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Abstract:

Since 1977, the Israeli society is split over the question of peace versus land. The aim of this paper is to outline some of the developments that took please since the signing of the Oslo accords in September 1993. It is argued that the peace agreement was like a Swiss cheese with one difference: the holes were so big to question the essence of the cheese. I analyze the major mistakes that were made along the way by Israeli leaders: Rabin, Peres, Barak and Olmert. Brinkmanship policy is very dangerous when the two sides are willing to pay a high price with blood. The fear from escalating the region into a comprehensive war is very much alive and real. It is argued that the way to escape the deadlock is to rely on the Clinton parameters and the Geneva Accord. Both documents lay the foundations for resolving all contentious issues.
Introduction

God is sitting with his loyal angels, Raphael, Michael and Gabriel and look at the creation. Michael points to God an old farmer who plows the land with tired legs and hands. Michael said: “Dear God. This man is seventy year old. He has been working hard all his life in order to sustain his wife and six children. They live meagerly. Maybe we should lend a hand to him?”

God answers laconically: “He is not ready yet”.

Next week, God is sitting with his loyal angels, watching his creation. Michael, the stubborn angel, tries again: “If you forgive me, dear God. Please note this farmer. He has been working the field since 6 a.m. This is what he does for more than fifty years. Maybe we can help him?”

God: “He is not ready”.

The following week, same thing. Michael asks, and God refuses. Week after week Michael tries on behalf of the farmer, and God declines, until one day God agrees to help. While the farmer was returning home on his little horse and carriage, God wrapped a heavy gold bar with simple clothe and threw it on the road. The carriage hit the gold bar. One of the wheels broke. The farmer went down swearing his bad luck. He took the wrapped gold bar and threw it away. Then he fixed the wheel and slowly made his way back home. 

God, tiredly: “I told you he is not ready yet”.






*** 

Introduction

Since 1977, the Israeli society is split over the question of peace versus land. The main issue is: What price are you willing to pay for peace? Here we need to distinguish between peace en abstractum v. peace en practicum.

In September 1993 – Israel woke up to a new, dramatic reality. Out of the blue, we have a peace treaty with our foe. The enemy of yesterday became a partner for peace. There was jubilation on the peace, left camp. At the same time, there were fears and anxieties on the right: People from the right realized that now they needed to encounter the issue of the price: What price will Israel pay for the treaty?

Not all people on the left were happy with the way this peace treaty was conceived and constructed: secretive, away from the public eye. Even Elyakim Rubinstein, who headed the Israeli delegation in the Washington negotiations with the Palestinians, knew nothing about the Oslo path. However, for peace this seemed to be a small price to pay. Most people were happy to see it coming.

People accepted Peres’ argument that this was the only way to achieve the desired end; that negotiations must be carried out in diplomatic corridors, without the public knowledge, not to mention consent.

Rabin and Peres believed that if they come with a peace package, the people would accept it. They would not dare to reject such an achievement. This was a major mistake on their part.

Second gross mistake: The content of the peace treaty. The rationale was: let’s agree now on what is relatively easy to agree upon. The difficult issues were postponed to later stages. As a result, major controversial and important issues were not dealt with, believing that as the process continues, the good faith built on both sides will be sufficient to recruit the resources needed to resolve the difficult issues. Hence, questions of borders, refugees’ compensation and their right of Return, settlements, Jerusalem, Temple Mount, and security were not resolved. The peace agreement was like a Swiss cheese with one difference: the holes were so big to question the essence of the cheese.

Israel allowed Arafat to have as many security forces as he wanted.
Arafat believed in divide and rule, hence manifold forces, each with a small power while he possesses control. Furthermore, the Oslo architects on both sides did not fully appreciate the enormous complexity of implementing what they drafted. As Amos Guiora notes, the implementers found themselves wondering what the drafters had intended.

