustion and
isolation and of Israel’s shrewdness. Many Palestinians are asking
themselves why, after years of concessions, we should be conceding once
again to Israel and the United States in return for promises and vague
improvements in the occupation that won’t all occur until the *final status’
talks some three to five years hence, and perhaps not even then.””

Sari Nusseibeh of Cambridge, as a leading intellectual from

Jerusalem reflects his view in the following way:

8 sayigh, 4,
219 'Neill and Wagner, 51.
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~ We hope this is a turning point. It opens up a lot of potential for
this area and for the two people. But it is a very fragile agreement, fraught
with explosives, and one has to nurture it very tenderly to make sure that it
grows- on both sides.2®

One may object to these responses, arguing that nobody can predict
what will happen. But we know that Palestinian intellectuals are a disgruntléd
and despairing lot. Some describe the accord as no more than an agreement
to agree. Another prominent Palestinian intellectual Rashid Khalidi arQUes:

While the mere fact that any agreement has been reached is
unquestionably significant, given the history of profound enmity between
Israelis and Palestinians, this agreement has little or no substantive value in
and of itself. Since the accord was largely a matter of mood and
atmospherics, there is always the danger of distuption of the process it
initiated if the public mood changes on either or both sides- a constant
danger in a conflict as volatile as this one.”*!

Some criticize Arafat's autocratic, idiosyncratic and secretive style of
management and others criticize the substance of the accord. It became
widely known that PLO leaders cared a great deal about recognition and
security and not too much about the economics and other aspects of the
accord. Arafat defends the agreement in an interview with the Egyptian Al

Ahram as follows:

First of all it is not Gaza-Jericho, Gaza-Jericho is just one of the
points, It is something we were able to grab from the Israeli side. When we
went to Madrid we went on the basis of self rule for a transition period, but

280 New York Times, September 14, 1993.
281 Rashid Khalidi, A Palestinian View of the Accord with Israel, Global Issues in
Transition, no.8(May 1994), 17. .
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we managed to make a final deal on Gaza and Jericho which is a part of
 the whole deal, and this s the real gain** -

However, there were other responses occurred in Gaza. Some saw
their leadership reaching an accord they believed to be leading nowhere.
There was not very much hope. The expectations were limited to:

“Withdrawal of the army from urban areas, release of political prisoners, -

lifting the nightly curfew, end’ing the closure, and the retumn of laborers to
their jobs in Israel.”” In addition the absence of any change disappointed

the Palestinian people and they began to scrutinize the accord. With the

substantial loss of confidence in the PLO, HAMAS and the PFLP (Popular -

_Front for Liberation of Palestine) in Gaza gained popularity. According to the
chief of the HAMAS: '

Palestine concems the entire Arab nation. Arab rulers(including
Palestinians) do not have the authority to surrender even a part of
Palestine. We oppose peace, reject the Jews, and denounce whoever allies
himself with America.”*

George Habbash, General Secretary of PFLP, condemned the accord
and called for-a united national-istamic front for defeating the deal between
Arafat and Rabin.?®® He regarded the accord as “a trick to rpb Palestinians of
their legitimate rights.”?® The reasons for this resentment among Gazans are

various. If ideological reasons are put aside, it is possible to discern two

262 pndrew Gowers and -Tony Walker, Arafat: The Biography(London: Virgin
Books, 1994), 526. ) ,

% gara Roy, “The Seed of Chaos, and of Night: The Gaza Strip after The
Agreement,” Journal of Palestine studies, 23 no.3(Spring 1993), 86.

284 p 4.Diyar, September 24 1993

265,310 Khasan, “Are the Arabs Ready for Peace with Israel?” Middle East
Quarterly 1, no.1(March 1994),26

286 (yNeill and Wagner, 50
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other reasons. The first is the absence of local involvement in matters which

directly concem the people. The other rea‘son is Arafat's failure to show that
he and the PLO are ready to rule.

Other Arab states, as an important component of the question, gave
mostly a cool reception to the accord while others opposes. The Libyan
leader Qadhdafi strongly opposes the accord. With his own words:

..this agreement is with the Fatah movement, which is one of the
Palestinian resistance movements no more... This agreement will not solve
their problems with the rest of the Palestinian tribes in other areas such as
the tribes of the Ahmed Jibril, George Habbash, Nayif Hawatimah, Samir
Ghawshah, HAMAS, Abu Musa, Khalid el-Imlah etc...””

King Hussein of Jordan showed respect and support for the PLO
conceming the accord. He expressed his thoughts.during a speech to the
Jordanian Parliament: " | |

The PLO, in full freedom and by its own and free choice, has -
adopted an independent position, thus bearing its historic responsibility. It
concluded a Declaration of Principles with Israel 13 September 1993; and
Israel recognized the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian
people...Old enemies shook hands...since the Rabat summit of 1974, we
support the PLO...We shall do everything in our power to extend this

support.**

Focusing on the Israeli side, one can see the Likud position is not very

different from its earlier times. The new Likud leader, Benjamin Netenyahu,

reflects his views:

%7 Qadhdhafi Speaks, Middle East Quarterly, 2 no.1(March 1995), 87. This is
amusing because, of all the Arab peoples, the Palestinians these days are among those
least tightly organized according to tribal afﬁliati_on. Perhaps Qahdhafi is projecting from
what he knows of Libyan society, which is rigidly tribal compared to Palestinian society.

288 1 ssein. bin Talal, “Address to Jordanian Parliament, Amman, 23 November
1993,” Journal of Palestine Studies, 23 no.3(Spring 1994), 152.
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The Plan effectively establishes PLO control over all the territory
up to the pre-1967 border- ten miles from Tel Aviv and two miles from
down town Jerusalem... What will happen when terrorists attack Israelis in
Jerusalem and return to nearby PLO land? Or fire rockets from hills above ,
Tel Aviv? The Israeli army will have no right to enter the territory and root
them out. This, believe it or not, is the “internal” responsibility of Yasser
Arafat.m . * :

According to a Jewish hardliner, David Bar-llian, the accord divided
Palestinians into two categories- Arafat and his secular forces and evil
religious fanatics. And argued the second constitutes a danger for the future
of Israel. He emphasized the danger on Arafat's failure to keep comrriitments )
he made in Oslo and its aftermath. Those are: “to discipline PLO members

'who engage in terrorism; to pursue, apprehend, and extradite terrorists to
Israel; to refrain from hiring fugitive terrorists as policemen; and to condemn
terrorist attacks explicitly.”* Some, still, refuse to accept the PLO as a
negotiating partner. Thus, they regard-the accord as a violation of Israeli
laws by Rabin.®' The following future visions reflects the views of the

opposers of peace.

[The first] A Lebanon-like civil war for control of the new
Palestinian state between the PLO and Hamas; - intervention by Syria,
which still regards the whole area as its territory; Israel being drawn in to
hold Syria back; Iran and Iraq then...joining with the Syrians and the
Palestinians and the Palestinians in a Jihad against a shrunken Jewish
state... [The second] There is also the possibility that the new Palestinian .
state will become (as has already been happening in Gaza since Arafat
took over there) a launching pad for more and bigger terrorist raids against
Israel. Retaliation by Israel could then draw the other Arab states into the

289 Naw York Times, September 12, 1993.
20 N avid Bar-lllan, “If This Be Peace,” Commentary, 99, no.2(February 1985), 30-

31.
291 Norman . Podhoretz, “The Peace Process So Far,” Commentary, 98

- no.6(December 1994), 22.
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same temporary alliance in the hope of accbmplishing the same objective.
[The third scenario] is the chance of a fundamentalist takeover in Egypt
and Jordan when their present rulers die or are assassinated 2

The Israeli Prime Minister Rabin defended the DOP in a speech with
following comments: S

What did we insist on? ... We insisted that Jerusalem would not be
included in the framework of the interim arrangement...Jerusalem remains ,
under Israel’s sovereignty and is Israel’s unified capital. The settlements
remain. There is no uprooting of settlements. We will not repeat this,
neither in Judea and Samaria, nor in Gaza...Security in everything that
relates not only to settlements but also to Israelis wherever they may be in

the area is in Israel’s hands. Security on the confrontation lines, on
Israel’s borders, on any crossing line, is in our hands: along the Jordan
river, in the Jordan valley...We are prepared to be party to establishing a
reality whereby the intemal Palestinian security, and let me reemphasize-
the security of Israelis both, is in our hands, with the extensive
interpretation we will imbue it with. There is no commitment to the nature
of the permanent solution.

..Every agreement that concerns an arrangement with the
Palestinians on the establishment of the transitional period -the interim
arrangement, autonomy - is then subject to change if it is violated
significantly. The IDF exists. It is part of the agreement, which could not
be the case in an agreement with an Arab country, when a withdrawal is
on the line.

..I am telling you, at this stage and in the future, a partial
withdrawal in Gaza is better than the evacuation of the Golan Heights.

It is not like the peace treaty with Egypt, which was linked to the
autonomy agreement. This agreement is not linked to Syria, Lebanon, or
Jordan and allows us maneuvering room with them. >

 22podhoretz, 25.
- 23 pajani, 21.
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4.3.2. The Security Matter -

It is clear that no agreement is possible between Israel and. the
Palestinians without establishing a reliable security order. If autonomy does
not improve security for Israel, there may be no autonomy for Palestiniané. ‘ln
the Israeli public, peace means, mostly, security. Due to this fact, Israel
'implicitly demands that the intemationalrcommunity must recognize Israel’s

right to intervene the process established by the DOP if the Israeli security.is

in danger.

Moreover, Israel regards her highétech crusader image in the Arab

public as a potential danger for her future in the Middie East region. One

other threat is Palestinian terrorism. Terrorism is not a genuine threat to
Israeli existence but constitutes a security challenge. It injures Israeli
| manpower and economics, and constitutes a psychological bérrier. A survey
conducted in January 1993 found that 85 percent of Israelis feared attack by
an Arab in their daily lives.?®* According to 'anbiher survey conducted, 53
percent opposed the agreement that is due to be signed regarding the
withdrawal of the IDF from the cities of West Bank, and 56 percent think that
‘their personal security will be harmed in the wéke of the IDF’s withdrawal
from cities of West Bank. (See Table 2) And as proof, since the handshake
on the White House lawn more than one hundred Israelis have died.

Opinion Poll over Peace Process in July 1995

Yes No | No Change |

1. Do you support the agreement that provides
withdrawal of the IDF from the cities of West Bank 33 53

2. Will the withdrawal of IDF from the cities of the

WB reduce your feelings of personal security 56 21 3
3. Do you support the peace process with the
Palestinians from the Oslo Agreement until today 52 39

TABLE 2. Opinion Poll over Peace Process. Soqrce: Ma"an"v, 7-7-1995, 1.
The results of the opinion poll held about peace process in Israel in July 1995.

