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Diplomacy 1993 - 2003

What were the details of the Oslo Accords?

On September 13, 1993, representatives of the State of Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) signed the "Declaration of Principles On Interim Self-Government Arrangements", a document also known as the "Oslo Accords". They were signed at a Washington ceremony hosted by US President Bill Clinton on September 13, 1993, during which Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat and Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin ended decades as sworn enemies with an uneasy handshake. This agreement was the fruit of secret negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians, represented by the PLO, following the Madrid Conference in 1991.

The Oslo Accords contain a set of mutually agreed-upon general principles regarding a five-year interim period of Palestinian self-rule. So-called "permanent status issues" are deferred to later negotiations, to begin no later than the third year of the interim period. The permanent status negotiations were intended to lead to an agreement that would be implemented to take effect at the end of the interim period.

The main points of the Oslo Accords (or Declaration of Principles = DOP):

1. Transfer of Powers to the Palestinians:

· The DOP features an agreement in principle regarding a transfer of power and responsibilities to the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza, so they may have control over their own affairs.

2. The DOP does not prejudge the Permanent Status:

· The DOP specifically states that permanent status issues, such as Jerusalem, refugees, settlements, security arrangements and borders are to be excluded from the interim arrangements and that the outcome of the permanent status talks should not be prejudged or preempted by the interim arrangements. During this period, the Israeli government retains sole responsibility for foreign affairs, defense and borders. Israel's position on Jerusalem remains unchanged. When the DOP was signed, Prime Minister Rabin stated, "Jerusalem is the ancient and eternal capital of the Jewish people." An undivided Jerusalem under Israeli sovereignty, with religious freedom for all, is and remains a fundamental Israeli position.

3. Security remains an Israeli responsibility:

· In the DOP, Israel and the PLO agree that during the interim period, Israel will remain responsible for security along the international borders and the crossing points to Egypt and Jordan. Israel will also retain responsibility for and the overall security of Israelis in the West Bank and Gaza, the Israeli settlements in those areas, and freedom of movement on roads.

Implementation of the DOP was specified to involve the following phases:

· Gaza-Jericho: Self-rule in the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area, including a withdrawal of Israeli forces from those areas (the "first redeployment"), is to serve as a first step in the implementation of the DOP. The details of the Gaza-Jericho aspect of the DOP were negotiated and concluded in an agreement signed in Cairo between Israel and the PLO on May 4, 1994.

· Preparatory Transfer of Powers and Responsibilities: In the rest of the West Bank, five specific spheres -- education and culture, health, social welfare, direct taxation and tourism -- are to be transferred to Palestinian representatives through early empowerment. Additional spheres may be transferred as agreed by the sides. The DOP proposed that this transfer of powers take place immediately following the implementation of the Gaza-Jericho agreement.

· The Interim Agreement and Elections: A modalities agreement regarding the election of a Palestinian Council and a comprehensive Interim Agreement specifying the structure and powers of the Council will be negotiated. The Interim Agreement will detail the self-government arrangements in the West Bank and Gaza. Concurrent with the elections, Israeli forces are to be redeployed outside populated areas to specified locations. The Palestinian Council will have a strong police force in order to guarantee public order and internal security. Central to the DOP are two economic annexes that outline economic cooperation between Israel and the Palestinians, both bilaterally and in the multilateral context.

· The Permanent Status: Negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians on the permanent status will commence as soon as possible but not later than the beginning of the third year of the interim period (May 1996). These talks will determine the nature of the final settlement between the two sides. It is understood that these negotiations will cover remaining issues including Jerusalem, refugees, settlements, security arrangements, borders, relations and cooperation with other neighbors, and other issues of common interest. Under the DOP, the permanent status will take effect 5 years after the implementation of the Gaza-Jericho agreement, namely May 1999 

A letter on key issues of the PLO and Israel, addressed to Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, was signed by Yasser Arafat on September 9, 1993. The letter says specifically that:

· The PLO recognizes the right of the State of Israel to exist in peace and security.