The Gaza-Jericho Agreement
May 4, 1994 outlined the main areas of PA responsibility. In accordance with the Gaza-Jericho agreement, the Israeli Civil Administration in Gaza and the Jericho area has been dissolved and its powers and responsibilities transferred to the Palestinian Authority in the following civilian spheres:

· education

· nature reserves

· insurance

· public works

· housing

· social welfare

· tourism

· parks

· postal services

· telecommunication

· archaeology

· religious affairs

· commerce & industry

· water and sewage

· employee pensions

· planning & zoning

· transportation

· health

· agriculture

· environmental protection

· direct taxation

· population registry

· employment and documentation

· electricity

· treasury
A Joint Civil Affairs Coordination and Cooperation Committee was established in order to coordinate between the Palestinian Authority and Israel on civil matters. Other matters to be coordinated include issues regarding infrastructure, questions regarding passage in and to/from the autonomous areas and general contacts between the two sides.

The implanters were required to create agreements from scratch. They were forced not to implement policy but actually to draft it fresh.

In order to achieve peace, there is a need to assure security. Peace and security go hand in hand. One cannot be achieved without the other. During 1993-1996 we witnessed series of murderous attacks on civilians and military targets. The will for peace was eroding. More and more people felt that this was too high a price to pay for peace. 
Rabin paid the highest price for his behaviour: FRUSTRATION, ANGER, ALIENATION, DESPERATION, and finally, the pulling of the trigger.

Peres continued the wrong misconception of “The New Middle East”. However, for most Israelis, this was/is the old, familiar, bloody Middle East. People want to have security in riding buses, in going to shopping molls, in waiting in bus stations, living in society free of rocket terror.

In every negotiation, both sides need to know that they have something to gain from the process, and not less importantly, that they have also something to lose. Arafat played his cards in a way that aimed to hold the stick in both ends. The disillusioned Rabin and Peres allowed him to continue his dangerous politics. To illustrate: During the summer of 1995 Arafat and Peres held one of their meetings, this time in Taba. Rabin sent the head of Shabac Carmi Gillon and General Ilan Biran to speak to Arafat about the Hamas, reiterating that the Hamas power is growing and that Israel will not carry its part of the deal without real Palestinian attempt to stop the terror. They spoke for fifty minutes. Arafat listened quietly. Upon completing their detailed analysis, Peres thanked them and continued their interrupted peace negotiations.

There are two interpretations of what actually happened during those bloody years:

1. Arafat was unable to control the extremists in his own camp. He tried to halt terrorists, to no avail.

2. Arafat never meant peace. He had, and has, the ability to control the extremists, but shows lack of will. Some even say that he initiated some of the attacks.

Of the two interpretations, the latter seems more logical. I agree with Shlomo Ben-Ami’s argument that terror, including that perpetuated by Hamas, was to Arafat a strategic weapon he used to soften the Israeli resistance.
 On May 11, 1994, a week after signing the Cairo Agreement, Arafat called for a jihad to recover Jerusalem. He compared the Oslo Accords with the Prophet’s tactical Hudaybiyya agreement of AD 625 with the Qurayish tribe, an expedient peace that could be broken when the circumstances may require it.
  
Amos Guiora writes that when the negotiation team had made some progress in the discussions, the Palestinian team was severely reprimanded for the agreed concessions by Arafat.
 

Nachum Barnea published in his weekly Friday column in Yedioth Ahronoth the name and location of the Head of Operations of the Islamic Jihad, the person responsible for many suicide bombings. Yet nothing was done to him. He was allowed to continue living his life under the hospices of the Palestinian Authority.

