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1 Important Actors  
 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is a territorial conflict between the state of Israel on one side 

and various Palestinian groups on the other, most notably the Palestinian Liberation 

Organization and Hamas. 

1.1 The State of Israel 
 

On March 19 2015, Binyamin Netanyahu and his conservative Likud party surprisingly won 

the Israeli election. This caused some international concern since Netanyahu in his campaign 

had stated that he would not allow a Palestinian state to be established during his mandate, for 

security reasons: “I think that anyone who moves to establish a Palestinian state and evacuate 

territory gives territory away to radical Islamist attacks against Israel.” (Beaumont 2015)  

 

After he was elected, he modified this statement to American media, saying that he hasn't 

”retracted [his] speech at Bar-Ilan University six years ago calling for a demilitarized 

Palestinian state that recognizes a Jewish state”, but that the reality has changed: ”The 

Palestinian leader refuses to recognize the Jewish state and has made a pact with Hamas that 

calls for the destruction of the Jewish state, and every territory that is vacated today in the 

Middle East is taken up by Islamist forces. We want that to change so that we can realize a 

vision of real, sustained peace. I don’t want a one-state solution. I want a sustainable, peaceful 

two-state solution, but for that, circumstances have to change.” (Shimoni Stoil, 2015)  

 

 

For Netanyahu, security is a top priority in his policies. While there are Israelis that oppose a 

Palestinian state on religious grounds such as the Jewish settler movement, which Mark 

LeVine argues has impacted official Israeli policy (LeVine pp. 145ff.), security has been the 

most common rationalization for the Israeli government during Netanyahu's leadership when 

it for example demands that the Palestinian state must be demilitarized. 

 

Besides the security aspect, Israel has economic interests in particularly the West Bank. Israel 

uses 80 % of the water from the aquifer that provides groundwater for the occupied 

Palestinian territories (OPT) as well as all of the water from the Jordan river (Amnesty 2009). 

Israeli settlements control more than 40 % of land in the West Bank, and in 2012 the value of 

goods produced by Israeli settlements on occupied territory exported to the EU was 

approximately 300 million US dollars, according to a large group of NGOs and churches 

(Diakonia et al., 2012). This may give the Israeli government incentives not to support a two-

state solution. 

 

1.2 The Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) 
 



The PLO supports a two-state solution but rejects Netanyahu's demand that the Palestinian 

state should be demilitarized. The Fatah party, PLO:s largest faction, has had a violent history 

with guerilla warfare and terrorism, but since the Oslo accords it has focused more on 

diplomacy to achieve its goals. A major exception was the second intifada, which to a large 

extent was initiated and encouraged by Fatah leader Yassir Arafat (Schanzer p. 57). Today, 

Mahmoud Abbas is the chairman of PLO and the President of the Palestinian Authority (PA), 

Palestine's government. Since 2008, there has not been any armed conflict between Fatah and 

Israel (UCDP 2015). 

 

The demands of the PLO are a fully functional State of Palestine, with the end of Israeli 

occupation and settlement. Abbas has stated that he does not have territorial demands beyond 

the 1967 borders, the “green line”, and that he therefore does not require that Palestinian 

refugees who left Israel in 1948 can return (Zeiger, 2012). Abbas and the PLO are generally 

viewed as more moderate than for example Hamas, and the Palestinian Authority is viewed by 

most actors as the legitimate representative for the Palestinian people. 

 

However, many Israelis have had serious concerns with how Abbas has praised and honored 

Palestinians involved in violence and even terrorism, such as Jamal Tarawi who is jailed for 

planning a suicide bombing in Tel Aviv (Palestinian Media Watch, 2008). Israeli foreign 

minister Avigdor Lieberman called him a “diplomatic terrorist” (Jerusalem Post, 2014) , and 

he has been labeled authoritarian, not allowing any new elections since 2006 (Shachar, 2015). 

PLO:s underlying interests may simple be to gain power, which of course will increase in an 

independent Palestinian state but not necessarily in a democratic one. 

 

1.3 Hamas 

The Islamic Resistance Movement, abbreviated Hamas in Arabic, has often opposed the two 

state solution and demanded that what is now the state of Israel should be handed over to the 

Palestinians. They have used violence excessively and have come into conflict not just with 

Israel but also with Fatah.  

