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Purpose of choosing this topic: The Israeli Palestinian conflict is the most turbulent conflict in the world. Moreover it is the closest to Lebanon. This conflict has affected Lebanon in the present and past. The Oslo Accords were the first real step towards peace between the Palestinian and Israelis. Yet at the present time the two factions fight blood thirsty more than ever as if these negotiations never existed. Why have theses negotiation failed? Who is to blame? Is there more than one side to blame? Can this conflict ever be solved? 

Definition of Concepts: 

Oslo: the capital of Norway where the negotiations first took place.

The National Palestinian Council in Tunis: the Palestinian council that represents all Palestinians in the occupied territories and across the world. Its head quarters are in Tunis after the Palestinian moved to Tunis. The main Palestinian factions left Lebanon in the 1982 Israeli invasion.

Yasser Arafat: The Leader of the Palestinian Liberation Organization PLO and the Fatah movement.

PLO, Palestinian Liberation Organization: one of the many Palestinian factions that originated from the Fatah fidayeen (Martyr Fighters).  It was established in the late 1950’s in Kuwait. The Fatah organization is the military part of it. 

Abu Alaa: The main Palestinian negotiator during the Oslo talks.

Yitzhak Rabin: the Israeli prime minister when the Oslo agreement where signed.

 Shimon Peres: The Israeli foreign minister in Rabin’s government

Declaration of Principles: principles agreed upon by the Israeli and Palestinians, where they reached agreement over land concessions and how to establish a future Palestinian state.

UN Resolutions 242 and 338: These resolutions call upon Israel to withdraw from all Arab territories occupied in the 1967 war, and find solutions for the Palestinian refugee problem.

Hamas: Like the Fatah movement, it is a Palestinian resistance group only that it opposes the Oslo agreement and Arafat authority.

ABSTRACT 
The Palestinian-Israeli conflict has been one of the most turbulent conflicts of the twentieth century. The Oslo accords were to mark the end of 50 years of war. But the Oslo accords were a diplomatic blunder. The Palestinian Liberation Organization and the Israeli Rabin government when signing the Oslo accords were looking for a deal that would satisfy their political and economic interests rather than long lasting peace. The accords had one good effect, the physical warfare stopped for 2-3 years, but that brief respite was short-lived. The supposed good warm atmosphere that Oslo created was so fragile that a visit to the Noble Sanctuary (Al Haram al-Sharif) by Israeli politician Ariel Sharon sparked a surge in violence that lasts until this day. The Oslo Accords failed to bring about a solution to Israeli settlement of the West Bank, to creating a viable and democratic representative body for the Palestinians, nor did they even mention the Palestinian refugees which live in Diaspora without a country to claim identity.  

_______________________________________________________
The Arab-Israeli conflict began with the intense Jewish immigration to Palestine that took place during the early nineteen thirties. Jewish settlement in mandate-Palestine set the stage for one of the most violent conflicts of the 20th century and by the late 1980’s, the eruption of the Intifada or the “Shaking off” by the Palestinians, the political and economic map of Palestine was changed. Israel suffered economically and politically as a result of the Intifada. It caused a drop in Israeli tourism, which set their government searching for solutions. Concurrently, the Palestinians were facing military oppression. Their houses were being torn down, curfews and blockades were enforced all over their cities. The humanitarian situation was also worsening. Families were displaced, and hundreds were murdered by Israeli attacks. People on both sides were becoming desperate. Palestinians were using rocks and stones as their only means of defense, and threw them at occupying Israeli soldiers. Armed struggle became a way of life for many youths. The international community, particularly the United States and the Soviet Union, attempted to launch a peace initiative in Spain known as the Madrid talks. The Palestinians, Israelis, and Arab countries were present. Although the meeting did not lead to direct results, it was the first attempt to solve the Palestinian conflict through peaceful means. (Palestinian Facts, 2002) This paved the way for the Washington talks where a Palestinian and an Israeli delegation met in Washington and discussed ways of ending the conflict. These talks failed because sentiments among Palestinians and Israelis were still very tense, and forced negotiators to be uncompromising in their positions. In response to this stalemate the Norwegian government with Norwegian professors in the UN tried to set up a secret back channel between the PLO and the Israelis. The PLO, being a founder of Palestinian struggle against Israel, represented the Palestinian side. The representatives met in Oslo, the Norwegian capital, in the houses of the Norwegian professors. This initiative would later mark the signing of the first peace deal between the Palestinians and Israelis. Presently what used to be called the Israeli Palestinian peace process is none existent. The present Israeli government almost does not rectify or respect anything the Oslo agreement dictated. Why did this peace deal so blunderously fail to establish real peace? When looking at Oslo one should look into the events that precede it, and how did these event shape the opinions and actions of both sides. The Palestinians and Israelis when signing the Oslo accords were looking for a deal that would satisfy their political and economic interests rather than long lasting peace.
The Intifada an uprising that stunned the world

