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This essay examines Palestinian and Israeli negotiating
strategies in the current transitional and approaching
“permanent-status” stages of the peace process in terms of
the two parties’divergent goals: achieving Palestinian sov-
ereignty, and guaranteeing Israeli security, respectively. In
covering the immediate issues of Jewish settlements, bor-
der adjustments, redeployment of the Israel Defense Forces,
and the establishment of Palestinian security forces along
with the broader questions of Jerusalem, the return of
refugees and sharing of water resources, the author exam-
ines the impact of asymmetries in the two parties’ power
and status, a timetable governed by conditionality and rec-
iprocity, public opinion, and external constraints posed by
regional actors and great powers.
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The Negotiating Framework

Since the signing of the September 1993 Israeli-Palestinian ac-
cords, analysts have speculated on whether further negotiations
would indeed resolve the “permanent status” of the West Bank and
Gaza. Will there be a Palestinian state? Will Israelis, Palestinians,
and the region as a whole achieve greater security? Despite occa-
sional notes of optimism, sober assessments prevail.

Intermittent publications by Middle East research institutes delve
into the issues that must be resolved in permanent-status negotia-
tions. Monographs by Israeli scholars (at the Jaffee and BESA cen-
ters) and Palestinian scholars (at the Institute for Palestine Studies
[IPS] and the Center for Palestine Research and Studies [CPRS)),
alongside the more comprehensive report on Israeli-Palestinian Se-
curity by a study group of the American Academy of Arts and Sci-
ences,’ reveal substantial discrepancies between the positions of the
relevant parties. Nonetheless, the voices of leading academic
thinkers yield valuable insights that may enlighten negotiators if
diplomatic prospects improve.

Palestinian analysts agree that the goal of negotiations must be
sovereignty, but disagree over whether the “Oslo process” can
deliver. Should a Palestinian state come into being, virtually all
Israeli analysts express reservations about its potential to con-
tribute to regional stability. Some argue, however, that Palestin-
ian sovereignty may be sufficiently constrained so as to reduce
potential risks to Israeli security. But even these seasoned and so-
phisticated Palestinian and Israeli observers seem to speak past
each other, in that efforts to accommodate the other side’s internal
constraints and sensitivities fall short of what may be minimally
acceptable.

The range of divergent perspectives becomes apparent when one
asks what the peace process has accomplished thus far. What tangi-
ble changes have occurred in the post-1967 status quo of Israeli oc-
cupation of the West Bank and Gaza? Are these changes enduring or
reversible? In short, is the peace process leading toward Palestinian
sovereignty? Is Israel becoming more or less secure?

An Israeli analyst who has given sustained attention to the
prospects of Palestinian statehood over the years is Mark A. Heller
of the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies at Tel Aviv University.® In
his recent writing, Heller observes that
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the argument about whether a Palestinian state should or
should not exist is anachronistic; the semi-independent Pales-
tinian state already exists. . . . [TThe real Israeli-Palestinian
agenda now focuses on the borders of that state—a variant. of
the territorial disputes with which the traditional study of in-
ternational relations is replete—and on its authority—a cen-
tral issue in the emerging study of trans-national,
supra-national, and post-national regional and international
institutions. (“Towards a Palestinian State,” p. 9)

Heller argues that a Palestinian “semistate” came into being follow-
ing the reluctant acceptance of the principle of partition by both Is-
raelis and Palestinians. A Palestinian political entity began to
emerge once Israeli withdrew from Gaza and Jericho in June 1994,
and then redeployed its forces away from major West Bank towns in
1995. The Palestinian entity is already endowed with many “sub-
stantive manifestations of statehood,” including

1. effective control of territory (about 1,800 square kilome-
ters) and people (almost all of the approximately 2.4 mil-
lion Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza);

2. functioning executive, legislature, judicial, and security
structures;

3. widespread international recognition and representation
in many international institutions and organizations;

4. governmental legitimization through relatively free elections.

Although setbacks in negotiations have raised doubts abqut
prospects for a permanent-status agreement, the prognosis rema.lns
that “no settlement will be possible unless it incorporates some kind
of Palestinian state.” Therefore, unless the peace process unravels
completely and Israel reoccupies the territories from which it has
withdrawn, the Palestinian “semistate” will continue to exist. In-
deed, Heller believes that it is in Israel’s best interests to recogni.ze
an independent Palestinian state, with specified limitations on its
authority (pp. 5-9). N

- A more pessimistic assessment of the feasibility of reconc1hpg
Palestinian sovereignty and Israeli security is offered by Efraim
Inbar and Shmuel Sandler of Bar Ilan University. They point out
that the “strategic environment in which a Palestinian state might
emerge is riddled with security threats” and that “the peace process
could collapse” (pp. 25, 26). At present, “[t]he PA [Palestinian Au-
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thority] has not yet passed the main criterion for being a state—
exercising a monopoly of coercive power—and the Lebanonisation of
a future Palestinian state cannot be excluded.” Nonetheless, Inbar
and Sandler conclude that “establishing a Palestinian state . . .
seems to be only a question of time.” Indeed, these scholars are con-
vinced that “the status quo is not tenable in the long-run” and that
“a Palestinian state is inevitable.” One means of reducing the poten-
tial damage to Israel was to extend the timetable of negotiations,
rather than being bound by the May 1999 date initially agreed upon
for the conclusion of a permanent status agreement (ibid., pp. 23, 28,
34-35).

