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The Oslo Accords, predicated on ideas with a long
history, Israeli land surrender and Palestinian selfdetermination, were, rumors have had it, quite
possibly a sequel to Labor Party negotiations with
the PLO, in defiance of Israeli law, well before the
so-called ``back-channel'' to the talks begun at
Madrid.1 What then emerged in the DOP and
subsequent agreements had a previous history both
within, and outside, Israel. The unfolding ``process'',
no less than a covenant with death, represents a
series of enduring ambitions which may be documented in the United States and in Europe.2 It is
little wonder then that the world has in fact been
educated to anticipate a Palestinian state.3 It is also
not surprising that as a result of the widespread
acceptance of this possibility,
...the PLO's observer to the United Nations,
Nasser el-Kidwa, has appealed to the UN
General Assembly to support a Palestinian
state once it is established on May 4, 1999,
and said the Palestinians would seek UN
recognition of it.4 (The date has been superseded but not the intentions.)
Given this international awareness, it is perhaps
all the more significant that Europeans should seek
a good deal of the credit for the processes which are
leading towards the further partition of the original
Mandated territory for the Jewish homeland. They
are in the forefront of an international endeavor.
In the Middle East [too] the peace process has

incorporated ideas originally advanced by Europe, first
in the 1980 Declaration of Venice, and it will again

be Europe that provides much of the assistance that will allow a new form of coexistence between Arabs and Israelis. Yet when

it comes to political decisions, Europe's
authority is not commensurate with the
burdens it assumes.5
The ambition to create that commensurate
authority is present amongst the leaders of the
European Union. The reference to ideas current for
some fifteen years reflects the ability to maintain
long-term intentions and to see them through to
ultimate application. It is important to assess these
aspirations because they represent means by which
to evaluate whether or not the EU may indeed
achieve its objectives in sponsoring a Palestinian
entity determined to gain statehood.6 Its track
record may indicate the EU's ability to gauge viable
policies.
When Jacques Santer declared
Some of our big countries still perceive
European foreign policy as one option among
others, which should be used or left aside
according to circumstances,7
he was confronting a problem presented by only
some of the countries, and expressing his own
vision concerning what he desired should happen.
Yet it is clear that scholarly opinion is divided about
how seriously to take European references to
common defense and security policies. After all,
Europe lacks common identity, interests and institutions with sufficient capabilities. Furthermore,
there is a ``capabilities-expectations'' gap which has
not yet been bridged successfully, difficulty with
decision making on policy questions, and a range of
issues concerning the determinants of its external
role. However there is a strong evolutionary side
which means the rhetoric points towards the desired
reality and indicates the intentions which will
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govern the shaping of it. In the case of the ArabIsrael conflict, the involvement of the Europeans is
on quite a different footing to that pertaining to
Bosnia-Yugoslavia. For instance, there is a far longer
history of attitudes and stances as well as proposed
solutions. And these have stood the test of time,
been relatively constant, and now appear a long way
towards implementation. This is in spite of the
variables of the Franco-German alliance, the performance of the Commission, the transatlantic relationship, and the frequency of political crisis in
Europe.8 One expert has commented on the need to
co-ordinate diplomatic missions to the Middle East
and the failure for three months to respond by
declaration or initiative to the defeat of Shimon
Peres in the election of May 1996;9 presumably
thereby implying that the co-ordination process
should be improved and, secondarily, that there
should have been preparation for a Netanyahu
victory and a speedier response to this. The point is,
however, that such expectations do drive Europe
forward in the region, and it is this fact, rather than
the failures on the way, which makes Europe's
attitude to a Palestinian state so significant in terms
of its support from a major power bloc in the
making.
Since, during the Cold War, Israel could appear
important as a bastion against Communist-backed
states in the region, and could therefore be seen as
a useful strategic ally for the USA,10 NATO, and
perhaps for the European Community to some
degree, European and American plans for the
region's future could not be implemented too easily,
especially while Israel refused to attend an international conference as a victim. The international
diplomacy surrounding the various Arab-Israeli wars
had shown that a line had always to be drawn by
Israel against the endangering quality of other
countries' tendencies to appease the Arabs and to
withdraw support from Israel (France after the 1967
War; Britain after the invasion of Lebanon), or even
to ``lose'' written commitments (the State Department before the Six Day War). Even so-called
``friends'' were seen to vary in their de facto
friendliness and reliability in a harsh world.11 These,
and countless other experiences, could and should
have taught a wary realism about international