24 Joseph Alpher, “Israel’s Security Concems in the Peace Process,” International
_Affairs 70 no.2(April 1994), 232.
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It is no secret that all these security challenges have paved the way
for a new security environment for Israel. Indeed, the beginning occurred
with the Guif crisis as previously mentioned. “Following the Iraqi missile
attacks on lIsrael it became clear that Israel's security could no longer be
ensured through the hitherto resolutely pursued concept of strategic
depth.”*® Secondly, Israeli administration is aware that Israel is not a central
component of US military interests in today’s Middle East of post-Gulf Crisis.
One may object to the idea that Israeli security lost ground in the age of
missiles®* and that the peace process has weakened the chances for war in
near future, but withdrawal from the West Bank diminishes Israel’s ability to
defend her heartland- Haifa, Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. And this “strategic
vulnerability invites aggression. A redeployment in West Bank would also
curtail Israel’s ability to deal with terrorist activities.”” Namely, the highest
priority has been and continues to be assuring security. Secondiy, the
‘traditional approach to sraeli security has lost its Validity. And finally, the
peace process has weakened Israel's defense posture. All the facts, as seen
above, suggest that the changing strategic environment and Israel's ongoing
commitments to the peace process will increase her independence with
nucleai'. weapons™® until the entire region is locked in a stabie peace. In
terms of internal security, Israel may attach the matter to the PLO which is |
the only organized body that could provide a police force since it has
thousands of trained military cadres. In addition, israeli Defense Forces (IDF)

may continue to act in the Palestinian land and if she wants to provide

 ®Spartin Hoch, “Peace in the Near east After the Gaza-Jericho Accord,”
Aussenpolitik, n0.3(1994), 280

26arvey  Sicherman, Palestinian  Autonomy, Self Government and
Peace(Oxford: Westview Press, 1993), 113.
- 297 £graim Inbar, "Israel's Continuing National Security Challenges,” Strategic
Review, 23 no.1(Winter 1995), 52.

298 ouis Rene Beres, “The Peace Process and Israel's Nuclear Strategy,” Strategic
Review 23 no.1(Winter 1995), 43.
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security, she must pay attention to the lessons leamed during the Intifada
and Palestinian resistance years. |

4.3.3 The Recent Developments

On 1 July 1994, Arafat arrived in Gaza Strip from PLO headquarters in
Tunis to set up the new Palestinian Authority. Arafat's efforts were
concentrated on a just and comprehensive peace based on a foundation of
equality, free of ambitions for superiority and domination, forward-looking
and open to cooperation in all fields, in order ‘to achieve genuine
development for both the Palestinian and Israeli peoples.?® In the words of
Arafat: “The Palestinian people had begun td set up its own national
authority, which was making large-scale efforts despite all political and‘
~ economic difficulties to build a national economy, reconstruct vital amenities,
establish national institutions and achieve overall economic and social
developments.”*® Palestinians established both a police force, of up to
9,000 officers, and a 24-member authorityfwi'th Iegislative and executive

powers.*"

Other developments occurred in Jerusalem. The PLO quickly installed
two ministries of the Palestinian Authority (PA) inside Jerusalem itself. At one
of them, Faissal Husseini converted his family’s property, known as the
Orient House into an administrative center at which major foreign dignitaries
were received.** The PA also Opened at least five other institutions in

Jerusalem.

2% Erom a personal interview with Fouad Yassin, Palestinian Ambassador in Turkey,
on 21 November 1995. ,

30 i lati i ' O Symposium on the Question
UN, DFPR, United Nations Seminar and Nq ympos )
of Palestine for Latin America and the Caribbean, (Rio de Janerio, Brazil, 20-23 March

1995), 7. ,
301 yN. The United Nations and the Question of Palestine (New York: 1995), 23.
%2 nore Gold, “Where is the Peace Process Going?” Commentary, 100 no.
2(August 1995), 41.°
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In 1995, a year after Yasser Arafat moved in, the face of anew Gaza
is beginning to emerge. The Palestinian Authority has been building up its
tax collection. Additionally, The Health Ministry has extended Palestinian
heaith insurances to almost double the number of Gazans. The Authority
also has drafted a new investment law.>® But Israeli security matters which
were instituted by Israel in order to "4protect her citizens, have adversely
affected the Palestinian economy. According to an lIsraeli official, Israel
remains interested in and committed to encouraging economic stability and
growth in the Palestinian Authority. To that end, several steps were recently
taken in a number of areas such as public transportation, joint ihdustrial
parks, water distribution channels, etc.3*. |

The peace process seems to be ongoing with important
'developments. On 19 September 1995, Israel and the PLO reached
agreements on autonomy elections and water-sharing on the West Bank. At
this stage, the priorities set by the DOP hasf changed.® The parties, for
example, began to discuss israeli withdrawal from the West Bank without
completing the transfer of power and other responsibilities in specific areas

defined in the accord.

Another important development, on 24 September 1995 Israel and the
PLO initiated an accord to expand Palestinian self-rule’ into the West,
occupied by the Jewish state since the 1967 Middie East war. As a part of

the Israeli-PLO accord initiated in Taba, Egypt, Israeli troops began to

withdraw from seven West Bank cities and 450 villages.®® Israel has

" insisted on and won a phased troop redeployment so that it can test Arafat’s

303 |sabel Kershner, “Signs of Life in Gaza,” The Jerusalem Report, (13 July 1995),
22-24. | : .

4 £rom a personal interview with Israeli vice-Council, Jonathan Peled, in Istanbul
on 25 August 1995.

305 Tyrkish Daily News, 19 September 1995.

36 Tyrkish Daily News, 25 September 1995
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ability to deliver on security. The logic behirid this desire of Rabin was to
show voters in next year's general electioh that Arafat can be tméted to keep
the peace. On 28 September the Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and the
PLO leader Arafat signed an accord at White House ceremonies establishing

Palestinian self-rule in most of the West Bank. According to the Taba
agreement:

1. The first phase of redeployment will be followed within 22 days
by Palestinian elections.

2. There will be a temporary intemational presence in Hebron,
where Israel will retain power to protect 400 Jews who live among
100.000 Arabs. ‘ '

3. Israeli troops will continue safeguarding Jewish settlements in
the West Bank. They will also control roads traveled by Jewish settlers.

4. The accord also deals with the release beginning upon the
signing, of many of the thousands of Palestinian prisoners held in Israel
jails.*” :

_ The months of September and November of 1995 became a dramatic
time period in the peace process. First as an important threat to the peace
- process, the leader of Islamic Jihad organization has been killed by Mossad.
The Mossad's act impaired»the peaceful atmosphere both for Palestinians
and lIsraelis, and also there is a fear for revenge. | Secondly, the
assassination .of Rabin by a Jewish fundamentalist in November 1985 has
been an astonishing development all over the world. Rabin’s death did not
make a reverse effect on the peace process but it became clear that Israel
will have to deal, more and more, with challenges coming from her own
society in the fuiure. As an another important development, Palestinians
held elections on 20 January 1996. Arafat became head of the Palestinian

National Authority by taking overwhelming majority of votes. The power have

37 ryrkish Daily News, 30 September 1995



‘gradually shifted to the Palestinién National Authority, now based on an 88-
member self rule council, which was elected by Palestinians inside the Gaza
Strip and West Bank. The most astonishing development of the 1996
became the suicide bombings carried out by Hamas and the Islamic Jihad in
Jerusalem, Ashkelon and Telaviv. This suicide bombings have led to a
public reaction in Israel which endangers the continuation of the Oslo peace
process and the prospects of Peres winning the coming elections scheduled

for 29 May. And the Likud leader Netenyahu won the elections held on 29
May 1996. : |
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, Chapter 5 _
THE CONSEQUENCES FOR TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY

Turkey is a Middle Eastem country as much as she is a member of
other bordering regions. Due to this geographical proximity, Turkey has a
direct stake in Middle Eastern politics. The events and developments in
Palestinian-Israeli conflict which constituted the core of the Arab-Israeli
struggle affected Turkey deeply. In that respect, this section will’deal with
the place of the Palestinian-Israeli peace process in Turkish Foreign policy.

Before examining the historical evolution of Turkish foreign policy
behavior towards Palestinian-Israeli peace process, special emphasis will be
put on some characteristics of foreign policy inherited from the Ottoman era.
After that, Turkish peace process behavior will be examined in conjunction
with the changing pattems of Turkish forelgn pollcy in order to provide a
/ broader understanding.

In retrospect, Turkey's foreign policy towards the Middle East has
shown many fluctuations. The Ottoman legacy is an important factor that

must be kept in mind in order to understand these fluctuations. The features

. retained from the Ottoman era may be grouped in two categoriés: First, the
limits of Turkish foreign poliéy are determined by intemal- and external
factors. The latter includes its geographic duality, namely, Turkey's
membership in secular and religious organizations such as the Council of
Europe and the Organization of Islamic Conference. The intemnal factors are
outcomes of domestic events in Turkey. 38 This duality also exists in Turklsh
political culture and identity as well as in her external environment. Bernard

Lewis quotes Field Marshall Slim as saying "Turkey is the only European

38 tiakan Yavuz, "Turkeys Relations with Israel," Foreign Policy (Ankara) 15,
n0.3-4(1991), 42.



country in the Middle East."3°9_ It is also possible to argue that Turkey is the
only Muslim country that had a democratic government and a free market
economy. Because of this duality, Turkey is considered a Westemn state

while she shares a cultural heritage with Middle Eastern states that is mostly -

dominated by Islamic values.

The second characteristic inherited frbm the Ottoman era is the type
of foreign policy dominated by elites. As one specialist argues: "That is,
since the interest of the nation is equated with the interest of staté, foreigh
policy decisions are made at the state level by this pragmatic elite an.d do
not reflect a grassroots democratic process.”™ This procedural feature has
led to the creation of bureaucratic-pragmatism in the decision making
process of Turkish foreign policy.

5.1. SECURITY CONCERNS AND WESTERN-ORIENTED FOREIGN
POLICY: 1947-1964 -

Beside the facts explained above,"’the fluctuations of Turkish foreign

policy towards the Middle East, also, have resuited from domestic, regional

and global factors more or less related with this region. It is a widely agreed

point in all academic studies that changes following World War II have

affected certain features of Turkey's attitude towards the Middle East. The
Anglo-Turco Treaty in 1939 was an important tuming point and a visible
hallmark of Turkish Foreign Policy preferences after the war. Turkey
followed the policy of "active neutrality” and did not contribute directly to the
efforts of the Allies to defeat Germany. Turkey declared war against
Germany only at the end of the war, thus became one of the founding
" members of the United Nations with this symbolic act. Turkey's formal

39 geyfi Taghan, "Current Turkish Policy in the Middle East,” in The Middle East in
Turkish-American Relations, ed. George S.Harris (Washington: The Heritage Foundation,

1984), 37.
yavuz, 44..



134

entrance to the Western camp was realized by her acceptance to. the
Council of Europe in 1949 and later to NATO in 1952 The main rationale of
this preference is related to Turkish concerns about Soviet behavior towards
Turkey. Upon the expiration of the "Turkish-Soviet Treaty of Neutrality and
Non-Aggression” Stalin put forward a set of demands including joint control
~aver the Turkish Straits and readjustments in the Turkish-Soviet border
established by the treaty in 1921. For that reason, the main logic behind
Turkey's preference to join the Western alliance was to counterbalance the
Soviet threat.>" In sum, throughout the 1950s to 1964, Turkish foreign policy
was shaped mainly by security concerns. ' ‘ .

Turkey's Middle East policy may be viewed as an extension of herv
pro-western policy during this era. Turkey was interested in the maintenance
of British presence in the Middle East, but Britain seemed militarily unable to
defend the region against Soviet threat. The creation of Israel was a real
turning point in Turkish and Arab-israeli reléti'ons. Turkey opposed the
partition of Palestine and voted against the UN General Assembly resolution

on the partition on 30 November 1947.%"

At that time the elite-dominated and pragmatic nature of Turkish
foreign policy came to light. The negative vote in 1947 was not motivated by
popujér inspiration or Iélamic affiliations but due to fear of the creation of a
communist regime in Israel. Indeed, Israel's neutrality was regarded as a
camouflage for a deep rooted fear of communism by the Turkish public.**
The role of religion in Turkish foreign policy had diminished sharply. Indeed,

31 Kemal Kirisgi, "The End of Cold War and Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy
Behavior,” Foreign Policy (Ankara), 17, no:3-4(1 993), 5-6.

