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The stated purpose of the Declaration of Principles ("The Oslo Agreement") signed between the PLO and the Israeli government in 1993, was to formulate a roadmap for the final resolution of the century long Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  In their mutual recognition
 the leaders of the two peoples managed to break with their public's belief in a "zero sum" struggle
. However, in the years following the Declaration the leaders have repeatedly failed to materialize this conceptual break and to create a "win win" consciousness amongst their peoples. On paper, the two sides have declared their recognition of the other's international legitimacy based on the UN Security Council resolution 242. In practice, however, the conceptions directing their attitudes and actions have severely undermined this recognition. The Israelis remained attached to the "Reality Shaping" conception, which upholds the creation of facts on the ground as a method for "shaping" reality according to Israeli interests, and the Palestinians to their "Right to Return" to the territory of the State of Israel and to the claim that "terror is the legitimate weapon of the weak". 
The Israelis have failed to recognize that the "Reality Shaping" conception, which inspired Jewish settlement in Israel before the establishment of the state, had lost its international legitimacy after 1967. They have therefore continued to uphold this notion during the implementation of the Oslo Agreement, demanding that the permanent status agreement recognize the territorial changes that occurred after 1967. The Palestinians, on their part, have refused to accept the consequences of the "Reality Shaping" process on the issue of the 1948 refugees and have continued to nurture amongst their people the belief that the dream of return could materialize. The Palestinian leadership has also continued to allow the Islamist movements to propagate notions of resistance to and violence against Israel. Consequently, incitement had escalated to such an extent that the leadership was forced to adopt this Islamist discourse
.  

Today, the renewal of a viable negotiation process is possible only on condition that both sides abandon their former guiding conceptions and identify, as they did before the Oslo Agreement, the current reality as a "Mutual Hurting Stalemate" (MHS) situation. This conceptual change is possible under the assumption that after a decade of political negotiations and violence both sides know what is the "price" they must pay for the "good" they require. Furthermore, the parties must abandon the "stick" they have been holding up against each other as an alternative to negotiations: Israel its expansion of settlements and the Palestinians the use of terror. The sides must restore the trust necessary for a joint direction of negotiations based on "give and take" relations. 

The "Mutual Hurting Stalemate" Conception   
The combination of old and new insights has created among Israeli and Palestinian leaders the "Mutual Hurting Stalemate" conception which led to the Oslo Declaration of Principles. On the Israeli side, four main factors contributed to the adoption of the MHS framework. First, for many years Israel has identified its national interest as the preservation of the Jewish character of the Sate of Israel. As stated by Ben Gurion, Israel's first prime minister:

"The IDF can conquer the entire area between the Jordan river and the Mediterranean sea. But what kind of a state will we have, assuming that elections will be held and that Dir Yasin is not our policy? We will have an Arab majority in the Knesset. Between the land of Israel in its entirety and a Jewish state, we chose a Jewish state."

Second, the Israeli leadership was faced with figures showing that in the absence of separation between Israelis and Palestinians along the "Green Line" Jews were to become a minority within the population residing west of the Jordan River
.
Third, the Intifada that broke out in 1987 proved that control over another people did not provide the necessary security and demanded a high economic price and a high blood toll. Finally, the PLO, which began its operation in 1964 as a proxy of the Arab states, made it clear to Israel in the 1988 Algiers Conference
 and after that it was the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. 


On the Palestinian side, the PLO leadership had undergone formative processes that had led to the adoption of the "Mutual Hurting Stalemate" conception. First, the collapse of the Soviet Union and Arafat's support for Saddam Hussein in the 1991 Gulf War led to a sharp decline in economic and political support for the PLO in the West and in the Arab world. This convinced the PLO that in the absence of American and international support, the 1988 Palestinian Declaration of Independence might become yet another unfulfilled Palestinian dream. Second, the Israeli settlement project in Jerusalem and in the West Bank began to threaten the territorial applicability of UN resolution 242. Finally, internal processes, which led to the recognition of the limitations of Palestinian military power, as well as lessons learned from previous campaigns such as "Black September", presented the political alternative to terrorism as the only viable option
. 
From Signing to Implementing – Failing to Grasp the Limits of the "Reality Shaping" Conception