After the 2006 Palestinian election, Hamas co-founder and then foreign minister of the PA 

Mahmoud al-Hazar rejected the two state solution and said “I dream of hanging a huge map 
of the world on my wall at my Gaza home which does not show Israel on it.” (“The 
bankruptcy of Hamas”, 2006).  Later that year, Palestinian Prime Minister and Hamas leader 

Ismail Haniyeh said that his party could accept a Palestinian state based on the 1967 borders 

temporarily, refusing to acknowledge the state of Israel: “We will never recognize the usurper 
Zionist government and will continue our jihad-like movement until the liberation of Jerusalem”. 
("Haniyeh calls for formation of Palestinian state on 1967 lines”, 2006)  
 

In early 2013 there were reports that Hamas accepted the two-state solution, but the group 

rejected such claims (“Hamas denies accepting two-state solution”, 2013). In January 2014, 

the Jerusalem Post reported that Hamas had said that they would “never” accept the two-state 

solution. (Toameh 2014). Yet, three months later, Fatah said that in their reconciliation 

agreement with Hamas, both parties agreed that a two-state solution is the way forward and 

ished for both "a Palestinian state in the 1967 borders and the state of Israel with its capital in 
West Jerusalem." 
 

In my previous paper on the origins of the Israel-Hamas conflict, I concluded that Hamas 

started to wage war against the Israeli Defense Forces with minimal military capacity, not in 

order to overthrow Israel, put to gain popular support (Grenholm, 2015). Today, Hamas has 

http://www.jpost.com/Israel-News/Politics-And-Diplomacy/Liberman-calls-Abbas-diplomatic-terrorist-busy-with-slandering-Israel-376391
http://www.dn.se/nyheter/varlden/den-fredlige-diktatorn-1/


gained a lot of popular support especially in Gaza, which was evident in the 2006 Palestinian 

election that Hamas won. They should also want to remain in power for economic reasons, 

making ideology, power and economic gains three important factors for understanding Hamas' 

actions. 

 

1.4 The United States of America 

 

The US has been a long-standing partner with Israel, but the recent statements from 

Netanyahu has shaken their relationship, the US being a strong proponent for the two-state 

solution. President Barack Obama expressed to Netanyahu after he was reelected that the 

peace process had been hurt from his statements (Hirschfield Davis, 2015). Netanyahu's 

clarifications post-election did not impress the White House very much (Rudoren, 2015). This 

has put the US in a slightly more neutral state in spite of its strong alliance with Israel, since 

the PLO suddenly is closer to the US position than what the Israeli government seems to be. 

 

2 Conditions f or Negotiations  

 

2.1 Timing and the ripe moments 

 

William Zartman discusses when a conflict is “ripe” for peace talks and negotiations, and 

argues that this involves a process where there is a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS) where 

both parties in a conflict are painfully deadlocked. Often this is linked to a past, present or 

potentially future catastrophe that make the parties to seek a solutative Way Out (Zartman, 

2001, p. 10). If these conditions are not met, the conflict situation may not be ripe for 

negotiations, Zartman writes.  

 

The 2009 and 2014 Gaza wars were painful both for Hamas and Israel; even though Hamas 

gained some popular support due to its victimized role the damage and military losses were 

severe; and even though Israel easily won both wars their international reputation dropped. 

Similarily, the PLO has lost a lot of ground since Oslo, watching Israeli settler population 

growing drastically during Netanyahu's reign (“West Bank settlement expansion surged under 

Netanyahu”, 2014), but their diplomatic efforts such as the threat to try Israel in the ICC is 

putting preassure on Israel as well. 

 

The MHS could be strengthened by this international pressure, as well as mediation that 

convinces Hamas that it is more effective for them to reach parts of their goals if they lay 

down their weapons and make concessions rather to try to tear down the Jewish state with 

rockets. The PLO's diplomatic efforts should be encouraged and acknowledged while violent 

signals from them should be condemned internationally. Special concern from a third party 

should be given to the relationship between PLO and Hamas and evaluate whether isolation or 

cooperation is the best long-term strategy to combat Hamas' extremism. 

 

2.2 Third Party Mediation  
 

It has been debated whether it is harmful or not if a mediator party is biased, Nathan (1999) 

forcefully argues that the mediator must be neutral while Svensson (2007) points to 

empirical evidence suggesting that mediator bias towards the government in a interstate 



conflict may actually increase the likelihood of a negotiated settlement. The Israeli-

Palestinian case is complex however since it is not clearly interstate – the dyad between 

Hamas and the government of Israel clearly is, but as the Palestinian Authority has been 

recognized as representative of a state by over 130 countries and the UN, it is hard to talk 

about a single government in this conflict. 