From 1987 till 1991 the West Bank and Gaza strip an uprising like none before erupted. It officially started when Israeli military vehicle killed four Palestinians. Demonstration in Gaza rose, and soon the West Bank joined Gaza. Yet this contrary to common belief the uprising or the first Intifada had nothing to do with the exiled Palestinian Liberation Organization in Tunis. It was a pure local populist action lead by Islamist groups in the occupied areas. This all sprung from the extreme conditions Israel was putting the Palestinians through. Israel was practicing “administrative detention” and intruding the daily lives of the Palestinians. The Palestinians had to carry special identification cards and pay special taxes to the Israeli government. Moreover the Palestinians where suffering from deportation out of their homes, and arbitrary arrests, even torture for any suspicion in political activism. (Cleveland 2000) Israel was considered eighty percent of the West Bank and almost forty percent of Gaza as public Israeli land where they would build “strategic settlements” on them. (Aburish, 1998)  The combined harsh policies the Likud (right winged) Party government “The denial of natural rights and more harsh treatment caused eventual awareness that ‘we are occupied.’ Everyone felt threatened. Your national existence was targeted. This realization finally sunk into the consciousness of Palestinians, so the occupation was resisted.” (Cleveland, 2000) The Intifada was a rejection of this repression and a call for a Palestinian state.

Intifada and Israel 
The Israeli government was a harsh conservative right winged government. The prime minister Shamir a very extreme Likud Party member who was a member in the Irgun Terrorist organization. He was a follower of “Jabotinsky’s maximalist version of Zionism.” (Cleveland 2000) He believed that all ancient Palestine, that almost all the middle eastern nations on the Asian continent belonged to the Jews. Like his predecessor Manheim Begin he believed in settlement and annexation of territories in the West Bank and Gaza. He introduced “administrative detention a practice that permitted Palestinians to be arrested without a warrant and held up to six months without being charged. (Cleveland 2000) When the Intifada began Shamir greeted it with violence and even harsher measures. West Bank cities were bombed curfews where imposed. The Palestinians where trying to have a self sufficiency and boycott Israeli products and Shamir ordered the army to crush them. Farms where destroyed acres of olives that the Palestinians depended on for food where wiped out. Still the Palestinians fought even harder. Tourism in Israel “one of the main sources of income declined and the overall standard of living, already well bellow what Israelis enjoyed, sank further.” (Cleveland 2000) p201. There was a mood of despair in Israeli society. Even in the army, the soldiers not trained to fight off small children throwing rocks, over reacted. P202 The Israeli public was critical of Shamir’s ways. They found that his right winged ways were not as effective as they were harmful for Israel.  
Shamir and the Bush administration 
At the same time with the Intifada the Gulf War was on the brink of ignition. The Bush administration was rallying up the Arab countries to attack Iraq. In return the Bush administration promised to exert pressure on Israel over settlement and cool down their methods towards the Palestinians. (Cleveland, 2000) The Bush administration looked at the Israeli extreme settlement plan as a “provocative actions” that obstructed peace. Shamir deified bush and refused to change his policies. In February 1992 Bush did something that no American president did, he used the fund deal the Israeli government and American government had agreed on to pressure Shamir. The peak of the pressure was “when the united States announced that it would not approve of the 10 $ billion loan guarantee to Israel unless Israel agrees to a freeze on the construction of all settlements in the West Bank and Gaza strip” (Cleveland, 2000) Shamir defied the threat and “caused the most serious strain in US- Israeli relations since Israel’s formation.” (Cleveland 2000 p485) The Israeli people opposed Shamir because Israel was really in need of the money to support their crumbling economy. In the 1992 election Rabin rose. The Israelis support the new candidate who claimed he was working towards peace with the Palestinians and reestablish good relations with the United States. Many people se Rabin’s rise as the rise of Israel towards peace, something that Cleveland clarifies. Rabin twenty five years earlier was the “chief of Staff of the Israeli army, and commanded the campaign that captured the West Bank and Gaza Strip.” (Cleveland 2000 485) once in office Rabin crushed the Palestinian uprising with the policy of “break their bones”. (Aburish, 1998)
One could clearly see that the Israeli people affected by the Intifada great economic burden and international pressure choose Rabin. There wasn’t any real peace sentiment in the Israeli people and thus practicing their democracy, they elected a government that was headed by an extremist past army general who “crushed” the bones of the Palestinians. The Israelis just wanted their economy to go back to how it was and wanted the Palestinians to be controlled from obstructing their daily lives, and this is what Rabin promised.  
 The Intifada and the PLO