· The PLO accepts United Nations Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338

· The PLO commits itself to the Middle East peace process... all outstanding issues ... will be resolved through negotiations

· ... the PLO renounces the use of terrorism and other acts of violence and will assume responsibility over all PLO elements and personnel in order to assure their compliance, prevent violations and discipline violators

· ... those articles of the Palestinian Covenant which deny Israel's right to exist, and the provisions of the Covenant which are inconsistent with the commitments of this letter are now inoperative and no longer valid

· ... the PLO undertakes to submit to the Palestinian National Council for formal approval the necessary changes concerning the Palestinian Covenant. 

Rabin gave a letter in exchange to Arafat, also dated September 9, saying:

· ... Israel has decided to recognize the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people and commence negotiations with the PLO within the Middle East peace process"

What was the Gaza and Jericho Agreement of 1994?

	

	



	Jericho


At a ceremony in Cairo on May 4, 1994, Israel and the Palestinians signed the Gaza-Jericho Agreement, sometimes called the Cairo Agreement. The accord led to the establishment of the Palestinian Authority (PA) shortly thereafter. Each side to this agreement undertook numerous obligations, chief among them Israel's commitment to turn territory over to the PA, and the Palestinian commitment to combat terror and prevent violence, the famous "land for peace" bargain.

In the following years, Israel generally lived up to the agreement and continued to participate in the Oslo Peace Process by signing additional pacts with the Palestinians. The Israelis thought that peace was a genuine possibility and the political climate in Israel was supportive of making the necessary concessions to get there.

Israeli forces withdrew from Jericho and most of the Gaza Strip in May 1994. After additional agreements, Israeli withdrawals resulted in more than 95% of Palestinians in Judea, Samaria and Gaza being under Palestinian administration by 1997.

Even though they participated in the negotiations, reached verbal agreement and signed the documents giving written agreement, the Palestinians did not comply with their obligations under the agreements. There was systematic Palestinian non-compliance with their main obligations under the accords. Various Palestinian commitments contained in the May 1994 Gaza-Jericho Agreement were recycled in the September 1995 Oslo 2 Accord and reaffirmed in the January 1997 Hebron Accord, yet went unfulfilled. The primary reason for the multiple agreements over the course of years was that the timetables were never met leading to the requirement to renegotiate. The timetables were not met because Palestinian failure to meet Israel’s security requirements, even in basic steps negotiated in the accords, led to Israel's refusal to "redeploy" forces, especially when initial Israeli withdrawals did not lead to Palestinian compliance. "Land for Peace" was in reality, "Land for Nothing".

Among the many items that were not complied with, the PLO once again agreed to change the provisions of the Palestinian National Covenant that deny Israel's right to exist and call for Israel's destruction. Once again, there was no action taken and, in fact, the PLO Charter was never revised as agreed.

What was the "Oslo II" Interim Agreement in 1995?

The Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, called "Oslo II" or "Taba", was signed September 24, 1995 in Taba in Egypt, and countersigned four days later in Washington. It is an extensive and complicated document. Among its major provisions, it calls for further Israeli troop redeployments beyond the Gaza and Jericho areas. Under the accord, Israel was first scheduled to redeploy from the major Palestinian population centers in the West Bank (the "second redeployment") and later from all rural areas (the "third redeployment"), with the exception of Israeli settlements and the Israeli-designated military areas.

In detailing this schedule, the agreement divided the West Bank and Gaza into three areas, each with distinctive borders and rules for administration and security controls:

· Area A: includes all the areas from which Israeli military control has been transferred to the administration of the Palestinian Authority, including the areas of Gaza and Jericho, and the seven major Palestinian population centers in the West Bank -- Nablus, Kalkilya, Tulkarem, Ramallah, Bethlehem, Jenin and Hebron (special arrangements for the redeployment from Hebron were concluded in the Protocol Concerning the Redeployment in Hebron and the Note for the Record, January 17,1997). In these areas, the Palestinian Authority now has full responsibility for internal security and public order, as well as full responsibility for civil affairs.

