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ternational Organization, vol. 50, no. 4 (Autumn 1996), pp. 683-700.
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California Press, 1998), p. 236.
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of California Press, 1968); also see Daniel J. Elazar, Exploring Federalism
(Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1987).
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process is evident in the work of Haifa University geographer Stanley Water-
man. See his “Partitioned States,” Political Geograpy Quarterly, vol. 6, no. 2
(April 1987), pp. 151-170; and “Partition, Secession, and Peace in Our Time,”
GeoJournal vol. 39, no. 4 (August 1996), pp. 345-352. Another Israeli colleague,
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in his comparative study, Partition in Ireland, India, and Palestine (New York:
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men desperate to see a way out of seemingly intractable bloody struggles”
(p. 196).

18. Schaeffer, Warpaths, p. 253.
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fication (New York: Praeger, 1976). These have been supplemented in more re-
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narrower context of ethnic politics and independence movements: Robert Scha-
effer’s Warpaths: The Politics of Partition and Radha Kumar, Divide and Fall?
Bosnia in the Annals of Partition (London: Verso, 1997).

24. Schaeffer, Warpaths, p. 253.

25. Kumar, Divide and Fall? Her “obsession” with partition, proclaimed in a
page of acknowlegments, can be forgiven. But not the kind of ideological tirade
that sees “travesties” in the Camp David talks and employs shocking instances
of historical inaccuracy on top of false analogies and inappropriate comparisons
for the sake of a thesis objectively defensible on otherwise legitimate grounds.

26. Ibid., p. xv.

27. Uri Savir, “Collage of Comment, NPQ [New Perspectives Quarterly]
(Winter 1997), p. 62. Savir headed Israel’s negotiating team at the secret Oslo
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28. Kumar, Divide and Fall? pp. 164-165.

29. Schaeffer, Warpaths, pp. 252-253.

30. Kumar, Divide and Fall? pp. 168, 139.
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31. Gregory Henderson, Richard Ned Lebow, and John G. Stoessinger im-
posed basic scientific distinctions like that between “divided nations” (Germany,
Korea, China-Formosa, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos and Mongolia) and “par-
titioned countries” (Ireland, India, India-Pakistan-Bangladesh, Ruanda-Urundi,
Palestine-Eretz Israel) in their edited earlier book, Divided Nations in a Divided
World (New York: David McKay, 1974).

3. Partition and Palestine

1. The poll, held in November-December 1997 and using an identical ques-
tionnaire, was conducted jointly by the Jerusalem Media and Communication
Center (JMCC) and the Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace Studies at Tel Aviv
University. The findings courtesy of the Steinmetz Center.

2. A recent study has been published by the author of ambiguity’s role in
diplomacy, with particular reference to its great explanatory power for under-
standing the failure of Middle East peace initiatives to terminate in Permanent
Status agreement. See Aharon Klieman. Constructive Ambiguity in Middle East
Peacemaking, Research Report Series no. 10 (Tel Aviv: Tami Steinmetz Center
for Peace Research, 1999).

3. International Herald-Tribune, August 8, 1997.

4. Barry Rubin, “The Arab-Israeli Conflict Is Over,” Middle East Quarterly,
vol. 3, no. 3 (September 1996), pp. 3—12.

5. Itzhak Galnoor, The Partition of Palestine (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 1995).

6. The text and wording of Articles 2 and 19 are taken from Y. Harkabi, The
Palestinian Covenant and Its Meaning (London: Valentine, Mitchell, 1979), pp.
33 and 76. Harkabi also provides a close analysis of each clause.

7. The text of the Palestinian declaration of independence at Algiers on No-
vember 15, 1988, is found in Yehuda Lukacs, ed., The Israeli-Palestinian Con-
flict: A Documentary Record, 1967—-1990 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1992), pp. 411-414. In addition to expressing belief in the settlement of
regional and international disputes by peaceful means in accordance with the UN
Charter and resolutions, the declaration also contains the following important
statement: “Despite the historical injustice inflicted on the Palestinian Arab
people . . . following upon UN General Assembly Resolution 181 (1947), which
partitioned Palestine into two states, one Arab, one Jewish, yet it is this Resolu-
tion that still provides those conditions of international legitimacy that ensure
the right of the Palestinian Arab people to sovereignty” (p. 412).

8. In his December 15, 1988 Geneva press statement, when pressed, the P.L.O.
chairman publicly endorsed the UN’s original partition Resolution 181 as the ba-
sis for the Palestinian people’s rights to freedom and national independence, as
well as the right of all parties to exist in peace and security. Text in Lukacs, The
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, p. 434.

9. An outsider’s plea for binationalism is made in Marc H. Ellis, “The Future
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of Israel/Palestine: Embracing the Broken Middle,” Journal of Palestine Studies,
vol. 16, no. 3 (Spring 1997), pp. 56-66.

