THE PROMISE OF POST-OSLO PEACE AND PROSPERITY:
FANTASY IN THE GUISE OF VISION

Martin Sherman

Since the time of Dr. Goebels [head of the Nazi propaganda machine] there has never been a case in
which continual repetition of a lie has borne such great fruits... Of all the Palestinian lies there is no
greater or more crushing lie than that which calls for the establishment of a separate Palestinian
state in the West Bank...

Excerpt from ``Palestinian Lies'' in
(July 30, 1976),
by former Meretz Minister of Education, Prof. Amnon Rubinstein.
Ha'aretz

Introduction

The signature of the agreements known as the ``Oslo
Accords'' (the Declaration of Principles Ð the DOP
or Oslo I Ð in September 1993, and especially the
more detailed Interim Agreement Ð Oslo II Ð in
September 1995) considerably increased the likelihood of the establishment of an additional Arab
state in the Middle East, west of the Jordan River.
The conclusion of these accords was accompanied
by lavish international fanfare and ceremony, igniting the spark of hope that a new and rosy future
awaited the region Ð a future of tranquil prosperity,
of enhanced security and of accelerated economic
advancement.
With regard to security, the architects of the
accords claimed that the ``days of anxiety, and nights
of fear'' were soon to be things of the past. With
regard to economic advancement, these ``men of
vision'' promised that an era of unprecedented
development and progress was about to dawn in the
form of a ``New Middle East''. Yet in spite of the
world-wide acclaim and accolade bestowed upon
them, it is difficult to detect any sign of the practical
realization of their prophesies or their pledges Ð

either with the regard to the predicted tranquility or
the promised prosperity.
This essay will focus mainly on the economic
aspects of the ``Oslo process'' and argue that it is
highly unlikely that the creation of an additional
Arab state in the territories to be evacuated by IDF
(Israel Defense Force) in Judea, Samaria and Gaza
will result in the improvement in the economic wellbeing of its inhabitants, or in that of Israel and other
Middle Eastern states. Indeed, the analysis will
indicate that there is a good reason for concern that
the implementation of the ``process'' will in fact
undermine the Israeli economy and severely exacerbate the economic plight of the Palestinians.

The Economic Logic

The use of the term ``additional Arab state'' rather
than the term ``Palestinian state'' is not unintended.
To the contrary, it is purposefully used to express
the basis for a priori pessimism regarding the
prospects of such a state. For it would require
extremely persuasive Ð and not readily forthcoming
Ð arguments to establish any credible reason why
the economic performance of one additional Arab
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state, totally devoid of any petro-resources, should
be significantly different from that of existing, oildevoid Arab states Ð unless one assumes that it
will be possible to impose on such a state
characteristics which make it significantly different
from these other Arab states. If not, there is no
reason to suppose that the GNP per capita of such a
state will differ considerably from that of any other
oil-devoid Arab state, i.e. between $1,000-$1,500.
Indeed the economy of Jordan, a country in which
the majority of the inhabitants are Palestinian, can
serve as an indicator of the performance that can be
expected from the economy of another Arab state
with a comparable population make-up. Rami
Khouri, former editor of the Jordan Times described
the economic realities prevailing in the Arab world
in the following terms:
Throughout the Arab World most people's
real living standards have declined, due to
imbalances between population growth and
natural/economic resources during the past
decade and a half. The most recent available
aggregate data, The 1997 Unified Arab
Economic
Report ,
shows that the Arab
population between 1980 and 1996 increased
from 165 million to 257 million, or by 56
percent, while the total Arab gross domestic
product (GDP) in current prices increased by
32 percent, from $437 billion to $576 billion.
Therefore, per capita GDP in current prices
decreased by 14 percent in the Arab World in
the past seventeen years Ð during an era
when most people around the world tended
to perceive the Arabs as wealthy.
This aggregate trend hides even harsher
realities at country level, as the total figures
are distorted by the relatively high incomes
and small populations of the oil-producing
states. Jordan for example, is typical of the
lower income countries that dominate in the
Middle East. Per capita GDP in Jordan in the
period 1985-95 increased by 103 percent in
current Jordanian dinar prices, but declined
by 16 percent in constant dinar prices, and by
59 percent in constant US dollar prices (from
$2,244 to $908).1
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However, any attempt to turn the new Palestinian state into a ``un-Arab'' state would completely
negate the letter and the spirit of the Palestinian
demand for self-determination, as conveyed by the
Palestinian Covenant in which the very first clause
explicitly specifies that the ``Palestinian people
constitute part of the Arab nation.''
In this regard, it is striking that the only Middle
Eastern state that has managed to attain the per
capita GNP levels of an advanced industrial country
is non-Arab Israel (see Table below).
Country