 

All this may speak for the United States continuing its role as a mediator. Even though 

previous peace talks have failed, both Israel and the PA are used to the US being a mediator, 

and President Obama's recent disagreement with Netanyahu may actually put the US more 

clearly in the middle – being Israel's traditional ally, but still being close to the PA:s expressed 

two state vision. 

 

Hamas on the other hand has very little trust in the US, and the US views Hamas as a terrorist 

organization, but this does not exclude the US as a mediator even in this dyad based on 

Svensson's findings. A totally neutral mediator that does not view Hamas as a terrorist 

organization for example, may create much suspicion from Israel instead. As Svensson writes, 

a government-biased mediator decreases government fears while the eventual acceptance of 

such a mediator from the rebel side is a costly sign that they are serious about their claims, 

decreasing the commitment problem. 

 

As a mediator, the US must identify, reframe and sequence the issues involved, creating new 

alternatives to both armed violence and occupation and circumvent commitments that are 

blocking the way for an agreement (Pruitt & Kim pp. 235-238). These are no news for either 

Israel or the PA, but if Hamas would be included in negotiations it would be a milestone for 

the peace process. Unless they spoil it. 
 

3 Getting an Agreement  

3.1 Hamas as Spoiler 

 

According to Stephan John Stedman, spoilers are “leaders and parties who believe that peace 

emerging from negotiations threatens their power, worldview, and interests, and use violence 

to undermine attempts to achieve it” (Stedman, 2001). He identifies three types of spoilers: 

limited ones whom it is possible to negotiate with, total ones whose goals are so radical that 

they need to be coerced into cooperation, and greedy ones who can switch between limited 

and total goals based on costs and risks.  

 

Nilsson and Söderberg Kovacs (2011) has criticized Stedman's spoiler concept for a number 

of methodological reasons when identifying spoilers, pointing to that the concept is both 

being used for actors spoiling peace processes through violence or though “stealth” (which is 

harder to identify), and that it is very difficult to discover and differentiate between Stedman's 

three types in the actual world. They also highlight that it is meaningless to try to find spoilers 

before there is a peace to spoil, which with Stedman agrees. 

 

Historically, we know that Hamas has spoiled several peace processes which they were not a 

part of – from the Oslo accords to rocket shooting during the recent Mitchell- and Kerry-led 

talks. This could, at best, be a signal that they want their voice to be heard in the negotiations 

or, at worst, be a sign that Hamas wants to wage jihad, holy war, against Israel until the 

Jewish state does not exist. 



 

Basically, it boils down to whether Hamas is a limited, greedy or total spoiler and as we have 

just stated, this is hard to identify. The movement has for a long time had a total goal – to 

establish an Islamist state on both the OPT and Israel's territory – and a Palestinian state in 

1967 borders has been seen as a temporal goal. We saw in 1.3 how there were some signals 

last year that Hamas accepts a two-state solution, but these were vague and unclear. There is 

thus still a risk that Hamas has total goals and may thus become a total spoiler, but it may also 

be classified as a greedy spoiler due to its commitment to the 1967 borders.  
 

This may seem as hairsplitting definitions, but when using Stedman's spoiler concept it 

matters a lot: he says that while greedy spoilers can be socialized into the peace process by 

intellectual persuasion, provision of material benefits and sowing of norms, total spoilers must 

be coerced or violently defeated in order to prevent them from spoiling peace. Basically, 

Stedman argues that one cannot negotiate with extremists. 
 

Netanyahu seems to agree – he has said that he refuses to negotiate with Hamas since they are 

“[a]n enemy that seeks [our] destruction” (Encinias, 2014) and he has rejected the 

reconciliation proces between Fatah and Hamas, saying that Mahmoud Abbas must choose 

between Hamas and Israel. (Ahren, 2014)  
 

However, Netanyahu's and Stedman's approach of not negotiating with terrorists because one 

“cannot” negotiate with terrorists may simply be a self-fulfilling prophecy. When criticizing 

Stedman, Nilsson and Söderberg Kovacs point to the risk of radicalizing moderates when 

using force against extremists (Nilsson & Kovacs, 2011, p. 620), and we have already 

mentioned the difficulty of knowing whether a spoiler is total or greedy (or limited). 
 

