TWO AND A HALF PALESTINIAN STATES?

Raphael Israeli

Following the various Oslo Accords, which the
Israeli Labor government initiated and its successor
inherited, and the more recent Wye Plantation
Agreement, which the Likud government engineered
and its predecessor reluctantly agreed to support,
there is no longer any question of whether or not
there will be or ought to be a Palestinian entity. In
fact, the long-held premise of this essay is that not
only is it inevitable that a Palestinian state will and
should be established, it is in Israel's interest.
Without a full-fledged Palestinian state, there will be
neither permanent peace nor stability in the Middle
East. Admittedly, a Palestinian state does not
guarantee stability in itself, but its absence certainly
guarantees instability and maintains Israel in her
unenviable image of ``occupier'' and ``oppressor''.

handicapped by the following structural and functional defects:
.

.

.
Drawbacks of Currently Proposed
Solutions

Of all the solutions advanced over the Palestinian
question, the one which seems to have made most
headway towards implementation is the establishment of an entity in the so-called West Bank and
Gaza. Autonomy was first suggested by Israel at
Camp David but rejected by the Palestinians. Then,
an Authority was offered by Israel and agreed to but
only as a temporary, transitional measure by the
Palestinians. Lastly, a Palestinian state was recognized by the Palestinians but rejected by Israel.
Regardless of the minutiae governing the nature of
this entity, it is already evident that none of the
alternatives can constitute a permanent, acceptable
and ultimately satisfactory solution for most Palestinians. For all three varieties of settlement are

Even if Palestinians are given the totality of
the West Bank and Gaza, these territories are
too small, economically not viable and
lacking in contiguity and topographical
variety to sustain an independent entity.
Even if Palestinians took control of the
whole of these areas, this population of 2
million would constitute hardly one third of
the Palestinian people. This means that two
thirds of them would remain outside their
homes and as a permanent reminder of the
dispersion, misery, uprooting and irredentism that have been their lot over the past
two generations.
Such an alternative would leave unresolved
the problem of the Palestinian Arabs living
in Israel who long ago ceased to see
themselves as a linguistic/religious/ethnic
group striving for integration but have come
to identify more or less fully with their
Palestinian brethren across the ``Green Line''
and around the world. This feature of the
conflict has recently gathered momentum
due to the radicalization of the Arabs in
Israel by Muslim fundamentalist currents
which lead them to identify with Islam at
large.

But to allow these defective concepts to govern
our thinking and policy, we have made artificial
distinctions which have no leg to stand on: we have
divided the Palestinian people into four separate
parts (Jordanians, Palestinians, Israelis, and Dia-
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spora) and we have partitioned Palestine into three
separate entities (Israel, Jordan and the Territories).
Moreover, we have pretended that keeping them
separate and attempting to resolve each of them
piecemeal is to our liking. But, over and again, we
were confronted with the reality of the indivisibility
of the problems of Palestine and of the Palestinians
slapping us in the face, and what we set out to do
was undone.
First, we said that autonomy would fulfill the
aspirations of the Palestinians for self-rule and
conducted ``autonomy talks'' with the Egyptians,
without Palestinian participation, in implementation of the ``legitimate rights'' of our neighbors,
which we had recognized and committed ourselves
to at Camp David. Soon we realized that the fate of
no nation can be decided without its taking an
active part in the shaping of that fate. Autonomy
remained in the air, with no takers, until the intifada
erupted in 1987. In the meantime, pro-Jordanian
forces were active among the Palestinians, in an
attempt to revive the ``Jordanian option'', which
many Israelis and Palestinians continued to cultivate, out of the erroneous assumption that King
Hussein was moderate and more amenable to a
settlement with Israel than any brand of nationalist
Palestinians.
The Jordanian Option also had a legal side to
it: the West Bank had been taken from the
Jordanians during the 1967 War, therefore the
Hashemite Crown was the only claimant to it,
since no Palestinian entity had ever existed there.
Had things worked out that way, the problems of
Hussein might have been resolved, but not the
Palestinian issue, which had grown independent of
Amman since the founding of the PLO in 1964,
and had been in competition with Amman since
Black September, 1970. But when the Arab
Summit recognized in 1974 the right of the PLO
to recover any part of Palestine evacuated by
Israel; and even more at the outbreak of the
intifada, Jordan wholly, and wisely, renounced its
claim to the West Bank, the only two contenders
which remained face to face were the Palestinians
and the Israelis.
Then we went to Oslo to negotiate, not with the
representatives of the Palestinians of the West Bank

