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OVERVIEW 

  

Two photos hang on the door of the office that Manuel Hassassian and Edy Kaufman 

share at University of Maryland. In the first, taken from Time Magazine, Hassassian is 

looking through a huge hole in the wall of his home in the West Bank after it was shelled 

by an Israeli tank. The second photo is of a memorial site near Edy Kaufman’s office at 

the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. The monument was built in memory of nine victims 

of a Hamas bomb that exploded in the university’s cafeteria. The images are a constant 

reminder of the forces driving Kaufman and Hassassian apart, but also of the need to 

stick together.  

 

A WAY OUT is the story of a friendship and cooperation [not collaboration] of two 

scholars: an Israeli and a Palestinian. Divided by one of the world’s most stubborn 

protracted conflicts, they are united by a shared commitment to peace building and 

innovative ideas and techniques in conflict resolution.  

 

Hassassian and Kaufman’s story starts in the classroom where they have been teaching 

conflict resolution together every summer for the last 14 years. The narrative then travels 

to Buenos Aires and to the Old City of Jerusalem, where Kaufman and Hassassian grew 

up, respectively. It then moves through the formative years that shaped each of them as 

scholar-activists on opposite sides of the Israel-Palestine conflict. They describe their 

surreal meeting in Jerusalem during first Intifada, and their decision to write, teach and 

work together.  

 

As Jerusalemites living in the nexus of the Israeli/Palestine conflict, Kaufman and 

Hassassian know from experience that peace cannot be achieved by leaders shaking 

hands and signing agreements, alone. It must be made between peoples and it must 

include human rights guarantees. Since WWII, 50% of peace agreements signed by 

warring parties have either have not been implemented, partially or totally, 5 years after 

signing. The reason? Often the precarious peace making of diplomats and politicians 

wasn’t consolidated by “bottom up” support of the societies they represented. Their work 

has led Kaufman and Hassassian to understand why peace building is essential. 

  

A WAY OUT  shows how two stories, almost diametrically opposed, came together, 

what each of the authors learned through life experiences, and from one another, and how 

those lessons influenced their work teaching conflict resolution and participating Track II 

peace negotiations over the “final status” issues of the Israel/Palestine issue and more. By 

putting themselves in each other’s shoes, they have helped develop creative solutions for 

issues including Jerusalem, Jewish settlements, Palestinian refugees, borders, security, 

water. 

  

In the Holy Land, the ranks of activists willing to work across the divide like the authors 

do are shrinking. Yet Kaufman and Hassassian remain committed to their working 

together [collaboration] and [to their ]comradeship [ friendship you said this word 

already]. As Hassassian says, “Palestinians and Israelis are doomed to live together.”  
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ABOUT THE AUTHORS 
 

Since meeting in Jerusalem during the first Intifada almost 20 years ago, Manuel 

Hassassian and Edy Kaufman have been teaching, lecturing, researching, doing volunteer 

work and writing together. Pioneers in the field of Israeli/Palestinian academic 

cooperation, they have taught “Conflict Resolution: the Israeli-Palestinian Experiment” 

every summer at the University of Maryland College Park’s Center for International 

Development and Conflict Resolution for 14 years. They also conduct conflict resolution   

workshops together in Europe, North [America] and South America. 

 

Born in Jerusalem, Hassassian is PLO ambassador to the United Kingdom and chief 

advisor to the Palestinian National Authority’s negotiation team on Jerusalem. Formerly 

the Executive Vice-President of Bethlehem University for more than a decade, he has 

been [is] on the boards of numerous Palestinians NGOs related to peace and 

democratization, including The Palestinian Center for the Dissemination of Democracy 

and Community Development, The Palestinian Center for Democracy and Elections and 

The Center for Peace Research in the Middle East (PRIME). He has served as Consultant 

to UNESCO and the Palestinian Negotiating Team on Refugee Final Settlement.  

Hassassian was the first Palestinian academic to accept a visiting research position at an 

Israeli university and spent 1992 on sabbatical at the Truman Research Institute for the 

Advancement of Peace at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.   

 

Edy Kaufman was born in Buenos Aires Argentina. A leading expert in conflict 

resolution techniques, he has facilitated Track II negotiations and conducted training 

sessions on human rights and conflict management in the Middle East, South America, 

Africa, Central Asia and Asia. Executive Director of the Harry S. Truman Research 

Institute for the Advancement of Peace at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem from 1983 

to 2005, he was the first academic to teach human rights in the social sciences at the 

Hebrew University and UCLA. Since 1991, he has been Senior Researcher and Past 

Director of the Center for International Development and Conflict Management 

(CIDCM) at the University of Maryland, College Park. Kaufman was the founder of 

Amnesty International in Jerusalem and one of the longest serving members of 

Amnesty’s International Executive Committee from 1978-1985. He is an advisory 

member of Human Rights Watch, Middle East and actively involved in numerous peace 

and human rights NGOs.  When he is not traveling elsewhere, he shares time between 

Washington DC and Jerusalem. 

 

Montreal-based writer Julie Barlow will be helping Kaufman and Hassassian write their 

story. She is an award-winning magazine journalist and non-fiction author. Her first 

book, Sixty Million Frenchmen Can’t Be Wrong (Sourcebooks, 2003), an exploration of 

the mentality of the French, became an international bestseller. Her latest book, The Story 

of French (Knopf Canada, St. Martin’s Press, Anova Books UK), also a bestseller, won 

Quebec’s 2007 Mavis Gallant Prize for Non-Fiction. She has written for The New York 
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Times, the Christian Science Monitor, the Courier international and has been a regular 

contributor to the French-language Canadian pubic affairs magazine L’actualité for over 

a decade. She speaks widely on France and the French language.  

 

 

APPROACH 

 

A WAY OUT will be an 90,000 [80 000] word book divided into 13 chapters. It will be 

written chronologically, beginning with the authors’ formative youths, moving to their 

meeting and decision to collaborate during the First Intifada through to the development 

of their conflict resolution techniques and their wide experience in Track II peace 

negotiations, teaching and diplomacy. It will be written in the first person plural voice in 

order to weave two personal and professional stories into a coherent and compelling 

narrative. Kaufman and Hassassian’s book has the peculiarity of offering an inspirational 

and optimistic story within the bleak context of the Middle East affairs.   

 

While A WAY OUT  will include intellectual material related to peace negotiations, 

human rights theory and diplomacy, it is   addressed to general readers interested in world 

affairs, not exclusively to academics. Kaufman and Hassassian’s story will both inform 

and inspire: they will tell the revealing and moving stories that formed both their ideas 

and their commitment to their work. Though similar to Sandy Tolan’s The Lemon Tree in 

including the dual perspective of a Palestinian and an Israeli, CIVIL PARTNERS is not a 

history of the Middle East crisis. It is a book about personal and professional [friendship 

and] partnership across the divide of a conflict and proposes concrete solutions to many 

of the divisive issues of the Israel/Palestine conflict. Kaufman and Hassassian will 

include the brief historical background necessary for readers to make sense of the nature 

of the negotiations and the techniques used during them. 

 

A WAY OUT will offer exciting behind-the-scenes insight into peace making. With a 

longer career that has included work on many conflicts, Edy Kaufman will include 

adventures with Palestinians friends but also personalities like Jimmy Carter, Ted 

Kennedy, Graham Greene, George Mitchell and Nelson Mandela. Manuel Hassassian 

will tell stories of his relationship with Yassar Arafat, as well as meetings with the Pope 

[and], Tony Blair and others. 

 

 

MARKET ANALYSIS 
 

A WAY OUT will be written in a popular and accessible style and targeted to educated 

readers interested in the Middle East crisis, world affairs, diplomacy, conflict resolution 

and social activism. Recent titles like Ishmael Beah’s A Long Way Home have 

demonstrated the popularity of books that explore issues of conflict, war and human 

rights through the moving personal experience of their authors, and CIVIL PARTNERS 

will be written in the same spirit. 
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The situation of Edy Kaufman and Manuel Hassassian – who not only teach together, but 

share an apartment in DC every summer – is unusual and intriguing from the outset. A 

WAY OUT shows how their relationship, in some ways built on a conflict, has stood up 

to adverse conditions and fuelled their own work in conflict resolution. In addition to 

anecdotes of meetings with influential figures, the authors’ stories also explore unusual 

aspects of a well-know conflict, from the role of Armenian Palestinians to the perspective 

of Latin American Jews in the newly-founded State of Israel.  

Kaufman and Hassassian are extremely motivated to share their story with a broad scope 

of readers. They feel confident they will be able to reach the wide audience they are 

writing for. Their unusual partnership and ground breaking work has attracted wide 

media interest, including radio, television and newspapers. They have been interviewed 

together on ABC, CBC, CNN and BBC television, NPR radio, been featured in The 

Washington Post and published op-ed articles in The Los Angeles Times, The Christian 

Science Monitor, International Herald Tribune and the Baltimore Sun and more (See 

Media Appearances, below). 

 

As influential scholars and activists, both authors have broad networks of personal 

contacts in universities and NGOs in North America, the UK, Israel/Palestine. Kaufman, 

a former member of Amnesty International’s Executive Committee, is on the Advisory 

Board of Human Rights Watch/Middle East, a member of Committee for Scientific 

Freedom and Responsibility for the American Association for the Advancement of 

Science, and is actively involved in many other international peace and human rights 

organizations in the US and Israel. Hassassian, former Chair of Palestinian Council for 

Higher Education, is a member of the International Alliance for Peace??????, Executive 

Board Member of the Middle East Peace Institute[ WHAT IS THIS ORGANIZATION?] 

and has served as Consultant to UNESCO. As Palestinian Ambassador to the UK, he 

frequently lectures and speaks in Europe.  

 

The authors will supply a list of contacts at publication time and are confident they will 

be able to supply pre-publication quotes from one of the following:  

 

        • Jimmy Carter, former U.S. President and 2002 Nobel Peace Prize Laureate. 

• Ted R. Gurr, author of the bestseller Why Men Rebel and former President of 

the International Studies Association. 

• José Zalaquett, Chilean human rights activist and former Chairman of Amnesty 

International  

• Ricky Goldstein, Research Director of Human Rights Watch/Middle East 

 William Ury, Harvard University, international conflict management authority 

and co-author of Getting to Yes and Getting Past No. 

• Gene Sharp, worldwide top authority in non-violent action and Director of the 

A. Einstein Institution (Cambridge, MA).  

• Senator George Mitchell, negotiator in Northern Ireland and Israel/Palestine.  

• Jan Egeland, former Under Secretary General of the United Nations and Head 

of OCHA (Office of Coordination Humanitarian Affairs) and former Director General of 

Norway’s Foreign Ministry.  
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• Suheil Bushrui , author of The Wisdom of the Arabs and first [current] holder 

of the Baha’i Chair for World Peace, University of Maryland 

 Jorge Sanguinetti, twice Former President of Uruguay 

 

 

Media Appearances: 

 

Kaufman and Hassassian have written Op-Eds together for: 

-The Baltimore Sun 

-The Christian Science Monitor 

-The Jerusalem Report  

-The International Herald Tribune 

-The Los Angeles Times 

 

They have been interview on radio stations including: 

-several National Public Radio affiliates in Washington DC, Baltimore, Los Angeles 

-BBC 

-Voice of America and other radio stations from NY 

 

They have made TV appearances on: 

-CNN 

-ABC 

-C-ESPN nation wide (Washington Week) 

-Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) 

-PBS affiliates in Washington DC and Maryland 

-several commercial stations including an affiliate of ABC in Baltimore 

 

Newspaper articles about them have appeared in: 

-The Washington Post 

-Forwards 

-The Baltimore Sun 

-Jewish Washington Week 

-Mother Jones 

-Chronicles of Higher Education 

-student newspapers, and more) 

 

On the Internet, they are mentioned together in about 500 websites, and other material 

about us appears in Japanese, Russian, Spanish, Portuguese, several Slavic languages.   
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Preface:  

 

To be written by well-known figure relating to the Israel-Palestine Conflict  

 

Could be one of the following: 

 

-Samuel Lewis, who has been for many years a diplomat, ambassador to Israel, director 

of the policy planning staff at the Department of State and President of the United States 

Institute of Peace.  

-Ambassador Phil Wilcox, served as Consul General in Jerusalem (in practical terms, the 

US Ambassador to the Palestinians), in charge at the State Department on Anti-terrorism, 

currently the president of the Middle East Peace Foundation.  

(The first is perceived to be a bit pro-Israeli and the second pro-Palestinian.)[JULIE IT 

THIS COMES TO THEIR HANDS IT WILL UPSET BOTH OF THEM, AND WILL 

REFUSE TO RIGHT, SO WHAT CAN WE DO? I CHANGED THEIR DESCRIPTION 

A BIT TO REFLECT WHAT CANNOT BE SAID IN THE PROPOSAL 

-Former diplomat and now professor at the University of Virginia, Prof.  

William Quant   

 

Introduction: 

 

Imagine a wide highway, the road to peace, in which cars of different models, sizes, and 

power run in parallel lanes at different speeds – all in the same direction. Facing them is a 

bulldozer, driven mostly by strongly committed and determined religious fanatics, who 

has successfully driven many of the cars off the road, and risks causing permanent 

damage to the peace road. The bulldozer drivers do not respect the traffic regulations and 

they are destructive and dangerous. Those of us driving the cars are faced with a serious 

dilemma: how to avoid colliding with the bulldozer without hurting and bumping into 

one another while we maneuver along the road? 

  

Even when there are no official negotiations going on between countries in conflict, 

negotiations are still going on behind the scenes. As we write, these “Track II” 

negotiations, broadly called “Citizens’ Diplomacy” are generating the ideas that shape, 

and build consensus for agreements among the influential players who make sure the 

deals stick: leaders of civil society like academics, NGOs and or professional groups. In 

our own conflict in the Middle East, these negotiations are generating promising and 

creative ideas on even the toughest aspects of peace negotiations, like the dilemma of 

Palestinian refugees, to the status of Jerusalem. 

 

Manuel is Palestinian and Edy is Israeli. Though on opposite sides of the conflict, we are 

each one of the “drivers” on parallel roads, contending with the fanatics behind the wheel 

of the “bulldozer.” Each of us has decades of experience in Second Track negotiations; 

we have been working together for nearly two decades [15 years]. We are writing this 
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book because we felt the time had come to explain not only how Track IIs work, but also 

why they are so important. 

  

The need for Citizen’s Diplomacy is more urgent today than ever, mostly because the 

nature of the violence has changed. Contrary to popular belief, there is more 

democratization and peace between states and fewer gross violations of human rights 

than ever. Yet since WWII, 50% of peace agreements have not been totally or even 

partially implemented 5 years after they were signed. That’s because conflicts have 

largely changed from classic convention wars to intra-state, ethno-political and religious 

conflict.  These conflicts require a different kind of peace making where the precarious 

deal making of diplomats and politicians needs to be consolidated by bottom-up support 

from the civil societies involved.  

 

Citizens’ Diplomacy finds ways to satisfy the real need of groups in conflict so that peace 

agreements become sustainable solutions. As Jerusalemites living in the nexus of one of 

the world’s most persistent protracted conflicts, we know from our own experience that 

for governments to acquire this support from their civil societies, agreements must 

include fair consideration for justice and human rights.  That’s what keeps us working.  