 

If Israel has said that they refuse to negotiate with Hamas, isn't the case closed? No. Due to 

the mutually hurting stalemate strengthened by international pressure discussed in section 1, 

this may actually become a reality. Voices in the US are being raised that the Obama 

administration should revive peace talks and include Hamas (Benjamin, 2014), not to defend 

their past actions, but in order to deal with the roots of violence.  
 

Hopmann (1995) talks about how our view of negotiations can differ dramatically based on 

whether we see it as a bargaining process, influenced by the realist theory of international 

relations, or as problem solving, which is related to liberalism. It is no secret that US policy 

has been heavily shaped by realism, and the same could be said about Israel when analyzing 

Netanyahu's rhetoric; this makes them see negotiations as a bargaining where one's mission is 

to prevent the enemy from getting benefits while securing one's own interests. If they had a 

problem solving approach instead, they would view their opponent as a necessary partner in 

order to overcome a common problem. 
 

At this point, someone may want to argue that I am detaching away from reality, basing my 

resolution proposal on assumptions that are not (yet) true. However, I think it is perfectly 

clear that if the parties keep status quo in their priorities and view of the Other, nothing will 

change. Furthermore, it is very possible that these will change due to increased international 

pressure and serious mediation efforts, as we have seen in other conflict resolutions. Since the 

actual armed conflict is between Israel and Hamas, not Israel and PLO, and since the violence 

http://www.timesofisrael.com/netanyahu-abbas-must-choose-between-israel-and-hamas/
http://www.alternet.org/world/us-must-include-hamas-negotiations


has not been resolved through Hamas isolation, it will probably become increasingly clear to 

all parties that negotiations with the Islamist group is necessary.  
 

3.3 One or Two States? 
 

What then should the negotiation be about? The main proposal is as we have seen a two-state 

solution, where a Palestinian state gains full independence. Ultimately, Israeli military, settlers 

and the security barrier (wall) must then be removed from the West Bank, the state of 

Palestine must gain control over East Jerusalem and the Gaza blockade must end. Meanwhile, 

Hamas must acknowledge the state of Israel's right to exist, commit to diplomacy rather than 

violence and together with PLO guarantee a stable democratic regime with freedom of 

religion, making it possible for Jews to live in Palestine as well.  
 

Both sides oppose several of these reforms based on perceived security threats, ideology, 

economic interests and commitment problems. There are also several problems with the very 

structure of the two-state solution: with two non-connected territories the Palestinian state will 

be hard to govern, as history also shows; divisions between the two people groups may be 

cemented; and the Palestinians will get an army. As we have seen Netanyahu opposes this, but 

if Palestine shall be truly independent this will most likely happen, as the countries that lack 

armies are mostly micro-states and have freely chosen to do so. 
 

All these latter problems may be more easily solved by a one-state solution, as Ilan Pappé 

points out (Pappé 2010:431ff.). If Israelis and Palestinians lived together in one state 

(henceforth called “the Holy Land”), they would share military (that would have the right to 

attack and dismantle rebel groups at an early state), capital, and territory. In the long run, 

divisions between Israelis and Palestinians, Jews and Muslims, may even diminish. As the 

struggle for a two-state solution is extremely slow-paced, many are paying attention to the 

one-state solution instead, Pappé writes (Ibid.). 
 

The major problem with the one-state solution is that both Israel and PLO reject it and 

welcome a two-state solution instead. The majorities of both the Israeli and Palestinian public 

prefer a two-state solution (Gravé-Lazi, 2014) – most Israelis want a Jewish state and most 

Palestinian want a Muslim state. Hamas' suggestion for a single, Islamist state is not much of 

a solution since it would imply a serious threat for the Jewish population, keeping in mind that 

Hamas actually won the 2006 Palestinian election and that Palestinians eventually will be a 

majority in a single Israeli-Palestinian state. 
 

Would it be possible to establish a bi-national single state, using power sharing? Lijphart 

(2004) suggests several different power sharing strategies when it comes to legislative, 

executive and judicative power. In our case, this basically means that both Jews and Arabs are 

guaranteed representation in the government, courts and parliament and that for example 

presidents must be approved from both the major Jewish and Arab party. One could also use 

territorial power sharing (or decentralization), forming a federation where former Israelis and 

Palestinians share military, capital and welfare while having power in decentralized provinces.  

