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QAWRA, Malta, 12 February – “Confidence begets confidence; stability begets stability; 

security begets security; peace begets peace,” said Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon today in a 

message to the International Meeting in Support of Israeli-Palestinian Peace, urging solid support 

for a resolution of the decades-old conflict.   

 

Convinced that permanent status issues, including Jerusalem, borders, refugees, security, 

settlements and water, would be resolved only through negotiations, the Secretary-General 

beseeched the parties to respond positively to calls for a resumption of political talks and then 

work concertedly for quick, meaningful results, in a message delivered by his Representative, 

Assistant Secretary-General for Political Affairs Oscar Fernandez-Taranco.   

 

Setting a realistic tone for the two-day Meeting, organized jointly by the Committee on 

the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and the Parliamentary Assembly  
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of the Mediterranean (PAM), the Secretary-General acknowledged the persistence of daunting 

challenges in the shared quest for Palestinian statehood and self-determination, security and 

recognition for Israel, and lasting peace in the region. 

 

He welcomed Israel’s efforts to resume talks, but said a return to negotiations was 

seriously hampered by developments on the ground.  He cited, in particular, continued settlement 

expansion in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, especially significant in East Jerusalem, where 

settlement infrastructure was being expanded and consolidated while Palestinians were being 

subjected to evictions, demolitions and revocations of residency rights.   

 

“A way should be found, through negotiations, for Jerusalem to emerge as the capital of 

two States, with arrangements for the holy sites acceptable to all,” he said.  He reviewed the 

Palestinian Authority’s reforms, deemed unacceptable the ongoing blockade of Gaza, and 

condemned renewed rocket fire from the enclave into Israel.   

 

Pedro Núñez Mosquera, Chairman of the Delegation of the Committee on the Exercise of 

the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, emphasized the urgency of addressing the five 

permanent status issues – borders, Jerusalem, settlements, refugees and water – as part of a 

renewed negotiation process. On borders, any changes to the 1967 lines could only occur by 

mutual agreement.  Concerning Jerusalem, a sustainable settlement must include East Jerusalem 

as the capital of a future Palestinian State, he said.   

 

According to the Committee, the announced 10-month settlement freeze in the occupied 

West Bank was “at best, partial and temporary”, and all settlements in occupied territory were 

illegal and seriously impeded efforts to re-launch the peace talks.  A durable solution to the 

refugee problem could only be achieved in the context of Palestinians’ inalienable right of return 

to the homes and property from which they had been displaced.  Finally, he stressed the 

importance of an early agreement on water, which respected the inalienable right of the 

Palestinian people to their own natural resources.   

 

In another opening statement, the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 

Affairs of Malta and Representative of the Host Country, Tonio Borg, said that the continuing 

impasse and prevailing low confidence between the parties, compounded by the continued 

dramatic developments on the ground, were a source of major concern to all.  Intense diplomatic 

activity had been directed at resumption of negotiations, but the desired breakthrough remained 

elusive. He urged the international community to continue to actively engage with the parties 

directly and with regional partners, and within the Quartet, in support of initiating a meaningful 

process leading to a “clear endgame”.   

  

He said that parliamentarians had a role in supporting Israeli-Palestinian peace and 

stability.  That was where the added value of Meetings such as this one lay.  Not only were they 

an opportunity for Governments and institutions, but for representatives of legislators of 

Mediterranean States to discuss peace in the region.  The conflict in the Middle East concerned 

the entire Mediterranean region.  “We cannot simply pay lip service to the idea of a two-State 

solution without looking for opportunities to tangibly intensify contacts and creating the right 

climate for frank and constructive exchanges”, he said.   

 

 In a high-level segment this morning, the President of the Egyptian People’s Assembly, 

Ahmed Fathi Sorour, said the peace process was based on international legitimacy and grounded  
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in past resolutions, agreements and principles.  But despite the various proposals and 

negotiations throughout the decades, the Israeli vision of the peace process had reflected a great 

deal of vagueness and intransigence.  Years of procrastination had ruined the efforts of many 

Governments.  Today, the Israeli Government wanted to start the negotiations from zero and 

sought to suppress agreements on issues negotiated by its previous Governments.     

 

Offering a recipe to break the impasse, he said that negotiations should be held within a 

binding time limit, under the Quartet’s authority and in the framework of existing United Nations 

resolutions, international law and previous agreements and initiatives.  Settlement activities must 

be discontinued and confidence-building measures must commence.  Priority should be given to 

the borders issue; the refugees problem should be resolved as per the relevant General Assembly 

resolution.  Continued killing and homelessness resulting from a continuation of this crisis would 

only beget more violence, instability and terror on both sides of the Mediterranean. 

 

 The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of State of Turkey, Cemil Çiçek, said the 

framework for the peace process was clear – embodied in relevant resolutions.  The Israeli-

Palestinian conflict lay at the centre of all interrelated and complex problems of the Middle East, 

and at the very core of the conflict, lay the issue of Jerusalem.  A permanent solution required 

not only intergovernmental agreements, but mutual tolerance among the city’s different 

communities.  Without secure peace in Jerusalem, the chances of achieving sustainable stability 

in the region were “next to none”.   

 

He said that the ongoing settlement activities, both in Jerusalem and the West Bank, 

constituted serious obstacles for peace.  And, thus, for negotiations to be re-launched, those 

activities must be totally halted.  As Palestinians continued to emphasize, cessation of settlement 

activity was not a precondition, but an obligation of the Israeli side, emanating from the Road 

Map.  A 10-month freeze fell short of meeting the expectations of the Palestinian side, as well as 

that of the international community and of Israeli obligations.   

 

Opening statements this morning were also made by Rudy Salles, President of the 

Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean; and Tayseer Quba’a, Deputy Speaker of the 

Palestinian National Council. 

 

Plenary I, on the state of the peace process, heard first from Sa’eb Erakat, Head of the 

Negotiations Affairs Department of the Palestine Liberation Organization.  He asserted that the 

Palestinian side had not put a single condition on negotiations.  It did not demand any condition 

when it said Israel must stop settlement activities; that was an obligation emanating from the 

Road Map, and not a Palestinian condition.  “To Netanyahu we say:  there is a difference 

between dictation and negotiation”, he stressed. 

 

Now, he said, proximity talks looked to be the most advanced tools of decision-making 

since the Palestinians and Israelis had exhausted negotiations.  It was indeed time for decisions, 

and those could not be made by negotiators.  But he wondered whether the talks would be open-

ended or sealed with a timeframe, whether they would begin with borders, and what he would do 

if he found out in four months that the Israeli Government was not willing to engage on borders.  

“There will never be a Palestinian State without Gaza and the West Bank and East Jerusalem 

being a single territorial unit,” he said. 
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A lecturer from The Hebrew University of Jerusalem and former negotiator, Alon Liel, 

said that many in Israel felt that the peace process had crashed to the extent that the two-State 

solution looked impossible at the moment.  Even if the Americans managed to arrange proximity 

talks and enter a hotel and sit in one room, with the existing political map in Israel, “the gap is 

unbridgeable”, he added.  He acknowledged that with a broken heart, but did not see the 

possibility of a Palestinian State being created in the foreseeable future. And he was not even 

speaking of Jerusalem or refugees, but about borders only, he said.  

 

 As for the situation on the ground, he said it was unacceptable, both in Gaza and the West 

Bank.  In fact, it was immoral and would only lead to more violence.  At the same time, for 

Israel, the creation of one State with Palestinians – where they had voting rights and so forth – 

was an even bigger nightmare than the two-State solution.  So he proffered to the conference that 

perhaps the Palestinians should propose that to the Israeli leadership today, adding, “They’ll start 

shivering, I’m telling you”.  

 

 Also speaking today was Hesham Youssef, on behalf of Amre Moussa, Secretary General 

of the Arab League of States. 

 

 A brief discussion included a speaker on behalf of the United Arab Emirates and from the 

Egyptian Parliament.   

 

 The Meeting was scheduled to resume at 3 p.m.  

 

Opening Statements 

 

 LOUIS GALEA, Speaker of the House of Representatives of Malta, said the Meeting 

followed on the United Nations International Meeting in Support of Israeli-Palestinian Peace in 

Cyprus in May 2009, which had, in fact, resulted in the present initiative.  During a recent 

encounter, a gentleman had told him to leave the existing paralysis alone, as trying to move 

anything might worsen the situation.  He was a “very big realist”, having been in politics for 40 

years, but he had never given up hope, and encountering such a pessimistic view of the present 

situation made him very sad.  This Meeting should aim to add impetus and value to the efforts of 

more traditional players.  He knew a final resolution would emerge from intergovernmental 

diplomacy, but it was also increasingly recognized that parliamentary diplomacy was an 

important complementary tool.  Hopefully, discussions at the Meeting would foster a better 

understanding of the problems ahead and trace “some sort of framework” for further 

collaboration. 

 

 TONIO BORG, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs of Malta and 

Representative of the Host Country, said the Meeting could not have come at a more opportune 

juncture.  The continuing impasse and prevailing spirit of low confidence between the parties 

and disagreements over terms of reference over negotiations, compounded by the continued 

dramatic developments on the ground, were a source of major concern to all.  Intense diplomatic 

activity by the various actors had been directed at resumption of negotiations, but the desired 

breakthrough remained elusive. Thus, the international community should exert maximum 

efforts to actively engage with the parties directly and with regional partners, and within the 

Quartet, in support of initiating a meaningful process leading to a “clear endgame”.   
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 He said that parliamentarians had a role in supporting Israeli-Palestinian peace and 

stability.  That was where the added value of Meetings such as this one lay.  Not only were they 

an opportunity for Governments and institutions, but for representatives of legislators of 

Mediterranean States to discuss peace in the region.  The conflict in the Middle East concerned 

the entire Mediterranean region.  “We cannot simply pay lip service to the idea of a two-State 

solution without looking for opportunities to tangibly intensify contacts and creating the right 

climate for frank and constructive exchanges”.   

 

 One year since Gaza, living conditions there remained deplorable, he said.  The situation 

in East Jerusalem remained another major preoccupation, together with expanding settlement 

activity, Palestinian house demolitions and revocation of residency rights.  As affirmed by the 

December 2009 statement by the Council of the European Union, the European Union, as the 

rest of the international community, had never recognized Israel’s annexation of East Jerusalem.  

Genuine peace meant that a way must be found through negotiations to resolve the status of 

Jerusalem as the future capital of two States.  Settlement activity through the territory occupied 

in 1967 was illegal and ran contrary to the Road Map.  In that regard, only concrete measures by 

the Israelis could lead to a resumption of negotiations. It was also essential that the Palestinians 

continued to engage in earnest efforts to bring about resumed negotiations, and in that context, 

the Palestinian Authority’s State-building, despite the political impasse, deserved full support. 

 

 He added that the next two days would constitute a further step towards the desired goal 

of a comprehensive regional peace.  The Meeting in Malta should, apart from sending the right 

political signals, assure all those directly affected by developments in the peace process that their 

well-being remained at the fore of “our agenda”.  The peoples of both Israel and the Palestinian 

territories deserved no less, he stressed.   

 

 United Nations Secretary-General BAN KI-MOON, in a statement delivered by Oscar 

Fernandez-Taranco, Representative of the Secretary-General and Assistant Secretary-General for 

Political Affairs, said the meetings he had held with the Government, Parliament and civil 

society during his visit in April 2009 had convinced him of Malta’s determination to contribute 

to United Nations efforts to address issues of global and regional concern, including peace in the 

Middle East.  Daunting challenges remained in the shared quest to achieve statehood and self-

determination for Palestinians, security and recognition for Israel, and lasting peace in the region.   

 

The Secretary-General urged all parties to respond positively to calls for a resumption of 

political talks, and then work concertedly for quick, meaningful results.  Permanent status issues, 

including Jerusalem, borders, refugees, security, settlements and water, would be resolved only 

through negotiations, he said. 

 

He welcomed Israel’s efforts and willingness to resume talks.  However, a return to 

negotiations was being “seriously hampered” by developments on the ground.  Regarding 

continued settlement expansion in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, he called on Israel to 

adhere to international law and its obligations under the Road Map.  At the present crucial 

juncture, Israel should refrain from taking steps which had the potential to prejudge negotiations 

and create tensions.  That was particularly important with respect to East Jerusalem, where 

settlement infrastructure was being expanded and consolidated, while Palestinian residents were 

being subjected to evictions, demolitions and revocation of residency rights.   

 

A way should be found, through negotiations, for Jerusalem to emerge as the capital of 

two States, with arrangements for the holy sites acceptable to all, he stressed.  He welcomed the  
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reform efforts of the Palestinian Authority, which sought to establish the economic, social and 

institutional basis of Palestinian statehood.  It was vital that the Palestinian Authority continue to 

advance that State-building agenda while striving to meet its other Road Map obligations in full, 

including an end to incitement against Israel.  He urged all donors, including members of the 

Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean, to enhance their political and financial backing of 

that vital endeavour.  He also encouraged the positive steps Israel had taken to ease movement 

restrictions and facilitate economic activity.  He also supported Egypt’s efforts towards the 

reunification of Gaza and the West Bank. 