Contrary to common belief the Intifada was not organized by the PLO. It was a popular movement that was funded and organized by mostly fundamental Islamists like Hamas and Islamic Jihad. The PLO just before the Intifada began was almost crumbling. It was far away from the occupied territories, in exile in Tunis. The United States since 1982 had rejected the PLO as a peace partner. (Aburish, 1998) looking for a way out of the PLO deterioration, Arafat proposed in 1988 a peace deal. He recognized that Israel had the right to exist trying to convince the United States to “exercise their influence” This was happening when the Intifada was just happening. Arafat was stunned by what the Intifada was doing, but still didn’t recognize it. He didn’t want to back up something that might be a temporary emotional conflict. “Only after a month of the Intifada” did Arafat back it up. During its beginning Arafat “manifested the most reluctance to provide the rebellion with support because he feared the effects of another failure on his already reduced position.” (Aburish, 1998) So basically Arafat was caught up in improving the PLO’s position in the world rather than with real popular resistance.  

               The Intifada was a threat to Arafat. It was a major glory for the Islamist groups in Palestine and just more deterioration for his party. Hamas and Islamic Jihad were “competitors to Arafat” (Aburish, 1998) Arafat had the choice of either controlling the Intifada and adopting it in his name or opposing it. Arafat chose to abuse it. Abu Jihad one of the founders of the PLO was opposing Arafat’s actions towards the Intifada. Abu Jihad “made it clear that the Intifada should not be scarf iced to Arafat’s diplomatic initiatives.” (Aburish, 1998) Abu Jihad was “the manager, the brain in exile” that adopted the Intifada. After his assassination by the Israeli Moussad, Arafat took his place and finally like he wanted got rid of his internal opposition and was in more control of the Intifada. Arafat surrounded him self with “sycophants, yes men and mediocrities” according to Edward Said. (Aburish, 1998) By this time Arafat was making the Intifada a political tool for him. He denied his Palestinian opponents who where effectively fighting Israel politically and diplomatically. He fought Muslim groups and denied them from aid that Arab countries contributed to the Intifada. He denied Fiasal Husseini centre for Arab studies from aid. Arafat used a lot of this money to give to his “yes men”. (Aburish, 1998)
“As Abu Jihad had suspected his (Arafat) determination to turn the gains of the Intifada into diplomatic success for himself and for the PLO.” (Aburish, 1998) Arafat used his control over the Intifada to try and convince the United states to accept negotiating with him. (Aburish, 1998) Edward Said in a broader and less aggressive tone criticizes Arafat’s regime. “The precedent seems to derive from the PLO chairman, who has surrounded himself with foreign advisors and financial experts, all whom aid him in his private investments and commercial undertakings.”(Said, 2000)
Beit Sahur and Arafat’s opposition