 

We are writing this book because we believe that there is a way out of the impasse in the 

Middle East. Renewed negotiations in Annapolis offer another chance for an agreement. 

But for that to work, we need to keep the traffic on the peace road moving.  

 (See sample Chapter) 

 

 

Chapter 1: THE ODD COUPLE 
 

On the door of the office we share at the University of Maryland are two photos. One, 

taken from Newsweek, shows Manuel looking through a huge hole in the wall of his 

home in Bet Jala, after it was shelled by an Israeli tank. He and his family were on the 

other side of the house and miraculously survived. The other is of memorial site close to 

Edy’s office at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. It was built for nine students and 

staff killed by a bomb a Hamas member left in a knapsack in one of the university’s 

cafeterias. The photos are a constant reminder of the urgency of our work. 

 

While the fact that we share an office, as well as living accommodation each summer 

intrigues people, our relationship is subject to many tensions. However, our friendship is 

now long and strong and we have learned to bounce back quickly from tough or even 

divisive episodes. We describe how we dealt with the 2006 war in Lebanon, or with 

tension during an incident the same summer when we were both invited to the United 

States Institute of Peace in Washington DC to speak to a nationwide group of high 

schools teachers about “team-teaching our conflict.”   

 

To some extent, the course is the product of our lives, the experiences we share and the 

ones we don’t and the story of our long and unusual friendship. Much of what we teach 
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is, in fact, about how to tell stories. We learned a lot of that from sharing our own, very 

different stories. 

 

(See Sample Chapter) 

 

Chapter 2: BUENOS AIRES 
 

Edy’s story started in Buenos Aires. His father was a Zionist who had hoped to find 

refuge from the Bolshevik Revolution by immigrating to the Holy Land. But he was only 

able to secure papers to get Argentina. He moved there, opened a printing business and 

met Edy’s mother. Edy was born on Pearl Harbor Day, December 7, 1941, in Buenos 

Aires. His father would later say that this fateful day destined Edy for a career in peace. 

 

Yet it was really his parents’ example that pushed Edy toward his vocation. Both 

immigrants from Eastern Europe, they were deeply socially engaged and spent their lives 

trying to make the community around them a better place. Edy joined the Socialist party 

at age 15 and embraced its causes to the point where he found himself wielding a gun as a 

teenager. Yet growing up subjected to the propaganda of the Peronist dictatorship 

instilled in him an allergy to dogmatism and a penchant for moderation that would follow 

him all his life.  

 

Throughout his childhood, Edy’s parents remained committed to making aliyah and Edy 

was raised with the dream of immigrating to Israel. However, when the moment came in 

1959, he was torn between his Latin American roots and his eagerness to participate in 

building the State of Israel. 

 

Edy was too young to remember David Ben Gurion declaring Israel’s independence on 

May 15, 1948. From the extreme left to the moderate right wing, Latin America was very 

supportive of Israel. Much later in life he realized that when he learned about Israel’s 

War of Independence at his Bialik Jewish School every afternoon, teachers did not 

mention that Palestinian called the event The Catastrophe, nor the fact that during that 

war, three quarters of Palestinians became refugees almost overnight. 

  

 

 

Chapter 3: JERUSALEM 

 

By contrast, Manuel grew up steeped in the stories of Palestinian refugees. Born in 

Jerusalem in 1954, he was, like Edy, a minority. In fact, he was a minority within a 

minority. His grandparents had fled Turkey in 1921, the year Mustafa Kemal came to 

power, and settled in Jerusalem’s Armenian neighborhood of about 10 000. Working 

class Catholics in a mostly Orthodox community – his father worked his way from driver 

for the British Army to wine maker for the Franciscans – his family decided to stay in 

Jerusalem when Israel declared independence, even though many Armenians left.  

Manuel was thirteen when Israel invaded and occupied the Jordanian half of Jerusalem in 

1967. Stranded with his mother in Amman after visiting his sister in Syria, he had to be 
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smuggled trough the Jordanian border back to Jerusalem. It was a traumatic experience 

that opened his eyes to the experience of refugees. As Jerusalem residents, Manuel’s 

family had the option of obtaining Israeli citizenship. Many Armenians opted for it, but 

Manuel’s family turned it down, so they remained full-fledged Palestinians.  

  

Manuel grew up hearing as little about life on the other side of the No Man’s Land that 

divided Jerusalem and until he was a teenager, perhaps heard only a bit more about the 

Jews living there than Edy had heard about Palestinian refugees.  During the first years 

after the wall separating east and west Jerusalem was broken, he began to explore west 

Jerusalem with his friends, and supplemented his savings by playing with a jazz band for 

Arab, Armenian and Jewish family celebrations.   

  

Edy would also felt as [become] as part of a minority [within a minority]. When he 

emigrated from Latin America to Israel in 1960, he didn’t really receive the welcome he 

was expecting from Israeli natives, or sabras. In this chapter, he explains how he worked 

to prove his loyalty and be accepted as an Israeli, representing Israel in international 

student forums. He even took a risky and frightening two-year assignment as a double 

agent for Israeli counterintelligence agents with the KGB. Edy was finishing graduate 

studies when the Six Day War broke out in 1967.  For him, it was a “just war” of self-

defense. And got heavily involved in subsequent wars in his reserve artillery unit.  

 

After the 1967 war the famous UN resolution 242 called for a “just and lasting peace”. 

For Israelis, the important qualifier was “lasting” while for Palestinians, it was “justice.” 

From this point, it was clear that neither side would get everything it wanted. We were 

young at the time, but experience would teach us that it would be possible to compromise 

in a way where both sides would benefit more than they would lose. 

 

 

Chapter 4:  STUDENT POLITICS FROM PARIS TO BEIRUT 

 

In 1968, Edy witnessed the large-scale protest in France while doing his PhD at La 

Sorbonne. But while he sympathized with French students’ ideas and was impressed by 

their creativity, a voice in the back of his mind told him that revolutions weren’t the 

answer, and that only incremental change would bring about durable solutions to 

conflicts. He would carry that conviction into all his later work in conflict situations.   

 

In December 1973, during the Yom Kippur War, while serving in a fighting unit in Syria 

he was asked to fly to Paris to Amnesty International’s first world conference against 

torture to bring pressure on Syria to release names of Israeli POWs being held during the 

war. Conference participants were not supposed to be working for their own countries. 

Edy realized that his actions flew in the face of the very principles Amnesty embraced, 

and vowed that if he ever got out of the war alive, he would dedicate his life’s energy to 

furthering Amnesty’s worldwide cause, working for human rights everywhere on the 

planet. 
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In the early 70s, Manuel began his studies at Bir Zeit University in Bethlehem. That’s 

where he got his first taste of democracy and elections, and also political awareness and 

familiarity with the Palestine Liberation Organization, about ten years old at the time. He 

participated in his first demonstrations against the Israel army that, at one point, had 

surrounded the university.   

 

Following a cousin’s example, he got admitted to the American University in Beirut. In 

Lebanon he became familiar with the structure of the PLO and ate up their literature, until 

at age 19, he was full of hatred for Israelis. IN 1974 the PLO started calling for statehood. 

He shared the view of transforming the Palestinian struggle from an armed one, to a 

political one.  

  

The civil war in Lebanon erupted the week Manuel graduated in June 1975 and he 

quickly left the country. He wouldn’t see Beirut for 25 years, until he was representing 

the Bethlehem University at the meeting of the association of Arab universities. There, he 

was astonished and disappointed when he was denied entry to Lebanon with his Arab and 

Jordanian passports and had to use his US passport. 

 

 

Chapter 5: ACADEMIC CAREERS IN JERUSALEM AND BETHLEHEM 
 

In 1975 Manuel followed Samira, his Arab girlfriend at the American University in 

Beirut, to Toledo, Ohio, for graduate studies. Life in a mid-Western US city struck him as 

extremely parochial after living in Beirut, the “Paris of the Middle East.” He decided to 

complete his studies in Cincinnati instead, then returned home to teach at Bethlehem 

University. In 1983, was appointed Dean of students. This put him in the thick of student 

rebellions and demonstrations, and soon he found himself negotiating with the occupying 

Israeli soldiers.  

In this chapter, Manuel describes his growing involvement with civil society organization 

in Palestine, through his role as president of NGOs, and how he began exploring with 

curiosity the possibility of reaching out to work Israelis. [with civil society 

organizations/repeat]. 

At the end of his PhD, Edy had toyed with the idea of becoming a diplomat, but felt he 

could better work for human rights as a “scholar-activist” so he opted for a teaching 

position at the Hebrew University. He spent his first sabbatical in 1976 working as 

director of the Americas Unit of Amnesty International in London. 

Edy describes his early exciting years of international activism working with Amnesty 

International. The era saw the emergence of an “international citizens lobby” to not only 

fight human rights abuses worldwide but also “adopt” prisoners with names and faces. In 

1976, Edy organized AI’s first “country” campaign by mobilizing 400 groups around the 

world to denounce human rights abuses in Uruguay. In 1977 in Stockholm, at the first 

world conference against capital punishment, he coined the term “extrajudicial killing” to 

describe states committing targeted murder of their own citizens, a widespread human 

rights violation that could not be disregarded. The term is widely used today by NGOs 
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and the UN. In 1978, Edy became the first Israeli elected to Amnesty’s International 

Executive Committee, a position he held for the next seven years. True to his original 

career plan, he was among the first scholars to introduce the teaching of human rights in 

the social sciences. 

 

Yet during this period, Edy realized that in order to further his activism back home, he 

had to do more than talk about cooperating with Palestinians. He would soon meet the 

ideal candidate. 

 

 

Chapter 6: MEETING AT MOUNT SCOPUS 
 

Edy was encouraged by the outbreak of the first Intifada in 1987, because the Palestinians 

were using predominantly non-lethal violence and civil disobedience. Edy believed that 

Palestinians’ use of non-violent means to achieve a two-state solution could have a 

profound positive impact on the Israeli psyche.  

 

Manuel, Executive Vice-President of the University of Bethlehem by then, was inspired 

by the grassroots movement and seeing Palestinians taking destiny into their own hands. 

However, he was disappointed that while the Bethlehem University had a “weapons off 

limits” policy on campus, the Israeli soldiers patrolling the campus didn’t respect the 

same rules. Manuel was rising as a spokesman for Palestinian moderation and 

pragmatism and increasing his activity as an international representative for Palestinian 

causes. 

 

In this chapter we describe our surreal meeting in Jerusalem and how it sealed our 

commitment to strike a partnership. We first met at a conference in East Jerusalem, where 

Edy was invited to talk about Israeli reactions to the Intifada. After being introduced to 

Manuel, Edy was immediately impressed by his moderate positions. He invited Manuel, 

in turn, to come speak at the Truman Institute in Jerusalem. That event was almost 

thwarted when, after Israeli soldiers shot seven Palestinian days workers near Tel Aviv, 

Manuel’s colleagues demanded that he turn the offer down. But Manuel decided to travel 

to the Truman Institute and speak anyway.  

 

The Intifada almost thwarted our meeting. When Edy was driving to the event, 

Palestinian protestors threw rocks at his car. For Edy, the incident highlighted the 

asymmetry between the occupier and the occupied: the occupation meant sporadic shocks 

for many Israelis, but a daily nightmare for Palestinians. Still today, most Israelis can go 

on with their lives without meeting Palestinians, but most Palestinians have to deal with 

Israelis daily as guards at passing points and occupying soldiers. 

 

As we got to know each other and began cooperating on different projects, we came to 

think of each other as our “mirror image” on the opposite side of the conflict.  

 

 

Chapter 7: THE ATTRACTION TO TRACK II  
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The Oslo peace process grew from a Track II process started by Israeli academics and 

friends of Yassar Arafat. Though not officially sanctioned, authorities on both sides 

quickly endorsed it, with President Bill Clinton attempting to broker agreements. We 

both felt the accord was promising because in it, Israel and the PLO recognized each 

other, a two-state solution was tabled for the first time and divisive issues became 

negotiable.  

 

In this chapter we discuss the reasons for the collapse of the Oslo peace process after the 

failure of Camp David, in 2000, and our feelings about the Second Intifada. Luckily our 

friendship was a long and strong one by this point. We witnessed many friends even in 

the Palestinian and Israeli peace camps who let their anger prevail over their commitment 

to peace during this period. We continue to try to open up the minds of our students who 

came to our class strong advocates of a one-sided position.  

 

In this chapter we explain how Track II works. Unlike Track I diplomacy, which involves 

state actors, Track II brings together NGOs and other actors from civil society from both 

sides of a conflict. We describe, through examples from Peru-Ecuador, the South 

Caucasus, China, Bolivia, Kazakhstan, the Galapagos and Lesotho, showing how the 

workshops operate to find common ground. When participants “return” to their lives, the 

experience can help build support for Track I peace agreements or bring new ideas for 

reaching agreements. 

 

One of Edy’s objectives at the Truman Institute was to open up avenues for Palestinian 

and Israeli academics to work together, “building peace from the bottom up.”  Manuel 

began engaging in Track IIs in 1989 and would become a top Palestine player in Track 

IIs. 

 

By time of Oslo, Manuel and Edy had established sustained partnerships with other 

academics looking for common ground on the most challenging issues such as Jerusalem 

water, settlement and borders, as well as peace education and reconciliation.  We have 

both been criticized for collaborating with “the enemy” over the years – Edy has been 

periodically warned by colleagues that he is “going too far” and once had stones thrown 

at him during a hunger strike. Manuel has had fellow Palestinians boycott his 

presentations with Edy in international forums – though he generally wins back their 

support with the argument that he has to work with Israelis to fight for equal rights for 

Palestinians. Manuel earned the respect of Yassar Arafat even after publicly criticizing 

the militarization of the Second Intifada – to Arafat’s face.  

 

In recent years of violence, it’s fair to say that the ranks of those willing to work with the 

“other side” in the Israel-Palestine conflict has shrunk. We reflect with pessimism on 

what it takes to open up new avenues for dialogue 

 

 

Chapter 8: THE TEAM-TEACHING EXPERIMENT 
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Many people who work for humanitarian causes fall into a kind of Puritanism where they 

eschew personal pleasure. They go so far that that they have to stop their activism to 

“take care of themselves.” To some extent, our six weeks of team-teaching in 

Washington – watching movies and trolling DC for good sushi and Brazilian 

churrasquerias – are a kind of escape from our seemingly unsolvable conflict, a coping 

mechanism that helps us recharge our batteries. But ultimately, we think everyone needs 

to find a balance between personal satisfaction and the gratification of doing something 

to improve the world.  

 

In this chapter Edy discusses the four years he spent living in Southern California, his 

temptation to give in to a life of hedonism and the lessons he learned from the period, 

including a first failed attempt to team teach with another Palestinian colleague, Nafez 

Nazzal, at UCLA. Achieving and maintaining balance is one of the reasons we have been 

able to sustain our work over the decades.   

 

We also describe how we began team-teaching a course on the Israel-Palestine conflict 

together. The principle was to teach students from both sides of the conflict how the 

narratives of their histories separate them. At the end of the course, many students tell us 

they have learned to feel empathy for the other side, and they see why this is an asset in 

reaching peace agreements. Over the years, students have also come up with interesting 

ideas for resolving the conflict. 

