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INTRODUCTION

Taacov

Bar-Siman-Tov

The violent clashes that erupted in September 2000 between Israel
and the Palestinians developed into a protracted low-intensity confrontation. The confrontation exacted a heavy human toll on both
sides, inflicted severe economic damage, and raised the level of mutual
enmity and mistrust to levels that are hampering dialogue, not only
with regard to the resolution of the conflict but even about its very
management. Neither side expected that it would last so long or escalate so fiercely; it did so because of the failure of both sides to conclude it rapidly or even to moderate its intensity. International
peacemaking efforts were equally fruitless. The conflict again entered
the realm of the intractable, dominated by uncontrolled violence.
The failure of the Oslo process, the reversion to violent confrontation, the sense of impasse, and the failure of the efforts to terminate
the violence or at least to diminish its intensity prompted the
Jerusalem Institute for Israel Studies to examine the management of
the confrontation by the sides during the five years of its duration
(2000-2005). The research team examined the causes of the confrontation, the goals of the sides and their perceptions of the confrontation at different stages, the distinctive characteristics of the
confrontation as a low-intensity conflict, the management strategies
adopted by the sides, and the reasons for the failure of the efforts to
terminate or moderate the confrontation. Consideration was also
given to more controlled alternatives to manage the conflict and facilitate a transition from management to resolution.
A distinguished research group consisting of experts from a range of
fields conducted the project: Prof. Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov, Prof. Daniel
Bar-Tal, Dr. Yossi Ben-Ari, Ephraim Halevy, Prof. Tamar Hermann,
Prof. Rutii Lapidoth, Ephraim Lavie, Dr. Kobi Michael, Dr. Yitzhak
Reiter, Prof. Ezra Sadan, Prof. Dan Zakay, and Dr. Yifrah Zilberman.
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Beginning in November 2003, the group met on a regular basis,
and this book is the product of their endeavors. Between the meetings
a dynamic process developed, manifested in exchanges of ideas, first
drafts of papers, closed workshops, and symposia.
The book's nine chapters are divided into three sections. The first
section consists of two theoretical chapters, which address the dialectical interaction between conflict management and conflict resolution
and the influences of heuristic thinking and group dynamics on the
management of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The second section
consists of the central chapter, which analyzes the Israeli-Palestinian
violent confrontation with special reference to the transition from
conflict resolution to conflict management. The third section, with
five chapters, considers the impact of the violent confrontation on the
two societies: the reciprocal relations between the political echelon
and the military echelon in Israel in the course of managing the
confrontation; the changes in the official security policy and in the
attitudes of the Jewish public in Israel toward the management of
the conflict; attitudinal shifts of the Jewish society in the wake of the
Camp David summit and the violent confrontation; the ethos of the
conflict as portrayed in the Israeli media throughout the confrontation;
the Palestinian society in the confrontation and upon the death of
Yasser Arafat; and the Israeli disengagement plan as a strategy of conflict management.
In the first chapter—"Dialectic between Conflict Management and
Conflict Resolution"—Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov addresses the transition
from conflict resolution to conflict management in the IsraeliPalestinian case. A transition from a process of conflict resolution to
the resumption of violence is a crisis of severe proportions, though
not rare in the history of international conflicts. It reflects the failure
of the political process and indicates that the sides' conception of
peace has collapsed, with all its basic assumptions. Almost inevitably,
the upshot of a failure of this kind is that the conflict reverts to its natural state, becoming protracted, intractable, and irresolvable, and
escalating to new levels once its ostensibly irresolvable nature
becomes manifest. This, in turn, necessitates the construction of a
conception relying on new strategies and tactics; each side seeks to
advance its interests within the framework of the resurgent violence:
to punish the adversary for violating the agreement and initiating the
violence and deny it military and political gains.
The idea of conflict management remains elusive in the literature
on conflict research. As a rule, it is applied to conflicts that defy
resolution for one reason or another, leaving management as the
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default option. A t the same time, a conflict's management is usually
also perceived as an incipient stage toward resolution, with the particular mode of management likely to be relevant in the transition to
resolution. Different levels of conflict management and different types
of actors can be discerned in connection with different goals (prevention, control, or termination of violence), as can different management strategies. Similarly, a distinction can also be drawn between