In spite of Israel's recognition of UN resolution 242, whose acceptable interpretation is an Israeli withdrawal to the 1967 borders
, it has refused to forsake the "Reality Shaping" conception even after the signing of the Oslo Agreement. Zionism's success in expanding the territory of the Jewish state in the area west of the Jordan River, after the removal of the eastern bank from the territory assigned for the Jewish national home
, consolidated the conception that considered the creation of facts on the ground the most effective strategy for dictating Israel's permanent borders. Thus, with the 11 points immigration to the Negev in 1942 the leadership of the Jewish community managed to expand the territory of the Jewish state from 17% of the western land of Israel in 1939 to 55% on November 29th 1947. Later, the Arab persistent refusal to acknowledge the Jewish people's right of self determination in Israel led to the War of Independence. The war and the subsequent Rhodos Agreements enabled Israel to set its borders in 1949 over 77% of the land. Further, Israel was able to achieve a Jewish majority as a consequence of the displacement of over half a million Palestinians who became refugees during the war. The 1967 war and the subsequent UN resolution 242 granted international legitimacy to the 1949 borders. 


For a period of ten years Israel held the territories gained in 1967 as a "deposit" for future peace negotiations with the Arab countries
, which were gradually coming to terms with the situation on the ground and with the UN resolutions. However, the Likud
 government ideological decision in 1977 to erase the "Green Line" off the maps and to boost the process of settlement in the West Bank and Gaza Strip has reintroduced the "Reality Shaping" conception into Israel's strategic framework. By 1993 the number of settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip had reached 140, with a population of a quarter million Israelis (including in east Jerusalem). 

During the interim agreement period (1994-1999) Israel, under different governments, did not put a halt to the expansion of the settlement project in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
. Consequently, by 2002 400 thousand Israelis were living in these areas. Concurrently, Israel has attempted to legitimize and preserve the settlements in different agreements and especially during the negotiations for the permanent status agreement, as is clearly stated in Prime Minister Rabin's speech to the Knesset on October 5th 1995: 

"…We see the permanent status settlement as one incorporating within the territory of the State of Israel the majority of the land of Israel as it was under the British Mandate. Residing next to Israel will be a Palestinian entity, which will serve as a home for most Palestinians living in the Gaza Strip and in the West Bank territory. We want this entity to be less than a state and to run independently the lives of the Palestinians living under its rule. The borders of the State of Israel in the permanent settlement will be beyond the pre- Six Day War lines. And these are the primary changes, not all of them, as we see them and want them in the permanent status settlement: First and foremost, united Jerusalem
, which will include Maale Adomim and Pisgat Zeev. The security border for the defense of Israel will be located in the Jordan Valley, with a wider definition of that term. Changes will include the incorporation of Gush Etzion, Efrat, Beitar and other settlements, most of whom are located to the east of what was the "Green Line" before the Six Day War. Jewish settlements blocks."      
Rabin did not arbitrarily choose to name these settlements blocks. Gush Etzion, the neighborhoods in East Jerusalem and the Elkana-Ornit-Shaarei Tikva block are the only blocks in the entire settlement project, which has been in operation for the last 35 years that have succeeded in changing the demographic balance in a few areas and in creating practical territorial contiguity for Israel in the occupied territories
. However, Israel's 1949 success in setting borders that incorporate a Jewish majority within a few isolated settlements was mainly due to the displacement of the Palestinian population. After 1967 the settlements have not been able to repeat the 1949 demographic patterns
. The State of Israel was unable to create facts on the ground that would later gain international recognition. This was a stinging failure for Israel since the Palestinians have continued in their patterns of natural and stable settlement and persisted in maintaining a hold on their lands. The failure has led a few Israeli leaders and their constituencies to propose the "replication" of the 1948 displacement pattern through an active population transfer. 


The Palestinians, who have enjoyed international support for their objection to the settlements – viewed as violation of international law – have refused to accept the territorial imbalance between them and Israel. They have argued that their most considerable concession was yielding the dream of "Greater Palestine" and settling for only 23% of its original territory. They have interpreted resolution 242 in accordance with the 1978 Sadat formula and the 2000 Asad formula – a full Israeli withdrawal to the 1967 lines, with a few minor border corrections for Israel's vital needs (Gush Etzion, the Israeli neighborhoods in East Jerusalem and others). 