 

 

Chapter 9: WATER, SECURITY AND JEWISH SETTLEMENTS   
 

In this chapter we discuss how some Track II experiences yielded potential solutions for 

some of the permanent status issues in the Israel-Palestine conflict: dividing water 

resources, resolving security issues on both sides of the conflict, drawing borders for in 

the two-state solution and what to do about the Jewish settlements in the Occupied 

Territories.  

 

We will describe how Track II workshops led to the viable plan of Israel and Palestine 

jointly operating a company to deal with management of shared aquifers. We will discuss 

compromises that have been reached – even from religious Jews – on the settlement issue 

and how respecting the “narratives” of Israelis and Palestinians, focusing on individual 

rights, and removing the pretense of finding an “eternal” solution can lead both sides to 

accept a day-to-day compromise that each can live with. While human security issues are 

vital for both sides, we describe a feasible peace-for-territory deal that has gained 

consensus in workshops. The key ingredient of this solution: it will meet the basic needs 

of each party.  

 

UN Security Council Resolution 242 called for lasting peace to be achieved by exchange 

of land. We will discuss different proposals for achieving this, including a “Trilateral 

land swap”, which would include Egypt as a partner, essentially expanding the “cake” 

before cutting it up. 
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Chapter 10: REFUGEES AND THE HUMAN RIGHTS YARDSTICK 

 

The issues blocking peace agreements between Israel and Palestine get tougher, like that 

of Palestinian Refugees. Today there are over 4.5 million refugees (more than five-fold 

the number in 1949) living in camps in Lebanon, Jordan, Syria, the West Bank and Gaza. 

Israel has long refused the “right of return” principle out of fear of being demographically 

overwhelmed. 

  

There is a lot in our respective backgrounds that allows us to relate to and empathize with 

the issue of being a refugee – namely Manuel’s grandparents fleeing the Armenian 

Genocide and his near brush with exile returning to Palestine after the Six Day War, and 

Edy’s family history fleeing anti-Semitism in Russia.  

  

In this chapter we discuss serious ideas and proposals that have come up on the refugee 

issue during Track II workshops. As we have seen over the years, for Palestinians, one 

clear prerequisite for an agreement is simply recognition of the evil done to innocent 

villagers and urban dwellers during “The Catastrophe” in 1948 – the “other” side of the 

story that many Jews ignored, even decades later.  Yet Manuel agrees, acknowledgement 

of responsibility should be extended to include other parties like Arab nations who 

entered Palestine but failed to defend or protect Palestinians even after they were forced 

out of their homeland. 

We will discuss different views for the resolution of the refugee issue, and will conclude 

with our own, based on a paradigm shift in which human rights is used as a yardstick for 

finding a solution. We do not think it is worth arguing who has the greater right to the 

land: Palestinians who were forced into exile 60 years ago or Jews who were forced into 

exile 2000 tears ago. The focus needs to shift from whom has the greater right to how to 

give each side enough rights – in other words, however to satisfy the core needs of each 

society. 

(See Sample Chapter) 

 

 

Chapter 11: SPLITTING SOVEREIGNTY OVER JERUSALEM 

 

Of course, one of the main stumbling blocks responsible for the failure of Camp David is 

Jerusalem. The issue is central to our experiences as residents of the city. We both have 

roots in the city prior to the 1948 division. Edy’s wife, Lisa, is a 5th generation 

Jerusalemite whose grandmother had nursed the baby boy of her Arab neighbor along 

with her own daughter: the two grew up as “milk brothers.”[ YET… IT IS ALSO A 

REMINDER [[[JULIE WOULD IT BE IMPORTANT HERE OR ELSEWHERE TO 

ADD]] THAT LISA’S FATHER WAS KILLED AS PART OF A MEDICAL CONVOY 

TO THE HADDASAH HOSPITAL IN MOUNT SCOPUS, IN THE 1948 WAR OF 

LIBERATION/CATASTROPHE. Manuel was born in the Via Dolorosa, the heart of the 
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Old City. Jerusalem is geographically interwoven and enmeshed amalgamation of Jewish 

and Arab villages, town and settlements.  

 

However, today Jerusalem is arguably the most non-negotiable problem between Jews 

and Arabs. The Holy City possesses the utmost religious spiritual and historical 

significance to the two nations. And there is no clear ruling or precedent in international 

human rights law for contending claims to a city to become  the capital of a state [on 

religious basis. 

 

Manuel discusses his long involvement in Track II discussions on Jerusalem (convened 

by European Union negotiators and Canadians, among others), and the solutions they 

have yielded. Like many complex problems, this one must be broken down into parts 

before it can be solved. We propose a “Russian doll” solution, diving the problem into 

three concentric circles. Greater Jerusalem, now about 100 square kilometers could 

become the capital of two states. Within this perimeter, we propose developing a special 

regime for the Old City – which constitutes only one square kilometer, but is the main 

bone of contention – consisting of four quarters. We will outline other creative solutions 

for managing this area, including a tripartite Christian/Muslim/Jewish Vatican-like 

regime, or leaving the Old City temporarily in the hands of an international 

administration. Within the Old City, one small corner is the holiest places in the land for 

both Muslims and Jews: Haram Al Shariff. Creative proposals for this area include 

establishing “two-floor sovereignty” of separate jurisdictions while leaving the issue of 

sovereignty in “God’s hands.” 

 

 

CHAPTER 12: FROM “STOP WAR” TO “MAKE PEACE” 

  

We have closely witnessed the Oslo peace process and subsequent attempts to achieve a 

final status peace treaty (Clinton parameters, Geneva Initiative, Ayalon/Nusseibeh 

Agreement, the Saudi and Arab League’s Initiative). These processes, have produced 

substantial inroads in thinking in both societies—intellectual groundwork that may yet 

provide the springboard for a lasting peace agreement. Yet these processes have had only 

limited success.   

 

In this chapter, we will explain the real challenge of peace builders:  to seize the 

opportunities, and channel efforts into proactive work for a two-state solution, which has 

consistent support of approximately 70 percent in both societies. Negotiators need to 

work on more effective confidence building measures in the West Bank while peace 

negotiations  between the PLO and Israel continue. This is now more urgent that ever 

given the control of Hamas over Gaza. They can pave the way to an agreement by 

arguing for a release of political/security prisoners. Manuel and Edy have a creative op-

ed published with a paradigm shift focusing not on the past of prisoners with ‘blood in 

their hands’ towards a security concern in the future that if they are released, how to 

make sure that they will not use violence.  
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President Bush’s famous Road Map to Peace included[s] a list of conditions: for Israel, a 

freeze on new settlements in the Occupied Territories; removal of illegal outposts and 

checkpoints to facilitate passage of Palestinians from Gaza to the West Bank; a pullout 

from large Arab cities in the West Bank; restoring permits for Palestinian workers within 

Israel again; and allowing access to the Muslim and Christian holy places. Palestinian 

leaders must take effective security measures to curb terrorism, monitor incitement to 

violence in the media and textbooks, and encourage people-to-people cooperation. But in 

reality, this has not been the case. While impatiently waiting for a breakthrough, it will 

also be important to start constructing a shared vision for the “day after” the peace 

agreement, which would include considerations on how to consolidate a peace 

agreement. The Oslo failed experience stresses the need for building public support 

 

 

Chapter 13: LIVING IN THE PRESENT 
 

In November 2007, Edy, Manuel and their wives Lisa and Samira unexpectedly found 

themselves sailing through the Los Roques Archipelago in the Caribbean on the yacht of 

a wealthy Palestinian – an invitation that had come after Manuel and Edy conducted a 

workshop for the polarized Jewish and Arab communities in Caracas Edy is uplifted by 

the progress of democratization and demands for social justice in South America and was 

anxious to share this with Manuel.  

  

We are cautiously optimistic that in the long run. While the renewed peace process that 

started in Annapolis will not come to fruition  till after the Bush administration is 

replaced.  However, the personal trust between Mahmoud Abbas and Ehud Olmert has 

not translated into a trust between two peoples. Meanwhile, moderates on both sides are 

not expanding their camps and are remain minorities within their respective civil 

societies. NGOs, professional associations, academics and intellectuals are highly 

mobilized for their own goals but have not yet come up as strong players pushing for the 

end of occupation and a viable two-state solution. The need to expand the peace and 

justice camps on both sides is just as important as signing a piece of paper. Yet while 

most of the Palestinians and Israelis are willing to settle for a part of the land, 

compromise is made impossible by the violent and undemocratic acts of minorities of 

Muslim and Jewish religious zealots. 

Our hope is that this book will further reveal to Jewish readers that within the 

contemporary global context, the occupation of the Palestinian territories – and the 

consequent gross human rights violations – is untenable. We hope our more of our 

Palestinian and Arab friends will stop being afraid of criticizing serious failures of the 

past like the corrupt practices and ineptitude of the Palestinian Authority, and the use of 

brutal forms of violence against civilians by Hamas and other non-state actors. 

 

Contrary to what our critics affirm, appraisal of the conflict through the lens of universal 

principles – both human rights and the strengthening of democratic state – is not 

idealistic. It is an effective way to arrive at concrete solutions. 
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There is some reason for hope. Academics and Track II negotiators have come up with 

viable concrete solutions for some of the stumbling blocks to peace and those ideas are 

gradually being adopted by the mainstream of both Palestinian and Israeli civil society 

and at a slower pace by their governments. The Arab world has shown its willingness to 

negotiate territory for peace. The international community is sick and tired of our 

conflict, and may be doing a last but powerful effort, led by a new administration in the 

United States, to make our peoples to settle once and forever, this century long 

nightmare. 

 

As Manuel says “we are doomed to live together.” Edy adds that we may also be   

“doomed to die together” if the Iranian nuclear threat against Israel becomes a reality: 

bombs won’t discriminate between Arabs and Jews.  We need to take advantage of the 

large adherence in both societies to the principal of peace based on historic compromise. 

It’s the only way out.  

 

  

 

 

  

 

INTRODUCTION 

  

Imagine a wide highway, the road to peace, in which cars of different models, sizes, and 

power run in parallel lanes at different speeds – all in the same direction. Facing them is a 

bulldozer, driven mostly by determined religious fanatics. The bulldozer has managed to 

drive many of the cars into the ditch, and risks causing permanent damage to the peace 

road. Its drivers do not respect the traffic regulations and they are destructive and 

dangerous. The rest of us, driving our cars, are faced with a serious dilemma: how do we 

avoid colliding with the bulldozer without hurting and bumping into one another while 

we maneuver along the road to our destination? 

 

As a Palestinian and an Israeli we find ourselves on opposite sides of a stubborn 

protracted conflict. Yet for decades we have each been one of these “drivers” on the 

peace road. Like many actors on opposite sides of a conflict, we are actually trying to get 

to the same destination: a mutually acceptable solution to our conflict that will address 

the needs of both sides. Over the years, we have occasionally been singled out by the 

media because of our unusual working relationship and long-lasting friendship. But while 

have been happy to talk about our experience and the important lessons we have learned 

working together, the truth is, there are lots of people like us, working behind the scenes, 

and across the divide in the Israel-Palestine conflict.  

 

Those people are extremely important, and this book will explain why. Wide media 

coverage of armed conflicts across the planet has left most people with the impression 

that there are more wars in the world today than ever. In fact, over the last two decades, 

there have been less conventional wars between states and fewer countries systematically 

violating human rights than in previous decades. The main reason is that since the 1980s 
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there has been considerable progress in democratization across the planet. That has 

brought more peaceful relations between states, as established democracies do not go to 

war with one other. In a 2007 report, the Center for International Development and 

Conflict Management, at the University of Maryland, found that the proportion of 

democratic states in the world had increased from 29% in 1950 to 55% in 2006 while the 

total number of states had tripled.  

 

However, since the end of the Cold War, the nature of conflict in the world has also 

changed, moving from classic conventional war between states to intra-state, identity-

driven asymmetrical disputes (when one side is using terrorist or guerrilla tactics), where 

groups are defined by distinct attributes, often ethnicity and religion. Since 1990, 55 of 

the 161 countries in the world have been affected by this type of violence – 35 of them by 

at least 7 years of domestic armed conflict. Such factions are usually fighting other 

groups that control state power as in the 2008 outbreak of violence in Kenya. Our own 

conflict falls into this category: after a succession of wars between Israel and the Arab 

states, the conflict is now between the State of Israel and the Palestinian nation [s]. 

 

Unfortunately, these “societal” wars are longer, and more resistant to resolution than 

conventional wars. Half of formal peace agreements reached since WWII have not been 

either fully or partially implemented 5 years after treaties were signed. In the Middle 

East, we made a great contribution to this gloomy scenario with successive failures to 

implement peace accords. The problem? Hand shaking between officials – even when 

they are democratically elected – is not sufficient to solve these new “democratic” 

conflicts.  

 

In short, peace making has to change. It has to become peace building. It is not enough 

for governments to declare peace; peace must be consolidated at the people’s level as 

well.  

  

People-to-people peace requires a type of peace building known as Track II Diplomacy, 

or  “Citizen’s Diplomacy.” Thought not well known, Track II Diplomacy is already used 

increasingly across the planet as a complement to official, or Track I Diplomacy. Track I 

involves official actors like heads of government. Track II takes place between non-

governmental organizations working at the grassroots level in what are also called “back 

channel” negotiations. The ultimate goal of Track IIs is to find mutually acceptable 

solutions to a conflict. Track II negotiations often come up with innovative ‘out of the 

box’ ideas that can be used by the official negotiators. Track IIs can also be used to 

generate and maintain support for official agreements and terms of a peace settlement 

among leaders of civil society.   

 

Our experience in numerous Track II workshops has shown us not only that peace cannot 

[not] be made by leaders [shaking hands] alone – it has shown us why this is so. Many 

remember the high moment of the signing of Oslo peace accords in 1994, immortalized 

in the photo of President Bill Clinton standing behind Israel’s Prime Minister Yitzhak 

Rabin and PLO Chairman Yassi[a]r Arafat, pushing the two leaders to shake hands. But 

the many accords that followed this moment have not been implemented [implanted]. 
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Military, political or economic power can sometimes impose [bring] immediate results in 

formal peace negotiations, but they cannot guarantee long-term solutions. And the reason 

is simple: it takes the genuine consent of the two parties to arrive at a lasting peace. 

Formal peace agreements often fail to attend to the basic needs of both sides of a conflict. 

If they don’t do this, then the agreements cannot be implemented and peace cannot be 

sustained. The conflict is bound to re-erupt again sooner or later. 

  

Over the decades, Israelis should have been able to realize on their own that it is 

impossible to win a war against popular resistance of Palestinians. There is no unilateral 

way to impose the formula endorsed by official on both sides, for a “just and lasting 

peace  (as mentioned in the famous UN Security Council Resolution 242). The failure of 

the Oslo process should have made it clear that a sense of justice is a pre-requisite for 

sustained peace. This is sadly ironic: many of the creative propositions that helped solve 

impasses in talks between military, diplomatic and political leaders during the Oslo peace 

process were in fact products of  “Track II”, also called “Citizens’ Diplomacy”. But re-

formulations and lack of zeal in carrying out the responsibilities and duties of both sides 

generated frustration at the idea of new attempts, such as the one launched in Annapolis 

in November 2007. 

