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If Jared Kushner's recent statement about Donald Trump's "Plan of the Century " is more serious than its predecessors, we are likely to be exposed to it starting June. The leaks and denunciations related to its content focus mostly on sub-details rather than on its essence and its underlying assumptions: Will the plan rely on the history of the conflict? Will it be based on the decisions of the international community? Will it continue the negotiations from the point reached by the sides in the past, or will it be a blue-and-white-painted barrel that pours gasoline on the whispering coals of the sense of injustice that pervades the Palestinians and the Arabs - rekindle resistance and terrorist activity among the Palestinians, and push them and Israel into another round of the violent and futile fight that has been going on for more than a century? Will we be dragged to all this just to return and adopt the basic understandings of the resolution of the conflict - as Chaim Weizmann told the Anglo-American Committee in 1946 - adopted in the 1947 UN partition report: "The claims on Palestine, both by the Arabs and by the Jews, are valid and can not be reconciled with each other. Of all the proposals that have been proposed, the partition is the most practical ... and it will allow some of the national claims and aspirations of both sides to be provided"."
The answer lies in understanding the basic tensions experienced by both sides with regard to the core issues of the conflict. The plan will have a chance of being accepted only if it offers a response to these tensions and reduces their power. History shows that when all parties contribute fairly to resolving tensions, an agreement can be reached. In the peace agreement between Israel and Egypt, the main tension was on the issue of security. Israel was torn between the desire to draw out Egypt, the largest and most important Arab state, from the cycle of war, and the fear of deploying the Egyptian army along its western border because of its lacks of strategic depth. The Egyptians, on the one hand, wanted to return of the Sinai to its last grain, and on the other hand they feared that their sovereignty would be violated, for example if Israeli intelligence facilities were left there. The solution was in the implementation of Article 242 of the UN Security Council, which states that means, "including the creation of demilitarized zones", will be used. The demilitarization of the Sinai Peninsula answered both the Egyptian need for a demonstration of sovereignty and the security need of Israel. The same applies to the 1994 peace treaty between Israel and Jordan. Both wanted a peace agreement, but Israel - which drew water in Jordanian territory and took control of lands in it - wanted to avoid a mortal blow to the Israeli settlements that cultivated those lands; Jordan, on the other hand, did not want to give up the land under its sovereignty. The solution was in the form of an exchange of territory of 16.5 square kilometers and the transfer of water from Israel to Jordan.
In the Palestinian context, the main tension that Israel is experiencing is between its desire to remain a democratic state with a Jewish majority and in the family of nations - which requires political separation from the Palestinians on the basis of the 1967 lines - and three important interests that concern areas beyond these lines: security, the holy places in Jerusalem, and the challenge of evacuating hundreds of thousands of Israelis.

The border issue is the biggest challenge among the four core issues. The Palestinians, it should be emphasized, see their demand for the 1967 lines as the great concession they have already made. In other words, they relinquished 78% of the land of Mandatory Palestine (Israel within the Green Line), which they considered to be solely theirs, in exchange for the establishment of a state on the remaining 22% - the West Bank, including East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip. They demand in principle that the permanent border be determined in accordance with UN resolutions, as the Committee on Interaction with the Israeli Society established by the PLO under Mahmoud Abbas's instructions wrote: "[UN] Resolution 242 in 1967 determined the inadmissibility of taking over territory of another by means of war, and [Resolution] 67/19 in 2012 recognized the State of Palestine within the June 4, 1967 borders, and [Resolution] 2334 in 2016 stated that all the steps Israel has taken in the Occupied Territories since the 1967 war are void and illegal" (In a booklet entitled "The Palestinian Position on the Core Issues").
In the Judea and Samaria District live 425 thousand Israelis and in East Jerusalem live 220,000 more - Israel cannot cope with an evacuation of this magnitude. The formula found for this tension is the familiar parameter of the 67 lines as the basis for an exchange of territories on a 1: 1 ratio. In other words, according to the mentioned Palestinian booklet, "some 80% of the Jewish settlers in the West Bank live in settlements near the Green Line, i.e. in the area that is expected to be included in the exchange of territories ..." I would add that this is 4% of the West Bank, for which Israel is supposed to transfer uninhabited land of similar size to Palestinian sovereignty. This scope of land swaps will constitute the optimal balance point for both sides in terms of the prices that will be required to pay in an agreement.
In addition to the border issue there is the issue of security. The instability in the region and the rise of radical Islamic elements under Iran's patronage, along with topographical control that the West Bank provides on Israel's coastal plain, will not allow Israel to withdraw to the border, which is primarily the Green Line, without extensive security arrangements. On the Palestinian side, any reduction in the territory of the Palestinian state or unreasonable damage to its sovereignty is unacceptable. The response to this was through the demilitarization of the Palestinian state from an army and heavy weapons, and its reliance on security forces aimed at enforcing law and order and fighting terrorism. In addition, as stated in the booklet: "The Palestinian leadership announced that it would not enter into any military alliance that would undermine stability and peace in the region". In precise terms, according to the draft negotiated at Annapolis in 2008, "Palestine is prohibited from signing military alliances with countries and organizations hostile to Israel, it must not allow the passage of their forces on its territory or their parking in it". This clause, in addition to the same clause that was signed in the peace agreement with Jordan, gives Israel a "conditional strategic depth" up to the eastern border of Jordan. Later on it said in the booklet: "The Palestinian leadership also expressed willingness to agree to security arrangements that meet the security needs of Palestinians and Israelis alike". 