relations and others' true intentions.12 For example,
Golda Meir, following the Yom Kippur War, told the
cabinet to accept that giving way to US demands
was just that and must be faced fairly and squarely
for what it was.13 She further commented:
At times we have all been tempted to give in
to various pressures and to accept proposals
that might guarantee us a little quiet for a few
months, or maybe even for a few years, but
that could only lead us, eventually, into even
greater peril... The world...is insensitive to the
sufferings of small nations. Even the most
enlightened...are not much inclined today to
concern themselves with problems of justice
in international relations. At a time when
great nations are capable of knuckling under
to blackmail and decisions are being made on
the basis of Big Power politics, we cannot
always be expected to take their advice, and
therefore we must have the capacity and the
courage to go on seeing things as they really
are and to act upon our own most fundamental instincts for self-preservation.14
Since those words were written, the blueprint for
the future, laid out by the European ``Nine'' at Venice
in June 1980, has been largely adopted as Israeli
policy. Europe claims historical and geographical
ties to the Middle East. It has hosted the Madrid
conference, London talks and the Oslo meetings.
The European Union (so-called) remains the largest
donor to Arafat's coffers15 Ð despite the certainty
that corruption, fraud and embezzlement by him
and his oligarchy mean wastage of donor money.16
This reality sometimes hits the headlines but seems
not to deter governments. Indeed, demanding
``much greater accountability and openness from
the Palestinians'' is not much punishment for British
aid earmarked for poor Palestinians being ``used by
the European Union to finance luxury flats Ð with
Italian granite-fitted designer kitchens Ð for rich
supporters of Yasser Arafat.'' Given that ``More than
£1.2 billion has been given by all international
donors to the Palestinians in the past five years,''
and that
The Palestinian Authority's own auditors have
already embarrassed Arafat with an inquiry
which showed that nearly 40% of his admin-
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istration's budget was misused or stolen
through 'kickbacks',
and that ``The EU auditors warn the same corruption
could apply to money in its projects and demanded
'extreme vigilance',''17 more notice could have been
taken of the nature of the regime, which shows none
of the hallmarks of being suitable for building a
stable state in the region. But nonetheless, European policy seems undeterred. Nor has there been
significant pressure for serious reform and restructuring from the EU.
Details concerning the Arafat regime matter
because they raise starkly the issue of explaining
and justifying favorable attitudes towards it. The
statistics of economic and social decline since
Arafat came to power are appalling.18 Yet they are
blamed on Israeli closures in a propaganda campaign that European statements appear to take
seriously19 despite the obvious effects of the
kleptocracy surrounding the exercise of authority
in PA controlled areas, and manning levels which,
like the salary totals, are inappropriately inflated.20
Again, demands for reform and the rule of law do
not seem to have been prosecuted with any
determined seriousness by the main benefactors of
this corrupt and brutal regime, and nor is there an
emphasis on the true causes of the economic and
social problems.
After many years of not falling into line with
others' plans for the region, Israel did so with its
commitment to ``Oslo'' and what it stood for. Before
then,
The Venice Declaration marked a low-point in
Israel's relations with the European Community from which it has never fully recovered.
From the issuing of the Declaration in June
1980 to the convening of the Madrid peace
conference in November 1991, Israel vigorously opposed any European attempt to play
a significant role in the peace process. In
January 1989, Shamir told the chairman of the
European Parliament, Lord Plumb, that because of the Community's pro-Palestinian
bias it was difficult to conceive of the
Europeans as participants in the political
process in the Middle East. Israelis from
across the political spectrum were united in
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their criticism of Europe's approach to the
conflict, which they saw as representing solely
the Arab position. In particular, they were
angered by the series of declarations and
statements issued by the European Community following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in
June 1982 and the start of the Palestinian
Uprising (intifada) at the end of 1987, became
increasingly critical of Israel's policies and
more open in their endorsement of the PLO
as the representatives of the Palestinian
people and of the rights of the Palestinians
to national self-determination... Not surprisingly, the Arab states drew great satisfaction
from the stance taken by the European states
and saw them as an important counterweight
to the near blanket support given to Israel by
the United States. Accordingly, they were
eager to afford the European Community a
greater role in any efforts to resolve the ArabIsraeli conflict.21
Thus the Arabs' eagerness for European involvement has been paralleled by the Europeans' own. In
this extract, Dr. Peters draws attention to the overt
support given to the Arab cause and describes the
rebuttal of the Europeans before the cave-in ``at
Oslo''. Whereas the Europeans could be declaratory,
they were not equipped with the means of
implementation, at least until the end of the
1980s.22 Although Yitzhak Shamir apparently had to
attend Madrid,23 he knew that the Europeans
harbored ambitions for similar co-sponsor status
to the USA and Russia, and of their pro-Arab
stance.24
Subsequent trends towards European aggrandizement make European plans potentially more
difficult to resist and so their incorporation through
Oslo appears even more dangerous as these plans
seem to anticipate a Palestinian state.
The European Council calls on Israel to
recognize the right of the Palestinians to
exercise self-determination, without excluding the option of a State.25
Crucially, an objective evaluation of this outcome should involve at least an assessment of its
potential for evil or good in the region, and towards
Israel. But there are no serious doubts expressed in

248

ISRAEL AND A PALESTINIAN STATE: ZERO SUM GAME?

European attitudes concerning such a state's
existence. This may be partly because Israel scarcely
matters in the context of a much bigger range of
issues. The US wants to keep French, and other West
European influence, out of the region and some in
the State Department and in the CIA would be quite
happy if Israel disappeared and wish it had never
existed.26 This appears true of some Europeans,
too.27 In certain instances Israel's position is
portrayed as seriously illegitimate. The portrayal
may be of a ``strategic liability'' to the United
Nations or of ``one religion trying to allocate an
entire city to itself''28 or of Israel meriting bombing
``into compliance with international law, rather than
Iraq'' due to the Israeli electorate supporting
Benjamin Netanyahu. This latter remark, by a
Westminster MP, was greeted by prolonged applause (and was supposedly suggested ``rhetorically''
not for ``actual'' implementation, meaning presumably as an indicator of at least an appropriate
attitude).29
It was also suggested that Israel would lose its
strategic and political importance altogether, after
the Gulf War, when the Americans would ally simply
with the Arabs. The (British) Foreign Office Minister
responsible for this piece of perhaps wishful
thinking became a cabinet minister and in one
respect at least he might be proven partially right Ð
he hoped Congress might learn this lesson from
Israel's non-belligerent involvement in the Gulf War
Ð that Israel might be seen as not really of much
use. He spoke with feeling, however, about the need
for the Palestinians to correct their tragic mistake in
supporting Saddam Hussein.30
There is a rivalry between Europe and the United
States concerning influence in the Middle East and
the effects of an EU backed Palestinian state on
Israel do not, ultimately, seem to need taking into
account. This rivalry may not however mean
disagreement over the main thrust of the Oslo
process, despite its origins, or about its favorable
outcome for the Palestinian Arabs.31
Whereas it may rightly be observed that Norway
is not part of the EU, nonetheless the deal which
emerged was that which the Europeans had
envisaged and it certainly had the backing of the
Norwegian politicians involved who knew that

European position; and who worked with Yossi
Beilin and Abu Ala and the others seemingly
without US involvement at least at the initial stages,
even if the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Dan
Kurtzer was kept periodically updated subsequently.32 The search for a role for Europe was
therefore gaining some fulfillment. Its determination to matter was paying off.
The terminological changes whereby the Common Market became the European Economic
Community, the European Community and then
the European Union, reflect an expanding range of
political aspirations as well as the formation of an
economic bloc of formidable geographical extent,
creating EMU and the Euro.33 It has been suggested
that these developments are actually modeled on
Hitler's 1942 plans for Europe.34 A Foreign Minister
in common and a shared defense and foreign policy
have been called for. Crucially, ``The formulation of
the [Venice] declaration was in itself a milestone in
the EC's quest for a common foreign policy.''35 There
should be ministers, policies, resources and empowerment in common which ``will enable Europe to

take assertive action toward governments that are often
hanging in the balance between war and peace''.36