Egypt
Iran
Iraq
Israel

Jordan
Lebanon
Saudi Arabia
Syria

GNP Per Capita* (constant $ 1997)

1,180
2,490
1,220
17,300**

1,610***
4,450
7,280****
3,750*****

: WHEAT ÐUS Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, 1998
*
All figures refer to 1997 GNP per capita.
**
Increased from $14,100 in 1987 (i.e. almost 25% in
fixed dollar terms in GNP per capita over a decade in
which the population increased significantly mainly
due to large immigration from the former-USSR).
*** Decreased from $1,930 in 1987 (i.e. almost 20% over a
decade despite the supposedly wisely benign regime
of King Hussein).
**** Decreased from $8,650 in 1992 (almost 20% in last half
decade)
***** Roughly constant over the last decade. This estimate
of Syrian GNP per capita is uncommonly high. For
example, The Word Bank estimate the figure for 1997
to be significantly lower Ð $1,150.
Source

Thus, unless one is willing to invoke racial
inferiority as the reason for the overall economic
failure of the Arab world (a view which this writer
categorically rejects), one is forced to conclude that
economic development does not rank very highly as
a priority on the Arab national agenda. For in the
absence of such inadmissible assumptions of
biological inadequacy, there is no other explanation
for the fact that Israel alone has been able to
achieve economic performance comparable to those
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of the developed world. (A more detailed analysis of
the reasons for the lack of economic advancement in
the Arab world is presented in later sections of this
essay Ð see ``The Vision of Regional Development''.)

The Increased Economic and Security
Burden

One of the frequently aired claims of ``Oslo''
supporters is that if peace were achieved, Israel
would be able to invest less in security and could
therefore channel more resources into the civilian
sector of the economy. However, even the most
cursory examination of the facts will immediately
reveal how unfounded this claim is. For even the
most enthusiastic supporters of the ``Oslo process''
insist on maintaining Israel's military prowess after
its full implementation. In this regard, the commonly used slogan is that ``the IDF must remain
powerful, since only a powerful army can preserve
the peace.'' But, at this juncture, two simple, but
searching questions arise: ``Why?'' and ``Where?'' Ð
i.e. why should there be a continued need for
maintaining a powerful army even after the implementation of the ``Oslo process''; and where would
such a ``powerful army'' deploy so as to be able to
utilize its prowess?
The answer to the first question is relatively
simple: Israel will continue to need a powerful army
because apparently even after the implementation
of the ``Oslo process'', there will still remain serious
threats to her security Ð with which only a powerful
army will be able to contend.
The answer to the second question is a little
more complex. A ``powerful army'' is not a ``virtual''
entity. It requires considerable physical space for its
deployment. (For example the deployment of the US
forces in the ``Desert Storm'' operation stretched
over territory wider than the entire width of Israel
from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean Sea.) So
where precisely do the ``Oslo'' advocates envisage
deploying their ``powerful army'' after the implementation of the agreements? For after the establishment of an additional independent entity
between the Jordan River and the coastal plain,
Israel's new dimensions will severely impede the
operational deployment of a modern army Ð and

indeed may render it impossible. The frontiers to
which Israel would be committed to withdraw make
the country virtually indefensible (should the
potential threats against it materialize) and make
the task of preparing for them (before they
materialize) exorbitantly expensive and burdensome
for the Israeli economy. In this regard, Shimon Peres
issued an unequivocal warning:
The resources available to a country are finite.
In the absence of a strategic border, the
investment in security that a country requires
comes at the expense of other needs. This
difference in the level of investment in
security creates in certain cases a qualitative
change in the general level of a nation Ð in
terms of its economy, its society and education... A country that has the advantage of a
strategic frontier can invest less... in fortifications, maintenance of combat ready armed
forces, armaments...2
Just how strategically worthless Israel's frontiers
would be Ð in every conceivable dimension Ð and
just how heavy the cost of attempting to defend
them would be, becomes immediately apparent
from even the most superficial analysis.
1. Geographical Width