 

In Gaza, the protracted suffering by civilians was a source of tremendous concern, he 

said.  The continued blockade was unacceptable and counter-productive, destroying legitimate 

commerce and denying aid organizations and the United Nations the means to begin civilian 

reconstruction.  He condemned renewed rocket fire from Gaza, which indiscriminately targeted 

Israeli civilians.  The United Nations would continue to try to bring relief to Gazans, to promote 

dialogue, and to rally international support for a strategy that could deliver calm for Gazans and 

Israelis alike.  He would also continue to promote respect for international law and 

accountability for violations. 

 

The Secretary-General said that clear parameters to end the occupation that began in 

1967 and create a State of Palestine were contained in Security Council resolutions, the Road 

Map and the Arab Peace Initiative.  Political will was required by the leadership on both sides, 

along with creative support by third parties.  The countries of the Mediterranean had an 

important role to play in building confidence between the parties, and within the overall 

subregional community of which they were an integral part.  “Confidence begets confidence; 

stability begets stability; security begets security; peace begets peace.  Let us, together, help the 

parties to resolve their decades-old conflict and forge a comprehensive, just and lasting peace,” 

he urged, offering wishes for a successful meeting. 

 

 RUDY SALLES, President of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean (PAM), 

said his was a regional inter-governmental organization with a membership of 25 Mediterranean 

countries, aimed at transforming the Mediterranean into a real bridge between all its shores.  He 

stressed that the Mediterranean must not be a dividing line. In that context, he said the Assembly 

had only one ambition, namely, to improve the living standards for all its citizens and to achieve 

their pleasant co-existence.  The Assembly had become a recognized and respected actor in 

parliamentary diplomacy, and in December 2009, was granted observer status in the United 

Nations General Assembly.  The Parliamentary Assembly was involved in several sensitive 

dossiers in its region, from the Balkans to Cyprus.  It had also demonstrated its commitment to 

contributing to a settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.   

 

He said that the present meeting was a continuation of three years of work on its Middle 

East dossier.  Following the events in Gaza in December 2008, the issue of the Middle East had 

become central to the Assembly’s activities; its bureau in 2009 had led a fact-finding mission to 

the Middle East to see first-hand the results of the military operation and to meet with key actors 

there.  The bureau had also convened meetings in Europe and sent a mission to the United States 

in December 2009, where it had held talks with senior officials of the United Nations in New 

York, including the Secretary-General. 

  

 PEDRO NÚÑEZ MOSQUERA, Chairman of the Delegation of the Committee on the 

Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, said the Meeting was aimed at  
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advancing the Middle East peace process and highlighting the urgency of addressing the five 

permanent status issues – borders, Jerusalem, settlements, refugees and water – as part of a 

renewed negotiation process.   

 

He said that the Committee fully supported the establishment of two States, Israel and 

Palestine, living side by side within secure and recognized borders, as endorsed by the Security 

Council in resolution 1515 (2003), based on the 1967 borders.  The Committee reiterated that 

any changes to those borders could only take place by mutual agreement and not through 

unilateral action.  That was true for settlement expansion as much as for the separation wall, 85 

per cent of which was being built deep inside the occupied West Bank.   

 

The wall, he continued, was viewed as an indication of Israel’s intention to unilaterally 

determine the borders with a future Palestinian State, prejudging the outcome of permanent 

status negotiations.  The Committee considered it of utmost importance that the issue of borders, 

as a permanent status issue, be addressed in an urgent and comprehensive manner to avoid any 

de-facto changes on the ground except those mutually agreed upon by the parties through 

negotiations.   

 

Another pertinent permanent status issue was the question of Jerusalem, he said.  

Settlement expansion continued unabatedly in East Jerusalem, which was explicitly excluded 

from the 10-month suspension of settlements construction. He added that there were reports of 

approved construction of new settlement units, and according to the Israeli organization, Peace 

Now, thousands of housing units in settlements had been cleared earlier for construction during 

the suspension period.  In addition, the Israeli cabinet had approved a proposal to include West 

Bank settlements in the list of communities designated as “national priority zones”.   

 

He said that the Committee considered that settlement freeze to be at best “partial and 

temporary, and it does not live up to the commitments undertaken by Israel under the Road Map 

or the Annapolis Joint Understanding, which unequivocally called for an end to settlement 

expansion, including the so-called “natural growth””.  The presence of all settlements in an 

occupied territory remained illegal under international law and seriously impeded efforts to re-

launch peace talks. 

 

The question of Palestine refugees remained another core permanent status issue, which 

could not be neglected in any negotiations on a peace agreement.  The problem of the refugees, 

whose status had been passed down from generation to generation over the past six decades, was 

a major element of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  Its fair and just resolution was an essential 

prerequisite for peace, and a durable solution could only be achieved in the context of the 

refugees’ inalienable right of return to the homes and property from which they had been 

displaced.  The various refugee and resettlement compensation schemes advanced over the years, 

as well as the hard work undertaken by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 

Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) had always been meant as interim measures, and 

not as substitutes for the right of return. 

 

He said that the fifth and final of the permanent status issues, which were the focus of this 

Meeting, was the question of water.  Water scarcity, inequitable water distribution and poor 

water management were at the heart of that problem.  In October 2009, the United Nations 

General Assembly had adopted resolution A/RES/64/185, which reaffirmed the inalienable rights 

of the Palestinian people over their natural resources and called on Israel to cease all actions that  
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threatened those resources.  The Assembly had also expressed concern at the widespread 

destruction by Israel of vital infrastructure, including water pipelines and sewage networks, in 

particular, in the Gaza Strip.  In November, the United Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP) had stressed that, without urgent action, the ground water situation in Gaza was at risk 

of collapse.  The Committee emphasized the importance of an early agreement on the issue of 

water, which respected the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people to their own natural 

resources.   

 

In closing, he said that the Committee was advocating the creation of a climate conducive 

to the resumption of permanent status negotiations between the parties and supported all efforts 

in that regard.  That required, first of all, political will and confidence-building measures, 

including a complete cessation of all acts of violence, destruction and acts of terror, as well as a 

complete halt in settlement activities and full implementation of the 2005 Agreement on 

Movement and Access in both the West Bank and Gaza.  At the same time, the Committee 

remained concerned about the divisions among Palestinian factions and called for reinvigorated 

efforts by all parties to help reconcile their positions on the basis of the prevailing consensus on 

the need to achieve the two-State solution.   

 

 TAYSEER QUBA’A, Deputy Speaker of the Palestinian National Council, speaking on 

behalf of Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas, said the question was how to 

advance the peace process in the face of setbacks resulting from Israeli actions, which ran 

completely contrary to international resolutions and decisions.  It was time to free the Palestinian 

people from historical injustice. They were a people that had faced for more than a century the 

ugliest manifestation of occupation and settlement in history, a people that had lived for 

thousands of years without the ability to exercise their inalienable rights, especially the right to 

life.  The ugliest form of Judaization was taking place in the holy city of Jerusalem, whose 

culture, demographics and historical features were being changed through the racist policies of 

the radical rightwing Israeli Government. All those unilateral acts by the Israeli Government 

were going to establish conditions on the ground that precluded any tangible or serious 

negotiations on the future of that holy city, which was “our eternal capital, no matter how long it 

took”.   

 

 He asserted that Israel wanted to put obstacles in the way of the peace process.  The 

policy of settlement and expansion was a cancer; continuous illegal settlements in Jerusalem and 

elsewhere in the Occupied Territory were not going to achieve peace -- nor would the “apartheid 

wall”.  If Israel seriously wanted peace, it was difficult to explain why it was “looting” 

Palestinian lands and building illegal settlements.  Recently, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanhayu had said he would not give up the settlements, especially those being constructed in 

the West Bank, claiming that that was part and parcel of Israel’s land.  However, those 

settlements were seen by the United Nations, as well as the whole of the international 

community, as illegal, and must be removed.  That was the position of the European Union, and 

now, even the American Government.  New settlements – evidence of the occupying Power’s 

greed and expansionary ambitions – would not lead to lasting peace, he stressed. 

 

 Where was the United Nations? he asked. What was its role, especially with respect to 

returning millions of Palestinians to their homes?  He noted that Netanhayu had said his 

Government would persuade 1 million Jews to come to Israel to live in those illegal settlements.  

Real tangible peace would not be achieved unless Israel respected international legality and 

unless a binding Chapter VII resolution of the Security Council made it incumbent upon Israel to  
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adhere to a peace solution on the basis of a completely independent Palestinian State, with 

Jerusalem as its capital. The United States had double standards when it came to Israel.  It had 

been transformed into a “raging volcano” in Iraq and Afghanistan, but was a sheep, content and 

peaceful, as far as Israeli policies were concerned, despite the latter breaking every international 

law and treaty.  Israel must be made to adhere to international law, international humanitarian 

law, and especially the Fourth Geneva Convention, and cease its policy of collective punishment 

and release thousands of courageous people, he said.  

 

 High-level Segment 

 

 AHMED FATHI SOROUR, President of the Egyptian People’s Assembly, said that, as 

most of today’s Meeting’s participants were growing up, revolutions against colonialism had 

been breaking out throughout Arab lands.  He noted that colonialism had now ended in all Arab 

countries, except on the land of the Palestinians, thus leaving a deep wound in the heart of every 

Arab for six decades.  A people could not be extracted from their homeland. Aggression and 

extremism would eventually be ended and the values of love and peace would prevail, he said.  

The Palestinian cause, despite the difficulties, had become a humanitarian issue; the Goldstone 

Report had confirmed that.   

 

He said that the peace process was based on international legitimacy, and grounded in 

past resolutions, agreements and principles.  But despite the various proposals and negotiations 

throughout the decades, the Israeli vision of the peace process had reflected a great deal of 

vagueness and intransigence.  Years of procrastination had ruined the efforts of many 

Governments.  Today, the Israeli Government wanted to start the negotiations from zero and 

sought to suppress agreements on issues negotiated by its previous Governments.  The 

Palestinian negotiator felt he had negotiated with various Governments, on terms which might 

end at any time.  That gave him a lack of confidence.  Throughout the years, Israeli positions had 

changed with the change of Governments, and whenever there was a glimmer of hope, a new 

crisis had emerged.   

 

He reviewed the permanent status issues, which must be resolved in order for peace to be 

comprehensive and durable. In order to establish a Palestinian State, Israel should withdraw from 

all territories it had occupied in 1967, including the Syrian Golan, to the line of 4 June, as 

proposed by the Arab Peace Initiative. The Palestinian right to return to their homeland was 

inalienable, he said.  Israeli settlements constituted one of the most serious obstacles, and made 

the Palestinians feel that negotiating was fruitless and that Israelis had no intention of making 

peace.  For that reason, he added, Palestinians, with the support of Egypt, felt that negotiations 

could not be resumed until construction of settlements was discontinued, particularly in East 

Jerusalem.  Egypt also supported the Palestinian right to control all of its water resources.  Above 

all, however, the issue of Jerusalem was at the core of the Palestinian question; no final solution 

could be agreed if it did not provide East Jerusalem as the capital of a Palestinian State.   

 

Offering a recipe to break the impasse, he said that negotiations should be held within a 

binding time limit, under the Quartet’s authority and in the framework of existing United Nations 

resolutions, international law and previous agreements and initiatives.  Settlement activities must 

be discontinued and confidence-building measures must commence.  Priority should be given to 

the borders issue; the refugees problem should be resolved as per the relevant General Assembly 

resolution.  Continued killing and homelessness resulting from a continuation of this crisis would  
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only beget more violence, instability and terror on both sides of the Mediterranean, he 

concluded. 

 

 CEMIL ÇIÇEK, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of State of Turkey, said there was 

absolutely no question that the peace process should be revitalized and brought to a conclusion 

as soon as possible.  International community members should spare no efforts towards that goal.  

The framework for the process was clear – embodied in relevant resolutions.  The Israeli-

Palestinian conflict lay at the centre of all interrelated and complex problems of the Middle East, 

and at the very core of the conflict, lay the issue of Jerusalem.  A permanent solution required, 

not only intergovernmental agreements, but mutual tolerance among the city’s different 

communities.  Without secure peace in Jerusalem, the chances of achieving sustainable stability 

in the region were “next to none”.   

 

He said that the ongoing settlement activities, both in Jerusalem and the West Bank, 

constituted serious obstacles for peace.  And, thus, for negotiations to be re-launched, those 

activities must be totally halted.  As Palestinians continued to emphasize, cessation of settlement 

activity was not a precondition, but an obligation of the Israeli side, emanating from the Road 

Map.  A 10-month freeze fell short of meeting the expectations of the Palestinian side, as well as 

that of the international community and of Israeli obligations.  The timeframe and scope of the 

freeze, therefore, needed to be modified.  Other important issues were water and refugees, and 

those were subjected to final status negotiations and must not be undermined by unilateral 

actions.  Turning to Gaza, he said that one year later, the wounds of that humanitarian tragedy 

had yet to be healed.  That was unacceptable.  Security Council resolution 1860 was the main 

framework for a way forward there and should be fully implemented. 