three types of management: unilateral, joint, or external. The management of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict during the five-year confrontation was characterized by unilateral strategies that resorted to
threats and force but not promises or incentives. Attempts at joint
management of the conflict were vitiated by mutual mistrust, which
also left the parties to the conflict unable to control or moderate the
violence. Other factors also played a part in this regard: the distinctive
character of a low-intensity conflict, the asymmetry in the strength of
the sides, the fact that the Palestinians are a non-state entity and are
made up of numerous actors and organizations that are not subordinate to one authority, and the absence of political expectations.
Efforts at joint management also failed due to insufficient investment
in the process and because the sides were not amenable to effective
external intervention.
In the second chapter—"The Influences of Heuristic Thought and
Group Dynamics on the Management of the Israeli-Palestinian
Conflict"—Dan Zakay discusses several central processes of heuristic
thought and group dynamics on both the Israeli and the Palestinian
side that were factors in the conflict's escalation. Although these are
not the major causes militating against the conflict's management and
resolution, they contribute to die toughening of attitudes and reduce
the prospects of cooperation that could lead to joint management of
the conflict. Heuristic thought processes, which are part of the fashion of intuitive thinking, are resorted to, when it becomes necessary
to make assessments and judgments in certain situations, such as the
uncertainty that accompanies violent confrontations. In such cases
these processes challenge the ability of rational thought to provide
explanations. Heuristic thought and group dynamics inhibit conflict
management and resolution. A cogent source of biased thinking and
distorted conceptions, they forge and stimulate national myths and a
national ethos, become a barrier to changes of attitudes and beliefs,
work against confidence building, and reduce the possibility of finding
a joint formula for the conflict's moderation and resolution. Conflict
transformation therefore requires the sides to make a joint effort to
overcome these inhibitors, with the aid of external mediation.
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In the third and central chapter of the book—"The IsraeliPalestinian Violent Confrontadon: A n Israeli Perspective"—Yaacov
Bar-Siman-Tov, Ephraim Lavie, Kobi Michael, and Daniel Bar-Tal
analyze Israel's management of the peace process and then of the violent confrontation from the start of the Oslo process in 1993 undl
2005. The chapter contains five sections: (1) the Israeli concepdon
and the basic assumptions of Israeli policy from 1993 to 2000—from
the inception of the Oslo period until the collapse of the process in
September 2000; (2) the development of a new Israeli interim conception in the violent confrontation, from the start of the confrontation until the fall of the Barak government; (3) the new concepdon in
the period of the Sharon government; (4) interim balance-sheet analyzing the violent confrontation from several perspectives (political,
strategic, and operative); and (5) examination of an alternative policy
for managing the conflict, based on physical separation of which the
main elements are the separation fence and the disengagement plan.
The Israeli management conception in the confrontation evolved
gradually: from an attempt to contain the confrontation and thereby
enable the continuation of the political process, to gradual escalation in
view of the low effectiveness of the Israeli management strategy in coping with Palestinian violence and especially with the suicide bombings.
A paramount factor in the fall of the Barak government and the rise of
the Sharon government was the failure of the Oslo process and the
escalating violence. Israel's strategy of managing the confrontation was
modified in the Sharon era, in response to the escalation of the violence
and the rise in the casualty rate, and to the events of September 11,2001
in the United States, which had the effect of according internal and
external legitimization to escalate the confrontation widi the aim of
quelling terrorist violence more effectively. In line with this strategy,
Israel spurned Yasser Arafat as a partner for moderating and resolving the
conflict and launched a military offensive in which the West Bank was
reoccupied. This escalation significantiy lowered the casualty rate but did
not affect the Palestinians' motivation to continue the confrontation.
Israel thereupon adopted a new strategy to manage the confrontation,
which was more defensively oriented and based on physical separation.
Specifically, it involved building a separation fence and disengaging from
die Gaza Strip and northern Samaria. As these changes were taking
place, Arafat's death enabled moves to be undertaken toward the joint
management of the conflict, with the potential to moderate and perhaps
even conclude the present chapter of the violent confrontation.
In the fourth chapter—"The Interaction between the Military
Echelon and the Political Echelon in the Management of the