European ambitions to forge a common, international diplomatic and foreign policy influence
mean that ``the peace process'' is a handy means:
It [the EU role in dealing with the Israel-Arab
conflict] would also illustrate the potential,
and serve as a small, yet important, step in
the construction of a Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) for the European
Union.37
If the European understanding of the causes of
``Peace Process'' log-jams is really ``Israeli intransigence and Palestinian frustrations'',38 then, at least
diplomatically, Israel may be pressured by Europe to
give way on disputed issues to a Palestinian state,
as Europe uses the opportunity to assert its voice
and influence.
The significance for the Europeans of a more
single voice in foreign and defense affairs is
considerable. It increases their influence. It thereby
makes their demands harder to ignore and it means
a capacity to deploy militarily, and to use the levers
behind diplomacy such as trade sanctions. It is
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therefore very relevant that such strong stands are
made on topics at issue between Israel and the
Palestinian Arabs. The context for these European
attitudes, and the single voice with which they are
declared, is one of enhanced co-operation and
capability for forcefulness. In what Tony Blair called
``an historic agreement'', he and President Chirac
agreed to ``create an European Union framework for
military initiatives either inside Ð or outside Ð the
NATO alliance''. This allows Britain and France to
strengthen the WEU independently of NATO and to
draw together in a sphere they agree needs
developing and in which Germany cannot (yet) be
so dominant. The common defense and foreign
policy initiative may be pushed forward by a Britain
uncertain about its position in relation to the Euro
common currency. There is no reason to assume
that difficulties between participant countries cannot be dealt with by demands for increased
conformity and uniformity in these security and
diplomatic areas as in the economic and political,
given sufficient will. Britain and France recognize
themselves as alone possessing, as President Chirac
put it, ``a strong military and diplomatic capability''.39 And they have obvious attitudes to the
outcome of a Palestinian state.
In October 1996 President Chirac, in Ramallah,
became the first foreign leader to address the
Palestinian ``national assembly''. He declared that
Palestinian statehood
is not in any way a danger to the security of
anyone. On the contrary, a Palestinian state
and comprehensive and just peace guarantees security for all.
He stressed ``Changes on the ground in Jerusalem, like confiscation of land and demolishing
houses, must stop,'' and while saluting the US role
he felt there was a loss of trust causing the peace
process to falter, whereas ``I see the European and
French role in building more trust.'' Seemingly
France and Europe spoke as one to all intents and
purposes, in support of a Palestinian state, and in
defiance of any Israeli assessments of the danger to
it of such a state.40
This appears not to have fallen on deaf ears. Not
long after the Wye River deal, Yasser Arafat visited
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France. Layla Shahid, Arafat's ambassador there,
told Voice of Palestine Radio,
The issue of declaring the independent
Palestinian state was discussed during the
Palestinian-French talks. We also discussed at
length the issue of ways to declare the
Palestinian state. You know that we must
primarily approach the Europeans, because
they are the group that we would like to
recognize the Palestinian state, which the
brother President will declare on 4 May 1999.
Therefore, it was very important for President
Arafat to discuss with President Chirac, Prime
Minister Jospin, and Parliament Speaker
Fabius ways to persuade France to advocate
the Palestinian cause and, more specifically,
the declaration of the Palestinian state.
France and Europe had already recognized
this right. Several world states, including the
Arab, Muslim, African, and Nonaligned states,
recognize this right.
Apparently France reaffirmed its political and
economic support for the establishment of an
independent Palestinian state and it decided to
increase its economic aid to finance economic
projects. France also announced that it will contribute $20 million to help finance the building of
the Gaza port.41
Both Gaza airport and the port referred to here
represent elements which are suggestive of statehood (hence the rejoicing at the airport opening).
France and Britain are, after all, the European
countries most able to play a role in foreign and
diplomatic affairs and they are thoroughly involved
in the financing of, and diplomacy surrounding,
Gaza's development. Significantly at least in symbolic terms, Arafat made a surprise stopover in
Austria immediately following the Wye River agreement. Europe's patience and partiality were paying
off. The position taken up so long before was
becoming a reality.
Although a subject sometimes subsequently
cloaked in diplomatic language, the intended outcome of a Palestinian state was evident at Venice.
Self-determination must mean the capacity to
choose for itself.42 This element was given particular
force in Article 6 of the Luxembourg Declaration
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which declared that the Palestinian problem (as it
put it) was ``not simply one of refugees.'' It
continued:
The Palestinian people, which is conscious of
existing as such, must be placed in a position,
by an appropriate process defined within the
framework of the comprehensive peace settlement, to exercise fully its right to selfdetermination.
Article 4 referred to ``the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people'' in the context of justice for all.
Heedless of the appalling record of murder and
cruelty which its very name should have evoked,
Article 7 stressed that the PLO ``will have to be
associated with the negotiations''. Eyes were closed
firmly even to the unspeakable acts perpetrated in
Lebanon and to the international dimensions of
PLO training in terror techniques which were
occurring there. The PLO shipping line, SUMUD,
had business arrangements with the PLO offices
throughout Western Europe but governments and
their intelligence units looked the other way.43
Before its expulsion from Lebanon in 1982, the
PLO earned approximately three times from the
narcotics trade what it gained from Arab governments' support and, six months after its expulsion,
its then treasury chief, Sallah Dabbagh, commented
``the entire future of the PLO operation for liberation
may hinge on our exporting more drugs throughout
the world.''44
The ugliness of Palestinian society has, however,
not prevented its ambitions and agenda being
accepted by the European Union. The European
Council expressed the EU's readiness to contribute
to permanent status negotiations, by offering
specific suggestions to the parties on related
subjects, including possible Palestinian statehood,
borders/security arrangements, settlements, refugees, Jerusalem and water issues.45
Already, in 1989, Dr. Asher Susser had pointed
out that the idea of Palestinian self-determination
applied not solely to the Palestinians in Gaza, Judea
and Samaria, but to those identifying as Palestinian
wherever they were, according to the PLO concept of
the term. By accepting, in November 1988 the 1947
partition resolution only in relation to statehood
and sovereignty, ``the PLO has left an opening for...a

