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Abstract 

Within the context of Harold Saunders’ concept of understanding the full peace process, I 

analyze the failure of the 2000 Camp David negotiations.  The study focuses on how the US 

behaved in the prenegotiation phase and emphasizes how US preparation then effected the actual 

formal negotiation phase.  By analyzing US involvement through the prenegotiation and 

negotiation phases, I determine the problems and the unsuccessful strategies utilized by the US 

mediation team.   

The multilateral negotiations between Israel, Palestine and the US failed most notably 

because the US did not serve as an effective mediator.  Major US errors were made beginning in 

the prenegotiation phase that set the negotiations off on a path of inefficiency that were only 

exacerbated in the formal negotiation phase.  The US failed to recognize the realities and 

limitations placed on the formal negotiations by the level of prenegotiations facilitated and 

pursued a lackluster strategy within the formal negotiation phase that inevitably led to failure.  

Thus, the Camp David negotiations were plagued even before they began which ultimately led 

the parties to abandon the negotiations.  
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Introduction 

The second Camp David summit began on July 11, 2000 and lasted for only fifteen days.  

It was President Bill Clinton’s last attempt to mediate the conflict between Palestine and Israel in 

a final effort to save his legacy.  The summit, however, ended in failure on July 25 with no 

agreement signed and the blame seemingly placed on an overly passive Yasser Arafat, the 

President of the Palestinian National Authority.  Shortly after the summit, it became an accepted 

fact proponed by Clinton and his administration and Prime Minister Ehud Barak that Israel had 

made Arafat a “generous” offer which Arafat refused to consider.  Thus, it was believed the 

Palestinians again missed a historical opportunity.  However, within a year of the summit, 

different narrative accounts began to surface that refuted such one-dimensional assertions and 

shifted the blame more fairly among the two players and the mediator.  It is the US in particular 

that serves as the primary focus of this paper, and thus the US mediation strategies- or lack there 

of- that led to the unsuccessful summit will be evaluated.   

When negotiating the Arab-Israeli conflict, US foreign policy has continuously struggled 

with employing successful mediation strategies.  By taking on the weight of intervention, the US 

should have been prepared to facilitate, mediate, oversee, and in some instances arbitrate the 

negotiations efficiently (Kurzer & Lasensky, 2008, p. 10).  Unfortunately, for all its attempts at 

mediation, the US has continuously been met with little success in large part because the US has 

not employed effective mediation techniques within the peace process as a whole.  The area in 

which the US continuously seems to falter, is the time leading up to the start of the formal 

negotiations.  US mediation strategy has failed to understand the necessity and sheer importance 

of prenegotiations.  The US is often too hasty in calling for negotiations and thus rarely spends a 
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sufficient amount of time preparing for the negotiations.  Such a lack of preparation thus creates 

a negotiation environment that is unorganized and unproductive.      

Harold Saunders argues that in order to develop adequate theories of conflict mediation, 

we must look at the whole peace process.  For Saunders, a full peace process includes an 

extensive amount of work in a prenegotiation phase prior to entering the actual formal 

negotiation phase.  He believes that in order to understand a conflict, a conflict must be 

approached from a greater conceptual framework so as to more readily understand “why parties 

will not talk and what might enable them to engage in dialogue” (Saunders, 1996, p. 419).  Such 

an understanding will help in developing a mediation strategy that will give the negotiations the 

greatest possibility of success.  A full peace process implies that all phases must be understood 

and valued as an intertwined necessity to the overall success of the peace process.  An oversight 

at the prenegotiation phase will thus yield a formal negotiation phase with little chance of 

success.   

Thus, it is within the context of Harold Saunders’ concept of understanding the full peace 

process that I will analyze the failure of the Camp David negotiations.  I will focus on how the 

US behaved in the prenegotiation phase and show how US preparation then effected the actual 

formal negotiation phase.  I will utilize these two phases as a means to emphasize the 

unsuccessful strategies utilized by the US within each phase.   

By analyzing US involvement through the prenegotiation and negotiation phases, I am 

able to determine the problems of US mediation.  The multilateral negotiations between Israel, 

Palestine and the US failed most notably because the US did not serve as an effective mediator.  

Major US errors were made beginning in the prenegotiation phase that set the negotiations off on 

a path of inefficiency that were only exacerbated in the formal negotiation phase.  The US failed 



 

7 

to recognize the realities and limitations placed on the formal negotiations by the level of 

prenegotiations facilitated and pursued a lackluster strategy within the formal negotiation phase 

that inevitably led to failure.  Thus, Camp David was plagued even before it began which 

ultimately led the parties to abandon negotiations.  

With emphasis placed on understanding how the prenegotiation and negotiation phases 

effect one another, the organization of the paper will thus reflect the basic framework of the full 

peace process concept.  Section one provides a brief summary of the events of Camp David 2000 

highlighting the major actions of the three players and confronting the false notion of a 

“generous” offer made by Israel.  Section two discusses the prenegotiation phase of mediation 

and the necessary conditions that must be met before formal negotiations can begin.  Pre-

negotiations are an inherent necessity to any successful negotiation process to build confidence, 

bridge gaps, and determine conflict ripeness.  This section will illustrate how the failure of the 

US to engage in proper prenegotiations contributed to its unsuccessful mediation of the conflict.  

Section three describes the formal negotiation phase of the mediation process emphasizing the 

need for a coherent strategy, a balance of power, and an effective means of communication.  This 

section will emphasize how the US failed to develop a mediation strategy independent of Israeli 

interests and thus condemned itself to a passive role with no control over the proceedings.  

Section four will then discuss the outcome of the unsuccessful negotiation process.  I will then 

draw my conclusions from the analysis in section five.    

 

Section 1:  Overview of Summit 

 It is first important to briefly discuss the details and overall process of the summit before 

analyzing the mistakes made that led to the failure.  The summit began on July 11, 2000 at Camp 
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David in Maryland and on that first day Clinton presented a series of ideas to the parties to serve 

as a basis for negotiations.  The working text was written with the 1967 line serving as the basis 

for negotiations, but also accounted for a modified Palestinian border to accommodate the Jewish 

settlements.  Palestine was to have sovereignty along the eastern border of the Jordan Valley, 

while Jerusalem and the Palestinian refugee issue were left vague (Bregman, 2005, p. 87-9).  

Clinton only wanted the parties to accept these advanced ideas as a basis for negotiations and use 

the points as a starting point with which to discuss their differences.  Barak resisted the ideas, 

and the US immediately backed down opting to write a new paper more to Barak’s liking.   

 The US team went on to write two more papers.  The second one was again rejected by 

Barak because it still called for the 1967 line to serve as the basis for negotiations and because 

the refugee section implied that Israel bore some responsibility for the Palestinian refugee 

problem.  The third paper was extremely vague but was finally approved by Israel only to be 

rejected by the Palestinians for its vague assessment of almost all of the issues.  Thus, by the end 

of day four, the US team had given up on the idea of using a written text as a means of 

discussing differences and compromise.  The US strategy soon dissolved.   

Clinton set up four groups to deal with the main issues: borders (and settlements), 

refugees, security, and Jerusalem with a strategy of drifting among the groups checking on 

progress.  On borders, the Palestinians demanded that the negotiations be conducted with the 

acceptance that any territorial agreement had to be based on the 1967 line.  The Palestinians were 

open to modifications to the border, but only with an equal area land swap.  It was important for 

the Palestinians that the negotiations upheld the validity of international law and UN resolutions 

242, 338, and 194 (refugee resolution).  Israel, however, did not want the 1967 line to serve as 

the basis of negotiations and wanted to retain at least 9% of the West Bank.  On refugees, the 
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Palestinians wanted full right of return for 4 million refugees.  However, later in the summit it 

was suggested that the Palestinians would approve an agreement where Israel at least accepted 

the principle of the Right of Return.  Israel, on the other hand, denounced the Right of Return 

and would not accept the concept in principle as it would imply that Israel contributed to the 

refugee problem.  Israel would never accept the return of refugees into Israel proper for fear of 

losing the state’s Jewish character.  On the issue of security, Israel wanted to keep, or “lease,” 

the Jordan Valley along the eastern border of what would be a Palestinian state to serve as a 

buffer zone.  Israel also wanted the future Palestinian state to remain demilitarized.  Most 

importantly, Israel wanted an agreement that officially ended the conflict.  The Palestinians 

rejected all three of Israel’s wants on security.  Finally, the issue of Jerusalem proved to be the 

most controversial.  Most analysts maintain that it was the issue of Jerusalem that caused Camp 

David to reach a stalemate.  Barak vowed that he would not divide the city, while Arafat 

demanded that East Jerusalem be the capital of a future Palestinian state.  While those positions 

obviously stood in stark contrast, the main problem was over the Temple Mount/Al-Haram al-

Sharif as it was a Muslim compound build on the remains of a Jewish holy site.  Both parties 

wanted sovereignty and for both parties maintaining sovereignty was a red line.  Thus, these 

were the parties’ basic positions.  Much debate ensued facilitated by the US. 