The turning point was the terror attack in Dizengoff Centre (March 4, 1996). It was a vile, brutal attack with significant symbolic value. The heart of Israel is Tel Aviv. The heart of Tel Aviv is Dizengoff Street, and the heart of Dizengoff is its Centre (called in Hebrew Dizengoff Centre). Those who carried the terror attack wanted to say that nothing is in consensus and Israelis are unsafe anywhere, even in the heart of Israel. Only after that murderous attack that resulted in 13 people killed, many of them youngsters in costume celebrating the most joyful festival in the Jewish calendar, Purim, did Arafat make real attempt to stop the terror by arresting dozens of Hamas and Islamic Jihad activists. Better late than never, but by that time Israel had lost the lives of 160 people, and hundreds were injured in the violent hostilities.

Shimon Peres lost the 1996 elections because he remained aloof from reality. He spoke of three glorious years; of the New Middle East; of victims of peace – the new Orwell. In addition, Kfar Kana.

And the failed TV debate with Bibi Netanyahu. The electorate decided to bring change. Netanyahu became prime minister.
Netanyahu tried to halt everything. He succumbed to pressure only once: the evacuation of Hebron. Israel stance in the international community was eroding. A very slow peace process in relative security achieved by the firm stance of the Likud government.

Netanyhau’s government was short-lived. His personal behaviour; lack of judgment; poor handling of internal schisms; wrong choices of people; poor management; scandals, all brought the end of Netanyhau’s government within less than three years. He had to pay the price and Ehud Barak came to power in 1999.

Barak was taking most courageous steps. From the very beginning of his days as Prime Minister he decided to dedicate most of the time to peace and security. Once realized that the Syrian option is closed, he was determined to bring the end to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. He had to face the problems that Rabin and Peres postponed to the last stage of the peace treaty. All the crucial issues were now on his table, awaiting resolutions. Barak did not blink: he was willing to make very tough decisions and, for the first time in Israel’s history, to make significant sacrifices and pay the price.

Barak has the ability to map the situation and choosing the ends. 100 in strategy. But 0 in tactics. The person is simply not a politician: yet again, as in Bibi’s time, very poor human relationships; serious deficiencies in handling affairs. Politics is all about small talks, negotiations, listening to different people with different opinions, maneuvering, compromises. Not only as far as the other side is concerned, but also within your own camp. In all these, Barak showed little leadership and very limited ability.

Arafat was relieved to see Barak in office but Barak did not hurry to meet him.  Their first meeting was on July 11, 1999, two months after the elections. It was short and described by the Palestinians as horrible. The second meeting, on July 27, 1999 was not much better. In both meetings, Barak dictated to Arafat his wishes, showing a patronizing attitude.

The decision to convene the summit in Camp David was a gross mistake. You cannot make peace in a pressure cooker when you don’t have public support. Moreover, the parties came to the summit unprepared, and Arafat was very reluctant, fearing the summit might be a trap orchestrated by Clinton and Barak. Barak was willing to put everything on stake, realizing that this was probably the last chance to achieve something when Bill Clinton is still around. In a few months, Clinton was about to leave the White House. He left the arena to Clinton to pressure Arafat and tried to avoid him to the best of his abilities, leaving the hard work to the highly dedicated Clinton.

The 2000 Camp David Peace Summit

Barak was thinking in historical terms. He addressed the Palestinian demands by the following proposal: 

· Evacuation of 91% of Judea and Samaria, and 100% of the Gaza Strip. This entailed evacuation of many settlements.

· Exchange of land between Israel and the Palestinian Authority: In return for keeping some major clusters of settlements Israel will concede territories in the Jordan River.

· Dividing Jerusalem and acknowledging Al Kuds as the Palestinian capital.

· Palestinian permanent custodianship over the Haram al-Sharif.

· Accepting the establishment of a Palestinian State.

· Return of refugees to the prospective Palestinian state though with no “right of return” to Israel, and a massive aid program to facilitate the refugees’ rehabilitation sponsored by the international community.

Barak thought that this package of ideas would bring Arafat to sign a peace treaty with Israel and settle the conflict once and for all. He thought that if Israel will offer a partial alternative, the Palestinians will prefer it to the painful permanent settlement. Barak insisted that Israel was willing to offer this much upon the condition that both sides air a formal declaration about the end of the conflict.