Beit Sahur is a Palestinian village near Bethlehem. The village was one of the greatest contributors to the resistance of occupation. Beit Sahur resisted paying taxes; it boycotted Israeli products and created small farms. Christian and Muslim leaders stood together opposing Israeli violence. Beit Sahur was a model of national unity and braveness. Of coarse Rabin “vowed to teach them a lesson” hundreds where arrested and tortured, and the village stood in dignity and opposed. Arafat opposed Beit Sahur he denied it publicity and aid. He asked all of his officials around Beit Sahur to stop its influence on other towns. Beit Sahur was “the last thing” Arafat needed. First it was something not in his control and so didn’t give him political leverage. Secondly it was threatening his deals with the United States. Beit Sahur with no one to support was crushed in the end. (Aburish, 1998)
Arafat and Saddam 
Seeing Saddam victory over Iran in the Iraqi Iranian War, Arafat improved his relations with Saddam. He moved his offices to Baghdad. He tried to gain leverage over the Israelis trying to threaten them with Saddam his new ally. At the same time in Iraq his position improved in the PLO. His last competitor Abu Iyad was killed by a pro Iraqi Palestinian group. Arafat was then in full control of the PLO. With both Abu Jihad and Au Iyad gone “Arafat accepted the analyses of his Beiruti cabal, the uneducated lot who could never oppose their leader’s instincts regardless of the importance of any issue.” (Aburish, 1998) Here Aburish means that Arafat was surrounded by the bad un educated judgment of the advisors which were in Lebanon with him. These same advisors will lead the PLO’s negotiations in Washington and Oslo. As the coalition against Iraq attacked Iraq and Saddam was on his knees, Arafat realized that he had to go back to that American channel. Arafat sends Hannan Ashrawi and Fiasal Hussieni to the Washington talks.
Madrid to Washington to Oslo

When the Madrid peace talks where organized the PLO was not invited. The PLO appeared to be “Politically stale and out of touch with the realities of life in the occupied territories.” (Cleveland 2000 p 484) The PLO was still anxious and did not give up hope. With the Intifada ending in the 1991, the PLO was able to a Palestinian delegation but not from the PLO officials to Washington to negotiate with an Israeli delegation. When the Washington talks were at a stalemate the PLO resorted to a secret back channel through Oslo.  
 Oslo I
By the first fifteen rounds of negotiations, the Palestinians and Israelis reached an agreement. They established a Declaration of Principles, or other wise known as Oslo I. Oslo I was mostly what was negotiated on in Oslo in the preliminary talks. Both sides agreed on the duration of talks and deadlines for actions from both sides. (Makovsky, 1996) Jericho a major West Bank city and Gaza would be put under the newly established Palestinian authority. The authority will only have municipal control but Israel would have the right to keep its forces on the entrance and exists of the cities. (Cleveland, 2000)  
Like most other negotiation in Oslo, Oslo I was delayed when talks froze after Arafat asked to get hold of major bridges and roads linking the two cities. (Makovsky, 1996) Although both sides did agree and negotiate on issues, but the issues discussed like Gaza First or the Gaza Jericho linking were still along way from having long lasting peace.
In fact this is what most critics of the PLO stress on. The PLO was very haste in its initial agreements. They were looking for a quick agreement that would, make them famous. Even Cleveland the author of “The Modern History of the Middle East” although very neutral, verifies that the PLO signed these initial agreements for political reasons. After the Gulf war the funds and political status of the PLO was in trouble. The PLO “looked to negotiations with Israel as a way of retaining their dominance.” (Cleveland, 2000) Over Oslo I Edward Said a leading Palestinian thinker blamed the PLO. One of the PLO officials that was very excited to make a peace deal told Hanan Ashrawi, “we will sign now, then you [presumably he mean t you in habitants of the occupied territories] can negotiate on the details of settlements and Jerusalem with the Israelis later.” In other words the PLO was going to make the peace deal however non effective it was in bringing real peace, and later the Palestinians in the occupied areas can negotiate on what he called details. Said finds it absurd that what this official called details, is the essence of the Palestinians cause. (Said, 2000) Said in almost all his criticism is very cynical and critical of the PLO’s self guided interests and neglect towards the real Palestinian cause. Whereas Cleveland displays the events as a historical study of an area more than a criticism point of view.  