July 18, 2000 was an important day as this was the day that Israel made its “generous” 

offer to the Palestinians.  It was a historical offer according to Israel, the validity of such a claim 

is debated later in the paper.  Barak’s offer consisted of the following points: Israel would 

maintain only 9% of the West Bank, Palestine would get 85% of the border with Jordan, and 

Israel would maintain control over the Jordan Valley for up to 12 years.  On the very touchy 

issue of Jerusalem, Palestinian sovereignty would be given to 7 out of 9 outer neighborhoods as 
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well as the Muslim and Christian Quarters in the Old City.  With regard to the Haram, the UN 

Security Council would pass a resolution to hand custodianship over to a joint commission 

(Bregman, 2005, p. 107).  From Israel’s point of view, it was an extremely generous offer as the 

Palestinians were being given over 90% of the West Bank and for the first time, Barak had 

agreed to partition Jerusalem.  The Palestinians, however, did not find the proposal so generous.  

Arafat rejected the plan dissatisfied over all of the points made with regard to Jerusalem.  Arafat 

was also confused as who would hold sovereignty over the other 15% of the Jordanian border 

and what a satisfactory solution to the refugee problem meant.  The plan was presented as a “take 

it or leave it” proposal and the Palestinians decidedly chose to leave it on the table.  

Negotiations reached a standstill following the Palestinian rejection of the “generous” 

offer.  Clinton tried one last desperate attempt on July 25 to save the summit as he submitted a 

proposal to both parties outlining an agreement on Jerusalem.  Clinton felt that should they 

resolve the issue of Jerusalem, all other issues would follow suit.  Clinton thus submitted the 

following proposal to both parties: Palestinian sovereignty over outer neighborhoods of 

Jerusalem and over the Muslim and Christian Quarters, limited sovereignty in inner 

neighborhoods, and custodial sovereignty over the Haram al-Sharif (Bregman, 2005, p. 118-9).  

Without full sovereignty over the Haram, Arafat refused to accept the proposal.  Thus, on July 

25, 2000, the Camp David summit ended in failure.  In a press conference after the summit, 

Clinton commended Barak for the great progress made during the talks and his great courage in 

facilitating that progress.  He did not commend Arafat and thus implied that Barak showed great 

courage while Arafat had simply shown up.    
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Section Two:  Prenegotiation Phase 

The prenegotiation phase deals with factors that exist prior to the intervention of the 

mediator.  Thus, the mediator must look at the intensity of the conflict, the nature of the issues, 

and the characteristics of the parties involved to determine whether it is the appropriate time to 

intervene.  Most importantly, the prenegotiation phase deals with common goals emphasizing 

that only when an agreement has been reached on common goals can the parties effectively deal 

with the specific issues of the conflict.  The need for common goals thus highlights the 

importance for prenegotiations to take place before the formal negotiation phase begins to lessen 

the gaps between the parties’ positions.    

Harold Saunders maintains that “in many cases, the process in which conflicting groups 

first contact one another, then talk, and eventually commit to an agreed settlement is even more 

complicated, time consuming, and difficult that reaching agreement in negotiations” (1996, p. 

419).  Thus, for Saunders prenegotiations is as inherently part of the peace process as the formal 

negotiations and sometimes even more so.  Work done in the prenegotiation phase not only 

bridges communicative gaps, but it also lays the groundwork for the implementation of an 

agreement.   It is during prenegotiations that the foundations for a successful agreement are set 

and a bypass of such preparations can only limit the possibility of success at the formal 

negotiation level.   

The prenegotiation stage is important in determining whether the parties are ready to 

begin negotiations on specific issues.  It is in this stage that the mediator must research the 

characteristics of the conflict and determine if intervention would facilitate a lasting agreement.  

It was be the complete disregard of the prenegotiation stage that led to the undoing of US 
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negotiation strategy.  Before Camp David the US did not invest enough time in this stage which 

thus ensured that the negotiation phase was unsuccessful.   

The prenegotiation phase is where the mediator must determine if the conflict is ripe for 

negotiations.  Proper timing of mediation is a crucial determinant of whether mediation will be 

successful or not.  As William Zartman defines it, a ripe moment relies on the parties’ perception 

of a mutually hurting stalemate.  Thus, a mutually hurting stalemate is grounded in a cost benefit 

analysis where the parties subjectively perceive that the status quo or no negotiations will have a 

negative sum affect (Zartman, 2001, p. 8-9).  The stalemate is also conditioned upon the parties’ 

perceiving that there is a way out (Zartman, 2001, p. 9).  The parties’ do not need to know the 

details of such a way out, they just need to feel confident that a way out is possible and that the 

other feels the same way.   

According to Zartman’s definition, it is possible to conclude that the two sides were in a 

mutually hurting stalemate.  Israel continuously felt the negative effects of being an occupier as 

Palestinians constantly rose up in heated protests and Palestinian terrorist organizations attacked 

Israeli civilians as a means of retribution.  The Palestinians continued to feel the negative effects 

of occupation as they continued to have no state, no territorial contiguity, no economic 

structures, and no cessation to Israeli settlement activity.  Both sides were feeling the negative 

sum affects.  Where the conflict failed to be ripe was in each party’s perception of the other and 

the lack of trust and confidence between them.  Neither side trusted that the other would 

negotiate seriously.  Most importantly, neither side trusted that the other would actually 

implement what they agreed upon.      

Lack of implementation of previous interim agreements thus serves as the basis for why 

the conflict was not yet ripe for a resolution causing both parties to loose faith in the 
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peacemaking process.   Arafat admitted from the start of the process that he did not want to 

attend the summit as he did not feel the proper confidence measures had been put in place.  He 

cited Barak’s lack of fulfillment of many of the interim agreements- particularly an agreement 

that called for a third redeployment and the transfer of three Jerusalem villages over to the 

Palestinians- as proof that the time was not right for negotiations.  As Robert Malley and Hussein 

Agha explain it, Barak’s disregard for the interim agreements helped to alienate Arafat from the 

start as “for Arafat, interim and permanent issues are inextricably linked” (2001, p. 65).  In 

Arafat’s opinion, calling for a summit especially with the highest leaders was entirely premature 

as there was still too much work to be done to bridge the gaps.  By going to the summit, Arafat 

was in effect being forced to negotiate over land that should already be a part of Palestine.  Thus, 

the lack of implementation caused Arafat in particular to staunchly oppose attending a summit, 

especially because if the summit failed, Barak would take with him all of the interim agreements 

when he left the table.  Arafat thus begrudgingly came to the summit convinced the summit was 

a trap that the US and Israel had set for him.  Barak tried to defend his lack of enforcement by 

arguing that “We didn’t feel there was a purpose in eroding our positions further before a summit 

where we’d have to give up more”(Sontag, 2001, p. 80).  But Barak failed to understand that by 

not following through on these interim agreements he was in effect dooming the very summit he 

was so ardently supporting by creating a hostile environment with no trust.  As Harold Saunders 

emphasizes, interim agreements are important because “implementation of one agreement may 

become part of the prenegotiation for the next, as faithful implementation builds confidence in 

the process and in the other party” (1996, p. 422).  Because Barak had refused to follow through 

with the implementation of various interim agreements, he limited the amount of confidence 

Arafat had in the peace process and of Ehud Barak.  The parties were thus not ready to proceed 
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to the next step of the peace process.  The deep distrust between the parties and utter lack of 

confidence inevitably created an atmosphere that was not yet ripe for negotiation.   

To be sure, the blame for the lack of implementation falls squarely on the shoulders of 

Israel and the Palestinians.  However, the US’ failure to not hold the parties accountable helped 

to contribute to the non-implementation and thus the lack of trust.  Dennis Ross cites the US 

failure to monitor implementation of interim agreements as one of the US’ biggest mistakes 

during the entire peace process.  Ross explains that “too often we shied away from putting the 

onus on one side or the other because we feared we would disrupt a process that had great 

promise” (Ross, 2004, p. 770).   The US was in effect the bearer of its own failure.  Had the US 

more actively called for the implementation of interim agreements, trust and confidence might 

not have been lost.  Instead, the US took a passive role in implementation and “contributed to an 

environment in which commitments were rarely taken seriously by either side, knowing there 

would never be any real consequences” (Ross, 2004, p. 771).  Thus, the environment was not yet 

ripe for conflict resolution as confidence in implementation was non-existent.   

Yossi Ginossar also raises an important point as he questions the level of humanity 

between parties as a means of interpreting when a moment is ripe for resolution.  Besides 

perceiving that they are in a mutually hurting stalemate, how each side views the other in human 

terms will affect the moment of ripeness.  Ginossar singles out the Israelis in particular noting 

that “until Israelis humanize Palestinians as a society and as individuals, and thus also rationalize 

the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the conflict will not be ripe for the conclusion of any peace 

agreement” (2005, p. 52).  How each side characterizes the other is important in determining if 

the parties will perceive that the other side is ready to make an agreement and refers back to the 

concept of confidence and trust.  If the parties are unable to perceive each other as equal partners 
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in a search for a just peace, then negotiations without some form of building blocks will end in 

failure.     

Finally, it is necessary to draw a distinction between a conflict being ripe for negotiations 

and being ripe for conflict resolution.  According to Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov, a conflict is ripe for 

negotiation when both parties are prepared to sit down and talk as opposed to pursuing options of 

force.  A conflict ripe for resolution, on the other hand, is when the parties acknowledge that the 

only way to realize at least some of their goals is through a process of conflict resolution that will 

involve painful concessions (Bar-Siman-Tov, 2005, p. 195).  Camp David was utilized by the US 

as a means to test if the conflict was ripe for resolution.  The failure of Camp David proved that 

the conflict was not yet ripe for resolution and subsequently only served to aggravate the 

violence.  Neither side was ready to pay a heavy price as the parties reached an impasse on the 

issues of Jerusalem, refugees, and territory.  Both Arafat and Barak came to the negotiating table 

with fixed positions and they were not prepared to make the necessary concessions for a viable 

peace.  Arafat would not allow the conflict to be resolved without the return of Jerusalem, 

without Israeli recognition of the Right of Return, and without Israeli withdrawal to the 1967 

territorial lines.  Barak refused to sign an agreement that called for Israeli withdrawal from 

Jerusalem and the entire West Bank and Gaza and Israeli recognition of the Right of Return.  