Arafat, however, said NO. Shlomo Ben-Ami told me in a private conversation that the most frustrating thing in Camp David was that Arafat never came with a counter-proposal.  All he did was to reject the Israeli proposals and by this pushing the Israeli delegation to make another concession.
Barak’s demeanor disserved Israeli interests. Camp David failed also because of Barak’s almost complete disregard for Arafat. The two hardly met for concrete talks.
 No personal relations were erected. Barak was not interested in such things. He perceived this as a prize to be granted only when an agreement is finalized, not realizing that this attitude actually hampered prospects for agreement.
 Indeed, Arafat complained to the Americans a few times that Barak would not engage him at Camp David.
 Barak was willing to commit Israel to peace but he was unwilling to commit himself wholeheartedly to achieve the desired peace. Robert Malley and Hussein Agha also criticized Barak’s insensitive generalizations, prejudices and derogatory depiction of Palestinian culture.

Barak went to Camp David without real public support. At that point he did not have the backing of the Knesset. His government’s ability to function was extremely limited. The person who came to change things for the better after Netanyahu’s disastrous regime proved to be a very little politician. He sounded more and more like Netanyahu as far as handling of politics was concerned. And he failed to convince the public of the desirability of the ends that he mapped. The same old Rabin-Peres’s mistake: pushing the process too rapidly; forcing it; believing in the momentum; loosing the people in the process.

Barak though that the public will forgive him for everything and would not reject a signed pact. But now there was no signed pact. No referendum on peace treaty, just more and more problems to sustain his collapsing coalition.

Arafat said “NO” in Camp David, being loyal to his brinkmanship policy: never say YES if you think you could achieve more by being patient. Push the process further; exert more pressure; be difficult; gain the reputation of infant terrible; work on the desires of your opponent; manipulate and wait. Slowly Barak will succumb to the pressure and will give more. Hence unleash some terror acts to exert more pressure. Work on Barak’s desire to continue holding his post as prime minister. Barak will have to agree to more if he wishes to remain in office. And Arafat was right: Barak was willing to give more. He apparently was willing to negotiate in Taba things that he declined to discuss in Camp David. Bypassing the right of return by accepting symbolic steps to admit refugees into Israel. Unification of families: Not to admit even one Palestinian on the ground of right of return, but accepting humanitarian steps like family unifications.

Accepting a compromise in the Temple Mount.

However, this was not enough. Fundamentally, Arafat did not wish to go down in history as the first Palestinian leader who gave up on the Palestinian dream of one Palestine, at the destruction of Israel.

But in the process, Barak and Arafat lost the people. The Israeli public was no more willing to pay the price for peace. The price was conceived to be too high, in return to an abstract peace that was never practiced. Terror and democratic processes cannot live together. A zero sum game exists between terror and democracy. One comes at the expense of the other.

Barak, who came to office as Mr. Security faded away. Things escalated rapidly when the Al Akza Intifada erupted in late 2000. Shootings became a routine in the everyday life. The lynch in Ramallah was a bitter reminder of the real face of our ‘partners’ for peace. The lynch took place in a police station.

Sharon won in the February 2001 elections because the public lost trust. Barak’s entire campaign was negative: Why Sharon is bad for Israel? There was hardly something to say, in positive terms, about Barak’s regime. Only the pulling out from Lebanon stood for Barak’s credit. This was too little, and did not address the real issue at hand: restoring security to our lives. The Israeli public is not willing to pay such a high price for peace: everyday killings by snipers, bombs, cars driven into crowds, lynching.

And now Arafat had to face Sharon.