Still another cautionary voice about the pacing of the negotiating
process is that of Aryeh Shalev of Tel Aviv’s Jaffee Center. He argues
that even once a permanent-status agreement is reached, imple-
mentation will involve delays in accordance with set “stages in the
implementation of the agreement, which will be spread out over [a
number of] years.” His longer-term prediction is, however, relatively
optimistic. Although “the Israeli-Palestinian permanent status
agreement is likely to be fragile and unstable in the initial stages of
its realization,” Shalev believes that “as time passes and the agree-
ment is indeed implemented, the risks will be gradually reduced. . . .
It is therefore appropriate that security arrangements should not be
uniform throughout the permanent status period, but should rather
be much more stringent in the beginning, and then be gradually re-
laxed” (pp. 2-3). !

From a Palestinian perspective, by contrast, there is a sense of ur-
gency about achieving sovereignty.* According to Yezid Sayigh of the
University of Cambridge, there is an “imperative need for an inde-
pendent state. Until this state comes into existence, the Palestinian
people remain under one degree or another of Israeli military occu-
pation” or in a precarious state of exile (p. 8). Even if negotiations do
lead to statehood, “[fllawed sovereignty and structural weakness
will be intrinsic features of any Palestinian state.” In effect, a Pales-
tinian state may be created “because the external powers that count
most—Israel, followed by the U.S. and Jordan—come to the conclu-
sion that there will be little real difference between Palestinian au-
tonomy and nominal sovereignty” (pp. 6-7).

In the meanwhile, however, an assessment of Palestinian circum-
stances yields a discouraging view about how much has actually
changed in the status quo. Geoffrey Aronson, in a contribution to the
Final Status Issues Series published by the Institute for Palestine
Studies in Washington, DC, indicates that “[a] close reading of the
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September 1995 [“Oslo I1”] accord shows that th.e 0ccupati9n has not
ended” and that the PLO was “not really assuming sovereign power.
The military government [was] not being abolished. e Isra(?l re-
main[ed], with Arafat’s consent as well as according to 1nt.ernat10nal
law, the de facto sovereign of the areas that the PLO will now ad-
minister under contract with Israel” (p. 36). Indeed, the Oslo accords
have perversely transformed Israel’s “belligerent” rul.e over Pales’-,
tinians into “a partnership operating with Palestinian consent,

technically transforming Israel’s occupation army into a “guest
army” (pp. 31, 33).°

Palestinian-Israeli Asymmetries

The deep uncertainty about the future reflects, in part, the specific
circumstances in which the Camp David and subsequent Oslo ac-
cords evolved. The long-standing insistence by Israel on keeping the
final status of the West Bank and Gaza open-ended led to a distinf:-
tion between transitional and final status negotiations, which is
highly unusual in international diplomacy. Both sides are keenly
aware of the fact, however, that transitional security arrangements
decisively predispose the outcome of permanent status negotiations.
The timetable of negotiations is governed by the principle of con-
ditionality designated by Israel to determine whether the Pfillestm-
ian Authority established in territories yielded by Israel has lived up
tokprior commitments before moving to the next stage of nego.tla-
tions. As Heller explains: “The DOP [Declaration of Principles, ie,
first Oslo Accord of September 1993] is not a peace agreemeqt. It is,
at most, an agreement to enter into an open-ended, multlstaged
process leading to a peace agreement.” This diplomatic mechanism
intentionally “does not provide for automatic transition from one
phase to the next.” As a result, “whether or not any transition takes
place depends . . . on Israel’s assessment of the experience of the pre-
vious phase” (Israel-PLO Agreement, pp. 1-2). o
There are two “performance criteria” by which Israel will judge
the outcome of the Oslo peace process. One is the “peace dividend,” a
positive measure of improved relations with Arab states. The se(.:ond,
more immediate, criterion for judging Palestinian compliance is se-
curity. As Heller explains, “security is essentially a negative objec-
tive: the reduction . . . and ultimate elimination of threats or damage
to life and property stemming . . . from acts of terrorism.” If the
Palestinian Authority is unable or unwilling to curb terrorism, Israel
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would have several options. It could “freeze the process, either for-
mally (by suspending negotiations), or informally (by purposefully
engaging in inconclusive negotiations) . . . thus prolonging the polit-
ical status quo.” Even more drastically, Israel could decide “to
regress, i.e., move back to a previous stage.” Regression might entail
“reoccupation of any areas previously evacuated, followed by a bru-
tal and uncompromising repression” (emphasis added, pp. 6, 15-17).

In essence, Heller asserts that Israel regarded the Oslo process as
“an ongoing experiment” or as “a test, of which Israel itself will be
the judge” (pp. 1-2). Why does Israel get to be the judge? Palestinian
sources consistently emphasize the asymmetries of power and status
between the PLO and Israel as factors that undermine the Palestin-
ian negotiating position. Such asymmetries derive, first, from the
status of Israel as a state and the Palestinians as a non-state actor.
Secondly, there is a great disparity between Israel’s capabilities as a
major military power in the Middle East and the Palestinians’ lack
of military assets. Third, the status quo favors Israel, in that Israel
holds the territory to which the Palestinians lay claim, and therefore
has substantial capacity for unilateral actions that damage Pales-
tinian interests (see Boutwell and Mendelsohn, pp. 15-18).