Having never negotiated these issues before Camp David, both Arafat and Barak came to the 

negotiating table demanding that their positions be met.  Neither side was willing to compromise 

or pay any price at all for peace.  Camp David was thus not a moment ripe for resolution.  It is 

arguable if Camp David was even a moment ripe for negotiation.  Without proper 

prenegotiations, the two parties were in no way prepared for negotiations, and the fact that Arafat 
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was basically forced to participate proves that he was not ready to sit down and talk as opposed 

to pursuing other options.   

When analyzing past peace efforts, Oslo did prove to be a moment ripe for negotiations, 

but not one ripe for resolution (Bar-Siman-Tov, 2005, p. 197).  The document that was produced 

during Oslo outlined a series of confidence building measures that each side was to fulfill 

leaving the more difficult issues like Jerusalem to be discussed later.  The document was a 

culmination of years of effort that involved extensive prenegotiations after the parties agreed to 

negotiate for the first time.  The US had assumed that the Oslo process had produced an 

environment ripe for resolution.  This was a gross overestimation on the part of the US.  Oslo 

was never fully implemented and thus failed to prepare the Palestinian and Israeli leaders and the 

public to make the necessary concessions for resolving the conflict.  

Of course, simply because the conflict was not yet ripe for a resolution does not negate 

the fact that the US should have been pursuing a means to bring the parties closer together to 

create an atmosphere ripe for negotiations that could eventually lead to a resolution.  The US 

should have spent more time in an informal prenegotiation round of talks to bridge the gaps of 

the two parties and establish basic and common principles to form the building blocks of a 

settlement.  The US needed to restore the parties’ confidence in the process before calling for a 

summit and forcing Arafat to the negotiating table.  Chester Crocker states “very forcefully that 

the absence of ripeness does not tell us to walk away and do nothing.  Rather, it helps us to 

identify obstacles and suggests ways of handling them and managing the problem until a 

resolution becomes possible” (Zartman, 2001, p. 14).  Thus effective, informal prenegotiations 

are a necessary means for bringing parties together to pursue common goals and facilitate a 

moment more ripe for negotiation and later resolution. 
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Harold Sauanders emphasizes the great significance of building constructive relationships 

and how developing a commitment to negotiate may often be the most difficult part of the entire 

peacemaking process for the mediator (Saunders, 1991, p. 25).  The prenegotiation phase allows 

the parties to analyze each other’s positions and determine if the timing is right for more formal 

negotiations.  The parties must judge that the present conflict no longer serves their best interests 

and that a delay in negotiations would not produce an attractive situation.  As has been stated, 

Arafat explicitly asked for more time before the summit to work on lessening the gaps between 

the two parties, but the US and Israel failed to take Arafat’s opinion into account.  By 

consequence the negotiations were devalued from the start.  Abu Ala, one of the leading 

Palestinian negotiators explains that “Barak doomed Camp David by cutting short the 

preparation session” and thus the “Palestinians went to Camp David so reluctantly that the failure 

of the talks should have been foreseen” (Songtag, 2001, p. 80-1).  Danny Yatom, a member of 

the Israeli negotiating team, echoes Abu Ala’s sentiments by remarking that the main lesson 

learned from Camp David was that there was “no way to get the parties to sit around the same 

table and resolve their differences when one of the preliminary conditions for sitting together 

cannot be secured without preparatory talks” (Yatom, 2005, p. 41).  By failing to demonstrate a 

common basis for negotiation existed to Arafat, the US was creating a situation of imparity that 

would not facilitate successful negotiations.   

Thus, the Palestinians came to Camp David feeling like they had been coerced into it and 

this was partly the fault of the third party mediator.  As Saunders explains it one of the most 

important responsibilities of the mediator is to help “assure each that enough common ground 

exists as a basis for beginning negotiation” (Saunders, 1996, p. 428).  The mediator must utilize 

the process of prenegotiations to prove to both sides that there is a mutually acceptable agenda 
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which justifies the need and possible success of negotiations.  The US, however, did not do this 

before Camp David.  When Arafat expressed concern over the lack of preparation, the US should 

have understood that both parties had not reached a level of common ground.  The US should 

have then called for more prenegotiations as a means to build common trust and goals before 

calling a summit of leaders.  To be fair, secret prenegotiations were attempted in March 2000, 

but when the talks became public, Abu Ala refused to continue fearing political retribution.  

Martin Indyk, a US negotiator, explained that the US “simply did not have the ability to conduct 

talks in secret” (2005b, p. 101) and this drastically hurt the summit’s chances for success.  But 

herein lies the problem, the US should have been more forceful in calling for prenegotiations.  

One of the major problems of US strategy at Camp David (discussed in the following section) 

was that the US did not show enough tough love on the parties.  This ties back to the issue of 

interim agreement implementation.  The US needed to be more aggressive in resolving the Arab-

Israeli conflict and thus should not have been timid in enforcing agreements and calling for 

prenegotiations.  Had the US taken a more aggressive stance and perhaps tied US further 

involvement in the peace process to prenegotiation involvement to convince the parties to 

participate, whether in secret or not, the summit may have turned out quite differently. 

Aaron David Miller, a member of the US negotiating team, defended the call for a 

summit without sufficient prenegotiations explaining that “traditional prenegotiations wouldn’t 

work under these circumstances…[as] only leaders could decide these issues” (2008, p. 292).  

Miller is indeed correct, only the leaders would have been able to reach a conclusion and make 

the necessary concessions for an agreement to be reached, but that does not mean that 

prenegotiations should have been forgone.  Many of the issues brought to the table at Camp 

David such as Jerusalem and the Right of Return were discussed for the first time.  And though 
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the issues were finally brought forward for negotiation, an accomplishment in its own right, both 

sides were completely unaware of the other’s position and thus were not able to effectively build 

a compromise.  It is simply unrealistic to assume that such weighty issues can be solved without 

extensive prenegotiations to understand positions and build common goals.   There is no reason 

why the issues could not be discussed in prenegotiations with the leaders ultimately making the 

decisions in a more formal setting.   

Prenegotiations are one of the most important steps to effective peace making.  They 

provide a method to bridge gaps, to learn each other’s positions, and to allow the parties to 

realize common goals before actually sitting down for formal negotiations.  Thus, the US should 

have taken a more active approach during the prenegotiation phase and aggressively called for 

some form of informal talks.  Because the US miscalculated and bypassed this stage, it was not 

entirely surprising when Camp David failed, as the US skipped a necessary step in their haste to 

reach formal negotiations. 

One of the main reasons why the US was so keen to bypass this phase was because of 

time constraints.  The US was so overly preoccupied by following a Syria first strategy that when 

the time came to turn to the Palestinian problem, Clinton only had a limited amount of time left 

in office.  Thus, one of the key mistakes with regard to time that the US made during the 

prenegotiation phase was agreeing with Israel to pursue a Syria first strategy.  Clinton’s term was 

going to end in January 2001; thus, realistically, only one agreement was likely to be reached.  

To be sure, negotiations were not ready to proceed to the next stage on the Palestinian track, but 

with the time constraints imposed upon President Clinton, if the Palestinian track was going to 

proceed, then the US team should have pushed for a Palestine first track.  The US thus lost 

months of time in pursuing a Syria first strategy which could have been used for preparation and 
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prenegotiations.  The US was consequently rushed for time when attention shifted back to the 

Palestinian track and was forced to bypass the prenegotiation phase altogether in a desperate 

need to reach formal negotiations and secure an agreement before Clinton’s term ended. 

The US and Israel were convinced that this strategy would provide the best results.  The 

goal was to acquire an agreement with Syria that would be transformational for the whole peace 

process.  Robert Indyk explained the rationality of the Syria first strategy and the argument is 

extremely persuasive.  If a peace agreement with Syria were to be secured, the US assumed that 

peace with Lebanon would surely follow thus allowing for Israel to have peace with all its 

bordering Arab neighbors.  It was hoped this would cause Iran and Iraq to be further isolated as 

other Arab states joined the coalition for a new Middle East.  Most importantly, securing a peace 

agreement with Syria would help reduce the Palestinian-Israeli conflict to a “neighborhood 

dispute” thus making it more resolvable (Indyk, 2005a, p. 24).  It is difficult to know whether 

these assumptions would have actually born fruit should an agreement have been reached, but 

the assumptions most assuredly sounded good on paper.  Nevertheless, the fact still remains that 

there was limited time in the peace process when Ehud Barak was elected Prime Minister in July 

1999.  If the US was serious about pursuing a settlement to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, it 

should have given priority to the Palestinians.  Instead, as David Aaron Miller explains it, the US 

got bogged down with “the other woman” which “constrained and undermined the chances for 

reaching an agreement on the one track upon which Israel’s quest for peace, security, and 

preservation of its identity vis-à-vis its Arab neighbors truly depended” (2005, p. 95).  By time 

the US and Israel shifted focus to the Palestinian track, Clinton only had six months left in office 

and Ehud Barak’s domestic coalition was in disarray. 
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Pursuing a Syria first strategy not only caused the peace process to loose valuable time, 

but the strategy also helped to alienate Arafat.  As Robert Malley and Hussein Agha reported, 

Arafat felt like he had been dealt a “triple blow” and saw the strategy as “an instrument of 

pressure, designed to isolate them [the Palestinians]; as a delaying tactic that would waste 

precious months; and as a public humiliation, intended to put them in their place” (2001, p. 65).  