Moreover many other central issues weren’t discussed in Oslo I. Israeli settlement the fate of Jerusalem the fate and future of the refugees the date of declaring a Palestinian state if Israel agreed to make one, was all postponed to the final talks of Oslo. The PLO by doing so really lessened the importance of such essential issues and just postponed the real problems that obstructed peace. How can there be peace where the Palestinian doesn’t have a country a national belonging and the Israeli does? How can this peace deal be a peace deal where the fate of half of the Palestinian population living in Diaspora is not motioned and uncertain? 
“What I, and most Palestinians, opposed was a phony peace and our continued inequality in regard to the Israelis, who are allowed sovereignty, territorial integrity, and self determination, whereas we are not.” (Said, 2000)

The Rabin government elected for its promise for peace and security for Israel did its own part in destroying a chance for real peace. Rabin faced with a growing fundamentalist Palestinian society regarded the PLO because more secular as a better peace partner than Islamic Jihad or Hamas. (Aburish, 1996) Moreover Rabin scared from the growing power of Hamas and Islamic Jihad wanted to make a deal with the PLO, which will weaken the other Islamic groups. (Cleveland, 2000) In the end one would feel that the PLO and the Rabin government had almost over lapping interests in making such a haste deal. Not to forget that Rabin was just newly elected and was under the watch of the people who voted for him. To politically succeed like the PLO Rabin had to look like a peace maker, a man that just got in office and gave Israel peace.

As mentioned before, although Rabin was from the liberal labor party, he was an extremist in his view towards the occupied Palestinian territories. Rabin in the end was the chief of staff of the army that invaded the West Bank and Gaza strip in 1967. In addition to that like almost every deal in Oslo I Rabin delayed and renegotiated on many of the deals he made with the Palestinians.  (Cleveland, 2000) Rabin continued building all of the planned settlements. Israel made almost “ninety-six incidences of such acts have been recorded by Israel between October 1993 (signing of Oslo I) and January 1995.” The incidences that Said is talking about are ones like seventy percent of the forty percent of the West Bank that is the “autonomous area” was being used to build new settlements. (Said, 2000)
In the end one concludes that both sides shaped by pressures and events before Oslo created a weak base for peace. Oslo I was the base for later negotiations and from the beginning Oslo I was not meant to bring real peace.
Mutual Recognition

Along with Oslo I the Palestinians and Israelis had a second fruit from their Oslo talks. Israel had to recognize that the PLO is a representative of the Palestinians people, and return the PLO on behalf of all the Palestinian people would recognize the existence of Israel and its right to exist in peace and security, at the same time denouncing any terrorist actions against the security of Israel. (Surratt, 2000)  “The PLO renounces the use of terrorism and other acts of violence and will assume responsibility over all the PLO elements personnel in order to assure their compliance, prevent violators and discipline violators.” (Makovsky, 1996)

 The reasons for signing this agreement are quite clear. The PLO got what it wanted, once recognized by Israel as the representative of the Palestinians, with the consent of the Palestinians or not the PLO will rule the Palestinians. On the other hand Rabin got his guarantee. With the PLO in the name of the Palestinian people recognizing that Israel had the right to exist, he now can use the PLO to control the Islamic Jihad and Hamas. (Aburish, 1996) 