 

Another major concern was the disunity on the Palestinian side, which not only hindered 

maintenance of a functional socio-political system in Palestine, but also impeded resumption of 

the peace process, he said.  Every Israeli and Palestinian was entitled to freedom from fear, but 

right now, there was no functioning peace process and many obstacles along the way.  

Everything possible should be put into play, he stressed. 

 

 Plenary I 

 

 SA’EB ERAKAT, Head of the Negotiations Affairs Department of the Palestine 

Liberation Organization, said he was the “most disadvantaged negotiator in history”.  He had no 

country, no army or navy, no economy, and a fragmented people to represent.  With that, it 

seemed he did not stand a chance, but who said life was about fairness and justice? He did not 

wake up filled with aching or suffering for the Israelis, nor did they feel that way for the 

Palestinians.  “We have serious problems,” he acknowledged.  To resolve any conflict, the 

matrix of interests had to mature to the level whereby the costs of the conflict were much greater, 

and graver, than the cost of peace.  That was “how peace was done” between individuals and 

nations.  He expressed concern over the change in the geopolitics of the Middle East, including 

the United States’ role.   

 

 He noted that he had been negotiating with Israel’s Alon Liel, the next speaker, but that 

they had “not [been] doing each other any favour”.  The Israeli side knew that anything short of 

what was provided in international law would not be accepted by the Palestinian side.  He 

reviewed his definition of peace, starting with his recognition of the State of Israel’s right to exist 

on the 1967 borders.  He wanted a Palestinian State on the remaining land, with East Jerusalem  
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as its capital, living side by side with Israel.  Referring to Israel, he said he might be able to bring 

the horse to the river, but could not force it to drink.  Israel had 5,000 tanks, 3,000 fighting 

planes, and nuclear weapons.  At the same time, it was not possible to force a Palestinian to sign 

anything short of what he or she deserved.  Negotiations with Israel had come a long way, but 

the situation was experiencing labour pains.  He reviewed in detail the last round of talks 

between President Mahmoud Abbas and Prime Minister Ehud Olmert.  The latter had agreed to 

send a delegation to United States President George Bush on 3 January 2009 to “lock in this 

agreement and initial it”, but on 22 December 2008, “Olmert went to Gaza instead of 

Washington” in a destructive war, he said. 

 

The Palestinian side had not put a single condition on negotiations.  It did not demand 

any condition when it said Israel must stop settlement activities; that was an obligation 

emanating from the Road Map.  “To Netanyahu we say:  there is a difference between dictation 

and negotiation”, he said. Now, proximity talks looked to be the most advanced tools of 

decision-making since the Palestinians and Israelis had exhausted negotiations.  It was indeed 

time for decisions, and those could not be made by negotiators.  But he had questions for Mr. 

Mitchell, such as whether he defined his role as a mediator or arbitrator, whether the talks would 

be open-ended or sealed with a timeframe, whether the talks would begin with borders, and what 

he would do if he found out in four months that the Israeli Government was not willing to engage 

on borders.  “There will never be a Palestinian State without Gaza and the West Bank and East 

Jerusalem being a single territorial unit,” he said. 

 

He concluded by asking the conference for the following:  to call on all concerned parties 

to recognize the 1967 borders with agreed swaps, with East Jerusalem as the capital of a 

Palestinian State; to upgrade the Palestinian representative in Europe to the level of Ambassador; 

to provide Palestinian civilians protection, as civilians deserved, under the Geneva Conventions, 

in wartime; to stand shoulder-to-shoulder with Palestinians to assure them they were not alone; 

and to ensure that settlement activities were halted, including in East Jerusalem.   

 

 ALON LIEL, Lecturer at The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, clarified that he was not 

representing the Israeli Government, adding that, unfortunately, there was no member of the 

Israeli Government at the present Meeting.  He said that many in Israel felt that the peace process 

had crashed to the extent that the two-State solution looked impossible at the moment, adding, 

“You need an unbelievable earthquake, 8 on the Richter scale, on the political map of Israel, to 

bridge the gap between Israel and the Palestinians”.  The talks between Palestinians and Mr. 

Olmert were over.  Even if the Americans managed to arrange proximity talks and enter a hotel 

and sit in one room, with the existing political map in Israel, “the gap is unbridgeable”. He 

acknowledged that with a broken heart, but did not see the possibility of a Palestinian State being 

created in the foreseeable future. And he was not even speaking of Jerusalem or refugees, but 

about borders only, he said. “We don’t have a Mandela in Israel; we have a Netanyahu and a 

Lieberman,” and unless something dramatic happened, things would not work, he lamented. 

 

 As for the situation on the ground, he said it was unacceptable, both in Gaza and the West 

Bank.  In fact, it was immoral and would only lead to more violence.  At the same time, for 

Israel, the creation of one State with Palestinians – where they had voting rights and so forth – 

was an even bigger nightmare than the two-State solution.  So he proffered to the conference that 

perhaps the Palestinians should propose that to the Israeli leadership today, adding, “They’ll start 

shivering, I’m telling you”.  
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HESHAM YOUSSEF, Chef de Cabinet of the Secretary General of the League of Arab 

States, said it was a very tight race between those who were trying to break the current impasse 

and the possible outbreak of yet another war, which would lead to bloodshed, perhaps for years 

to come.  Continuation of the status quo was not an option.  Gaza was on the verge of an 

explosion.  The situation in Jerusalem was extremely tense, and everyone had followed the war 

of words between Israel and Syria and Hizbullah. Those developments did not mean that 

Palestinians should go back to the negotiating table at any price.  Some argued that it was wrong 

for United States President Barack Obama to insist on a settlements freeze.  The League did not 

share that view.  Everyone had mentioned the settlements issue this morning.  But since it had 

been impossible to achieve a settlements freeze, the final destination, or end game, must now be 

clarified in some detail.  

 

He said it was no longer enough to state the objective of establishing two States.  Every 

aspect of the conflict had been negotiated time and again, with numerous alternatives for a 

resolution.  So, it was not political solutions which were sought now, but political will.  The 

second requirement was a clear timeframe for negotiations and, if that was not respected, a plan 

for what would be done.  The third requirement was that there be a follow-up mechanism.  

Previous peace efforts suffered from weak follow-up mechanisms, and that must be rectified, he 

said.  Furthermore, peace efforts could also not continue to be tailored to the requirements of 

successive Israeli Governments.  He had just heard that the political environment in Israel was 

not susceptible to movement, that an earthquake was needed.  Perhaps that earthquake would 

come sooner than people imagined.   

 

Finally, he said that the whole world must be supportive of the peace efforts, not just in 

words, but also in deeds, and that included that whole of the Arab world.  Turning to Gaza, he 

said that situation was shameful and must not be allowed to continue.  He reiterated that the Arab 

world was committed to the Arab Peace Initiative, but in the absence of a positive response from 

Israel and with public opinion declining, an extended hand to Israel did not mean that it would 

accept a phony or puppet Palestinian State or continue to accept the Israeli narrative of the 

current situation.  As far as the League was concerned, occupation was the problem.  Either the 

impasse would be broken and the situation would advance towards peace or the doomsday 

scenario would take hold and the situation would explode.  Another scenario was an imposed 

solution.  A further scenario was the one-State solution.  Until recently, that was taboo in the 

Arab world.  It was now being discussed in the mainstream.  He prayed wisdom would prevail.  

 

 Discussion 

 

 In the brief discussion that followed, a speaker, on behalf of the United Arab Emirates, 

asked how the world would explain the Israeli confiscation of lands, homes and natural resources 

despite the fact that two decades had elapsed since the launch of the peace process and bilateral 

agreements.  

 

A speaker from the Egyptian Parliament said he had gotten the impression from the 

Israeli speaker that there was no hope for “our proposal”.  He said his heart was bleeding because 

he and his colleagues in the parliaments had gone to Gaza and seen first-hand the real suffering 

of the Palestinian people.  It was not possible to turn a blind eye to the situation.  “This is a real 

time bomb,” he said, adding that it was high time to confront it lest the consequences become 

even worse.  

*** 
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 The 4.7 million Palestinian refugees registered with the United Nations Relief and 

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) and the estimated additional 4 

to 6 million in the Palestinian Diaspora were a formidable constituency for peace, with a 

substantial stake in the Israeli-Palestinian future, said the Director of the Agency’s Executive 

Office in Amman, Jordan.  Excluding their voice disenfranchised them, foregoing a wealth of 

insights and risking the credibility and sustainability of the peace process.   

 

 Palestine refugees – their human rights, their aspirations and their concerns – were bound 

to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in complex and profound ways that placed them in a position to 

influence the realization of a just and lasting solution, he said.  “The Palestine refugee presence 

is a stark reality, a reality whose significance and power genuine peacemaking efforts can no 

longer afford to ignore.”  Recognizing and harnessing the refugee constituency was consistent 

with principle and could also pay handsome dividends in terms of the credibility and efficacy of 

the search for peace, he said. 

 

 During nearly two decades of diplomacy, said researcher and writer Helena Cobban, the 

assumption had been made that the Jerusalem question was so difficult to resolve that it must be 

put, along with the refugee issue, at the very end of the agenda, until enough confidence had 

been built between the leaderships to tackle it.  Today, however, the failure of that approach and 

its underlying assumptions were evident in the ever-unfolding situation in Jerusalem.   

 

She said that instead of regarding the Jerusalem question as one to be pushed to the 

bottom of the agenda, perhaps it should be pulled to the top of it.  And a fresh look at the 

question might unlock other thorny issues.  Jerusalem could play a bridge role between thinking 

about a one-State or two-State outcome. If shared in context of a two-State solution, the city 

could be divided within two States, or undivided, but the whole of it would have some form of 

special sovereignty status, distinct of Israel or of the State of Palestine.     

 

The residents of Jerusalem could carry their own Israeli or Palestinian citizenship, and 

come together as a political body in Jerusalem only for the purposes of municipal-metropolitan 

governance.  And the right to reside in it would be conferred according to a high-level political 

agreement, she said.   

 

One could imagine a rosy future in which cooperating to assure the good governance of 

Jerusalem – under a corpus separatum model or a redivide-the-city model – could be a joint 

project in which the leaders of the two future States, Israel and Palestine, took great pride, but in 

the very difficult present circumstances, it was very hard to see how to get from here to there, she 

said.  Having followed the situation very closely since the 1980s, she was of the somber opinion 

that Jerusalem today was a powder-keg.  The actions of the settlers, including excavations 

pushing right under the Old City’s Muslim Quarter, threatened to cause a massive political 

explosion at any time.  The international peace-and-justice community needed to pay as much 

attention to the plight of the 260,000 Palestinian Jerusalemites and their holy places and 

institutions as they did to the plight of the 1.5 million deeply distressed people of Gaza.   

 

 Expert presentations in Plenary I on the state of the peace process were also made this 

afternoon by Geoffrey Aronson, Director of Research and Publications at the Foundation for 

Middle East Peace in Washington, D.C., who spoke about settlements. Also, Samih Abid, Head 

of the Territorial Border Committee of the Palestine Liberation Organization and former Minister 

for Public Works and Housing of the Palestinian Authority, discussed borders. Meanwhile, Peter 

Gubser, former President of American Near East Refugee Aid, discussed water issues.  
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Discussion 

 

When the discussion continued this afternoon, a representative of the United Arab 

Emirates stressed that a common position must be found among the Arab Group in order to face 

up to Israel’s intransigence.  Greater pressure in that regard must be exerted on Washington, on 

United States President Barack Obama, leading to the peace process which he promised to re-

launch. 

 

Another speaker, from Egypt, talked about the peaks and valleys of statehood, noting that 

a suggestion had been made some years ago that the United States had reached its peak as a 

nation.  Moreover, nuclear power would lose its impotence in years to come.  Israel had lost its 

peak, and he advised it to find a solution acceptable to all.  

 

An Egyptian parliamentarian, stressing that settlement of the issue was indispensable for 

people of the region, said the Palestinians could not bear further failure, and the world could not 

remain silent in the face of their suffering.  There was no doubt that the policy of settlements was 

a main problem, if not the major problem, hampering any advancement in the peace process.  

The current situation was extremely dangerous in Palestine.  Egypt had played an important 

diplomatic role to achieve Palestinian reconciliation, to heal the factional fissures.   

 

A representative of parliamentarians of Western Europe said Alon Liel had painted a 

bleak picture of Israeli Foreign Minister Avigdor Liberman and Israeli intransigence, but the 

division on the Palestinian side played into the hands of those who did not wish to make 

progress.  Given the weakness and intransigence of both sides, and the division among the 

Palestinians, outside intervention was needed.  That could come from the Arab League.  But 

without agreement among Palestinians, there was probably no hope without outside intervention.  

 

A Member of the Jordanian Senate said that perhaps the central question was being 

ignored, namely, that of occupation.  The United States had had the sole monopoly over the 

peace process, with no results, and it was exerting pressure on the Europeans so that they would 

play a partial role, an economic role.  Europe must go beyond that role and cooperate with the 

international community to help save Israel from itself.  

 

A representative from Tunis said he had been optimistic at the start of the Meeting, but he 

was very pessimistic now, especially having listened to Mr. Liel.  There was an urgent need to 

“organize things” within the Palestinian and Arab home, to attract the Europeans to play a more 

responsible role.   