Thus, the strategy caused Arafat to go on the defensive, especially after the Syrian talks failed 

and Barak came calling for a summit based on his timetable.  Arafat was certainly in no hurry 

once Barak turned his attention back to the Palestinian track as he felt little pressure and saw no 

tangible incentives.   

Finally, by pursuing a Syria first strategy, the US and Israel allowed for a dangerous 

precedent to be set in terms of territory.  During the negotiations with Syria, Barak agreed to use 

the June 4, 1967 lines as the basis for Israeli withdrawal and was thus prepared to withdraw from 

nearly 99% of the Golan Heights in return for Israel’s security needs being met.  Israel was 

basically agreeing to a full withdraw with Syrian President Assad, a man who would not allow 

his foreign minister to shake hands with Barak and was conducting a proxy war on Israel in 

Lebanon.  Thus, Arafat was aghast when Barak initially offered to withdraw from only 80% of 

the West Bank.  Arafat could not rationalize how Barak was willing to agree to a near full 

withdraw from the Golan with a man who showed little respect, while Arafat played by the rules 

and was being denied a similar accommodation.  The 1967 line had always served as the basis 

for the Palestinian position on territory especially since Egypt was given back all of the Sinai and 

Jordan agreed to a one for one land swap thus getting back all of the land it lost as well.  But 

Israeli rational had always stressed that security needs dictated that Israel could not return all of 

the land to Syria or the Palestinians.  But now, after these negotiations, that rational seems to 
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have been overlooked, and thus, it became imperative that the Palestinians insist upon the 1967 

lines as well.  While the Syria first strategy may have seemed like a good idea to the US team on 

paper, the strategy only served to impede the negotiations with the Palestinians as it left little 

time for compromise and re-established the precedent of the 1967 lines as the basis of the 

negotiations.   

Based on these understandings of US involvement in the prenegotiation phase, it is thus 

important to discuss whether summit diplomacy was the correct strategy to pursue at all.  

According to Abba Eban, summitry has become “an integral character of modern diplomacy” 

(1998, p. 94).  It is a means to assemble leaders together usually with tight security and a 

prearranged agenda and negotiate over issues that demand high level involvement.  Clinton 

hoped that by calling for a summit and bringing the parties together to discuss those areas long 

thought taboo, he could facilitate breakthroughs that would lead to a final status resolution.   

Yet as Aba Eban warns, summitry may lead to “superficiality arising out of haste” (1998, 

p. 95) and a lack of time for careful and meticulous study of problems.  Such problems of haste 

plagued the Camp David summit.  The fact that the summit was quickly called for is one of the 

main reasons why it failed.  Kurzer and Lasensky argue that summitry was completely misused 

at Camp David as the US “called for high stakes meetings before the parties were ready to reach 

agreements” (2008, p. 69).  Reiterating points previously made, the US failed to push for 

prenegotiations and chose to focus on a different tract all together until only six months remained 

for the US to negotiate an agreement on one of the most complex conflicts in history.  The 

summit was plagued by those characteristics Eban described as poor summitry; it was called in 

haste with little time spent on understanding the conflict and attempting to build common goals 

among the parties.  Furthermore, by calling for a summit too early, the US placed itself in a very 
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precarious situation.  The US is seen as the referee of the Middle East and thus it is expected that 

should the US be involved, success will follow.  As Asher Susser explains, it is best only to ask 

the US to intervene when success is a near guarantee.  Otherwise, should the negotiations fail, it 

could lead to a feeling of despair and a feeling that the only option left is the battlefield (Susser, 

2005, p. 202).  A summit is thus a tactic that should be used as a last resort.  It should be saved 

until the very last moment until it is safe to assume that an agreement will be produced should a 

summit be called.  This was not the case going into Camp David.   

Barak persuaded Clinton that a summit was the only way to reach an agreement.  He 

contended that only at a summit “could all necessary ingredients of success be present” (Malley 

& Agha, 2001, p. 64).  Barak argued that a summit would provide the drama of an “all or 

nothing” proposal by Israel, the prospect that Arafat would lose US support if he did not 

compromise, and unveil the packaged deal to the Israeli public in one fell swoop (Malley & 

Agha, 2001, p. 64).  It was Barak’s belief that a summit could provide the necessary shove 

Arafat needed to push him into compromise.  Of course, Barak also failed to understand that 

Israel too would have to make painful compromises even beyond the so called “generous” offer.  

In contrast to Barak, Arafat was extremely weary to participate.  Not only did he not trust 

summitry as an effective tactic after the disaster in implementation that was Oslo, but he saw the 

summit as his worst nightmare.  Such “high-wire summitry” would only serve “to increase the 

pressure on the Palestinians to reach a quick agreement while heightening the political and 

symbolic costs if they did not” (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 66).  Arafat thus came to view the 

summit as a US/Israel conspiracy to trap and force concessions from him.  This view was only 

reinforced when Arafat asked for more time before convening the summit to spend on 

prenegotiations and the US refused to listen to the request.  Akram Hanieh, a member of the 
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Palestinian negotiating team, concluded that the US and Israel failed to heed the request made by 

Arafat assuming that the Palestinians were in a situation of weakness and thus the leadership 

would be willing to pay a high price for an achievement toward Palestinian statehood (2001, p. 

76).  Such an assumption would be proven decidedly wrong once the negotiations started and the 

US team realized that the Palestinian team would not so easily quake in the presence of a 

superpower.   

Arguably, if the US had paid more attention to the prenegotiation phase, it would have 

been determined that both parties were not ready to proceed to formal negotiations.  The two 

phases go hand in hand and satisfaction of the prenegotiation phase is necessary for success in 

the formal negotiations.  The characteristics of the parties and the nature of the issues demanded 

that the US spend more time in the prenegotiation phase calling for informal talks and for 

implementation of interim agreements to bridge the gaps.  However, by pursuing the Syrian 

agreement first, the US lost time and was forced to bypass the prenegotiation phase in a hasty 

miscalculation.  Thus, the US proceeded to call for a summit whether the conflict was ripe for 

conflict resolution or not completely unprepared and having overlooked the problems and 

limitations of the prenegotiation stage. 

 

Section Three:  Formal Negotiation Phase 

 The formal negotiation phase begins once the parties have worked together to reach a 

starting point for negotiations.  During this phase, the parties strive to take the issues that have 

been discussed informally and mold them into a “written agreement that can withstand the 

judgment of bodies politic” (Saunders, 1996, p. 430).    The success of formal negotiations will 

often times depend on the strategy of the mediator, the relationship the mediator has with the 
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parties, the nature of the communication, how and when the negotiations are started, and the 

overall mediation environment (Bercovitch, 1986).   

Because the US entered the formal negotiation phase prematurely, the US team was 

forced to try to reach common ground on issues never before discussed and create formal 

agreements without a clear starting point.  With little preparation, the summit lacked cohesion 

and most importantly clear leadership.  The US lacked a coherent strategy and was unable to 

create a balance of power from which to effectively mediate.  Clinton and his team arrived at 

Camp David in July hopeful that a quick and just agreement could be made.  However, such a 

hope was an illusion as without effective preparation, the summit fell victim to incredibly poor 

management.    

 Bercovitch and Houston cite three different types of mediator strategies: communication 

facilitator, procedural, and directive (Bercovitch & Houston, 2000, p. 175).  During Camp David, 

the US took a very communication- facilitation approach.  The US thus assumed a very passive 

role choosing only to channel information to the parties and facilitate cooperation.  By choosing 

this strategy, the US effectively had little control over the more formal process or substance of 

the process. As is discussed below, by taking on a very passive role, the US was forced to 

facilitate negotiations based on Israeli directives, which by consequence caused Arafat to take a 

very passive role and rejectionist attitude.  The US should have assumed more procedural and 

directive strategies had it wanted to reach a final status agreement.  Procedural strategies would 

have allowed for more control over the negotiating process as the mediator would determine the 

structural aspects of the meeting and control the means of communication (Bercovitch & 

Houston, 2000, p. 175).  To be fair, as noted in the summit overview, the US team did come to 

the summit with vague proposals that they attempted to use as a basis for negotiations early on.  
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However, the US continuously backed down from their proposals at the first sign of Israeli 

dissatisfaction.  Thus, what little procedural strategies the US employed were quickly discarded 

and the US relinquished procedural control.   By using more directive strategies as well the US 

could have provided powerful incentives and thus affected the context and substance of the 

bargaining process.  What the US lacked was control.  The in depth analysis below emphasizes 

this key problem with the US mediation team: it lacked a clearly defined strategy and relied only 

on communication-facilitation strategies which were not strong enough to build bridges and lead 

to compromises.   

 The main problem with US mediation was that the US team lacked a coherent strategy.  

Having very little time to prepare for the summit, the US arrived without having planned a 

cohesive agenda or formalized an articulate strategy.  This in consequence led to a US that took a 

very passive role throughout the process.  Without a coherent strategy, the US was constantly 

changing positions and the US team would easily back down whenever they hit a road block.  