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Israeli-Palestinian Confrontation"—Kobi Michael examines the
"discourse space" between the two echelons, the political and the military, in conditions of a protracted violent confrontation. The author
argues that the political echelon, in failing to issue clear directives and
lacking staff work, cannot exercise effective civil control over the military echelon. Because the military echelon is responsible for immediate security responses and also controls the sources and analysis of
information—through its intelligence and planning branches—it
wields immense influence in shaping the political-security conception
and the concrete security situation. In a situation calling for the management of a violent confrontation, the imbalance between the two
echelons is liable to be aggravated because of the political echelon's
traditional structural weaknesses. Thus the political echelon is unable
to offset or regulate the military echelon's influence on the confrontation environment. In the period under discussion this was manifested in various ways by the army's behavior: its laxness in carrying
out orders of Prime Minister Ehud Barak to contain the violent confrontation in its initial stages, its encouragement and promotion of a
conception casting doubts on the prospect of reaching a final-status
settlement with the Palestinians and rejecting Arafat as a partner even
for the conflict's management, and its development of a system theory
defining the goals of the confrontation, notably the idea of "burning
into the Palestinians' consciousness," and also incorporating the concepts of deciding the campaign, military victory, and political victory.
In the fifth chapter—"Changes in Israel's Official Security Policy
and in the Attitudes of the Jewish Public toward the Management of
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (2000-2004)"—Tamar Hermann considers the complex interactions between the decision-makers and the
public in Israel with regard to the changes in Israel's security policy in
connection with managing the conflict. This also involves interpreting
where the responsibility lies for the failure of the Oslo process and for
the eruption of the violent confrontation. The chapter's central thesis
is that we should not assume that the line of influence between the
decisions made by the political echelon and the attitudes of the public
is vertical and one-directional. Three areas of noncongruence were
found between the decision-makers' official line and the public's
attitudes: (1) A t both levels, leadership and public, the attitudinal
changes were not concurrent: on some issues the shift of opinion by
the general public preceded public statements by decision-makers
about policy changes, while in other cases the leadership was ahead of
the public in changing its approach; (2) the public and the leadership
did not fully agree about the underlying issues of the conflict or about
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how to manage it; (3) because different sectors reacted to the changes
in different ways, it is impossible to talk about a clear and uniform
public opinion shift. The complexity of the interactions between the
decision-makers and the public in Israel has important implications in
a number of spheres. First, it seems to suggest the existence of an
inconsistent cognitive and political process with regard to managing
the conflict. Despite widespread agreement that "Oslo is dead"
and that "there is no one to talk t o , " and despite a rightward electoral
thrust, there has been a clear and significant increase in public support
for the "two states for two nations" formula and for readiness to make
territorial and other concessions, including support for the unilateral
disengagement plan. Second, in the case of Israel the empirical discussion can contribute to the theoretical discussion about the public's
active input in shaping foreign and security policy.
In the sixth chapter—"A Psychological Earthquake in the IsraeliJewish Society: Changing Opinions Following the Camp David
Summit and the Al-Aqsa Intifada"—Daniel Bar-Tal and Keren Sharvit
analyze the psychological changes that were fomented in the Israeli
society by the failure of the Oslo process and by the violent confrontation. Their analysis is based on the concept of "transitional
context," which refers to the temporary physical, social, political,
economic, military, and psychological conditions that create the
environment in which individuals and collectives act. Major societal
events (such as revolution, war, or a peace treaty) and major societal
information (supplied by an authority wielding determinative influence)
can be crucial elements in the creation of a transitional context. During
the period under discussion, a transitional context developed that
included major events (the Camp David summit and its failure, the
violent confrontation) and major information supplied by Israeli policymakers (Israeli readiness for far-reaching concessions at Camp
David, the Palestinians' refusal to resolve the conflict, Arafat's advance
planning of the violent confrontation). The resulting psychological
conditions profoundly affected the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of
the Israeli Jews. A m o n g these conditions we can note a heightened
threat, a greater fear, a sense of victimization, a self-centered focus,