 

Responding to questions and comments, Sa’eb Erakat said that what Mr. Liel had done 

was “transparent and honest”.  He had reflected the facts as they were.  The Coalition 

Government in Israel today was not up to the two-State solution with the 1967 borders.  The 

Palestinian leadership had reached the same conclusion.  But that did not mean the Palestinians 

should give up. He hoped that, sooner or later, the costs of war and conflict would be much 

higher than the parties were willing to pay.  Once that matrix of interests matured, there would 

be peace, and peace would be two States on the 1967 borders.  “We’re not going to reinvent the 

wheel.  This will come.”   

 

He said that the Europeans were there, not to contradict, but to complement the 

Americans.  And the European Union had 27 foreign policies. Now, in the region, there was the 
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question of Iran.  The last thing the region needed was another war.  The solution to the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict was two States, 1967 borders minus-plus agreed swaps, and 

democracy in the Arab world.  “You don’t fight ideas with bullets.  Get it.  That’s the truth”, he 

said.   

 

 Mr. Liel said that everything Mr. Erakat said was true.  It looked like the Palestinians had 

nothing and the Israelis had everything, but Israelis knew they were doomed too and dependent 

on the fate of the Palestinians, he said, adding, “If you will have nothing in the future, we will 

also have nothing in the future”.  But at the moment, Israelis did not have that feeling, and they 

were overconfident.   

 

A representative of Cyprus, recalling the previous International Meeting on the situation 

in his own country, said that regrettably, the Middle East situation remained highly volatile.  He 

outlined the objectives for a just and viable settlement, pressing vigorously for a re-launch of 

negotiations.  

 

A representative of Palestine said that apparently Israel considered itself to be above the 

law; it was promulgating its own laws and procedures, which were in complete conflict with the 

United Nations Charter, international law and all signed agreements.  Israel depended on two 

factors:  the weakness of Palestinians and surrounding Arab countries; and the umbrella from the 

strongest nation in the world, the United States, and, to a certain extent, a European umbrella.  

 

Another member of the Egyptian Parliament noted the diligent efforts that had been 

exerted to counter Israeli racist policies.  Both parties must make concessions.  Israel had to 

respond to those efforts and stop denying the inalienable rights of Palestinians and “not kick with 

its feet” all United Nations resolutions.  The Gaza blockade must end, along with settlement 

construction, and efforts by Egyptians towards Palestinian unity must be heeded.  He warned the 

Israeli Government that “time is not on our side to keep things hanging”.   

 

Plenary I Continued 

 

Expert presentations resumed in the afternoon on Plenary I, on terms of reference for the 

permanent status issues – borders, Jerusalem, settlements, refugees and water. First to take the 

floor, on the matter of settlements, was GEOFFREY ARONSON, Director of Research and 

Publications at the Foundation for Middle East Peace in Washington, D.C.  Starting with the so-

called “bad news”, he said the main operational effect of the decision of 26 November 2009 to 

impose a moratorium on new settlement construction had been to increase the pace of 

authorization of new construction above historical averages, including in the areas west and east 

of the separation barrier.  Upwards of 3,500 units were under construction in the Occupied 

Palestinian Territory, excluding East Jerusalem.  Adding that, the figure was in the range of 

4,000.   

 

He said that the true test of the effectiveness of Prime Minister Netanyahu’s decision 

would be felt, if at all, in the period subsequent to the expiration of the moratorium in September 

2010, and only then, if it persisted beyond that date, as the Obama Administration intended.  

He explained that the decision itself had its legal expression in a series of military orders because 

the West Bank was still subjected to the orders of the military administration there.  The order 

itself contained no numerical limitations or baseline for settlement construction.  Thus, the 

United States had been unsuccessful in getting from the Netanyahu Administration an agreed-

upon baseline for determining whether or not there had been infractions.   The order itself, issued 
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in late November 2009, had been modified as the reality of what it suggested had become 

more apparent.  The net result of the amendments had been to include new classes of 

construction and return new powers to local authorities, which, in turn, reduced the scope of the 

order itself.  There was an apparent lack of interest on the part of the settlement community to 

organize massive violations of the order, which, they had been promised, would lapse in 

September. 

 

The “less bad news” in terms of the role of settlement freezes historically was that, where 

Israel had evacuated territories, the settlement freeze idea had played absolutely no role, he said.  

The settlements had continued to be built and increased until the day the Israeli Defense Forces 

left.  And, in the cases of Sinai and Gaza, what had occurred was a chance in the security 

paradigm embraced by Israel, which did not require the physical presence of its forces or 

continued maintenance, expansion or existence of settlements.  In both those examples, a 

decision had been made that Israel would be more secure as a consequence of evacuation and 

withdrawal.  

 

In looking at the West Bank today, he said there was a sense that the view was now 

percolating in Washington that once the issues of borders and security was resolved, then the 

issue of settlements became less important – because the security context in which the 

settlements existed then changed.   

 

 On the question of Jerusalem, international affairs writer and researcher HELENA 

COBBAN said that since Oslo, the assumption had been that the Jerusalem question was so 

difficult to resolve that it must be put, along with the refugee issue, at the very end of the 

negotiating agenda, awaiting a time when enough confidence had been built between the Israeli 

and Palestinian leaderships that they would be ready to tackle it.  Meanwhile, over the years 

since 1993, the level of confidence between the two had sunk ever lower.  Instead of regarding 

the Jerusalem question at the bottom of the negotiating agenda, it might be a good idea to pull it 

to the top instead; a fresh look at the question of Jerusalem might even help to unlock many of 

the other thorny issues.   

 

 She said that some analyses started from the potentially “bridging” circumstances in 

which the hard-pressed Palestinians of East Jerusalem were forced to live.  Under international 

law, the Jerusalem Palestinians were residents of the occupied West Bank and were therefore just 

as deserving of the protections of the Fourth Geneva Convention.  At the same time, 

administrative arrangements imposed on them by the Israeli occupation allowed them 

considerable freedom to travel inside Israel itself – as well as much more freedom to travel 

between Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank than their counterparts in the rest of the West 

Bank.  They paid Israeli taxes and had a right to Israeli social benefits, but they were extremely 

vulnerable to Israeli pressure tactics, including demolition orders and constant threats of having 

their residency revoked or their tax status investigated.   

 

Turning to how Jerusalem could be play a bridge role between thinking about a one-State 

or two-State outcome, she said that if shared in context of a two-State solution, the city could be 

divided within two States, or undivided, but the whole of it would have some form of special 

sovereignty status, distinct of Israel or of the State of Palestine.  The residents of Jerusalem could 

carry their own Israeli or Palestinian citizenship, and come together as a political body in 

Jerusalem only for the purposes of municipal-metropolitan governance.  The right to reside in it 

would be conferred according to a high-level political agreement.  The whole of it would be a 
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demilitarized zone.  Crucially, there would be no security boundary running through 

Jerusalem or through any other portion of this “corpus separatum” model.  

 

One could imagine a rosy future in which cooperating to assure the good governance of 

Jerusalem – under a corpus separatum model or a redivide-the-city model – could be a joint 

project in which the leaders of the two future States, Israel and Palestine, took great pride.  But in 

the very difficult circumstances that the city’s Palestinians currently faced, it was very hard to 

see how to get from here to there.  Having followed the situation very closely from the 1980s 

until today, she was of the somber opinion that today it was a powder-keg.  The actions that the 

settlers were taking throughout the whole city, including the excavations they were aggressively 

pushing right under the Old City’s Muslim Quarter, threatened to cause a massive political 

explosion at any time.  All in the international peace-and-justice community needed to pay as 

much attention to the plight of the 260,000 Palestinian Jerusalemites and their holy places and 

institutions as they did to the plight of the 1.5 million deeply distressed people of Gaza, she 

warned.   

 

 Concerning borders, SAMIH ABID, Head of the Territorial and Border Committee of the 

Palestine Liberation Organization and former Minister for Public Works and Housing of the 

Palestinian Authority, began by explaining the “settlement enterprise”:  there were about 170 

settlements in the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, with a population of 0.5 million; and 

there were about 100 outposts with a population of a few thousand, with little difference between 

settlements and outposts, as they were both illegal and both harmful to Palestinian interests.  

Palestinians were denied access, use and enjoyment of land in and around the settlements and 

they were increasingly segregated in the West Bank, with Israelis subjected to domestic law and 

Palestinians subjected to Israeli military law.   

 

 Israel had maintained that the wall was about security, but, he said, if that were the case, 

then one would expect its route to match the 1967 border.  Instead, the wall deviated 

considerably from the Green Line.  Rather than being about security, the wall was an integral 

part of the settlement enterprise:  only 87 per cent of the settler population would live west of the 

wall if and when it was completed.  The wall also facilitated future settlement expansion.  In 

many areas, the route did not match the existing built-up areas of the settlements, but actually 

matched development plans, which Israel had for future settlement growth.  He detailed settler 

and by-pass roads use, as well as movement restrictions, noting the harmful impacts the 

settlements infrastructure had on day-to-day and humanitarian needs.  It also had severe 

consequences for Palestinian long-term interests, especially from a territorial perspective.   

 

 He cited the following statistics:  9 per cent of the West Bank between the wall and the 

1967 border was de facto annexed to Israel; 8 per cent of the West Bank east of the wall came 

under exclusive settler control; 28.5 per cent of another area of the West Bank came under Israeli 

settler and military control, so Palestinians had no meaningful use or access; and 54.5 percent 

remained for Palestinian use and access.  Among the Palestinians’ objectives was a physical 

space, including access to natural resources, to pursue their political, economic, and social 

development.  The basis of delimitation of that land had to be the 1967 border because, in 1988, 

the Palestine Liberation Organization relinquished claim to 78 per cent of Palestinians’ historic 

homeland and decided to focus independence efforts on the remaining 22 per cent.  Additionally, 

the Palestinian State must be contiguous; and the land must fall under the genuine sovereignty 

and control of Palestinians.    
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 He also reviewed in detail the elements that needed to be addressed and negotiated to 

end the conflict, with respect to border issues.  Those related to the 1967 line, the border regime 

with security and economics, territorial links, maritime issues, settlements, and Jerusalem, 

among others. 

 

 Regarding the refugees, MICHAEL KINGSLEY-NYINAH, Director of the Executive 

Office of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East 

(UNRWA), said that from the Agency’s vantage point, the need to confront the refugee question 

was “immediate, immense, and deserving of urgent international attention”.  He explained that 

refugee movements occurred when the protection and security people should enjoy in their 

places of origin was disrupted by persecution, armed conflict or other upheaval – threatening 

lives and liberty, and compelling individuals to seek safety in countries other than their own.  

Refugees were both a symptom of malaise in the state of human rights in their homelands and a 

consequence of those protection failures.   

 

He said that refugees were cast adrift from the anchors of home, historical rootedness and 

belonging.  They lived with a lingering awareness of injury, a psyche of dislocation and an 

overwhelming longing for that which was lost.  Beyond those human consequences, refugee 

situations also unsettled the often fragile equilibrium of international relations and triggered 

issues of regional and international concern.  They also impacted host countries and 

communities, which had to grapple with the substantial financial and economic effects. When 

those and other consequences of conflict-induced refugee movements were considered, the force 

of the argument that any attempt to resolve a conflict must include attention to the related 

refugee situation becomes clear.   

 

The connection between effective conflict resolution and addressing refugee issues was 

global, he said, adding that it had been demonstrated time and again over recent decades in 

conflicts which had been settled with the help of international mediation.  The Israeli-Palestinian 

context was no exception.  The human suffering and the sense of loss and dispossession was still 

strongly felt across Palestine refugee communities.  In common with refugees elsewhere, the 

unanswered loss of ancestral lands, homes and livelihoods, combined with the limbo of 

statelessness, had left Palestine refugees with enduring nostalgia and a perpetual sense of being 

out of place and out of time.  The passing years had left intact a sense of injustice, a demand for 

acknowledgement and a desire for just and lasting solutions to their plight. 

 

With regard to the place of the refugee issue in the peace process, immediately following 

the events of 1948, the refugee question was at the forefront of global mediation efforts, he 

recalled.  From the late 1980s onwards, the tide of attention turned to other aspects of the 

conflict, as various incarnations of diplomatic activity centered on the goal of two States, but 

without clarity as to the place of Palestine refugees in that vision.  In the course of that evolution, 

the refugee issue was assigned to “permanent status negotiations” alongside questions related to 

Jerusalem, settlements, security arrangements, borders, relations and cooperation with other 

neighbours, and other issues of common interest.  Those issues were to be addressed by the 

parties “no later than the beginning of the third year of the interim period”. 

 

In the wake of those developments, permanent status negotiations had been slow to 

progress, which meant that the refugee issue had been indefinitely held in suspense, he 

continued.  As a result, the view of refugees in that context too often went unheeded.  That 

approach served no one’s interest.  The parties and the international community were paying a 

heavy price for embracing an exclusive approach, which disallowed Palestine refugees their 
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rightful voice in the quest for a peaceful settlement.  “If we appreciate the nexus 

between conflict resolution and the refugee issue, we can better accept the logic of inverting the 

conventional wisdom so that the admittedly difficult questions of dispossession and displacement 

can share center stage with other pressing items and transitional details,” he said.   