and Gaza, with whom we could have discussed
autonomy, but with the PLO which, purporting to
represent all Palestinians, the majority of whom
were outside Israeli rule, could not negotiate
anything but a Palestinian entity that would resolve
the Palestinian problem in ``all its aspects''. And
since the West Bank and Gaza were only part of the
problem, not even the largest or most important
part thereof, it was clear from the outset that the
assets under Israel's control were insufficient to
address the Palestinian question in its entirety, to
produce either a satisfactory or a permanent
settlement at the end of the process.
While we were attempting to take the first steps
with the Palestinians, transferring to them Gaza and
Jericho and plotting the gradual transfer of much of
the rest, under the false assumption that we were on
the road to solving the Palestinian problem and
freeing ourselves of its yoke, King Hussein came in a
panicky rush when he realized that the growth of a
Palestinian entity in Western Palestine would
inevitably undermine his kingdom, inasmuch as
Palestinian national sentiment did not stop at his
frontier. He understood that heightened Palestinian
morale, boosted by territorial independence and
national symbols, would be by necessity detrimental
to his regime. He feared, and not without reason,
that his restive Palestinian subjects might take his
rule for what it was, namely a regime imposed from
above, not necessarily popular or accepted by the
majority, while the nationality and political culture
of the population is Palestinian in its majority.
Legitimacy was the magic word. Hussein, like
the rest of the Arab leaders, lacked the legitimacy to
his rule which in the West is provided by free and
fair elections, and a smooth transition of power,
something unknown in the Arab world. Again, like
other rulers in the Arab world who claim legitimacy
via Islam (the Moroccan and Saudi Kings, for
example), Hussein needed desperately an Islamic
symbol to hang on to, so he approached Israel, the
only power capable of ushering him into Jerusalem,
for that purpose. The price was clear: signing a
contractual peace with the Zionist state. Left and
Right in Israel were unanimous in granting Hussein
that status, each for different reasons, but both were
oblivious to the fact that they were used by the
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astute king who could now roll the Palestinian hot
potato into Israeli hands. For once Hussein's Kingdom was recognized as a Hashemite-Jordanian
regime, it was evident that the entire Palestinian
problem had become Israel's to solve, and he
washed his hands clean of it.
This is precisely the tragedy of the Israel-Jordan
peace treaty, which instead of facilitating the
solution to the Palestinian issue Ð Jordan being
part of Palestine and its population mostly Palestinian Ð has severed the link between those two
parts of Palestine and of the Palestinians, and made
the issue intractable and insoluble. You cannot put
a puzzle together if half the pieces are kept apart,
and you cannot assemble a car with half the parts
missing. And this is precisely where we are today,
following the various Oslo Accords and their aftermath. By bisecting the Palestinian issue by territory
and population, not only do we encounter difficulties in meeting the minimal conditions of the
Palestinians, we end up according them two and a
half states: one in Jordan, which they will take over
when democratization brings them to the helm; one
in the territories, which is now in the making; and
one-half of Israel, which the Palestinian Arabs of
Israel claim as their own, for they now see
themselves as a national minority in a ``state of its
citizens'', namely a bi-national state.
Is this what our founding fathers envisioned for
us? Is it right that Israel give up her Jewish-Zionist
identity in order to accommodate her Arab citizens
who see and proclaim themselves as Palestinians?
Do the Palestinians deserve two and a half states
but the Jews none? Moreover, due to the demographic pressures of the Arabs of Israel, and in view
of the democratic nature of the state, the time will
come when they could increase their percentage in
the population and in consequence bring their
decisive vote to bear, unless steps are taken now to
avert that development by including this population
in the desired solution of the Palestinian problem.

