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I’m very happy that we have few moments to share with you some very, very dramatic and 
serious developments on the Palestinian side which, although I used the adjective 
“dramatic”, were not been that widely covered in the international media, not even in Israel.  

But before I do so I want to introduce my colleague, who is far more a teacher of mine that 
he is assistant of mine. We work together for some five to six years on the Palestinian 
issue, having worked very specifically on different models for federation, confederation, 
together with Palestinians and Jordanians having been quite profoundly involved in visits 
to places like Ramallah and Amman quite frequently.

Just the background of our work on specific issues that I would like to share with you 
which is called, the subject matter is called “Israel and the Palestinians at the cross roads - 
a brief analysis of Prime Minister Fayad’s unilateral plan to declared statehood in two 
years. And as a title I would like to borrow from Dore Gold’s session and ask the question 
rhetorically: ‘Has Israel been outsmarted by the Palestinians?” 

I chose those words carefully because many of you may have heard of the Fayad Plan as 
it is been called in the West. It is a radical departure from any diplomacy that we have 
known in the past with the Palestinians since the Six Day War. It is a plan on one hand that 
has positive aspects to it, in a sense that the Fayad unilateral plan calls for ending armed 
resistance against Israel, which is still the Fatah platform and was affirmed just two months 
ago in Bethlehem, a few miles from here at the Fatah congress. 

Fayad’s plan rejects the concept of armed resistance against Israel and adopts language 
that Israel has insisted upon for the Palestinians, especially, in the past months under 
Prime Minister Netanyahu, which is Bottom Up economic peace. Well, those are two 
anchors to Prime Minister Fayad’s own plan. And that is a very positive development, in 
the sense that finally there is a Palestinian leader, unelected though he is, appointed, of 
course, by the Palestinian Chairman Mahmoud Abbas, some say Palestinian President, 
but according to the interim agreement in Oslo that is still valid, he is officially, technically 
called Chairman and it is an important point that we should discuss latter, but what he has 
done as a way the official top of the line subcontractor, if you will for Mahmoud Abbas,  is 
to say, we, the Palestinian Authority are now turning into a state-building organization, 
ground up state building that means institutions, that means infrastructure, that means 
water projects, that means electrical grids, that means services that have not been initiated 
even since the Oslo Accords was signed in September 1993. 

This is a far and sharp turn away from the traditional Palestinian position of armed 
resistance against Israel. As a headline the concern would be that because this is an 
unilateral plan, it completely rejects the notion that has been an affirmed international law: 
a negotiated solution between Israel and its Palestinian neighbour that, of course, was 
contained in UN Security Council Resolution 242 of 22 November 1967, which then called 
on Israel to withdraw from territories to secure and recognize the boundaries. 

The diplomatic short hand for that would be called defensible borders, of course, and to 
have negotiated solution was part of 242. That concept of negotiated solution between 
Israel and the other parties had govern Arab-Israeli peace making, particularly since 1979 
peace treaty between Israel and Egypt and all the way through Oslo I, Oslo II, Camp 
David, the Road Map, etc. And it is that principle that has been the over, the anchor of all 



Palestinian or Arab-Israeli diplomacy that is now been shunted aside according to the 
Fayad plan and that in two years, in 23 months to be exact, according to the plan itself is 
the intention that the Palestinian Liberation Organization governing bodies, headed by its 
largest faction, the Fatah, will unilaterally proclaim a Palestinian statehood. 

The notion is that they will build institutions of statehood, the good news, and whatever 
comes or does not come in 24 months, the Palestinian Authority will have then by then 
garnered, according to the plan, international support for a full-blown Palestinian state 
alone the 4 June 1967 lines, which Abba Eban in 1969, in interview to Der Spiegel, called 
the Auschwitz borders, with Jerusalem as its capital and according to all of the other 
protocols of what he is calling the PLO program which is UN General Assembly resolution 
194 in the issue of refugees, the so-called right of return. 

This creates a very serious challenge to Israel and if Israel does not check this program 
Israel will find itself perhaps checkmated in another 23 months.  Just a very short number 
of brief points of what the plan is: The Palestinian Authority lacks the basic institutions of 
statehood and that is what the prime minister, a US-educated economist, very much 
beloved and embraced by the United States and the Europeans, and frankly very much 
supported in Israel, for his sharp turn away from traditional Palestinian violence-based 
politics into a state building project. What he is calling for, which is a cause for concern for 
Israel, is that all of these institutions and all of this infrastructure will be built throughout of 
the West Bank, Judea and Samaria. 