 

UNRWA appealed to the Meeting’s participants and the international community to 

consider that when revisiting the current approach to negotiations, he said, reaffirming the 

Agency’s call for a process that was comprehensive in its coverage of the priority issues, 

including the question of Palestine refugees.  Palestine refugees – their human rights, their 

aspirations and their concerns – were bound to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in complex and 

profound ways that placed them in a position to influence the realization of a just and lasting 

solution.  “The Palestine refugee presence is a stark reality, a reality whose significant and power 

genuine peacemaking efforts can no longer afford to ignore.”  Recognizing and harnessing the 

refugee constituency was consistent with principle and could also pay handsome dividends in 

terms of the credibility and efficacy of the search for peace, he said. 

 

 In a review of water issues between Israel and Palestine, PETER GUBSER, former 

President of American Near East Refugee Aid, discussed the availability and distribution of 

water; extant water agreements in the Israel-Palestine region; and the overall water supply for 

Israel and Palestine.  The Middle East was a “water-short region”.  With approximately 3 per 

cent of the world’s population, it had only about 1 per cent of its renewable water resources.  

Israel and Palestine were no exception, he noted. 

 

With the aid of tables displaying data through 1998, he noted the unequal allocation of 

water between Israel and Palestine.  On a per capita basis, Israel’s water usage was more than 

four times that of Palestine in 1998.  Due to population growth, today’s figures for absolute per 

capita water utilization in Palestine would be less than in 1998.  In a special note about Gaza, he 

said that due to severe population pressures and lack of alternative sources, Gaza was engaging 

in the over-utilization for water, causing water quality there to become severely degraded.  Very 

high levels of salinity, nutrients and other contaminants were regularly measured by local 

authorities and visiting technicians.  If the Gaza Aquifer, which was part of the Coastal Aquifer, 

was sustained, withdrawal rates would have to be cut by two-thirds and alternative water 

resources would have to be found.   

 

The question was how to divide available water between Israel and Palestine, as the two 

parties negotiated permanent status issues, he said.  To answer that question, he said it was 

necessary to look at extant Israeli-Palestinian agreements, international law with respect to the 

division of water resources, the positions of the two parties, and the need to apply the principle 

of equitable water allocation on a per capita basis.  On the latter point, he said that the only 

reasonable, moral, and fair way to share water in the Israeli-Palestinian region was to allocate 

surface and ground water resources in an equitable manner on a per capita basis.  

 

He said it was important to note that as the surface and ground waters of Israel and 

Palestine were reallocated, that new allocation did not mean that the quantity of water available 

to Israelis on a per capita basis would diminish.  First, Israel had a command of many 

technological tools, which it could use to increase its total water supply, such as desalination and 

wastewater recycling.  Indeed, Israel had been, was, and would be putting those powerful 

technologies in place to the benefit of its citizens.  Second, the infrastructure to reallocate ground 

and surface water supplies was not now in place.  Thus, for Palestine to benefit from the 

reallocation, wells must be drilled, springs improved, water treatment plants built, and pipelines 
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laid.  As those were developed, Israel would be building new and expanding extant projects to 

increase its overall water supply and make certain that per capita water supplies in Israel did not 

diminish.   

 

As for increasing water availability, Israel and Palestine could take a number of steps to 

augment or better utilize their water supplies.  Using those technologies and management 

systems, the parties could approach the reallocation of surface and ground water in a positive 

manner, rather than as a zero-sum game.  Conventional technologies included desalination and 

wastewater recycling.  In terms of conserving water, several steps could be taken to better utilize 

the resource in the urban context, such as adopting water-saving plumbing fixtures and limiting 

outdoor uses of water, such as lawn watering.  Water could also be saved in the agriculture sector 

by, for example, replacing irrigation canals with pipes and using drip or sprinkle rather than 

flood irrigation.  

 

 He said there were additional possibilities for new water, such as the Red Sea-Dead Sea 

conduit.  For several years, Jordanians, Israelis, and Palestinians had studied that possibility.  

The purpose of the conduit would be to desalinate seawater, generate electricity, and refill the 

rapidly shrinking Dead Sea.  And, over the years, experts and policymakers had floated 

proposals to convey water from Turkey to countries to the south, such as Israel and Jordan, and 

possibly others.  The source of water would be the Ceyhan and Seyhan Rivers in Anatolia, which 

currently flowed untapped into the Mediterranean Sea.  A second proposal was to ship water 

from Turkey to Israel by sea.  The two countries reportedly signed an agreement to that effect, 

but to date, the project had not been implemented.   

 

 In closing, he said the current allocation of ground and surface water was “highly skewed 

in favour of Israel and against Palestine”.  Under the principles of international law, the ground 

and surface waters of the Israel-Palestine region should be reallocated on a per capita and 

equitable basis.  Technologies were available to augment water supplies and utilize all supplies 

in more efficient and economic ways.  Using those techniques, the amount of available water 

might be increased efficiently, so that, as the Palestinian allocation per capita rose, the Israeli 

allocation per capita did not diminish.   

 

Discussion 

 

 Questions and comments in the ensuing exchange concerned, among other topics, the 

partition plan for Jerusalem, a request for clarification on water rights, and an appeal that some 

of the proposals made today be conveyed to the decision-makers. 

 

 Ms. Cobban explained that the partition plan was the last and definitive document in 

which the United Nations stipulated that there should be a Jewish State and an Arab State in 

Palestine, so it was the birth certificate for both – the foundational document.  As for the corpus 

separatum – perhaps it was flawed.  It might be desirable to keep the city united, however, in the 

context of a two-State solution; there might be value in trying to do that.  Another value to that 

was that as the leaderships grappled with the nitty-gritty problems of municipal governance over 

water and holy sites, they were also creating a model of a shared bi-national State, if it turned out 

that the two-State solution proved impossible.   

 

 She added that she considered important the call for enfranchisement of the Palestine 

refugees. 
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Replying to another question, Mr. Kingsley-Nyinah discussed the value of 

General Assembly resolution 194 on Palestine refugees and the need to implement it across a 

process of negotiation.  

 

Responding to a comment from a representative of the International Association of Water 

Law, Mr. Gubser said he hoped that both parties and the United States Government would 

consider applying international water law.  To the second point – that water was a larger issue 

than just Israel and Palestine – he agreed, adding that the World Bank and others always took all 

essential factors, such as riparians, into effect when allocations of waters were made and 

adjusted.  

*** 
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Qawra, Malta, 13 February -- While some might take issue with the United States’ past 

actions in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, few had any doubt that the country, 

under President Barack Obama, was committed to being an honest broker, its representative said 

today as the International Meeting in Support of Israeli-Palestinian Peace entered its second day.   

 

The United States Ambassador to Malta, Douglas W. Kmiec, triggering debate under the 

morning’s theme, “Breaking the status quo:  Creating a political climate conducive to the 

advancement of the peace process”, said the United States Constitution made clear that the voice 

that mattered was the voice of the President, and that voice today belonged to Barack Obama.  It 

was one of discernment and balance, and the parties to this dispute should not miss having that 

voice, rather than a possible future one, which might not be so prudent or fair-minded.   
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It was the Obama Administration’s intention to be a fair-minded mediator, the 

envoy said.  “No one should assume that the United States presently came to the table as Israel’s 

lawyer or as Palestine’s apologist.”  And it advances no one’s interest to merely have gatherings 

where only one side was heard and all that occurred was the railing against the other, or a 

catalogue of past sins and transgressions.  The United States’ strategy remained a two-pronged 

approach to achieve the goal of two autonomous and fully-functioning States, living side by side 

in peace and security.  

 

The first prong was to encourage the parties to enter into negotiations to reach agreement 

on all permanent status issues, and the second prong was to assist the Palestinians in building 

their economic and political institutions.  The two objectives were mutually reinforcing; both 

were essential, and neither could be attained without the other.  

 

 The Ambassador presented an outline of a settlement plan, based on, among other things, 

the 1967 lines with appropriate swaps and territorial compensation to Palestine.  He said 

negotiations should proceed on a variety of tracks, including: high-level direct talks to establish a 

framework and positive atmosphere; parallel or so-called proximity talks on key issues between 

the United States and Israel, and the United States and Palestine; and lower-level direct talks in 

which negotiators worked through the details of the issues.  

 

The Deputy Chairman of the Committee of Foreign Relations at the Council of the 

Federation at the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation, Ziyad Sabsabi, supported all 

efforts being exerted towards a quick resumption of negotiations, leading to a permanent 

solution.  The first problem was the settlements, and solving it was very important to starting 

negotiations.  The position of the Russian Federation was well-known, namely, that a complete 

freeze on all settlement activity was vital to progress.  It was completely illogical to have 

unilateral decisions.   

 

He also called for Palestinian reconciliation, and his Government would continue to work 

with Hamas towards achieving Palestinian unity. He was convinced that the efforts being exerted 

would lead to an independent Palestinian State, living in peace with Israel, in the not-too-distant 

future.  It would be wonderful to find immediate solutions on the basis of the United Nations 

Charter’s Chapter VII, but the right modality had to be found.  The Security Council had to look 

at that and then vote on it.  First, a format should be found, which would convince Israel to stop 

building settlements so the talks could resume, he said.    

 

Among the experts who addressed the morning meeting were Robert Rydberg, Head of 

Middle East and North Africa Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden, who 

said the European Union Foreign Ministers in December 2009 had elaborated detailed 

conclusions on the matter.  They were not new, but they were voiced with increased clarity. The 

expectations of the international community should be explicitly set out, starting with the need to 

deal with all final status issues, above all, the 1967 borders.  A way must also be found through 

negotiations to share Jerusalem as the capital.  The European Union felt that actions on the 

ground prejudged negotiations, but it was ready to work with the United States to get the talks 

started. 

 

From the Office of the United Nations Special Coordinator for the Middle East Peace 

Process, Robert Dann, Chief of Regional Political Affairs, said the struggle between the two 

parties was of iconic importance for the United Nations.  Its responsibility for Palestinians, for 

Palestine refugees and for the principles on which a solution must be based were well known and 
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guided a huge amount of the United Nations’ work.  It was also true that Israel’s place within 

the United Nations and among the family of nations formed a very important narrative context 

for the Organisation.   

 

He said that time was of the essence.  The situation would not stand still; domestic 

political situations dictated that, as did facts on the ground.  Whatever the incredible difficulties 

and complexities of this situation, the sooner the process got under way and the sooner it had a 

strong third party role, the best chance of guarantees.   

 

Also making presentations this morning were: Omar Nahar, Director of the Negotiations 

Coordination Bureau of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Jordan; Mohammad Barakeh, 

Member of the Knesset; Yossi Beilin, President of Beilink-Business Foreign Affairs and former 

Member of the Knesset; and Ibrahim Khraishi, Permanent Observer of Palestine to the UN 

Office at Geneva. 

 

The Meeting was scheduled to reconvene at 3 p.m. to conclude the conference.  

 

Plenary II 

 

The second day opened with a plenary entitled “Breaking the status quo:  Creating a 

political climate conducive to the advancement of the peace process”, which had as its sub-theme 

international and regional approaches to promoting a comprehensive, just and lasting solution to 

the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.   

 

DOUGLAS W. KMIEC, Ambassador of the United States to Malta, said that President 

Barack Obama’s foreign policy had been described as truly ambitious.  He had redefined the 

United States’ view of the world, and it was fair to say that his approach of seeing the United 

States as one nation among many allowed the world to see the United States in a different way as 

well.  In the 1980s, when Mr. Kmiec was then President Ronald Reagan’s constitutional lawyer, 

the United States was the counter-balancing super-Power to the Soviet Union.  Today, there was 

no Soviet Union, and the concept of super-Power was out of date. 

 

He recalled that President Obama had told the United Nations that the United States acted 

collaboratively and not unilaterally, with the expectation that all nations would recognize and 

assume their appropriate role to secure the defence of the world against terrorism and any of its 

local variations.  What had been said at the Meeting demanding that the United States 

unilaterally do this or that in respect to Israel or Palestine might fail to perceive that collaborative 

approach which President Obama had brought to foreign policy.  The United States did not 

impose its point of view, but it shared in that basic truth articulated by Pope Paul VI that if one 

wished to work for peace, one must first establish justice, and to work for justice, one must see 

the truth of the human person.   

 

That truth – whether one was born in Tel Aviv, Ramallah or Chicago, whether Jew, 

Muslim or Christian – was to live well, to learn as fully as one’s talents allowed, to love and be 

loved by friends and family, and to leave a legacy for the next generation, he said. President 

Obama sought to re-conceptualize American foreign policy in terms of justice and in terms of the 

truth of the human person.  For the matter at hand, he had clearly articulated that Islam was not 

an enemy.  At the same time, the entire world must endeavour to prevent terrorism.  However, 

the global war on terror was not the sum and substance of American foreign policy nor the sole 

preoccupation or responsibility of the United States.   
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 In the matter of Israel and Palestine, he said it was the Obama Administration’s intention 

to be a fair-minded mediator.  While some might take issue with his country’s past actions, few 

had any doubt that the United States, under President Obama, was committed to being an honest 

broker. “No one should assume that the United States presently came to the table as Israel’s 

lawyer or as Palestine’s apologist.”  And it advances no one’s interest to merely have gatherings 

where only one side was heard and all that occurred was the railing against the other, or a 

catalogue of past sins and transgressions.  Along with other civilized nations, the United States 

condemned the Holocaust and all forms of terrorism or violence against civilians.  But that 

condemnation in itself was not sufficient to guide the way ahead. 