· Area B: includes 450 Palestinian towns and villages in the West Bank. In these areas, as in Area A, the Palestinian Authority controls all civil authority.  However, it differs from Area A in that Israel maintains overriding security authority in order to safeguard its citizens and to combat terrorism.
· Area C: comprised of the unpopulated areas of the West Bank, including areas of strategic importance to Israel and the settlements, where Israel retains full responsibility for security. 

Oslo II calls for a series of three further redeployments under which additional parts of Area C are to be transferred to the jurisdiction of the Palestinian Authority, except for settlements and Israeli-designated security areas.

Oslo II introduces the concept of "safe passage", granting the right of safe passage to Palestinians wishing to travel between the West Bank and Gaza, necessarily crossing Israeli territory to do so. But the agreement also includes this text:

· The provisions of this Agreement shall not prejudice Israel's right, for security and safety considerations, to close the crossing points to Israel and to prohibit or limit the entry into Israel of persons and of vehicles from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

While it is clear from a reading of the entire document that Israel's security rights take precedence over the right of safe passage, this has been a contentious issue.

Other problems and issues related to the Oslo II agreement:

· Under Oslo II, the Palestinian Covenant must be changed by the Palestinian National Council, the only body that can legally change it. Specifically, the Palestinian Covenant denies Israel’s right to exist and pledges the Palestinian organization to destroy Israel. Yasser Arafat signed letters agreeing to cause the Covenant to be changed as part of the Oslo I accords and in subsequent agreements. But the change never took place. The requirement was inserted into the Oslo II agreement in even more specific form, but the Palestinians have continued to evade compliance.

· When the Palestinians signed the Oslo II agreement, they promised to "ensure free access to, respect the ways of worship in, and not make any changes to, the Jewish holy sites" on land given up by Israel. [They made the same promise in the Gaza-Jericho accord in 1994 and the Hebron accord in 1997.] Among the listed sites: the venerable "Peace Upon Israel" (shalom al yisrael) synagogue in Jericho and the yeshiva at Joseph's Tomb in Nablus. Today, neither exists. In October, Palestinians burned down the synagogue. They smashed Joseph's Tomb to rubble and trampled its holy books, and announced that a mosque would be built on the site.

· The Oslo II agreement permits a Palestinian "police force" of 24,000 personnel to provide security in areas administered by the Palestinian Authority and to combat terrorism. This was already a retroactive recognition of expanded forces in violation of the first Oslo Agreement. That police force has now expanded far beyond the limit set by Oslo II and has acquired powerful weapons that are not permitted. They have not provided security and have not countered terrorism. In fact, they have become a Palestinian Army serving Yasser Arafat and carrying out or covertly assisting terrorist actions against Israel. Israel has identified at least 150 members of the "police force" who are also members of extremist groups opposed to peace with Israel, at least 25 wanted by Israel for terrorist crimes. 

· An article in Oslo II called for a temporary international presence to be established in Hebron, to replace an existing force, this time during the redeployment of the IDF from the city. Hebron had been a sore spot since the 1994 shooting of Palestinian worshipers by an Israeli gunman. After Oslo II, negotiations were initiated between the two parties and Norway on the establishment of a TIPH in accordance with the Interim Agreement, ultimately leading to the 1997 Hebron Protocol and Agreement. 

What was the Hebron Protocol and Agreement in 1997?