Which brings us from Israeli point of  view to a fundamental security challenge and you 
can see behind me the board that comes from our Ministry of Defence that has 
represented the exact same challenge in every peace process that Israel has been 
engaged in and that goes back to Israel’s requirements for defensible boarders. Israel’s 
requirements for defensible boarders, which means that in view of our terrible experience 
in Gaza after having withdrawn lock, stock and barrel, and our terrible experience in 
southern Lebanon, when we withdrew lock, stock and barrel, the notion that Israel 
withdraws and their full-blown Palestinian State that, according to Fayad plan, would come 
all the way to 1967 Green Line – through the middle of Israel – that would then create a 
situation in which any 13-year old Palestinian child with a Kassam rocket could fire it just a 
handful of kilometres away towards Ben Gurion airport  and stop all commercial aviation, 
or attack our basic utilities and our national facilities along the Mediterranean coast, not to 
mention all of Israel’s major cities. 

That is why Israel has insisted in all of its administrations practically since 1967 on 
defensible borders for Israel, which means in short that Israel would share Judea, Samaria 
with the Palestinians, but Israel would have to have control or annex the Jordan Valley in 
order to control that natural wall to our East, as well as what is known as … or the 
mountain tops, facing the East towards Jordan facing the West, so we can protect our 
Mediterranean cities. Seventy percent of our population, 80 percent of our industrial 
capacity are located between Tel Aviv and Haifa.  

That creates a major challenge for us. As many of you remember, under the interim Oslo 
accord of 1995, which still governs, we are still in the interim period according to the Oslo 
accords, and those still govern, from Israeli point of view, negotiations between us and the 
Palestinians and, obviously, the West Bank is divided in areas A, B and C. Prime Minister 
Fayad had said clearly that most of his projects are intended for area C, including an 
airport in Jordan valley and taking over the Atarot Airport at Kalandia,  just outside 



Jerusalem. That, according to Israeli security echelons, with whom I spoke four or five 
days ago, is a non-starter, because of the vital security interest that Israel has. 

The unilateralism of the Fayad plan is a major threat to Israel, because it completely 
reverses the entire notion of a negotiated agreement, that is entrained in the interim 
agreement in Oslo and which is based on UN Security Council Resolution 242. Then there 
is the challenge to our traditional concept of defensible boarders, which Prime Minister 
Netanyahu talked about four weeks ago in an interview with the “Israel Today” newspaper. 
He said :“There are some that have prophesised the 1967 lines as an ultimate boarder. 
This is not correct; I do not accept it because Israel cannot defend itself, we have no 
defensible boarders on the 67 lines and Israel must be able to defend itself by itself”. 

That notion of defensible boarders and Israel defending itself through holding the high 
ground, specially over Jerusalem as you can see on the board, and up and down the 
North-South hill ridge, which is 3,000 feet above sea level, whereas the Jordan Valley is 
1,500 feet below sea level and, of course, the Mediterranean coast is at sea level, would 
give the other side major topographical advantage. This is exactly the problem than 
Netanyahu talked about in his 15 June 2009 speech in Bar-Ilan, where he said Israel will 
accept a demilitarised Palestinian state, however, the Israeli conditions, besides the 
Palestinians recognizing the Jewish State - were: defensible borders, the demilitarisation, 
airspace security (Israel controlling the airspace over the future Palestinian State), 
electromagnetic control and additional, outside security guarantees still to be defined. 

So what we have, what we have know in the Fayad plan is direct challenge to that notion. 
Now, what is the problem? Not that Israel disagrees necessarily and only with the problem, 
with the promise that the Fayad plan has elicited a major strategic backing in the West. 

The reason that President Obama did a very sharp U-turn and did not much to the chagrin 
of his Palestinian partner Mahmud Abbas, he did not require full … of what we call 
preservation growth or  natural growth of settlements as a precondition negotiations is for 
this reason . That from his point of view Mr. Obama in 23 months from now, it is quite likely 
and we already have indications that the United States administration will recognize a full-
blown Palestinian state on the 4 June 1967 lines. That would be a major reassessment 
and re-foundation of US policy. 

