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THE ONE-STATE IRRESOLUTION
David A. Halperin and Danielle Spiegel Feld
Times of Israel, Sept. 19, 2013
Ian Lustick’s requiem for two-states, “Two-State Illusion,” which was prominently featured in this
weekend’s New York Times, was a pitiful illustration of the absurdity of arguments for a one-state
“solution” to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. At the most basic level, what one-state advocates like Lustick
are calling for is not actually a solution to the conflict. Instead, as Lustick makes clear, the hope is that the
absence of diplomacy will “set the stage” for an escalation in the conflict – “ruthless oppression, mass
mobilization, riots, brutality, [and] terror” to be precise – which, in turn, “might be the route to Palestinian
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independence.” Stated otherwise, Lustick’s plan is to set aside diplomacy, stir up another violent explosion,
and hope that through “blood and magic” a Palestinian state may someday emerge from the rubble.
Plainly this is a ridiculous proposal. Particularly given the sectarian civil wars roiling across the Middle East
it is unbelievably foolish to predict that Israelis and Palestinians would ever give up their independent
national aspirations or that a joint state would ever be peaceful.
In fact, Lustick’s lopsided treatment of the right to self-determination demonstrates well why the one-state
approach is all but guaranteed to produce perpetual strife. While Lustick shows an admirable concern for the
idea of Palestinian self-determination, he attaches no importance whatsoever to the idea that Jewish
residents of the area should enjoy the same right. Instead, he asks the reader to accept the fact that “Israel
may no longer exist as a Jewish and democratic vision of its Zionist founders” and that this would not be
“the end of the world.” This double-standard makes no sense and would be greeted with the utmost hostility
by Israel’s Jewish inhabitants.
There is simply no way to explain why Palestinian self-determination should be assigned the highest
importance, while the Jewish right of self-determination is completely dismissed….Lustick attempts to
prove that the single state he and the others promote could actually be harmonious, but he’s far from
convincing. The “strange bedfellows” he predicts will emerge “once the two-state fantasy blindfolds are
off” are not merely strange, they are also virtually unimaginable. For instance, he posits that “secular
Palestinians in Israel and the West Bank could ally with… non-Jewish Russian speaking immigrants,”
which, incidentally, is among the most conservative demographic groups in Israel; he also predicts that
“Israelis who came from Arab countries might find new reasons to think of themselves not as ‘Eastern,’ but
as Arab.” Given the fact that many of Israel’s “Eastern” Jews either fled or were expelled from Arab states,
it’s ludicrous to forecast such an identity shift taking place….
One-staters like Lustick may themselves oppose the Zionist goal of creating a Jewish and democratic state.
They may not care that implementing the one-state solution would once again return the Jewish people to
their historical role as a people without a land of their own, a people denied the right to self-determination.
They may not be troubled by the prospects of casting the Holy Land into a state of perpetual conflict either.
But for all who do care about these things, the alternative to two-states would be anything but
“noncatastrophic.” We must continue to do our utmost to ensure such a “one state” never comes to be.
David A. Halperin and Danielle Spiegel-Feld are Executive Director and Associate Director of Research &
Policy of Israel Policy Forum
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ISRAEL SHOULD ANNUL THE OSLO ACCORDS
Danny Danon
New York Times, Sept. 20, 2013
This month marks 20 years since the signing of the first of the Oslo Accords between the State of Israel and
the Palestine Liberation Organization. Two decades after Yitzhak Rabin and Yasir Arafat stood on the
White House lawn with President Bill Clinton, Israelis and Palestinians are again in the midst of the
umpteenth round of negotiations. Despite these efforts, true peace seems as distant as it did before the secret
talks in Oslo were revealed to the world. The government of Israel must admit that we made a mistake and
declare that the Oslo process has failed. Only by officially annulling the Oslo Accords will we have the
opportunity to rethink the existing paradigm and hopefully lay the foundations for a more realistic modus
vivendi between the Jews and Arabs of this region….
To understand the mind-boggling scope of Oslo’s failure, it is best to look at the statistics. According to the
organization B’Tselem, during the first Palestinian intifada in 1987, six years before Mr. Rabin’s attempt to
recast the archterrorist Yasir Arafat as a peacemaker, 160 Israelis were murdered in Palestinian terror
attacks. In the mid- to late-1990s, as successive Israeli governments negotiated with the Palestinians, and
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Mr. Arafat and his cronies repeatedly swore they were doing their utmost to end terrorism, 240 Israelis
were brutally killed as suicide bombs and other heinous terrorist acts targeting unarmed civilians were
unleashed in every corner of our nation.