fundamentally irredential strategy towards Israel.'' In
Dr. Susser's understanding, the Israeli Arabs also
come under the aegis of PLO representation,
according to this all-embracing view of self-determination, as put forward by Yasser Arafat in Geneva
in 1988.46 It was, and is, accompanied by the
intention of ``refugee right of return''. These aspects
together Ð the Palestinian perception of national
rights, including self-determination and refugee
return Ð ``could face Israel with challenges that
might undermine its very existence at a later period
of time.''47 Since he was addressing, among others,
politicians from both Houses of Parliament at
Westminster, academic opinion, relating the danger
to Israel of the oft-repeated European position on
these matters concerning Palestinian statehood,
seems to have gone unheeded, or been dismissed.
Article 8 of the Venice Declaration (17 years
before the above Luxembourg Declaration) shows
that attention was already being paid to the issue of
Jerusalem; the angle on it is specifically pitched
against the Israeli position.
The Nine recognize the special importance of
the role played by the question of Jerusalem
for all the parties concerned. The Nine stress
that they will not accept any unilateral
initiative designed to change the status of
Jerusalem and that any agreement on the
city's status should guarantee the freedom of
access for everyone to the holy places.
The fact remains: the undivided capital of Israel
will not be recognized as this would represent,
seemingly, a change in status following the 1967
War and a change in relation to the Islamic claims
which appear recognized as having equal validity to
the Jewish ones.48 Articles 8 and 9 combined
suggest Israel should surrender those parts of
Jerusalem taken in that war.49
Thus Article 9:
The Nine stress the need for Israel to put an
end to the territorial occupation which it has
maintained since the conflict of 1967, as it
has done for part of Sinai. They are deeply
convinced that Israeli settlements constitute
a serious obstacle to the peace process in the
Middle East. The Nine consider that these
settlements, as well as modifications in
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population and property in the occupied Arab
territories are illegal under international law.
This means exactly what it says, and reflects the
European standpoint's lack of regard for Zionist
aspirations, Jewish history; and for relevant historical background (against which legal and political
issues must be measured), and for the finer, detailed
subject matter of international law which the late
Professor Julius Stone analyzed in depth.50 His
comments on the United Nations made in 1980
apply fittingly to the European Declarations.51
What is reflected here is the way in which
international legal principles are flouted by those
with power who are willing to challenge historical
veracity and, crucially, context.52 The late Professor
Harkabi powerfully warned against trying to grasp
both sides of an argument so as to distort the truth
in the interests of ``fairness''.53 Rejecting Israel's
case, the Europeans have not really sought to be
objective and even-handed. Their ipse dixit cannot be
challenged as it represents their policy means and
ends. There is no appeal court. What they have
decided is translated directly into diplomatic
pressure and manipulation, regardless of what
principles are flouted or the justice of the case.
For example, Professor Beres has emphasized that
in international legal theory, there can be no crime
without punishment.54 Yet the Arabs gain from the
European stance an impunity despite their waging
full-scale wars and incessant low intensity (sonamed) conflict against Israel. They receive no
punishment or loss of diplomatic position as a
consequence of their attitudes, incitement to
hatred, boycotts or terrorism.
Nor does there appear to be a conscience
concerning the dangers Islam poses to Israel and
the Middle Eastern Christians or an appraisal of
Israel's true needs for self-defense. The overall
pattern of US and European policies pandering to
Islam for reasons of greed continues unremittingly.55 A former Downing Street insider has drawn
attention to the long history of the Foreign Office
dislike of Israel and the contemporary increasingly
greater political weight of Muslims than of Jews in
Britain.56 Even the emphasis which the Netanyahu
government has tried to place on ``security'' has
been ridiculed by the Arabs57 and minimized by the
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Europeans Ð as Article 10 of the Venice Declaration
demanded.
Concerned as they are to put an end to
violence, the Nine consider that only the
renunciation of force or the threatened use of
force by all the parties can create a climate of
confidence in the area, and constitute a basic
element for a comprehensive settlement of
the conflict in the Middle East.
Apart from the over-ambitious, somewhat unrealistic nature of ``comprehensiveness'', the idea
that Israel could hold down the violence of Islam,
and indeed of Arab politics, without force, or that
terrorism would cease without Israeli use of force,
makes this article border on the superfluous. The
statement appears tantamount to demanding a
total revision of the nature of Arab political culture
as a precondition for a ``climate of confidence''; this
cannot be what it was intended to convey! Instead
Israel is expected to espouse the same policies of
appeasement of Islam (or credulity concerning its
innocuous qualities) as the West.
Where Article 11 declares the intention of
making contact with all the parties concerned ``to
ascertain their position'' on the contents of the
Declaration, there is suggested an obvious willingness to talk to the PLO, an organization
accurately characterized at the time by one perceptive Conservative Westminster MP in a question to
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher when she reported to the House of Commons on the Venice
Summit.58 There was no doubt in her mind that the
PLO stood for terror59 and she seemed to recognize
that dialogue with all the parties meant with the
PLO Ð as she had previously stated that no
discussion of follow-up talks with the ``relevant
parties to the conflict'' had been entered into with
President Carter: the Americans regarded the CommuniqueÂ as ``trying to help with the Camp David
process, which is still very much alive.''60 Yet
recognition of the PLO's nature failed to mean that
Mrs. Thatcher withheld support from the Venice
Declaration. The key issue was whether the PLO
would be ``associated with'' the talks or ``participate
in'' them and since she disapproved of the latter ``as
long as the PLO did not reject terrorism'' she
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regarded the final communiqueÂ as reflecting ``the
right balance''.61
The way that Mrs. Thatcher explained the
European position later emphasizes the deliberately
anti-American nature of the Declaration,62 so that
the Arab perception of a pro-Israel USA would be
counteracted by a pro-Arab policy from the Europeans. This meant trumpeting European independence of, and distinctiveness from, America.63
Europe has continued to produce, as Moshe Arens
aptly phrased it, ``pious sermons on human rights,
self-determination, and calls to leave the 'occupied
territories'''.64 The Venice Declaration has therefore
formed the basis of subsequent European statements, policies and aspirations concerning the
Middle East. From it have flowed a series of
condemnations of Israeli policy.65 The momentum
gained thereby leads inexorably to expectation of a
Palestinian state within the EU and among Palestinians.
A number of EU states, including France and
Austria, are known to favor Palestinian independence. The prospect of Yasser Arafat declaring
independence has resulted in ``mixed signals'' from
Whitehall. A senior Foreign Office official is said to
have conveyed to Afif Safieh, the Palestinian
Authority's representative in Britain, that there was

no obstacle to recognizing a Palestinian state, if one was
clearly favored in a referendum by the residents of the
Palestinian areas. Having responded, the Israeli

ambassador was told by Robin Cook that Britain
did not believe the establishment of a Palestinian
state should be ruled out and favored Palestinian
self-determination. But it considered statehood a
matter to be discussed between Israel and the
Palestinians during the final-status talks. ``Political
sources'' have said a memorandum has been
circulated in the Foreign Office which cautioned
against public declarations differing from the official
line.
There is no doubt that discussions are
going on in Whitehall about how the UK
would react if Arafat were to make his
declaration, but the issue is so crucial that
when the issue has to be faced, it is likely
to be a joint decision between the Prime
Minister and Mr. Cook.66