The implementation of the ``Oslo process'' will
reduce the dimensions of Israel's ``midriff'' to a
narrow sliver of land along the coastal plain Ð
about 15-20 km. wide and 100 km. long Ð in which
almost its entire urban metropolis is situated,
including approximately 80% of its population and
of its economic activity. This raises the question of
precisely where it would be possible to locate a
defense system for protection of the inhabitants and
the industries of the area, which, it will be recalled,
still requires a ``strong army''. For according to
prevailing conventional wisdom, the minimal strategic depth required for the deployment of a
strategic defense system is around 50 km., and
often considerably more Ð as the previously cited
example of the US deployment in ``Desert Storm''
indicates. This is not the place for detailed analysis
of the vital strategic importance that control of the
highlands has for Israel's ability to defend itself Ð
particularly in the age of long-range modern
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weaponry.3 It will therefore suffice to point out, that
in spite of the persistent claims of the ``Oslo''
adherents to the contrary, it is widely accepted that
the increased range, fire-power and mobility of
today's armaments actually increase, rather than
reduce, the importance of territory as a strategic
asset. Indeed, it was none other than Shimon Peres
himself who drew a comparison between the
significance of the Sudetenland for the survival of
Czechoslovakia and that of Judea and Samaria for
the survival of Israel, and warned:
In the 20th century, with the development of
the rapid mobility of armies, the defensive
importance of territorial expanse has increased... Without a border which affords
security, a country is doomed to destruction
in war.4
In the same spirit, the late Yigal Allon, former
commander of the Palmach, and deputy Prime
Minister on behalf of the Israeli Labor party,
observed:
...the innovation and sophistication in weaponry... [including the appearance of ground to
ground missiles, supersonic fighter-bombers]... not only fail to diminish the value of
strategic depth and natural barriers, but in
fact enhance their importance. This is particularly true in the case of Israel's difficult
geographic position... One does not have to
be a military expert to identify the critical
defects of the armistice lines that existed
until June 4, 1967. [For Israel] a military
defeat... would mean the physical extinction
of a large part of its population and the
political elimination of the Jewish state... To
lose a single war is to lose everything...5
It is therefore clear that relinquishing the
territories in the ``West Bank'' and Gaza will imply
a need to acquire vast quantities of advanced
technical equipment to compensate Ð albeit only
partially Ð for the loss of the strategic benefits that
these territories provide. Thus, even without going
into the details of the operational feasibility Ð or
lack thereof Ð of the various security alternatives
based on assumption of an Israeli withdrawal from
most of the territories in Judea, Samaria, and Gaza,
one thing is indisputable: The implementation of
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any such alternative will involve the expenditure of
many billions of dollars Ð both for the procurement
and installation of the new systems, and for the
increased costs involved in their day-to-day operation. As a rough gauge of the prospective outlay, it is
instructive to note that the estimated cost of
withdrawal from the Golan and the establishment
of alternative systems (civilian and military) is put at
around $30 billion, while day-to-day running and
maintenance costs would increase by an estimated
$5 billion annually.6 The withdrawal and re-deployment of the IDF required to facilitate the establishment of a Palestinian state is likely to be
significantly more costly.
Obviously, the allocation of such huge sums for
security will mean seriously reducing the resources
available for promoting economic growth in the
civilian sector Ð quite the reverse of the economic
logic of the ``Oslo process''.
2. The Length of the Frontiers