12 3mer Kiirkgiio§lu, "Development of Turkish-Arab Relations: A Historical
Appraisal,” in Middle East, Turkey and the Atlantic Alliance, eds. Ali L.Karaosmanoglu
and Seyfi Taghan(Ankara: Foreign Policy Institute, 1987), 13-14.

_ 313 Amikam Nachmani, Israel, Turkey and Greece: Uneasy Relations in the East
‘Mediterranean (London: Frank Cass, 1987), 6-7.



religion had little impact on Turkey's relations with Israel and Arabs durlng
the 1950s.%"

Although Turkey opposed the resolution, Turkey voted along with the
West in the establishment of a reconciliation commission on Palesfine in
December 1948. As a second step, Turkey recognized Isfael on 28 March
1949. The reason of Turkey's cautious recognition of Israel was the
mitigation of above-mentioned suspicion of Israel's being communist.
Particularly after American backing of Israel, Turkey did not hesitate to
recognize lsrael. Israel, during this recognitidn process, proclaimed herself

in favor of the freedom and independence of the democratic regyimes.315

_Arab nations criticized Turkey for playing a role in the creation and

legalization of Israel. Although Turkey was the first Muslim country to

recognize Israel officially, she was one of the last countries in Europe to do

' so. Add}itionally, Turkish recognition of Israel did not matter so much at that

time. As Turkish foreign minister Necmettih,Sadak stated: "The state of Israel
is a fact. More than thirty countries have.recognized it. Arab representatives,

too, are talking to the Israeli representatives.”"

As a result of Turkey's official recoghition.of Israel, Turkish-Arab
relations seemed to deteriorate. For example the Muslim Brotherhood

newspaper al-dawa labeled Turkey a second Israel and called for her

destruction.®"” This reaction, however, was not solely a result of the Turkey's

act. The main reason behind this exaggerated attack on Turkey was the -

radicalization of Arab countries, particul‘arly of Egypt. Nasser of Egypt, let
alone the Arab world was planning to move leadership of Third world. His

position became more v1snble at the Bandung conference in 1954. Thus, the'
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Israeli issue was the jewel in the crown for providing pan-Arab unity in his
eyes. For that reason during 1946-50, as\ Karpat explains, *Turkish-Arab
relations foliowed a more or less normal course, deépite ill feeling caused by
Turkish recognition of Israel*'® Also, there was not a uniform Arab world at
that time; the Arab world had begun to differ within itself. Major Arab states
such as Egypt and Syria adopted a policy of non-alignment. They were
gradually becoming, in varying degrees, dependent upon the Soviet Union.
In such an atmosphere, only the US and other Westemn countries had the
sources available to provide economic and military aid to Turkey. The Arébs
could offer nothing conceming the security matters of Turkey.’® Turkey's
security problems and her political and economic environment were different
from that of the Arab states. Arab countries were not under direct threat frorh
the Soviet Union.

The main disagreement arose over and after formation of Baghdad

Pact in 1955. The Middle Eastern members of the pact were Turkey, Iraq,
Iran and Pakistan. In addition to these countries, the US and Britain provided
support for the survival of Pact. As Karpat pointed out:

There is hardly any other alliance in the recent history of foreign
affairs as unnecessary, ineffectual and harmful to all parties as the
Baghdad Pact. Indeed, it caused immense harm to the Western interests in
the area, it precipitated the Arab countries’ alignment with the Soviet
Union, it stimulated the rise of radical ideologies, and cast Turks in the
image of docile tool of Western power.’?
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Nor did Israel like Baghdad Pact since it carried some implications
against Israel. In the midst of all these developments, in a surprising move,
Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal Company on 26 July 1956. The

- immediate response to this act was a French, British and Israeli joint attack
on Egypt. ’

Turkish attitude towards the crisis comprised certain contradictions.
Although Turkey having no interest in the company, she acted together with
the western countries. Paradoxically enough, after the crisis, Turkey, along
with the 'members of the Pact (Britain excluded), condemned the attack on
Egypt.? Turkey recalled her ambassador in Telaviv making clear however
that this diplomatic act was made to strengthen the Baghdad Pact and was
.not a hostile attempt against lsrael *2 Subsequently, a series of events
decreased Turkey's credibility in the eyes of Arabs and provoked opposition
at home. These events were Turkey's support of the Eisenhower Doctrine of
1957, paradoxical policy toward Syria- in 1957 and Iraq in 1958, and
granting permission to the US to use the NAfO base in Adana d’uring the
1958 Lebanon crisis.™

The overthrow of the regime in 1958 in Iréq was added a further

destabilizing element. These conditions forced Turkey and Israel closer to

each other. The two countries agreed on a secret pact, the so-cailed |

" Periphery Pact. The Pact came onto the agenda. during an unannounced
visit of Israeli leader, Ben Gurion, to Turkey. Israel's aim was to establish
relations with the countries beyond the Arab zone, namely with Turkey, lran
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and Ethiopia. But this Pact did not have long and lasting effect.® The
T‘urkish elite alienated themselves from the\lslamic countries of the Middle
East due to both ideological preferences of Turkey‘ made in the 1920s and
the current prpblemsl with these countries. The reflection of these
developments on the elite-dominated character of Turkish foreign policy was
surfaced with its cooperation attempts with Israel, particularly at the end of
the 1950s. Israel was the only democratic and secular country in the region
and its successful development attempts further impressed »the'Turkish

elite. In sum, this era became a favorable period in Turkish-lsraeli
relations.

- 5.2. MULTIDIMENSIONAL FOREIGN POLICY: 1964-79

After the 1960 coup in Turkey, the new leaders began to question the

unidimensional, Western-dominated foreign policy because of the impact

created by two external events. The first was the removal of Jupiter missiles

from Turkey for solving the Cuban missile crisAis.,The second was the June
1964 Johnson letter incident. US president Johnson expressed his
reluctance to support Turkey in the crisis over Cyprus and reminded Turkey
not to use American weapons in other than NATO related operations. Kiriggi
states that Turkish foreign policy makers perceived-the developments rglated

to these two events "as an example of how a superpower, when the need

H w326
arose, could overlook the concerns and interests of a small ally.

These events had three consequences for Turkish foreign policy

behavior: "First, Turkey broke away from its traditional foreign policy of cool
relations with the Soviet Union in favor of a rapprochement. Second, Turkey

revised its seb,urity policy, especially in respect to weapon procurement
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programs, in a manner that eventually made it possible for Turkey to
militarily intervene in Cyprus. Third, Turke}; recognized that it had failed to
develop relations with the emerging Third World and particularly the
Nonaligned movement.”® Turkish-Arab and Turkish-Israeli relations after
1964 were determined»by the combined effect of these events. The new
strategy was built on reducing the friction with the Arab states.

The change in Turkish-Western relations, however, was not a radical
turmning point in Turkey's pro-westem foreign and security policies. It paved
the way for an effort to generate a rapprochement of reiations with the Arab
countries but not at the expense of rupturing relations with Israel. Turkish
foreign policy makers took a balanced approach towards the Arab-lsraeli
conflict. Their aim was to adopt a more independent, flexible and diversified
approach in determining Turkish Middle Eastern foreign policy in general. In
that respect, Turkey tried to avoid appearing as a Westemn player in the
region. In this new foreign policy fine, Turkey would not initiate any pact nor
join in divisive political pacts. o '

Along with this new foreign policy line, the most conspicous approach |

to the Arab-Israeli conflict came during the 1967 war. Turkey did not allow
the US to use the Adana military base in support of Israel in 1967.% Turkish
foreign minister Qaglayarigil made the following statement in order to assure
the Arabs: "The military bases in Turkey were not going to be} used against
the Arabs by way of a fait accompli.” Later, when the Israeli occupation of
large amounts of Arab lands became clear, he announced that "Turkey was

against territorial gains [made] by the use of force.”® Additionally, Turkey
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became actively involved in humanitarian aid projects to the Arab countries.
She sent food, clothings and medicine to alleviate the sufferings of war.

Turkey's attempts were welcomed by the Arab states and she was exempted
from the brief oil embargo following the 1967 war.

Turkey sided with the Arab states in the adoption of Resolution 242.
That resoiution called for the immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops from the
occupied lands during the war. Turkey, however, stressed her respect of the
right of all regional states to live within secure boundaries and abstained
from voting on the first paragraph of the resolution, which called Israel an
aggressor state, for the sake of not injuring her relations with Israel.*®

In 1969, Turkey joined the Islamic Conference Organization as an
observer with the hope of mobilizing support for the Cypriot Turks. The
Demirel government regarded the conference as a political, not re.ligious;
meeting, concerned only with the fire at the Agsa Mosque and the status of
Jerusalem.®' Turkey remained neutral as so was able to act as a balance
between opposing camps. For example, at the Rabat Conference in 1969,
Turkey opposed a resolution that called for all the participants to break
diplomatic relations with Israel.** |

Turkey pursued similar policies during the 1973 war. The

ambassadors of Syria and Egypt asked for political support from Turkey'

during the crisis. The spokesman of the Turkish Foreign Ministry stated that

"Turkey does not approve of Arab lands being forcefully occupied by the

Israelis and that it feels a lasting peace settlement is contingent upon the
satisfaction of the legitimate demands of the Arab nations on this matter.”*
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And later Turkey told the US govemment that "the military bases in Turkey

may not be used to ajg Israel during the current war in the Middle East."*

At that time, the US delegation to NATO blamed Turkey for allowing arms

transfer from the SU to the Arab states. ¥ Afier the war, Turkey again tried to
help those countries that had suffered in the war.

The unprecedented increase in oil prices, worsened Turkish-EC
economic and political relations, compounded deterioration of Turkish-
American relations (because of Turkey's military intervention in Cyprus) were
the important developments related to the Turkish foreign policy in the
aftermath of 1973 war.* A combination of these factors contributed to the
departure from monotrack foreign policy and to further rapprochement with
Arab states through growing economic ties with the region. In addition, on 22
October 1973, Turkish Foreign Minister Baytilken put forward a peace plan
based on the UN Security Resolution 242.% |

Although Turkey was exempted from ihe oil embargo of tl';e mid-1970s
thanks to her balanced attitude in the 1973 war (had already stated), she
-was still faced with the indirect effects of the oil crisis which increased the
economié burden on the country. At that time, the commercial and economic
ties between Israel and Turkey were at a very low level. This situation,
however, did not harm the Turkish economy at that time. >

“Meanwhile, two new dimensions were added to Turkey's Middle East
policy with developments in the domestic political environment. The first was
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the creation of the religious conservative National Salvation Party which

occupied a coalition partner position between 1975 and 1978, Its Ieader,A
Necmettin Erbakan, was in favor of developing relations with Islamic
countries and abolishing all alliances with the Wést in order to achieve this
objective. The party did not become very influential in the rapprochement
with Arab countries except in its minor attempts during the Seventh Islamic
Conference of Foreign Ministers held in Turkey in 1976.%° This particular
development forced the Turkish government to reconsider and reshape its
Middle East policy to conform with the secular constitution of the Repubilic.
‘The second domestic dimension was the rise of radical Ieftisf hﬁovements
and their close relations with Palestinian guerrilia organ.izations.340 This
situation was not well regarded in the eyes of Turkish foreign policy makers.