Hebron, the traditional birthplace of the biblical patriarch Abraham, is home to approximately 450 Jews and 150,000 Palestinians. It is the only West Bank city with a Jewish presence in the midst of a Palestinian majority. Just outside Hebron is the settlement of Kiryat Arba with approximately 5,000 Jewish residents. Jews have lived continually in Hebron from the biblical period until today, with the brief exception of the years 1929-1967 when the Jewish community was destroyed and the Jews driven out. After Judea and Samaria were recaptured by Israel in the 1967 Six Day War, Rabbi Moshe Levinger led a group of ten Jewish families to settle in Hebron and eventually develop Kiryat Arba. The Jews living in Hebron today have deep ideological convictions regarding maintaining the city's Jewish presence.

The violent history of Jewish-Muslim relations in Hebron, however, did not begin in 1929, nor did it renew itself only with the liberation of the city by Israeli forces in 1967. In 1266 the Islamic Mameluke rulers of Hebron barred Jews from entering the Tomb of the Patriarchs, allowing them only to ascend to the fifth and later the infamous seventh step outside the eastern wall. In 1517, a violent pogrom that resulted in numerous deaths, rapes, and the plundering of Jewish homes was perpetrated by local Arab Hebronites when the city was conquered by the Ottoman Turks. In 1775, the Hebron Jewish community was falsely accused of murdering the son of a local sheikh and forced to pay exorbitant taxes under the threat of violence. In 1834 a vicious pogrom against the Jews ensued during Mohammed Ali's rebellion against the Ottomans (1831-1840).

In 1994, an Israeli from Kiryat Arba shot Palestinians who were at prayer services at the Tomb of the Patriarchs, resulting in demands for Hebron security guarantees from Palestinians.

The 1995 Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip ("Oslo II"), included a provision for further negotiations regarding Israeli redeployment from Hebron, suggesting the establishment of a Temporary International Presence in Hebron (TIPH). During the period between the conclusion of Oslo II and the Hebron agreement, the two sides invited Norway to sent a group of 50-60 Norwegians to act as an "advance TIPH" preparing for the new TIPH to be established following the redeployment. Under an agreement dated May 9, 1996, the Norwegian personnel arrived and commenced their operation in the city, preparing for the establishment for the new TIPH, contributing to a feeling of security for the Palestinian inhabitants of the city, helping promote stability, and providing reports.

In 1996, riots and violence had brought the Israeli-Palestinian peace process to the precipice of collapse. But faith in the Peace Process continued and on January 15, 1997 the Hebron negotiations were completed and a Protocol concerning the Redeployment in Hebron was signed by Israel and the Palestinians, specifying arrangements for the implementation of the remaining redeployment provisions of the Oslo II Interim Agreement in three phases, ending no later than late 1998. That included Israeli troop withdrawals from 80 percent of Hebron, the last West Bank city under Israeli occupation.

US Secretary of State Warren Christopher witnessed the signing of the Hebron Protocol by Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu and Yasser Arafat and spoke optimistically about the prospects for "just and lasting peace [that] will be established between Israelis and Palestinians in the near future." But the Hebron Protocol did not improve the situation in Hebron itself, not for the Palestinians, who wanted not 80% but 100%, and not for the settlers, who felt abandoned by the troop withdrawal from most of Hebron.

Following the signing of the Hebron Protocol the two sides also signed, on January 21, 1997, an Agreement on the Temporary International Presence in the city of Hebron setting out the arrangements for the new TIPH, to be up to 180 persons from Norway, Italy, Denmark Sweden, Switzerland and Turkey, with Norway being responsible for the coordination of the TIPH's activity. The task of the TIPH is to monitor and report with no military or police functions.

The Hebron Agreement had the odd feature of bringing a third party, the TIPH, into the arena with the Israelis and the Palestinians. This was in response to the Israeli terrorist Baruch Goldstein, who in 1994 killed 29 Palestinian worshipers in Hebron. This outrageous act so undermined the confidence of the Israelis that they agreed to the Palestinian demand for an outside observer in Hebron.