This Palestinian conceptual position throughout the negotiation process has gradually penetrated the Israeli consciousness. The Israeli stance, which initially offered the Palestinians 40% of the West Bank and Gaza (A and B territories) plus a few more areas "not essential to the State of Israel" had accepted by 2000 the Palestinian stance that requested 100% (the West Bank and the Gaza Strip) "minus what is extremely essential for Israel". This turn over, despite its significance, occurred too late. Even though it was proposed in the Clinton Proposal in December 2000, it did not bring the sides to reach a settlement over the territorial question before the fall of the Barak administration
. 


In addition, the weakness of the political branch had enabled and encouraged the IDF to take hold of the reins and influence the framework for a resolution and the chances of its success. For a number of historical, political and organizational reasons, Israeli prime ministers have authorized the security branch, and the IDF most of all, to lead and direct the interim period following Oslo
. The security branch was responsible for preparation work, participation in the negotiations and on occasions direction of talks, implementation of agreements and maintenance of security. It did not, however, have full and continuing communication with the political branch regarding the latter's projections for the permanent status settlement. Instead, the military presented its own short-term frameworks and positions and failed in two areas. First, it impeded on the success of the negotiations on the territorial question by convincing the political branch to uphold positions and solutions based on "worst case scenario" projections and by underestimating the strategic contribution of a stable political settlement to national security. The army, guided by a "map of security interests"
, worked towards a political settlement that would preserve Israeli control over territory and roads, and would ensure operational preparedness for a surprise attack and terrorism. By so doing the military prevented the political branch, which did not share the former's strategic conception and needed its support to win legitimacy amongst the Israeli public, from taking the necessary steps towards solving the territorial problem
. Likud Prime Minister, Netanyahoo on his part, accepted the military's framework during his administration and passed a government resolution adopting it. By this he ensured that his government and he were prevented from negotiating with the Palestinians over territories the military considered essential for Israel's security and therefore non-transferable. Second, the lack of consistent military backing for the political branch's law enforcement steps against the settlers, as well as the constant friction between the Israeli and Palestinian populations in the territories, have created a harsh everyday reality for the Palestinians, who define it as "occupation by other means"
.      
From Signing to Implementing – The Palestinian Failure

The failure of the Palestinian leadership to prepare its people for reconciliation with Israel
 took many forms, ranging from incitement, to derogatory and hateful mentions of Israel in textbooks
 to the erasure of Israel from maps of the region. Some on the Palestinian side argue that an educational-pedagogic change is not a preliminary catalyst for a political process and for a change in social relations but rather results from such a process. Nevertheless, it is important to stress that the Palestinian Authority has not done what was within its capacity to change the anti-Israeli public discourse. Contributing to the grave outcomes of the political process was the PLO's tolerance for extremist Islamic organizations denying Israel's right to exist and opposing any negotiation with Israel. The PA's attempt to maintain unity among Palestinian ranks enabled the Hamas and the Islamic Jihad to exacerbate existing Israeli-Palestinian tensions by carrying out terrorist activities. This, in turn, forced the PA to adopt the extremists' discourse in order to appease the troubled Palestinian street. By so doing, Arafat has created the political and social conditions for the development of the Tanzim as a nationalist competitor to Hamas and Jihad, and to the participation of PA security forces in terrorist attacks against Israel.  

Arafat's abandonment of his 1993 unconditional pledge to renounce terrorism is unforgivable in the eyes of the Israeli and American publics; even if he claims Israel has left him no political alternative
. 


The second factor impeding on the political process was the decades long preservation of the refugee problem. The Palestinian refugee problem began when Israel closed its borders after the 1948 war and prevented the return of displaced Palestinians to their homes, villages and lands
. This difficult decision by Israel's first Prime Minister, Ben Gurion, was both problematic from a moral perspective and legitimate from a national perspective, considering the events leading to the war. With the passing of the years and the exacerbation of poverty and destitution in the refugee camps the stories of the land and property left behind became a uniting national ethos, which is until this very day an important part of the Palestinian identity. On the national and historical level, the "Naqba" and the refugee question have become a dominant component in the shaping of the Palestinian collective consciousness
. The greatest failure of the Palestinian leadership was in its inability to face its people and explain to them that the "Right of Return" of refugees would be only to the future Palestinian State and not to Israel. It failed to internalize the change in the international community's position on the question, as expressed in the change from UN resolution 194 to Security Council resolution 242
, to the Clinton proposal in 2002. Nevertheless, by the time of the permanent status negotiations the PLO had readopted the call for "personal return" of individuals, as was put forward in the two resolutions. This constituted a change from its historical stance that rejected resolution 242 and appropriated the "personal right to return" from the refugees by insisting on a collective national return. 