Things did not get better after Prime Minister Ehud Barak made the Palestinians an offer in 2000 that,
judging by his landslide defeat in the election a few months later, was way beyond what most Israelis
supported. Between then and September 2010, 1,083 Israelis were murdered by Palestinian terrorists. The
Oslo process did not bring peace; it brought increased bloodshed. We must end this farce by announcing the
immediate suspension of the accords. Little impact would be felt by average Israelis and Palestinians. Those
who would suffer most would be full-time negotiators like Martin S. Indyk and Saeb Erekat, who would
find themselves out of a job after 20 years of gainful employment in the peace process industry.
What should replace Oslo’s false promise? We should implement what I have called a “three-state solution.”
In the future, the final status of the Palestinians will be determined in a regional agreement involving Jordan
and Egypt, when the latter has been re-stabilized. All the region’s states must participate in the process of
creating a long-term solution for the Palestinian problem.
In the short term, the Palestinians will continue to have autonomy over their civilian lives while Israel
remains in charge of security throughout Judea and Samaria, commonly referred to as the West Bank.
Following an initial period, the Arab residents of Judea and Samaria could continue to develop their society
as part of an agreement involving Israel and Jordan. Similarly, Gaza residents could work with Israel and
Egypt to create a society that granted them full civil authority over their lives in a manner that was
acceptable to all sides.
Most veterans of the peace process will mock this proposal, protesting that there is no way it would be
accepted by the Palestinians. Their argument may seem convincing today, but as I often remind my critics,
our region is unpredictable. Had you told any Middle East expert five years ago that two successive
Egyptian presidents would be deposed and Bashar al-Assad’s regime would be in the midst of a bloody civil
war, you, too, would have been mocked. Things change. We can make them change….
The dissolution of the Oslo Accords would serve as the official act validating what we already know — that
this failed framework is totally irrelevant in 2013. Once the Palestinians were ready to sit down and
seriously discuss how our two peoples, through this new paradigm, could live side by side in peace and
prosperity, they would find willing partners across the political spectrum in Israel…..
Danny Danon is a member of the Knesset and the deputy defense minister of Israel.
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DECEITFUL PALESTINIAN STATEMENTS AS STRATEGIC WEAPONS
Dr. Manfred Gerstenfeld
Israel National News, Sept. 23, 2013
Interview with Michael Widlanski: History has shown that the Arabic messages to their own people is their
true approach.”
"Palestinian leaders have developed ambiguous messages as strategic weapons to disarm, demoralize and
deceive foes while gaining third-party support. They use duplicitous statements for different audiences in
the tradition of taqiyya—the art of dissimulation. This is an Islam-approved application of lying to defeat
enemies. When conversing in English they may sound peace-loving. Yet they simultaneously broadcast
bellicose messages to Arabs in Arabic.
“This method of destructive ambiguity was practiced already by the pre-war Grand Mufti of Jerusalem Haj
Amin al Husseini. He was heavily involved in spreading false messages about Jews ‘trying to conquer the
Temple Mount’ in the early 1920's and later in propaganda broadcasts for the Nazis. Fatah leaders,
particularly Yasser Arafat and Mahmud Abbas, follow in Husseini’s footsteps using ambiguity.”
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Dr. Michael Widlanski is the author of "Battle for Our Minds: Western Elites and the Terror Threat". He
teaches at Bar Ilan University and was Strategic Affairs Advisor in Israel’s Ministry of Public Security
editing the Orient House Archives of the PLO….
“Communication and especially dissimulation were major motifs in Arafat's life and career. He became
leader of the PLO through the microphone and pen and not through the rifle. Arafat became head of Fatah
by gaining newspaper attention in Egypt in the 1950's. In 1968, he became the undisputed leader of the PLO
after skillful press exploitation of the ‘Battle of Karameh.’…Despite all claims to the contrary, no PLO
leader has given up demands for Palestinian ‘refugees returning to their homes’ in Israel. Yet many
prominent Israelis and Americans also promote this fallacy. Arafat, Abbas and negotiators like Yasser AbdRabbo, Nabil Sha'ath and Ahmad Qrei'a –also known as Abu 'Ala – have publicly and repeatedly repudiated
such Israeli claims on the refugees issue made by Ehud Olmert, Tzippy Livni and especially Yossi Beilin
and Shlomo Ben-Ami.