The Proposed Palestinian State

The establishment of a Palestinian state is neither a
question of morality nor desirability but one of
necessity, failing which there will be no peace for
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anyone in the Middle East. Therefore, rather than
devising ways to prevent it from rising or fighting it
after it is born, one should focus on defusing its
explosiveness, encouraging its creativity, responding
to its genuine needs, and channeling its energies
toward construction. Arrangements for good neighborly relations with Israel can be made ironclad and
irreversible through a system of interdependencies,
not verbal guarantees, and an Israeli security
presence which would make any departure or
deviation from them detrimental to the Palestinians,
first and foremost.
Two fundamentals are required to begin negotiations with the Palestinians on this new arrangement: equal rights and maximal demands. Only if we
recognize full and parallel rights to the Palestinians
can we demand that our own full rights be equally
recognized; and only if we make maximum territorial
demands, do we have anything to yield while at the
same time ensuring our own needs. In other words,
we, like the Palestinians, enjoy the full ownership of
all Eretz Israel/Palestine, and because we demand for
ourselves and recognize in others that right, we are
not only willing to compromise through partition,
we are also vying for a large enough part of all
Palestine, West and East, so as to satisfy ourselves
and the others at the same time.
Once this premise is established, a declaration
of four principles can be agreed upon with any
national representation of the Palestinians willing
to negotiate and come into partnership with Israel:
1. The Right of Self-Determination

The Palestinian people in all its components, just
like the Jewish people, deserves the right of selfdetermination, namely the right to nationhood and
statehood. But our recognition of this right of theirs
is conditional on their recognition of the same for
the Jewish people. This is a crucial element that
Israel should have insisted on in Oslo, because this
was precisely what the Palestinian National Charter
denied. Its Article 20 claimed that the Jews are not a
nation, Judaism being merely a faith, and therefore
they are not entitled to statehood or self-determination. In Oslo we were outmaneuvered by the
Palestinians when, in return for our recognition of
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the Palestinian people, they recognized the State of
Israel, not the Jewish people.
According to the PLO interpretation shared by
Israeli Arabs, the State of Israel belongs to all its
citizens, not to the Jewish people, and therefore,
while there must be many Arab states, even a
Palestinian-Arab state, there ought not to be any
Jewish state per se. According to this logic, both the
demographic growth of the Arabs within Israel and
the Right of Return of the Palestinians would
eventually generate an Arab majority in Israel which
will, eo ipso, bring about the end of the Jewish state.
Hence, in the Arab mind, the rhetorical recognition
of Israel, as a temporary phenomenon, does not
necessarily mean the recognition of the right of selfdetermination of the Jewish people, and as a
corollary, the right of a Jewish state to a separate
existence.
The ``battle of the womb'', as the Palestinians
view it, has been a priori decided in their favor,
inasmuch as demographic projections, as well as
past achievements, inexorably tilt the scale their
way. They reckon that in spite of the massive waves
of aliya to Israel, the Israeli Arabs have kept up and
even surpassed their initial percentage in the
general population, and that while projected aliya,
to which they are opposed for obvious reasons, is
limited and finite, the potential for growth of the
Arabs is limitless and open-ended, even if temporarily challenged by the new immigrants. Moreover, if
Palestinian refugees are allowed to resettle in Israel,
even in limited numbers, this would certainly hasten
the pace of demographic reversal.
All this means that the Palestinians would have
to accept the right of the Jewish people to selfdetermination, i.e. that it reserves the right, at any
time in the future when demographic realities so
warrant, to detach itself from the Arab majority and
preserve the Jewish majority of their state. This is
hardly feasible in the changing demographic conditions of any country, and it would also imply a
constantly shrinking area of the Jewish polity every
time the Jews have to retreat from a new, overwhelmingly Arab majority; unless, of course, a
rectifying mechanism is devised as part of the
settlement, which would neutralize the demographic

threats that are likely to undo the Jewish nature of
the State of Israel.
2. Movements of National Liberation