The ``Oslo process'' will result in the creation of a
new and torturous eastern frontier, hundreds of
kilometers long, skirting the very fringes of the
Israeli metropolis, no more than walking distance
from major urban population centers in the
coastal plain, which will be extremely vulnerable
to incursions by terrorist elements belonging to
the so-called ``enemies of peace'' in the Palestinian-held territories. There is no need for any
particular military competence in order to grasp
that securing such a frontier would require
enormous resources Ð both human and physical.
Likewise, there is no need for any particular
economic competence in order to grasp how
expensive these resources required for securing
such a frontier would be. The burdens on the
economy (and on society) would of course be
magnified by the fact that the IDF is an army
whose operational capacity is heavily dependent
on reserve forces. The increased need for their
services would entail more frequent and more
extended call-ups for duty, which in turn would
entail an increasingly onerous drain on the civilian
economy's manpower. Consequently, the efforts
that will be necessary to invest in securing Israel's
eastern frontier are likely to impose a crippling
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strain on the socio-economic fabric of the country.
It is difficult to imagine how economic growth and
prosperity could flourish in a situation in which
the heart of the nation's metropolis would be
constantly threatened by dangers similar to those
prevailing on the Lebanese front in the north.
Indeed, the circumstances are likely to be even
more severe than in the North. For, unlike the
situation in Lebanon, along its new eastern front
Israel would not have the benefits of any IDF
controlled, trans-frontier ``security zone'', nor of
any pro-Israeli militia such as the SLA (South
Lebanese Army), nor of any Israeli military
presence deployed across the border.
It was again Shimon Peres who described in
forbidding terms, the realities likely to prevail after
the establishment of a Palestinian state on the
eastern approaches of Israel's urban sprawl.
The establishment of such [a Palestinian]
state means the inflow of combat ready
Palestinian forces (more than 25,000 men
under arms) into Judea and Samaria; this
force, together with the local youth, will
double itself in a short time. It will not be
short of weapons or other [military] equipment, and soon an infrastructure for waging
war will be set up in Judea, Samaria and the
Gaza Strip. Israel will have problems in
preserving day-to-day security, which may
drive the country into war, or undermine the
morale of its citizens. In time of war the
frontiers of the Palestinian state will constitute an excellent staging point for mobile
forces to mount attacks on infrastructure
installations vital for Israel's existence, to
impede the freedom of action of the Israeli air
force in the skies over Israel, and to cause
bloodshed among the population... in areas
adjacent to the frontier-line.7
It is difficult to imagine gloomier conditions for
Israel's economic future.
3. The Topographical Elevation

The establishment of an Arab state on most of the
highlands of Judea and Samaria will create a
situation in which almost the entire Israeli infrastructure (civilian and military) within the 1967

``Green Line'' Ð airfields (civilian and military),
seaports, overland transport system, the fresh water
system, principal power stations and major portions
of the electrical grid, the telecommunications
system, primary command and control centers,
80% of the population and commercial activity Ð
will totally be exposed to all forms of Arab
observation, electronic surveillance and firepower,
from the commanding hills of Judea and Samaria,
which overlook almost the entire Israeli metropolis.
In these circumstances, even light weaponry, cheap
and readily available to non-governmental organizations, including extremist ``enemies of peace'', could
totally disrupt Ð indeed paralyze Ð the socioeconomic activity in the coastal plain lying tantalizingly vulnerable below. Shimon Peres sternly
warned against allowing such a situation to arise,
cautioning that:
Shoulder launched anti-tank and anti-aircraft
missiles [in Arab hands in Judea and Samaria]
will menace not only occasional by-passers,
but also every aircraft and helicopter that
takes off in Israeli skies, and every vehicle
traveling on the major traffic arteries in the
coastal plain.8
Deprived of the right (and possibility) of
effective hot pursuit and preventative arrest, Israel
will be helpless in face of a reality which threatens
to undermine the very fabric of the nation's society
and economy. Those who believe that it would be
possible to deal with such a situation by punitive
Israeli action similar to the ``Grapes of Wrath''
operation, would do well to heed the sober words
of former minister of education, Prof. Amnon
Rubinstein of the far-left Meretz faction. In the past,
Rubinstein took some of his more radical colleagues
to task for dismissing the dangers of Israeli withdrawal and for claiming that ``if they [the Arabs]
threaten us with artillery from Qalkilya [an Arab
town close to the 'Green Line'], we will threaten
Qalkilya with artillery''. In response, Rubinstein
retorted:
...the answer to this is very simple. The Arab
world can exist, prosper, and develop not only
if our artillery threatens Qalkilya but even it
hits it. Israel, small and exposed, will neither
be able to exist nor to prosper if its urban
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centers, its vulnerable airport and its narrow
winding roads, come under artillery bombardment. That is the fundamental difference
between them and us, that is the terrible
danger involved in the establishment of a
third independent sovereign state between us
and the Jordan River.9
Rubinstein was Ð and is Ð of course right. It is
indeed difficult to understand how a climate
conducive to investment and development can be
created with the heart of the national economy
under constant threat from bombardment from
extremist ``enemies of peace''.10
4. Hydrological Depth