Yezid Sayigh remarks on the “vast asymmetry . . . in terms of mil-
itary capability between Israel and the Palestinians, and indeed in
almost every other respect; the only equivalence is the equal need of
both peoples for lasting peace and security” (p. 11). Sayigh calls at-
tention to the frequently overlooked reality that Palestinians, and
not just Israelis, have compelling security needs. He highlights the
fundamental vulnerability of the Palestinian population, both under
Israeli military occupation and in the Palestinian “Diaspora.” Sayigh
suggests that instead of thinking of security in the narrow sense of
“military defense against direct, physical threats,” it would be bene-
ficial for Israelis and Palestinians alike to reflect on an alternative
conception. In the broader sense, security means “the ability to pro-
tect ‘national values,’identified broadly as safeguarding the political
and territorial integrity of the state, ensuring the physical well-
being and survival of the population, promoting economic welfare,
and preserving social harmony” (p. 6).

A more pessimistic voice, raising doubts about Palestinian
prospects for a secure and independent future, is that of Khalil
Shikaki, a scholar at the Center for Palestine Research and Studies
in Nablus. Shikaki believes that Israel’s objective in negotiations is
to perpetuate its security hegemony in the West Bank and Gaza. He
views the relationship between Israel and the Palestinians as one of
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“supremacy and subordination,” for which the asymmetrical dist.rib-
ution of military power is a critical determinant. Any concessions
that Israel may make in turning over security responsibilities to tbe
Palestinians will, in his view, “only occur within the framework of its
hegemony.” .

Shikaki is especially troubled by the implications of emerging
security arrangements for the prospects of democratic change
within Palestinian society. He believes that a “solid wall of security
exigencies” that Israel will insist upon as a conditiqn for surren-
dering control “will constrain the Palestinian Authority and make
it vulnerable,” thereby exposing it to “internal ridicule and exter-
nal schemes.” The result may be increased polarization in Pales-
tinian society, which could lead to “bloody conflict,” g'iv.ing I.srael a
justification to resume direct military control. Shikaki’s pes-
simistic assessment calls attention to the precariousness of. the
peace process for residents of the West Bank and Gaza (“Israeli Se-
curity Hegemony,” pp. 40—48).

Security Issues

Divergent priorities of Palestinians and Israelis—in terms of the pri-
macy of sovereignty or security—define strategies at every stage of
transitional and final status negotiations over the future of the West
Bank and Gaza. Dividing the issues on the table between those inth
direct security implications (including internal security, demilitariza-
tion, borders, and settlements) and those nonsecurity issues (includ-
ing Jerusalem, water, and refugees) can be deceptive. Sf)metimes
security requirements are cited to mask ideological imperatives. Cor}-
versely, “nonsecurity” issues can have significant impact on the terri-
torial outcomes of negotiations, and hence serious implications for
the security of Palestinians and Israelis. N

The principal reason cited by Israeli analysts for limltlng Pales-
tinian sovereignty is the need to safeguard Israeli security. Slr.lce Is’-
rael gained control of the West Bank in 1967, the territory’s
significance as a strategic buffer has frequently been cited.® By con-
trast, the strategic significance of Gaza is discounted by most ana-
lysts (Boutwell and Mendelsohn, pp. 50-51). Because qf dangers
that might emanate from a Palestinian state under hostile leader-
ship, or one unable to control the use of its territory by others, I.sr.ael
seeks both territorial and functional limitations on Palestinian
sovereignty.
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In addressing Israel’s security imperatives in the permanent-sta-
tus negotiations, analysts frequently distinguish between internal,
or current security—that is, security against the ongoing threat of
terrorism—and external, or interstate security—that is, security
against attack by other regional actors (see Shalev). Whereas the
threat posed by terrorist acts is very distressing to Israelis in their
daily lives,” terrorism is not seen as an existential threat—that is,
one that could jeopardize the country’s existence.

Internal Security

Deterrence of terrorism was a major focus of attention in the negotia-
tion of Israeli-Palestinian agreements on the transitional period of
Palestinian self-rule. During the transitional period, responsibility for
internal security has been entrusted to the Palestinian police in those
areas falling under exclusive Palestinian jurisdiction.® The inability or
unwillingness of the Palestinian Authority to curb terrorism has pro-
vided the most compelling justification for Israel’s delaying perma-
nent-status negotiations and for the redeployment of forces. Israeli
authorities have charged that “terrorist organizations . . . have ac-
quired greater freedom of action under the PA than under Israeli mil-
itary occupation” (Inbar and Sandler, pp. 33-34).

Internal security remains a focus of concern for permanent status
negotiations, with potential threats to Palestinian as well as to Is-
raeli security even after the achievement of statehood. Yezid Sayigh
explains that “potential threats to Palestinian security include pos-
sible resort to covert operations by Palestinian individuals or groups
opposed to the peace with Israel.” In response, the Israeli govern-
ment might “overreact to the action of agent provocateurs. It might
then launch military operations against the Palestinian state, in
keeping with the emphasis in Israeli military doctrine on preventive
and preemptive strikes” (p. 9). Inbar and Sandler concur that “[t]er-
rorist activities from the territories under Palestinian control are
likely to trigger an Israeli military response against the Palestinian
state. . . . This development could lead to further regional escalation
and threaten regional stability” (pp. 33-34).