Interestingly, several lonely voices have also been raised of late against sep-
aratism and in favor of the binationalist construct on both the Arab and the Is-
raeli side. For example: Jenab Tutunji and Kamal Khaldi, “A binational state in
Palestine: The Rational Choice for Palestinians and the Moral Choice for Is-
raelis,” International Affairs, vol. 73, no. 1 (January 1997), pp. 31-58; see also
Ghada Karmi, “Life with the Enemy: The One-State Solution,” World Today
(August/September 1997), pp. 200-202), wherein the author makes clear her po-
sition: a single democratic state including Israelis and Palestinians. This is es-
sentially the approach advocated by Assad Ghanem and Sara Ossatsky-Lezer in
their November 16, 1996 op-ed piece that appeared in Ha’aretz under the cap-
tion “Two in One State.”

Probably the single most read Israeli commentator on the conflict who has
consistently defended binationalism is the former deputy mayor of Jerusalem,
Meron Benvenisti. His conceived formula for Jews and Arabs living in a shared—
and undivided—land combining ethnic and cultural separation within a common
geopolitical framework is spelled out in a series of articles published in the
Ha’aretz daily, one of which appeared on September 15, 1993, with the title,
“Where Did I Err?” His basic thesis of the logic and imperative for Arab-
Jewish coexistence has since been updated: “Who’s Afraid of Binationalism?”
August 16, 1996, and “The Evolution of a Concept,” December 5, 1996. Eng-
lish readers will find many of these ideas in Meron Benvenisti, Intimate Enemies
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995).

10. The virtues of federalism, taking the form of shared rule, and how they
might be applied to Palestine are best represented consistently over the last twenty
years in the writings of Professor Daniel Elazar, The Camp David Framework
for Peace: a Shift Toward Shared Rule (Washington: American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research, 1979), and his subsequent study, Two
Peoples—One Land: Federal Solutions for Israel, the Palestinians, and Jordan
(Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1991).

11. Shimon Peres, with Arye Naor, The New Middle East (New York: Holt,
1993), pp. 72-73. Since then, Peres’s position has evolved further, to the point
that by mid-1998 he openly favored outright Palestinian political independence
and full statehood, with or without some form of political affiliation (federation
or confederation) to neighboring Jordan.

12. Peres, The New Middle East, p. 173, in a chapter entitled “Confederation,”
pp. 163-179.

13. Fouad Ajami, “The Arab Inheritance,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 76, no. 5 (Sep-
tember/October 1997), p. 134.

14. Benjamin A. Netanyahu, A Place Among Nations: Israel and the World
(New York: Bantam, 1993). Even more outspoken in carrying the torch for Re-
visionist antipartitionism in a collection of his newspaper commentaries is
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Binyamin Ze’ev Begin, son of the late premier Menachem Begin, A Zionist Stand
(Portland, Or.: Frank Cass, 1993).

15. One of the most recent, scholarly, and extensive studies on the limited
self-rule construct is Ruth Lapidoth, Autonomy: Flexible Solutions to Ethnic Con-
flicts (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Institute of Peace Press, 1997).

16. Kenneth W. Stein and Samuel W. Lewis, Making Peace Among Arabs
and Israelis: Lessons from Fifty Years of Negotiating Experience (Washington,
D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, October 1991), pp. 25-26.

17. Larry L. Fabian, “The Red Light,” Foreign Policy, no. 50 (Spring 1983),
p. 53.

18. Any detailed historical analysis of the Palestine conflict through the par-
titionist prism by right ought to begin the partition chronicle with the end of the
First World War. For Arab nationalists Anglo-French dismemberment of the Ot-
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represented 76 percent of the total land area at the outset of the Palestine man-
date. The effect of divorcing it from the heartland of Palestine has been twofold:
limiting territorial competition to the less restricted west bank of the Jordan, in
addition to making the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan a third contender for who
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19. The reader will find a useful compendium of the major diplomatic initia-
tives and specific plans for Arab-Jewish reconciliation that have been tabled over
the years, along with a close analysis of each, in Karen Feste, Plans for Peace:
Negotiation and the Arab-Israeli Conflict (New York: Greenwood, 1991). An
additional source providing the outlines of twenty-nine different peace propos-
als extending from 1937 to 1991 is Lawrence Joffe, ed., Keesing’s Guide to the
Mid-East Peace Process (London: Cartermill, 1996).