It is easy to understand that this is a "give and take" relationship between the parties regarding these two issues. While Israel is required to agree that the territory of the Palestinian state will be, after the exchange of territories, in the size of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip occupied in 1967 (6,205 square kilometers, as was agreed at Annapolis in 2008, with the mediation of US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice) the Palestinians are required to demilitarize their state, in addition to other extensive security arrangements. Today, while the Palestinians adhere to this agreement, Netanyahu has completely withdrawn from it. He demands the annexation of all the settlements, without territorial exchanges, and the right to security intervention in the Palestinian state.
The question of Jerusalem is first and foremost the question of the historic basin and its holy sites, all of which are located beyond the 1967 lines. The Palestinians are careful to mention UN Security Council Resolution 252 of 1968, which states that all steps taken by Israel regarding the status of Jerusalem are null and void, Resolution 476 from 1980, repeats its predecessor 252, and even Resolution 2334 of 2016, which refers to Jewish neighborhoods as illegal settlements. Nevertheless, the parties agreed to divide East Jerusalem (annexed to Israel in 1967) on the border between the Jewish neighborhoods and the Arab neighborhoods, as part of the exchange of territories described above. I.e. the Palestinian capital will be established in the eastern part of the city and the Jewish neighborhoods will be annexed to Hebrew Jerusalem. The Palestinians added in the booklet that "the official Palestinian position does not oppose the fact that the city of Jerusalem will remain open to the believers of the three religions, that everyone will have the freedom to worship in their holy place". As for the historic basin, there are two possibilities: first, a division on a demographic basis that will leave the Western Wall, Mount Zion, the Jewish Quarter and half of the Armenian Quarter under Israeli sovereignty. Second, joint management or management through a third party of the entire historic basin, while maintaining the administrative status quo of the holy places.
The refugee issue is fraught with tension, which is a product of on one hand, the Palestinian demand for the implementation set forth in Article 11 of UN Resolution 194 in 1948, whereby "refugees who wish to return to their homes and live in peace with their neighbors should be allowed to do so at the earliest practicable date"; and on the other hand, the threat to the Jewish identity of the State of Israel due to the return of millions of Palestinian refugees. The answer to this tension lies in the continuation of Article 11: "Compensation shall be paid for the property of those who choose not to return and for loss or damage to property." In other words, the refugees who wish to do so can be absorbed into the Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, where 40% of them already live. The rest may choose to remain in their host countries or to emigrate to a third country and receive compensation. The number of refugees returning to Israel will be minimal and therefore meaningless. The maximum Palestinian demand never exceeded 100,000, while the Israeli proposal was at most 5,000.
Here too, it is easy to identify the reciprocal relations between the two issues - the refugees and Jerusalem. Israel must recognize a Palestinian capital in East Jerusalem (annexing the Jewish neighborhoods and instituting special arrangements in the holy places); and in return the Palestinians must give up the actual realization of what they call the "right of return" to Israel. In this sub-deal, Israel enjoys an improvement in the demographic balance in favor of the Jews despite the absorption of refugees (it is estimated that tens of thousands of refugees will eventually be absorbed), thanks to the revocation of Israeli residency to the 350,000 Palestinians living in East Jerusalem in exchange for Palestinian citizenship. Even in this context, the Palestinians are now clinging to the package deal, while Netanyahu refuses to put Jerusalem to negotiation.
Donald Trump therefore has to save up piles of economic and social programs, and to refrain from presenting plans for interim agreements. The Palestinians are fed up with the continuation of the "interim period" in which the number of Israelis in the West Bank rose from 225,000 to 645,000. Trump cannot accept in full - or in part - Netanyahu's position on borders and Jerusalem. If he will accept, it will be as if international decisions and law had no weight, and force was the sole criterion for just agreements.
Trump should present the parties with a formula that includes the parameters agreed upon in the four core issues: the 1967 lines as a basis, and a 1: 1 ratio agreed upon territorial exchange; A demilitarized Palestinian state and additional security arrangements; Two capitals in Jerusalem and special arrangements for the holy places; The absorption of most refugees in the state of Palestine and the granting of compensation. Agreeing on the details of these issues in the negotiations will make it possible to determine if the agreement marks the end of the conflict and the end of the claims, and that Israel and Palestine are the Jewish and Palestinian nation-states, respectively, while maintaining full equality of rights for all their inhabitants. To this end, Trump is required to enlist the support of the Arab world in the process, advance rapid promotion of normalization with Israel, and the commitment of the international community and the United States to fair mediation and military and economic support for Israel and Palestine. Remove the demon of violence from the bottle again. Any other route, will have high chances of failure, and worse, it will bring the genie of violence back out of the bottle.