The reevaluation in Turkish foreign policy behavior (in this period)
also led to the reformulating of official Turkish attitude towards the PLO. It is
possible to argue that Turkey had maintéi’ned a decisive stance on the
Question of Palestine since the end of the 1940s. The events of the year
1974 constituted 'a major turning poin_t in the problem of the Palestinian
people. The PLO and Arafat received ‘international recognition from the
international communify_ and obtained observer status in the UN. Arab:
Summit also declared the PLO the sole legitimate representative of the
- Palestinian people. Turkey voted in favor of éll resolutions that emerged
from the UN in 1974. This stance was a shift from the earlier Westem
attitude towards the Question of Palestine.®*' The independent Turkish
attitude, namely that of support, was first expressed in 1975. A‘Ithough ,
Turkey had expressed reservations about to the PLO during its early days,
she establishéd contact with it through the Turkish embassy in Cairo in
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January 19753 The 1974 Arab summit. meetlng seems to have influenced
this "verbal" recognition of the PLO.

Turkey believed, from the early 1950s onwards, that the recognition of
the legitimate rights of the Palestinians including their right to establish their -
own state was the only formula for the solution of the Question of Palestine.
- Following this recognition, two important figures from the Political Bureau of
the PLO arrived in Turkey respectively in 1975 and in 1976 to discuss
developing relations and setting up a PLO office in Ankara.**® The verbal
recognition finally formalized by the decision of the Ecevit govermment to
give the PLO diplomatic status. Arafat, the leader of the PLO, came to
Turkey to open the office in Ankara in October 1979 34

According to Aykan, there were six reasons for this delay, related
closely to the facts discussed above:

The first was that the government was displeased to learn that
Turkish militants were receiving armed training in PLO camps in the
Middle East. A second was that they believed the PLO supported terrorism-
and separatist groups- in other words, the Kurds. A third was that some
PLO officials had offended and alienated the Turks. A fourth was that the
involvement of the PLO in various acts of international terrorism made the
Turks cautious. A fifth was that it was not in Turkey's interests to alienate
the West, thus foreclosing its chances of receiving economic help. Finally,
the PLO had always suppdrted the Greek Cypriot position that Turkish
troops had 1o right to be on Cyprus and should be withdrawn at once, and
it did not endorse the resolutions of the Seventh Islamic Conference of
Foreign Ministers held in Istanbul in May 1976 supporting the Turkish

side.>*
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Then, one may ask why Turkish government allowed a PLO office in

Ankara. The first reason was the PLO help during the rescue operation of

Egyptian ambassador from the hands of militants 3 The second was the

moral necessity that emerged with the failure of US-Egyptian peace
attempts. Third, the Question of Palestine was an important tool for the

mobilization of support from the Arabs; Turkey proved its benevolence to the
Arabs by permitting the PLO to open an offi

. ce in Turkey. And finally, the
newly emerging "New Security Concept"

of Prime Minister ’Ecevit aimed to
strengthen the relations ‘with the countries in the region.®” All these,

however, could not bring an end to the traditional Turkish mistrust of the
PLO. Turkey, however, recognized the head of the PLO office with the rank
of charge d'affaires as the Israeli répresentative in Ankara had in 1979.348_

During the 1964-79 period, the Turkish government continued its
policy of neutrality despite the rapprochement with the Arab states. One
must keep in mind that this rapprdchement mostly stemmed from the
deteriorating economic conditions{of Ankara and the need for support in
Cyprus conflict. In this respect, development of economic relations is very
important in this period. This situation forced Turkey to act in the midst of

opposing lines. "Arabs vis-a-vis Israel and Secularism vis-a-vis Islamic

principles."™* |t may be conciuded that Turkey has succeeded in achieving

her foreign policy objectives particularly related with Arab countries and
Israel.
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5.3. UNEASY RELATIONS IN THE LONG DECADE: 1980-80

The beginning of the 1980s witnessed three important dévelopments
which have had lasting impact on the Middle East. These were the

emergence of a revisionist regime in Iran, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,

and the Iran-Iraq war. These al| increased Turkey's role in the region.>* The
1980s became cooperation years with the US thanks to developments

mentioned above. Turkey and the US agreed on a defense and economic

cooperation agreement known as the DECA. ' Relations reached their

highest point since the 1950s. In this respect, the 1980s became a period
distinct from previous ones. As stated above, Turkish foreign policy behavior
towards the Palestinians and the Israelis was precip.itated mostly in
association with the Western attitude towards Turkey. "in the 1980s,
Turkey's economic, political and trans-societal relations with the Middle East

were paralleled by an increase in military, political and economic relations
with the US. "2 | -

The most immediate development of this era came on 29 July 1980
from Israel. The Knesset enacted a basic law declaring the annexation of
Jerusalem as the immutable capital of the state of Israel,*® Turkey protested

Israeli law declaring that she would not accept this fait accompli. .Pn'me'

Minister Demirel took position along with the Islamic countries and lowered

the level of representation to second secretary. Beside this, Turkey closed

down and carried her embassy in Jerusalem to Telaviv. This issue also
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created friction in Turkey. The IEﬂ-Wing Republican Party and the NSP

(National Salvation Party) ousteq Foreign Minister Erkmen from office with-

their votes against his reluctance to sever relations with Israel, %

The domestic dynamics were important as well as external ones in

Turkey's involvement in the Middle East as can be seen from the removal of

Erkmen from office. The 12 September 1980 Coup initiated a new era in

Turkey's internal environment. A prominent Westemn intellectual described

this new era as a liberal revolution.** |n that atmosphere Turkey sought

assistance from Arabic countries because of deteriorating relations with the
Westemn countries. Interestingly, the downgrading of relations with Israel
took place before the OIC summit in Taif in 1981. Yavuz puts forward the

assertion that the Saudi assistance of $250 million was delivered to Turkey |

immediately after Turkey's downgrading of diplomatic relations with Israel.>*®
It was clear that important economic relations with the Arab world would
continue during the 1980s. In conformity with this new policy line; President
Kenan Evren represented Turkey ét the Casablanca Summit of the OIC.
Turkey undertook the president position of the economic organ of the OIC,
the Committee for Comercial and Economic Cooperation (COMCEC). The
following statement made by ilter Tirkmen, the Foreign Minister of the
military govemment gives illumination on this new policy line: ' '

Turkey's export to the Westem markets [gave] no hope because of
the recession in the economy. Therefore, the Middle East look[ed] to be the
only altemative for the success of the 24 January Decrees. Furthermore,
the Middle East market can be seen as an opportunity for achieving the
export-led trade strategy.*’
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These conditions forced Turkey to conduct a low-key policy with Israel
at a minimum of diplomatic representation, The relations with Israel,
however, were never cut completely. The empha3|s was shifted to the
bridging role of Turkey but, this role could not be conceptualized on the.
policy planning level in order to present an operational significance.®*®
Nevertheless, Turkey continued her neutral attitude in the Lebanon Crisis in
1982 as had been done in the 1967 and 1973 wars. Turkey made clear that
Incirlik base was opened to Amencan forces in Lebanon for humanltanan
purposes only; she did not get mvolved in the Lebanese crisis.*®

Meanwhile, the opening of the PLO office in Ankara did not bring a
trouble-free period in the relations between Turkey and the PLO. Turkey was
aware that Armenian, Kurdish and left-wing terrorists were receiving training
in the PLO camps. Israel provided Turkey information on the activities of
these groups and Israel destroyed the training ceﬁter of, the ASALA, killing
its leader at the same time.*® The PLO link with the terrorist organizations
was the main reason for Turkéy's abstention from the UN resolution
accusing the Israeli's attempt as genocide in 1982.%' The newly elected
nationalist-conservative Ozal government did not instigate a drastic change
in policy formulation towards the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Yasser Arafat,
however, was trying into shift their struggle to the diplomatic arena: His visit-
to Egypt in December-1983 was an important developfnent in this respect.
Arafat, on his second visit to Turkey, was welcomed with deep sympathy
both at the government and public levels. Ankara's emphasis was on
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Palestinian statehood for the solution of the Question \6f Palestine. Turkish
Support was aiming to keep the PLO in the moderate camp. In fact, Turkey
had long been defending the claims of Palestinians by voting ih favor of
them in the UN and in other international forums. Turkey, not suprisingly,
recognized Palestine as an independent state after its declaration of
independence in Algiers on 14 NoVember 1988.%2 Turkey became the

eleventh state to recognize the Palestinian statehood, and the first from the
West. ’ ,

Turkey, on the other hand, saw the Palestinian-Israeli conflic’t' as a
source of instability in the region. She felt obliged to readjust her position in
association with the developments in this crisis. The commercial relatiohs
between Turkey and Israel started to show good signals in the mid 1980s.
Turkey also was likely to upgrade relations with Israel. In September 1986,
Ankara made an attempt to upgrade relations with Israel by sending a senior
diplomat to Telaviv as charge d'aﬁ‘airs.?“As proof of the vulnerability of
relations to the developments in the Palestinian-Isragli conflict, the
emergence of Infifada brought a new face to the bilateral relations of Turkey,
both with the Israelis and the  Palestinians. The uprising succeeded in
enlisting the sy’mpathies of the Turkish people. The struggie between heavily
armed troops and unarmed civilians, seen in the medja, increased the
Support of Palestinians in Turkey. The improvements in the relations with
Israel since the mid-1980s were interrupted by Intifada.

This era also witnessed a set of peace initiatives and proposals put
forward for the solution of the Question of Palestine. Turkish percepﬁon of
the Question of Palestine differed to a considerable extent from the attitude
of the US. Thris period becamke a delicate era for Turkey in which "to
reconcile the security relationship with the United States and its political and
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economic interests vis-3-vis the Islamic world."* Ty, rkey worked hard to

prove that she was not an American satellite in the region. In that respect, _
she approved the Fez peace Plan as being more realistic than the Reagan
- Plan.®® While there Were considerable differences beMeen Turkey and the -
US over the Palestinian-israel; conflict, Turkey did not seem to differ
substantially from the position of Eurdpeans taken in the Venice Declaration
of 1980. Both sides regarded the conflict as a threat to stability in the Middle-
East and both agreed on the importance of the right of self-determination of
the Palestinians, including Palestinian statehood and the Israeli right to
exist. In addition, both concermed the PLO as an essential participant of the
peace process. Beside these similarities, there were some differences
between the Turkish and the West EUropean positions. The most important -
all, Turkish policy was based on a low profile and non-intérventionist
approach to the question while the European approach was in favor of an
enlarged process to include the USSR and Europeans at an intemational
conference. Turkey was however extremely reluctant to support ény initiative
which might have increased the deiet role ih the conflict.>® Turkey tried to
arrange her “"peace-keeping" role so as not to harm her relations with the
West. Ozal was also aware of the practical necessity of maintaining relations.
with Israel. He regarded the relations with Israel "as a window ... on future
events." For Turkey "to play a role in solving the problems of the Middle East
..." he maintained, "that window must remain open."®’ |

Meanwhile, more favorable circumstances emerged in the peace
process in 1989. First a proposal was put forward by Israel known as the
Shamir Plan. Turkey welcomed this plan since it favored elections in the
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occupied territories. Beside this, Turkey aimed to repair relations with Israel
which had been injured by recognition of Palestinian statehood. Turkey also
- welcomed the peace attempt made by the Egyptian leader Mubarak in
Autumn 198938 Although these atterhpts ended inconclusively, Turkey's

policy was constructive and interested in keeping up momentum in the
peace process.