 

 He said the Israeli-Palestinian conflict had continued for far too long, with far too high a 

cost to the people of Israel and to the surrounding Arab communities and nations.  The United 

States’ strategy continued to be a two-pronged approach to achieve the goal of two autonomous 

and fully-functioning States, Israel and Palestine, living side by side in peace and security. The 

first prong was to encourage the parties to enter into negotiations to reach agreement on all 

permanent status issues, and the second prong was to help the Palestinians build their economic 

and political institutions.  The two objectives were mutually reinforcing, both were essential, and 

neither could be attained without the other.  

 

 As for how to achieve those objectives, he said it was quite simple:  the parties should 

come back to the table now, without precondition, and fairness and justice must guide the effort.  

With respect to Israel, President Obama had made it plain that continuation of Israeli settlement 

activity was without legitimacy.  He had said this more than once, and “frankly, it is not nice to 

ignore the President”, he added.  Nor had Presidents found it prudent to let themselves be 

ignored.  The American Constitution, after all, began with three words:  “We the people”, and 

ultimately, the people would notice and they would react.  With respect to Palestine, the 

President had made it clear that Palestine must not merely be an amalgam of anti-Semitic hatred 

and violence, but a viable and economic and political nation-State.   

 

 Turning to the way ahead, he said the American leadership had been careful not to be 

overly prescriptive, to give maximum flexibility to the parties so that the negotiations could 

succeed within the terms and interests of those more directly affected.  Unfortunately, very little 

had happened in that context, and so now, he would introduce a footnote, which was not 

necessarily the policy of the United States, but might be worthy of consideration at this Meeting.   

 

 He said the settlement should be based on the 1967 lines with appropriate swaps and 

territorial compensation to Palestine.  There must be realism about refugees; Palestine refugees 

would need to be accommodated in Palestinian territory with compensation and a public 

apology.  Jerusalem must be generally shared:  Israel’s capital in the West; Palestine’s capital in 

the east, with the Old City shared under international auspices.  There would need to be an 

international force stationed along the Jordan River to maintain the security of both sides.   

 

“Yet nothing happens when nothing is happening,” he said.  So, the United States was 

working with the parties to resume negotiations on status issues, including security, borders, 

refugees and Jerusalem, as soon as possible and with a set timetable for their successful 

conclusion.  As Secretary of State Hilary Clinton had said, through good faith negotiations, the 

parties could mutually agree on an outcome that ended the conflict and reconciled the Palestinian 

goal of an independent and viable State based on 1967 lines with agreed swaps and the Israeli 
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goal of a Jewish State within secure and recognized borders that reflected subsequent 

developments and met security requirements.   

 

The Ambassador presented an outline of a settlement plan, based on, among other things, 

the 1967 lines with appropriate swaps and territorial compensation to Palestine.  He said 

negotiations should proceed on a variety of tracks, including: high-level direct talks to establish a 

framework and positive atmosphere; parallel or so-called proximity talks on key issues between 

the United States and Israel and the United States and Palestine; and lower-level direct talks in 

which negotiators worked through the details of the issues. He hoped this Meeting fit into that 

multi-venue approach, but he would caution against simply reciting the tragedies of the past, as 

that did not help matters; it was not diplomacy, but “the stuff of a bad day”.  

 

Continuing, he said that some who criticized the United States’ support of Israel often 

failed to understand the nature of American politics and democracy, which thrived on multiple 

branches and levels of government, all of which felt free to speak their mind.  But it was clear 

under the Constitution that the voice that mattered was the voice of the President, and that voice 

today belonged to Barack Obama – and that was a voice of discernment and balance.  The parties 

to this dispute should not miss having that voice, rather than a possible future one, which might 

not be so prudent or fair-minded.   

 

The United States would fully respect any party that respected full democratic principles, 

he said.  If Hamas wanted to govern, if must be judged at the ballot box, but a single election in 

2006 was not a grant of perpetuity; it was one thing to be elected democratically, but it was 

another to continue to govern democratically.  The United States had been clear with Hamas – 

put down your weapons, accept previous agreements, and recognize Israel.  If you want peace, 

you must work for justice.  The United States had also been clear about what Israel must do to 

stop its settlements.  Far too little had been said here about the importance of Hamas’ 

willingness, or unwillingness, to allow the democratic process to prevail, in particular, over 

violence and disunity.   

 

Long-term peace would not be achieved by an agreement alone, he said. It was critical to 

match the agreement with a well-functioning Palestinian State. Under the Palestinian Authority’s 

leadership, governance had advanced at unprecedented pace and level.  In closing, he said that 

peace was not achieved by one side belabouring injuries of the past or by the other seeking to 

match the injury in the present.  If peace was truly desired, then the sides must work for justice.   

 

ZIYAD SABSABI, Deputy Chairman of the Committee of Foreign Relations at the 

Council of the Federation at the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation, said he looked 

forward to a quick resumption of negotiations, leading to a permanent solution.  He supported all 

efforts being exerted towards that goal.  The first problem was the settlements, and solving that 

problem was very important to starting negotiations.  A complete freeze on all settlement activity 

was vital to progress.  It was completely illogical to have unilateral decisions.  Decisions must be 

found that were acceptable to both parties.  The unification of the Palestinians was also urgent.  

He supported the head of the Palestinian Authority, and his country had met regularly with him, 

most recently, on 16 January, in Moscow.  His Government would also continue to work with 

Hamas towards achieving Palestinian reconciliation.  A few days ago, the head of Hamas’ 

political bureau visited Moscow for negotiations, he noted.   

 

He said that the main task now was not to repeat the human tragedy on Palestinian land, 

but to ensure a decent social, political and economic life.  Missiles fired from Gaza into Israel 
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were unacceptable.  At the same time, however, the citizens of Gaza must not be 

allowed to remain hostages.  The main victims of that policy of collective punishment were 

women and children, which only led to more radicalism and violence.  The Quartet must play an 

increasingly major role.  His Government had invited the Quartet to Moscow, at the level of 

Foreign Minister, to consider ways to motivate the peace process.  It was considering an 

international conference in Moscow, and though it could not set a precise date, it hoped for its 

positive achievements. 

 

 He was convinced that the efforts being exerted would lead to an independent Palestinian 

State, living in peace with Israel, in the not-too-distant future.  The Russian Federation supported 

the peace process in the Middle East.  It was fulfilling its responsibilities in the international 

community as a great Power, which understood its place in the world.  It would be wonderful to 

find immediate solutions on the basis of the United Nations Charter’s Chapter VII, but the right 

modality had to be found.  The Security Council had to look at that and then vote on it.  First, a 

format should be found, which would convince Israel to stop building settlements so the talks 

could resume.  That would give effect to parliamentary diplomacy and enhance solidarity 

between Arab States, he said.  

 

Presentations by Experts 

 

ROBERT RYDBERG, Head of Middle East and North Africa Department at the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs of Sweden, noting that his country had been at the helm of the European 

Union in the second half of 2009, said that had been a fairly difficult period for the region.  The 

United States’ efforts to create a propitious negotiating climate through a settlements freeze had 

been frustrated, the Goldstone Report had created international controversy and major difficulties 

for the Palestinians, and the dangerous situation in Gaza had persisted, and at times, percolated in 

East Jerusalem.  That had evolved against a regional background of a looming confrontation over 

the situation in Iran.   

 

In terms of how the European Union could promote a negotiating process with chances of 

success, he said it must take a clear position on developments on the ground, which were putting 

progress at risk.  Negotiations would not start or produce results if the reality and experience of 

the negotiators was in too sharp contrast with that of the peoples.  Suicide bombs and missile 

attacks undermined the credibility of any Israeli negotiators; settlement policy undermined any 

Palestinian negotiators.  Actions in East Jerusalem could have explosive consequence, and the 

closure of Gaza only strengthened Hamas and the Palestinian Authority.  The European Union 

had tried to address that both with discreet diplomacy and public action, with modest success on 

some issues, but not in others, such as settlements or Israeli action in Jerusalem or Gaza.  

 

He said there had been very strong support in the European Union and beyond for a very 

explicit conclusion by the Foreign Ministers when they met in December 2009.  The positions 

detailed in those conclusions were not new, but they were voice with increased clarity. They also 

provided political reassurance by stating the fundamental objectives of the negotiating process, 

as 16 plus years after the Oslo Declaration had left all the parties disappointed.   The decisions of 

the Israeli Government on many final status questions produced genuine fear among Palestinians 

that they would be dragged into a lengthy process with little chance of success.  The expectations 

of the international community needed to be explicitly set out, starting with the need to deal with 

all final status issues, above all, the 1967 borders.  A way must also be found through 

negotiations to share Jerusalem as the capital.   
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The European Union felt that actions on the ground prejudged negotiations, but it 

was ready to work with the United States to get the talks started, and once under way, it would 

contribute according to the action strategy it had adopted in 2008, he continued. It also intended 

to provide concrete support to maintain a viable Palestinian partner, as neither meaningful 

negotiations nor Palestinian statehood were possible without a strong Palestinian partner. He had 

seen impressive results by the Palestinian Authority under its leadership in terms of improving 

the financial management and strengthening security in the West Bank.  The European Union 

also called on all Palestinians to promote reconciliation.  He also noted that the European Union 

had a uniquely broad range of instruments with which to work with the region. 

 

ROBERT DANN, Chief of Regional Political Affairs at the Office of the United Nations 

Special Coordinator for the Middle East Peace Process said that the struggle between the two 

parties was of iconic importance for the United Nations.  Its responsibility for Palestinians, for 

Palestine refugees and for the principles on which a solution must be based were well known and 

guided a huge amount of the United Nations’ work.  It was also true that Israel’s place within the 

United Nations and among the family of nations formed a very important narrative context for 

the Organisation.  Consistent with the United Nations’ commitment, the Secretary-General was 

the only Quartet principle with a high-level envoy, Robert Serry, on the ground in Jerusalem, 

shuttling almost daily between the parties.   

 

In that role, he continued, the United Nations did several things, including maintaining a 

normative framework.  It also sought to ensure that discussions took place within that 

framework.  The Special Coordinator was the eyes and ears of the international community on 

the ground; reports of United Nations agencies and bodies were coordinated through his Office – 

there were 21 in all on the ground with a determination to step up a focus on Palestinian 

statebuilding.  There was an intimate relationship between what happened between the 

negotiators and what happened on the ground between the parties.  And it was a key concern of 

all parties on the ground to narrow that gap.   

 

Turning to the principle of land-for-peace, he said it was Israel’s responsibility to deliver 

the land, but the responsibility of all to sustain the peace.  On the land side of it, the United 

Nations, like the European Union and the broad cross-section of the international community, 

retained a clear normative position on settlements in East Jerusalem and on the ground that 

prejudged those outcomes.  Effective monitoring on the ground was needed, as well as effective 

incentives for both negative and positive behaviour. The Palestinians must demonstrate a 

readiness to end the conflict with Israel and sustain that end over time.  In that regard, there had 

been a gradual self-empowerment of the Palestinian Authority and improved performance on the 

ground, he noted. 

 

Touching on other points, he said that Gaza remained a “major headache”.  The current 

handling of that situation was empowering smugglers and militants and disempowering 

legitimate businesses and civil society, the very core of peace among Gazans, half of whom were 

under the age of 18.  On that, the United Nations had been at the forefront of working to focus 

diplomatic energy on bringing about a different strategy for Gaza.  That had gained traction, but 

it had to be implemented on the ground.  A first step would be to start significant reconstruction 

of the enclave under United Nations auspices.   

 

He said that time was of the essence.  The situation would not stand still; domestic 

political situations dictated that, as did facts on the ground.  Whatever the incredible difficulties 



 30 

and complexities of this situation, the sooner the process got under way and the sooner it 

had a strong third party role, the best chance of guarantees.   

 

  OMAR NAHAR, Director of the Negotiations Coordination Bureau at the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs of Jordan, said that the Arab Peace Initiative captured the long-recognized and 

accepted terms of reference for Middle East peace.  And, it took fully into consideration the 

legitimate concerns of all.  Regrettably, after the lapse of almost one year now since the 

inception of intensive United States and international efforts to achieve a conducive environment 

to relaunch serious direct negotiations, that environment remained elusive. The Israeli 

Government remained unwilling to contribute to generating that environment by refusing to 

bring into effect a full halt to settlement activity and other illegal unilateral measures in the 

Occupied Palestinian Territory, including East Jerusalem; a day hardly went by without Israel 

conducting an illegal and provocative action. 