20. Eban’s essay, “Partition Revisited,” appeared in the Jerusalem Post, No-
vember 27, 1987.

21. From the address by President Bush at the opening session of the Middle
East Peace Conference, October 30, 1991.

22. One of the pioneering efforts at getting into the details of possible parti-
tion plans is Saul Cohen’s monograph, The Geopolitics of Israel’s Border Ques-
tion (Boulder: Westview, 1986), under the auspices of the Jaffee Center for Strate-
gic Studies. While Cohen’s primary interest was the future borders between Israel
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23. A frank, thorough exploration of four possible relationships between the
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Hashemite monarchy and Palestinian nationalists—drift, a functional scenario,
separation, or cooperation—can be found in Mustafa Hamarneh, Rosemary Hol-
lis, and Khalil Shikaki, Jordanian-Palestinian Relations: Where To? (London:
Royal Institute for International Affairs, 1997).

24. Laura Zittrain Eisenberg and Neil Caplan, in their excellent textbook for
surveying the Palestine conflict, Negotiating Arab-Israeli Peace (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1998), at one point insightfully describe the protago-
nists as “coming full circle” back to the partition concept, and the concept itself
as “the default option of their history” (p. 113).

4. Within the Confines of Palestine

1. Arend Lijphart, Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977), p. 5.

2. Results of the first Palestinian census ever to have been conducted were
published in early 1997. They showed 2,920,454 Palestinians in the West Bank
and Gaza. Although the census provided no breakdown for the West Bank and
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in east Jerusalem. The International Herald-Tribune, February 28—March 1, 1997,
which also quoted the Israeli Defense Ministry spokesman, who charged the cen-
sus with inaccuracy, including the inclusion of Arabs living abroad.

3. Ha’aretz, September 7, 1998, using statistics compiled and released for pub-
lication by the Ministry of Interior’s population registry at the request of the an-
tisettler Peace Now movement.

4. Joseph Alpher. Settlements and Borders. Final Status Issues: Israel-
Palestinians Study No. 3 (Tel Aviv: Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, Tel Aviv
University, 1995), p. 3.

5. Ha’aretz, August 17, 1998. Angrily rebutting the memo’s insinuations, Is-
raeli Arab spokesmen charged that “instead of parachuting commissars on us,
the government should act to integrate Arabs in all walks of life” and that it was
people like the authors of the document who threaten Israeli democracy “by work-
ing to make Jewish-Palestinian cooperation impossible.”

6. On the idea of “territorial reciprocity”—that the Palestinians be compen-
sated for any territorial attrition within the West Bank by an equal or commen-
surate area taken from less sensitive regions of pre-1967 Israel—see David New-
man, “This New Pragmatism Is Welcome,” Jerusalem Post, February 21, 1997;
see also his more extensive discussion, “ ‘The Crisis of Jewish Settlement’—The
Territorial Politics of Exurbanization: Reflections on Twenty-five Years of Jew-
ish Settlement in the West Bank,” Israel Affairs, vol. 3, no. 1 (Autumn 1996),
pp. 61-85; especially p. 80, which pictures his map of possible territorial ex-
changes of Jewish and Arab settlement areas along the edges of the “green line.”

7. In 1997 the Palestine Authority’s justice minister, Freih Abu Medin, tabled
legislation forbidding Israeli Arabs from selling Arab property to Israelis even
within the bounds of Israel. Ha’aretz, May 28, 1997, p. 3.
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8. Juval Portugali, Implicate Relations (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic, 1993),
chapter 8: “Adjami: The Arab Neighbourhood of Tel-Aviv,” pp. 142-155. An
engaging ethnographic account of specific situations of friction, conflict, and co-
operation in Upper Nazareth among Jewish and Arab residents is Dan Rabi-
nowitz, Overlooking Nazareth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).

5. Borders and Security

1. At the time of King Hussein’s extended hospitalization in the United States
for chemotherapy treatment in 1998, military expert Ze’ev Schiff openly voiced
these concerns. In one column he wrote, “We must not forget that a substantial
change for the worse in Jordan and the Hashemite rule may shake up the region
and cause a 180-degree change in Israel’s strategic position.” “After Hussein and
Arafat,” Ha’aretz, July 31, 1998.

2. Worth exploring is Arye Shalev’s extensive work, The West Bank: Line of
Defense (New York and Tel Aviv: Praeger and Jaffee Center for Strategic Stud-
ies, 1985). Notwithstanding that some of the viewpoints expressed there, such as
the need for “a protracted period of transition,” are no longer operative in the
current stage of negotiations positing a direct move to permanent status, the book
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3. In an act of self-criticism, Yoel Marcus, veteran Ha’ aretz columnist and
outspoken proponent of Israel’s withdrawal from the 1967 territories, was quick
to pounce on India and Pakistan going nuclear to reinforce his argument. On June
2, 1998, he reasoned: “Now that we are faced with the prospect that Iraq and
Iran might, in the very near future, join the nuclear club, our stubborn quibbling
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trying to protect Israeli citizens from shoulder-held rocket and Katyusha attacks
seems more than just ridiculous—it is, in effect, playing Russian roulette with
this country’s future.”