 

Our shared belief in the importance of “people to people” peace-building was what 

brought us together. Before becoming Palestine’s Ambassador to the UK, Manuel was 

Executive Vice President of Bethlehem University for over a decade. He spent much of 

his teaching career trying to help foster a viable and peaceful Palestinian state. This drive 

first pushed him to play a larger role within his university and later, to participate in the 

nascent civil society that evolved in the territories occupied by Israel Palestine’s public 

life. He was in charge of monitoring the first national elections in the Bethlehem region 

and began participating in Palestine’s vibrant community of NGOS, charitable 

associations and professional groups. His work was challenging at the outbreak of the 

first Intifada, when his fellow countrymen had no formal authorities of their own. Manuel 

felt that Palestinians’ main strategy was not only [should be] to appeal to international 

opinion but also to convince Israelis – ideally with words, but with stones if necessary – 

that ruling another nation was incompatible with their own democratic and Jewish values. 

His commitment to the Palestinian cause led him to become an important policy advisor 

in Palestine and he became a top player in back channel negotiations with Israel and head 

of the Jerusalem Task Force of the PLO.   

  

Twelve years Manuel’s senior, Edy has benefited from the luxury of a working in society 

with democratic institutions. That has allowed him to apply his experience [work] on 

peace-building beyond the Israel-Palestine conflict. Long time director of a peace 

institute in Jerusalem and a conflict management center at the University of Maryland, he 

has taught human rights and given training in conflict resolution in Latin America, 

Southern Africa, the Caucuses and more. He worked creating bottom-up consensus to 

establish condition for the first local elections in Lesotho, the small “kingdom on the sky” 

in Southern Africa. He helped develop a shared vision towards the future of the rapidly 

deteriorating Salween river that runs through China, Burma, helped bridge the language 

conflict between minorities in Kazakhstan, and instituted an exemplary Christian, Jewish 
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and Muslim trialogue in five United States campuses that may lead to a common stand 

against using religion to condone the killing of innocent civilians. A long-standing leader 

of Amnesty International, he was founder and then chair of B’tselem, the Israeli 

information center on human rights in the Occupied Territories. 

 

Decades ago, before we met, we both came to the conclusion that to make peace between 

Palestine and Israel, activists [leaders] of both civil societies had to cooperate. Before we 

met, in the early 1990s, we had each decided to put that belief into action by striking a 

partnership with someone “from the other side” – an academic like ourselves. At that 

time, Manuel was a Dean of Students of Bethlehem University, on his way to become the 

equivalent the Rector and Edy was the Director of the Harry S. Truman Research 

Institute for the Advancement of Peace at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. The first 

Palestinian uprising, the “Intifada” brought us together in a surreal encounter on 

Jerusalem’s Mount of Olives. 

 

Every summer since 1994, we spend 6 weeks living and teaching our conflict together in 

Washington DC, working side-by-side, gathering and generating creative ideas for our 

dispute’s resolution. When we go “back to reality” in the Holy Land at the end of every 

summer – Manuel to Bethlehem and Edy to Jerusalem, where our homes are only 

separated by four miles – it’s not always easy to meet across the growing physical and 

psychological wall between Israel and the Occupied Territories. Nevertheless, we have 

managed to co-author numerous academic articles, newspaper op-eds, and jointly give 

TV and radio interviews on our work over the years. In many ways we are opposites – 

Manuel is an innate orator who provokes strong reactions from his audiences while Edy 

is a low-key speaker. But opposites are renowned for forming solid partnerships. We feel 

we are somehow each other’s mirror image.   

 

Roughly a year ago, we decided to write a book together, both to talk about how our 

individual life experience’s led us to work in Track II diplomacy, and to explain how to 

create conditions that will may peace between Israel and Palestine both not only possible, 

but sustainable. The Washington Post called us “the odd couple” in an article on our 

team-teaching experience The University of Maryland, where we bring Jewish and Arab 

students together to generate ideas for reaching consensus in the Israel-Palestine conflict. 

While our partnership may be unusual, it is also part of an enormous and growing 

“international citizen’s lobby” which includes groups like UNESCO, Amnesty 

International, Human Rights Watch and the American Association for the Advancement 

of Science. We believe there is “a way out” of the protracted conflict in the Middle East. 

 

And we are certainly not alone. We have participated in dozens of meetings with 

moderate and pragmatic people like us.  The proposals in this book are based on our own 

experiences, but also draw on those of others.  In the following chapters we propose 

solutions for the thorny issues of Jerusalem, Jewish settlements, Palestinian refugees, 

borders, security, water and more, describing the situations from which we and others 

developed new ideas and solutions. We cover anecdotes (from a Second Track workshop, 

to a hunger strike, coaching young Arabs, Muslims and Jews on campus, and a joint 

academic research project).  In addition to the “ends” we mention the “means”, the 
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conflict resolution tools that can contribute to achieving consensus among contending 

parties; studying the potential and impact of non violent struggle; assessing the challenge 

of peace and human rights organizations to work together in spite of their different 

agendas, overcoming obstacles to academic cooperation; developing applied projects; 

advocating confidence building measures such as prisoners’ release; removing 

checkpoints, and more.   

 

At the outset, our ideas may sound over-ambitious, even unrealistic, given how deeply 

entrenched the Israel-Palestine conflict has become. But readers will see that much of 

what we have to say is in fact rooted in common sense. We can explain why peace 

agreements need to answer to basic needs of each side of conflict before they will achieve 

their objective of establishing peace. Through the “cross-fertilization” of our partnership, 

we have developed an innovative approach that uses universally endorsed human rights 

as a yardstick to narrow the asymmetric situation in our conflict. We have taken human 

rights as a guiding principle in our solutions, as articulated in the thirty articles of the 

United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights. When we talk about using 

human rights as a yardstick to evaluate solutions to the crisis, we are not merely uttering 

a slogan. We are making a genuine effort to apply it as pragmatically as possible. Perhaps 

the final agreement will not go all the way to grant such equal rights, but as a starting 

point such reference is badly needed. 

 

The book is divided into two sections. The first traces the personal experiences that 

shaped us and led to our partnership: our upbringing, experiences as minorities within 

minorities, formative adolescent years, early careers as scholar-practitioners, our meeting 

and decision to teach together. The second part draws on our experiences in Track II 

negotiation to explain viable solutions to the major roadblocks in negotiations between 

Palestine and Israel: Jerusalem, Jewish settlements, Palestinian refugees, borders, security 

and water. 

  

In our opinion, the onus for the resolution of the Israel-Palestine clearly falls on Israel, 

but not for the reason most commonly invoked by Palestinian leaders – that is, that Israel 

was the cause of the problem. As readers will see, while Israel must in some form 

acknowledge the wrong done to Palestinians, assigning blame for the problem is not 

necessary, and does not contribute to finding a solution. Both sides have to be willing to 

make sacrifices. Nevertheless, we put on onus for resolution on Israel because of simply 

asymmetry in the situation of the two countries. Israeli civil society activists find 

themselves in a post–nation-building phase in an established state functioning under 

democratic rules of the game.  By contrast, Palestinians remain saddled with the task of 

constructing a state from scratch and a national ethos that confines the degree of 

individual freedom of action. Frustration related to lack of personal advancement further 

alienates them and discourages interaction with Israeli counterparts, persons visibly 

enjoying a much higher standard of living. These differences place a higher burden on the 

side of the top dog’s civil society. Israeli leaders must recognize that the two societies 

have dramatically different levels of development, and that these conditions alone 

provide Israel with more freedom of action and means to implement ideas. In contrast the 

Palestinians are still under occupation and domestic turmoil.  
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At the moment, this asymmetry constitutes a huge obstacle to peace-building efforts. 

Overwhelmingly, Israelis conduct their daily lives oblivious to their neighbors while most 

Palestinians daily confront the impediments and ordeals of the occupation’s restrictions 

to their freedom of movement and living conditions. The recently erected security 

barrier/Apartheid Wall, roadblocks, and checkpoints have exacerbated conditions of what 

has been called structural violence: namely, that the low quality of life without the 

enjoyment of fundamental rights has an indirect impact on the physical suffering or the 

decline in life expectancy. Furthermore, the physical barriers prohibit West Bank and 

Gaza Palestinians from meeting Israelis in Israel. For the same reason, Israelis are not 

allowed to meet Palestinians on their own turf. Hence, the distancing of both peoples 

grows by the day. 

 

At the same time, in our opinion, Palestinian leaders must be willing to question, and 

eventually ignore some of their long-held positions relating to Israel.  “Normalization” 

(Tattbi’eh) – defined as building open and reciprocal relations with Israel in all fields – 

has encountered major opposition in Palestinian universities. The few and mostly silent 

supporters of Normalization see it as a process to integrate Israel into the larger Middle 

East community of nationalism or to restructure Israel through a bottom-up peace 

process. Many academics, however, oppose normalization because in their view it 

implies a willingness to accept, and perhaps legitimize, past injustices experienced while 

there has been a Jewish presence in their land. Thus, they consider ending occupation as a 

precondition for normal relations with Israelis. This anti-normalization stance has led to 

such Palestinian initiatives as the boycott of Israeli academics (understood as a legitimate 

nonviolent act against occupation). The unfortunate result of this has been unwanted 

pressure on those Palestinians willing to cooperate across the ethnic divide.  

 

Sadly enough [Of course], among mainstream Israelis the idea of, in so many words, 

“getting rid of the Palestinians” is gaining popularity. The reasoning is that by putting 

them behind the barrier/Wall, “Palestinians will be there, and we will be here, and we 

will not have to see or interact with them anymore.” This separatist idea is gaining 

momentum in Israeli public opinion, even among people who were formerly peace 

activists. This concept is a mirror opposite to the one we articulate in this book, which 

calls for the “humanization of the other”. Our vision presupposes that everyone should 

enjoy unencumbered access to all citizens’ rights. 

 

Reciprocity – the idea that both sides of the conflict should be held responsible for their 

actions – is frequently invoked by Israeli liberals who criticize unconditional solidarity 

efforts with Palestinians. However, Israelis’ quest for reciprocity is often most evident in 

its negative form: blaming the other for beginning the cycle of violence, which relieves 

Israelis of any obligation to initiate a change in the situation. Most Israelis have no idea 

of what Palestinians go through under the Occupation and this way, their insularity 

effectively blocks any proactive peace initiatives.  
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We have been criticized as not being “mainstream”, yet, simply put, there is no other way 

to end the conflict. We need to find common ground. What makes ground common is not 

that each side meets the other half way. We believe that in many of the issues Israelis and 

Palestinians can do better than a compromise. Many of the current needs of both sides are 

intangible, from recognition, to dignity, acknowledgment of responsibility for past 

behavior, apologies, sharing the grief of the other, and more. Other tangible issues are 

common resources shared by both sides of the conflict. Either side acting unilaterally 

without taking into account the needs of the other will lead not to solutions, but to 

loss/loss scenarios. Disregarding the pollution of the shared aquifers, or not helping 

stopping the mosquitoes or the avian flu in Gaza, not cooperating in stopping such 

plagues in one of the sides of the borders or the separating fence – all these issues are 

causing damage to both across the divide. Even with finite resources such as water or 

land, agreements are not so much zero/sum scenarios as opportunities solutions that 

provide more benefits for both sides.   

 

Our wish is that this testimony will become a source of strength and empowerment for 

citizens concerned with human rights and peace in particular, but also the environment, 

education and more. 

 

  

Chapter 1: THE ODD COUPLE 

  
  

Stuck to the door of the office we share at the University of Maryland are two photos. In 

the first one, taken from Time Magazine, Manuel is looking through a huge hole in the 

wall of his house in Bet Jala. He had returned home from the U.S. only three days before 

it was taken, in July 2003. It was the middle of the second Intifada and the Israeli army 

had been making regular incursions into the Occupied Territories and armed Palestinian 

militias were regularly retaliating from the houses of Bet Jala. That night, there was 

shooting in nearby Gilo. The Israeli Army responded by firing a T.O.W. missile to Bet 

Jala.  

  

Ten minutes before the missile hit, Manuel’s children were frightened by the shooting 

from Gilo, so the whole family took refuge in the basement of his home. When the 

missile hit, none of them actually knew what had happened. The noise was tremendous, 

the children were screaming and everyone was confused. Manuel and his wife Samira 

went upstairs for a moment to the kitchen but there was so much dust in the air they 

couldn’t see a thing. It was only when they heard the sirens of a fire engine that they 

realized they had been hit. The Palestinian police arrived and advised them to leave the 

house in case another missile was on the way so they went to Samira’s parents’ house. 

Then the whole family went to church to thank God for their safety. There was lots of 

damage – the front wall, upper floor and front gates were all hit – but thankfully no 

injuries, in Manuel’s family, or among his neighbors.  

 

The other photo on our office door is of a memorial at the Nancy Reagan Plaza on Mount 

Scopus in Jerusalem, just a few steps away from Edy’s office at the Hebrew University. 
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The monument had been built in remembrance of nine students and staff killed July 31, 

2002 by a bomb that a Hamas militant left in a backpack on a table of the Frank Sinatra 

cafeteria.  The bomber, it turned out, was a manual worker at the Hebrew University. Edy 

recalled him painting the staircase of his [building at the Harry S.] Truman Institute 

building [for the Advancement of Peace] the previous summer. In all, 85 people were 

injured in the bombing, 14 seriously. One of Edy’s librarians temporarily lost his hearing 

and one of his researcher’s was among the injured. 

 

Our friends at the University of Maryland already know the story behind the photos, and 

have an almost protective attitude toward us. Among students and colleagues who do not 

know us well, the photos and our analysis of the situation behind them  generate a 

mixture of surprise and pride. And no doubt a few of the people who pass by our door are 

shocked to see the Middle East conflict brought so close to home in vivid images. Unlike 

the usual inspiring mementos our colleagues display in their offices, ours seem to 

underline and dramatize the conflict that divides us.  

 

But for us, the photos have a different significance. They remind us of what unites us: our 

shared mission to find common ground in the conflict that has pitted our societies against 

one another for more than a century [60 years now]. 

  

Our partnership is not always easy. The “hot” summer of 2002, captured in the Time 

Magazine photo of Manuel was actually a moment of tension between us. When Edy 

heard about the shelling, he was in shock. He didn’t know whether the family had 

survived, let alone what shape their house was in. Even after he found out that Manuel’s 

family was okay, he was not sure how to best express his concern and support for them. 

Writing allows a more carefully thought out expression of shared grief but he wondered 

whether an email or a fax to Manuel’s office at Bethlehem University would even reach 

him. On the other hand, a telephone call would be faster and more immediate. But would 

Manuel want to talk to Edy about an incident provoked by his own people? Edy recalled 

a similar case when a missile also partially destroyed the newly built house of Akram, a 

Palestinian working in the Ramallah office of the Norwegian FAFO (the same trade-

union NGO that convened the Oslo process leading to the Peace Accords). At that time, 

some of his Israeli contacts offered to collect money to at least partially cover the 

expenses of repairing the damage. The idea of restorative justice was appealing to us. But 

Akram gave a courteous “no thanks” answer.   