The ground water in the subterranean geological
layers (known as ``aquifers''11) that extend across
both sides of the ``Green Line'' constitute the
principal source of drinking water for most of
Israel's major urban areas.12 Moreover, the aquifer
serves as a storage facility for Kinneret (the Sea of
Galilee) flood waters in years of abundant rainfall,
converting these annual surpluses into long-term
reserves to be used in years of drought.13 Without
such storage facilities, the Kinneret overflows
would run into the lower Jordan and thence to
the Dead Sea where they would be lost in the
highly concentrated brine of the desert lake.14 The
fate of the aquifer's ground water, both in terms of
excess extraction and consequent salting of the
wells, and in terms of pollution of the sources due
to uncontrolled flows of sewage and industrial
effluent, is determined in large measure by human
activities in Judea and Samaria.15 Therefore, giving
up Israeli control of such activities means not only
giving up control of the country's major source of
drinking water but also the ability to manage the
entire national water system. Referring to this
problem, a prominent American weekly cautioned
that the drilling of any new Palestinian wells in
the western slopes of Judea and Samaria
could cut off supply [to Israeli taps] and, by
lowering the water tables in the part of the
aquifer that extends to the west of the
Green Line, allow saline water from greater
depths to seep in, permanently ruining what
is left.16
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With regard to pollution, several experts warn
that the loss of Israeli control over the hydrostrategic areas of Judea and Samaria could expose
the ground water of the aquifer to the danger of ruin
by ``sewage, dysentery and typhus''.17 There should
therefore be little difficulty in understanding why
Avraham Katz, former Labor party minister of
agriculture, saw reason to send a proposal to
then-incumbent premier, Yitzhak Shamir, dated
May 14, 1989, and entitled ``The Security of the
State of Israel's Water Today and in the Future''. In it,
he urged the government to ``prevent any increase of
the pumping operations in Judea, Samaria and
Gaza'' and to ``prepare a legal and political basis to
ensure continued Israeli control and administration
of the water sources in Judea and Samaria,
whatever the political situation in the future.''
(Emphasis added.)
``Oslo'' advocates often attempt to diminish the
severity of the water issue and claim that it is
possible to solve the problem by increasing water
supply on the one hand, through desalination; and by
reducing demand, on the other, through the drastic
contraction (indeed some even counsel, elimination) of agriculture in Israel. Such proposals have
several serious weaknesses and flaws on a number
of levels Ð strategic, security, logistic and ecological. This however, is not the appropriate context in
which to elaborate on them in detail. As this has
been done elsewhere,18 it will suffice here to point
out that a report commissioned by the Jaffee Center
for Strategic Studies from TAHAL (Israel's Water
Planning Authority) stipulates that
Even when desalination becomes a major
factor, the importance of the Yarkon-Taninim
Aquifer [i.e. the aquifer that lies below the
hills of the ``West Bank''] will not decline, as it
will still continue to function as a seasonal
and long-term storage facility.19
However, even if we ignore all other aspects, and
focus solely on the economic issues, Israel would
still face heavy costs as a result of withdrawal from
the hydro-strategic areas in the ``West Bank''. The
investment in desalination plants, large enough to
provide sufficient water to compensate the country
for the loss of the water in the aquifers below Judea
and Samaria, and to maintain the supply in dry
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years when other sources (such as the Kinneret) can
yield only very minor amounts of water, is liable to
reach billions of dollars. This figure does not include
(a) the enormous additional sums required for
investments in changes in the infrastructure necessary for storage and distribution of these desalinated waters, or (b) the significant increase in costs
required for the ongoing production of water relative
to the present outlay. Clearly, investment of such
large amounts of resources in the replacement of
existing water sources and infrastructure, which will
no longer be available after the implementation of
the ``Oslo'' process, means diverting these resources
away from alternative investments in other infrastructure projects.
Likewise, the proposals, which call for the
drastic reduction of agriculture on the grounds that
this activity constitutes a very small percentage (23%) of the GNP, in practice involves a far higher
economic price than that usually cited. For the
reduction in agriculture would hit not only the
livelihood of the farmers alone, but also all those
industries that supply them with ``pre- and postharvest'' goods and services. These include the
chemical industry (fertilizers, insecticides, etc.);
packaging materials (plastic, paper, cardboard,
etc.); engineering and machinery (manufacture and
maintenance of equipment for cultivation and
harvesting); transport (land, sea and air); and
processing plants (fruit juices, vegetable extracts,
puree, wineries, etc.). Reducing the scale of agriculture implies reducing the scale of these industries' operations as well. Thus even without taking
account of other considerations such as Zionist
values, ecology, food security and so on, the extent
of the economic damage that will result from the
diminution of agriculture is far greater than the
direct damage to the producers of agricultural
products alone Ð and according to some estimates
could reach 7-10% of the GNP.
Finally it should be noted that proposals for
reducing Israeli agriculture (and the livelihood of
the Israeli farmer) seem to suffer from considerable
myopia Ð and indeed, hypocrisy. For they are not
usually accompanied by a parallel demand for
reduction in the scale of Palestinian agriculture
(and in the livelihood of the Palestinian farmer)