“Similarly, claims by many Israelis and Americans that the PLO has agreed to recognize and accept Israeli
settlement blocs in return for ceding territory in Israel to Palestinian sovereignty, have been repudiated. This
is also true about claims that the PLO leadership is willing to accept Israeli control of some holy places in
eastern Jerusalem and that Ramallah or Al-Azzaria would serve as a Palestinian capital. Abbas repeatedly
told Arab media—as late as August 2013—that there will be no Jews living in Palestinian territory and that
Jerusalem will be the Palestinian capital….
“Periodically, Arafat and Abbas said that they ‘recognize Israel.’ They thereafter explained in Arabic that
they recognize the fact but not the right of Israel's existence. They further rebuff any attempt to recognize
Jewish sovereignty or even Jewish nationalism. Abbas has repeatedly rejected Netanyahu's demand that the
PLO accept Israel as a predominantly Jewish state. The PLO leadership until today approves maps and text
books that refer to all of “Palestine” including Tel Aviv and Haifa, as Arab. Many Israelis and Westerners
prefer to believe that PLO leaders ‘do not mean what they say’ in Arabic. However, history has shown that
the messages to their own people is their true approach.”
Widlanski concludes: “Israel fails in its external communications partly because there is no unified Israeli
view. Every struggle has a mental aspect. This is particularly true in battles involving terror. In order to win,
Israelis have to educate themselves about the real Palestinian goals and tactics.”
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DOES JORDAN WANT PALESTINIANS IN CONTROL OF THE BORDER?
Khaled Abu Toameh
Gatestone Institute, Sept. 20, 2013
Palestinian Authority Pesident Mahmoud Abbas says that the Palestinians will not accept any Israeli
presence along the border between a future Palestinian state and Jordan. But the question is whether Jordan
really wants to have Palestinians on its borders. In private off-the-record meetings, top Jordanian officials
make it crystal clear that they prefer to see Israel sitting along their shared border.
Speaking at a university graduation ceremony in Jericho, Abbas stated that the borders of the Palestinian
state would stretch from the Dead Sea in the south and through the Jordan Valley all the way up to the town
of Bet She'an in the north. "This is a Palestinian-Jordanian border and that is how it will remain," Abbas
said. "The responsibility for security along the border will be in the hands of the Palestinians."
Abbas's remarks came in wake of leaks by Palestinian officials to the effect that at the current US-sponsored
secret peace negotiations, Israel is demanding full control over the border with Jordan in any peace
settlement with the Palestinians. Israel, of course, has its own reasons for refusing to cede control over the
strategic Jordan Valley. Israel's main concern is that the border with Jordan will be used by Palestinian
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terror groups and Islamist fundamentalist organizations to smuggle weapons and terrorists into the West
Bank and Israel.
However, there's another reason why Israel remains strongly opposed to surrendering control over its border
with Jordan to the Palestinian Authority or a third party. It is no secret that the Jordanians have long been
worried about the repercussions of the presence of Palestinians on their border. In a recent closed briefing
with a high-ranking Jordanian security official, he was asked about the kingdom's position regarding the
possibility that Palestinians might one day replace Israel along the border with Jordan. "May God forbid!"
the official retorted. "We have repeatedly made it clear to the Israeli side that we will not agree to the
presence of a third party at our border."
The official explained that Jordan's stance was not new. "This has been our position since 1967," he said.
"The late King Hussein made this clear to all Israeli governments and now His majesty, King Abdullah,
remains committed to this position." Jordan's opposition to placing the border crossings with the West Bank
under Palestinian control is not only based on security concerns. Of course, Jordan's security concerns are
not unjustified, especially in light of what has been happening over the past few years along the border
between the Gaza Strip and Egypt….
Although the Jordanians are not part of the ongoing peace talks between the Palestinian Authority and
Israel, they are hoping that Israel will not rush to abandon security control over its long border with the
kingdom. Understandably, the Jordanian monarchy cannot go public with its stance for fear of being
accused by Arabs and Muslims of treason and collaboration with the "Zionist enemy."