The 2002 Arab Peace Initiative of the Council of Arab States could have been a positive step in the right direction. It called for full Israeli withdrawal from all the territories occupied since 1967, finding a just solution to the Palestinian refugee problem, the establishment of a sovereign independent Palestinian in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, with East Jerusalem as its capital, ending the Arab-Israeli conflict, providing security for all the states of the region, and establishing normal relations within the context of comprehensive peace with Israel.
 However, the initiative came at the worst possible time. It coincided with the Passover suicide bombing at Park Hotel in Netanya on March 27, 2002 which further drew the parties apart. In the Passover Massacre thirty people were killed and 140 injured – 20 of them seriously. Hamas claimed responsibility for the attack.

The Seder massacre singled a shift from peace yearning to security yearning. It was an awakening call for Israel. Peace was a dream that could not have been achieved at present.

Israel began construction of a barrier that would separate most of the West Bank from areas inside Israel. The fence (as Israel terms it; others call it wall) was deemed necessary as the thought was that it will block terrorists from entering Israel. Indeed, the fence proved a security success story. The facts are conclusive: Before the fence/wall was erected, the average number of terrorist attacks was 26 per year. Since its partial construction, the number has dropped to three-to-zero per year as Israel was able to foil every suicide bombing originating from the northern West Bank and specifically from the cities of Nablus and Jenin, areas that had previously been infamous for exporting suicide bombers. However, almost the entire fence/wall is passing inside the Green Line. Some 17,000 Palestinians are expected to live between the barrier and the Green Line. Upon the completion of the barrier (eight years after construction began, Israel has completed 64 percent of it),
 16.6% of the West Bank land will serve as a buffer between Israel and the fence/wall. These are the most fertile lands of the Bank. Some 160,000 Palestinians are expected to be locked in buffers, created by the fence/wall.

Because of the route of the barrier, which passes through Palestinian living space, 47 gates have been established that are supposed to enable daily movement of farmers to their lands, students and teachers to their schools, businessmen and merchants to their places of work, and more. As a result, freedom of movement for Palestinians, whose lives are now run against their will on both sides of the barrier, is drastically restricted. 

The frustrated Palestinians moved to a new form of terror – rocket attack on Southern Israel. The fence/wall cannot stop this form of terrorism that was bound to happen. If you declare a divorce, you need to see that both sides are happy with the settlement, otherwise the children will be miserable. The Palestinian and Israeli children continue to pay a high price.

	


Sharon's Gaza Plan 

On June 6, 2004, the cabinet approved Sharon's revised disengagement plan by a 14-7 majority. The result, however, that Sharon lost the majority in the Knesset, left with 59 MK out of 120. Labour assured that it will back him as long as he pursues the Gaza First Plan.

The key principles of the four-stage disengagement plan were: 

A. The stalemate embodied in the current situation is damaging; in order to break the stalemate, the State of Israel must initiate a process that is not dependent on cooperation with the Palestinians.

B. The aim of the plan is to bring about a better security, diplomatic economic and demographic reality.

C. In any future permanent arrangement, there will be no Israeli presence in the Gaza Strip. Sharon said there will be no Jews in Gaza by the end of 2005. On the other hand, Sharon said "it is clear that some parts of Judea and Samaria (including key concentrations of Jewish settlements, civilian communities, security zones and areas in which Israel has a vested interest) will remain part of the State of Israel."

D. The withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and from the northern part of Samaria will reduce interaction with the Palestinian population.

E. Completion of the four-stage disengagement plan will negate any claims on Israel regarding its responsibility for the Palestinian population of the Gaza Strip.

Yassir Arafat: 1929-2004
On November 11, 2004, the last saga of Arafat's life came to an end. Arafat led a life of a terrorist until his last days. He never wanted peace. He worked on the genuine yearning of Israeli officials to achieve peace in their life time to gain substantial political achievements. Oslo was a bluff. The man remained an obstacle to peace and now he is no longer with us to ruin, to destroy, to maim and to kill. I hope his successors will choose to pursue other channels and work for the true benefit of the Palestinian people. The Palestinian people deserve a far more competent Rais to lead them to independent statehood, ending of the occupation, and creating a viable Palestinian state alongside Israel. A lot is to be done: security, a unified army, eradication of all factions to achieve a cohesive unity, an independent economy, fighting down the corruption, decreasing poverty, tunneling human resources to productivity, to creating rather than destroying. 