The failure of Israel to insist in Oslo upon the
mutual recognition of Jews and Palestinians as two
national groups is further emphasized and dramatized by the one-sided recognition by Israel of the
PLO, the movement of National Liberation of the
Palestinians, while the parallel recognition by the
Palestinians of the Jewish Movement of National
Liberation, Zionism, was allowed to be ignored. This
asymmetry is not a matter of semantics or of
courtesy, but crucial to the substance of the future
relations between Israel and the Palestinians. The
latter indeed vowed, in fifteen out of the thirty-three
articles of their Charter, to eliminate all the
manifestations of Zionism in Palestine, and only
their recognition of Zionism, exactly as Israel
recognized the PLO, could finally overcome this
obstacle and indicate that there is a change of heart,
not only of mind, among them.
In Oslo, and in all the negotiations which flowed
from it, the Israelis demanded that all ``clauses in
the Charter denying the right of Israel to exist'' be
amended or extirpated. The Palestinians acquiesced, knowing that such clauses hardly exist at
all, since the Charter is poised against Zionism, not
Israel, although the two are certainly linked. Therefore, the PLO could continue to skirt the issue and
maneuver around it instead of being simply required
to recognize Zionism, failing which Israel should not
have implemented any of her obligations under
Oslo. Such a mutual, parallel and straightforward
recognition of the PLO and Zionism would have
rendered the Charter truly invalid and could have
saved us all the scorn and bitterness that our vain
efforts to have the Charter amended have occasioned.
Unlike the peace deals that we concluded with
Arab states (Egypt and Jordan thus far), the one
with the PLO is with an organization, not a state.
Therefore, while our treaties with the Arab states
did not include anything on Zionism, with the
states remaining, on the whole, hostile to it and
equating it with racism, the Oslo Accords opened
a unique opportunity for us to get an acknowl-
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edgment of Zionism by an Arab body. Had we
made our recognition of the PLO conditional on
their reciprocal acceptance of Zionism, we would
have gone a long way towards normalizing our
relations with the Arabs. The fact that we let them
escape the issue did not facilitate or soften their
attitudes towards us; quite the contrary, they were
satisfied to hold on to their beliefs and to get
what they wanted without having to pay the
requisite price of reciprocity.
3.

Eretz Israel

/ Palestine Belongs to its Owners

Historical Palestine, which until the British Mandate
encompassed land west and east of the Jordan River,
has been the joint home of its owners, the Israeli
Jews and the Palestinian Arabs. Jordanian identity is
a recent and artificial device to legitimize the rule of
the Hashemites, who were expelled from the Hijaz.
Whatever the differences one might detect between
the Bedouins of Trans-Jordan and the Palestinian
majority living there, both belong to the same stock,
language and cultural heritage. The PLO, which
purports to represent all Palestinians, is certainly
aware that half the Palestinian people (some 3 out
of over 6 million) dwell in Trans-Jordan where they
constitute two-thirds or more of the population.
When Palestinians serve as government ministers in
the Amman government, they do not cease to
identify themselves as Palestinians, as do those in
Nablus and Ramallah or Haifa and Ramle.
Since the continuum of the Palestinian population in Palestine extends from Israel to Trans-Jordan,
it makes no sense to divide it into its components
and try to relegate its various segments to various
national entities. Similarly, the land being historically, geographically and demographically one
whole, it makes no sense to assign it to the existing
regimes but rather to the peoples who inhabit it,
relate to it and own it: the Israeli Jews and the
Palestinian Arabs. Since both parties lay a legitimate claim to the entire land, it makes sense that
they seek to negotiate its partition between them.
This does not necessarily mean the liquidation of
any other existing entity, for the country now called
``Jordan'', its land and people, will all remain where it
is, only the political contours of that entity should
stand for redefinition.
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The redefinition must be based on the premise
that since each party is entitled to all Palestine,
everything Ð from the Mediterranean to the Iraqi
Desert Ð must be negotiable. Certainly, there are
realities on the ground, whereby east of the Jordan
River is entirely Arab and west of the Jordan mostly
Jewish. Therefore, no one would envisage the folly of
moving the Westerners east and the Easterners
west; however, the principle that nothing is foreclosed and everything is negotiable, must remain as
the guideline for negotiation. The negotiations
between Israelis and Palestinians will be long and
difficult, but at the end they will agree, regardless of
the population patterns and the distribution of
settlements, to a partition of the entire land along
either of two options:
. West-East, with Israel keeping most of the
heights of the West Bank and excluding the
major population concentrations of the
Palestinians; and the Palestinians extending
their rule over all the East Bank and many of
the population centers of the West Bank; or
. North-South (see Annex), with Israel keeping
most of Western Palestine north of Beersheba and the mountains of Gilead in
Northern Trans-Jordan, while the Palestinians ruling central and Southern TransJordan and large tracts of the Negev which
would allow them a safe and permanent
land link to Gaza.
In the Palestinian polity that results from this
new partition of Greater Palestine, the government
will have to decide the modalities of their regime. If
they wish to keep the Hashemites, and declare a
constitutional monarchy, that would allow them to
maintain the royal family, with limited powers and
those pertaining to protocol as in Britain, while the
real power will be in the hands of the elected
government which represents the majority. If they
should wish to opt for a republic, this is their choice,
as long as the popular will is represented and a
smooth transition of power is effected from elections to elections, and is not given any longer to the
whim of an autocratic king.
4. A Novel Definition of Sovereignty