The Hebron Agreement was far from completely satisfactory to Israel and represented some significant gains for the Palestinians. Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu , by accepting the agreement, betrayed some of his Likud supporters who thought he would never negotiate away rights of settlers in the ancient Jewish community of Hebron. With this agreement, Likud also endorsed the Labor policy of trading "land for peace", another victory for Arafat. The Israelis did gain some from the agreement, in the details of the redeployment arrangements and in the right of Jewish settlers to remain in Hebron. One thing the Israelis did not get was control of the size of the redeployments, notwithstanding American reassurance after Hebron that the size of future redeployments would be decided unilaterally by Israel.

What was the Wye River Memorandum in 1998?

US President Bill Clinton held a Middle East summit conference at the Wye River Plantation, in Maryland during mid-October 1998. The Israeli delegation was headed by Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Yasser Arafat headed the Palestinian group. As a result of the negotiations, the Wye River Memorandum was signed by Prime Minister Netanyahu and Chairman Arafat on October 23, 1998 in a ceremony that was also attended by King Hussein of Jordan.

The Wye River Memorandum was intended to clarify mutual responsibilities of the parties in the details of implementation of the Interim Agreement on the West Bank and Gaza Strip ("Oslo II") of September 28, 1995. However, the Wye agreement is so riddled with ambiguities that some of its critics have compared it to Swiss cheese. The most prominent concerns center on the very issues that motivated the negotiations at Wye Plantation in the first place:

· The size and timing of the implementation of the sub-phases of Israeli redeployment of forces, specifically the so-called "second deployment" and "third deployment" as specified in the Oslo II agreement, contingent on Palestinian compliance with their commitment in Oslo II and earlier agreements

· The potential Palestinian unilateral declaration of statehood in May of 1999, when the interim period specified in the Declaration of Principles expires. 

The Israelis were particularly concerned with ongoing violations of the earlier treaties by the Palestinians:

· Failure to complete the process of amending the Palestinian National Covenant
· Continuing hostile incitement

· Failure to carry out a variety of security measures, including registration of weapons, confiscation of illegal weapons, arrest of suspected terrorists, and reduction of the size of the Palestinian "police force" 

During the Wye River negotiations, the United States made a number of secret deals with the Israelis and Palestinians to help secure their agreement on the final memorandum:

· The US agreed to overlook Israeli plans to build at Har Homa if the Israelis did not oppose continuing American delay in moving the US embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem in violation of the Jerusalem Embassy Relocation Act of 1995
· Israel also agreed to restrict building in West Bank settlements (i.e. only accommodate "natural growth") in return for a pledge to defer the planned declaration of a Palestinian State beyond May 4, 1999

· The United States provided funding to both parties: $1 billion to cover Israel's costs of redeploying from the West Bank and instituting new or additional security measures; $300 million to the Palestinians for "economic infrastructure"> 

Since it was considered unlikely that there would ever be full agreement between Israel and the Palestinians on all the issues, the Wye Memorandum introduced a third party - the US Central Intelligence Agency - to act as a kind of monitor and arbiter on security issues and the anticipated contradictions between Israeli and Palestinian interpretations of compliance.

The Wye agreement included a specific timeline for implementation, with the obligations of the Israeli and Palestinian sides to be implemented in a phased approach. Most of the Palestinian obligations were never implemented. Delays in implementation, as Israel protested Palestinian non-compliance with halts in redeployment of forces, led to a new timetable at the Sharm el-Sheikh conference in 1999.

What was the Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum in 1999?

On September 4, 1999, the Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum was signed in Egypt by Ehud Barak, newly elected Prime Minister of Israel, and Yasser Arafat. The ceremony was also attended by Hosni Mubarak, President of the Arab Republic of Egypt, His Majesty King Abdullah, King of Jordan, and Madeleine Albright, US Secretary of State. This agreement was needed because the timetable of the Oslo Peace Process, most recently in the form of the Wye River agreement of 1998 had seriously slipped due to Palestinian non-compliance with the security requirements and the consequent Israeli refusal to continue with scheduled redeployments. The Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum restated the commitment of the two sides to full implementation of all agreements reached since the first Oslo Agreement of September 1993, and attempted to resolve the outstanding issues of the interim status, in particular those set out in the Wye Memorandum, in order to form a bridge between the completion of the interim period and the initiation of the permanent status negotiations on an accelerated basis. 

