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This article will show that the
Second Camp David Conference
(December, 2000) and the bridging
proposals offered by US President Bill
Clinton (July, 2000) engendered
radically different reactions among
Israelis and Palestinians. While both
were seen in Israel as a process
bringing it on the verge of an historic
resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, a close examination of the
Palestinian press, and comments
made by PA leadership, show that the
Palestinian reaction was different
indeed.

What has been perceived by Israel
and the US as an unprecedented step
closer to Palestinian demands was
regarded by the Palestinians as not
only inadequate, but even as a plot to
continue the Israeli occupation of
Palestinian territories by other means.
This sense was aptly summarized by
a Palestinian pundit, who in January,
2001 described President Clinton's
proposals as a program by which the
Israeli occupation ‘leaves by the door,
only to reenter through the window’.

To the Palestinians, their key political
achievement in recent months has been
their firm stand in the face of Israeli
and American pressure to accept their
proposals, while simultaneously
making these suggestions a point of
departure for future negotiations on a
permanent status agreement. They
believe that the principal means
permitting them to withstand the
pressure on them to make
unsustainable compromises is the
situation of chronic violence they have
managed to sustain in the territories
since the end of September 2000.

This article sums up the public
statements made by senior Palestinian
figures who participated in Camp
David II and in the discussions of
President Clinton's bridging
proposals. They include comments
made by Abu Mazen, Abu Ala, Nabil
Sha'ath, Sa'eb Erakat, Yassir Abed
Rabbo and Akram Haniya on
Palestinian, Israeli and US positions in
the talks.

It is important to note that the
above-named sources have reiterated
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Palestinians. Kam recommends
maintaining a presence there for an
extended period of time, until it is
proven that conditions permit Israeli
withdrawal.

Anat Kurtz examines the Fatah’s
role in the Al-Aqsa intifada and the
motivating factors behind this
function and the organization’s
activities. In this framework, she
surveys the evolution of the Fatah's
standing over the past decade and the
process of its institutionalization,
against the backdrop of the internal
and external challenges placed before
the organization.

Maj. Gen. (res.) Gideon Sheffer,
who served as Head of the Human
Resources Division on the IDF (Israel
Defense Forces) General Staff and as
Deputy Head of the National Security
Council, presents his concepts
regarding conscription into the IDE.
The article — written against the
backdrop of the recommendations of
the commission headed by retired
Supreme Court Justice Zvi Tal, which
investigated issues about the national
draft - comprehensively and
methodically presents the dilemma
which arises from the need to balance
the manpower demands of the army
against the exigencies of existing
conscription policy. In this light,
Sheffer recommends the institution of
universal national service. In his
opinion, the government should lead
in taking the initiative for making the
necessary changes, thereby avoiding
a situation where it is forced to make
such changes because of mounting
public pressure or discontent.
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Camp David 2 and President Clinton's Bridging Proposals -
the Palestinian Version (cont'd from p. 1)

time and again that PA Chairman
Yassir Arafat and the Palestinian
leadership had opposed the holding
of the Camp David II conference on
the date proposed by the US and
Israel. Prior to the conference, the
Palestinians had felt that there was
insufficient time to prepare. It would
be better, they felt, to delay the
conference by several weeks, given the
fact that the basic issues — the refugees
and Jerusalem — had not been
meaningfully discussed by the sides
before the conference, in light of
Israel's eagerness to put an end to the
conflict. Moreover, following the talks
in Stockholm between Israeli Foreign
Minister Shlomo Ben-Ami and Abu
Ala, and further trilateral contacts
between Arafat, Ben-Ami and Barak’s
personal envoy Yossi Ginossar, it had
become clear to the Palestinians that
bridging the gaps between the sides'’
positions without lengthy prior
preparation would be impossible.

To that end, the Palestinians
claimed that they had on more than
one occasion cautioned the US and
Israel that the conference was bound
to fail unless meticulous prior
preparations were made, but that
these warnings had been greeted by
distrust and ridicule from Israel and
the US. The Palestinians decided to
attend the conference anyway, as they
did not wish to lose President
Clinton's good will or risk being
accused of torpedoing the political
process. Their expectations were low
in any event, particularly where the
Jerusalem and refugee issues were
concerned. This is possibly indicated
by the fact that the conference was not
attended by Feisal al-Husseini, who
holds the Jerusalem portfolio in the
PA; also absent was Assad Abd al-

Rahman, until January 2001 holder of
the refugee portfolio in the PLO
Executive Committee.