By its stance on Palestinian statehood and its
frequent statements implying some kind of delegitimization of the Israeli response to the threat posed
against the state in 1967, the European approach
may, perhaps unwittingly, perhaps not, be setting up
a range of circumstances in which Israel may have
little alternative but to strike out against the
anticipated threat again, and with somewhat similar
incumbency and legal right.67 The re-creation of
Abba Eban's ``Auschwitz borders'' is plainly outlined
by the EU attitude. But there is no appropriate
European caution in recognition of the potential for
conflict, outlined as a possible war scenario in a
recent study published in Washington.68 It is not
fanciful to regard the European political elite as
considering Israel as something of a colonist whose
future de-colonization will mean agreeing to the
Palestinian demand for destruction of its ``settlements''. Implicit is the view that the communities in
Judea, Samaria and Gaza are indeed, in terms of the
well-worn clicheÂ?, ``on Arab land''. This is by
inference and logical extension not all that far from
accepting the Arab notion that Israel itself is an
``imperialist plant''.69 One commentator suggesting
that there should be restitution by Israel for
confiscated Palestinian lands creates context by
referring to the Holocaust as not comparable.70
There is no mention of compensation for the losses
of Jews expelled from Arab lands.
Nor is there comparable sensitivity to the pain
suffered by Jewish refugees to that described for the
Palestinians who are thought to have suffered
identity loss. Indeed the whole idea of Palestinian
identity as separate from that of the surrounding
Arabs is, whether debatable or not, taken as a sine
qua non. It is therefore regarded as something
requiring at least flexibility on Israel's part. The
potential effects of such drastic concessions is not
seemingly regarded as of much moment. Acceptance of Palestinian statehood and Israel's recognition of its culpability for the Palestinian plight are
necessary steps, along with toleration of some right
of return and compensation to be paid by Israel.
These measures appear somewhat embedded in a
good deal of European thinking.71 But they represent an unadvertised and unscrutinized risk-taking
with more than just Israel's security. In fact there are
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good grounds for asserting that ``Believing a
Palestinian state will contribute to regional stability
demonstrates plain ignorance of Middle Eastern
realities.'' Rather ``The Americans and Europeans
fool themselves in believing that a Palestinian state
will be their friend.'' And
The embryonic Palestinian state has great
potential for becoming a source of regional
instability, a fact which most of the world,
including, unfortunately, the US, seems unaware of.72
Recent European development reflects a purpose and method by which policy objectives are
achieved opportunistically with an eye on the
intention and a cynical disregard for anything in
the way. The blueprint was deliberately obscured
early on ``in order to achieve greater gains later
on''.73 This is the methodology behind the Venice
Declaration and the determination to be a political
force as well as an economic one and may supply
clues as to the motivation behind European support
for Palestinian development. The investment in all
aspects of the Palestinian entity including its
statehood is not simply altruistic. A state sponsored
by Europe in the region has significance for its
backers.
The European strategy in the Middle East was
designed not only to enhance its role there Ð and
this may serve at least in some respects to explain
its backing of an entity apparently in need of a
sponsor (it is at the least ironic that the EU should
step in further after the Gulf War and Yasser Arafat's
support for Saddam Hussein had done damage to
his relationship with some Arab sponsors) Ð but
also
...to strengthen its overall sphere of intraregional influence among Europe, Eurasia
and the Middle East. The ultimate aspiration
is the emergence of an economic zone
incorporating around forty countries and
some 800 million people.
Whatever the threats to stability in the region,
the EU solution is the creation of a free trade zone
incorporating its own values. This strongly suggests
that money will change the values and political
culture of the Middle East. It is very close to Shimon
Peres' ``New Middle East'' vision. ``The stability
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brought to Europe through economic cooperation
would be transposed to the Middle East, incorporating the two areas into a co-prosperity sphere.'' It is
highly debatable whether European stability is
ultimately largely economic in origin and whether,
even if the European analysis of its own position
were correct, such a transposition would be
possible.74
Not only has Europe set itself up as something
of a rival to American influence, but it has also
posed as an adjunct to and supporter of US policy. It
has the intention to develop its own influence and
foreign and defense policy apparatus. It can differ
from and add support to US positions.75 But above
all, it should be recognized as a growing force,
economically, diplomatically and indeed strategically. In June 1997, a Council on Foreign Relations
Majority Report suggested a stronger use of the
Europeans working in line with the Americans to
coerce Israel and the Palestinians.76 It was left to a
dissenting voice, Lester Pollack,77 to point out:
...the United States for decades has sought to
limit the involvement of others, including
Russia and the Europeans, in the Middle East
peace process. To involve the Europeans at
this stage, in a new dialogue, would seem to
be as counterproductive in the future as it has
been in the past.
But the point remains that there is now an
alternative to the Americans to which appeal can
readily be made. And members of the European
Union may supply arms and biological and chemical
material, whether of dual use or not, in ways that
deeply affect the fighting capability of countries
hostile to Israel.
Just over a year after the CFR report, The Times
ran a large headline ``Assad Urges EU to Fill Void in
Peace Process.''78 It reported that President Assad
warned on French television that ``If we achieve
nothing, war will break out and spread to several
countries, directly or indirectly.'' However true, this
appears hardly the outlook of a negotiating partner
seeking peaceful relations: it represents blackmail
and coercion. Assad commented: ``France and the
European Union have a right and even a duty to play
a role. It is in their interest.'' The Syrian press was
apparently full of praise for President Chirac
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according to The Times, and not surprisingly: the
previous month Chirac had said that Damascus was
``entitled to the return of the Golan Heights.'' British
ambassador to Syria, Basil Eastwood, commented:
Our decision to send two of the most modern
ships in the Royal Navy to visit Latakia is
intended to symbolize our determination to
build a relationship of partnership between
Syria and the United Kingdom.79
The failure of France to use this visit by
President Assad to any advantage has been closely
assessed by Professor Gerald Steinberg who stresses Assad's gains and how he circumvented American demands.80
The significance is all the greater if the
assistance given to the Palestinians by Syrian
intelligence personnel in Gaza and in the Palestinian autonomy in Judea and Samaria is taken into
account. Research on Syrian military personnel and
assistance in the PA controlled areas is in the public
domain.81
Syria saw the US initiatives as failing and
wanted a strategic partner with an ambition to play
a role in the region. This example illustrates the
general point: France and Britain had made public
their willingness to be drawn in and to counterbalance US influence by securing their role own (and
that of Europe). This issue is relevant to the
perceived ``read-across'' by Arab countries concerning the UN treatment meted out to Iraq and the lack
of similar towards Israel ``due'' as a result of its
``mistreatment'' of the Palestinian Arabs. The British
Minister responsible for Middle East affairs made
this clear to the House of Commons Select
Committee on Foreign Affairs showing how pressure
was deservedly being put on Israel:
There is no doubt that there is a substantial
read-across from the Middle East peace
process to other issues One of the aims of
the United Kingdom during its presidency of
the European Union is to try to give a higher