Yasser Abd Raboo described the summit as “total chaos” (Miller, 2008, p. 301) while one former 

state department official on the Clinton peace team described the US negotiating team as “one of 

the most dysfunctional groups of people I’ve ever worked with and will ever work with” (Kurzer 

& Lasensky, 2008, p. 51).  The US simply lacked efficient preparations coming into the summit 

and there was no excuse for it.  As Kurzer and Lasensky emphasize the US had seven years to 

prepare for this summit (2008, p. 53).  The US should have been using the time since the Oslo 

agreement to prepare briefs on the key issues, but just like the US failed to implement Oslo, the 

US also failed to analyze the consequences of Oslo on the key issues.  Robert Malley attaches 

great responsibility to the US arguing that the “US lacked a sense of direction coming in, a 

coherent plan once there, and a fallback position coming out” (2005, p. 110).  This led to 
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constant strategy reversals so much so that the negotiating team jokingly referred to the bouncing 

strategy as “bumper car diplomacy” (Malley, 2005, p. 110).  Such a strategy showed the parties 

that if they rejected the proposals of the US, the US would simply retreat.  Thus, there was no 

faith in the proposals put forward as the parties knew that if one side expressed reservations, 

Clinton would make changes or drop the ideas altogether.    

 A necessary part of any sound strategy needs to include some form of a written text with 

which to use as a point of reference to discuss differences and build consensus.  A preliminary 

written text serves as an organizing instrument and is inherently necessary in creating a structure 

for the negotiating process.  To be fair, the US did come to the summit with a very vague list of 

points.  The ideas were indistinct and not well prepared, but they were a start.  Unfortunately, 

Israel rejected the list of points and when the US finally got Israeli approval, the Palestinians 

rejected them.  The US then chose to simply not try to make a better guiding text.  Upholding 

Miller’s assertion that the US was engaged in “bumper car diplomacy,” the US quickly dropped 

this tactic and chose to pursue an agreement through other less organized means.  It was on day 

four that the working text was rejected for a third time, and Miller asserts that “we probably lost 

control of the summit by day four having blinked when both Barak and Arafat said no” (2008, p. 

303).  Because the US lacked a coherent strategy, the US’ mediation position was weakened, and 

thus even though the US initially did have a working text, they quickly discarded it when they hit 

a roadblock.  Had the US pushed for the adoption of their working text, the US may have 

imposed some form of organizational structure on the proceedings.   

 The fact that the US did not prepare an agenda was an incredibly huge mistake and ties 

directly in with a lack of strategy.  Without a coherent strategy, it would have been impossible 

for the US to prepare an efficient agenda.  An effective agenda would have given the US power 
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to control what issues were to be discussed and in what order.  Peter Carnevale notes that a 

“good mediator can often control the order and manner in which issues get discussed (2005, p. 

212-3).  Of course questions then arise as to how to set the agenda.  Are the more difficult issues 

discussed first?  Are all of the issues discussed simultaneously?  Carnevale proposes that the 

toughest issues be discussed first and then all other issues should simultaneously be brought onto 

the table (2005, p. 213).  By having all of the issues on the table, links may be drawn between 

them that may yield compromises and a better agreement.  Of course such a technique is 

dependent upon a package agreement being made rather than several smaller agreements.  Thus, 

the agenda proposed by the US was “not clear, tentative, and improvised” (Maoz, 2005, p. 207).  

It lacked any means with which to link the issues together and build an agreement based on 

tradeoffs and compromise.   

 This lack of coherent strategy and agenda thus yielded a US delegation that was not 

really in charge.  With no US leadership available, the presence of the US team was hardly felt at 

all.  Aaron David Miller condemns the lack of preparation on the part of the US team (of which 

he was a part) and recognizes that the US’ terrible approach all but assured failure.  Miller 

explains that “we didn’t run the summit; the summit ran us” (Miller, 2008, p. 298).  Leadership 

failed because the president was not tough enough during the negotiations.  Clinton was simply 

not the “son of a bitch he needed to be” (Miller, 2008, p. 309).  In order for successful mediation 

to take place on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the chief mediator must be willing to exhibit 

tough love on the parties.  An effective mediator during Camp David needed to be able to tell the 

parties that their methods were not working and guide the parties to alternatives.  Kurzer and 

Lasensky recognize that the biggest challenge for the US is to engage in tough love especially 

with Israel (2008, p. 55).  The US thus should have been willing to take the heat that would have 
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surely followed from Arabs, Israelis, and pro-Israel communities as it is only through tough love 

that the US would have been able to gain control over the Palestinian-Israeli negotiations.  

 Lastly, direct presidential intervention is important, but there must be a proper balance of 

how involved the President of the United States should be in the process.  Kurzer and Lasensky 

emphasize that presidential participation is important, but the president should not become too 

accessible during the early phases of negotiations (2008, p. 48).  An overly accessible president 

would cause the presidential assets to be misused and become devalued.  This ties back to the 

concept of tough love.  In order to impose tough love, the president must not be available at all 

times and willing to walk away or be willing to impose a cost when needed.  During Camp 

David, Clinton made himself overly available.  However, his availability “made him (and us) 

part of the furniture, taken for granted and unable to intimidate” (Miller, 2008, p. 311).  Thus, at 

Camp David, the US needed to have a hard-hitting tone in order to run the summit effectively.  

However, Clinton’s over involvement in an attempt to build peace only served to devalue his 

own position. 

 Thus, lacking a coherent strategy, an efficient agenda, and an organized working text, and 

having devalued the power of the president, the US was compelled to follow the strategy of 

Israel.  It has often been argued that because the US has such a close relationship with Israel, it 

alone can succeed in mediating the Arab-Israeli conflict.  Shelby Telhami maintains that “only 

the US has the ability to succeed, in large part because it can provide both the assurance and the 

leverage with Israel and has more influence with Arab states and the Palestinians than any other 

international actor” (Telhami, 2005, p. 370).  Thus, it is because the US has a special relationship 

with Israel that makes the US such an ideal choice for mediator.  Often this special relationship is 

associated with US bias toward Israel.  However, Crocker et al assert that bias can sometimes be 
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an asset in mediation.  Bias grants the mediator a position where it can exert leverage over the 

favored party to bring them to the negotiating table and coax concessions (Crocker et al., 2005, 

p. 379).  Thus, the US’ special relationship with Israel need not hinder the peace process.  If the 

special relationship was utilized correctly, the US would have been able to gain Israel’s trust and 

then use this power to pressure Israel for concessions. 

 However, utilizing the special US-Israel relationship efficiently would have required a 

more active mediator.  With the US’ very passive approach to mediation, the US did not attempt 

to pressure Israel instead opting to acquiesce to Israel’s strategies.  Thus, the special relationship 

the US had with Israel became a detriment as the Palestinian team viewed the US as nothing 

more than a mouth piece for Israel.  Yossi Beilin, a leading negotiator for the Israeli team, 

explains that the US team lost its mediation power due to too great of an identification with 

Israel (2004, p. 289).  The Palestinians felt like they were being coerced by a joint US-Israel 

team.  Arafat thus felt alienated from the whole process and responded with passivity and a 

rejectionist attitude toward all US proposals.   

 With no clear strategy of its own and with very limited time, the US chose to rely on 

Israel and adopted Israel’s negotiating style.  This reliance in effect gave Israel an exceedingly 

great amount of power as it allowed Israel to dictate the negotiating process.  Mohammed Dajani 

explains that “Clinton needed a quick deal rather than a just deal, and chose to try to oblige 

Arafat to accept Israel’s stand” (2005, p. 85).  It was this action that alienated Arafat as the US 

failed to act as an honest broker and chose to follow the strategies of Israel as a means of 

convenience.  Even when the US disagreed with Barak’s tactics like refusing to meet with Arafat 

face to face or refusing to return the three Jerusalem villages to the Palestinians, the US 

ultimately gave in to Barak.  In the end, on almost all questionable and tactical judgments, the 
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US reluctantly gave in or gave up to the way Barak did things out of respect for what Barak was 

trying to do and as time was running out (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 67).  Thus, a reliance on 

Israel to dictate policy and strategy soon developed for the US.  However, the strategy developed 

by Israel was overly aggressive and relied too heavily on presenting false bottoms to the 

Palestinian side.  It was thus an inefficient strategy for the US to utilize.   

 Israeli strategy revolved around the concepts of playing “red lines” and declaring 

proposals as “all or nothing.”  Israel felt that playing such a strategy would pressure Arafat to 

make concessions quickly and allow Israel to maintain a strong bargaining position.  Barak’s 

“red line” strategy was “predicated on the belief that Israel ought not to reveal its final positions- 

not even to the US- unless and until the endgame was in sight” (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 69).  

Barak feared that by revealing his true position, Clinton would be more inclined to make 

concessions on Israel’s behalf when Clinton met with Arafat.  Not even the US team knew what 

Barak’s true bottom lines were, yet this did not stop the US from still following Israel’s “red 

line” strategy blindly.  Thus, as a method to keep Israel’s bottom lines hidden each Israeli 

position was presented to the US and then subsequently to the Palestinians as “immovable, a red 

line that approached the bone of Israeli interests” (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 69).  When Israel 

presented its very first proposal at the summit, it proposed that the Palestinians would only 

receive 60% of the West Bank (Pundik, 2005, p. 157).  The proposal was presented as an all or 

nothing deal.  The Palestinians could either take it or leave it but that was as much as Israel was 

willing to offer.  The Palestinians, of course, immediately rejected this proposal.  The Israelis 

then set out to bargain from this initial red line.  Gradually, Israel reduced the percentage of land 

wanted for annexation thus proving that the position was in fact not a red line for Israel.    
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Israel’s “red line” strategy could more appropriately be deemed “pink line” strategy.  