 

In the end, Edy decided to call Manuel, express his concern about their wellbeing, and 

make a similar offer to help. The Hassassians had many Jewish friends that would feel 

somehow relieved if they could participate, if not physically, at least financially in the 

rebuilding effort. But Manuel’s answer was also a firm “no thanks.” He assured Edy that 

his family was all right, and that was what counted most. He added that he was angry at 

Israel. Given their commitment to nonviolence, Manuel and Shamira thought such things 

somehow shouldn’t happen to them. The incident left a psychological impact on 

Manuel’s children, especially the younger ones, who later had nightmares and woke up 

screaming in the night. It took Manuel and his family almost a year to overcome it. But 

he assured Edy that the events would not negatively affect his determination to work for 
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an end to such senseless violence. In fact, Manuel and his wife Samira were never so 

convinced of the impossibility of a military solution to the conflict with Israel, and they 

became even more determined to work for a peaceful resolution. 

 

Over the years, our societies have grown further apart and more politically inward 

looking. [And each of us], at times, we have also been affected by our own patriotism, 

sometimes without foreseeing it [realizing it]. In 2006 we were invited by the United 

States Institute of Peace to talk about our team teaching experience to a large group of 

teachers from across the country. We had agreed on our method before we began. Edy 

would begin by discussing the principles of team-teaching, showing how our individual 

experiences led each of us to become involved of civil society work and explained what it 

takes for partners from two sides of a conflict to team teach and even how student 

simulations could generate ideas for Track II peace negotiations. Manuel was to begin by 

explaining the political situation at the leadership level and discussing the role civil 

society could play in generating new ideas for negotiations. He was then to criticize the 

Palestinian leadership for neglecting to generate favorable public opinion at the 

grassroots level during the Oslo peace process.  

 

The talk took place during the war in Lebanon in the summer of 2006. Hezbollah had 

captured two Israeli soldiers from Israel’s northern border, following a Hamas 

kidnapping of one soldier from near the Gaza border. Israel responded with massive air 

strike and artillery fire on targets in Lebanon and the conflict lasted for more than a 

month. Perhaps because of recent events, Manuel deviated a little from our plan and 

focused only on openly criticizing the policies of the Israeli government. Edy was miffed. 

In his presentation, he had neither defended Israel’s official policies, nor criticized the 

poor performance of the Palestinian authority in general. During the question period, he 

couldn’t resist the temptation to set the record straight. But instead of focusing his 

criticism exclusively on Palestinian official policies, he expressed his frustration at 

Manuel for having switched into advocacy rather than giving a balanced academic 

analysis of the situation. There was tension between us during the whole two hours of the 

presentation, and our audience certainly sensed it. 

 

The same people probably would have been surprised to see us even half an hour later 

when we were having lunch next door with a friend[ JULIE, I DON’T KNOW IF 

RELEVANT, BUT I WAS ONLY DRINKING SINCE THIS WAS ONE THE DAY I 

WAS FASTING IN FRONT OF THE STATE DEPT, WITH PALESTINIAN AND 

LEBANESE COLLEAGUES CALLING FOR A CEASEFIRE IN THE WAR IN 

PROGRESS AT THAT TIME,AS DISCUSSED LATER IN THIS CHAPTER.. We were 

back to our normal relationship. Traumatic experiences and the strong loyalties each of us 

has for the cause of his people could throw us apart from each other, but over the years, a 

friendship has been cemented our commitment to keep working together. We are used to 

dealing with the weight on our conflict on our friendship and have learned to bounce 

back quickly to what has become a strong and resilient friendship. Since we started 

teaching together, we have welcomed the 6-week course as relaxing break from our 

intense lives. We enjoy spending time together, not only talking about politics and 

writing together but going to movies, eating steak, drinking wine and relaxing in the 
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sauna of university’s sports complex.   

 

The personal tensions do intrude from time to time. As the early riser, Edy listens to NPR 

or reads the Ha’aretz, Israel’s liberal daily, on line usually before Manuel wakes up. 

Normally, “no news is good news”. But Edy does face the possibility every day of having 

to break bad news from the Middle East to Manuel – whether it’s a suicide bombing in 

Tel Aviv or a military incursion in Gaza, events that using involve innocent bystanders, 

and often children. We don’t always have time to digest the news before we have to teach 

our class. Years ago, Manuel suggested that when the Palestinians were responsible for 

the bad news, he should start the class by making critical comments of their action. If 

Israeli was at fault, Edy should do the same for Israel’s actions. 

 

Before he met Manuel, Edy had long been attracted to the idea of team-teaching as a 

pedagogical tool. In 1983, he shared the idea while dining at the house of Palestinian 

professor at Bir Zeit University. At the time, he was spending summers in California 

teaching at UCLA. He convinced the professor to join him there to experiment with the 

method. Unfortunately, it did not go well. A Jewish student publicly challenged the 

Palestinian professor, who in turn ordered the student out of the classroom creating 

tension with the university authorities. The Palestinian professor eventually decided it 

would be better to alternate teaching classes rather than teach together. Arab media 

picked up on our cooperation after seeing coverage of the experiment on TV and in the 

L.A. Times, and started to criticize it. In the end, the personal complicity between Edy 

and his Palestinian colleague vanished and did not even meet again for several years. Yet 

Edy continued to believe it would be possible with the right person and that eventually 

led him to meet and strike a partnership with Manuel. 

 

In 1988, Edy came to the Occupied Territories to speak to Palestinian academics on some 

applied research he was doing on nonviolence and the Intifada. Manuel was in the 

audience. He found the lecture illuminating and thought Edy’s voice conveyed an 

authentic commitment to test the effectiveness of the nonviolent means to combat the 

Israeli occupation. That initial meeting led to another, and eventually to our [14-year 

partnership] deep rooted friendship.   

 

Every summer since 1994 we have lived together for six weeks at the University of 

Maryland while we teach a course together on the Middle East conflict: “Conflict 

Resolution- the Palestinian Israeli Experiment.” The point of our course is for students to 

learn how the contending narratives of each side of the conflict seem irreconcilable at 

first, but can in fact be used to find mirror images and mutual recriminations [common 

ground]. Then they see how that understanding –not necessarily justifying- the position 

of the Other, in turn,can be [ is] used for resolving conflicts. We begin the course by each 

explaining the conflicting Israeli and Palestinian “versions” of what triggered the crisis. 

Edy gives the mainstream Jewish Israeli perspective, and Manuel tells the story through 

Palestinian eyes. We normally have a mix of Jewish, Muslim and Christian students, or in 

other words, a good variety of clashing positions. After presenting the two historic 

narratives, we gradually move into the present, covering events since the Oslo Peace 

Process started in1991 and the ups and downs of Israeli/Palestinian relations.  



 29 

 

In one of our exercises, we ask half the class to simulate being Israeli and the other half, 

Palestinians, each side making arguments as if they were delegates in the UN General 

Assembly. Manuel calls the simulation a “dialogue of deaf with an added aggressive 

body language.” Except eventually, most of our “deaf” learn to listen. After they argue 

their position, the students reverse the role playing, and portray the opposite position they 

originally took. The idea is for them to learn to put themselves in the shoes of their 

adversaries.  It’s not hard to find scenarios to role-play, since recurrent violent incidents 

in the Middle East conflict provide us with abundant material. In the summer of 2004, we 

just brought the two photos now on our office door to our class. The argument was about 

who was responsible for the escalation of violence. This year a Human Rights Watch 

report (Edy is member of the organization’s Middle East Advisory Board) blamed both 

the Israeli government and Hamas for exchanging fire in and from Gaza. For once, we 

had a balanced scenario for our students to role-play as they defended each side of the 

conflict. 

 

We end the course by brainstorming with the students about the future of Jerusalem. We 

don’t ask them what their position on Jerusalem is, but instead, we ask them to consider 

why they need Jerusalem as the capital of their nation, and then to look for ways of how 

to best meet each side’s need. The results are usually good. Many of the students start the 

course blaming the other side for the situations, but most leave knowing that there are 

two narratives to be respected, that the other side deserves their understanding, if not their 

empathy. They learn that the key to finding a solution lies in imagining what a future of 

peace can provide to each side, and then taking the necessary steps to put such solutions 

in place. We hope a few of these students will be ready to do something concrete toward 

building peace, as some of our former students have gone on to do. 

 

We stubbornly work on improving our team teaching each year, in the hopes that like 

wine, it will get better with age. For those who are immersed for the first time in the 

magnitude of our conflict, the course usually brings a sharp increase in their concern 

about Palestinians and Israelis. The many among them that are Jewish or Muslim find 

their minds opened up to the needs and motivation of the other side. They understand that 

the best way to advance their cause is to search together for a just peace.  

 

As far as we know, we are the only university professors experimenting with this method 

to team- teach our own conflict [resolution] (we discuss it in more detail in Chapter 8). 

The fact that we are, technically “enemies” in such a high profile conflict probably 

explains the attention the course has attracted over the years. We have been interviewed 

by radio, print and TV journalists searching for a ray of hope in the Middle East conflict. 

All reporters are curious about the course, but also about our domestic arrangement while 

we teach it. Every summer [since 1994] we have shared accommodations during our 

temporary hiatus in Washington, DC. Wherever we are living in a particular summer – a 

rented apartment or a borrowed house – journalists inevitably want to document the 

Israeli and the Palestinian living what appears to be a blissful domestic co-existence. In 

their stories, they described us cooking together, something we actually both enjoy. What 
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better contrast to the bleak situation back in the Holy Land than an Israeli tossing a salad 

beside his Palestinian buddy busy preparing Chicken Mosakhen?   

 

During this summer of high tensions of the 2006 summer of the War in Lebanon, we 

attracted a lot of media attention. The Washington Post published an article about our 

team-teaching experience and domestic co-existence in which the journalist dubbed us 

“The Odd Couple.”  We were, of course, shocked by the outbreak of the 

Israel/Lebanon/Gaza war, by how an irresponsible act of the Hamas and Hezbollah 

triggered an overkill reaction of the Israel Defense Forces. At the same time, the actual 

repercussions of the conflict on our personal lives were tough. Edy and Lisa’s son Yuval, 

a gynecologist-obstetrician, lives in Haifa – close to the Lebanon border, with his family. 

When Katiusha rockets from Lebanon started falling over the city, he continued 

delivering babies and performing urgent surgery in the shelter of the exposed Carmel 

hospital at the top of the hill in Haifa. His wife and three young daughters left Haifa and 

went to Jerusalem to stay with extended family. Meanwhile, in Washington, Edy fasted in 

front of the State Department with three academics – one Lebanese, one Muslim and one 

Christian Palestinian – under the window of Condoleezza Rice’s office, calling for an 

immediate ceasefire.  

 

Since 2005, Manuel has been joining Edy at the University of Maryland not as Rector of 

Bethlehem University but as Palestinian Ambassador to London. When he accepted the 

position, we were both been worried about whether he could he allow himself to speak 

the whole truth rather than being an advocate for Palestinian, as his position of 

ambassador requires. In the end, Manuel remains an academic at heart. He has remained 

convinced that the best way to advance the Palestinian cause is by avoiding propaganda, 

avoiding the automatic bashing of Israel while showing its many wrong acts and overall 

responsibility for maintaining occupation of his nation, while conducting often painful 

soul-searching about the pitfalls of his own nation’s leadership and the misled support for 

violent acts against Israeli civilians.  Manuel joined the group sporadically and 

informally, but had return to London to speak in a thousands-strong rally at Trafalgar 

Square. Though tacitly in solidarity with Edy, he could not involve his own government 

in such a protest in the USA. 

 

And we have been able to act in different ways. One of the key elements in the war in 

Lebanon was Hezbollah and Hamas’ demands for Israel to release a large number of 

prisoners, many of them serving long term sentences with what Israelis called “blood in 

their hands”. In July 2006, we wrote an op-ed together summarizing some of our findings 

on how to turn the political/security prisoners’ release issue into a win-win scenario. Over 

the last few years, we had been experimenting with Track II workshops both at home and 

in the U.S. – involving graduate students, former prisoners and NGO activists – on how 

to turn the issue of prisoner release into a confidence-building measure for both sides. 

The idea is to take the focus off the crimes that led to the prison sentences and turn it 

toward ensuring that released prisoners will not use violence again – in other words, 

shifting the issue from the past to the future. The plan is based on the assumption that 

their are ways of minimizing recidivism. The solution is to establish a parole system 

similar to the one used for Jewish and Arab criminals in Israel that weighs the safety of 
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releasing prisoners, coupled with a meaningful oath to forswear violence.  Or as we wrote 

in the Baltimore Sun: 

All sectors of Palestinian society consider the release of prisoners held by Israel 

a top priority and are particularly frustrated by unmet promises. Most Israelis 

ask: How can we release those with "blood on their hands"? They especially 

balk at giving in to what they consider blackmail - exchanging prisoners to 

recover soldiers who have been illegally kidnapped.  

Instead of a dramatic large-scale release of prisoners in response to demands of 

Hamas' military wing, we propose adapting Israel's current parole system to 

create a regular, ongoing, equitable and well-organized system for handling the 

early release of Palestinian detainees. Pragmatically, the key lies in developing a 

reliable screening procedure that can make sure those jailed throughout this 

conflict, both Arab and Jew, will not return to violence after they are released.  

Our proposal has two parts. First, we propose that screening be conducted by a 

series of parole boards composed of Israeli professionals: social workers, 

criminologists, prison authorities and even a Palestinian observer. The first to be 

considered for early release should be those who have spent the most time in 

prison: the elderly, the sick, the very young and women. Hundreds of cases 

could be handled each month.  

Second, an essential ingredient must be a serious commitment by prisoners to 

refrain from violent acts. An in-depth dialogue should determine whether the 

prisoner is willing to renounce violence. Then the prisoner must take an oath 

documented visually and in writing and sworn over a symbol of faith: the 

Koran, since Arab prisoners are overwhelmingly Muslim and profound 

believers, or a Bible. Procedures must be standardized for both Arabs and Jews.  

Prisoners should be given time for reflection. The notion must be instilled that 

struggling for self-determination is legitimate, but the use of violence against 

civilians is not. They must also understand that their parole will be revoked and 

that they will face additional punishment if they return to violence.  

Once released, with the help of the international community, the prisoner should 

be offered vocational training, jobs and social rehabilitation, including help 

adjusting in a changed environment.  

In back-channel negotiations, armed Palestinian organizations should be asked 

to prove their commitment to the priority of prisoner release by stating publicly 

that the pledge over their holy hook is to be respected.  

It is relevant to note that some of the Palestinians conducting negotiations today, 

who are now accepted as legitimate partners in peace, were once prisoners 

themselves. The record shows that the release of long-term prisoners has 
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resulted in minimal recidivism; perhaps because those released felt they paid 

their "dues" and desperately wanted to rebuild their own lives. 

 

How do we manage to stick together? We don’t really ask ourselves anymore. Our bond 

is strong, and by now we find it not just possible, but natural to work together. Manuel 

often comes alone to Washington DC, for what he considers his summer “working 

vacation.” Some summers he brings Samira, and one summer he even brought two of his 

three children. Edy and Lisa often bring along one of their grandchildren. Even when 

accommodations are tight, spirits are usually high. We all share, a sense of being among 

an extended family. Fourteen summers together in DC plus countless encounters in the 

Holy Land made us able to transcend the bad news. 