which draws on the same, ever-shrinking, common
source of water. Moreover, not only does the Israeli
farmer, by and large, use more water-efficient means
of irrigation than his Palestinian counterparts, but it
is also likely that a significant portion of the cut back
in Israel's agricultural production in areas such as
the Arava, the Jordan River and the Galilee, which do
not draw on the major urban water sources in the
Mountain and Coastal Aquifers, will be supplied by
Arab farmers across the ``Green Line'', whose
irrigation water is supplied from sources of domestic
drinking water. Thus without control of the consumption of water by the Palestinian farmer,
indiscriminate reduction of water consumption by
the Israeli farmer is liable to be not only ineffectual
but also detrimental.

The Increased Economic and Security
Burden (continued)

Another commonly heard allegation of ``Oslo''
enthusiasts is that since the real danger to Israel's
security is not the Kalashnikov assault rifles of the
Palestinian police, but the weapons of mass
destruction in the surrounding Arab states, the
establishment of a Palestinian state will: (a) reduce
the foci of dissension with the Arab world and
thereby also the overall threat to Israel; and (b)
allow Israel to invest less in dealing with the
conventional military threats from its immediate
neighbors and therefore to invest more in developing capabilities to deal with non-conventional
threats from ``outer-ring'' countries such as Iraq,
Iran and Libya.
However these claims appear to rest on
several far-reaching and highly questionable assumptions. For example the contention that
implementing ``Oslo'' will in fact reduce the foci
of friction with the Arab world and thus the
overall threat to Israel seems to be premised on
the supposition that if the Palestinians do in fact
attain a mini-state on the barren ridges of the
``West Bank'' and Gaza, this will somehow induce
the regimes in Baghdad, Teheran and Tripoli to
cut back on their weapons development programs.
Clearly this is a postulate that has very little
foundation in reality. Moreover, it would be
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reasonable to consider reducing Israel's conventional defensive capabilities vis-aÁ-vis its immediate
neighbors (and the investment of resources therein) only if one is prepared to base the county's
long term strategic security on another far-reaching and equally dubious hypothesis. This entails
accepting, in an inherently uncertain world, the
assumption of the certain occurrence of a ``best
case scenario'', in which Israel is able to discount
totally its immediate neighbors as a source of
threat Ð despite withdrawal of the IDF to borders
which Shimon Peres defined as creating ``a
situation...that in itself constitutes almost compulsive temptation to attack Israel from all
sides''.20 However, if one is not prepared to accept
such a wildly optimistic assumption, Israel will
still need to maintain a considerable capability to
contend with potential conventional threats from
its traditional pre-Oslo adversaries. In fact it
seems that even the post-Oslo Shimon Peres
seems skeptical in this respect, asking:
Even if the Palestinians agree that their state
have no army or weapons, who can guarantee
that a Palestinian army would not be mustered later to encamp at the gates of
Jerusalem and the approaches to the lowlands? And if the Palestinian state would be
unarmed, how would it block terrorist acts
perpetrated by extremists, fundamentalists or
irredentists?21
Given the topographical inferiority and the loss
of strategic assets due to the implementation of the
``Oslo process'', the cost involved in creating and
maintaining a credible deterrent/defensive capability (if this is at all feasible) will be inestimably
higher than before. Consequently, not only will the
establishment of a Palestinian state not reduce the
non-conventional threat from the non-participants
in the ``Oslo process'', but it will also require the
allocation of far greater resources to deal with a
potential conventional threat from those that are
participants in it Ð lest the desired best case
scenario not materialize.
In this respect, the Israeli leadership would do
well to recall the prevailing norms in the Middle
East as described by Shimon Peres, who pointed out
that:

323

...the major issue is not [attaining] an
agreement, but ensuring the actual implementation of the agreement in practice. The
number of agreements which the Arabs have
violated is no less than the number which
they have kept.22
Consequently, as ``[t]he resources available to a
country are finite,''23 a greater allocation of resources devoted to dealing with conventional
threats, means less resources available for establishing systems to contend with non-conventional
threats Ð such as the development of marine- or
submarine-borne second strike capabilities, ballistic
missile defense (BMD) systems, and sophisticated
equipment for intelligence gathering and evaluation. Alternatively, if the development of defenses
against non-conventional threats is deemed essential, the inevitable result would be diversion of an
ever-increasing portion of the GNP to the military Ð
at the expense of the civilian sector.
It appears, therefore, that there is a very real
probability that the implementation of the ``peace
process'' and the establishment of an additional
Arab state in the ``West Bank'' and Gaza would bring
about quite the reverse of the intended results Ð
namely, instead of reducing the burden of security, it
will increase it; instead of increasing the resources
available for developing capabilities to contend with
non-conventional threats from ``outer ring'' adversaries, it will reduce them; instead of allowing more
resources to be diverted from the military to the
civilian sector of the economy, it will create a
growing drain on the civilian sector as ever-spiraling
defense expenditures are required to deal with the
new intensified threat levels created by the very
process purported to diminish them.

The Vision of Regional Prosperity.

One of the more perplexing contentions put forward
in support of the establishment of a Palestinian
state is that such a state will open up the economies
of the region to Israel, and will usher in an era of
unprecedented development, progress and prosperity. The contention is perplexing because it either (a)
reflects a somewhat incongruous (and uncalled for)
air of superiority and arrogance vis-aÁ-vis the Arab
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world on the part of ``Oslo'' enthusiasts; or (b)
requires a total revision of the principles of
international relations.
Indeed there appear to be only two possible
interpretations for the rationale of the position
which holds that the ``Oslo initiative'' is a precondition for Middle East prosperity. One such interpretation is that the ``indigenous native'' inhabitants
of Arab states are incapable of comprehending that
progress and economic development are in their
national interest; or if they are capable of such
comprehension, then they are incapable of pursuing
this interest without the cooperation and ``infinite
wisdom'' of the ``Jewish genius''. The alternative
interpretation is that if the Arab states, as sovereign
national entities, are indeed aware that economic
development and progress are a vital national
interest, they are nevertheless willing to sacrifice
this interest, for the sake of the interests of another
national entity Ð Palestine. In general, such alleged
willingness to subordinate one's own national
interests to those of others is totally inconsistent
with accepted paradigms of thought in international
relations. However, in the current Arab-Palestinian
context it seems even more questionable, particularly when one recalls that several of these Arab
states have persecuted the Palestinians far more
severely than Israel, and have indeed butchered
their supposed ``brethren'' on a scale far greater than
that of which Israel is accused Ð even by its most
severe critics.
Furthermore, it should be pointed out that
anything Israel can offer towards the creation of
regional economic development, can be provided by
others. The Arab states can turn to many countries
Ð Japan, Taiwan, Korea, China, India, Germany,
France, Britain, Switzerland, Canada, and America
Ð for the capital, technology, manpower and knowhow needed to generate a new economic reality in
the region, to build high speed motorways from
Afghanistan to Algiers, to lay railroads form Kurdistan to Kuwait, to set up a regional-wide communications system, or to bring the waters of Turkey (or
the Nile) to irrigate parched deserts. But they do not
do so! Why? Do the Oslo proponents genuinely
believe that it is because the Arabs lack the ability or
intelligence to do so without Israeli instruction? Or