5.4. THE EMERGENCE OF A PARTIAL SOLUTION AND UNCERTAINTY:
1990-1996 B '

The end of the Cold War has brought drastic changes in intemational
politics. Most important all, pro-Soviet states of the region stepped into a
profound transformation process. This process has been ‘accompanied by an
unprecedented degree of instability and uncertainty. Turkey has found
herself in the midst of this profound transformation process and has faced
the instabilities that have emerged during t.his, process. This development
had a deep affect on Turkey's place in the intemational arena as well as on
Turkish foreign policy behavior. "One clear manifestation of this is evident in
the changed importance attributed to Turkey in the most recent years. There
was a brief period at the end of the Cold War during which it seemed to
many that Turkey's strategic significance had diminished."*® However,
thanks to three important developments, Turkey regained her strategic
significance in the region after a short time.™”® These developments were the
Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the peace
process started in Madrid. In this section the impact of these developments
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on the Turkish foreign policy behavior towards Israel and the Palestinians
will be discussed in brief. )

The impact of the Gulf Crisis was profound not only on Turkey but
also on the whole region. The confrontation between Iraq and Kuwait on oil
prices in mid-July 1990 was the first sign of crisis, but no one expected Iraq
to take such an extreme action in the region. The Iraqi invasion bf Kuwait
occurred on 2 August 1990. The US immediately responded with military aid
to Saudi Arabia. After extensive preparations, coalition forces led by the US
recaptured deait at the expense of huge destruction in Iraq. The vwar
situation forced Turkey to abandon her neutrality towards the Middle East
which had been, more or less, pursued during the early decades. This
meant, more specifically, a change in principle of non-intervention in intra-
Arab conflicts and Turkey sided with the Western world. The most important
proof of the shift in Turkish foreign policy was the opening of incirlik air base
for the operations of the US during the Guif Cfisis. This new polic—y line was
very similar to the one adopted during the 1950s. |

As has been discussed, Turkish-PLO relations could not escape the
strain due to a set of questions. Relations came to a critical point after
Arafat's recalling of its representative from Ankarav.*Arafat's purpose was to
- protest Turkey's delay in upgrading relations with the PLO ‘to ambassadorial
level.””" The Guif crisis, on the other hand, created further destabilization in
the relations. First of all, seemingly, the PLO backing of Iraq lowered the
credibility of that organization in the eyes of the Western and pro-western
Arab states since the Iraqi invasion was regarded as a threat to international
stability and order. Second, and the most important all, "the statements made
by Arafat drawing parallels between the iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the
1974 Turkish military operation in Cyprus"*? contributed to the worsening

371 Aykan, 105.
372 Aykan, 106.
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atmosphere between the two sides. At that time, Turkish foreign policy was
under the strong influence of President Ozal and he was in support of close
cooperation with the US in order to achieve an important objective for
Turkey: peace and stability in the region. Ozal was even in favor of taking
risk to ensure this if necessary.>

Turkey, Israel (although she was not in the Gulf coalition) and the US
sided together against an Arab country; this was more than a simple
diplomatic coalition or a joint maneuvering plan. This situation paved the
way for the improverhent of relations between Turkey and Israel. The
increasing strain on Turkish-Arab relations, for several reasons, contributed
to this situation. The main problems with some of the Arab countries were

Syrian support of Kurdish separatist activities in southeastern Anatolia, the
| disputed waters of the Euphrates, Turkey's increasing relations with Israel
and the West, and the lack of support. from the Arab world during the
higration of the Turkish minority from Bulga/ria.374 All these worseﬁed Arab's
image in Turkish public and made a positive contribution to Turkish-lsraeli
relations.

The second impdrtant change that occurred in the early 1990s was
the dissolution of the last empire. The end of the SU and the emergence of
new Turkish states had a deep impact on Turkish foreign' policy behavior.
Turkish foreign policy decision makers were caught unprepared for this
development. It is possible to argue that "Turkey relegated the place of the
Middle East to a secondary level.”””® The end of the SU also constituted a
window of opportunity for the Israeli administration. Although some argue
~that American support to Israel is rather a domestic issue, regardiess of

**Turgut Ozal, "Opening Remarks" Dis Politika Ve Ekonomi Agilarindan
Turklye nin Stratejik Oncelikleri Sempozyumu, istanbul: 5 Kasim 1991; and Mehmet
Barlas, Turgut Ozal'in Anilar (istanbul: Genglik Pub., 1994), 128.

374 Aykan, 104-105.
375 Gozen, 85.
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changes in international politics, in the aftermath of the Cold War, the
strategic ehi/ironment that led to Israeli priority in the relations between the
US and the Middle Eastem countries changed dramatically. The role of
lsfael in the Middle East against the Soviet Union was no longer valid. In
this respect, Israel hoped to renew the: American-israeli cooperation through
the Central Asian and Caucasian states.*® Nevertheless, Turkey and Israel
are not the only Middle Eastern actors concerned with the establishment of a
sphere of influence in the Central Asian and Caucasian region. lran and
Saudi Arabia are .also involved in trying to improve their relations with the
countries in this area.™ This situation péved the way for an implicit
cooperation between Israel and Turkey.”® In the words of an expert on
“Israeli foreign policy:
The perception in Washington of an anti-American Islamic threat
in the Middle East and Central Asia has produced another marketing
formula for Israel. With Turkey, which like Israel appears to have 1ost its
strategic value to the West as a result of the end of the cold war, trying to
sell itself as a new pro-American "pillar" against Islamic fundamentalism,

the idea of an Israeli-Turkish alliance has been integrated into the Israeli
post-cold war strategy vis-a-vis Washington "

(o

In addition, one may érgue that there is a new balance of power game
between the pro-American states and the so-called rump states. Turkey has
always been well aware of Israel's strong support in the US. Israel has also
been sympathetic toward Turkey starting with the highly tolerant attitude of
the Ottoman Empire to her Jewish elements. '

376 Hadar, 67.

7 Giin Kut, "Yeni Tiirk Cumhuriyetleri ve Uluslararas: Ortam," in Bagimsizhgin ilk
Yillari, ed. Biigra E.Behar et al. (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig, 1994), 17-19; Seyfi Taghan, "The
Caucasus and Central Asia: Strategic Implications," Foreign Policy (Ankara), 17 no.3-
4(1993); Raphael Israeli, "Return to the Source: The Republics of Central Asia and the
Return of the Middie East," Central Asian Survey, 13 no.1(1994)

¥ Aras, 190-191.
*"® Hadar, 68.
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The third important development of the early 1990s was the peace ‘
process started between Israel and the Palestinians in Madrid in 1991. The
Madrid framework led to a historical development in the Middle East. On 9
Séptember 1993, the parties recognized each other in an exchange of letters
and on 13 September 1993, a joint Israeli-Palestinian Declaration of
Principles was signed by the two parties in a ceremony at the White House
in Washington.

This last peace process beginning with the Madrid conference had
developed without Turkish involvement but certainly had a deep impact on
Turkish foreign policy towards the Palestinians and Israel. The Turkish
proposal to host the possible Middle East peace process, which, was put

forward during the Moscow visit of President Ozal in March 1991, could not
| be actualized.®® Ozal called on the Israeli administration to accept the
principle of land for peace and emphasized an even-handed role in the
region in his proposal. But Turkey was not included, even in the talks on
regional security and water issues; The leader of Democratic Left Party,
Ecevit, attributed Turkey's failure in having her historical function in the
Middle East, to her foreign policy to chase after the USA %' On the other
hand, although Turkey did not need such a peace process with Israel since ,
she had recognized Israel and had continued relations with Israel; she had )
been in favor of such a peace bétween the Arabs and Israel for a long time.
Prime Minister Ciller's statement on the peace process reflects this
preference:
By taking maximum advantage of close historical and traditional
ties with brotherly Arabic countries and the people of Palestine, as well as

existing good relations with Israel, Turkey shall continue to contribute to
the success of the peace process... our government within the framework of

380$u|e> Kut, "Ortadogu Bans Siireci ve Tirkiye,” Ortadodu Baris Siireci ve
Tirkiye Sempozyumu, istanbul, 11-12 April 1995.

%! George E.Gruen, "Turkey's Potential Contribution to Arab-Israel Peace,” Turkish
‘Review of Middle East Studies, no.7(1993), 191.
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UN Security Council resolutions 242 and 338, sincerely supports a
solution that would safeguard all rights of the people of Palestine,
including the right to establish their own state, liberate Arab territories
under occupation and quarantee the existence of all countries of the region
within secure boundaries. **?

There is a long road ahead for the establishment of a just and lasting
peace and Turkey may contribute to the peace process in a practical way to
reduce tensions and build confidence among the parties. Although Turkey
has not an influential role in the present stage of the peace process, she has
certain stakes in the consolidation of peace. In an important diplomatic
manuevere, Turkey upgraded her diplomatic relations with both Israel and
the Palestinians in the atmosphere of the growing consensus, both at home
- and in the world with the commencement of the Madrid Conference Most
lmportant all, peace process has created new prospects to improve Israeli-
TUI'kISh relations.® '

From the Israeli perspective, cooperation with Turkey may accelerate
her geo-cultural integration to the region. As a foreign policy analyst peinted
out: "Many Israelis know that Turkey has a strategic asset that strikes fear
| into both Assad and Saddam Hussein: the Greater Anatolia Project, a series
of dams that control the flow of water into Syria and Iraq."*®* Additionally,
cooperation with Turkey may help to avoid some problems in her attempts to
penetrate into the ymarkets of the ex-Soviet Union republics. The recent visit
of the Israeli president to Turkey in 1995 is evidence of increasing relations.

From the Turkish perspective, close relations with Israel may provide
easier access to Israeli technology and know-how. The potential economic

%2 Quoted in Gruen, 213. (Official English translation)

%3 Hasan Koni, "Korfez Savast Sonrasinda Turkiye," Avrasya Dosyasi, 3
no.1(Spring 1996), 140.

4 William  Safi ire, "Cradle of Terror," Turkish Daily News,. 27 Apnl 1996.
Addmonally, the name of the project is South Eastem Anatolian Project.
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cooperation areas may emerge related to water, agriculture, and tourism.*®
In addition, many Turks believe that friendship with Israel means support
from America. The nomber of Israeli tourists coming Turkey has reached
more than a million which equals almost a fifth of Israel's population over the
last few years.**® The visits of the Turkish Foreign Minister and Prime
Minister to Israel, respectively, in 1993 and 1994, aimed to develop relations
between these two countries. A Memorandum on Mutual Understanding was
signed during Foreign Minister Cetin's visit in Israel.®” Turkish President
Slleyman Demirel's a week long visit to the Middle East in 1996 highlighted
the importance of relations with Israel. Demirel began his tour in israel. He
held talks with the Israeli President Weizman and addressed the Knesset.
Demirel's visit is the highest level visit by a Turkish official to the Jewish
state to date.

{t -+ Another important cooperation area is related to Turkey's security
concemns. Turkey seeks mutual intelligence and strategic Cooperation,
particularly in association with her struggle against the PKK. The military
cooperation agreement concluded between Turkey and lIsrael on 18
February is a clear sign of mutual understanding in this subject. A Turkish
Foreign Ministry spokesman said the accord was for training purposes and
such weapons and electronic equipments that could monitor neighboring
countries would not be used.?® These facilities, however, could be used in
the struggle against the PKK in southeast Anatolia and northern Iraq. This
agreement, on the other hand, attracted much criticism. Arab countries and
Iran claim the accord will harm their security and the Middle East peace |

%5 Garih, 81-84.