 

At times, we are overcome with pessimism and feel separated by the extremists in our 

own society, who are often in positions of power. Yet when we hear “never” or “always”, 

we know that some doomsday statement is to follow and we see through the rhetorical 

tactic. Both sides use the same over-generalizations to justify fighting “till the last drop of 

blood.” They say, “They will never accept us”, “We are always defending ourselves, only 

reacting” or the mirror image, “The only language they understand is force.” When we 

hear this, we remember the reason behind our partnership. Rather than “fight till the last 

drop of blood” we offer solutions that are at least fair. Often, we can do better than a zero 

sum outcome.   

 

Some unexpected factors also unite us – like the fact that academics and other players in 

our respective societies often criticize each of us. As director of a peace institute at 

Hebrew University Edy had many critics, even when he was inviting non-controversial, 

moderate Palestinians to lecture. Upholding the principle of “free speech” – even if he 

excluded those who advocated violence – was a difficult task. Years ago, when he invited 

the well known Palestinian peace activist Hanna Siniora, co-Director of the 

Israeli/Palestinian Center for Research and Information and Editor of the Jerusalem 

Times, to speak, an anonymous organization – possibly followers of the extremist Rabbi 

Kahane’s Jewish Defense League – threatened to come to the Truman Institute to “blow 

up the meeting.” The University pressured Edy to cancel the event. After Edy’s persistent 

appeals to uphold the principle of academic freedom, university officials backed off.  

Security at the event was tight, with agents on the roves of surrounding buildings 

checking the entrance of invitees yards away from the Institute. Siniora was smuggled 

through a back door. Similar episodes brought a once-friendly university president to 

warn Edy: “They are waiting for you in the corner, and I want to help you”. But this kind 

of offer for protection did not often come from his successors.    

 

Manuel’s decision to come and speak at the Truman institute during the first Intifada, and 

later to take his first sabbatical at the Hebrew university was criticized by several of his 

peers. He stood steadfastly for creating relationships with Israelis colleagues, even before 

it became the norm for chairman Arafat to meet Israeli Prime Ministers including 

Benjamin Nethanyahu, a bitter critic. He has always spoken out against the corruption of 

the Palestinian authority and even when he met Arafat, criticized him for not stopping the 
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militarized second Intifada. Paradoxically, the same Yassir Arafat asked Manuel to 

represent him when delivering his speech a few years later at the Geneva peace initiative. 

 

Back home we have each been labeled [by the media] as one of the “usual suspects”, a 

derogatory expression meant to suggest that only the same marginal minority shows up at 

joint Israeli/Palestinian meetings and events. The truth is, that camp has been shrinking 

since the failure of the Oslo Peace Accords. When the official peace process collapsed 

after Camp David in 2000, those of us involved in the peace camp we were not able to 

enhance our appeal for more continuous efforts into our larger civil societies. Our call for 

a “sectorial peace” – to gradually get professional sectors such as lawyers, charitable 

organizations, trade unions and other social movements to work for peace according to 

their own ethical or professional principles and hopefully later, together – never took off. 

The result is there are fewer and fewer of us trying to bride the divide by creating 

partnerships with colleagues on “the other side.” Most of our colleagues are oblivious of 

each other. Israeli academics are dedicating all their energy to playing “publish or perish” 

in ivory towers. In Palestinian universities, the voices opposed to “Tattbi’eh” 

(normalization of ties with the Israeli counterparts IT WAS EXPLAINED EARLIER IN 

THE CHAPTER) have won out, only to be exacerbated by peers from other countries 

calling for boycotts of Israeli universities, such as those made by British academics, 

which fortunately failed. Only a few brave Palestinian colleagues of ours have 

maintained their relations across the divide, and even fewer new ones have joined the 

dialogue circles. And on the Israeli side, a sense of despair has undermined the 

enthusiasm for peace initiatives that was common when Yitzhak Rabin became Prime 

Minister in 1992. 

 

Activists like us are neither naïve nor supermen. We face the same temptations and 

longings for comfort, pleasure and security as everyone else does. The main difference is 

that when we sense injustice, we feel the urge to do something. Somewhat ironically, we 

call it our “occupational therapy” – since struggling to end the Jewish occupation of 

Palestine eases our consciences. Perhaps our actions are a mere drop in the ocean of what 

needs to be done, but since this particular ocean is made up of many tears, we would 

rather search for ideas and strategies than “succumb” to reality. And we believe it’s a life 

habit that anyone can acquire, at any age, anywhere. 

 

Inside our office, three stickers on the wall complete the picture of the photos on our 

door. This first quotes Mahatma Gandhi: “An eye for an eye will make us all blind”. The 

other two state: “We create more enemies than we can kill” and “We don’t teach not to 

kill by killing”. 

  

Our outlook has its own history. Our own stories, particularly each of us growing up as 

minorities, certainly played a big role in pushing each of us toward the mission we would 

one day share. 
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Chapter 10: REFUGEES AND THE HUMAN RIGHTS YARDSTICK 

One winter night in 1996, when the gap between the expectations of the Oslo peace 

process and the gloomy reality of violence was widening, Edy visited the A’ida refugee 

camp, not far from Manuel’s home in Beit Jala. As he hurried through the narrow streets, 

he was so concerned about how Palestinians would react to an Israeli visiting the camp 

that he barely noticed what the camp actually looked like. The promising era of 

negotiations between Yitzhak Rabin and Yassar Arafat had ground to a halt under the 

new Israeli government led by Benjamin Netanyahu and violence was again on the rise. 

Edy’s visit was prompted by the work of H.E.A.L. (Healing Early Action Link), a group 

of Israelis and Palestinians which had sprung up at the time to organize visits to victims 

of political violence on both sides of the conflict and offer condolences to their relatives. 

Edy had volunteered to make the first visit, leading the way for another frightened Jewish 

friend who wanted to comfort the family of a ten-year old Palestinian killed by a soldier’s 

bullet from the sentry tower of Rachel’s tomb in Bethlehem.  

Manuel also visited a camp. MANUEL: 

WHERE? WHEN? WHAT WERE THE CIRCUMSTANCES (WHY WERE YOU 

THERE?) WHAT WAS THE POPULATION? THE HISTORIC OF THE PLACE? 

WHAT DID IT LOOK LIKE? THE MORE DETAILS YOU GIVE ME THE 

BETTER, EVEN IF THEY SEEM IRRELEVANT. MOST PEOPLE CAN’T 

IMAGINE WHAT THESE CAMPS ACTUALLY LOOK LIKE, HOW THEY 

OPERATE. WHO ARE THE LEADERS? WHAT DO PEOPLE DO? DO THE 

CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL? EDY WAS KIND OF SCARED, HOW DID YOU 

FEEL? 

MY FIRST IMPRESSIONS OF VISITING A REFUGEE CAMP WERE IN 1975 IN 

LEBANON, WHEN WALKING AROUND THE ADJACENT CAMPS OF SABRA 

AND SHATILA. THE EXPERIENCE WAS REALLY SAD, DEPRESSING BECAUSE 

OF THE DESTITUTE SITUATION IN WHICH THIS REFUGEES LIVED. I WENT 

THERE TO VISIT PERSONALLY TO SEE HOW THEY LIVED SINCE THE NAKBA 

AND WHAT I SAW WAS TOTALLY SUBHUMAN: NARROW ALLIES , SEWAGE 

ALL OVER, SHANTY HOMES, NO WATER, LACK OF SANITATION, NO 

ELECTRICITY [EARLY 1970’S] VERY BASIC. WHAT STRUCK ME WAS THE 

RESILEANCE OF THE PALESTINIAN REFUGEES AND THE DETERMINATION 

OF BEING BACK 

In 2006, the United Nations counted almost 4 and a half million Palestinian refugees 

living 58 official camps: 10 in Jordan, 12 in Lebanon, 9 in Syria, 19 in the West Bank 

and 8 in Gaza. The population of refugees had grown from the originally (disputed) 

figure of more than 700,000 who either left or were expelled from Israeli-controlled 

territories at the end of hostilities by 1949 – roughly 70 percent of the Arab population of 

Palestine, though the exact number is still disputed. Over the years, steady migration also 

created formidable communities of Palestinians in Kuwait (nearly 4000 before the 1991 
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Gulf War), Saudi Arabia (150 000), other Gulf States (65 000) and the United States, 

where roughly 100 000 Palestinians reside. 

The June 1967 war created a new category of refugees as roughly 100 000 1948 refugees 

left their new dwellings in Jordan’s West Bank and East Jerusalem. Many of them did not 

fit the definition of refugee set out by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 

Palestine Refugees (UNRWA) and so became “displaced persons”, moving from the 

West to the East Bank of the Jordan River, which at that was legally considered to be part 

of the same Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan.  Between 80 000 and 120 000 Palestinians 

lost their residency permits – often because they were out of those territories in 1967 

when the war broke out for some reason, whether visiting family or studying abroad. 

Most of these so-called “late comers” now live in Jordan. (MANUEL ANSWERS: 

JULIE ,THERE WERE JORDANIAN CITIZENS ALREADY BEFORE 1967 IN 

THE WEST BANK SO THERE WAS NO PROBLEM FOR THOSE WHO 

MOVED TO THE EAST BANK NAMELY TODAY’S JORDAN. BUT FOR 

THOSE WHO NOW LIVE IN THE WEST BANK HAVE ONLY A JORDANIAN 

PASSPORT FOR TRAVEL BUT RESTRICTED IN OTHER RIGHTS, THEY 

COULD NOT BUY PROPERTY OR YOU DO NOT VOTE, ETC. What citizenship 

do they have?). They are justifiably angry that Israel does not allow them to return to 

their pre-1967 homes.  

13-year old Manuel, of course, had come very close to losing his residency permit for the 

West Bank and becoming a “late comer” himself when the June 1967 War broke out. He 

was accompanying his mother on a visit to his sister in Aleppo, Syria. They failed to 

cross the guarded border between Jordan and the West Bank that had come under Israeli 

control several times before Manuel’s father managed to smuggle them into Jerusalem.  

Although, thankfully, neither of us has been a refugee, we both grew up steeped in stories 

of political repression and forced exile. Manuel can remember his grandparents 

describing how they miraculously survived the Armenian Genocide orchestrated by the 

Young Turks, Anwar Jamal and Tala’t Pasha in 1915. Then, to evade the 1921 massacres 

initiated by the Nationalist Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, Manuel’s grandparents managed to 

bribe a Kurdish chieftain to smuggle them across the Deir Ez-ZAor desert to Syria, from 

which they finally found refuge in the small but long-established Armenian quarter 

Jerusalem.  

Edy’s own parents left Russia after the Soviet revolution. His urban middle class 

mother’s family, fearing the Bolshevik presence in Odessa, sought a better life in 

Argentina – Edy’s maternal grandfather Isaac, a pharmacist, managed to get his wife and 

only daughter to Buenos Aires and open a new pharmacy. On his father’s side, Edy can 

recall hearing stories about the Cossacks raiding their house in the shetl of Kremienetz, in 

present-day Ukraine. Edy’s father dreamed of immigrating to Palestine but could only 

manage to secure papers to get to Argentina. With vivid memories of anti-Semitism and 

facing a grim reality in Russia, he decided to emigrate – he was the first of six brothers to 

land in Buenos Aires.  



 36 

None of Edy’s relatives has been killed in the Holocaust – an unusual case for a Jewish 

family from Eastern Europe. And yet, much of his childhood was infused with the “never 

again” narrative which underlined the project to establish Israel as a refuge for the 

persecuted Jews, or for those who wanted to quit the Diaspora before it was too late. In 

the afternoon Jewish school he attended in Buenos Aires, the Holocaust narrative was a 

strong feature. Edy’s own attraction to Zionism was motivated by the ambition to build a 

new and egalitarian society, not by fleeing persecution, yet Edy could not help but have a 

sensitivity to anything that could be interpreted as anti-Semitism: the mispronunciation of 

his unusual family name, questions about why he was the only student in his University’s 

Diplomacy class to visit the Soviet Union embassy for a research paper Jews were 

stereotyped as being Communists and having subversive ideas. When he was at parties 

with predominantly Catholic girls, he often chose not to reveal that he was Jewish.  

MANUEL:  

[YOU WERE SOCIALIZED FROM EARLY AGE ABOUT THE 

DISASTROUS OUTCOME OF THE 1948 WAR TO YOUR PEOPLE. HOW 

DID YOU HEAR ABOUT PALESTINIANS FLEEING 

THEIR HOMES IN '48? YOU DIDN'T EXPERIENCE IT, AFTERALL, SO YOU 

MUST HAVE HEARD ABOUT IT: WHO TOLD HIM THE STORIES? WHERE? 

HOW OLD WAS HE? AGAIN, AS MANY DETAILS ABOUT THE STORY AND 

HOW IT WAS TOLD AS HE CAN REMEMBER. ] 

MANUEL WAS TAUGHT IN LATE YEARS AT HIGH SCHOOLS THE TRAGIC 

HISTORY OF THE REFUGEES. HIS FATHER, TOLD ALSO STORIES. HE 

WAS WORKING WITH THE BRITISH ARMY IN THE BROADCASTING 

STATION.THE STORY HIGHLIGHTED THE MASSACRE OF DIR-YASIN 

AND THE PEOPLE FLED BECAUSE OF BEING AFRAID. 

Our family histories, and the stories we were raised with, made us each acutely aware of 

the power of historical narratives in shaping national identities – but we also came to 

recognize their limits. Throughout his childhood, Edy learned the details of the war of 

liberation that ensured the establishment of the State of Israel. Only later did he realize 

that he had never heard of the Palestinian plight from the same land. He had never been 

told that Palestinian Arab’s called Israel’s War of Independence “Al Nakbah”, the 

Catastrophe.  

Denial of responsibility for Palestinian refugees has shaped the Israeli national 

consciousness over the last five decades through a strict cause and effect reasoning that 

follows the logic: If the war had not taken place, then there wouldn’t have been refugees; 

since it was the seven Arab states who declared on Israel May 15
th

, 1948, not the 

contrary, then Israel is not responsible. Furthermore, Israel’s victory over the better 

trained and equipped Arab armies has come to be seen as proof that Israel’s battle for a 

homeland was morally correct. In the Israeli national consciousness, this has helped 

further displace responsibility for the creating the refugee crisis.   
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Palestinian demands to resolve the crisis have not diminished, but intensified over time. 

Accordingly, Israel developed more elaborate arguments to deny responsibility for 

creating the refugee problem. Since Palestinian militias were already operating before the 

outbreak of the war, Israel developed the myth that its military actions were defensive 

rather than offensive, arguing that Palestinians fled because Arab states appealed to them 

to run away. In the commonly accepted Israeli version of events, the Jews had no 

intention of driving the Arab population from their homes and even called on them to 

remain to “live in peace” with the Jews. It is believed that Arab rulers promised the 

Palestinians that they could return after Arab armies had liberated the country and 

defeated the Jewish forces. History textbooks in Israel remind readers that Israel offered 

to accept 100 000 refugees after war, but that Arabs refused, vowing to wipe the new 

state from the map, effectively turning the Palestinian refugees into pawns in their battle 

against the Jewish State.  