Jarstad and Nilsson (2008) have found that territorial power sharing increases the chance for 

sustainable peace; but unfortunately, other researchers have found completely different 

results, and there is no consensus on which type of power sharing is the best or if it even 

works – basically because several different definitions are used and measured in different 

ways (Binningsbo, 2013). 
 



It is thus uncertain what effects such a resolution would have, but of course, it is uncertain 

what a two-state solution will lead to. It is hard to imagine a Palestinian army with tanks and 

aircraft never confronting the Israeli Defense Forces, and that will obviously lead to 

escalation. A two-state solution will most likely turn an intra-state conflict to a bloodier 

interstate conflict. A binational one-state solution however, may lead to lasting peace. 
 

4 Resolution Proposal  
 

I propose the establishment of a Federation of the Holy Land, consisting of the State of Israel 

and the state of Palestine based on the 1967 Green Line, as well as the federal district of 

Jerusalem (including Abu Dis). Both the Knesset and a Palestinian parliament may be located 

in Jerusalem, together with a new federal parliament and possibly a senate. 
 

The Israeli Defense Forces will be transformed into the Defense Forces of the Holy Land that 

is subject to the Federal government and that has, together with the police force of respective 

state, monopoly of violence. All citizens of the Federation will be equal when it comes to 

voting, freedom of speech, religion, press and assembly, and access to welfare. Citizens have 

a right to move freely within the federation. While the two federated states may nourish 

particular cultural and religious identities, the federation as such is secular and multicultural. 
 

The federal government, Supreme Court, military leadership and federal agencies should have 

representatives from both states. The most important ones should initially be shared 50/50, 

and after a period of 30 years or so proportionally according to the population size of each 

state. Both states should of course be democratic by the same standards, and organizations 

calling for the destruction of another people group should be forbidden. 
 

The proposal means that the initiated establishment of the state of Palestine with its 

parliament, government and administration has not been in vain, nor will the Jewish state of 

Israel cease to exist. The proposal aims to minimize the risk of these two states waging war 

against each other, while increasing equality between Israelis and Palestinians and structurally 

challenging the paradigm of two enemies bargaining to two partners cooperating. 

5 Mutually Obtained Rewards  

 

“That will never work!” you may say. Then what will? Criticizing the failed two-state 

attempts of the Oslo accords, Mark LeVine writes: “If there is ever to be a just and lasting 

peace in the Holy Land, both Israelis and Palestinians will have to escape from the burdens of 

their shared yet conflicted histories and imagine new identities and new forms of citizenship... 

Until that happens, Oslo's legacy will be more blood and tears.” (LeVine 2009:182). My 

federational proposal deals both with Israel's security as well as the end of the occupation, it 

guarantees both Jews and Palestinians to move freely in the land of their forefathers; it 

acknowledges religious and cultural self expression since it is multireligious and -cultural. I 

have given several arguments for why I am convinced that this is a more sustainable and 

peaceful solution than either a demilitarized or militarized independent Palestinian state 

alongside a militarized Israeli state. 
 

In my multicultural, holy utopia, the lines in the sand between Israelis and Palestians will 

slowly lose importance (maybe making it possible, in the long run, to transform the federation 

into a unitary state) and will nourish a culture where extremist movements like Hamas and 



Islamic Jihad will become more moderate. If they still want to fight, the federal military will 

have a greater chance of quenching them at birth compared to today, where these groups are 

isolated and radicalized within the Gaza blockade. Having advanced military capability and a 

democratic system, the Federation of the Holy Land should see no more civil wars than the 

USA or Belgium. 
 

My impression is that Hamas hopefully is on the same track that slowly turned Fatah from a 

revolutionary violent guerilla to a more diplomatic, moderate Palestinian representative, and 

being acknowledged as a negotiation partner will help Hamas on that journey. If not, they 

should be demilitarized, demobilized and reintergrated as soon as the Federation is 

established. Both Israelis and Palestinians that have committed war crimes may be tried in 

war tribunals, but it is far more important with restorative justice and reconciliation (Clark, 

2008), using examples from Rwanda and South Africa. 
 

As Barbara Walter writes, “Military force might be crucial for demobilization, but creative 

institutional design matters far more in the long run.” (Walter, 2011:155) Creating a Holy 

Land Federation is such a creative institutional design that will promote both peace and 

justice better than a two-state solution could ever do. 
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