support for the use of violent means in dealing with the Palestinians,
backing for a leader who projects force, support for measures of unilateral separation from the Palestinians, one-directional thought
regarding the adversary and the conflict and its resolution, internal
pressure for conformity, readiness to impose sanctions on dissident
members of the society, and rejection of external criticism. The psychological repertoire that developed since the fall of 2000 became a
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prism through which Israelis interpret the reality around them and on
the basis of which they act. This repertoire is likely to change only in
conjunction with the emergence of a new transitional context, which
is dependent on new major societal events.
In the seventh chapter—"Ethos of the Conflict in the Israeli Media
during the Period of the Violent Confrontation"—Keren Sharvit and
Daniel Bar-Tal examine the role played by the media in disseminating
and consolidating the ethos of die conflict in the Israeli society during
the period covered by the book. The media has always played a large
role in imparting the conflict ethos, which is made up of societal
beliefs about the tightness of the goals in terms of security, delegitimizing the Other, positive self-image, self-perception as victim, patriotism, unity, and peace. The political establishment viewed the media
as one of its branches, which could be used to promote ideological
and national goals in the conflict, while the media, for its part,
accepted that role and cooperated with it. Even though, in contrast to
the early years of the state, the media was now largely a commercial
enterprise and relatively free of close establishment supervision, its
manner of transmitting the values of the conflict ethos recalled its
approach in those early years. Viewing itself as being mobilized in the
national effort of the struggle against the Palestinians, the media usually supported government policy and helped disseminate the
messages of the political and security establishment.
In the eighth chapter—"The Palestinian Society in the Wake of the
Violent Confrontation and Arafat's Death"—Ephraim Lavie analyzes
the developments that occurred in the Palestinian society in the
decade since Oslo, during the violent confrontation, and in terms of
the challenges posed by the Palestinian society to both the Palestinian
Authority and to Israel. The violent confrontation, which began as a
nonviolent popular uprising and developed into an armed confrontation, created a duality of thought among the Palestinians: along with
broad recognition of the damage done to the Palestinian society and
to the national cause by the armed confrontation, there was support
for the confrontation and for the armed militants who were its spearhead. The violent confrontation proceeded without clear goals being
set at the national level and reflected the growing dispute between the
national camp and the Islamic-religious camp over the Palestinians'
national aims. The national camp remained split, largely between the
veteran and young leaderships, while trying to work out an order of
priorities between a solution of the refugee problem involving the
right of return or realizing the right of self-determination in a state
within the 1967 borders. The Islamic-religious camp remained united
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and was determined to pursue the armed struggle until the establishment of a theocracy in the entire area of Palestine. The internal dispute was not resolved by the end of the Arafat era. The election of
Mahmoud Abbas (Abu Mazen), who espouses a pragmatic political
approach, including a willingness to end the confrontation, as well as
the support he has received from the international community, has
created high expectations in the Palestinian society for a major overhaul of the system and a fundamental change in the security,
economic, and political situation.
In the ninth and final chapter—"The Israeli Disengagement Plan as
a Conflict-Management Strategy"—Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov and Kobi
Michael examine the disengagement plan as a strategy for conflict
management and as an opportunity to recast the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. The chapter consists of six sections: (1) a theoretical and
empirical examination of unilateral disengagement as a strategy for
conflict management and resolution, and on its potential to modify an
international conflict; (2) the main elements of the disengagement
plan as proposed by the government of Israel; (3) the underlying
rationale of the plan and its goals, as set forth in the plan itself and in
statements by the prime minister; (4) a close monitoring of statements
made by Prime Minister Sharon, the plan's exclusive initiator, to
survey the stages by which the plan was formulated as a gradual
process adapted to the violent confrontation; (5) the implications of
disengagement as a basic change in Israel's foreign and security policy
in the territorial, security, political, and settlement dimensions; (6) the
potential of the disengagement plan as an opportunity to modify the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, focusing on the need for Israeli-Palestinian
coordination and cooperation to execute the plan without violence,
with the goal of ending the violent confrontation and renewing the
political process.