Ultimately, however, deterrence of terrorism can only be effec-
tively achieved by Palestinian authorities. As Heller argues,

[slecurity against terrorism . . . [can] stem . . . only from
Palestinian determination not to allow terrorists the free-
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dom to operate lest Israeli retaliation inflict an unacceptable
cost. . . . The PA’s ability to act against terrorists undoubt-
edly exceeds Israel’s, and its willingness to do so has been—
and will continue to be—a function of its broad calculus of
interests, one element of which is undoubtedly its assess-
ment of Israeli reactions in the event that it falls short. (“To-
wards a Palestinian State,” p. 14)

External Security: Demilitarization and Borders

The strategic significance of the West Bank explains why the stakes
are so high for its territorial disposition as well as for the residual
deployment of Israeli forces. In assessing potential external security
threats, Inbar and Sandler maintain that the geographic location of
a future Palestinian state, “combined with instability and an uncer-
tain foreign orientation, may make it a potential existential threat to
Israel, given its proximity to Israel’s heartland.” The Palestinian
state would be within artillery and rifle range of the Jerusalem-Tel
Aviv-Haifa triangle, which contains 75% of Israel’s population and
80% of its economic infrastructure (p. 31; see also Boutwell and
Mendelsohn, pp. 51-54).

What types of security guarantees would adequately reassure
Israel, permitting the relinquishment of sovereign control over the
West Bank? Israeli analysts have called for demilitarization of the
Palestinian state—entailing functional limitations on its sover-
eignty, as well as Israeli control of the strategically vital Jordan Val-
ley—possibly requiring territorial limits on Palestinian authority.

The need for Palestinian demilitarization evokes a consensus
among Israeli analysts. Heller explains that Palestinian military
forces must be restricted to internal security functions, with no of-
fensive weaponry that would enable them to act beyond Palestinian
borders. Nor should Palestinian forces have the wherewithal “to dis-
rupt the eastward movement of Israeli forces if this became neces-
sary to meet or anticipate an emerging threat from other quarters”
(“Towards a Palestinian State,” p. 15).

Nonetheless, functional limitations will be difficult to enforce once
Palestine achieves sovereignty. It may be relatively easy to evade de-
militarization clauses, especially once a Palestinian port and airfield
offer possibilities for the smuggling of heavy weapons or troops.
Moreover, “a violation of demilitarization would pose a real dilemma
for Israel. . . . Failing to respond would encourage salami tactics,
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while a strong military riposte would trigger an escalation that may
lead to international opprobrium” (Inbar and Sandler, pp. 36-37).

The suggested remedy is to negotiate an effective verification
regime. Israel would prefer that its own personnel participate in a
monitoring system of Palestinian border-crossing points and air and
seaports, but may be obliged “to minimise the provocation to Pales-
tinian sensitivities by cloaking . . . [monitoring arrangements] in
multilateral garb.” Another means of making functional constraints
on Palestinian sovereignty more palatable is mutuality—as in a mu-
tual nonaggression pact and joint commitments not to introduce for-
eign forces (Heller, “Towards a Palestinian State,” p. 15).°

There is more of a debate among Israeli analysts about what ter-
ritorial limitations, if any, must be imposed on a Palestinian state in
order to meet Israeli security requirements. Such limitations would
be primarily intended to deter interstate war with other Arab states,
rather than offensives stemming from Palestine itself. In the tradi-
tional view of Israeli strategists, “[ilf the Jordan Rift Valley—the
area along the River Jordan—is . . . ceded to Palestine, . . . the West
Bank could become the springboard for a potential eastern front—a
military coalition encompassing Iraq, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and
Syria—{in an] effort to cut Israel in two” (Inbar and Sandler, p. 31).

Israel might therefore insist on retaining sovereignty over the
Jordan Valley or, alternatively, agree to less stringent arrange-
ments that would intrude less on Palestinian sovereignty. Joseph
Alpher, editor of the Jaffee Center series, outlines three possible
strategies intended to preserve for Israel, “for years to come, the ca-
pacity to move defensive forces to the Jordan River in real time.”
One strategy would be to annex the entire Jordan Valley, as pre-
scribed by the Allon Plan of July 1967. Second, Israel might annex
territory only on the fringes of the Jordan Valley, where Israeli
forces would be permanently deployed, so as to retain unfettered ac-
cess to staging areas along the Jordan River. Third, Israel might
preserve a military presence along the Jordan River, but without
annexing territory (pp. 25—26). Still another suggestion for retain-
ing the Jordan Valley as a “forward-defense line” would be for Israel
to draw up long-term lease arrangements with the Palestinian
state, subject to periodic review (Heller, “Towards a Palestinian
State,” pp. 14-15).

As for Palestinian responses, Ahmad Khalidi of Oxford University
contends that one essential component of a Palestinian national se-
curity doctrine is a capacity for self-defense. He advocates the cre-
ation of a Palestinian Self-Defense Force once a state is established,
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while accepting the inevitability of quantitative and qualitative lim-
its on the capabilities at its disposal. Second, Khalidi argues that “ex-
ternal reinforcement,” through the introduction of international
peacekeeping forces, may compensate for Israel’s preponderant mili-
tary assets. Finally, “regional linkage” through close security bonds
with other Arab states is the third element of the Palestinian security
doctrine. For Khalidi, the overriding goal is “the establishment of a
national entity on Palestinian soil as an irreversible reality” (p. 4)."°

Sayigh believes that instead of seeking to match Israel’s military
capabilities, Palestinians should consciously opt for a trade-off, “ex-
changling] the demand for a military capability that cannot serve
its stated purpose for real political and territorial gains.” In light of
the Palestinian people’s lengthy experience of vulnerability, it has
become apparent that “the military dimension is only one compo-
nent of security, and not always the most important one.” Sayigh
believes that a future Palestinian state is most likely to face threats
to its political, rather than to its physical, security. Due to the pre-
cariousness of the Palestinian national enterprise, and lingering
challenges to its legitimacy by elements within Israel, the interna-
tional community must uphold its sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity (pp. 10-11; see also Boutwell and Mendelsohn, pp. 54—60).