profile to the role of Europe in that peace process and
look for a way in which Europe can make a distinctive
contribution which is complementary to and

supportive of the peace process. We have
received very warm words from President
Arafat for Britain's role in that process. We

have set out our own position time and again.
These opinions are very much those that are
held in the region. First, there should be
substantial further redeployment by the
Israelis. Secondly, there should be no action
that pre-empts the final status of the negotiations. During the course of our presidency we
have already criticized two decisions made by
the Israeli Government: to open up and
deepen settlements. Thirdly, there should be
movement on the interim confidence-building
measures. We have drawn attention to the
need for an agreement on Gaza Airport, the
industrial estate in Gaza and safe passage.
Fourthly, we have talked about the requirement to make progress on security. We have
made an offer to the Palestinians, which
President Arafat accepted in Hebron during
my visit to the occupied territories in January, to
provide additional security advice and assistance. That was an offer made by the United
Kingdom on behalf of the European Union.
We have been active. There is a read-across Ð
we would be foolish to deny it Ð in the Arab
community on this particular issue. That does
not mean that they fail to see the nature of
the regime in Iraq, but they also want to make
progress, as we all do, on the peace process.82
Noticeably, Israeli security concerns play virtually no part in the provisions specified in points
one to four. Israeli needs are almost incidental
relative to what Israel is expected to do. It is
precisely such an echo of the emphases in the
Venice Declaration which makes clear the level of
continuity between that and what Europe, and the
``Oslo process'', are now demanding of Israel. That
this means a Palestinian state may be picked up
from press attitudes. Ian Black has pronounced:
both sides know that there will be a Palestinian
state, and that Israel must go back to the pre 1967
lines ``give or take the odd hill''.83 This represents
not just radical opinion: The Independent trumpeted ``Power for Palestine is the way to Israeli
security.''84 These were the responses to Jerusalem
bombings.
Similar points are reiterated frequently:
2. Recalling its Declaration at Florence and
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the Declaration at Luxembourg, it [the
Council] reaffirms its support for the fundamental principles of land for peace and self-

determination for the Palestinians, with all that this
implies. 5. The settlements issue is eroding
confidence in the peace process. Settlements
contravene international law and are a major obstacle
to peace. 6. Palestinian social and economic

development require the immediate lifting of
the blockade.85
How absurd it is to suggest that Israel has
enhanced security from a financially endowed
Palestinian entity Ð let alone a state Ð may be
gauged from the fact that even ``the judicial field has
become a battlefield which broadcasts hostility and
alienation, just like between two hostile entities.''
The ``Firearms and Ammunition Law'' gives legitimacy to the Palestinian Authority itself, to manufacture weapons and permits citizens to bear arms.
The ``Law on Foreign Ownership of Real Estate in
Palestine'' rules that any Israeli citizen or institution,
certainly any settler or the IDF, holding land in
``Palestine'', is harming Palestinian ``national security''. Together with this, any Palestinian who aids, in
any way, the acquisition or possession of land by an
Israeli Ð is guilty of treason. It is safe to conclude
that
the two laws, on land and on weapons,
constitute a single unit of land and fire, and
constitute a new and additional stage in the
Palestinian struggle against Israel.86
Indeed, the difference between European perceptions of what will help the region, and what
really would do so, seem poles apart, unless threats
to Israel's existence and at the least causes of
serious conflict, are ignored and regarded as somewhat insignificant. The paradox is remarkable. The
failure to respond appropriately to the nature of
Yasser Arafat's regime, and to Israel's legitimate
requirements of its neighbor, exposes the investment of the Europeans in Palestinian self-determination and statehood to sinister interpretations.
Their failure to publicize and reveal knowledge of its
nature cries out for explanation.
Through symbolic gestures, European diplomats
have conspicuously shown their leanings towards
the Palestinian position. Visits to Orient House were
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even formally objected to by Shimon Peres, to no
avail.87 Robin Cook's famous visit represented not
simply miscalculated clumsiness but a clear series
of signals: Deir Yasin visited this time rather than
Yad Vashem; the Israeli briefing on Har Homa
summarily dismissed but an Arab ambush produced
a handshake; the British-European view of Jerusalem was reiterated. The Times slammed the tactless
indelicacy of Mr. Cook and pointed out how
perceptions of the EU partiality towards the Arab
side and indeed the way Britain's policy seemed to
be filtered through Brussels damaged the EU's
chances and also left a mess for the Americans.
Mr. Netanyahu came to the opinion that Mr.
Cook's central objectives were his own credibility as an ambassador for European Union
foreign policy and a desire to court favorable
reviews in the Arab world. This trip has been
an unequivocal disaster. Mr. Cook has offered
the distinct impression that British policy
towards the Middle East is made in Brussels,
not London. The European Union's prospects
of becoming a substantial player in the peace
process have been retarded.88
Even the 1996 Israeli elections were commented
upon in a manner suggesting that only the Oslo
process would deliver security, when in fact it may
well jeopardize it.
We note the pre-eminence of the theme of
security in Israel's recent election campaign.
We are convinced that the security of all
people of the region can eventually be
achieved only through comprehensive, equitable and lasting peace.89
This appears tautological nonsense.
...the European Council calls on Israel to
recognize the right of the Palestinians to

exercise self-determination, without excluding the
option of a state. At the same time, it calls upon