Proposals that were initially presented as immovable red lines would gradually change if met by 

Palestinian rejection.  It was a method of presenting false bottoms and then negotiating from 

them.  Such a strategy, however, can only lead to tension and ambiguity.  After the summit, 

Barak freely admitted that he used such tactics to test Arafat’s sincerity as a negotiating partner.  

Barak defends the use of the “red line” strategy arguing that it was “vital that we know if we had 

a partner before we continued to hand over our assets” (Barak, 2003, p. 87).  As a plan to test 

Palestinian sincerity, it was largely ineffective; all the strategy accomplished was allowing the 

Palestinians to question Barak’s sincerity.  During the debate on territory, when Barak presented 

his initial proposal of only 60% to the Palestinians, the proposal caused Arafat to question 

Barak’s sincerity and his basic understanding of the situation.  When Arafat rejected the offer, it 

did not prove that Arafat was not a serious negotiating partner as no Palestinian leader could 

have accepted such an insulting proposal.  The “red line” strategy thus had the direct opposite 

affect of Barak’s intended purpose and proved to be an entirely inefficient way to negotiate.   As 

Malley and Agha describe it, the strategy ultimately produced a paradox: by presenting their 

early positions as bottom lines with no room for negotiation, the Israelis provoked Palestinian 

mistrust.  Then by changing the position and thereby shifting the red line, it confused the 

Palestinian negotiators and whetted their appetite for further concessions (Malley & Agha, 2001, 

p. 69).  Israeli red lines were thus rendered moot by such a strategy as it was difficult to discern 

which were real and which were not.  Barak’s tactics were designed to protect Israel until the 

parties reached the moment truth.  However, it was these same tactics that ensured the parties 

never got to that moment (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 74).  By allowing and also utilizing such 

tactics, the US was unable to effectively mediate between the two parties.  By playing that 
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strategy, the US lost Palestinian confidence, credibility of their own team, and the ability to 

exercise effective pressure.  Instead of relying on its special relationship with Israel and utilizing 

the ineffective tactics of one of the conflicting parties, Clinton needed a strategy of his own if he 

expected to reach an agreement.   

It is important to note that by the time Israel made the “generous” offer, the “red line” 

strategy had already lost Barak and the US a great deal of credibility.  Such a strategy forced 

Arafat to question this “generous” offer from Isarel.  Based on the negotiations thus far, “Israel 

always stopped one, if not several steps short of a proposal” (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 69), and 

there was no reason for the Palestinians to believe that these were the final bottom lines of Israel.  

Additionally, because of the US’ reliance and special relationship with Israel, the US over-

exaggerated proposals that Israel was making.  The US has a strong political and cultural affinity 

with Israel which often translates into “an exaggerated appreciation of Israel’s substantive 

moves” (Malley & Agha, 2001, p. 72).  The US championed Israel’s “generous” proposal as a 

historic concession.  However, there is much debate as to how generous the offer actually was.  

To be sure, the concessions being made by Israel were extremely significant based on Israeli 

policy.  But from a Palestinian perspective, the offer still denied them many of their fundamental 

needs most notably a contiguous state.  The offer would have given Arafat 91% of the West 

Bank, but the 9% of the land that was kept due to settlements would have effectively divided the 

Palestinian state up into four enclaves bisected by these settlements.  Tanya Reinhart goes further 

describing that such a state “would have consisted of sixty four clusters or islands in the midst of 

Israel, a state existing within Israel, but not alongside Israel” (2005, p. 174).  The offer may have 

been generous from Israeli standards, but from the Palestinian point of view, the offer was 

anything but.  Of course, whether the offer was generous is a contentious and heavily debatable 
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issue in and of it self.  The fact remains that the Palestinians did not consider the offer generous 

and they were willing to wait for an offer that was as they had come to expect that the Israelis 

would simply shift their red lines further.   

The special relationship between Israel and the US could have been a positive tool for 

diplomacy.  However, with the US lacking a coherent strategy of their own and having limited 

time to prepare one, the US used this relationship to rely on Israel and Israel’s strategy.  By 

utilizing the “red line” strategy, the US incapacitated itself.  The strategy was inefficient and 

only served to fuel Arafat’s suspicions.  Thus, the US’ over reliance on Israel made effective 

mediation impossible and its special relationship with Israel affected all aspects of the 

negotiating process. 

 If there was one issue in particular that the US should have refrained from following 

Israeli strategy, it was the issue of the “end of conflict.”  One of Israel’s main strategic goals 

during the negotiations was to resolve the conflict and all major issues in one packaged deal that 

would serve as an official “end of conflict.”  However, such a goal was both divisive and 

unrealistic.  The “end of conflict” issue was one of the most controversial topics under discussion 

alongside Jerusalem and the Right of Return and one that was very unlikely to produce positive 

progress.  Asher Susser maintains that the “end of conflict” issue was the most important issue 

raised during the entire negotiation process (2005, p. 200).  The issue was so controversial 

because if the Palestinians had agreed to an “end of conflict” agreement, “they would have lost 

all legal standing for future claims based on UN resolutions” (Reinhart, 2005, p. 30).  Should an 

agreement be signed that officially ended the conflict, then this new document would be legally 

binding and all previous UN resolutions would be nullified.  Thus, UN Resolution 242 calling 

for an Israeli withdrawal to the 1967 line and UN Resolution 194 dealing with the refugee 
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problem would cease to hold validity.  The Palestinians considered international legality to be 

their main bargaining tool.  By accepting an “end of conflict” agreement they would in effect 

shift the terms of debate from international legality to a list of imprecise ideas suggested by 

Israel and the US.  And without the guarantee of a deal, the Palestinians would be gambling with 

what they considered their most valuable currency: international legality (Reinhart, 2005, p. 32).  

The Palestinians thus extremely opposed an “end of conflict” agreement.  Or if an “end of 

conflict” agreement was going to be created it meant that all of the issues big or small had to be 

resolved to Arafat’s satisfaction.   

If the US had been acting as an efficient and unbiased mediator, the US would have 

stepped in upon seeing the controversy over this issue and persuaded Israel to call for an 

agreement that still upheld the international validity of UN resolutions.  Furthermore, the issue of 

an “end of conflict” should have been saved for the very end and only contemplated if a package 

agreement was in the works.  However, it was all too obvious once the summit started that one 

encompassing agreement was not going to be achieved at the summit; thus, Israel’s need to have 

an “end of conflict” agreement should have been disregarded.  Martin Indyk maintains that it was 

a mistake from the start to try to solve all of the issues.  The US simply lacked the preparation 

and the strategy to do so.  Thus, Indyk says smaller agreements that addressed specific issues but 

not all would have been more effective and attainable (Indyk, 2005b, p. 105).  The parties could 

have solved the territorial claims without necessarily solving the Jerusalem problem.  Indyk 

argues that the US should not have gotten behind the idea of an “end of conflict” and should 

have instead focused on ending claims (Indyk, 2005b, p. 106).  But the US did focus on the “end 

of conflict,” loyal to Israel’s positions, and such a strategy only served to bind the US to an issue 

that should have been discussed much later in the negotiations.  The issue of the “end of conflict” 
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is a keen example of the US following Israeli strategy much to the detriment of the entire 

negotiation process.   

Because the US adopted the Israeli negotiating strategy as their own, this now forced the 

US to be overly cognizant to the constraints of Israeli domestic politics.  The US’ special 

relationship with Israel caused the US to be overly sensitive to Israeli domestic needs while 

hardly acknowledging the domestic constraints that plagued Arafat.  Malley and Agha argue that 

the US was constantly pondering whether or not Barak could sell a given proposal to his people 

whereas the question was rarely if ever asked about Arafat (2001, p. 72).  Domestic politics thus 

played an overly heightened role throughout the negotiations.  Before coming to Camp David, 

Bark had lost most of the support of his coalition and chose to use Camp David as means to save 

his flailing coalition.  As Itamar Rabinovich points out, Barak “established an unhealthy tie 

between his own political future and the success of the negotiations” (2004, p. 149).  The US 

immediately accepted such domestic claims as fact and was thus overly cautious about pushing 

Israel for fear of how it might affect Barak politically.  Concerns over Barak’s coalition problems 

seriously impeded the negotiations.  Barak could use such concerns as a fallback position and as 

a means to avoid compromise.  Ultimately, Clinton was so hyper sensitive about Israel’s 

domestic politics, an angry Palestinian delegate asked at one point “is this a summit to salvage 

the peace process or to rescue Barak’s government?” (Haniehm, 2001, p. 45).  By using domestic 

politics as a means to avoid compromise, Barak was in fact giving credence to the Palestinian 

interpretation that Israel was not ready for peace.  The Palestinians felt as though domestic 

politics, electoral calculators, public opinion polls, and press commentators were more important 

to Israel than reaching a historical agreement.  To the Palestinians, Barak called for a summit 

simply to perform a show when in reality the public of Israel was not yet ready to make 
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concessions.  During and after the summit, it was widely reported that it was Arafat who was not 

ready to lead his constituency to peace and make the necessary concessions.  Indeed this may 

have been true, but the statement also pertains to the domestic politics of Israel.   