385Kirist;,i, "Turkey in Search of Security in the Middie East: The Economic
Dimension," Perceptions, 1no.1(March-May 1996), 157.

%7 For the full text of agreement see Giirkan, 133-136.
% Cumhuriyet, 11 April 1996.
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process.®® They regafd the agreement as a response to the security
agreement signed recently between Syria and Greece. They also argue that
the "Israeli-Turkish péct could well propel Syria to seek closer military
cooperation with Greece, which would be detrimental to Turkey's national
security interests and would augment the tensions in the region as a
whole.”® This view, however, seems an exaggerated one.*' They ignore
the fact that Israeli prime minister Peres was received in Oman and Qatar,
signaling the end of hostility between the Arabs and Israel. The Arabs seem
to forget the lack of understanding and support shown by many Arab
countries to Turkey's security concems. In that respect, Turkey has to. take
care of her own interests. Apart from external criticism, there is also no ,
intemal consensus in Turkey on this matter.®*? Students protesting the
warming relations with Israel gathered in several times in some big cities of
Turkey Students also protested Israel's attack on Lebanon and called for an
"mdependent Turkey.”® The Turkish pro-isiamic Welfare Party has strongly
opposed the growing Turkish-Israeli relationship.

This situation is, on the other hand, not isolated from the impacts of
the developments in world politics. Turkish foreign policy makers have
always been well aware of the rising constellations in intemnational politics. It
is clear that the 1993 picture resulted from the Israeli and Palestinian
realization that the US diplomatic position in the region had changed. That
does not mean that the Middle East has lost its significancé in the eyes of
Americans, but they missed taking the initiative for the region into their

*9 Giin Kut, "Arap Blrhgl Neden Rahatsiz," Yeni Yiizyil, 10 April 1996; Cumhuriyet,
15 April 1996. .

30 pl-Ahram, 18-24 April 1996.

*1' )t must be added that the Israeli military operation code named , "the Grapes of
Wrath" against Lebanon that began on 11 April 1996 has increased the tension in the
region.

*? Sedat Sertoflu, "Hangi Arapiar?” Sabah, 12 April 1996.
33 Turkish Daily News, 25 April 1996
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hands. In the US, after the Gulf War, it became apparent that American
public opinion would not tolerate American troops-staying in the Mvid_dle East
a day longer than strictly necessary. If the declining economic capability of
the US is added to the formula, the necessity of regional order and peace in
the Middle East surfaces. It seems that the most outstanding regional actor
for providing this order and peace in cooperation with the US is Israel. But
one do not forget that there is a growing unrest in the region and in the world
about Israel's military operations both in the Palestine and in Lebanon. The
new US-Israeli strategic military cooperation agreement is a clear hallmark
of this alliance. Israel, on the other hand, has been systematically widening
the scope of her strategic interests to include countries that are
geographically distant. Former defense minister Sharon said that "in addition
to neighboring Arab states, Israel is extending her strategic interests to
(i.ncIHde North Africa, Turkey, Pakistan and even Zimbabwe."** Turkey, in
order not to be left out of such a new shaping, regards the cooperation with
Israel as fitting to her national interests. The Israeli government also seems
willing to have Turkey involved in the Middie East. The question remains
open as to whether the Turkish administration will continue its present
foreign policy towards Israel without undermining its domestic support and
external balances. |

One lesson that may be drawn from this low level crisis is that Turkish |
officials must be‘sensitive in the policies that project TUrkey as subordinate
to Israel. *® A prominent Turkish intellectual regards the situation as "giving
Israel a check without getting anything in_ return.”*® Instead, Turkey may
shift the emphasis to economic cooperation. It is a widely agreed point that
economic cooperation méy accelerate the consolidation of peace among the

34 Al Ahram, 11-17 April 1996.
3% Cengiz Candar, "D|§ Politika Perigan Halde," Sabah, 16 April 1986.
3% Cengiz Gandar, Sabah, 23 April 1996.
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formerly conflicting countries. "This kind of confidence building would help

- efforts to consolidate the Arab-Israeli peéce process."397

As far as the Palestinians are concerned, the visit of Arafat to Turkey
in 1995 is a clear sign of impoftance given to Turkey by the Palestinians.
Prime Minister Ciller's visit to Gaza demonstrated the “importance the
Turkish government attaches to the peace process and is also a reminder of
an evenhanded policy of the Turkish government toward the Israelis and the
Palestinians.”* Symbolically, her visit to Orient House was important.
Demirel also traveled to Gaza, after Sh_arm al-Shaykh Summit, and met with
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat. He reaffirmed Turkey's support for the
peace process. Meanwhile, Turkey promised about $50 million for the
infrastructure projects of Gaza but it were not delivered yet. Turkey also
ignored her role in the Palestinian elections held on 20 Jahuary. Turkey sent

ronly four of the sixty monitors that Arafat requested for the elections.®* In

that respect, the Palestinian municipal elections to be held at the end of the
1995 is an opportunity for Turkey to show her interests in Palestine's
democratization efforts. It must be kept in mind that Turkey -and the rest of
the world- has a certain stake in the establishment of a secular-democratic
Palestinian state in the Middle East region.

in sum, the peace process created a window of opportunity to Turkey
to play a greater role in the Middle East but this is not straight forward.

%7 Kirisgi, "Turkey in Search of...," 166.

38 Meltem Miiftiiler, "Turkey: A New Player in the Middle Eastern Politics,"
Mediterranean Quarterly, 6 no.4(Fall 1995), 116.

3% Kirisgi, "Turkey in Search of...;" 168.
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CONCLUSION .

From 1947 to 1995 peace has been an eIUsive butterfly in the
Question of Palestine. There were hundreds of meetings, negotiations, and
discussions. The tensions between the Israelis and the Palestinians have
led to terrorism on both sides. Human rights issues pertaining to both ethnic
groupé became an international topic. There were many countries ihvolved
in the effort to assist with the peace process during this 48-year period. At
last, at the end of 1993 with the Declaration of Principles, the light at the end
of the tunnel became apparent. Main conclusion drawn from the account of
the peace process in this thesis is that systemic changes in intemational
relations, culminating in the end of the cold war/bi-polarity, have in time
clearly affected the progress in Palestinian-Israeli peace process from total
refusal by both sides to acceptance of a partial solUtion, be it willingly or
unwillingly, under the imperatives of new realities in the world order, which
are of considerable relevance to Middie Eastern affairé. As far as Turkey is
concemned, aithough she has not a significant role in the present stage of the
peace prbcess, she has certain stakes in the consolidation of peace.v Most
important all, peace process has created new pfbspects to improve Israeli-
Turkish relations. |

At this point, in discussing the new situation, three problems will be
emphasized related to the peéce process. The first one is time. Time’ must
not pass by and be wasted. The second issue is Jerusalem. Any claim on
sole sovereignty over all of Jerusalem seems unrealistic. Sari Nusseibeh

advises two solutions for the sharing of the Holy City.

[the first solution]...one way of sharing the city and sovereignty is
simply and directly by the drawirig up or the redrawing of physical
tangible borders. -...because of Jerusalem’s religious and historical
distinctness, special provisions can probably be made to allow for freer
cross-border fluidity in the movement of people, goods and services, as
well as for extraterritorial administrative authority or authorities over
religious sites.
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...another way of disturbing rights of sovereignty is by sharing
rather than by separating, where shares are not of specific locations but of
the aggregate whole...if this principle were to apply to Jerusalem it would
require having Jerusalem turned into a corpus separatum with a status
distinct from that of the two sharing states”™*®

The third matter concems the refugees. Nobody anticipates that a
large majority of the Palestinian refugees will retumn to new Palestinian State
but they should be given the right to choose.

Though such matters existed in 1996, the ongoing peace process
shows that the future of the process will 'depend on the future of the new
state in Palestine. Thus, as a conclusion it may be more appropriate to take
the future of the Palestine state into consideration.

It is a widely agreed point that “a stable and a democratic state in the

v

Palestinian territory is a must for peace and order in the Middie East.”*

Only with the rules of democracy, the sides of peace can continue their life in
the hewly-shaped Middle East. Otherwise, the reconciliation of Jews and
Palestinians in the same stable condition may not be possible. The question
of geo-cultural integration is still on the agenda. A prominent philosopher,
Azmi Bisharo, noted on this cultural distance:

Israel will never be an integral part of the Middle East, because the
compromise it is making with the Arab peoples is diplomatic rather than
historic. Hence it will remain suspicious and suspect. Therefore, Israel
must not see itself, in the aftermath of the peace agreements, as a part of
the Middle East, to hope the benefit from them. Arab culture will not link

up with the Israeli culture, not even with the help of bridges built by Jews
who came from Morocco and Iraq.”*"

400 UN, Jerusalem: Visions of Recdnciliation, '(Athens, Greece: 27-28 April 1893),
50.

‘0 Amos Perimutter, “Arafat's Police State,” Foreign Affairs,73 no.4(July/August
1994), 11

“2 Hatir(Israeli Hebrew weekly), 24 September 1993 quoted in Joseph Alpher,
Israel's Security Concerns in the Peace Process,” International Affairs, 70 no.2(April
1994), 241. For more knowledge about this matter of cultural integration see Samuel Yahya
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The rules of democracy may help to avoid this probiem. At least, it
seems to be the best for the situation which occurred after the DOP in the
Middle East rather than any other regime exist in today’s worlid. in genéral,
demoératic states tend to avoid war as a tool for settling disputes among
themselves. |

In fact, the Palestinian elite seems to realize that their best chances
for an independent state in world system lies in their closeness to
democracy. It is not possible to integrate into a western-led world community
with low level of political institutionalization and a fractured political structure
in an unstable political climate. *® Israelis also should see their stakes in
supporting the evolution of a democratic state in the Palestinian lands. It
must be an important priority for Israel to ensure democracy in Palestine

‘since that would guarantee the nature of relations as productive and

cooperative.** On the other hand, the Palestinians should have an interest
in seeing their neighbor Israel remain democratic in order to continue in their
way that leads to an independent state. The assassination of Rabin and
incidences during the withdrawal from occupied territories has shown that
the most obvious enemies of peace in Israel are extremist religious groups,
overtly fascist, and racist right-wing activists. On the Palestinian side, ‘many
agree that the radical groups such as HAMAS and Islamic Jihad are enemies
of peace. The recent bombings proved this fact. The local and interational
factors behind the Oslo agreements are mbre powerful than the earlier peace
attempts as has been mentioned. The wave of suicide bombings executed by

el-Maghribi, Yahudiligi Anlamak, translated by Osman Cilaci(istanbul: insan, 1995), 107-
127.