Under the timetable of the 1993 Declaration of Principles final status talks were originally due to have been completed by May 4, 1999 - five years from the signing of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement. The Sharm al-Sheikh memorandum set a new date of September 13, 2000 for the completion of the talks. In the meantime it committed the two sides to agree by March 13, 2000 on a "framework" for the eventual final status agreement, a deadline that was not met.

The Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum reiterated the obligations of both parties in an effort to put the timetable of Wye back on track. It again recited the many security obligations of the Palestinians which had been ignored or violated continuously. It called for release of prisoners and redeployments by Israel which were carried out, at least until corresponding actions by the Palestinians were not.

Even though the timeline for the final status framework could not be realized, the United States used the commitment to maintain pressure on both sides during intensive working-level meetings in late 1999 and the first half of 2000. The 2000 permanent status negotiations led to Camp David in August of 2000 and the rejection of significant Israeli concessions by Yasser Arafat. Arafat's walkout doomed the permanent status negotiations and the Oslo Peace Process effectively ended with the start of the al-Aqsa intifada in September 2000.

What took place at the working-level talks in 2000?

During late 1999 and the early months of 2000, three way talks (Israel, Palestinians, with the US as facilitator) were held by working-level teams to create the necessary preparations for the Oslo Peace Process "final status" negotiations. The goal was to complete a framework agreement by May, and to conclude the permanent status agreement by September 13, 2000 as agreed in the Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum.

The negotiations were on-again and off-again throughout the year as various impasses were reached and work-arounds were found. The US kept up relentless pressure to keep the talks going. President Clinton gave it very high priority since the Clinton administration was ending after the November 2000 elections and Clinton very much wanted to leave office with a Middle East peace agreement in hand, and perhaps the Nobel Peace Prize as well.

The chronology included these events:

· November 14, 1999: Barak and Arafat met in Tel Aviv 

· January 4, 2000: Steering committee agreed on 5% redeployment, part of the second redeployment 

· January 30, 2000: Multilateral track of Madrid Framework resumed in Moscow 

· March 9, 2000: Barak-Arafat Ramallah agreement on completing the second redeployment; permanent status talks to resume 

· March 21, 2000: Palestinian and Israeli negotiators resumed permanent status negotiations at Bolling Air Force Base in Washington, DC 

· April 11, 2000: Clinton-Barak met in Washington, DC 

· May 15, 2000: Interim Agreements Steering and Monitoring Committee met in Jerusalem after new fighting 

· May 22, 2000: Barak cut off talks due to violence in territories 

· June 6, 2000: US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright met with Barak and Arafat (separately) to push for progress toward framework agreement 

· July 5, 2000: President Clinton invited Barak and Arafat to summit at Camp David 

Despite many problems and delays, the working level meetings succeeded well enough to lead to the Camp David 2000 Summit convened on July 11, 2000. However, the summit ended in failure on July 25 after Israeli Prime Minister Barak put unprecedented concessions on the table in order to get to an agreement, but Yasser Arafat rejected them and walked out. 

What took place at Camp David in 2000?

The timeline of the 1999 Sharm el-Sheikh Memorandum called for final status negotiations to be completed by September 13, 2000. Talks during late 1999 and the first half of 2000 led to President Clinton's invitation to Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak and Yasser Arafat for a summit at Camp David, Maryland to be convened July 11, 2000.

Barak requested that Clinton call the meeting, feeling that it was important to show that Israel was committed to the Peace Process and that Israel was ready to make the necessary concessions. Barak also felt that the summit was the best place for this, rather than a public exchange of ideas that might be politically hard to constrain. The objective of the summit was to make enough progress on the final status issues so that an agreement could be put together by the September target date.