Looking at it as a mutual agreement, this agreement is far from being mutual. This agreement provides no equal or even equitable treatment of the Palestinians and Israelis. The Israelis are guaranteed that their existence as a state is lawful but the existence of a Palestinian state is not mentioned. The PLO is recognized but not the Palestinians people. In other words the PLO sold the Palestinian state to get recognized as an organization. Later because of this deal, and to Mr. Arafat’s consent, the US no longer considered the PLO a terrorist organization. In the end Arafat and Rabin fulfill their interests. (Cleveland, 2000) 

Oslo II, Wye river, Camp David II
Even during his rule, Rabin continued to fulfill his popularities interests through continuation of settlement and annexation of Palestinian land. Hamas after Oslo although attacked by Arafat, they still did what they wanted to disrupt the peace. Hamas and its follower and other Islamist that contributed a lot of the Palestinian society, didn’t agree with Oslo and its unfair treatment to the Palestinians. The Palestinians violence with harsh Rabin method fed each other. After the assassination of Rabin by an Israeli extremist, Netanyahu emerged, and introduced the policy of slowing down on the peace. (Cleveland, 2000) Yet Netanyahu a Likud party member introduced very large settlement plans which increased Palestinian violence. Violence bred violence, until it all blew up in September 2000. All the Wyes river, Camp David accords were all attempts to repair a peace that never existed.  
Intifada II

            On September 2000, the Israeli foreign minister Ariel Sharon breached the sacredness of the Al Aqsa mosque and forcefully during Friday prayers entered with hundreds of soldiers into the mosque. Almost immediately the situation escalated and violence broke out. Thousands of Palestinians all over the West Bank and Gaza strip exploded and began the second Intifada. At the same time Israeli forces bombed Ramallah the major West Bank city and Gaza city. “Uglier fighting seemed inevitable.” The Europeans Union and the Russian federation are sent their foreign ministers to the region to try and cool down the violence. Kofi Annan the UN secretary General came to Israel and asked both sides to slow down the violence.  Seeing “some sort of peace agreement emerges from the slaughter and this as the killing on both sides continued, seemed highly unlikely.”(The Economist, 2000)
The second Intifada took place as if the was no peace deal. However degrading Sharon’s act was to the Palestinians, it wasn’t the only motive that ignited this second Intifada. Sharon was just lighting up an already charged up situation. This all comes to conclusion that all the previous peace deals did not spread real peace and coexistence between the Palestinians and Israelis. 
 Conclusion 

            The Oslo accords a peace that bred violence in the end. Who is to be blamed? Who made this peace initiative a fraudulent peace that satisfied the interests of the PLO and the Israeli government? There is one true thing; Oslo was abused, used for political and economic interests. The PLO in the end succeeded, it is now the most known Palestinian group. Mr. Yasser Arafat got his palaces and security forces. He did take over municipal control in Gaza and the West Bank, but at the price of what? At the price that Palestinians are paying right now and future generations would pay. Violence in the occupied territories is almost worse than it was in 1991 in the first Intifada. Israeli governments continued building settlements in the West Bank turning Palestinian villages into separate Bastuns. (Said, 2000) Did the Israeli people get their security will they get their security? The harsher the Palestinians are treated the more violent they will resist. Extremism leads to extremism. The signing of the Oslo accords did have intention to establish real peace. When signing these accords, Rabin or Arafat did not really think about the people they are affecting with these deals. The only way that a real peace can be established is if the Palestinians are represented by a competent and local leadership that represent all the Palestinian opinions. The PLO has to provide a democratic environment where opinions can be expressed. The Israeli people on the other hand being represented by their democratically elected governments should be less focused on colonial expansion. It has to be understood that the Palestinians are people who have the right live in security. Settlement has to stop, so a Palestinian state can be created. With no equality and justice in the occupied territories there will always be an oppressed, and it is in human nature to resist when choked with oppression and insecurity.
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