In November 2004 Abu Mazen made a pledge to the man in the grave, and to all listeners that he is committed to the right of return, to the establishment of an independent Palestinian state with Jerusalem as its capital. 
On January 25, 2006, elections were held for the Palestinian Legislative Council (PLC), the legislature of the Palestinian National Authority (PNA). This was the first election to the PLC since 1996. The final results showed that Hamas won the election, with 74 seats to the ruling-Fatah's 45, providing Hamas with the majority of the 132 available seats and the ability to form a majority government on their own. It might have been a mistake to allow Hamas to participate in the elections before it accepted the Oslo principles.

In June 2007, Hamas vanquished its Fatah rivals and effectively took control of the Gaza Strip. Rocket terrorist attacks on Israel intensified. In 2008, I had a discussion with Dov Weisglass who said: We knew about the Hamas rocket power; we did not think that it will terrorize Israel with the Kassams.


When Hamas came to power, one would have hoped that with power comes responsibility; responsibility for economy, food, housing, welfare, health, education, agriculture, infrastructure; responsibility for the running of a daily life of society. Hamas until now has preferred to invest more in fighting Israel than in caring for its own people. The brutal results are inescapable. 

2006 Elections

Elections for the 17th Knesset were held in Israel on March 28, 2006. The voting resulted in a plurality of seats for the then-new Kadima party, followed by the Labour Party, and a major loss for the Likud.  After the election, the government was formed by the Kadima, Labour, Shas, and Gil parties, with the Yisrael Beiteinu party joining the government later. The Prime Minister was Ehud Olmert, leader of Kadima, who had been the acting prime minister going into the election after Sharon’s health deteriorated. Sharon is still in a state of post-coma unawareness.

The person who was the Peace Camp great hope led Israel to two wars in three years.

July-August 2006 -- Israel-Hezbollah War 

Israel-Hamas War 2008-2009, Operation Cast Led

Plus corruption allegation.
The 2009 Elections

Elections for the 18th Knesset were held in Israel on February 10, 2009. These elections became necessary due to the resignation of Prime Minister Ehud Olmert as leader of the Kadima party, and the failure of his successor, Tzipi Livni, to form a coalition government. 

Benjamin Netanyahu formed the arguably most hawkish government in the history of modern Israel. In the Bar Ilan University speech (June 14, 2009), Netanyahu, for the first time, endorsed the idea a Palestinian state. He started by describing the kind of Palestinian entity that would be acceptable to Israel in the framework of a peace agreement. That entity would have to be, according to Netanyahu, fully demilitarized, with iron-clad international supervision. He made it clear, albeit in a rather implicit manner, that the frontiers would have to be supervised to prevent smuggling of prohibited weaponry, and the freedom of its airspace would have to be partially curtailed to avert any possible aerial attack of Israeli targets. Netanyahu then went on to say that, if the aforementioned conditions were met, he would agree to the establishment of a Palestinian state.

Netanyahu is not a pragmatist like Menachem Begin who withdrew from Sinai and Ariel Sharon who withdrew from Gaza; he is not driven by a sense of history, as Begin was, and his realpolitik is based on different principles than Sharon’s. Netanyahu’s philosophy is based on the following components:

• Israel should take care of itself. No other country will go out of its way for Israel. The world is busy. Countries have other priorities. We are the only people who understand our needs, appreciate our difficulties, and will be there for us in time of trouble.

• Therefore, Israel needs to be strong. Very strong. Our enemies will restrain themselves in the face of strong Israel.