“®Edy Kaufmann and Shukri B.Abed, “The Relevance of Democracy to Israeli
Palestinian Peace,” in Democracy, Peace and the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, eds. Edy
Kaufmann, Shukri B.Abed, and Robert L.Rothstein(London: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
1993), 48.- ’

44 Kaufmann and Abed, 44.



163

Hamas will not change this fact, but they have undoubtedly raised the price
Israel will pay.“® -

After all, it is possible to discuss the relevance of democracy in
Palestinian society. First of all, Intifada has diminished the authoritarian
tendencies of Palestinian politics. Secondly, the influence of Jordan and
Israeli politics have increased democratic sentiments.*® And, finally the
western-educated Palestinian intellectuals admire many aspects of
democratic political culture. Furthermore, they méy play a major role in
formulating a democratic Palestinian State.*” According to a recent poll 84
percént of the people in the West Bank and approximately 86 percent in the
Gaza Strip opted for democracy for the Palestinian Authority. As an important
advantage, there are no ethnic divisions in Palestinian society. The only
apparent division seems to be between secular and religious groups.
’According to a November 1994_poﬂ asking who should be head of the
Palestinian Authority Arafat won more than twice as'many votes as any other
figure. Only in Hebron there might be a strong contest between HAMAS and
Arafat’'s Fatah according to poll. |

Arafat Yasin Habbash | Abd ash- | Other

' Shafi ' ‘
Gaza City 57 16 5 6 17
Gaza Middle 60 16 7 6 12
Gaza North 46 16 9 10 19
Gaza South 58 11 7 7 17
Hebron 28 40 4 11 17
Jericho 55 20 10 5 10
Jerusalem 25 21 8 8 38
Nablus 46 13 9 9 24
Ramallah 30 14 6 13 38
Total 43 20 7 9 21

Table 3 Election for Head of Palestinian Authority by the area of residence. (Votes

in percent.and votes may not add up to 100 due to rounding) Source: Lauren G. Ross and

Nader lzzat Sa'id, “Palestinians: Yes to Negotiations, Yes to Violence,” Middle East
Quarterly, 2 no.2(June 1995), 1¢.

“% al-Ahram, 14-20 March 1996.
% Quandt, “The Urge...,” 3.
47 Kaufmann and Abed, 47.
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Hamas, unlike the other groups, tries to gain support through social
work and it is the only cohesive group in Gaza.*® It is the only group trusted

" by the poor people. Even some senior officials at UNRWA in Gaza trust

HAMAS to redistribute UNRWA food donations to the people.*® The
dynamics, behind the HAMAS, are constituted by the two groups. These are
the youth and the merchant classes. This means that HAMAS will remain as
a major factor in determining the future of Palestine. Paiestinian Authority
must provide a multilateral recognition of peace within Palestinian society.
Otherwise, governments alone can not provide peace. At first, Palestinian
authority must put an end to “good and bad” division in Palestinian society. -
Peace will only be possible if PLO manages to convince the radical forces of
the rationality of peace. Moreover, it requires a reconciliation of hearts. The
structure of Palestinian politics has gradually been transforming itself into a
multiparty system dominated by two poles- Fatah and HAMAS.**° Despite its
protest of the elections held on 7'20 January, there are signs that HAMAS
would participate in the Palestinian municipal elections to be held in 1996.4"
If Palestinians succeed in playing the political game in accordance with
democratic rules, this bi-polar situation may constitute the core of the
Palestinian democracy‘ in the long run. A démocrat_ic Palestine may be
considered to be a danger in the eyes of autocratic Arab Ieaders in different
countries, but there is no altemative better than democracy for the
Palestinians. As Quandt argued: A Palestinian democracy would fit more
readily into arrangements for regional cooperation and development and
have less need for a large armed force.”*'? |Israeli Foreign Minister Peres

believed that‘ Hamas would not win elections but also, before election,

“% perimutter, “Arafat’s Police...” 9.

““sara M.Roy, ‘“Gaz’a: New Dynamics of Civic Integration,” Journal of Palestine
Studies 22 no.4(Summer 1993), 29.

~#® Jarbawi and Heacock, 39.
“1" Al-Ahram, 29 February-6 March 1996.



_ stated that “whoever is for peace, we -shall negotiate with him, if he'll be

elected™'® After elections, the Palestinians are no longer "just the PLO". The
Palestinians are now represented by a national political authority elected by

the people within a framework recognized as legitimate both within and

outside the region. Voter turn out was extremely high, in spite of calls for a
boycott and other impediments. In the West Bank and Gaza respectively, 75
and 85 percent of the registered voters tumed out to cast their ballots.
Virtually unanimous support, as has been expected (see table 3), -88 percent
of the votes- went to Yasser Arafat. For Arafat, the result constitutes a green
lights signaling that he should go on in his attempts.*™* The statement made
by an intermational monitor observing elections includes good signs for the
future of Palestinian politics:

Not only Fatah but also Hamas and the Popular Front were

affected by the elections. At one point the leadership of HAMAS and the

PFLP from within the West Bank and the Gaza Strip decided to run for the

Council and support the elections. In the end, however, they were forced

- by their outside leadership to withdraw their candidates. Nevertheless, the

inside HAMAS leadership actually did encourage supporters to vote. The

fact that there was a 90 percent turnout in some of the HAMAS-dominated

areas of Gaza makes it clear that they understood the importance their

constituents placed in the entire process and, therefore the need to
establish independence from their outside leadership.*** ‘

Nevertheless, the fact that participation of the Palestinians does not
constitute a vote for the Oslo agreement and does not mean that they have
accepted all the terms and conditions of the peace. The most can be said

that the Palestinians accepted the elections as part of a given reality. For

example, Haidar Abdel-Shafi in Gaza and Abdel-Jawed Saleh in Ramallah,

42 Quandt, “The Urge...,” 7.
“13 Shimon Peres, “Unplugged,” Middle East Quarterly 2 no.1 (March 1995), 76
“14 Al-Ahram, 1-7 February 1996.

~ “5 Al-Ahram, 1-7 February 1996.
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in spite of their criticisms of the current political process, won in their districts
by large majorities.*'® The radical forces must be convinced that there is no
contradiction between the task of confronting the Oslo and the Israeli

~ administration and the need to build a democratic political life for the

Palestinians. Palestinians and Israelis, on the other hand, both must prepare
themselves to accept the results of the elections to be held in future in
Palestine, even if the PLO fails. Otherwise, the result may be Lebanonization
of Gaza. In that respect, the Palestinian municipal elections to be held in
1996 is an opportunity for Turkey and the rest of the world to show their
interests in Palestine's democratization efforts. .

Lastly, if we turn our attention to the economics of Gaza, life
conditions are deteriorating. People complain.t'hat they saw no fruit of
peace., The GNP of the Gaza fell below 30-50 percent in the five years
foliowing the emergence of Intifada. The most damaging effect has been
coming from the closure of the l'sraeﬁ market. The combin'ation of severe
economic condition with continued political inaction has caused a

psychological exhaustion in the Gaza.*"’

The need for bUilding prosperity in Palestine is apparent. This may be
in @ common market with Israel and Jordan. It may even be withih a greatér
coalition to include Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, Turkey and so on. If both sides
pay heed to the balance of power issue, according to the realities of the
region, it will not only be a dream. Some international organizations and
developed countries »have promised aid to foster the Palestiniah economy.
Beyond pouring money in, there is a need for technical assistance in all

branches of the economy ranging from finance to industry. At the same time,

Israel must not tumn the situation in Palestine into a new kind of dependency

“® Al-Ahram, 8-14 February 1996.
- “"Roy, “Gaza: New...,” 21-23,



L

. and must not exploit the weaknesses of Palestinians on vital issues such as

- water and land. Peace itself be a big economic gain for Israel. If the Middle

East is politically stable, investment money in the form of equities will come

“to Israel. The cost of a stable Middle East will build Palestinian prdsperity.

In addition to a democratic government, an open-market economy is a
must for Palestine to adopt in the world community. It also suits the interests
of Israelis. The Israelis must accept a new Palestinian state bnly with
possible few links to Israel. On }the Palestinian side, the need is to
personalize the results of peace both economically and politically for each
individual to include all segments of society.



APPENDICES

1. DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES ON INTERIM SELF-GOVERNMENT
ARRANGEMENT '

Date: 13 September 1993

The Government of the State of Israel and the PLO team (in the
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation to the Middle East Peace Conference) (the
"Palestinian Delegation"), representing the Palestinian peoplé, agree that it
is time to put an end to decades of confrontation and conflict, recognize their
mutual legitimate and poliﬁcal rights, and strive to live in peaceful
coexistence and mutual dignity and security and achieve a just, lasting and
comprehensive peace settlement and historic réconciliatiop through the
agreed political process. Accordi'hgly,/ the two sides agree to the following
principles:

Article |

AIM OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

The aim of the Israeli-Palestinian négotiations within the current
Middle East peace process is, among other things, to éstablish a Palestinian
Interim Self-Government Authority, the elected Council (the "Council®), for
the Palestinian people in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, for a
transitional period not exceeding five years, leading to a permanent

settiement based on Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338.

It is understood that the interim arrangements are an integral part of
the whole peace process and that the negotiations on the permanent status

will lead to the implementation of Sedurity Council Resolutions 242 and 338.

Article 1|
FRAMEWORK FOR THE INTERIM PERIOD



The agreed framework for the. interim period is set forth in this
Declaration of Principles.

Article Il

ELECTIONS ,

1. In order that the Palestinian people in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip may govern themselves according to democratic 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 1, with
the goal of holding the elections not iater than nine months after the entry
into force of this Declaration of Principles.

3. These elections will constitute a significant interim preparatory
step toward the realization of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian peopie
and their just requirements.

Article IV
 JURISDICTION
Jurisdiction of the Council will cover West Bank and Gaza Strip
territory, except for issues that will be negotiated in the perménent 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. |
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2. Permanent status negotiations will commence as soon as possible,
but not later than the beginning of the third year of the interim period,
between the Govemment of. Israel and the Palestinian people
representatives. '

3. It is understood that these' negotiations shall cover remaining
issues, including: Jerusalem, refugees, settléments, security arrangements,
borders, relations and cooperation with other neighbors, and other issues of
common interest. '

4. The two parties agree thét the outcome of the permanent status
negotiations should not be prejudiced or preempted 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 Princ;iples and the
withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area, a transfer of authority
from the Israeli military govemmént and its Civil Administration to the
authorized Palestinians for this task, as detailed herein, will commence.
This transfer of authority will be of a preparatory-nature until the inauguration

- of the Council.

2. Immediately after the entry into force of this Declaration of
Principles 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 on the following spheres:
education and culture, health, social welfare, direct taxation, and tourism.
The Palestinian side will commence in building the Palestinian police force,
as agreed upoh. Pending the inauguration of the Council, the two parties
- may negotiate the transfer of additional powers and responsibilities, as
agréed upon. '
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Article ViI

INTERIM AGREEMENT

1. The lsraeli 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 Israel 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
implemented upon the inauguration of the Council, for the assumption by the
Council of all of the powers and responsnbllmes transferred previously in
accordance with Article VI above.

4. In order to enable the Cbunéil to promote economic growth, upon
its inauguration, the Council will establish, among other things, a Palestinian
Electricity Authority, a Gaza Sea Port Authority, a Palestinian Development
Bank, a Palestinian Export Promotidn Board, a Palestinian Environmental
Authority, a Palestinian Land Authority énd a Palestinian Water
Administration Authority, and any other Authoritieé agreed upon, in
accordance with the Interim Agreement that will specify their powers and
responsibilities.

5. After the inauguration of the{ Council, the Civil Adminisfration will
be dissolved, and the Israeli military government will be withdrawn.

Article VIII

PUBLIC ORDER AND SECURITY

In order to guaranteé public 6rder and intemal security for the
~ Palestinians of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, the Council will establish
a strong police force, while Israel will continue to carry the responsibility for
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defending against external threats, as well as the responsnblhty for overall
security of Israelis for the purpose of safeguardmg their internal security and
public order.

Article [X

LAWS AND MILITARY ORDERS

1. The Council will be empowered to legislate, in accordance with the
Interim Agreement, within all authorities transferred to it.