The meetings were difficult and almost ended prematurely, but President Clinton kept the parties at the negotiating table. The final status issues were the most difficult to resolve: Jerusalem, security, borders and refugees. Sessions lasted late into the nights. Under intense pressure from President Clinton, in an effort to reach a final agreement, and with promises of American support and security guarantees, Prime Minister Barak offered the most substantial concessions and far reaching proposals, going beyond all the long-standing Israeli "red lines", especially as regards Jerusalem. The US team called Barak "courageous" for these offers. When these terms were later revealed in Israel, people were stunned at the extent of the concessions Barak offered and it is unclear whether the Israeli public were prepared to support the deal. However they were never given the opportunity to endorse or reject the proposals; Arafat rejected them out of hand.

The details were not disclosed formally, but according to media reports Barak's offer included:

· Israeli redeployment from 95% of the West Bank and 100% of the Gaza Strip 

· The creation of a Palestinian state in the areas of Israeli withdrawal 

· The removal of isolated settlements and transfer of the land to Palestinian control 

· Other Israeli land exchanged for West Bank settlements remaining under Israeli control 

· Palestinian control over East Jerusalem, including most of the Old City 

· "Religious Sovereignty" over the Temple Mount, replacing Israeli sovereignty in effect since 1967
· #35 billion in reparations for refugees in lieu of their resettlement

In return Arafat had to declare the "end of conflict" and agree that no further claims on Israel could be made in the future. Despite the considerable concessions by Israel, Arafat chose not to negotiate, not to make a counter-offer but to just walk out. This was typical of the Palestinian leader's style: offer nothing, just say no and wait for more concessions. In fact, the Palestinian negotiating team did make concessions during the negotiating process, but Arafat himself never agreed. It was not the specific terms that caused the summit to collapse, but rather the lack of a counterproposal. In addition, Arafat continued to insist on the Palestinian demand for a "right of return" of refugees to Israel, a demand that Israel cannot accept under any peace plan since it would mean the end of Israel as a Jewish state.

The summit ended on July 25, without an agreement being reached. At its conclusion, a Trilateral Statement was issued defining the agreed principles to guide future negotiations. An optimistic summary of the event would be that difficult issues were attacked for the first time and progress was made. But, what really happened at Camp David is that Barak offered astounding compromises in an effort to close a deal while Arafat stuck to the traditional Palestinian positions. The Israelis and Palestinians both lost faith in the process: if there is no deal in this favorable environment, when could there be? 

After the close of the meeting, Barak said:

· Israel was ready to reach agreement at a painful price but not at any price.

Arafat made no major statement before leaving the United States, because anything he would say would force him to disagree with Clinton’s assessment that Arafat was at fault for the summit's failure. In the following weeks, the Palestinians, having lost patience with the diplomatic approach, launched the al-Aqsa intifada (September 2000).

During the fall of 2000, with the al-Aqsa intifada raging, there were several more attempts to follow-up on the Camp David negotiations, in Washington and Taba, Egypt in January 2001. Israeli and Palestinian negotiators met again in Washington, but there was no progress for the same reason: Arafat and his team said no to the US-brokered Israeli proposals and had no proposals of their own to offer.

President Clinton, and others who participated, put the blame for the failure of the talks squarely on Arafat and the Palestinian negotiators. In 2001, Clinton told guests at a party at the Manhattan apartment of former UN ambassador Richard Holbrooke that Arafat called to bid him farewell three days before he left office. "You are a great man," Arafat said. "The hell I am," Clinton said he responded. "I'm a colossal failure, and you made me one."

What about land? Does Israel discriminate against Arabs owning land?

While often repeated, the assertion that Arabs cannot obtain land in Israel is based on misconception, error and outright invention. In fact, most of the land in Israel is government-owned, and it is equally available to all Israelis, whether Jewish or Arab.