Yet Israel attempted to play down the degree of suffering on the Palestinian side – and 

Israel’s moral responsibility accordingly– by arguing that the events of 1948 simply 

amounted to a population exchange among Middle East countries. Or as former Foreign 

Minister Shlomo Ben Ami argued, the suffering of Palestinian refugees only equaled 

what Jews had themselves had already suffered. “The war bequeathed a refugee problem 

to both parties as the Jewish communities of the Arab world were virtually liquidated 

during the period of 1948-1952 and their property was all but lost.” The fair solution in 

his view? The “the termination of all claims.”   

At the same time, as Manuel can attest, Palestinians are as heavily invested in their own 

story accounting for the refugees. The tragedy is seen as a direct result of the growing 

Jewish presence in Palestinian land, and of the expansionist ambitions of the Zionist 

movement. Palestinians officials argue that fact that the Zionist movement never had the 

intention of respecting the UN partition plan (Resolution 181, which proposed dividing 

Palestine into Jewish and Arab sections with Greater Jerusalem coming under 

international control). Palestinians have claimed that Zionists had a secret plan, called the 

“Dalet”, which dated from February 1948, to obtain control of not only of territory slated 

for a Jewish state but also of the corridor from the coastal plan to Jerusalem, and the 

cities of Acre and Jaffa.   

The founding myths on both sides of the conflict are extremely well entrenched. Yet 

work by Israeli “new historians” over the last few decades has shown that Israel’s 

accepted story amounts to a patriotic narrative designed to glorify and justify the deeds of 

the founding fathers.  

One such voice, Benny Morris , a former colleague of Edy’s in Jerusalem who is 

currently teaching at Ben Gurion University in Beersheva mentions in his book “The 

Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem Revisited” that many of the Palestinian elites, 

middle- and upper-class Arabs, began leaving their towns in December 1947. They 

closed their business, which of course caused unemployment. Food shortages had already 

began and were exacerbated when Jews occasionally stopped convoys of food from 

reaching the towns. Yet according to Morris, it was primarily the circumstances of war 
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that led to this flight, not specific appeals or actions from either Jewish or Arab leaders. 

He could not find a clear political plan, or overall order to expel the Arab population, 

although there was an overall effort to clean up the areas next to the future borders of the 

state of Israel. Instead the major explanation for the exodus of Palestinian refugees from 

their homes was a mix of physical force and indirect psychological intimidation, a sense 

of panic, terror and legitimate fear for one’s own and family’s safety.  

According to Morris, some allegations that the military commanders of Hagana, the main 

Jewish paramilitary organization that operated under the British Mandate in Palestine and 

became the core of the Israel Defense Forces, ordered entire Arab populations to leave – 

as in the well-documented cases of Lydda and Ramleh – are true. But a combination of 

the earlier mentioned factors also explain these actions. However, Morris found that there 

was another important element explaining why Palestinians fled – one that is always 

overlooked by Arab historians, not to mention Arab propagandists. Palestinian Arab 

society during those crucial months of 1948 was structurally weak, particularly in towns, 

but also in the countryside. Palestinians did not have any representative institutions, no 

taxation system, no proper military establishment or even a militia akin to the Jewish. 

The Palestinian Arabs had a selfish leadership interested in its own land and houses, but 

not in the welfare of its people. Yet on the whole, Morris maintains that it was the direct 

actions of local Jewish commanders, acting with the consent of the Zionist leadership that 

led to the expulsion – together with the panic sewn by massacres committed by the 

Jewish “Irgun” militia. 

It is difficult to discern such critical voices on the Palestinian side, except for a few 

historians working overseas and even fewer in the Holy Land. Part of the explanation for 

this lies in the fact that since Palestine is not yet in the post-State building stage, unity 

around the national narrative is understandably strong. Yet there are voices critical of this 

narrative. From interviewing his exiled brethren in Ramallah, Palestinian Archeologist 

Adel Yahya discovered that most Palestinian refugees were taken by surprise by the 

outbreak of war and simply wanted to flee the fighting, remaining as close as possible so 

they could return to their homes when it ended. Expecting to return in a few days, they 

only took a few things with them. In other words, at its origins, the situation was a classic 

exodus that occurs all too often in times of war.  

Some of Yahya’s interviews suggested that there were rumors circulating among 

Palestinians that Arab states were encouraging them to flee. In a radio broadcast, King 

Abdullah of Jordon called on Palestinian Arabs to flee for their lives. There were other 

radio broadcasts claiming that Arab armies would liberate the Palestinians. According the 

Nimr el Hawari’s 1955 book, Sir An Nakbah (The Secret Behind the Disaster), Nuri Said, 

former Prime Minister of Iraq, encouraged Arabs to flee to safety before the Arabs 

launched an attack on the Jews.   

No matter what the reasons for the exile, the essential question remains: why weren’t the 

refugees ever allowed to return to their homes after the war ended? Benny Morris found 

that in spite of the complex set of factors from both side of the conflict that contributed to 

the Palestinian exodus, the exodus suited Israel’s long term interested and so became, in 
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essence, a necessary evil. The only way to guarantee the long-term demographic 

prevalence of the Jewish population was to ensure that most Arabs left and did not come 

back. “A Jewish state would not have come into being without the uprooting of 700 000 

Palestinians. Therefore, it was necessary to uproot them. There was no choice but to 

expel that population.” 

Yet five decades later, with Palestinian resentment only mounting, it has become clear 

that Israel cannot ensure its security – or possibly even its survival – without somehow 

making amends for these actions.  

It is tempting to think the refugee problem can be resolved through international law, and 

of course, many attempts have been made to do so. No one disputes that exiled 

Palestinians and their descendents qualify as refugees.  According to the operational 

definition of the UNRWA, Palestinian refugees are person whose normal place of 

residence was Palestine between June 1946 and May 1948, and who lost both their homes 

and means of livelihood as a result of the 1948 Arab-Israeli conflict. A 1951 UN 

Resolution specifies “…such departure must have taken place as a consequence of 

physical or moral compulsion” No one disputes this. 

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights is explicit about the rights of those who 

leave their country: “everyone has the right to leave any country, including one’s own, 

and to return to it.” And these rights appear to be even more specifically protected in the 

Palestinian case by the UN General Assembly Resolution 194, which mentions 

Palestinians’ right to return to their homes, instructing Israel and the international 

community to “facilitate the repatriation, resettlement and economic and social 

rehabilitation of the refugees and the payment of compensation.” The famous Security 

Council Resolution 242 of November 11, 1967, called more vaguely, for “achieving a 

just settlement of the refugee problem.” And in 1974, the UN General Assembly 

acknowledged the Palestinian’s right to self-determination.  

Yet the “right of return” has become the main source of the deadlock in attempts by 

officials on both sides to reach an agreement. What Palestinians interpret as a “right”, 

Israelis argue instead is a recommendation, which like all other UN General Assembly 

resolutions and, subject to certain conditions. Prof. Ruth Lapidot, an eminent 

international law expert from Hebrew University has argued that the “right defined in the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights was considered available to individuals and not 

masses of people who have been displaced as a by-product of war or by political transfers 

of territory or population.” Israeli officials argue that UNGA Resolution 194 does not 

recognize any “right” but only recommends that refugees “should” be “permitted to 

return,” and only if a refugee wishes to live in peace with his neighbors. That argument 

handily uses the violent actions of Palestinians militants to cancel out the rights of all 

Palestinian refugees. 

In fact, beyond the basic principles it articulates, international refugee law is of limited 

use when applied to the case of Palestinians. Refugee law places much more emphasis on 

not forcing refugees to return to their homes against their will – as opposed to forcing 
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countries to accept refugees back. Not surprisingly, in the past, the international 

community has consistently opted for third-country resettlement for refugees rather than 

repatriation. The Palestinian case – and more recently Kosovo – is exceptional in this 

respect, and unique in that refugees still express the desire to return to their homes after 

many decades in exile.  

There is a sense among all Palestinians, most of the international community and a 

minority of Israelis that an injustice has been committed against the Palestinian people. 

Yet despite many attempts, international law has not, and clearly cannot itself 

satisfactorily resolve the question of Palestinian refugees. Nor can it resolve the issue of 

who has more “right” to the disputed territory in what is now the State of Israel. Two 

peoples lay claim to the same piece of land. There is no specification in international law 

as to whose case is stronger: the Palestinians who have been exiled for more than 60 

years or the Jews who were exiled for 2000 years.  

Stepping back, it seems clear to us that absolute justice cannot be achieved. At the same 

time, a permanent solution will have to be based on more than the overwhelming strength 

of one side and the weakness of the other. So both sides will have to be willing to make 

sacrifices in order to find a just solution. The solution lies in either minimizing injustice 

or maximizing justice. And any feasible solution must start by addressing the needs 

behind each party’s declared position. 

MANUEL: please supply a few paragraphs describing Track IIs you have done on 

the refugee question. Where were they? Who was there? What were the issues they 

reached consensus on? I need A LOT of details about these in order to bring them 

alive for readers. 

Clearly, Palestinians need acknowledgement of the wrong done to them. The importance 

of this dimension is highlighted by Rashid Khalidi, a prominent Palestinian 

intellectual at Princeton University: “this issue is so central to the national narrative 

and the self-view of the Palestinian people that any approach which tries to sweep 

history under the rug will fail utterly. The Palestinians might put up with 

humiliating and unequal agreements based on ignoring history in the economic 

sphere, in the area of security, and in other domains. But it is hard to visualize 

them standing for an attempt to pretend that the refugee issue does not have 

specific historic roots….”  

A few Israeli leaders have already formulated this acknowledgement  Member of Knesset 

Yossi Belilin, a pioneer negotiator and Minister of Justice in the government of Ehud 

Barak drafted and set forth in a non-binding document which was can say is the longest 

and most specific statement Israel has ever made:  “The State of Israel solemnly 

expresses its sorrow for the tragedy of the Palestinian refugees, their suffering and losses, 

and will be an active partner in ending this terrible chapter, contributing its part to the 

attainment of a comprehensive and fair solution to the refugee problem. For all those 

parties directly or indirectly responsible for the creation of the status of Palestinian 

refugees, as well as those for whom a just and stable peace in the region is an imperative, 
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it is incumbent to take upon themselves responsibility to assist in resolving the 

Palestinian refugee problem of 1948. Despite accepting United Nations General 

Assembly Resolution 181 of November 1947, to partition the land, the emergent State of 

Israel became embroiled in the war and bloodshed of 1948-49, that led to victims and 

suffering on both sides, including the displacement and dispossession of the Palestinian 

civilian population who became refugees”. 

The question is: how can negotiators make sure the recognition of the evil done to 

Palestinians – most of them innocent villagers – will not carry any unacceptable 

consequences for Israel? The answer is not easy. But to begin with, both sides have to go 

beyond the self-serving half-truths that their officials have advanced in formal 

negotiations – the only use of which is to demonstrate the bad faith of the other side. 

More specifically, each side must consider adding to their lists of the other sides’ 

supposed aggressions items that are their own responsibility. For example, in 1976, in 

the Falastine a-Thaura – the then official journal of the PLO in Beirut Mahmoud Abbas, 

now President of Palestine issued a statement recognizing the responsibility of the 

Arab armies in the Palestinian exodus: "The Arab armies entered Palestine to protect 

the Palestinians from the Zionist tyranny but, instead, they abandoned them, forced them 

to emigrate and to leave their homeland, and threw them into prisons similar to the 

ghettos in which the Jews used to live”.  

Rather than defending their own lists of causes for the exodus, negotiators on both sides 

have to include all causes, and stop considering them as mutually exclusive. There is a 

danger than when negotiators weigh them, most of the guilt or responsibility for the 

exodus can be tilted still to one side or another. But this again, is beside the point. If the 

issue is “winning by points” Israelis and Palestinians will continue to fight for a decades 

to come.   

Negotiators could easily get stuck at this stage. In fact, the point of broadening lists 

is [to push] for each side to [recognized] [assert their stronger case FOR OR 

AGAINST THE DEMAND OF ALLOWING THE REFUGEES’ RETURN . But 

there is only one basic truth: [ YES, IF YOU HAVE MORE AND STRONGER 

POINTS TO SCORE, THEN YOU WIN AND THE OTHER HAS LESS OF A 

CASE, IS IT NOT CLEAR? EDY I STILL DON’T UNDERSTAND WHY YOU 

WANT THEM TO DRAW UP THE LISTS, SURELY IT’S FOR MORE 

CONSTRUCTIVE REASONS THAT JUST MAKER THE CASE THAT THEIR 

CASE IS STRONGER?] the explanations for the exodus do not make a difference [ok] 

AND ARE QUITE IRRELEVANT in relation to the inalienable right of any individual to 

return to his/her country of origin. (EDY: AREN’T WE TALKING ABOUT 

BROADENING THE LIST TO INCLUDE THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES AND 

FAULTS?? SO DOESN’T THIS CONTRADICT WHAT WE HAVE IN THE 

PREVIOUS FEW PARAGRAPHS??) Indeed, in the interests of resolving the crisis in 

a way that respects individual human rights, it does not make a difference at all if the 

Palestinians left because of their own volition, or fear, or were forcefully expelled by 

Israelis or used as pawns by Arabs. In all cases, going back home is a basic individual 

human right. 
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Conflicting demands generated by the Palestinian right of return and the Israeli Law of 

Return have made it very difficult to pass judgment sensibly on who has a unique right to 

the land. Jewish refugees have already found their safe haven. How could Jews deny the 

Palestinians’ right of return to the land of their ancestors after six decades, while at the 

same time asking the Arab world to recognize the Jews’ own right of return to the Land 

of Israel after 2000 years? Who is to say which people has the greater right: the group 

that was expelled from the Holy Land earlier, or the group that was expelled later? Rather 

than decide who has more rights, both Arabs and Jews, who have fought stubbornly for 

preserving their presence, we believe that both must have enough rights. The real issue at 

stake is how to satisfy the core needs of the members of both communities.  

 

There is no specification in international law as to whose case is stronger. Negotiators 

have to recognize the will of each people to return to the land of their ancestors. The 

determination to fight over such right over the years can show how obstinate and 

determined both nations are. So we have concluded that both can have a basic law (Israel) 

or right of return translated into law (Palestine). Any single Jew and any single 

Palestinian have priority rights to come back to their respective homeland, and the first 

has been doing it in large numbers before and after 1948. 

 

Having come to this point, we would again like to stress the relevance of individual rights 

in resolving the refugee crisis. Most international covenants on human rights have been 

ratified by Israel and accepted by the PLO as universally binding and not as an external 

imposition. In other words, each side has recognized these rights outside of the context of 

their conflict so they should respect them as a tool in resolving their own conflict too. 

 

So where could negotiators move from here? A consensus suggestion emerged in a 

workshop involving refugees on the Palestinian side in Jericho, and later, in a workshop 

in the Mount of Beautitudes facing the Sea of Galilee, that was surprisingly simple: 

negotiators must address such grievances first, involving the Palestinian refugees 

themselves in the working of such acknowledgement, then put them aside for a while and 

move on to deal with the concrete demands and possibilities of all sides. (We describe 

how this can be done by using the A.R.I.A. framework of consensus building, explained 

earlier in the book in the chapter dealing with team-teaching; in the brainstorming stage, 

participants can be open and generous in the acknowledgment sentence, and then 

separately deal with pragmatic human rights-based solutions to the dilemma later).      