Israel, in my estimation, is unprepared at this point for the implications of the Fayad plan, 
unchecked from the point of view of Israel’s air tight security requirements that have been 
expressed by almost every prime minister in terms of defensible boarders and even former 
Chief de Staff Shaul Mofaz, who said in 2000, during the Clinton proposal, that this type of 
plan, did not mention Fayad plan by name, but this type of plan to the 67 lines would 
endanger Israel and former Chief de Staff Ayalon said very clearly after the 2006 war and 
2007 takeover in Gaza by Hamas. 

We have a major challenge here – vis-à-vis the Palestinians and vis-à-vis very enthusiastic 
Western partners who see this as the new strategic reality for Palestinians, Palestinian 
State building, American support and Quartet support for the 1967 lines. 

By the way, as one indication of a major shift of the West - a little noticed statement, the 
joint statement by the Quartet on 24 September, for the first time ever called on Israel and 
Palestinians to adhere to the roadmap, irrespective of reciprocity. Irrespective of 
reciprocity! This is a Kassam rocket, diplomatically speaking. Because the roadmap is 
based on reciprocity. So when the Palestinians look at Israel and say: “Israel, you are not 



fulfilling the first sentence of the first paragraph of the roadmap, because you continue to 
build settlements, even though they are natural growth settlements” – because the 
roadmap says natural growth, here all of a sudden we have Quartet statement itself and 
this is not a low-level team by the way. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was there, Ban 
Ki-moon was there, Ambassador Blair was there, and this is a major revision of all past 
diplomacy. 

In our assessment, this is part of a new strategic plan moving forward, which is a US and 
European backing for a Palestinian disengagement from the State of Israel. This is the 
Palestinian disengagement plan. We had ours, this is theirs. They do not want Israeli help 
in building fundamental infrastructure, they do not want Israeli partnership to build cities 
like Nablus or Jenin. They want Israel only to concede and make territorial and other 
gestures and free prisoners, while they continue to collect, hundreds of millions of dollars – 
they just received 200 million dollars from the US government in July, in the summer, and 
20 million dollars recently from USAID.

USAID is actually helping the Palestinians change street signs in parts of the West Bank 
from the traditional Hebrew/English in Arabic, which is traditionally, been the way it has 
been until 1967 and erasing Hebrew lettering from those signs, preparing them for sort of 
a more activist expression of American USAID support as a pre-statehood act. 

There is really a major challenge here, on one hand it is terrific that Prime Minister Fayad 
has turned the corner and is now interested in state building. This is consistent with the 
values of the democratic State of Israel. However, on the other hand, the concept of a 
unilaterally declared Palestinian State at the end of the 24-month period, with American 
support – it is, by the way, not irony, that both Ramallah and the president himself had 
been quoted as talking about a 2-year path to statehood. 

It is not irony that General Keith Dayton, in charge of US-sponsored Palestinian forces, 
also talked about a two-year path to statehood. So the message here is that we need to 
have, in my view, and I think in Pinkas’s view and I think perhaps in the question period 
you can, Pinkas, you will make your comments. Pinkas meets almost daily with very, very 
senior Palestinians, so he really has a very accurate, up to date and behind the scene 
information from Palestinian point of view on how they are looking at this. 

That Israel needs to be supported and the international community needs to be alerted 
that Israel should not be forced to accept any unilateral statement or declaration of 
Palestinian statehood and that Israel that is in charge of area C of Judea and Samaria on 
the West Bank, this includes strategically vital Jordan Valley and the hills surrounding 
Jerusalem and the North-South hill ridge, should not be forced back to the indefensible 
1967 lines. Because if that happens, as many past prime ministers, including Prime 
Minister Rabin’s blessed memory, who said in 1995, one month before he was 
assassinated, that Israel in any final state of agreement will control the Jordan Valley in the 
largest sense…the final borders will include the Jordan Valley in the largest sense of that 
term and he said it with respect to the concept of defensible borders. 

Israel must have defensible borders in the West Bank, especially after Gaza and those 
10,000 rockets and mortars and after our experience in southern Lebanon short-range 
rocket fire, we need every bit of land we can have just to protect ourselves against that 
unique problem of short-range rocket fire, notwithstanding the larger ballistic problem. We 
must have defensible borders in the West Bank, that is why Israel’s friends must insist on 



a negotiated solution and on maintaining and helping Israel maintain its right of defensible 
borders and a negotiated solution. 