Since this partition will by necessity leave popula-
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tion patterns intertwined, a distinction will have to
be established between ownership and sovereignty
over territory on the one hand, and the personal
status of the inhabitants on the other. In other
words, regardless of the contours of the permanent
boundaries agreed upon between Israel and Palestine, many Palestinians, including Israeli Arabs,
would remain under Israeli rule, while Israelis who
today live on the West Bank and Gaza Strip, might
conceivably remain in Palestinian territory. All
inhabitants residing in either party but belonging
to, or identifying with the other, could choose
among three options:
. To sell their property and move to their
homeland (Palestinians to Palestine and
Israelis to Israel), where they can rebuild
their lives as they choose, with the proceeds
of the liquidation of their properties; or
. Acquire the citizenship of their country of
residence, by fulfilling the local requirements of either of the two states: language,
oath of allegiance, respect for local state
symbols, and national services; or
. Remain as alien residents in their country of
residence, enjoy local services, the right to
work and other benefits, but also pay local
taxes and obey the local laws. In a situation of
peace and open borders between Israel and
Palestine, both populations would enjoy
freedom of movement, similar to Canadians
in the United States or Belgians in France,
with minimal checking procedures at the
border check-points. They could exercise the
rights and duties of a citizen in their home
country, and due to the short distances, could
even run for office in their home state while
continuing to reside in their towns and
villages. It is likely that in the future, many
of these people would move to their home
country in order to enjoy life among their kin,
but until then there need not be any sharp
cleavage in their double identity between
their country of allegiance and their place of
residence. Those who misbehave, break the
rules or otherwise disturb the order, can be
repatriated to their home countries, exactly
like aliens in America, even those enjoying

permanent residence, who are excluded without ceremony when they are found to have
violated local codes of law.
At stake here are many of the millions of
Palestinians presently under Israeli rule: one million
Israeli Arabs, and the Palestinians who remain in
those parts of the West Bank attached to Israel
under the agreement. At stake are also those
thousands of Israelis whose settlements, particularly in the periphery of Jerusalem, might fall within
the sovereign territory of the Palestinian state. But
once the permanent borders are delineated, each
party will be sovereign to initiate any policy of
immigration and settlement as it sees fit, something
that will allow both the continuation of Jewish ingathering in Israel and the settlement of the
Palestinian refugees in the vast Palestinian lands.