But how can Palestinians’ “right” of return be recognized when the idea of a return of 4.5 

million Arab refugees is impossible for Israel to accept? Our workshops have also 

showed consensus about how to overcome this obstacle: the “right” can be recognized in 

principle, but individual Palestinians will have to consider options other than the “return” 

of his/her family. This may seem like a surprising compromise, yet public opinion survey 

among refugees in Lebanon – where Palestinian refugees live in worse conditions than 

any other camps in Arab countries – show that when other choices were offered, only 

19% of refugees actually expressed the preference to go back to their homes. When they 
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were told that that would be required to accept Israeli citizenship in this case, the number 

fell to nine percent. 

Many, including us, suggest giving Palestinians five possible options:  

1) Stay in the country where now exiled as full fledged citizens;  

2) Accept to reallocate themselves in a country that offers such preference (like Canada, 

France, Australia, etc.);  

3) return to their (new) homeland in the West Bank and Gaza; 

4) return to their homes now in Israel or to parts of Israel to be swapped into the future 

Palestinian state; 

5) not to accept any of the four options and be allowed to remain in the status quo 

situation.  

Refugees would be asked to rank the preferences, understanding that   if the first choice 

may not be available, it may be necessary to settle for a second best.  

All five options offered to Palestinians would include financial compensation. We are not 

experts on the issue of compensation and are in no position to propose figures. Our idea 

is simply to establish a special body to deal with the matter, whose members understand 

the issue and what’s at stake. Some can be neutral experts, others could be appointed by 

the two contending parties, Israeli and Palestinians and Jews and Arabs from the 

Diaspora. We had already the inspiring example of the former president of the World 

Bank James Wolfensohn, who dedicated several years of his life and money to help in the 

pullout from Gaza. Heller & Nusseibeh, in their groundbreaking co-authored book No 

Trumpets, No Drums, propose that, since mass resettlement of millions of Palestinian 

refugees in Israel is not acceptable to Israelis (nor desired by most Palestinian refugees), 

compensation should be weighted with inverse proportion to resettlement. Higher 

compensation would be allocated first to those who choose to resettle in Palestine or 

third-party states, and any leftover funds “divided proportionally among all recipients of 

compensation.” Furthermore, when we think about “paying back,” it does not necessarily 

have to be in the same coin, it could include high education opportunities, professional 

re-training and job guarantees, health benefits, etc.  

 

So in the case of the five options we listed above, acceptance of a lower choice could be 

compensated by a higher financial compensation. Compensation should be generous and 

offered both to the individual, and to the Palestinian emerging nation-state for building 

the infrastructure that will permit the absorption of unlimited numbers, granted over a 

reasonable period of time. Furthermore, funds should be made available to the Arab 

countries willing to absorb those living still in refugee camps within their territory. Israel 

should take a leadership role in providing funds for rehabilitation, but by all means 
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should not be left alone in this regard. The international community and the wealthy oil-

producing Arab countries should share this heavy burden. 

 

Any compensation measures should focus on those living in refugee camps first, and the 

wider circle on those registered as refugees. Palestinians and Jews emigrating from Arab 

countries who are not refugees should be able to file claims as well. But many of them 

may decide to be part of the solution instead of the problem, and share the wisdom with 

those who still remain in the dire condition of refugees. 

 

Paradoxically, the very important option three has opened up solely as an outcome of the 

June 1967 war. After 1948, the Palestinian lands granted by the partition have been 

annexed mostly by Transjordan (that became Jordan) and Israel. The displacement of the 

Hashemite kingdom from the West Bank- and Egypt from Gaza, gave way for the claim 

to give back the Territories to the legitimate owners, the Palestinians themselves. Hence 

the refugees have been given an added choice that did not exist before. 

  

If focusing on the more complex issue of implementing the right to return (options 3 and 

4), negotiators may run into some problems resulting from a conflict of rights related to 

the terms “homeland” or “home”. We have consistently seen in public opinion surveys 

that about seventy percent of Israelis and Palestinians support the two-state solution. It is 

also the official position of their elected leaders. This partition is not only endorsed by the 

international community but it fundamentally emanates from the exercise of the 

collective right of self-determination of both nations. If Palestine becomes a state, both 

people could have the unlimited right to return to their historic “homeland”, now defined 

as a Jewish state called Israel and an Arab state called Palestine.   

Thus, restricting the number of Palestinian refugees returning to Israel, as well as the 

number of Jewish settlers allowed to remain in the Palestinian Territories, would be a 

pragmatic mutual compromise. At the moment, the political establishment of Israel is 

unanimous in denying any “right of return.” Israeli leaders fear being perceived as 

changing the accepted historic narrative. And the demographic threat of a mass return of 

Palestinian to the Jewish character of the state of Israel is very real. Palestinian Arabs 

today make up some 18 percent of Israel’s population and in the two areas adjacent to 

Arab territories across the border – the Galilee and the Negev – they form an even higher 

percentage (in the Galilee they number at least 50 percent). There has been off-the-record 

talk among officials that under certain conditions, Israel may allow symbolically the 

return of between 50 000 and 75 000 refugees (a very small percentage of the close to 2,7 

million Palestine refugees registered with UNRWA). 

The solution we propose will certainly restrict many individuals’ right to return to their 

original families’ home. It means that Jewish settlers cannot automatically exercise their 

right to return to Hebron, even if their brethren have been born now there, or that their 

ancestors lived there in earlier times. It will also mean that the state of Israel will be the 

one to determine the number of Palestinian refugees that could come back and live within 

its territory. Hopefully, because of humanitarian concerns, which we deeply believed to 

be core to Jewish values, cases of family reunification could be treated first. For instance, 
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an elderly Arab from Haifa living alone in a refugee camp in Beirut, with sisters or 

brothers back home, should be allowed to return.  

 

It must be accepted that all Palestinian refugees and their descendants have a right 

to return to their homes in principle, although it is equally accepted that in practice, 

force majeur will prevent most of them from being able to exercise this right — 

whether as a result of Israel's refusal to allow them to do so, or because of the 

disappearance of their homes and villages many decades earlier. In exercise of this 

right, however, at least some Palestinians should be allowed to return to what is 

now Israel, even if this is done under the guise of family reunification for those 

whose home villages still exist, have family living there, and are willing to become 

citizens of the State of Israel- with all that entails- and even if this means a regulat-

ed entry of say, 30 000 people over many years. This is not an impossible number to 

absorb. We should also take into account the yet not fully integrated Palestinian refugees 

expelled from Kuwait after the 1991 war many still unsettled, and precarious conditions 

of the remaining refugees in Libya, after a few thousand have been already thrown out.  

   

In all likelihood, there will not be sufficient funds to compensate all disposed Palestinians 

and Jews who have lost their properties in Israel and the Arab countries. From a human 

rights perspective, addressing basic needs has to come first. This means that those who 

still live in precarious conditions in refugee camps should enjoy the freedom of choice 

and financial support required for their well being. Or, on the other side of the spectrum, 

a wealthy Palestinian in Detroit, or an Iraqi Jew now living comfortably near Tel Aviv, 

should understand that protecting their brothers and sisters in need comes first. Apologies 

and acknowledgment of their suffering will have to be part of the deal, but financial 

compensation may not follow. Those living in the direst conditions must be a priority for 

both parties. 

In short, using human rights as a yardstick can generate the good will that will help 

bridge the gap between the two antagonistic positions. More concretely, there are three 

issues that must be resolved in order to reach an agreement. First, Israel must 

acknowledge some degree of responsibility for the creation of the Palestinian refugee 

problem. Second, the agreement will need to include a list of locations for resettlement, 

associated with conditions of citizenship. These will not be equally acceptable to 

different degrees by both parties, but they will be choices that open up the possibility of 

actually implementing a solution that will meet the basic need of each party.  And third, 

there must be an assessment of the costs of various options for resolving the refugee 

problem, taking into consideration the costs of repatriation or compensation. Past 

assessments have set this figure as high as $281 billion dollars.   

In the long run, peace will bring economic integration. Many leaders and commentators 

have envisaged collaborative relations between the states of Jordan, Palestine and Israel, 

modeled around the Benelux pioneering experience in Europe where Belgium, the 

Netherlands and Luxembourg started the European Union engine. This would provide a 

free flow of labor force, and we could envisage Palestinians working again and even 

living in Israel and Jews in Palestine or Jordan, temporarily or even permanently. The 



 46 

issue of citizenship still could be confined to their countries of origin and not threaten the 

demographic make up of each state. Palestinian refugees could stay in Israel only as long 

term residents if they wished to remain Palestinian citizens, or be given a period to apply 

for Israeli citizenship later.  

  

Finally, we should also plan for the day after the peace accord.   Prof. Shibley 

Telhami, the Sadat Chair of World Peace at the University of Maryland, has 

recommended the creation of a South African-style truth and reconciliation commission, 

to be established after a settlement is signed. It could bring to light and review historical 

claims of victims. These will be easier to treat when the accused have been granted 

immunity from punishment and when any revelations and findings no longer risk 

affecting the outcome of a peace settlement.  This suggestion is important for national 

healing processes, in both societies, give them the sense that historical justice has been 

achieved. 

Is this realistic, or even possible? What would the Israeli and Palestinian governments 

have to say about this shared suggestion? We have tried to get negotiations from both 

sides to discuss it seriously, firstly introspectively among themselves, and then with each 

other. Both sides need to be reminded, as our friend William [Bill] Ury, Harvard 

University’s leading figure in the conflict resolution, says, that in conflicts like this, the 

“high aspirations should be accompanied with low expectations.” If neither side tests the 

limits of the possible and the impossible, both will miss the opportunity to finally see 

some light at the end of the tunnel. 

(EDY AND MANUEL: I STILL HAVEN’T FIGURED THIS CONCLUSION OUT. 

MAYBE YOU GUYS SHOULD DISCUSS IT. FOR ONE, I WOULD AVOID 

USING THE EXPRESSION “PARADIGM SHIFT” (TRUE ACADEMIC 

JARGON, GUYS) ESPECIALLY AT THE CONCLUSION OF A CHAPTER. 

ISN’T THE IDEA JUST “LOOKING AT THE SITUATION FROM A 

DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE? WITH A DIFFERENT GOAL IN MIND? WE 

SHOULD BE ABLE TO EXPLAIN THE IDEA IN VERY COMMON 

LANGUAGE. AND FURTHERMORE, ARE YOU GOING TO REALLY SIT IN A 

ROOM WITH A BUNCH OF ANGRY PEOPLE AND ASK THEM TO MAKE A 

“PARADIGM SHIFT”!?!.  

Negotiators must take into account that in this item, the main gap between expectation 

and reality will be on the Palestinian side.  Let remind ourselves of more down to heart 

choices, for instances when air pilots in a bankrupting airline agree to reduce their 

legitimate salary rights in a significant percent, for the sake of the survival of the 

company. They are promised, in the not distant feature, that such a resignation to the 

implementation of their full rights, will be compensated in many other ways when the 

market gets better, and may even get company shares. (JULIE, I THINK THAT 

SEPARATING “RIGHT” FROM “JUSTICE” IS A PARADIGM SHIFT AND HENCE 

DIFFICULT TO GRASP. HENCE THE EXAMPLE SHOULD BE KEPT, BUT 

PERHAPS NOT AT THE FINALE BUT SOMEWHERE ELSE, FOR INSTANCE 

WHEN WE SPEAK ABOUT THE GENEROUS ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF THE 
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GRIEVENCES AND THE SEPARATE DEALING WITH THE CONCRETE 

SOLUTIONS, WHAT DO YOU THINK? EDY: I REMOVED THIS BECAUSE I 

FOUND IT TRIVIALIZED PALESTINIANS CLAIMS: don’t you think? EDY 

ANSWERS, I THINK IT EXPLAINS IS BETTER WITH THE PILOTS, I WISH TO 

HAVE A MORE POLITICAL THAN ECONOMIC EXAMPLE, IN ANY CASE, LET 

ME ASK MANUEL FOR A SECOND OPINION) So, the separation between the 

Palestinian “right” from their legitimate “return” to their homes will find many ways to 

redress the injustice. Hopefully, there will be other issues and other times in which 

renouncing to fully implement their right to return will provide a better future. In the long 

run, such sacrifice will pay off. 

EDY: NOT SURE I UNDERSTAND IN WHAT WAY THIS IS A “PARADIGM 

SHIFT”. YOU ARE ASKING THEM TO COMPROMISE ON A RIGHT IN THE 

NAME OF ACHIEVING JUSTICE? 

I AM CALLING UPON NOT TO COMPROMISE ON RIGHT, TO THE 

CONTRARY, TO CONFIRMED THAT THEY HAVE A JUST CLAIM BUT 

THAT ,REALISTICALLY, IT CANNOT BE FULFILLED NOW. BUT 

INVESTING IN THE FUTURE CAN CREATE NEW OPPORTUNITIES THAT 

ARE ONLY VISIBLE WITH A PARADIGM SHIFT, FOR INSTANCE, LIKE 

HAVING THE MONEY FROM COMPENSATION AND ECONOMIC 

COOPERATION TO BUY PROPERTY ANYWHERE INCLUDING IN ISRAEL –

IF PEACE PREVAILS- IN THE PRIVATE MARKET, INCLUDING THEIR 

OWN HOUSE BACK IF STILL AVAILABLE. 

THAT’S WHERE THE AIRLINE PILOT EXAMPLE SEEMS (TO ME) TO FALL 

APART: THE PILOT COMPROMISES ON HIS RIGHT TO A HIGHER 

SALARY IN ORDER TO SAVE HIS OWN SKIN (HIS JOB), OR MAYBE AT 

BEST, THE JOBS OF EVERYONE WORKING FOR THE AIRLINE, 

INCLUDING HIS OWN. IT’S CLEAR HE IS MAKING A SACRIFICE BECAUSE 

OSTENSIBLY HE’S THE ONLY ONE GIVING UP HIS SALARY RAISE FOR 

THE COMMON GOOD. THIS ONLY RELATES TO A GREATER JUSTICE IN 

THE SENSE THAT EVERYONE IS BETTER OFF [AND ACCESS TO A 

BETTER INDIVIDUAL FUTURE WHEN THE COMPANY RECOVERS] 

DOES THIS PARALLEL REFER TO PALESTINIAN LEADERS, WHO MUST 

COMPROMISE ON THE “RIGHT” (IN NEGOTIATIONS) IN ORDER TO 

BETTER THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF EVERYONE THEY REPRESENT? IS 

THAT WHAT YOU ARE SAYING? IF SO, “JUSTICE” SEEMS LIKE A LOFTY 

WORD FOR IT. IT JUST SEEMS “PRAGMATIC.” AND WHAT IS THEIR 

PARTICULAR SACRIFICE (COMPARED TO THE AIRLINE PILOT)? IN THIS 

CASE, EVERYONE MAKES THE SAME SACRIFICE. 

YES, IF STILL NOT CLEAR, PERHAPS WE SHOULD JAJAH IT ,THIS POINT IS 

IMPORTANT, AND MANUEL THINKS THAT FOR A GENERAL PUBLIC IT 
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MAKES A LOT OF SENSE TO GIVE SUCH AN EXAMPLE FOR THEIR DAILY 

LIVE 