 

 Outlining what he described as combustible and illegal measures, he said it was high 

time those all came to a stop, high time for the Israeli Government to positively respond to global 

consensus, and high time for it to accept the Arab Peace Initiative.  It was also high time for the 

Palestinians to be liberated from the daily fear over violations of their basic rights and elemental 

security, and from the scourges of occupation and animosity.  Jordan also called for a full freeze 

on settlement activity and a complete halt to all unilateral measures in the Occupied Palestinian 

Territory, including East Jerusalem, in order to resurrect the much-needed confidence between 

the sides.  Negotiations must also be resumed promptly, regarding all final status issues.  “We 

must all stop talking about how to talk and concentrate on resuming meaningful, time-bound and 

benchmarked negotiations on all core issues,” he urged. 

 

He said that the United States and European Union could indeed assume a fundamental 

role in monitoring and verification processes in the context of such negotiations, and bring 

pressure to bear on the parties to surmount obstacles whenever they arose.  They could also 

assume a major role in any transitional or permanent security arrangement.  He also expressed 

full support for the Palestinian Authority and President Abbas, who was a committed peace 

partner.  Achieving comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace and realizing the two-State solution was 

the only gateway to resolving other regional challenges and threats.  It would deprive extremists 

from using their so-called “legitimate grievances” inherent in the conflict as a magnet to induce 

support from disenfranchised and frustrated quarters in society.   

 

Discussion 

 

In the brief discussion that followed, one participant deplored the absence of colleagues 

from the Israeli Knesset, saying the settlements were a major obstacle to peace.  There was also 

no future for peace without settling the issue of Jerusalem, which should be the capital of both 

States.  The Palestinian Authority should continue efforts to strengthen security and combat 

terrorism.  New ideas were needed, and those could be spearheaded by parliamentarians.  

 

Another speaker wished to ask President Obama to make a direct contribution to peace by 

both helping the Palestinian people “to go forth” and by giving them grounds on which to build 

universities.  Reference was made to the United States Ambassador’s emphasis that negotiations 

should proceed without preconditions, but it would be impossible to continue the negotiations 

with a freeze on settlements.  Just convening negotiations was not an aim in itself.  On another 

point, it was said that no one who spoke of Hamas seemed to mention the occupation. 
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Presentations by Experts 

 

Taking up the question of modalities for bridging gaps and building trust between the 

parties was MOHAMMAD BARAKEH, Member of the Knesset and Secretary-General of the 

Hadash Party, who began by asking that a message be sent to the Israeli Knesset and to the 

Israeli Minister for Foreign Affairs for their grievous act of preventing two Knesset members 

from participating in the meeting.  Than ran counter to the principles of democracy and freedom 

of expression.  

 

He said that, in any normal situation, bridging gaps was done through negotiations.  

However, negotiations must be based on scientific principle, international law and public rights.  

In the Israeli reality, negotiations were considered by the Government to be closely linked to 

preconditions.  The negotiations proposed by the Palestinian leadership must be based on two 

key elements:  putting a full stop to the settlements; and agreement on 1967 borders.  He 

wondered what the real preconditions were. To say that Palestinians were imposing 

preconditions was a distortion of the truth; it was Palestinian land.  Underlying the problem was 

trust between the parties.  How could there be trust when there was a separation wall and the 

impossibility of a Palestinian farmer to reach his land? How could there be trust between a 

citizen that uprooted an olive tree and another whose livelihood depended on it?  

 

“Bridging the gap” was too vague a title for contemplation; from where did one start and 

to where did one head, he asked.  He agreed with the former Prime Minister of Jordan, who had 

said that the whole question revolved around that of occupation; everything else was a mere 

detail.  There was talk about Israel’s efforts to return to the negotiating table.  That might be true; 

Prime Minister Netanyahu might be keen to return to the table, and, yes, he might even be 

interested in negotiations, but he was not interested in peace.  There was a big difference.  Mr. 

Netanyahu was talking about the borders of a new municipality, and not of a State.  He pledged 

that after the 10-month moratorium on settlements, he would return to settlement activities at a 

quicker pace to compensate for the temporary suspension.  It was a negotiating tactic, and the 

message was not intended to earn Palestinians’ trust, but to appease the United States 

Administration.  It was impossible to perpetuate the occupation and achieve peace, he said.   

 

YOSSI BEILIN, President of Beilink – Business Foreign Affairs and a former Member of 

the Knesset, said he hoped the discussion would not return to the old debate about justice.  

During endless talks over the past 20 years, the narrative was a competition among Israelis, Jews, 

Arabs – over who were the real victims.  And there was no judge in this world to say for sure 

who was right and who was wrong.  At the end of the day, there would be no United Nations 

resolution that would impose anything on both parties, no Chapter VII text.  The Americans 

could be asked to do something; so could the European Union – but at the lowest common 

denominator of 27 countries.  Two peoples had suffered a lot in different ways for more than 62 

years, and if they were lazy and waiting for Europe or the United Nations or the Americans or 

the Russians – with all due respect – nothing would happen, he said, adding, “We can just talk.  

And we’ll be unified in order to achieve nothing.” 

 

He said there was never one moment in which everybody was in place to promote peace; 

there was always some problem on the scene.  Could it be said that now was the right time? The 

role for those who wanted peace was for them to try to see where the opening was and how to 

move the difficult situation forward.  An important component was the American one; they 

might not play an active role, but a negative role by the United States would make peace 

impossible.   There was a unique American leadership and Palestinian leadership, with the latter 
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devoted to his people and rejecting violence.  That combination was very important in the 

current context.  The worst ting would be to give up on the current leadership.  In the relative 

present quiet, the time was opportune to forge ahead.  When everyone looked back, it would be a 

shame to say that in January or February, we could have done something, we could have 

launched negotiations.   

 

IBRAHIM KHRAISHI, Permanent Observer of Palestine to the United Nations Office at 

Geneva, said that after years of enmity, bridges of trust and cooperation were never achieved 

between an occupying country and a people living under its yolk.  The perpetrator had to take 

away the cause of the aggression in order to step onto the road to peace.  Egypt and Israel had 

not negotiated for 20 years; Jordan and Israel had not negotiated for 20 years, and until now, 

those Governments could not build bridges of trust or lessen the gaps between their peoples.  The 

Palestinian situation did not need negotiations; it needed an absence of negotiation.  The way 

was clear:  removal of the occupation.  Then the bridges of trust could be built.  “We will not go 

back to negotiations according to the old formula,” he said.   

 

He said there were realistic steps to buttress confidence between the two sides.  All the 

statistics showed that the majority of the Palestinian people wanted peace.  It was sorrowful that 

Israeli society was becoming more and more radical.  There was a crisis in Israel and the 

Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean should speak about it at the Knesset.   

 

Discussion 

 

In the ensuing brief discussion, a speaker said that many Egyptians were losing faith in 

the substance of President Obama’s Cairo speech.   Several speakers agreed that the only way to 

build trust was for Israel to withdraw; they condemned the occupation. Many objected to making 

a folly of previous United Nations resolutions and insisted that a one-State solution should be 

rejected. 

 
 

       

 

 

 

 

 

*** 

 

                                                                
 

INTERNATIONAL MEETING IN SUPPORT OF ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN PEACE 

 

The urgency of addressing the permanent status issues — 

Borders, Jerusalem, settlements, refugees, water 

                   
    

            UNITED NATIONS 

           NATIONS UNIES 

 



 33 

 

Qawra, Malta 

12 and 13 February 2010 

 

 

 

PAL/4 (E) 

         13 February 2010 

 
 

SERIOUS CONCERN VOICED AT PROLONGED PARALYSIS OF PEACE PROCESS, 

AS INTERNATIONAL MEETING IN SUPPORT OF ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN PEACE 

CONCLUDES IN MALTA  

 

Situation in East Jerusalem, Gaza Also Worrying; Hope Expressed 

to Retain Temporary Settlement Freeze By Israel, Extend It to East Jerusalem 

 

(Received from a UN Information Officer.) 

 

Qawra, Malta, 13 February – The United Nations conference, having assumed the task of 

considering the urgency of addressing the permanent status issues in the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict, did not hesitate to wade into that difficult terrain, managing to produce in the end some 

fresh ideas, unbound by the constraints of intergovernmental diplomacy.    

 

Concluding remarks framed by the organizers of the Meeting – the Committee on the 

Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and the Parliamentary Assembly of the 

Mediterranean (PAM) – voiced serious concern about the prolonged stagnation and impasse of 

the peace process and full support for its revival.  They emphasized that developments on the 

ground played a crucial part in creating a climate conducive to a resumption of the political 

dialogue and successful negotiations. 

 

 In that vein, the organizers reiterated that Israeli settlements and the separation wall had 

been built on occupied Palestinian land, and that the demolition of houses and evictions of 

Palestinian residents was illegal under international law.  They hoped that the 10-month 

settlement freeze declared by the Israeli Government would be comprehensive, extended to East 

Jerusalem and retained indefinitely. 

 

 They expressed alarm at the rising number of violent acts and brutality committed against 

Palestinian civilians by Israeli settlers in the West Bank, the widespread destruction of public 

and private Palestinian property and infrastructure, and the internal displacement of civilians.  

They expressed deep concern about the situation in East Jerusalem, and most were gravely 

concerned over the crisis in Gaza, resulting from the prolonged Israeli blockade.   

 

The organizers were of the view that national parliaments and inter-parliamentary 

organizations had a special role to play in advancing the Israeli-Palestinian political process, and 

they encouraged their closer cooperation with Israeli and Palestinian lawmakers, the United 

Nations, and the Committee.  They noted the valid recommendations made during the Meeting to 

strengthen parliamentarians’ role in contributing towards a resolution of the question of 

Palestine.   
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 Presentations by Experts 

 

 Concerning the role of parliamentarians and inter-parliamentary organizations in 

supporting Israeli-Palestinian peace and stability in the region, GEORGE VELLA, Member of 

Parliament in Malta and Chairman of the ad hoc Committee on the Middle East of the 

Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean, said that parliamentarians and inter-parliamentary 

organizations had long been seized of the Israeli-Palestinian issue, and made appeals for peace to 

this 60 year-old problem.  He said he was sad to say that the situation on the ground had not 

changed one iota; if anything, things had gone from bad to worse, and prospects for the 

immediate future were anything but promising.  But that definitely did not mean that 

parliamentary diplomacy had failed or that one should forget further efforts down that path. 

 

 He said that the so-called “permanent status issues” needed urgent and undivided 

attention.  However, changes on both sides of the divide should be kept “up front on our political 

screen”.  Over the years, the issue had also gained a very strong and important psychological 

aspect.  After years and years of fighting to regain their freedom, Palestinians felt forgotten, 

neglected, dejected, dispossessed, downtrodden, subjugated, and humiliated, knowing full well 

they did not have, nor would they ever have, the military power to defend their cause. 

Continuing, he said that they had the brains and capacity to stand up intellectually and 

diplomatically to anybody. But he also noted the collective chagrin and despair of generations of 

Palestinians who had lived the humiliation and deprivations of occupation, and that many had 

lost faith in conventional diplomacy. 

  

 The Israelis, on the other hand, were scarred by the memory of persecution throughout 

history, and, precisely because of that, had welded together, and invested heavily, to ensure their 

very existence, by anchoring it firmly through allegiances, compromises, financial investment, 

political positioning, mutual support, perspicacity, and military prowess, and by making it their 

sacred duty to keep reminding the whole world, and humanity in general, about the humiliations 

and the sufferings they were forced to endure, as recently as up to 65 years ago. 

 

 Persecution, he added, was written in large indelible letters across the minds of all Jews.  

That concept, with all its connotations, not least a strong reactionary determination for survival, 

motivated and explained all their past and recent political actions and decisions.  It was a 

defensive mechanism ingrained in their psyche.   

 

 He said it was the clash of those two sides, labouring under the weight of that heavy 

psychological baggage, which got heavier with the passing years, that hope of ever finding a 

solution gradually dwindled.  That frame of mind was not doing any of the conflicting sides any 

good, and was one of the root causes of the never-ending spiral of retribution and escalation. 

What each side needed, first and foremost, was the reassurance that one’s rights would be 

assured, guaranteed and respected.  And the only global actor with enough vested authority in a 

position to offer such guarantees and reassurances was, strictly speaking, or should be, the 

United Nations. 

 

 Political heavyweights like the United States, the European Union, and the Russian 

Federation, wielding powerful diplomatic, political, economic, peacemaking and peacekeeping 

skills could also be effective and credible guarantors of promises made and pacts entered into by 

feuding parties, following talks leading to conciliation.  That was the untapped potential of the 

Quartet, which, unfortunately, “up to now has punched well below its weight”.  Hopefully, the 

new American leadership would not wane, despite the difficult political landscape.   
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 The answer as to what belonged to who had been answered ages ago in numerous 

Security Council resolutions, bilateral agreements, and, more recently, the Road Map, he said.  

Various international parliamentary forums, including the Parliamentary Assembly of the 

Mediterranean, provided ample opportunities for both sides to engage in fruitful dialogue.  

Parliamentary delegations had shuttled between their respective parliaments and the region in the 

hope of better understanding the situation on the ground and engaging in dialogue with the 

concerned parties.  The situation today, however, was not conducive to strengthening 

parliamentary diplomacy.   