The US team thus allowed itself to be manipulated by the domestic constraints of Israel 

and relinquished nearly all of their mediation control because of it.  Even after the summit was 

over, the US continued to worry about the domestic politics of Israel.  According to Dennis Ross, 

it was he who pushed for Clinton to praise Barak in the press statement following the summit as 

it was “something I felt Barak would need domestically” (2004, p. 710).  Thus, the president 

released a statement praising the creativity and generosity of the Israeli leader while barely 

noting the presence of Arafat at all.  It was a means to influence the domestic politics of Israel 

even when the US had promised not to blame either party.  The domestic politics of Israel served 

as one of the main constraints on the US during the negotiation process.  However, the US 

should not have allowed itself to get bogged down by Israeli domestic politics.  After all, once 

the leaders chose to be involved in the peace process, “it is they and not US officials who must 

lead their domestic constituencies” (Kurzer & Lasensky, 2008, p. 33).   

However, for all the worrying the US did over the domestic politics of Israel, the US 

rarely questioned either Barak’s or Arafat’s methods of public diplomacy.  Public diplomacy is 

an important element in the peace process.  After all, leaders may reach an agreement, but if the 

public of the respective parties is not ready to accept the agreement, implementation will prove 

nearly impossible.  Thus, the US should not have allowed for the domestic politics of Israel to so 

severely affect the negotiations.  Instead, the US should have called on both Israel and the 

Palestinians to more aggressively pursue active forms of public diplomacy.  Suri Nusseibeh 

contends that effective public diplomacy can make or break not only an agreement but also the 
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negotiation process (2005, p. 21).  If both sides see that the opponent’s constituency is ready for 

peace, confidence in the peace process will sore.  Especially with regard to the heated topics of 

the Palestinian-Israeli debate, it is entirely necessary that the people be in support of the working 

principles for a resolution.  Most importantly, leaders must prepare and explain to the public the 

necessary compromises needed to reach an agreement.  Gilead Sher argues that “serious attention 

and concentrated effort must always be devoted to continuous, comprehensive diplomacy- that 

is, explaining to the public the thinking behind the political process” (2005, p. 62).  By pursuing 

active public diplomacy, the parties can limit the constraints of domestic politics.   

Neither party before arriving at the summit had effectively prepared their publics for the 

concessions that would be necessary to reach an agreement.  Arafat knew all too well that no 

agreement would be reached unless he accepted that the Right of Return would not be enforced 

and that Palestine would have to make territorial concessions from the 1967 line.  Both were 

issues that Arafat had vowed he would never concede on and thus he arrived at the summit not 

having the backing of the public to endorse such concessions.  Amnon Lipkin-Shahak, an Israeli 

negotiator at Camp David, explains that Arafat knew the necessary concessions, but given the 

lack of public support, he was unable to make them (2005, p. 48).  Thus, what the Israelis and the 

US expected from Arafat conflicted with what he was able to give according to the constraints of 

his unprepared public.  Likewise, Barak came to the summit having not prepared his public for 

an agreement.  Yossi Ginossar argues that Barak made the mistake of not humanizing the 

Palestinian society to the Israeli public (2005, p. 52).  Barak needed to make the public realize 

that Israel was engaged in an authentic national conflict with the Palestinians.  He needed to 

emphasize that though concessions were made, they were being made to usher in an era of peace.   

He needed to convince the Israeli public of the necessity of making concessions by appealing the 
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public’s humanity and yearning for peace.  Unfortunately, Barak failed to take such necessary 

steps in preparation.  Thus, it was a lack in public diplomacy that contributed to the domestic 

constraints of the two parties.  If the two parties had better prepared their publics, they would 

have been able to make the concessions necessary to reach a peace agreement. 

When assessing US participation in the summit, Dennis Ross suggests that what the US 

should have done was make US involvement to the peace process contingent upon the two 

parties taking measures to pursue effective public diplomacy.  The US should have created 

ground rules which would have made US involvement “dependent on public conditioning for 

compromise, on each side fulfilling commitment and behaving in a way that fit the objectives of 

the negotiating process” (Ross, 2004, p. 769).  The US, however, allowed both parties to come to 

the summit having done very little to prepare their publics for a resolution.  The domestic politics 

of Israel in particular became an overwhelming constraint on the negotiating process as the US 

became overly concerned with protecting Barak’s coalition.  Nevertheless, with little public 

support, domestic politics in both parties became a disastrous constraint on the negotiating 

process that ultimately contributed the summit’s failure.   

The US team’s over reliance on Israeli strategy and their subsequent preoccupation with 

Israeli domestic politics rendered any steps to create a successful balance of power irrelevant.  

Creating an effective balance of power is an inherently necessary precondition for a successful 

agreement.  When power dynamics are as unbalanced as they are with Israel and the Palestinians, 

it renders the parties unable to reach viable agreements on their own.  The Oslo Accords were 

agreed upon when there was a large asymmetry of power between the two parties and the 

Accords were so deeply flawed that they were never implemented and failed.  One of the main 

reasons that the US is often looked upon as an indispensable mediator to the Arab-Israeli conflict 
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is because only the US has the power required to balance the asymmetry of power that exists 

between the Palestinians and Israel.  Thus, it is “the task of the US to cut through the 

asymmetries and help the parties address each other’s needs” (Kurzer & Lasensky, 2008, p. 9).  

The US must balance the power so that there is no “occupier vs. occupied” mentality 

overshadowing the process.  One of the biggest mistakes the US team made was their failure to 

create such a balance of power among the parties.  Successful agreements cannot be made under 

asymmetries of power and the US failed to balance these asymmetries.  In many respects, 

throughout the summit the US reinforced the asymmetries rather than ameliorate them by relying 

on Israeli strategy and worrying exclusively about Israel’s domestic politics.   

Negotiations failed because the process became a battle between the stronger Israel and 

the weaker Palestinians.  The US could have utilized the leverage gained from its special 

relationship with Israel to close the gap of power between the two parties.  But unfortunately, the 

US, closely tied to Israel and relying on Israel to dictate strategy, chose not bridge the power gap.  

By all accounts the US just made the imbalance of power wider.  When Israel redefined 

“contiguity of territory” to mean transportation linkages as opposed to territorial linkages, the US 

did not protest.  The US did little to stop settlement activity after Oslo and up until the present.  

And when the Palestinians asked for more time for prenegotiations before the summit, the US 

denied them the time and all but forced them to come to the summit.  All three of these actions 

by the US only expanded the already large imbalance of power.  The US served only to make the 

stronger party stronger which “only makes it [the weaker party] feel weaker and pushes it to a 

defiant defensive posture” (Maoz, 2005, p. 208).  Arafat responded to the US-Israel relationship 

by taking a very passive approach to the whole negotiating process.  It is the job of the mediator 

to instill in the weaker party a feeling that its needs are heard and will be met.  The US failed 
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miserably in this regard.  By not listening to Arafat’s plea for pre-negotiations and by adopting 

the “red line” strategy of Israel, the US effectively pushed the Palestinians into a corner.  

Arafat’s fears that the summit would be a trap were seemingly justified.  This was a critical error 

on the part of the US and by failing to balance the power among the parties, the US team ensured 

that their mediation tactics would be ineffective.   

 Such feelings of imbalance on the part of the Palestinians were only emphasized when 

the US failed to facilitate effective channels of communication with the Arab world or among the 

two parties themselves.  Again, the US’ reliance on Israeli strategy led the US to overlook the 

importance of communicative channels with the Arab world, channels that could have been used 

as a means of persuasion, pressure, and support on Arafat.   

 Aaron David Miller contends that “if there was a no brainer in preparing for the summit, 

it was lining up the support of the key Arab states to back our efforts” (Miller, 2008, p. 305).  On 

day 9 of the summit, the issue of Jerusalem became integral to the process and any sort of 

progress that was to be made.  However, the issue of Jerusalem was so controversial in the Arab 

world, Arafat refused to make concessions involving the city without the support of the Arab 

world behind him.  After all, the matter of the Temple Mount is not just a Palestinian matter, but 

also a matter of all Muslims.  It was only after the issue of Jerusalem was brought to the table 

that the US realized how imperative communication with the Arab world should have been.  

Having not been prepared to involve the Arab world in the negotiations, the US now lacked the 

means to communicate with influential leaders.  Miller writes that “our inability to use the Arabs 

to either pressure or persuade Arafat to make a deal became fatal” (Miller, 2008, p. 307).   

 The US thus made a critical error in not conducting prenegotiations that involved the 

Arab states as well as the principal parties.  Kurzer and Lasensky hypothesize that it will 



 

42 

eventually fall on the shoulders of the US to introduce end game solutions and the US can do this 

only through careful regional consultations (2008, p. 41).  Having Arab support during the peace 

process would not only have given Arafat a support structure with which to make concessions, 

but it would have also benefited Israel as well.  By including Arab states like Saudi Arabia, 

Jordan, and Egypt, Israel would have been able to achieve a wider normalization with Arabs of 

the whole region as they worked together to resolve the conflict.  However, by excluding the 

Arab states, the US not only missed the opportunity to gain Israel regional normalization, but 

such exclusion only served to isolate Arafat further.   

Furthermore, what is so disappointing about the US’ methods of mediation was not only 

the fact that the US failed to communicate with the Arab world, but also that the US failed 

miserably in facilitating communication between the actual parties involved.  An important 

question that soon arises based on these analyses is whether Camp David was actually a summit 

at all.  By definition, a summit implies heads of state coming together and negotiating on key 

issues face to face.  However, at Camp David, Barak refused to ever meet Arafat privately for 

face to face talks much to the chagrin of the US and many negotiators on the Israeli team.  