History of Land Ownership in Israel

In order to purchase land for the resettlement of Jews in their ancient homeland, the Fifth Zionist Congress (1901) created a private charitable organization called the Jewish National Fund (JNF). Before the State of Israel was established in 1948, land purchased by the JNF was not resold but was instead leased out on a long-term basis to create kibbutzim and other forms of Jewish settlement.

After 1948 state-owned lands formerly in the possession of British Mandatory Authorities, together with property abandoned by Arab refugees, passed into the control of the new Israeli government. Some of this land was sold by the government to the JNF, which had developed expertise in reclaiming and developing waste and barren lands and making them productive.

In 1960 under Basic Law: Israel Lands, JNF-owned land and government-owned land were together defined as "Israel lands," and the principle was laid down that such land would be leased rather than sold. The JNF retained ownership of its land, but administrative responsibility for the JNF land, and also for government-owned land, passed to a newly created agency called the Israel Land Administration or ILA.

Of the total land in Israel in 1997, the Israel Government Press Office statistics say 79.5% is owned by the government, 14% is privately owned by the JNF, and the rest, around 6.5%, is evenly divided between private Arab and Jewish owners. Thus, the ILA administers 93.5% of the land in Israel.

Who can access Israel Land Administration (ILA) land?

The crux of the issue then, is who can actually access the land that is almost completely controlled by the ILA? The statement that "Arabs cannot buy land in Israel" is largely true, but meaningless since Jews cannot buy land either, bound by the same ILA restrictions. In actual practice, ILA lands are leased and both Arab and Jewish citizens of Israel have equal access. Some classes of Arab citizens, e.g. Bedouins, have been the beneficiaries of highly subsidized land programs in Israel, so beneficial that Jews have gone to court to try to get the same terms. Affirmative action programs for Bedouins have been upheld by Jewish courts to the detriment of Jewish citizens.

Special case of the Jewish National Fund (JNF) land

JNF land, even when managed by the Israeli government, is restricted by the formal charter of the JNF. The purpose of the JNF was to purchase land for the settlement of Jews, and this has been interpreted to mean that JNF land should not be leased, at least on a long-term basis, to non-Jews. The agreement that placed the JNF land under government administration incorporates the restriction.

In practice, however, JNF land has been leased to Arab citizens of Israel, both for short-term and long-term use such as leases on a yearly basis to Bedouins for use as pasture. In other cases, JNF land has been traded for other, unrestricted, land so it can be leased to Arabs. 

Private land in Israel

There are no restrictions on private land transfers in Israel. Private land can be purchased or leased by Israeli Arabs or by non-citizens. Such land can be, and has been, purchased by Israeli Arabs and by foreigners, including Arab foreigners. 

The Israeli government has announced plans to privatize much of Israel's state-owned land and offer cheap building permits to Israelis willing to move to less-desirable parts of the country, away from the crowded central area.

Contrast with Arab Policies

The relatively unrestricted access to land in Israel is in sharp contrast with Arab policies. During the 1948-1967 Jordanian occupation of Judea and Samaria (the West Bank), for example, Jews were forbidden to live there under pain of death. In 1973, under the direct instructions of King Hussein, the government of Jordan passed the Law for Preventing the Sale of Immoveable Property to the Enemy. The "enemy" defined in Article 2 as:

· ... any man or judicial body [corporation] of Israeli citizenship living in Israel or acting on its behalf.

This law, or equivalent, continued in effect under the Palestinian Authority (PA). By 1997, 172 people had been sentenced to death under this law, although "only" about 10 have been executed. The law is invalid under the Oslo II agreement and is one of the many violations of the Oslo peace process agreements by the PA. Palestinian land dealers in PA controlled areas have been murdered as "collaborators", a practice that was publicly condoned by Yasser Arafat. 

In 1995, following the peace treaty between Israel and Jordan, the Jordanian Parliament repealed the 1973 law and replaced it with milder statutes that still effectively bar Israelis from purchasing or leasing land in Jordan.