the Palestinian people to reaffirm their
commitment to the legitimate right of Israel
to live within safe, recognized borders.90
Here the Europeans go beyond UNSCR 242 and
equate a Palestinian state with Israel's right to live
securely within recognized borders. The same
discriminatory tone was evident when the then Irish
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Foreign Minister addressed the United Nations
General Assembly for the European Union.91
References to ``occupied territories'' represent a
clear interpretation of their status. In early January
1988, Foreign Office Minister David Mellor officially
visited Israel and spelled out his view of the causes
of the intifada, making plain that there could be no
long term peace and security for Israel until Gaza
and the West Bank were no longer occupied and the
Palestinians gained the right of self-determination.
All fedayeen and other outrages previous to 1967
were not referred to. Rather, observations were
made about poor living conditions (which Israel
should have improved) in the territories.92
Willem Beelaerts, since 1994 the head of the
Netherlands Representative Office to the Palestinian Territories, has suggested that the European
Union has played a role in changing the Dutch
perceptions of the Arab-Israel conflict, away from
post World War II and religious sympathies towards
Israel93 Ð hardly surprisingly: the European Union,
with its immense financial resources and political
influence, sought support for the Arab case, and
influenced public perceptions, and the media,
towards it. Furthermore,
repeated experience shows that Israel is
extremely sensitive to pressure and that when
used on several occasions to constrain Israel
to respect its obligations, each time this had
led to the desired result.94
Obviously such opinions work towards Israel
being pushed to accept a Palestinian state.
Shmuel Katz pointed out that the Venice
Declaration should be interpreted in the context of
the unwillingness of the states which signed it to
allow US supply planes to refuel using their airfields
when en route to Israel with essential supplies
during the 1973 war. He sees the clause (number 5)
which offers guarantees as the most dangerous
because it implies indefensibility and yet those
offering guarantees were the very countries which
had, of their own free will, refused to come to
Israel's aid. Mr. Katz interprets the Declaration as a
sign of weakness by countries which did not count
for much (by their own admission in 1973).95 Whilst
true then, importantly, this is no longer the case.
David Kimche portrays the Venice Declara-

tion,96 as ``PLO sponsored'' and intended, as Mrs.
Thatcher said, to distance Europe from the USA.
Support for the Arab position on Jerusalem was a
prerequisite for Arab favor and uninterrupted oil
supplies.97 But since the intention was a circumvention of the Camp David Accords and Sir Ian
(now Lord) Gilmour failed to gain Anwar Sadat's
agreement to the scheme, it fell flat. The initiative
also foundered on PLO failings, in the short term,
but in the long term it has been of real
importance, and did not represent the end of
European use of Arafat or vice-versa.98
Once Israel accepted the principles of Oslo, so
the Declaration, and the policy statements which
flowed after it, were legitimized. Israel had taken a
road which mirrored the very attitudes it had
vehemently opposed before, destroying its defenders' long-held positions and leaving it with very
little room to maneuver against external and
internal pressure and EU official opinion. The logic
of Oslo led where the Europeans had from 1980
been trying to drag Israel. To make matters more
difficult for Israel, its acceptance coincided with the
advance of European confidence and unity and a
surge in its aspirations to global power and
influence. In 1986 had come the Single European
Act. In 1993 came Maastricht.
This growing sense by Europe of its own power
was something anticipated by Benjamin Netanyahu
in 1989 for whilst he acknowledged that over the
previous twenty years ``major political effort'' had
been made with the United States, over the same
time-span,
...pro-Arab views have made headway among
European opinion leaders. And it will not do
just to brush aside the unfavorable voices. As
Europe's political and economic clout grows,
so will its stature in world affairs and its
influence will be felt in the policies of other
nations.99
The problem, for Israel, of Europe being more
likely to succeed in its intentions lay, as still it does,
with the plans for a Palestinian state and with the
strategic and military damage to Israel as a
consequence of this and of the Oslo and EU
assaults on the Jewish presence in Judea, Samaria,
Gaza and even the Golan. The dangers posed by the
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existence of a Palestinian state are not reflected or
respected in EU Declarations or diplomatic
moves.100 Indeed there is the capacity to cause very
serious disruption to Israel's security which goes
unrecognized by the EU.101 This lack of recognition
seems to be part and parcel of the EU's attitude to a
Palestinian state. The failure to respond responsibly
to the verbal threats of the Palestinian entity's
leadership and to the strategic dangers to Israel
seem to go together. Their overlooking seems
nothing short of irresponsible given the acclaimed
desire of the Europeans to be peacemakers.
Miguel Moratinos, the European Union's special
envoy to the region,102 told Ha'aretz:
...It is sometimes said that the EU is ``proArab'', but the facts suggest the contrary. In
recent years, more than half of Israel's imports
have come from the EU (vs. 23 percent from
the United States), and about 30 percent of
Israeli exports went to the EU (vs. 31 percent
to the U.S.). Moreover, two important agreements have recently been signed by Israel and
the EU: the Scientific and Technological
Cooperation Agreement in 1996 and the
Association Agreement in 1997. Both underscore the strong political will to strengthen
the EU's relationship with Israel.
Although he pointed out ``economic action is
synonymous with political support,''103 the figures
he cites may reflect the capacity for a good deal of
hostile economic Ð and diplomatic Ð leverage
against Israel.104 Signs of this have already occurred:
``PM Blasts EU's Boycott Threat'' declared the
105
Jerusalem Post in May 1998.
Moshe Arens has
recalled
The heads of the European Community were
scheduled to meet the following week and on
their agenda was a resolution...to impose
economic sanctions against Israel as a
demonstration of the EC's displeasure with
Israel's policy towards the Palestinians.106
This was in 1990. Just these two examples taken
together do not suggest that Mr. Moratinos'
protestation in refutation of the EU being pro-Arab
should be accepted: there are no accounts of
threatened sanctions against the corrupt and brutal
regime of Yasser Arafat, for all its plainly lawless
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activity.107 Recent portrayal of Europe as a source of
bright ideas for co-operation ignores the basic
reality of the European policies' harmful effects on
Israel's security and territorial claims.108 Nor does
the economic balance necessarily favor Israel, but
rather the finances of the EU.109 The dispute
between the EU and Israel over the category for
the products from Yesha shows how closely bound
together are politics and economics.
The EU is prepared to use its economic
weight for political and security objectives. In
part, the EU has linked treatment of Israel on
economic issues to its position on the peace
process. Under the Maastricht Treaty, the EU
pledged to develop a Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP), with emphasis being
given to Middle Eastern policy. The EU
increasingly has the capability to balance US
actions in the region.110
A further, very important thread concerns the
changes in direction of NATO and in the role of the
European Union within it.
The formula of building a European Security
and Defense Identity (ESDI) within NATO
aims to reconcile greater European autonomy
in security and defense matters with the
maintenance of the transatlantic link.
It will give ``the Europeans more clout in Alliance
decision-making and provides the WEU the tools it
needs to carry out its own missions''. The aim is
clear enough:
The first precondition for progress along
these lines is for the European states to
maintain, at least collectively, a sufficient
level of forces and assets to enable them to
justify a reasonable international profile.111
The new NATO strategic concept explicitly
mentions the Middle East and Mediterranean
periphery as areas which could affect the security
of Europe.112 Indeed, after the future successful
integration and stabilization of the east European
new democracies, a RAND report specifies:113
NATO will need to shift its attention to where
its most pressing security challenges are likely
to lie, on its southern periphery... in the
context of growing instability in the southern
and eastern Mediterranean, NATO's vital
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security interests may be affected... A number
of policy proposals and prescriptions are
therefore offered to bolster NATO's budding
Mediterranean initiative with the six nonNATO Mediterranean dialogue partner countries Ð Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania,
Morocco and Tunisia.114
Crucially, the involvement of external forces to
ensure ``peace'' and European/NATO identified
interests in the region may focus culpability upon
Israel.115
Demographic trends in North Africa have been
identified as causing
...massive flows of migration towards southern Europe in the 21st century. This has social
and domestic security ramifications for the
countries of Europe which are ill-prepared to
absorb large influxes of immigrants.
There is already a huge economic interdependence such that
developments in the south-eastern Mediterranean can also directly affect the stability
and well-being of European members of the
Alliance through disruption of energy imports
and trade.
European-Arab economic links are clearly statistically very significant; whereas Israel counts for
nothing comparable.116 The West has caved in to
Arab economic pressure in the past, Arab states
profess support for the ``Palestinian cause'', NATO
and the EU have identified powerfully that their
security interests directly involve the Middle East
and North Africa. So Israel emerges appearing
perhaps expendable, often a nuisance, in the postCold War world.
The ``Barcelona process'', which aimed at peaceful relations and maybe a treaty in the EuroMediterranean theater, involved contention between
Israel and the Arabs which appeared to focus on the
``occupied territories'' due to the Arab League
meeting of September 1996 and the Malta (April
1997) Arab condemnation of Israeli ``settlements'' in
East Jerusalem. Yasser Arafat and David Levy were
brought together by the Dutch and the process went
on more or less unhindered, perhaps indeed a sign
that the Barcelona initiative and the EU ``were
finding their niche in regional politics.''117 Perhaps