At the same time, the Palestinian negotiators tried to blur the consequences of the recognition of the Right to Return they demanded from Israel by proposing various implementation schemes. They blatantly ignored the growing suspicion among Israelis that the Oslo Agreement was a part of a Palestinian "phases plan" which viewed the attainment of the occupied territories as the fist step towards the dismantling of the State of Israel. This Palestinian unawareness or lack of consideration for Israeli worries is fully expressed in an official document composed by Dr. Asad Abd Rahman, a member of the PLO Working Committee and the Minister for Refugees and Displaced Persons, in June 1999
:

"Contrary to what has been said in the past, I think that the return of the refugees will have little effect on the present Jewish residents. Furthermore, they [the refugees] will help increase agricultural production, which has begun to decline as a result of the political and ideological deterioration in the Kibbutzim.

…The figures tell us that over 78% of the Jewish population lives today in an area covering less than 15% of the total territory of Israel…the remaining territories are basically the lands of the Palestinian refugees. Except for a few residence centers,…these areas are deserted. Only 154,000 Jews live there…Therefore, the return of the Palestinian refugees will not lead to the displacement of a large number of Jewish immigrants from their present place of residence."    
Back to the MHS Conception – Back to the Negotiation Table 


The war that has been raging in the last three years between the two sides might bring them back to the negotiation table. Both must understand that there is no other solution but the recognition and acceptance of the other's needs. Today, after much blood has been shed in vain, these needs are very clear. Furthermore, Israel's resilience in face of terrorist attacks, and the continuation of the Palestinian armed struggle despite Israel's persistent retaliation, has made it clear to both sides that the use of violence does not promote the interest of neither sides. As long as the conflict, in its current state, continues Israel is threatened by the Palestinian demographic growth, which might lead to a renewed Palestinian demand for a bi-national state. Such result might force Israel to deal with the demographic challenge at the risk of compromising the state's democratic character. History tells us that the Palestinian side will also be severely harmed by such grim results. 


The responsibility for bringing about a peaceful political resolution lies in the hands of the Israeli and Palestinian publics. The people must undo the traditional binds restricting their leaders from taking courageous steps. The leaders, on their part, must once again take hold of the reins of the political process and implement on the ground the conceptual leap taken by the Israeli and Palestinian leaders in 1993. This can be achieved through the Geneva Initiative of December 2003, which principally completes the Oslo process: It bases its proposed solutions on a full implementation of Resolution 242. It supports and completes the "Road Map" as a model for the Map's third stage – since for a gradual process such as the Road Map a known final status agreement on all fundamental issues is necessary, or else each side believes the process leads solely to his perception of a final resolution. The Geneva Initiative should serve as a final "light at the end of the tunnel" in order to ensure that the Road Map does not collapse like the Oslo Process. 
The Geneva Initiative also propagates an educational and democratic process. Thanks to it, the extremist and violent consensus is being questioned for the first time in three years and a debate ensues between extremists and moderates within the two societies. The moderates have managed to acknowledge the impossibility of some of their dreams and have abandoned the pursuit of such fantasies; the Israelis have abandoned the dream of "Greater Israel" and the Palestinians the dream of return to the entire territory of the State of Israel. The extremists still hold on to these dreams of "all or nothing" which will eventually lead to both sides losing what they can today achieve through the Geneva Initiative. 
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� As was made public in the Arafat-Rabin letters exchange in August 1993, which was added to the Declaration of Principles.  


� One's gain is the other's loss and visa versa. 


� This in spite of Arafat's commitment in his letter to Rabin to solve the conflict peacefully and through negotiation only. 


� David Ben Gurion, "Knesset Protocols", Volume 1, April 4th 1949. 


� Jews are expected to constitute a majority of 51% in 2010 but to decline to 47% in 2020 and to 37% in 2050. The Separation will bring the rates to – 79%, 77% and 74% respectively (De Pergula, 2000).  


� The Algiers Conference led to King Hussein's Declaration of the political and administrative separation of the West Bank from the Kingdom of Jordan and the recognition of the PLO as the only representative of the Palestinian people.   