Curiously, there is limited discussion in both Palestinian and Is-
raeli sources of the role of Jordan or the implications of the Israeli-
Jordanian Treaty of 1994 for security arrangements. The treaty
commits Israel and Jordan to make sure their territories are not
used for attacks against each other. Neither country may join al-
liances aimed against the other, nor may they allow other parties to
enter, station forces, or operate in circumstances prejudicial to the
other party." Since the treaty with Jordan reduces military threats
to Israel from the east, Israel may be able to afford to reduce its de-
ployment of military forces in the West Bank more readily. Jeffrey
Boutwell and Everett Mendelsohn go so far as to claim that “Israel’s
‘security border’ with potential Arab enemies has moved hundreds of
miles to the east, to the Jordanian-Iraqi border” (pp. 24-25)."2

For some Israeli analysts, latent challenges to the legitimacy of the
Hashemite monarchy arouse alarmist conclusions, undermining the
long-term benefits of the Jordanian-Israeli accords. Inbar and Sandler
project that “{a] Palestinian state would galvanize nationalistic feel-
ings among Palestinians in Jordan . . . {and] . . . could threaten Jor-
dan’s sovereignty. . . . The Hashemite regime’s fall would probably
result in the Palestinian state expanding eastwards towards Iraq. . . .
This growth could open the possibility of an ‘eastern front’ against Is-
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rael with territorial contiguity from the Mediterranean to the Persian
Gulf—including Palestine, Iraq, and Iran” (p. 33).

Although the foregoing assessment of risks is probably over-
stated, the Jordanian-Palestinian relationship is indeed precarious.
Jordanians harbor concerns that “Palestinians in Jordan and the
West Bank could combine to undermine the Hashemite monarchy.”
Palestinians recall their troubled relationship with Jordan before
1967, when the West Bank was under Jordanian control, and in the
1970 “Black September” confrontation in the streets of Amman,
Irbid, and elsewhere. Both parties are therefore likely to tread
lightly in considering a proposal for confederation between a future
Palestinian state and Jordan (Boutwell and Mendelsohn, pp. 24-26).

The ramifications of Israeli-Jordanian-Palestinian cooperation for
regional security could be far-reaching. Sayigh raises the prospect of
a “Tripartite Open Zone” among the three countries, portrayed as “a
special structure designed to enhance mutual security and economic
development . . . reminiscent of the Benelux model.” One advantage
of the “open zone” would be to “widen the geographical scope of secu-
rity arrangements throughout the zone and so reduce the intrusion
experienced by each member state” (pp. 14-15)."* For example, in the
context of cooperative mechanisms among Israel, Palestine, and Jor-
dan, joint committees might coordinate the sharing of information on
military maneuvers and other peacetime operations, as well as intel-
ligence needed to prevent terrorist acts and other violence within and
across the three communities (Boutwell and Mendelsohn, p. 99).

In such far-sighted arrangements, Jordan might “help restructure
the asymmetries in the Israeli-Palestinian relationship, and provide a
key link between the Israeli-Palestinian peace process and the
broader process of Arab-Israeli reconciliation” (p. 24). Yet the highly
speculative character of predictions about Jordan is symptomatic of
the uncertainties plaguing the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. The
fallout of positive or negative developments between Israel and Jor-
dan affect the Palestinian track and vice versa. An unraveling of
progress in the Israeli-Palestinian track would jeopardize peace with
Jordan—as well as prospects for normalization with other Arab states.

Settlements
There are over 130,000 Jews living in about 120 settlements beyond

the Green Line (i.e., the pre-June 1967 boundaries) in the West
Bank and Gaza, not including Jerusalem. The continuing presence
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of Jewish settlements is deemed by virtually all Palestinian authors
to be incompatible with the realization of Palestinian sovereignty.
Yet even relatively dovish Israeli analysts anticipate incorporating
major settlement blocs into Israel, requiring significant border ad-
justments as a condition of Palestinian sovereignty (See Boutwell
and Mendelsohn, pp. 3942, 64-71).

Debate over the future of the settlements and Jerusalem show
that territorial limitations on Palestinian sovereignty will not be gov-
erned by Israeli security imperatives alone, but also by ideological
imperatives. Heller acknowledges that the settlements issue “derives
from Israeli domestic political needs and material interests and
these—perhaps ironically [rather than the strictly security concerns]
are much more relevant to the territorial dimensions of a Palestinian
state. . . . No agreement that forcibly uprooted these people [the set-
tlers] or brought them under Palestinian jurisdiction would be toler-
ated by the Israeli public, and no government that endorsed such an
agreement would survive” (“Towards a Palestinian State,” pp. 15-16).

Although construction of Jewish settlements began soon after
the 1967 war, when Israel was governed by the Labor Alignment,
settlement policy was qualitatively transformed under the Likud
party after 1977. For the first time, Israel authorized settlement
construction in the heartland of the West Bank, close to Palestinian
population centers. Geoffrey Aronson alleges that Likud’s policy
was intended “to disrupt the territorial continuity of Palestinian
communities and thereby preempt the possibility of Palestinian
self-determination” by making “any territorial division of the West
Bank a practical impossibility” (pp. 6-12, 31).