• Strength is manifested also by a strong economy which is founded on capitalist interests, bringing wealth to the nation, and retaining it. This means keeping the economic elite happy, and bringing external investments. 

• Israel is a very small country, surrounded by hostile neighbours. It should not be smaller than it already is. Therefore, we should retain our territory, build in it, settle it, and we need to help those pioneers, those wonderful people who are willing to conquer new lands, and establish facts in the land. These people truly care for Israel and its destiny.

• The Palestinians have severe problems. They should strive to solve them, possibly with the help of the Arab world, but not at the expense of Israel.

• Some of their problems are the result of Israel’s presence in the occupied territories. This is granted. But these problems are the result of their terrorist behavior. They should first prove to us that they had deserted terror. Once they do, Israel will be happy to relax the pressure. We don’t enjoy pressurizing the Palestinians. We do it out of necessity to retain our strength and secure our people.
• The UN is not to be trusted. It is biased toward the Muslim and Arab world, with dozens of representatives in the Mission, against one tiny Israel.

• The European Union is biased. It is driven by economic interests, by its own concern vis-a-vis the growing Muslim presence in the continent, by geopolitical interests in which Israel features as a problem. Some argue that Europe is anti-Semitic. Europe should prove otherwise.

• Israel should retain its special relationship with the USA. We should be attentive to any American administration’s demands, with reason, communication, and mutual understanding of the respective needs.

This set of principles allows very little scope for concessions and for pragmatism. The Palestinians will not be satisfied with what is offered. At best, the region is in a standstill as far as peace is concerned. At worse, things will escalate into yet another bloody confrontation. Iran, with its offshoots (Hezbollah in Lebanon, Hamas in Gaza and the West Bank), will make things messier and volatile.
Conclusions
In Camp David, Prime Minister was willing to confront history and mythology and to make hard concessions. However, his tactics was deficient, and he had no partner who was similarly willing to confront history and mythology and to make hard decisions. To resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict there is a need for courageous leaders on both sides who cease the opportunities presented before them and make the most for their peoples.

At present, many Israelis are quite content with satisfying security needs. They believe that the status quo is good for Israel. However, in reality there is no status quo, as Israel continues to build the settlements, thus hampers the possibility of striking a deal with the Palestinians in the future. The situation on the ground keeps changing supposedly in favour of Israel. The Palestinians observe as their future state is shrinking in front of their eyes and there is very little that they can do about it. Furthermore, the occupation remains in reality and is undermining the vital ingredients needed for peace talks, good faith and trust. Under occupation, Palestinians lack freedom and control over their lives. Their economic activities, the allocation and management of their natural resources, their health and well being, their ability to move are in the hands of Israel.

What of the September 1993 Oslo Accords is still relevant today in 2010?

The Palestinian Authority, established in 1994, controls parts of the West Bank and administer the lives of most Palestinians. In 2007, it lost control over the Gazan population to Hamas.

PLO remains as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. All governments in Israel negotiate with the PLO.

Israelis still cannot enter the A Zone, under Palestinian security control. The PA administers the civic life of the population in Zone B.

The Oslo Accords provide judicial framework for all negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians.

After Oslo, Israel and the PA signed the Paris Accords which include bilateral economic and humanitarian relationships between Israel and the PA.

The Oslo Accords brought about the lifting of some Arab of the Arab ban on Israel. They led to the peace accord with Jordan, and to the establishment of some forms of relationship with other Arab states, mainly in the Gulf.
To erect peace, it is essential to have:

Trust
Good will

Security.

It would be far-fetched at present to aspire for peace. We should have little illusions about peace, at least so long as Hamas is determined to wipe Israel off the map. Israel should aspire to enter a long-term interim agreement; to build trust; evacuate isolated settlements; consolidate economic conditions for Palestinians; bolster security on both sides; stop enlarging existing settlements; dismantle checkpoints to make the lives of Palestinian civilians easier; develop the nautilus Iron Dom against rockets and other anti-rocket mechanisms.