Palestinian reservations over the
structure of the negotiations were
another factor related to the PA’s
demand for advanced and detailed
preparation prior to the negotiations,
linking the Palestinians' reactions to
the Camp David conference to their
reactions on Clinton's bridging
proposals. The structure of the talks
was based on reaching a framework
agreement which, once achieved,
would require further talks to
complete the details. From the Camp
David conference to this day,
Palestinian figures have consistently
reiterated their apprehension that
Israel would exploit these subsequent
negotiations on details to avoid
fulfilling its obligations. An
unmistakable example, they claimed,
was manifested in the negotiations
with Israel on the opening of Hebron’s
Shuhada Street, which went on for
over a year (1997-98). In the wake of
the conference, they voiced similar
complaints on the vagueness of Israel's
stands and the fact that it had not
provided them with the full version
of its Camp David presentation until
after the conference had ended (more
on this will follow, below). In January,
2001 they complained of the
generalized nature and extreme lack
of clarity of President Clinton's
bridging proposals.

These, then, are the principal
points of the Israeli and Palestinian
stands at the Camp David conference,
according to the statements made by
the above-mentioned Palestinian
officials. They pertain to the operative
sections in President Clinton's
bridging proposals (as published in
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the international media). In this
connection it should be recalled that
all of the above-mentioned officials
took pains to explain that the sides had
failed to reach agreement or
understanding on even a single issue
at Camp David.

The Security Issue

A. Israel's Position

1. Israel to retain control over parts
of the Jordan valley, including the
settlements and military bases there,
for a period not exceeding 12 years.
According to clarifications submitted
to the Palestinians by Israel shortly
after the conference, the area in
question was some 8% of the Jordan
valley for a period of 12 - 15 years, and
permanent control (once the
Palestinian state possessed formal
sovereignty) over 15%-20% of the strip
of territory overlooking the Jordan
river and the Dead Sea. In additional
post-conference clarifications, Israel
informed the Palestinians of its
demand to annex a strip of land along
15% of the Jordan river and along 15%
of the Dead Sea; some Palestinian
statements also mentioned Israel's
demand for military patrols along the
border with Jordan.

2. A demand to maintain a number
of Israeli military bases in the West
Bank (Palestinian figures mention a
maximum number of six bases,
including staging areas for forces to be
deployed in the West Bank in
emergency situations). Israel's post-
conference clarifications noted its
demand to control five regions in the
West Bank and three access roads to
these regions in order to deploy its
forces in an emergency.

3. A demand to maintain three early
warning and intelligence stations in

the West Bank. In a post-conference
clarification, Israel stipulated that
these stations would be manned by its
own personnel, with a Palestinian
liaison officer at each station.

4. Anlsraeli presence at international
crossings, to monitor persons entering
and leaving the Palestinian state and
the entry of goods.

5. The Palestinian state will have
sovereignty over its airspace, but Israel
will contro] all flights in and over said
airspace. Israel will furthermore

review after ten years,
with a change in their
status to be mutually

control the Palestinian electro-
magnetic bandwidth.

6. The Palestinian state will be
demilitarized.

B. The Palestinian Position

1. Opposition to an Israeli military-
security presence inside the
Palestinian state and along its borders
(which will consist of the lines of 4
June 1967 with minor modifications
described below in the Palestinian
attitude on the border issue) in the
Jordan valley and at international
crossings.

2. The agreed presence of an
international force along the borders
of the Palestinian state.

3. Opposition to the arms restrictions

Israel wished to impose on the army
of the Palestinian state in the context
of its demilitarization.

C. President Clinton's Bridging
Proposals

1. International presence in the
territories, that would only be
withdrawn by mutual consent. This
presence would also monitor the
implementation of the agreement by
both sides.