The Egyptians today know what the Jordanians have been aware of for a long time -- that a shared border
with Fatah or Hamas or any other Palestinian group is a recipe for instability and anarchy. The Egyptians
surely miss the days when the Israel Defense Forces were sitting along the border between Egypt and the
Gaza Strip. Even if Abbas's forces initially manage to maintain security and order along the border with
Jordan, there is no guarantee as to what would happen in the future.
Between 2005 and 2007, Abbas's security forces were in control of the main border crossing between the
Gaza Strip and Egypt -- before they were expelled by Hamas. It is in Israel's interest to have stability and
calm in Jordan. Undermining Jordan's security would create many problems for Israel. To prevent such a
scenario, Israel, if and when it reaches a deal with Abbas's Palestinian Authority, needs to take King
Abdullah's fears and interests into consideration.
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PALESTINE’S DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT
Neville Teller
Jerusalem Post, Sept. 22, 2013
Back in New York, accompanied by his prime minister, is the president of the Palestinian Authority (PA) –
or the State of Palestine, as the PA decided to rename itself last April, following its upgrade to “nonmember observer state” at the UN General Assembly. President Mahmoud Abbas and Prime Minister Rami
Hamdallah will be attending sessions of the UN General Assembly, and also a meeting of the ad hoc Liaison
Committee comprised of donor countries that finance the PA. A meeting with President Obama is also
scheduled, for discussions about the Palestinian-Israeli peace negotiations. What the two presidents are most
unlikely to include on their agenda is the decidedly shaky ground on which Abbas is standing,
democratically speaking.
The “State of Palestine” that Abbas is intent on establishing, comprises the West Bank, east Jerusalem, and
the Gaza strip. The convenient fiction, adopted on all sides, is that Abbas as president of the PA can
negotiate on behalf of all Palestinians because the PA is the “sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people.” But the 1.4 million Palestinians who occupy the Gaza strip are not ruled by Abbas and his
government but by Hamas, which does not recognize Mahmoud Abbas as president of the PA, rejects the
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peace process out of hand, and would not under any circumstances conform to any agreement that Abbas
might reach with Israel. Abbas may propose that Gaza be included as part of a putative sovereign Palestine
in a two-state solution, but Hamas would have to be dislodged from Gaza before that could be realized. How
is this to be accomplished? That is the elephant in the negotiating room….
After Yasser Arafat's death in 2004, Mahmoud Abbas was endorsed by Fatah's Revolutionary Council as its
preferred candidate for the presidential election scheduled for January 9, 2005. Although Hamas boycotted
the ballot, Abbas was elected with a convincing majority as president of the PA for a four-year term. His
term of office therefore ended on January 9, 2009. Hamas maintained that from the moment Abbas’s
mandate expired, Aziz al-Dewik, the speaker of the Palestinian Legislative Council, should have become
interim president until new elections could be held. At the time, Fatah argued that the Palestinian election
law calls for presidential and parliamentary elections to be held simultaneously, four years after the date of
the later of those. Since parliamentary elections were held in 2006, a year after the presidential ones, new
elections for both should have been held in January 2010. And indeed, in one of a wearisome succession of
abortive reconciliation talks between Hamas and Fatah held in Egypt in March 2009, the two sides agreed to
hold joint elections by January 25, 2010….
In February 2011, following the resignation of Saeb Erekat as chief negotiator for the Israeli-Palestinian
peace process, the PA executive committee announced that elections would be held before October that
year. The reaction? Fawzi Barhoum, a spokesman for Hamas, said that Abbas did not have the legal right to
announce elections. "Hamas will not take part in this election. We will not give it legitimacy. And we will
not recognize the results." It did not take place….
Meanwhile, Abbas sails serenely on, acknowledged on all sides as President of the PA, or President of the
State of Palestine, depending on one's preference…. If the president’s own legitimacy is questionable, how
stands the government that he swears in? Or any agreements that he reaches on thorny political issues? Or
his authority in respect of that section of territory over which his writ does not run? Palestine’s democratic
deficiencies may yet prove to be a hurdle too high for the peace process to surmount.
The writer is the author of One Year in the History of Israel and Palestine (2011).
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