The Israeli analysts under review consider three options for the
disposition of settlements. Proposals for leaving all existing settle-
ments in place are generally dismissed, as in Heller’'s comment that
“Inlo agreement that attached all the settlements to Israel, espe-
cially the more isolated and remote ones, would permit the practical
assertion of Palestinian administration; such a mixture of jurisdic-
tions . . . would fail the . . . test of reasonableness.” (“Towards a
Palestinian State,” pp. 15-16). Sayigh concurs that a Palestinian
state would be critically impaired by “severely reduced territory that
may also be fragmented into noncontiguous pockets,” and that “the
possibility of residual intermeshing of Israeli [settler] and Palestin-
ian population concentrations” would lead to “administrative, secu-
rity, and political complications” (p. 6).

A second option would be dismantling a select group of isolated
settlements that would be particularly vulnerable once a Palestinian
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state arises, and therefore a security liability for Israel. Inbar and
Sandler contend that “[c]lear ethnic boundaries reduce violence” and
that it is therefore desirable to promote the goal of “clearer separa-
tion between Israelis and Palestinians.” They therefore advocate
“[rlemoving several Jewish settlements situated inside Palestinian
population centers.” This roughly corresponds to the proposal floated
in early 1997 by Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, which was
dubbed “Allon-Plus” (p. 35; Alpher, pp. 27-28).14

A third option is dismantling all of the geographically isolated
Jewish settlements, permitting the emergence of a geographically
compact Palestinian state in most of the West Bank. This approach
reaches more emphatic conclusions about the perils to Israel inher-
ent in the defense of such settlements. Alpher goes so far as to say
that “the mixing of populations—Israeli and Palestinian—is the sin-
gle factor that most disrupts attempts . . . to achieve security. . . .
Hence any solution that leaves enclaves of Israeli settlements in the
heart of Palestinian territory is liable to constitute a source of fric-
tion and a liability for current security.” Alpher’s solution is for Is-
rael to annex approximately 12% of the West Bank and Gaza,
including the bulk of Israeli settlements that are clustered just over
the Green Line—around Jerusalem, in the Jerusalem corridor and
in the Samarian foothills. This compromise would take demographic
considerations into account, since the areas incorporated into Israel
would encompass about 70% of the settlers. Alpher argues that his
proposal is politically feasible because of divisions between the two
major groups of Jewish settlers in the West Bank. Approximately
60% are “economic” settlers, who were attracted to the communities
near the Green Line by generous government offers to purchase spa-
cious homes on liberal terms of financing. By contrast, about 40% of
settlers profess “heritage” links with the Land of Israel, often identi-
fying with the ideological movement known as Gush Emunim. This
group seeks “to establish a national-political presence in places of
religious-historic importance . . . [in] the Judean and Samarian
heartland.” Alpher believes that “a territorial compromise wherein a
significant portion of the settlements were annexed to Israel—and a
minority were abandoned—would drive a wedge into the settler
camp, and would considerably reduce the strength of their lobby,
their solidarity, and the intensity of their protest” (pp. 15-17, 27).

Alpher concedes that “[i]ln reaching agreement on these issues, . . .
Israel could undergo a serious trauma internally.” Nonetheless, he
assumes that “the dynamic created by a successful Palestinian in-
terim autonomy regime will . . . cause many settlers to reassess their
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options.” If given a choice between staying where they are and com-
ing under Palestinian jurisdiction, or relocating to Israel, “the‘va.st
majority of Israeli settlers would not wish to live permanently within
the Palestinian entity.” Many economic settlers acknowledge that
they will not violently oppose a partition agreement that cf':llls for
their removal, as long as they receive generous compensation. By
contrast, an “overtly violent minority” of the ideological settlers may
be expected to use violence “against Arabs, and even against fellow
Jews, in order to prevent withdrawal” (pp. 1-3, 16). Alpher’s argu-
ment is corroborated by a June 1997 poll of West Bank settlers jointly
conducted by Bar Ilan’s BESA Center and the CPRS, which showed
that only 17% of the settlers said they would be willing to live upder
Palestinian sovereignty, 13% would consider using force to resist a
government decision to evacuate settlements, but only 2% advocated
active confrontation with the Israeli Army to resist evacuation.'

In counterdistinction to the broad Israeli consensus in favor of
leaving at least some of the settlements in place, Aronson advises
Palestinian negotiators “not to be drawn into extended debate on
evacuation of marginal outposts,” but to remain firm in their insis-
tence that all settlements must go. His reasoning is that

[plermitting any settlements to remain in final status would
obstruct Palestinian achievement of any credible degree of
sovereignty . . . not necessarily because of the settlements
per se, . . . but because of the extensive security measures re-
quired to insure their existence, including the permanfent
presence of the IDF [Israel Defense Forces] in the territories.

In a view shared by most Palestinian analysts, he advocates total Is-
raeli evacuation of Jewish settlements in the context of a permanent
status agreement (pp. 63-64).

“Non-Security” Issues

Jerusalem

The issues of Jerusalem, water, and refugees share a common status
in that none is valued primarily in terms of its security significance.
On the surface, the future of Jerusalem is furthest removed from the
debate over security requirements. As Dore Gold points out in his
Jaffee Center monograph, “Jerusalem is not a strategic issue. For Is-
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rael, the Palestinian Arabs, and the Arab/Islamic world, it is a na-
tional-religious question . . . [and] a central value in its own right”
(p. 3).