The fence creates political reality. It should move along the 1967 borders. We need to clean the atmosphere: fight bigotry, racism, incitement and hate on both sides of the fence. This includes a close study of the education curricula in both the PA and Israel. Both sides should utilize the media to promote peaceful messages of reconciliation and mutual recognition.

Israel should remain steadfast on its demand of the Palestinians to fight down terrorism. Zero tolerance in this sphere.

Finally, international cooperation is required to lift the Iranian existential threat.

I believe that if there is a will, there is a way. Both sides should aspire for peace in order to reach peace. Both sides need to understand that peace is a precious commodity and therefore be prepared to pay high price for its achievement. Both sides should reach a solution that is agreeable to both. The peace deal should be attractive to both, equally. It cannot be one sided, enforced or coerced. Of all the possible solutions presently on the table, a two state solution seems to be the most viable.
 I believe that good starting points are the Clinton parameters
 and the Geneva Accord.
 Both documents lay the foundations for resolving all contentious issues:

Borders – Israel withdraws to the Green Line, evacuating settlements and resettling the settlers in other parts of the country. Major settlement blocs may be annexed to Israel upon reaching an agreement with the PA of territory exchange that will be equal in size. At the Taba talks, the Palestinians presented a map in which Israel would annex 3.1 percent of the West Bank and transfer to the PA other territory of the same size.
 Beilin said that they were willing to concede Israeli annexation of three settlement blocs of at least 4 percent of the West Bank.

Territorial contiguity – a major road will connect between the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. The road will be solely Palestinian. No Israeli checkpoints will be there.

Security – The Palestinian sovereignty should be respected as much as possible. Check points will be dismantled. Only the most necessary will remain, subject to review and necessity. The Palestinian state will be non-militarized. This issue was agreed upon in 1995. Also agreed a joint Israeli-Palestinian patrols along the Jordan River, and the establishment of a permanent international observer force to ensure the implementation of the agreed security arrangements.

Jerusalem – What is Palestinian will come under the territory of the new capital Al Kuds. What is Jewish will remain under Israeli sovereignty.

Haram al-Sharif – Palestine be granted extraterritorial sovereignty over the site under Waqf administration. Jews will enjoy right of access.

Water – Israel and Palestine should seek a fair solution that would not infringe any of the sides and will assure that the Palestinian people will have the required water supply for sustenance and growth.

Terrorism and violence – Both sides will work together to curb terrorism and violence. I accentuate that there is zero sum game between terror and peace. Therefore, both sides will see that their citizens on both sides of the border reside in peace and tranquility. Zealots and terrorists, Palestinian and Jews, will receive grave penalties for any violation of peace and tranquility. The Palestinians, apparently, fail to understand the gravity of terrorism and are willing to accept it as part of life. Nabil Shaath said: “The option is not either armed struggle or negotiations. We can fight and negotiate at the same time, just as the Algerians and the Vietnamese had done”.
 Democracies, however, see things differently. On this issue there should be no compromise. 

Incitement – Both sides will overhaul their education curricula, excluding incitement, racism, bigotry and hate against one another. The curricula should reflect language of peace, tolerance and liberty.

Prisoner exchange – As an act of good will, part of the trust-building process, Israel will release a number of agreed upon prisoners. In return, Gilad Shalit and other Israeli prisoners (if any) will return home. With time, as trust will grow between the two sides, all security prisoners will return home.

Right of return – the 1948 Palestinian refugees will be able to settle in Palestine. Israel will recognize the Nakba and compensate the refugees for the suffering inflicted on them. No refugees will be allowed to return to Israel. This dream should be deserted.
 

I opened with the story of the farmer who was not ready to change his lot and threw away a golden opportunity to improve his life for the better. A few golden opportunities to erect peace presented themselves before us in the past. I hope the next time such an opportunity presents itself both sides will be ready to make the most of it. 
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