2. The Israeli withdrawal should be
phased over 36 months, while the
international force is gradually
introduced into the area. At the end of
this period a small Israeli presence
would remain in specified military
locations in the Jordan valley, under
the authority of the international force,
for another 36 months. This period
could be reduced in the event of
favorable regional developments that
would diminish the threat against
Israel.

3. Israel would maintain three early
warning stations in the West Bank,
with a Palestinian liaison presence.
The stations will be subject to review
after ten years, with a change in their
status to be mutually agreed upon.

4. Areas will be available in the West
Bank for the emergency deployment
of Israeli forces. President Clinton
understands emergency to mean an
imminent and demonstrable threat to
Israel’s national security of a military
nature that requires the activation of
a national state of emergency. The
international force would need to be
notified of any such determination.
5. The State of Palestine would have
sovereignty over its airspace, but the
two sides would make special
arrangements for Israeli operational
and training needs.
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6. A compromise suggested between
Israel's position — which would
define the Palestinian state as
"demilitarized" — and the position of
the Palestinians, that this state should
be defined as one of "limited arms", it
is proposed that Palestine be termed a
"non-militarized state".

7. There will be a strong Palestinian
security force, and the Palestinians
will possess an international force for
border security and deterrence.

The Border Issue

A. The Israeli Position

1. Permanent control, as noted above,
of 15%-20% of the strip of land
overlooking the Jordan River and the
Dead Sea.

2. Annexation of 9%-13.5% of the
West Bank, including three settlement
blocs in its northern, central and
southern parts (some Palestinian
officials claim that Israel made
changes, at the conference, to the
extent of the territories it wished to
annex.) Post-conference Israeli
clarifications include its demand to
annex of 10.5% of the West Bank.

3. A number of Palestinian figures
claim that, at some point in the
conference, Israel expressed itself
ready to exchange territories. In this
respect Israel agreed to add land from
within the June 4, 1967 lines to the
Gagza Strip, totaling 10% of the land to
be annexed to Israel from the West
Bank (described below in the
Palestinian position on land
exchanges). Israel subsequently
retracted its readiness for such
exchanges in its post-conference
clarifications.

4. Relinquishing all Israeli-held
territory in the Gaza Strip.
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B. The Palestinian Position

1. Negation of any manner of Israeli
control over border areas along the
Jordan River and Dead Sea.

2. Agreement to mutual, minor and
equivalent border modifications
provided that these will not exceed 2%
of the "territories" of the 4 June 1967
borders. In effect, the Palestinians
proposed the annexation of land
inside the Green Line to the Gaza Strip,
in return for an equivalent area to be
transferred to Israel from the West
Bank, including land in the vicinity of
Jerusalem. Israel replied with the
above-mentioned proposal.

C. President Clinton's Bridging
Proposals

1. 94%-96% of West Bank territory
would be designated for the
Palestinian state.

2. Theland annexed by Israel should
be compensated by a land-swap of 1%-
3%, in addition to territorial
arrangements, e.g. permanent safe
passage between the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip. The sides should also
consider the swap of leased lands to
meet their respective needs.

3. The parties should develop a map
consistent with the following criteria:
80% of the settlers in blocs of
settlement, contiguity, minimum
annexation of territory to Israel,
minimum number of Palestinians to
be affected by the annexation.

The Refugee Issue

A. The Israeli Position

1. Israel perceives the refugee
problem as a humanitarian issue, and
is willing to express its regret at the
fate of the Palestinian refugees.

2. It recognizes the refugees' right to
return to the Palestinian state to be

established in the territories.

3. It is prepared to admit several
hundred refugees to Israel annually
under a family reunification program
over a period of ten years, thereby
admitting a total of several thousand
refugees to Israel. In clarifications
submitted to the Palestinians shortly
after the conference, Israel stated that
no right of return to Israeli territory
would prevail, but it would be
possible to admit refugees to Israel in
a family reunification context to a
maximum number of ten thousand
over a 15-year period.

4. An international fund to be set up
to allocate compensation pay to the
refugees. The fund will also
compensate Jews from Arab countries
who moved to Israel following the
War of Independence.