Fellow columnist Akiva Eldar took the same “inside/outside” tack in “Secu-
rity Is in the Eye of the Beholder” (Ha’aretz, May 27, 1998), faulting the gov-
ernment for claiming a withdrawal of two percentage points might jeopardize Is-
rael’s security and insisting this acreage is in no way comparable to the security,
diplomatic, and economic damage were the Oslo process suspended. He argued
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cities infinitely more dangerous.”
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4. This and the following quotes are taken from Ahmad S. Khalidi, “Security
in a Final Middle East Settlement: Some Components of Palestinian National Se-
curity,” International Affairs, vol. 71, no. 1 (January 1995), pp. 1-18.



254 5. Borders and Security

5. Ze’ev Schiff, Security for Peace: Israel’s Minimal Security Requirements
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6. Joseph Alpher, Settlements and Borders, Final Status Issues: Israel-
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found in Efraim Inbar, “Israeli National Security, 1973-96” (pp. 62-81), in the
vol. 555 (January 1998) issue of The Annals of the American Academy of Po-
litical and Social Science devoted to “Israel in Transition.”

9. Shai Feldman and Abdullah Toukan, Bridging the Gap: A Future Security
Architecture for the Middle East, Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly
Conflict (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 1997), provide useful essays on Is-
rael’s security perceptions and its larger security environment and on Arab per-
ceptions and security policies. One may assume it is not entirely coincidental that
the Palestinian security plight is hardly mentioned, let alone seriously addressed
by Toukan, a Jordanian with close ties to the royal Hashemite court.

10. Ha’aretz, on May 11, 1997, quoted Prime Minister Netanyahu as not be-
ing inplacably opposed to a Palestinian entity with many of the attributes of state-
hood on the condition, however, that it may not be militarized and that it waive
any claim to a “strong” army or heavy weaponry. He added one further stipula-
tion: Israel would resist creating a shared border between the Palestinian entity
and the Jordanian kingdom that in the future might otherwise ease the way for
suddenly shifting troops from the one to the other.

11. The IDF Central Command has been reported as drawing up detailed plans
for various eventualities, including an order to reenter and retake the West Bank
and its cities, prompted by widespread turmoil or threats to Jewish settlers and
military installations and bases. Ha’aretz, May 22, 1997.

12. Mordechai Bar-On, Past Lessons and Future Logic: National Security
Considerations for Peace Making in the Middle East—The Israeli Perspective,
Center for International Development and Conflict Management Monograph Se-
ries Paper no. 1-94 (College Park: University of Maryland, 1994), p. 5.

13. Micha Bar-On, Red Lines in Israeli Deterrent Strategy (Tel Aviv: Ma’ara-
chot, 1990), chapter 5. The Jordanian connection is also discussed in Aharon
Klieman, “The Israel-Jordan Tacit Security Regime,” in Efraim Inbar, ed., Re-
gional Security Regimes (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995),
chapter 6, pp. 127-149.

14. Annex I: Protocol Concerning Redeployment and Security Arrangements,
The Interim Agreement on Palestinian Autonomy (Jerusalem: Information Divi-
sion, Israel Foreign Ministry, 1994), Article 14.

15. Primakov’s formulation is reported in the International Herald-Tribune,
December 19, 1997.
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16. In the “spirit of Madrid” one finds an entire shelf of published conference
proceedings generated by any number of private, academic and “track two” sem-
inars devoted to Middle East security-related issues. At these meetings Egyp-
tians, Israelis, Jordanians, Palestinians and other Arab delegates have exchanged
views and tabled concrete proposals for mutual security enhancement ranging
from crisis prevention centers to regional arms control. The joint publication,
cited above, by Feldman and Toukan is merely one example of the potential for
security collaboration; another is Efraim Karsh and Yezid Sayigh, “A Coopera-
tive Approach to Arab-Israeli Security,” Survival, vol. 36, no. 1 (Spring 1994),
pp- 114-125. Still another, more recent blueprint circulated by the Swedish-based
SIPRI Institute is Peter Jonas’s Toward a Regional Security Regime for the Mid-
dle East: Issues and Options (Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Re-
search Institute, December 1998).

17. Barak made this point emphatically when speaking at a symposium on
“The State of the Nation 1998,” held by Tel Aviv University’s Jaffee Center for
Strategic Studies on January 13, 1998. Also quoted in Ha’aretz, January 14, 1998.
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1. Ha’aretz, August 18, 1998.

2. Addressing himself to this problem of thousands of new and expensive cars
being transferred, totally unimpeded, to Palestinian areas, Ze’ev Schiff, in an ed-
itorial column entitled “Robbing the Country Blind,” nevertheless put vehicle
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