Yet on closer scrutiny, the status of Jerusalem is indeed closely
linked to the issues of settlements and borders. This is because the
enlargement of Jerusalem’s municipal boundaries in the wake of the
June 1967 war encroached substantially on the city’s West Bank hin-
terland. On 27 June 1967 Knesset legislation authorized the govern-
ment to extend Israeli law in the eastern part of the city, including in
the enlarged municipal boundaries a segment of the West Bank con-
siderably larger than the Jordanian municipality (Aronson p. 17;
Boutwell and Mendelsohn, pp. 44-45, 81-83).1° As a result, the fu-
ture of “Greater Jerusalem” has profound implications for the terri-
torial disposition of the West Bank, and the prospects for territorial
contiguity within a Palestinian state.

Second, Israel has sponsored the creation of Jewish neighbor-
hoods in the environs of Jerusalem, in which approximately
180,000 Jews reside. As Aronson observes, Israelis long ago ceased
to regard their new neighborhoods in East Jerusalem as settle-
ments. Initially, Israeli planners preserved the separation of na-
tional and religious groups, and saw to it that “[nlew Israeli
suburbs . . . encircled rather than penetrated existing blocs of Arab
habitation.” Under the Likud administration, however, Jews were
encouraged to take up residence within Jerusalem’s Old City,
among its Palestinian residents (pp. 18-20, 27). This policy makes
it harder to envisage a negotiated solution involving separation be-
tween the different demographic groups in the city.

Since the unification of Jerusalem, a wide variety of proposals has
been advanced for negotiated solutions. Gold categorizes these pro-
posals into three groups: religious, municipal, and territorial. The Is-
raeli government has consistently advocated a religious solution,
recognizing the legitimate international demand for a special status
for the Holy places, since Jerusalem is a city holy to several major
faiths. Israel has indicated its willingness to place the international
administration of the Holy places in the hands of the respective reli-
gious leaders.

Implementing a religious solution would require, in the case of
Christian interests, the conclusion of appropriate arrangements
with the churches representing each denomination. Representa-
tion of Islamic interests is intrinsically more difficult since “Israel
must negotiate with various state bodies that claim to represent
Islamic interests.” Israel initially left the functions of religious af-
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fairs in the hands of the East Jerusalem religious endowment
(waqf) associated with the Jordanian administration. Since the
signing of the Oslo accords, however, Israel has conveyed contra-
dictory commitments to the PLO and Jordan, assuring first one
and then the other of its position as primary interlocutor with
regard to the Muslim Holy places in Jerusalem. Obviously, this
contradiction will have to be resolved in permanent status negotia-
tions (Gold, pp. 8, 13-17, 30).

Municipal solutions have been suggested as compromise mea-
sures by several Israeli politicians, including Teddy Kollek, former
mayor of Jerusalem. He advocated creating a network of boroughs,
each of which would have its own budget and considerable indepen-
dence, along the lines of the municipalities of London. Municipal so-
lutions bear some resemblance to the overall concept of autonomy
for the transitional period of Palestinian self-rule, with the associ-
ated merits and drawbacks. Proponents argue that a municipal
arrangement would look “like a united city to Israel, but provide the
Palestinians a municipal district that gave them the sense that they
had their own separate jurisdiction.” Critics see shortcomings for Is-
raelis and Palestinians alike. Israeli critics worry that the Palestini-
ans would seek control of zoning and housing permits, potentially
disrupting the demographic balance in the city (pp. 3, 32—-33). Pales-
tinian critics consider municipal solutions unworthy of considera-
tion, especially at this stage of the diplomatic game, since they fall
far short of sovereignty.

Palestinian spokespeople have long endorsed a territorial solution
for the future of Jerusalem. Accordingly, the PLO claims that the
eastern part of Jerusalem should become the political capital of a fu-
ture Palestinian state. Since the largest single concentration of
Palestinians in the eastern half of Jerusalem is located within the
walls of the Old City, Palestinians naturally wish to bring that area
under their sovereign control. For their part, Israeli governments
have repeatedly asserted Israel’s intention and right to retain united
Jerusalem as Israel’s “eternal and exclusive capital.” Knesset reso-
lutions, as interpreted by Gold, have “clearly precluded the idea of
making Jerusalem a dual capital, both of Israel and of another polit-
ical entity” (pp. 16-17, 26—28). One variant of territorial solution en-
dorses a partial Israeli withdrawal from East Jerusalem, creating on
the periphery of the city a Palestinian zone, which would serve as
the Palestinian capital, while leaving the Old City under Israeli sov-
ereignty.!” As with other attempted compromises, serious questions
remain as to whether a popular and elite consensus could be built
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around this effort to split the difference on a particularly thorny and
emotionally-charged issue.

Water

Due to the scarcity of water in the Middle East, control of hydro-
logic resources has become increasingly salient as an issue with se-
curity as well as economic implications crucial to a state’s
well-being. Since Israeli control of the West Bank and Gaza has
given it access to the water resources therein at the expense of the
indigenous population, this issue has become another example of
Israeli-Palestinian asymmetry. Moreover, the resolution of disputed
claims to water will have significant territorial implications, in
view of the location of major water aquifers that Israel may seek to
annex in western Samaria.'®

In comparison to other issues on the table for permanent status
talks, negotiations over water as well as over the status of Palestin-
ian refugees have been relegated to secondary status by Israeli au-
thorities. Since the Madrid Peace Conference of 1991, these two are
among the five issues subject to discussions in multilateral negotia-
tions, the others being the environment, economic development, and
disarmament. Salim Tamari of Beir Zeit University has noted that