B. The Palestinian Position

1. Israel bears moral and legal
responsibility for the refugee problem.
In this respect, various senior
Palestinian figures emphasized that in
the course of the conference, they had
availed themselves of the works of
Israeli ‘new historians’ to prove this
responsibility. They further noted that
an argument with Israel had arisen
during the talks, regarding the
number of refugees and the question
of "who is a refugee".

2. Guaranteeing the right of return to
anyone desiring it, as noted in UN
General Assembly Resolution 194 (i.e.,
return to Israel proper, according to
the Palestinian reading). This return
should begin with the Palestinian
refugees in Lebanon in light of their
difficult situation.

3. Awarding compensation to all
returnees for the use made of their
property and assets. Those not
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wishing to return will be compensated
for their property and assets, and for
their suffering.

4. The Custodian of Absentee
Property, an official Israeli body
formed in 1949 to manage the assets
of the Palestinian refugees, would be
responsible for payment of such
compensation.

5. Compensation must also be made
for Palestinian public property, such
as schools, hospitals, mosques, etc.

6. Compensation must also be made
to "host” countries where the refugees
settled to offset the financial burden
imposed upon them during the last
half-century.

7. EBstablishing an international fund
to cover a part of the compensation.
8. Negating any link between the
Palestinian refugee problem and
Jewish émigrés from Arab countries.
Although a certain connection exists
between the two, it constitutes a
bilateral problem between Israel and
each of the relevant Arab countries.

C. President Clinton's Bridging
Proposals

1. Israel is prepared to acknowledge
the moral and material suffering
caused to the Palestinian people as the
result of the 1948 war, and recognizes
the need to assist the international
community’s efforts in addressing the
problem.

2. An international commission will
implement all aspects that flow from
the agreement: compensation,
resettlement, rehabilitation, etc. The
US is prepared to lead the
international effort to help the
refugees.

3. The parties need to adopt a
formulation on the right of return
(ROR) that will make clear that there

is no right of return to Israel itself, but
that does not negate the aspirations of
the Palestinian people to return to the
area. In light of that, the President
suggests the following two alter-
natives:

a) Both sides recognize the Pales-
tinian refugees' right to return to
historic Palestine;

b) Both sides recognize the Pales-
tinian refugees' right to return to their
homeland.

Pposition on Jerusalem as

unprecedented in its

bizarre complexity.

4. The agreement would define the
implementation of this general right
in a way that is consistent with the
two-state solution. It will list the five
possible final homes for the refugees:
a) The State of Palestine;

b) Areas of Israel being transferred to
the Palestinian State under the land-
swap;

¢) Rehabilitation in host countries (i.e.
Arab countries presently inhabited by
the refugees);

d) Resettlement in third countries
(any country in the world prepared to
accept Palestinian refugees leaving
their Arab host countries); and

e) Admission into Israel.

5. The agreement would make clear
that return to the West Bank and Gaza,

or the areas acquired through the land-
swap, would be a right for all
Palestinian refugees, while the other
options (rehabilitation in host
countries, resettlement in third
countries, or absorption into Israel)
would depend upon the policies of the
relevant countries. Israel could
indicate in the agreement that it
intended to establish a policy so that
some of the refugees would be
absorbed into Israel, consistent with its
sovereign decision.

6. Israel can, in this agreement, make
clear its intention to adopt a policy to
absorb a part of the refugees in Israel,
in accordance with its sovereign
decision.

7. Priority will be granted to
resolving the problem of the refugees
in Lebanon.

8. The parties would agree that
implementation of the above
constitutes the implementation of UN
General Assembly Resolution 194.

The Jerusalem Issue

A. The Israeli Position

1. The various Palestinian sources
describe the Israeli position on this
issue as unprecedented in its bizarre
complexity. Some even consider it
ridiculous, and accuse the US of
having cooperated with Israel in
forming these stands and ultimately
having adopted them. Reference is to
the various ideas raised by Israel and
the US on the subject of sovereignty
and rule on the Temple Mount (Haram
al-Sharif). The Palestinians, moreover,
stress that they warned Israel and the
USin the Camp David talks that these
positions and ideas would lead to an
outbreak of religious violence between
Israel and the Muslim world.

2. Israel demands sovereignty over
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