more compelling as an argument that there is a
dynamic by which politicization is emerging via
agreed policy than exclusive analysis of CFSP is the
proposition that ``the flag follows trade,'' according
to which foreign policy and order derive from
economic strategy creating ``soft security'' and ``soft
power''.118 This may help in attempting to explain
and understand European support for Palestinian
statehood and economic investment in it.
In any case, however much different EU countries may in the past have had differing policies
towards the participants in the Arab-Israel conflict,
the European integration process has entered
a qualitatively new stage Ð the genesis of the
European Union (EU) Ð with a Common
Foreign and Security Policy, an institutionally
autonomous defence component Ð the WEU
Ð a single market and a project for a single
currency...at Maastricht, the middle and
small-sized European powers joined forces
to become a new world power center in the 21st

century.119

This is something of which the Arabs are well
aware.120 Israel must analyze its threat potential.121
Robin Cook has declared:
During our Presidency of the European Union,
we secured a stronger role for Europe in the
peace process. We now have routine meetings
with our American partners to influence the shape

of their proposals and to reinforce their commitment to
resist attempts to weaken them.122

This is all quite consistent with the European
Union's outlook:
The Israeli settlement policy is contriving
international law and is a serious obstacle
to peace. Sweden like the rest of the EU
considers the West Bank and Gaza [as] well as
the Golan Heights and Southern Lebanon as
occupied territories. It is the Swedish opinion
that Israel, in accordance with international
law, must withdraw from the Golan, South
Lebanon and the West Bank including Eastern Jerusalem and Gaza. The people of
Palestine have also the right to self-determination and we support your quest for statehood and sovereignty. Sweden stands firm in
political, economics and moral support to the
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Palestinian people. The aim of our development co-operation and our policy at large is
to support the progress of a democratic
Palestinian state.123
Such an incipient state has already received
considerable financial and political backing without
ever ceasing its belligerent rhetoric or incitements
to violence against Israel. And yet its future menace
to Israel has been explored and made plain124 Ð
significantly, without even a European blush.
Shlomo Argov saw in 1981 that once the US and
the Europeans were in agreement, there was serious
danger.125 The Bush, and Clinton, administrations
have brought this harmonization into being. Despite
Arab accusations of its favoring Israel, mistaken US
priorities in the region and the degree to which it
has failed to grasp the usefulness of Israel as a
strategic ally against the political and expansionist
nature of Islam, have brought its policies in line with
those of Europe, de facto.126 The result of their
``peace process'' is demoralization in the Israeli
army.127 Oslo has had a disastrous effect also on
Israel's deterrent capability128 Ð along with strategic weakening and loss of intelligence gathering
capability.
Ever since the 1956 Suez crisis, Britain and
France nurture a deep resentment against US
policy in the region. Their preoccupation with
profits from oil, arms sales to Arab states,
contracts, etc. prevents serious attempts to
play the Israeli card. The knowledge that the
US State Department, as well as important
circles in the CIA, FBI and Pentagon, are antiIsraeli and are therefore less likely to resent
anti-Israeli policies from others reinforces this
attitude. Therefore, West European efforts to
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gain influence in the Middle East have been
based on trying to be more anti-Israeli than
the US and are usually concerted with Arab
states.129
How true this is has become abundantly clear.130
Whereas the Europeans were once limited from
playing a key role in the Middle East, since Israel
acceded to the policies of the Venice Declaration,
through ``Oslo'', the will of the PLO with its Arab
backers, has been increasingly effective. The 1974
``Phased Plan'' has been enacted, terror has continued, the issues of ``refugees'', a Palestinian state
west of the River Jordan, and the internationalization or division of Jerusalem, have become topics
``on the table''. Israel's interests have been portrayed
as dependent on ``the only game in town'' succeeding: a ``process'' which was embarked upon without
consultation with and analysis from, any think-tank
or security service in Israel. The Europeans, with a
financial investment, are seeking a role, preferably
with US support, through NATO infrastructure, and
through other political and economic institutions.
Oslo has opened the door to their policy becoming
implemented and Israel arguably indefensible.
Israel's options are narrowing all the time this
process of diminution continues. A Palestinian state
will almost certainly seek expansion and Israel's
extinction (more land for the peace of the grave) Ð
unless it is prevented.131 Undervaluing this is a
serious comment on the European position. For
Unlike the Western countries, our [Israel's]
existence is in constant danger. In Paris,
London and New York an inferior lifestyle
means anxiety and decadence. For us, [Israelis] it means extinction.132