CHAPTER I
DIALECTIC BETWEEN

CONFLICT

MANAGEMENT AND CONFLICT
RESOLUTION

Yaacov

Bar-Siman-Tov

The rapid transition from an attempt to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict at the Camp David conference (July 2000) and in the Taba
talks (January 2001) to renewed large-scale violence (from the end of
September 2000) raised doubts about the possibility that the conflict
could be resolved in the near future. The failure to resolve the conflict
prompted researchers and policymakers to theorize that time was not
yet ripe for a solution and that the only option is therefore to manage
it—or, more precisely, to manage the violent confrontation that the
conflict spawned in the past few years.
The transition from a process of conflict resolution to the renewal
of violence is a crisis of severe magnitude, though not rare in the history of conflicts between states. Manifesting the failure of the political
process, such a development shows that the sides' conception of peace
collapsed together with all their basic assumptions and with it the
hope and belief that the conflict is amenable to peaceful resolution.
Compounding the situation in the Israeli-Palestinian case is the difficulty entailed in the fact that one of the actors involved is a state and
the other is not.
If the political process fails, such a conflict tends to revert to its
previous and ostensibly natural pattern of being protracted, irresolvable,
and intractable: a zero-sum conflict that now escalates to new levels,
its seemingly irresolvable nature having become manifest.
The failure of a political process indicates that conditions are not
yet ripe for conflict resolution. The return to the use of violence shows
that at least one side has reached the conclusion that the political
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process cannot produce the goals that brought it to the negotiating
table. Those who take this view believe that they can achieve their
goals by means of violence, or at least improve their bargaining position with a view to the resumption of the political process. Violence,
then, is perceived to be more effective than a political process to realize national goals, an approach that represents a significant regression
from the concept that conflicts should be resolved by peaceful means.
The reversion to violence is a grave step, as it reflects loss of confidence in both the peace process and in the other side. Although the
building of such confidence is a necessary but not sufficient condition
for the existence of a political process, the collapse of mutual confidence raises serious doubts about the possibility of resolving the conflict and questions about how the other side manipulated the peace
process while concealing its true—and not necessarily conciliatory—
intentions.
In addition, the parties are now compelled to come up with a new
concept for coping with the situation that has transpired, and more
especially to manage the violent conflict. The political process having
collapsed, the resulting violence must be managed. This change obliges
the construction of a conflict-management approach that involves new
management strategies and tactics aimed at advancing each side's interests within the framework of the new violent confrontation—to punish
the adversary for violating the agreement and initiating the violence and
to deny the other side military and political achievements.
Conflict management is not a uniform phenomenon about which
there is general agreement in the research literature. As a rule, it refers
to conflicts that elude resolution for one reason or another, so that conflict management becomes the default option. At the same time, conflict
management is usually considered to be a prefatory stage toward
resolution, the particular mode of management likely to affect the
transition to resolution. The dialectic between conflict management and
conflict resolution is therefore very important for understanding the
transition from one phase to the next.
Despite the crisis and the negative feelings toward the adversary—
who is generally perceived as being responsible for the failure of the
political process and the deterioration into violence—the dilemma
faced by the policymakers on both sides is how to manage the conflict
in a way that will enable a return to the political process. The ability to
manage a violent conflict that is driven by political expectancy calls for
singular leadership prudence that is difficult to develop during a crisis,
when disappointment in the political process is rife and blame is
imputed to the other side.