 

 He said that parliamentarians from the Israeli Government had repeatedly threatened that 

they would no longer participate in parliamentary forums discussing the issue, as they described 

those discussions as “Israel bashing sessions”.  Parliamentary diplomacy was also shackled 

because of the number of Palestinian members of parliament held under arrest, and kept 

incommunicado, by the Israeli authorities in Israeli prisons.  Other Palestinian members of 

parliament faced difficulties obtaining permits from the occupying authorities to leave the 

country and attend such meetings. 

 

 “Without sounding defeatist or giving the impression that one should give up on 

parliamentary diplomacy, one has to admit that through these channels not much has been 

achieved,” he said, adding that the situation was bleak.  The Israelis were pushing on regardless 

with their agenda, convinced that they were acting within their rights, and defying the good 

advice of their closest allies.  The Palestinian political class was divided, and the Palestinian 

people were either harassed and oppressed, bereft of their God-given right to be free in their own 

land, or languishing in the inhuman conditions imposed on Gaza. 

 

 Had it not been for the Israeli occupation of Palestinian land, Hamas would never have 

had reason to exist, he said.  The Israeli occupation of Palestinian land continued to strengthen 

support for Hamas and other extremist organizations like Al Qaida, which claimed that the 

Palestinian issue was one of the prime motives behind their militancy.  The dithering Palestinian 

leader, Mahmoud Abbas, was unfortunately unable to rally behind him the confidence of the 

whole Palestinian people, and regrettably, was no match for the defiant, provocative, Benjamin 

Netanyahu.   

 

 He said that the Israeli leader was making declarations about future permanent Israeli 

occupation of still-disputed territories, and speaking of future rights of Israeli authorities to keep 

a presence on the borders of the future State of Palestine, to control what went through, as if 

those were a done deal.  Such declarations, backed by concrete actions such as the continued 

construction of settlements in East Jerusalem, despite the imposition of a partial 10-month freeze 

on construction in West Bank settlements, were anything but conducive to trust and credibility.  

The irony was that, whereas the political leaders were taking those entrenched positions, the 

civilian populations on both sides of the divide were clamoring for peace. 

 

 The United Nations Security Council had so far been “toothless” in taking any corrective 

measures on parties indicated in the “damning” Goldstone Report as having committed war 

crimes, crimes against humanity, and outright breaches of the Geneva Convention.  If the United 

Nations refrained from taking punitive action against transgressors, from whichever side, “then 

we are back to the law of the jungle where might is right, and all talk about human rights is a 

sheer waste of time”. 
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 During the present Meeting, the pitiful state of the peace process had been made clear, 

as had the intolerable present state of affairs.  Participants had heard about the urgency of 

addressing the issue and its various components. They had also once more realized the 

magnitude of the challenge facing them.  Yet, “it is evident that conventional diplomacy up to 

now has not achieved much, and the pity is that there is no Nelson Mandela of the Middle East 

anywhere on the horizon”.   

 

Short of that, he said, the onus fell on the shoulders of the international community, 

which, through its time-proven methods and interventions around the globe, through the United 

Nations, had provided peacebuilding and peacekeeping missions on the ground, which controlled 

the escalation of violence and did the necessary policing to protect civilians.  It was not enough 

for the Secretary-General to state that it was vital to achieve a sovereign State of Palestine; 

everyone agreed upon the final status, and parliamentarians would continue to do their utmost to 

help achieve the desired results.   

 

However, it was up to the international community to shoulder the responsibility and 

wield the diplomatic and other coercive measures as its disposal to ensure the observance of 

international law, respect for international conventions, and the return of the rule of law, with full 

respect for human rights, human dignity, and the enjoyment of fundamental freedoms, by one 

and all.   

 

SULEIMAN GHNEIMAT, former Member of Jordan’s House of Representatives and 

Vice-President of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean, said that parliamentarians 

in the Mediterranean – representing more than 500 million people – believed that they could play 

a basic role in the promotion of conventional diplomacy in search of permanent and just 

solutions to these issues that influenced their region.  Peace was necessary, not only for the 

stability of the region, but also as a humanitarian right of all those living in the region.  He asked 

that the members of the Israeli Knesset, who were participating in the Meeting on their own 

account, deliver a message to their colleagues upon their return of the importance of continuing 

the commitment of the peace process to enable Palestinians and Israelis to live side by side in 

peace, prosperity and reciprocated security.   

 

He emphasized that the peoples of the Mediterranean region deserved that all possible 

efforts were exerted to achieve peace through a faithful endeavour to reach the desired results on 

the Palestinian, Syrian and Lebanese tracks.  To his Palestinian colleagues in parliaments, he said 

he was obligated to provide all support and assistance to facilitate and encourage all efforts for 

advancing peace.  He hoped the Quartet representatives would carry the message of peace and 

earnestly seek to achieve it.  He encouraged them not to lose hope and to work together to 

pressure all those concerned on both sides to avoid failure because there would be no peace in 

the world if peace was not achieved in the Middle East.  He saw in the United States a fair 

mediator acceptable to all parties of the dispute.   

 

 Peace talks had been frozen because the Knesset did not want to continue them.  But he 

urged the parties to keep hope alive, as failure would be a disaster.  In closing, he recalled telling 

a friend that he was preparing a statement for this conference.  The friend had told him to spare 

his time and effort; that he was “blowing in a bag with many holes”.  Mr. Ghneimat said he had 

told him there was still hope and peace lovers were still numerous.  He asked his friend to pray 

that it would be possible to mend the holes of the bag because “it is the only bag we have; and 

when we mend it, we achieve peace”.   
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WILLIAM CASEY, Senior Representative of Nova Scotia and former 

Member of the Canadian Parliament, offered a specific proposal of a two-State solution based on 

the United States. There was a conflict; there had to be a resolution.  And that resolution was a 

two-State solution.  There were parallels between the situation at hand and the “North American 

Two-State Solution”.  At one point, all of North America was a disputed territory, rife with 

violent attacks and bloody insurgencies by both sides.  “Americans” attacked many regions of 

Canada, including Ontario, Quebec, and Nova Scotia.  In turn, “British Canadians” attacked 

many locations in the United States.  There were many parallels with the Middle East.   

 

 He said that the parties negotiated a mutually acceptable location for the border.  Its final 

path had several aberrations in it to accommodate the concerns of both sides.  In fact, 

negotiations continued on a number of specific locations. It was the longest undefended border in 

the world, and many lessons had been learned about how to manage it.  It was still a work in 

progress.  As security, trade and other issues evolved, so did the relationship.  That would be so 

with any resolution between Israelis and Palestinians, and the North American experience might 

provide ideas for structures to deal with change.  However, if one side or the other had tried to 

impose a border, the Canada-United States two-State solution would have failed.   

 

After the North American border location was determined, thousands of British settlers 

had to make a choice; either become United States citizens or move back across the new border 

to Canada, he said.  The North American situation did not have a similar situation to Jerusalem 

and its complex problems, but it did have a process to deal with disputed boundary locations.  

The International Boundary Commission was established to maintain the boundary, and part of 

its mandate was to define the boundary location when it was in question.  That was an ongoing 

process, and the Commission was one part of an approach that had been successful in 

adjudicating differences.  That could be a model for a fluid situation such as Jerusalem. 

 

Another parallel, he said, was the difference in size.  The United States was 10 times 

bigger than Canada, with an economy 10 times greater, and a military, “who knows -- but we get 

along”.  That was because of safeguards, trade agreements and so forth, which were built in, 

even though one was vastly more powerful than the other.  Also, although there was a controlled 

border between Canada and the United States, the two countries shared a common economy to 

the benefit of both.  Dispute settlement mechanisms were built into the trade agreements to allow 

a fair resolution of issues as they arose.  Those institutions and dispute settlement mechanisms 

could be used as a model for the Israeli-Palestinian two-State solution. 

 

As for the role of parliamentarians in that exercise, a small committee made up of 

Palestinian, Israeli, Canadian and American parliamentarians could be established to compare 

the two-State solution in North America to the one proposed for the Middle East.  If members of 

parliament were engaged in that way, then public awareness would be raised further and the level 

of understanding would be improved.  “Who knows, you may make progress.”  He said he had 

not meant to simplify that very complicated issue, but he thought it was worth considering. 

 

Discussion 

 

 A parliamentarian, during the brief discussion that followed, claimed that Israelis had 

ridden “rough-shod” over all instruments and agreements.  The participant wanted to know 

exactly “what are we doing as parliamentarians?” Another parliamentarian, from the region, 

suggested that parliamentarians could make proposals and international organizations could 

ensure that the question of Palestine was put on the agenda. Still another asked what she should 
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go back and tell her people.  “Israel wanted us to vegetate, neither alive, neither dead, to stay 

on the land, even forbidden a tomb,” she said.  As a young parliamentarian, she beseeched the 

seasoned experts to advise her. 

 

 Closing Session 

 

 SAVIOUR BORG, Rapporteur of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 

Rights of the Palestinian People, read out the concluding remarks from organizers of the 

Meeting.  

 

Mr. VELLA added that it had been a useful gathering.  A comprehensive picture had 

been sketched of the situation on the ground.  Parliamentarians had promised to push forward the 

suggestions.  It was important for them not to act in isolation and solely in their own parliaments, 

but to act together at the regional level and in a manner that would ensure greater achievement.  

The meeting had also been informative.  The permanent status issues were treated with equal 

importance, though, at times, it seemed one must top the agenda; at other times, another 

appeared more important. There was no question but that the situation was bleak, and the Obama 

Administration was gradually becoming powerless to turn it around.  There was no time to 

waste.  

 

TAYSEER QUBA’A, Deputy Speaker of the Palestinian National Council, reiterated that 

all the Palestinians wanted was 22 per cent of the land, even mountainous, non-arable land.  

They had accepted that because they genuinely desired peace.  “Let’s be candid,” he said.  “We 

are tired of bloodletting; each and every house is full of the pictures of martyrs.  We want peace 

for our children”.  Although Israel was armed to the teeth with the most sophisticated American 

weaponry, it was impossible for it to use the law of the jungle and wreak havoc in the region; 

wars did not solve problems.  

 

 RIYAD MANSOUR, Permanent Observer of Palestine to the United Nations, said he had 

wanted to have a conference that highlighted what was unfolding in Jerusalem, with extremist 

settlers “pushing the envelope and taking us and taking the region and possibly humanity – 

taking us in areas we don’t know”.  The situation could lead to a religious war; no one knew 

where that would end.  So, he thought about having a conference on Jerusalem – not only to 

listen to speeches by each other, but to shoulder the collective responsibility of doing whatever it 

took to prevent such an eventuality from unleashing in that city.  His counterparts from the 

Parliamentary Assembly of the Mediterranean suggested that the conference be expanded to 

include all final status issues.  

 He said that those requests had been accommodated, but many speakers nevertheless had 

spoken eloquently in the past two days about what was happening in Jerusalem.  He was 

interested in working step by step to ensure that important leaders in parliaments in the 

Mediterranean region rose up to what was needed to avert catastrophe in Jerusalem.  That could 

explode the whole region.  He was being told by many delegates from the Old City in Jerusalem 

that they were encountering thugs and drug pushers, making life at night a nightmare, in an 

attempt to make Palestinian families think about leaving.  Maybe clubs and community centres 

could be set up.  The point was to stand shoulder-to-shoulder now, hand-in-hand, to do what was 

necessary to avoid such a catastrophe.  The situation would be further evaluated back in 

Committee in New York.   

 

 In the meantime, the lessons would be drawn from the narratives of the political situation, 

provided by the key players in this conflict, he said, adding, “We are sick and tired of failed 
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experiments and efforts and sessions of negotiations; there is nothing we have not 

negotiated.  We know what the solutions are.  We need to find ways to open doors, to put an end 

to the tragedy of our people”.  Perhaps, President Obama needed the help of all in articulating the 

situation. “Perhaps we can open the doors for advancing our cause,” he concluded. 

 

LOUIS GALEA, Speaker of the House of Representatives of Malta, described the 

statements by many, including himself, who had worried about the futility of the situation, the 

paralysis.  But, he said, “we have embraced the dream, we have worked for it, and we intend to 

keep working for it.”  The process just ended was different from an intergovernmental dialogue, 

where, as Mr. Casey had said, leaders were not completely free to engage, bound as they were by 

processes of intergovernmental diplomacy.  However, it was important for diplomacy to forge 

ahead, to evolve.  Someone needed to replace the logic of violence and hatred, the logic of 

injustice with the logic of justice and development.  There needed to be actors creative and 

dynamic in exploiting the process of diplomacy.  People made peace, and people needed to work 

for peace. He believed strongly in that bottom-up approach.   

 

He said that Israel had not enjoyed one day of peace in many, many years.  Terror, on the 

other hand, had never been a tool of liberation.  It was important to continue to work together on 

inter-parliamentarian diplomacy to advance intergovernmental dialogue.  The hopes that were 

born with the orientation of the new American diplomacy must not be allowed to remain 

stillborn; they must be nurtured.  

 The Chairman thanked all participants for an extremely useful and engaging conference.   

 

 

*** 