Barak’s refusal to meet with Arafat defied the very nature of the summit.  Nasser Aruri contends 

that Camp David was never actually a summit “inasmuch, as Barak, who could not conceal his 

disdain for Arafat, refused to negotiate directly with him or meet him alone” (2003, p. 169).  

There is some debate among the parties involved whether interpersonal relations affected the 

negotiation process.  Barak continues to denounce the notion that his failure to meet with Arafat 

somehow impeded the negotiations.  During the negotiations, Barak simply “dismissed the need 

for personal dialogue and disregarded the recommendations to negotiate with Arafat face-to-

face” (Pundik, 2005, p. 151).  Barak believed that personal relations did not have an affect on the 
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negotiating process.  Such an assertion is very common as many negotiators often consider 

interpersonal relations to be relatively insignificant in political negotiations.  However, Yossi 

Ginossar contends that “personal touch and intimacy play an important role and can produce 

results” (2005, p. 57).  Arafat was a very proud man and Barak’s refusal to meet with Arafat was 

disrespectful and only served to further solidify Arafat’s fears that he was being led into a trap by 

a US-Israeli conspiracy.  Barak should have been more receptive to Arafat’s fears and the US 

should have been more willing to facilitate interpersonal relations.  After all, it was Arafat who 

did not want to come to the summit, who feared a conspiracy, who lacked confidence in the 

whole process, and who was cognizant of the US’ unbalanced and special relationship with 

Israel.  Barak and the US should have made more of an effort to assuage Arafat’s fears.  

Therefore, the formal negotiation phase was simply overwhelmed by the mistakes of the 

US.  The US called for a summit and then failed miserably to execute it.  The US came to the 

summit without establishing a cohesive agenda, without a coherent strategy, and without a means 

of communication to the Arab world.  The lack of preparation and time spent in the 

prenegotiation phase caused the US team to quickly adopt the strategy of Israel and rely on their 

close relationship.  The US thus lost control of the summit and was continuously tied down 

arguing over “red line” tactics, worrying about domestic politics, or promoting end game issues 

when the negotiations were still very much in the middle phase.   

 

Section 4:  Post Negotiations 

Thus, the formal negotiation phase ended in failure with no formal agreement, list of 

principles, or letter signed.  Nothing concrete arose from the summit and for all intents and 

purposes when the parities left Camp David on July 25, 2000, it seemingly signaled an 
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abandonment of negotiations.  However, though no formal agreements were concluded, Camp 

David did allow the Palestinians and Israel to discuss final status issues for the first time.  As 

Malley and Agha explain, during Camp David, “taboos were shattered, the unspoken got spoken, 

and, during that period, Israelis and Palestinians reached an unprecedented level of 

understanding of what it will take to end their struggle” (2001, p. 75).  The summit in effect 

served as the prenegotiations that Arafat so ardently called for just on a grander scale.  Thus, 

while the summit did not produce any formal text, the summit did allow for the exchange of 

positions. 

 After the summit, Clinton blamed Arafat’s passivity for the failure of the negotiations 

while he celebrated Barak’s courageous and generous proposals.  This was simply another case 

of the US trying to help Barak with his domestic political situation.  However, it was vastly 

inappropriate for the US to blame Arafat so quickly after the negotiations failed especially when 

Clinton went back to the White House to begin work on the “Clinton Parameters.”  By blaming 

Arafat so quickly after Camp David, Clinton was alienating a man he would eventually need on 

his side when the parameters were prepared.  Clinton’s blame game to help the domestic politics 

of Israel was thus a miscalculation and should have been handled differently. 

 A glimmer of hope was revealed in late December when Clinton presented his parameters 

for a resolution to Arafat and Barak.  The parameters called for a 95-97% Israeli withdrawal 

from the West Bank and all of Gaza as well as 1-3% of territorial swaps; a just and fair solution 

to the refugee problem; Palestinian sovereignty over the surface of the Haram with Israeli 

sovereignty over the land under the Haram; and the agreement would mark the end of the 

conflict (Indyk, 2005b, p. 105).  The parameters were read before the parties on December 23, 

2000 by the president himself.  Arafat and Barak then had five days to respond to them.  The 
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only acceptable responses were “yes” or “no” as to whether or not the parameters would be used 

as a basis for negotiations.  It seems in Clinton’s final hour, he finally decided that he wanted to 

mediate the conflict effectively.  The parameters that he laid out “were the first comprehensive 

set of American ideas on how to end the Israeli-Palestinian conflict” (Miller, 2008, p. 313).  

Clinton was finally willing to take charge, to voice a strategy, and to set an agenda.   

 However, the “Clinton Parameters” proved to be too little, too late.  Barak was now not 

in a position to pursue an agreement to resolve the conflict as he was concerned with the 

impending elections in Israel.  Arafat, realizing that the deal would go off the table in mid-

January when Clinton stepped down, recognized that an agreement could not be reached by then.  

Arafat thus thought acceptance of the parameters was futile for either side.  Thus, both Barak and 

Arafat turned the parameters down.  That was the last involvement by Clinton in the peace 

process.  The progress of the peace process now rested on the shoulders of Arafat and Barak 

themselves.  There was a last ditch effort to reach an agreement at the Taba summit in Egypt 

from January 21 to January 27, 2001.  However, the summit ended abruptly as Israeli elections 

were held, in which Ehud Barak officially lost the support of his coalition.  Of course, Taba is 

notable and even though nothing was formally signed, serious breakthroughs were made.  Israel 

had agreed to negotiate from the basis of the 1967 borders thus upholding the validity of 

international law and agreed to not require a formal “end of conflict” (Sontag, 2001, p. 84).  The 

Palestinians agreed that Israel should annex the territory where large settlement blocs existed 

provided there be a land swap and that both sides were working on an agreed upon narrative 

regarding the refugees.  Thus, while Taba did ultimately fail, the summit did raise some 

interesting points should the two parties sit back down to the table.  The peace process that 



 

46 

Clinton started at the urging of Barak thus ended with the election of Ariel Sharon as prime 

minister.   

 

Section 5:  Conclusion 

 The purpose of this paper was to analyze US mediation efforts during the Camp David 

summit with reference to Saunders’ concept of a full peace process involving a prenegotiation 

phase and a formal negotiation phase.  The paper is not meant to attribute full blame for the 

failure of Camp David to the US as all three parties share an equal part of the responsibility.  

Instead, the paper analyzes the mistakes - and many of them were egregious mistakes that 

contributed heavily to the summit’s failure- of the US primarily so that future administrations 

will not repeat them.  By analyzing the conflict in the two phases, mistakes made before and 

during the negotiating process can be more readily identified and discussed.   

Eight years have passed since the summit and in that time very little progress on 

resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict has been made.  US policy under President George W. Bush 

has been more focused on the issues of Iraq and Afghanistan thus rendering the Arab-Israeli 

conflict lower down on the list of priorities.  When Bush came into office, the first thing he did 

was disavow the Clinton Parameters.  He then set to work on developing a Road Map to Peace 

for resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict with the United Nations, European Union, and 

Russian Federation.  The Quartet released the Road Map in 2003 in which a Palestinian state was 

to be established living side by side with Israel in peace.  The Road Map outlined a series of 

initiatives that were to take place in implementing this plan.  However, after the Road Map to 

peace was proposed, Bush stepped away from the peace process.  The major initiatives that were 

put forward, “were not aggressively pursued, not monitored, and lacked sustained diplomatic 
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engagement” (Kurzer & Lasensky, 2008, p. 21).  The Road Map thus led to nowhere as the US 

approach became articulating policies and then moving to the sidelines to observe the outcomes.  

Likewise, Bush was given numerous opportunities to actively engage in the process such as the 

Arab League’s peace initiative that led to the Beirut Declaration, the election of Palestinian 

President Mahmoud Abbas, and the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza (Kurzer & Lasensky, 2008, p. 

21).  The Bush administration failed to exploit any of these opportunities and thus the US has 

failed to actively engage or move the process forward at all since Camp David. 

 This lack of progress makes understanding what occurred and more importantly what 

went wrong at Camp David even more relevant.  With a new administration taking office, newly 

appointed Middle East negotiators will not look to the Bush years for advice on how to proceed, 

but will look back to what Clinton accomplished at Camp David and with the Clinton 

Parameters.  As Deborah Sontag explains it, “Any renewal of peace talks, however remote that 

seems right now, would have to use the Barak-Clinton era as a point of departure or as an object 

lesson- or both” (2001, p. 75).  Undoubtedly, the next administration must use Camp David and 

the Clinton Parameters as both a point of departure and a case study.  Only by recognizing the 

mistakes made in the Clinton era, will the next administration be prepared to resolve the conflict 

more successfully.    

The incoming administration must understand that resolving the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict will be time consuming and complex.  The mediation process must be performed in 

stages with careful attention paid to each stage so as not to proceed without being fully prepared.  

Thus, the US must declare that negotiating a resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is a top 

priority of the administration and then begin extensive prenegotiations in an effort to bridge 

divisions.  The US must then develop an independent and coherent strategy that calls for public 
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diplomacy, a balance of power, and open methods of communication.  However, it cannot be 

emphasized enough that before progressing to this stage, the US must engage in extensive 

preparation in the prenegotiation phase.  Only by recognizing the equal importance of the 

prenegotiation phase relative to the formal negotiation phase will the US be prepared to negotiate 

a just and lasting settlement within an atmosphere of trust, confidence, and one ripe with the 

opportunity of success.   
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