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

‘Article X .

JOINT ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN LIAISON COMMITTEE

In order to provide for a smooth implementation of this Declaration of
Principles and any subsequent agreements pertaining 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 coordinatior_x, other issues of common interest, and
disputes.

Article Xl

ISRAELI-PALESTiNIAN COOPERATION iN ECONOMIC FIELDS.

Recognizing the mutual benefit of Cooperation 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
Cooperation Committee will be established in order to develop and
implement in a cooperative manner the programs identified in the protocols
attached as Annex il and Annex V.

Article XI| ‘

LIAISON AND COOPERATION WITH JORDAN AND EGYPT

The two parties will invite the Governments of Jordan and Egypt to
participate in establishing further liaison and cooperation arrangements



between the Government of Israel and the Palestinian representatives, on
the one hand, and the Governments of Jordan and Egypt, on the other hand,
to promote cooperation between them. These arrangements will include the
constitution of a Cdntinuing‘Committee that will decide by agreement on the
modalities of admission of persons displaced from the West Bank and Gaza
Strip in 1967, together with necessary measures to prevent dismption and
disorder. Other matters of common concem will be dealt with by this
Committee.

Article XIil

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 redeployment of Israeli
military forces in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip will take place, in
addition to withdrawal of Israeli forbes carried out in accordance with Article
XV,

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

3. Further redeployments to épecified’ locations will be gradually
implemented commensurate with the assumption of résponsibility for public
order and internal security by the Palestinian police force pursuant to Article
VIl 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 11.



Article XV

RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES

1. Disputes arising out of the application or mterpretatlon of this
Declaration of Pnncnples or any subsequent agreements pertaining to the
interim period, shall be resolved by negotiations through the Joint Llalson
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 agrée 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.

Article XVI

ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN COOPERATION 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 programs for fhe West Bank and Gaza Strip, as
indicated in the protocol attached 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.

DONE at Washington, DC, this:thir“teenth day of September, 1993.
For the Government of Israel: (SHIMON PERES)



For the PLO: (MAHMOUD ABBAS)

Witnessed By: The United States of America: (WARREN
CHRISTOPHER)

The Russian Federation: (ANDREI KOZYREV)

ANNEX | ,
- PROTOCOL ON THE MODE AND CONDITIONS OF ELECTIONS
1. Palestinians 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 supervision and mtematlonal observatlon
and their personal composition; and

C. 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 registered on
4th June 1967 will not be prejudiced because they are unable to participate
in the election process due to practical reasons.

ANNEX I

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 Israeii militafy forces from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area.
This agreement will include comprehensive arrangements to apply in the
Gaza Strip and the Jéricho area subsequent to the Israeli withdrawal.
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2. lIsrael will implement an accélerated and scheduled withdrawal of
Israeli military forces from the Gaza Strip "and Jericho area, beginning
immediately with the signing of the agreement on the Gaza Strip and Jericho
area and to be completed within a period not exceedmg 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 from
the Israeli military government and |ts Civil Administration to the Palestinian
representatives. '

b. Structure, powers and responsubllmes of the Palestlnlan authority
in these areas, except: external security, settlements, Israelis, foreign
- relations, and other mutually agreed matters.

C. Armrangements for’ the assumption of internal security and public
order by the Palestin’ian police force coheisting of police officers recruited
locally and from abroad (hoiding Jordanian passports and Palestinian
documents issued by Egypt). Those who will participate in the Palestinian
police force coming from abroad should be tramed as police and police
officers.

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

e. Estabhshment of a joint Palestinian-israeli Coordmatlon and
Cooperation Commlttee for mutual security purposes.

f. An economic development and stabilization program, including the
establishment of an Emergency Fund, to encourage foreign investment, and
financial and economic support. Both sides will coordinate and cooperate
jointly and unilaterally with regional and intemational parties to support
~ these aims. ’
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g. Arrangements for a safe passage for persons and transportation
between the Gaza Strip and Jericho area.

4. The above agreement will include arrangements for coordination
between both parties regardmg passages:

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

5. The offices responsible for cammying out the powers and
responsibilities of the Palestinian authority under this Annex Il and Article Vi
of the Declaration of Principles will be ldcated in the Gaza Strip and in the
Jericho area pending the inauguration of the Council.

6. Other than these agreed arrangements, the status of the Gaza -
Strip and Jericho area will continue to be an integral part of the West Bank
and Gaza Strip, and will not be changed in the interim period. )

ANNEX Iii

' PROTOCOL ON ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN COOPERATION IN
ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

- The two sides agree to establish an Israeli-Palestinian ContinUing
Committee for Economic Cooperation, focusing, among other things, on the
following: '

1. Cooperation in the ﬂeld of water, rncludrng a Water Development
Program prepared by experts from both sides, which will also specify the
mode of cooperation in the management of water resources in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip, and will include proposals for studies and plans on
water rights of each party, as well as on the equitable utilization of joint
water resources for implementation in and beyond the interim period.

2. Cooperation in the field of electricity, including an Electricity
- Development Program, which will also specify the mode of cooperation for
the production, maintenance, purchase and sale of electricity resources.
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3. Cooperation in the field of energy, including an Energy
Development Program, which will provide for the exploitation of oil and gas
for industrial purposes, particularly in the Gaza Strip and in the Negev, and
~ will encourage furfher joint exploitation of other energy resources. This
Program may also provide for the construction of a Petrochemical industrial
complex in the Gaza Strip and the construction of oil and gas pipelines.

4.  Cooperation in the field of finance, including a Financial
Development and Action Program for the encouragement of intemational
investment in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, and in Israel, as well as the
establishment of a Palestinian Development Bank. |

5. Cooperation in the field of transport and communications, including
a Program, which will define guidelines for the establishment of g Gaza Sea
Port Area, and will provide for the establishing of transport and
communications lines to and from the West Bankr and the GaZa Strip fo
Israel and to other countries. In addition, this Program will provide for
carrying out the necessary construction of roads, railways, communications
lines, etc.

6. Cooperation in the field of trade, including studies, and Trade
Promotion Programs, which_ will encourage local, regional and inter- regio'na‘l
trade, as well as a feasibility study of creatingﬂ free trade zor_ies in the Gaza
Strip and in Israel, mutual access to these zones, and cooperation in other
areas related to trade and commerce. |

7. Cooperatidn in the field of industry, including Industrial
Development Programs, which will provide for the establishment of joint
Israeli-Palestinian Industrial Research and Development Centers, will
pfomote Palestinian-Israeli joint ’ventures, and provide guidelines for
Cooperation in the textile, food, phaﬁnaceutical, electronics, diamonds,
- computer and science-based industries,
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8. A program for cooperation in, ‘and regulation of, labor relations and
cooperation in social welfare issues.

9. A Human Resources Development and Cooperation Plan,
providing for joint Israeli-Palestinian workshops and seminars, and for the
establrshment of joint vocational training centers, research institutes and
data banks.

10.  An Environmental Protection Plan, providing for joint and/or
coordinated measures in this sphere.

11. A program for developing coordination and cooperation in the field
of communication and media.

12. Any other programs of mutual interest.

ANNEX IV

PROTOCOL  ON ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN COOPERATION
CONCERNING REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

1. The two sides will cooperate in the context of the multilateral
peace efforts 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 lnterested
states, such as member,,; of the Organization for Economic Cooperation 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 Economlc 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 an'df Medium Business Development Plan,

(8) An |Infrastructure Development Program (water, electricity,

transportation and communications, etc.).
(4) A Human Resources Plan.
(5) 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 development of a joint Israeli-Palestinian-Jordanian Plan for
coordinated exploitation of the Dead Seé area.

(3) The Mediterranean Sea (Gaza)Dead Sea Canal.
4) Regional Desalinization and other water development projects.

(6) A regional plan for agricultural development, including a
coordinated regional effort for the prevention of desertification.

(6) Interconnection of electricity grids.

(7) Regional cooperation for the transfer, distribution and industrial
exploitation of gas, oil and other energy resources.

(8) A Regional Tourism, Transportation and Telecommunications
Development Plan.

(9) Regional cooperation in other spheres.

3. The two sides will encourage fhe multilateral working groups, and
will coordinate towards their success. The two parties will encourage
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intersessional 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 responsibilities transferred to the Palestinians
" pursuant to the Declaration of Principles prior to the inauguration of the
Council will be subject to the same principles pertaining to Article‘lv, 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 permanent status
negotiations: Jerusalem, settlements, military locations, and Isfaelis.

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 pswers, authorities and
responsibilities that will be transferred to the Palestinians according to the
Declaration of Principles in the following fields: education and culture,
' health, social welfare, direct taxation, tourism, and any sther 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
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mutually agreed upon. These arrangements also will provide for the
necessary adjustments required in order to take into account the taxes
collected by the dlrect 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
coordination and cooperation. ‘

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 cooperation and coordlnatlon 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 lntenm
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 humber 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 Committee will decide on
- the frequency and place or places of its meetings.
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ANNEX 11

-t is'understood that, subsequent to tﬁe 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.

DONE at Washington, DC, this thirteenth day of September, 1993.
For the Government of Israel; (SHIMON PERES)
For the PLO: (MAHMOUD ABBAS)

Witnessed By: The United States of America: (WARREN
CHRISTOPHER) '

The Russian Federation: (ANDRE] KOZYREV)

Source: Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Declaration of Principles
on Interim Self-Government Arrangements, (Jerusalem: Information
Division, 1993). e ’
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2. THE LETTERS OF RECOGNITION

Date: 9 September 1993,

Arafat’s letter to Rabin:
Mr. Prime Minister,

The signing of the Declaration of Principles marks a new era in the
history of the Middle East. In firm conviction thereof, | would like to confirm
the following PLO commitments.

The PLO recognizes the right of the State of Israel to exist in peace
and security

The PLO accepts United Nations Security Council Resolutions 242
and 338. ‘

The PLO commits itself to the ’Middle East peace process, and to a
peaceful Resolution of the conflict between the two sides and declares that
all outstanding issues relating to permanent status will be resolved through
negotiations. '

The PLO considers that the signing of the Declaration of Principles
constitutes a historic event, inaugurating’ a new epoch of peaceful
coexistence, free from violence and all other acts which endanger peace and
stability. Accordingly, the PLO renounces the use of terrorism and other acts
of violence and will assume responsibility over all PLO elefnents and
personnel in order to assure their compliance, prevent violations and
discipline violétors.

In view of the promise of a VnewAera and the signing of the Declaration
of Principles and based on Palestinian accéptance of Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338, the PLO affirms that those articles of the
Palestinian Covenant which deny lIsrael’s right to exist, and the provisions of



185

the covenant which are inconsistent with the commitments of this letter are
now inoperative and no longer valid. Conse'quently, the PLO undertakes to
submit to the Palestinian National Council for formal approval the necessary
changes in regard to the Palestinian Covenant.

Sincerely,
Yasser Arafat
Chairman
The Palestine Liberation Organization

Rabin’s letter:

September 9, 1993
Mr. Chairman,
In response to your letter of September 9, 1993, | wish to confirm to
you that, in light of the PLO commitments included in your letter, the
Government of Israel has decided to recognize the PLO as the

representative of the Palestinian people and commence negotiations with
the PLO within the Middie East process.

Sincerely,
Yithzak Rabin

Prime Minister of Israel

Source: Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Declaration of Principles
~on Interim Self-Government Arrangements, (Jerusalem: Information
Division, 1993).
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