� The creation of the "Phases Program", which was the first diversion from the dictates of the National Covenant, can be seen as expressing recognition of the limitations of terrorism.    


� This interpretation was fully implemented in the peace agreement with Egypt in 1978, with Jordan in 1994 and in the withdrawal from Lebanon in 2000. 


� The Eastern Bank of the Jordan River, which became the Kingdom of Jordan following Churchill's 1922 "White Book", stretched over 77% of the original British Mandate territory which was �designated for the Jewish National Home as expressed in the Balfur Declaration. Based on this, some �Israelis claim that the Israeli concession of territory has already been made, and Jordan is therefore �the Palestinian state.     


� The Labor Party put forward the "Alon Plan" concerning the West Bank. Later, in the Camp David Agreement (1977) it was agreed that the West Bank and Gaza Strip will be the territories of a future �Palestinian Autonomy.     


� The Likud Party's ideological founders rejected the Phil Committee recommendations and resolution �181 that enabled Ben Gurion to declare the establishment of the State of Israel. 


� Carried out through construction of bypassing roads, enlargement of jurisdiction areas, development of master plans, issuing contracts, allocation of special benefits, enlarged budgets and the absence of law enforcement against settlers' illegal actions.  


� United Jerusalem stretches over 61 sq. km of the West Bank territories and includes villages and �towns that had no previous municipal affinity to East Jerusalem. East Jerusalem's territory in 1967 �was only 7 sq. km. including the 980 thousand sq. meters of the Old City. 


� This is why the Palestinians have agreed to Israel's annexation of these territories, stretching over �less than 200 sq. km out of the West Bank's 5,878 sq. km, in a future border corrections agreement. 


� The later pattern of the settlement project was aimed at preventing the establishment of a Palestinian State in the West Bank and Gaza by inserting artificial Jewish residence blocks between Palestinian population centers. It did not create settlements' contiguity along the Green Line in a way that could enable the expansion of Israel's territory.   


� At Camp David the Israelis proposed 650 sq. km while the Palestinians proposed 100 sq. km. At the Taba negotiations, which are still debated, the Israeli Proposal was of 359 sq. km, while the Palestinian was of 140sq. km. 


� Later, during the negotiations for the permanent status agreement, the security branch refused to relinquish its central role, despite its declarations to the opposite. 


� Originally, the map was named "Vital Interests Map" and included almost 60% of the West Bank territory. During the Netanyahoo period it was divided into "Security Interests" and "Other Interests".  


� The military has internalized the historical lesson of the Agrenat Committee following the Yom Kipur War, which has strengthened the military's sense of responsibility for all matters of security. 


� The Israeli dilemma stems from a longing for the territories combined with a rejection of their Palestinian residents. Therefore, Israel has tried to separate from the Palestinians but not from the unpopulated Palestinian territories. There was a lack of empathy for the Palestinian point of view. The discourse and priorities were based solely on the Israeli interests.    


� A transformation in the Palestinian public discourse has ripened over the years, especially straight after the creation of the PA. It was a part of an internal discourse that could have led to the acceptance of Israel. An example of this are the outbursts of spontaneous expressions of joy during the signing of the Oslo Agreement, the popular demonstrations in which demonstrators carried olive branches and the discourse about the building of the Palestinian State and about its relations with Israel.   


� In a national education textbook written in 2000 seventh graders are asked: "How many of the Palestinian villages were destroyed and replaced by imperialist settlements?" Nevertheless, two researches have found these textbooks to be better than their Jordanian and Egyptian predecessors.   


� Oren Shahor, in an interview with Ronen Bergman quotes Arafat words from 1995: "…Ben Gurion shaped the state through honor and through the sword. We too are searching for the political path, but, like Ben Gurion, it is not the only path available to us."     


� An option given to the Palestinians in UN General Assembly Resolution 194 article 11 


�Pundak Ron, "The Road toward a Peace between the State of Israel and a Palestinian State: A Brief Perspective", March 2000.   


� While resolution 194 clearly mentioned a choice for the refugees between return and compensation, resolution 242 only mentions that "a fair settlement of the refugee problem must be reached". 


� This contradicts the more conciliatory attitude among some in the PLO, as was expressed by Abu Iad's article "Putting Down the Swords" published in Washington in 1990: "Israel must accept the Right to Return on the level of principle, but we understand that a full return is no longer possible. We are not utterly unrealistic when we consider how to realize this right."  
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