Balance of Gains and Drawbacks

, at the price of totally and finally renouncing
Eastern Palestine, and even negotiating the fate of
the territories it now holds west of the Jordan River,
would achieve most of its desires:
. It would keep most of the strategic areas
west of the river to satisfy its security needs,
while the demographic menace against the
Jewishness of the state would be neutralized.
. The Palestinian Arabs under Israeli rule, once
they are assured of their ability to choose
between nationalities and to determine their
future, will shed their hostile attitude towards
the Jewish state and each individual will be
the master of his or her own fate.
. Israel can also regain the image of a peaceloving and generous country, once its crucial
contribution to Palestinian independence
and construction is proven.
. Israel's eastern border would not only be
secure and peaceful, but also stable.
. Israel would be able to maintain and
cultivate its nature as a Jewish and democratic state, free from demographic threats.
. Israel's improved image and peaceful boundaries would render it an attractive place for
other Jews in the world and for investors at
large.
Israel
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.

The Israeli settlements in the territories
would not only be maintained, they could
even be reinforced, once Israeli sovereignty
is confirmed over parts of the West Bank and
Gaza. Moreover, under the principle of
reciprocity, it would matter little if thousands of Israelis joined existing settlements
reverting to the Palestinians, when millions
of Palestinians would continue to live under
Israeli sovereignty. Quite the contrary, the
peace would be reinforced and guaranteed if
each side were interested in respecting and
attending to the citizens of the other,
because at stake would be the interests of
its own citizens dwelling under the other's
rule.
The Palestinians would have to compromise
by ceding to Israel most of the West Bank. They
would have to amend their Charter so as to
accommodate the Jewish-Zionist state as their
legitimate neighbor, and put an end to the
concentration of their struggle on western Palestine. In return, they would gain:
. Three quarters of historical Palestine, where
plenty of territory is available to resettle the
refugees who have been languishing in fetid
camps for more than 50 years.
. They would have a large, viable and defensible state and gain recognition from Israel
and secure boundaries with her.
. They will finally control the fate of most
Palestinians, either through direct rule over
them, or indirectly via the citizenship of
those dwelling in Israel and elsewhere.
. They could enjoy Israeli technical and
economic aid, labor markets and collaboration against common enemies.
. In short, they would be able to channel their
enormous energies, talents, manpower and
creativity to developing their country, resettling their refugees and cultivating their
heritage and culture. They would also be
able to control a large and strong army
posted east of the Jordan River, which would
pose no danger to Israel.
The Jordanian Royal House would have to
renounce a large part of its authority and become a
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constitutional monarchy and recognize that the
popular will in today's Jordan is expressed by the
Palestinian population, not by the Royal House.
Certainly, no ruler has ever relinquished power of
his own volition, but this would be a much smaller
sacrifice than the territorial and ideological concessions that both Israel and the Palestinians would be
called upon to make. In return, the King would
perhaps:
.

Regain some lost parts of his kingdom, as
part of a new Jordan-Palestinian realm, rechristened, ``The Hashemite Kingdom of
Palestine''.

.

Double, or more the number of his subjects,
enjoy full legitimacy as the constitutional
head of the new state, whose government
represents the preponderance of the Palestinians within the kingdom.

.

Enjoy stability for his crown and be able to
devote his energies to the welfare of his
people, to cultural and economic matters as
a reigning, but not governing, head of state.

.

Retain symbolic status as the Supreme
Commander of the Armed Forces, the power
to dissolve Parliament, nominate the government and the like.

It is evident that if such a plan were announced
by Israel, it would immediately be rejected as a
nonstarter by both Palestinians and the king, each
for their own reasons. Therefore, it is essential that
the United States first adopt the plan or a variation
thereof, as a basis for negotiation. When the King is
then faced with the painful choice of either losing
everything or compromising with the Palestinians,
he might consider this option. So might the
Palestinians who can only gain from a settlement
of this sort. No one gets everything, but everyone
gets something, and the most vital interests of all
parties are served. It may be that this solution is far
from perfect, but the others are worse. We have seen
the difficulties, the crises and the false expectations
created by Oslo, even before the parties got to
discuss the really substantive issues. Great statesmanship consists of seizing the imperfect, the
difficult and the uncomfortable before it becomes
unfeasible and impossible.