because they are willing to inflict poverty and want
on their inhabitants until a Palestinian state is
established in Judea, Samaria and Gaza Ð a state
which they could easily have established during the
two decades in which these territories were under
Arab rule? These seem highly unlikely reasons for
the lack of economic development in the Arab world.
It appears, therefore, that the real causes for it
should be sought elsewhere.
The fundamental causes of the Arab economic
failure should not be traced to a lack of capital, a
lack of natural resources or a lack of brotherly spirit
between Israel and the Palestinians, but to the
structure of regimes of the region. Enormous
natural wealth and unlimited access to capital did
not convert the economies of Saudi Arabia, Iraq or
Iran into dynamic wealth-creating units based on
modern industrial capabilities. Likewise, massive
economic aid to Egypt has not been successful in
extricating that country from the depths of penury in
which it is mired.
Regional development requires conditions that
are the diametric reverse of those required to
maintain the continued rule of the currently incumbent regimes. Apart from Israel, all the states of the
region are a variant of a military dictatorship of one
kind or another. Such regimes cannot permit freedom of movement for people, merchandise, capital,
and know-how across their frontiers. They cannot
allow the de-centralization of the control over
resources within their borders nor of the decisionmaking processes regarding the manner in which
these resources are utilized. They cannot consent to
intellectual innovation that may result in serious
challenges to the prevailing realities. In short, they
cannot permit the creation of the fundamental
conditions required to induce economic advancement in today's world. The survival of the incumbent
rulers depends very little on the welfare of their
citizens, who are essentially devoid of any substantive ``ballot power''. Instead, their survival is far
more contingent on the power of the military, which
is intended to repel (and indeed repress) domestic
adversaries of the regime, just as much as it is
meant to defend the country from external enemies
Ð if not more so. Therefore the current regimes are
obliged to continue with huge military expenditures
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and generous ``pay-offs'' to their cronies, instead
of diverting resources to advance their economies.24 The establishment of a tiny additional
state in the ``West Bank'' will do nothing to change
the fundamental parameters of the methods of
governance and administration in the Arab states
of the region.
This analysis underscores why any endeavor to
establish a ``new economic order'' on the basis of an
``old political order'' is doomed to failure. Even the
most avid supporters of the concept of ``economic
peace'' seem implicitly to endorse this. Thus, in his
book, The New Middle East, Shimon Peres declares
that: ``Totalitarianism has proved to be costly and
inefficient. It requires a large secret police force
army and constant censorship.''25
This of course leaves the reader to ponder on
how pouring money into such regimes might
achieve anything apart from making them even
more inefficient and more oppressive.26
It is, therefore difficult to escape the conclusion
that it is not the establishment of an additional Arab
state that will be the harbinger of new economic
realities in the region, but a radical change (i.e. a
substantive liberalization) of the regime structure in
Arab countries. It is only when regimes are
accountable, polities are competitive and pluralistic,
and bureaucracies are transparent that it will be
possible to generate the basic conditions required
for accelerated economic advancement in the
region.

Conclusion Ð The Search for an
``Alternative''.

The ostensibly most ``decisive'' argument of the
``Oslo'' advocates against their opponents is that
there is ``no other viable alternative'' to their
proposal. However the truth is quite different. The
truth is that the burden of proof as to the viability of
the proposed alternative rests on the shoulders of
the ``Oslo'' advocates themselves. For Israel managed to exist, progress and develop rather well up
until that fateful day in September 1993 when the
``Declaration of Principles'' (i.e. ``Oslo I'') was signed.
Indeed if, in the late 1950s, when the nation was
beset by economic deprivation and grave threats to
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its physical survival, the average Israeli citizen was
told that in little more than three decades, the
reality in the country would change unrecognizably;
if he were told that many of the impoverished
inhabitants of the makeshift ``ma'abarot'' (temporary
transit camps for new immigrants) would live in
luxury penthouses; that instead of dirt tracks, multilane highways would traverse the country; that ultramodern hi-tech industry rather than back-breaking
agriculture would be the banner of the economy;
that the GNP per capita would reach levels among
the highest in the world; that overseas holidays
would become common even among the working
classes; that not only would waves of ``olim''(new
immigrants) from the Soviet bloc be clamoring to
enter the country, but also hundreds of thousands of
non-Jews would seek their livelihood in the country;
if the average citizen were told that this would be
the face of Israel in the early (pre-Oslo) 1990s, he
would doubtless have listened with incredulous
astonishment if not total disbelief. For him, such a
reality would constitute an overwhelming, almost
undreamed of, success for Zionism.
But, in fact, this was the pre-Oslo reality in
Israel. During the last two years of the Shamir
government the average growth rate was indisputably higher than that during the Rabin-Peres period
Ð without the creation of such a formidable budget
deficit.
Therefore the burden of proof does not rest on
the adherents of the classic Zionist philosophy of
``one more goat, one more acre'' to show that theirs
is a valid and feasible prescription which can bring
security and prosperity to the nation. Their prescription has already proved itself. It is rather the
advocates of the untried ``Oslo process'', the
advocates of haste, of allegedly ``grand'' design and
``bold'' policy, who are bound to demonstrate the
wisdom of their ways. Given the evidence to date,
there appears to be serious doubt as to whether
their proposed ``alternative'' is in any way preferable
to the tried and tested formula of patient determination and resolute commitment, which characterized the traditional (and successful) modus operandi of
Zionist activism of yesteryear.
In conclusion, then, it would seem that there are
grounds for wondering whether the entire Israeli
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``peace camp'' has not fallen prey to the continued
repetition of the very falsehood against which one of
its most prominent spokesman, Prof. Amnon Rubinstein warned, when he pronounced that:

Of all the Palestinian lies there is no greater
or more crushing lie than that which calls for
the establishment of a separate Palestinian
state in the West Bank...27