[ilt was assumed that the multilaterals would create av-
enues toward regional cooperation that would improve the
atmosphere of negotiations and facilitate bilateral agree-
ments. . . . The Palestinians, as the weaker party, viewed
this distinction differently. They saw in the multilaterals an
arena where they could compensate for their limited options
in bilateral negotiations with Israel by seeking alliances in
the region and Europe. (pp. 2-3, 43)

In explaining Israel’s position in negotiations, Alpher asserts Is-
rael’s right to maintain access to water sources in the West Bank
over the long term. Indeed, Israel drew from aquifers located under-
neath the West Bank even before the establishment of the state.
Alpher maintains that “la]bandonment by Israel of its control over
West Bank water resources would be disastrous for the country’s
economy, agriculture, and ecology,” in view of the fact that Israel de-
pends on these sources for a significant proportion of its water sup-
ply (p. 28).
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Palestinian analysts, however, charge Israel with discrimination
in allocating water and water rights. According to Sharif Elmusa of
the Institute for Palestine Studies, Israel is “firmly in control of the
disputed water resources,” and there is “a wide gap between the two
sides in access to these resources.”

In the interim-status negotiations, the Palestinian side achieved
limited gains in promoting two principles intended to rectify these
asymmetries. The question is, to what extent the principles will be
applied in the permanent-status negotiations? The first principle
embraced by Palestinians is that “equitable utilization of water
rights . . . should address the problem of disparity of water extrac-
tion and use.” Elmusa explains that, as a result of Israeli control, the
present allocations of water are heavily tilted in Israel’s favor. The
Palestinian water supply in the West Bank and Gaza has remained
substandard and intermittent. As a result, a “stark water gap” arose
between Israelis (including settlers) and Palestinians in all sectors:
household, crop irrigation, and industry. In the Oslo II agreement of
September 1995, the two sides recognized the necessity of producing
extra water, and shortly thereafter concluded a trilateral pact with
Jordan designed to increase the water supply. Augmentation of the
water supply is predicated on the anticipated inadequacy of fixed,
natural freshwater resources in the face of population growth and
urbanization. The allocation of “additional water” to the Palestini-
ans as part of Oslo II falls short of even the lowest Palestinian expert
demand projections (pp. 31, 53, 63).

The second principle is joint management of water resources. Oslo
II granted the Palestinians a role in the management of the water
sector in the West Bank, serving on a Joint Water Committee made
up of equal members of both sides. However, the scope of the com-
mittee’s authority is confined to the Palestinian sector only. Further-
more, its decisions must be reached by consensus, giving Israel veto
power over the Palestinians’ ability to alter the unfavorable status
quo. As Elmusa emphasizes, these “provisions must be changed in a
final status agreement, because, as they stand, they would impinge
heavily on Palestinian sovereignty” (pp. 53—54).

Alpher presents the Israeli counterpoint, arguing that although
Israel depends on West Bank sources for a significant proportion of
its water supply, adequate supervision and control arrangements
through the establishment of a joint water regime would guarantee
Israel’s rights of usage without annexation. Nonetheless, “exclusive
physical control over water resources is safer for Israel than a joint
water sharing regime” (p. 28).
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Refugees

Negotiations over the status of Palestinian refugees are multifaceted
in their implications. Like the issue of Jerusalem, the refugee issue
is rife with normative significance for Palestinians and Israelis. As
with water, the status of refugees has clear economic repercussions.
While Israeli analysts are mindful of the security implications of the
refugee issue, their Palestinian counterparts discount the security
factor. Finally, as with water, negotiations over refugees have been
relegated to secondary status by Israeli authorities. Tamari warns
that “the issue of refugees . . . will be further marginalized and ne-
glected by Israeli negotiators, until . . . it becomes an explosive and
destabilizing issue in relations between Israel and the Palestinians”
(p. 58).%*

For Israelis, there is fundamental ambivalence about accepting
moral responsibility for the refugees’status. Shlomo Gazit of the Jaf-
fee Center suggests that as part of a permanent status agreement,
Israel must acknowledge the need “to provide moral-psychological
compensation to the Palestinians” by issuing a statement recogniz-
ing “the great suffering of the Palestinians who were displaced from
their homes” and the need to compensate them for property left be-
hind. Nevertheless, Gazit is at pains to point out that Israel should
“not insinuate any Israeli responsibility for this suffering” (p. 26).
Tamari concedes that this is a painful issue for Israelis, since “even
minor concessions with regard to refugee claims would lead to a gen-
eral questioning of Jewish rights in Eretz-Yisrael . . . [and open] a
Pandora’s box of historic claims and rights” (p. 58).

These sensitivities are manifest with respect to Palestinian
demands that Israel recognize their “right of return.” Tamari
(pp. 45—46) cites a proposal by Rashid Khalidi that if Israel accepts,
in principle, the right of Palestinians and their descendants to re-
turn to their homes, Palestinians would acknowledge that this right
cannot be exercised inside the 1948 boundaries, but only in the state
of Palestine.?® Gazit emphasizes the fact that the Palestinian leader-
ship must “announce to its own people, and to the refugees in partic-
ular, that it had agreed to a solution to the refugee problem not
based on their ‘return’to Israel” (p. 26).

There are two major economic dimensions to resolving the refugee
issue. With respect to the compensation of refugees, Tamari refers to
two separate forms of reparations. The first is collective compensa-
tion, on behalf of Palestinian refugees in general, which would go to-
ward consolidating the infrastructure of the Palestinian state. The
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