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SETTLEMENT MONITOR 

EDITED BY GEOFFREY ARONSON 

7his section covers items-reprinted articles, statistics, and maps-pertaining to Israeli settle- 
ment activities in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, and the Go- 
lan Heights. Unless otherwise stated, the items in this section have been written by Geoffrey 
Aronson directly for this section or drawn from material written by him for Report on Is- 
raeli Settlement in the Occupied Territories (hereinafter Settlement Report), a Washington- 
based bimonthly newsletter published by the Foundation for Middle East Peace. JPS is grate- 
ful to the Foundation for permission to draw on its material. Major documents relating to 
settlements appear in the Documents and Source Material section. 
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HAR HOMA 

NETANYAHU WINs FIRST ROUND OF THE 
BATTLE FOR JERUSALEM 

From Settlement Report May 1997. 
"The battle for Jerusalem has begun," de- 

clared Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 
days before construction began in mid- 
March on the settlement of Har Homa at 
Jabal Abu Ghunaym. "We are now in the 
thick of it, and I do not intend to lose." 

Presenting the construction in the south- 
east corner of annexed East Jerusalem as a 
symbol of Israel's claim to determine unilat- 
eraliy the future of Jerusalem offered a sharp 
contrast to previous Israeli government ef- 
forts to "build quietly" tens of thousands of 
dwelling units in areas annexed shortly after 
the June 1967 War. 

The Clash between Symbols 
Netanyahu's decision to go ahead with 

construction, despite widespread interna- 
tional opposition and more than one specific 
request from President Bill Clinton, is popu- 
lar in Israel. Former Jerusalem Mayor Teddy 
Kollek, for example, noted, "I am in favor of 
building now. One cannot give in every time 
an Arab leader makes a threat." 

Domestic opponents of the construction 
argue not for a permanent cancellation, but 
rather a delay until the passions cool. An edi- 
torial in Israel's leading daily, HaAretz, 
spoke for this consensus: "In the opinion of 
most Jewish Israelis, Jerusalem is not merely 
a piece of disputed territory and Har Homa 
is not regarded as a new settlement. The re- 
inforcement of the Jewish population in East 
Jerusalem has always been a basic element 
in the policies of all Israeli governments ever 
since June 1967. Har Homa would not be the 
first Jewish suburb to be built along the pe- 
rimeter of Jerusalem, and, in fact, one by 
one, such suburbs have been set up around 
the nucleus of pre-1967 Jerusalem, despite 
the bitter protests of the Arabs and the criti- 
cism of the international community." 

The Palestinian response-from the 
dearth of protest by Jerusalemites to the 
sorry performance of Faisal Husseini's on- 
site protest-suggests that the construction at 
Har Homa itself is not the central factor in 
what is an overall loss of Palestinian belief in 
the possibility of a modus vivendi with the 
Netanyahu government. In this context, 
Israel's plan (announced on 6 March) to re- 
deploy from only 2 percent of the West 
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Bank is of far greater consequence, account- 
ing for PA Chairman Yasir Arafat's conclu- 
sion that Netanyahu is intent upon forcing 
the Palestinians to "lower their expectations" 
to accommodate the Likud vision of a future 
in which a Palestinian entity would control 
less than 50 percent of the West Bank. 

"The Netanyahu government does not 
want to implement the agreements that were 
signed with us, it only wants the Palestinian 
Authority to cooperate on security issues," 
explained Jamal Shubaki, leader of the Fatah 
organization in Hebron. "And we are unwill- 
ing to accept that. Netanyahu violated all the 
agreements with us and his actions on Jabal 
Abu Ghunaym, for example, are acts of ter- 
ror. We will not agree to that." 

Prior to Netanyahu's decision to begin 
construction, the Palestinian leadership had 
debated attempting to ascertain what Netan- 
yahu would be prepared to concede in re- 
turn for building at Har Homa. Palestinian of- 
ficials Hasan Asfour, Muhammad Dahlan, and 
Jibril Rajub refused to enter into a process 
that would have entailed "bargaining over Je- 
rusalem." One Palestinian opposing this re- 
fusal mentioned the prohibition of additional 
new settlements in Jerusalem, such as the 
planned development at Ras al-Amud, as a 
possible issue on which Netanyahu could 
have been forthcoming. Serious discussions, 
however, never occurred. 

Just as Netanyahu has raised Har Homa 
to a historical test of Zionist resolve in the 
face of Arab opposition, so Arafat sees the 
value of presenting it as a test of Arab re- 
solve to confront Israeli designs on al-Quds. 
In an interview with the Egyptian al-Wafd on 
3 March, Arafat said, "Jabal Abu Ghunaym is 
the door to Bethlehem and is adjacent to the 
Islamic holy places of al-Aqsa Mosque and 
the Dome of the Rock. With this settlement, 
they want to isolate the holy places so as to 
have free rein in them. They have built a 
scale model from which they removed the 
mosque and the dome and put the Temple 
of Solomon in their place in preparation for 
erasing the first of the two Qiblas and the 
third holy mosque. The plot is multifaceted. 
The objective is not only to build 38,000 
housing units 120 meters from the al-Aqsa 
Mosque, but to destroy the Islamic and 
Christian holy places." 

The clash between antagonistic symbols 
has obscured the degree to which Netan- 
yahu's views have been hardened by his 
success in pursuing a confrontational policy 
following the more accommodating tenden- 

cies reflected in the Hebron redeployment of 
early 1997. Indeed, Netanyahu may very well 
have wanted to raise the stakes of construc- 
tion at Har Homa in an effort to force a pub- 
lic Palestinian acquiescence in Israel's effort 
to prejudge the negotiations on Jerusalem. 
According to Israeli commentator Ze'ev 
Schiff, it is more likely that Netanyahu views 
Har Homa as an appropriate issue to precipi- 
tate a crisis in overall relations. "The ap- 
proach of the political echelon is based on 
the assumption that a confrontation with the 
Palestinians is inevitable and is not con- 
nected to the decision to build at Har Homa. 
It is better that the clash occur now." 

The U.S. Role 
Meanwhile, U.S. efforts to reverse the de- 

terioration of Israeli-Palestinian relations 
sparked by the beginning of construction at 
Har Homa have fallen within the parameters 
established by the Netanyahu government it- 
self. It is thus that U.S. diplomats have ad- 
vised Palestinians that the limited scope of 
"further redeployment" that followed the He- 
bron agreement and the decision to build at 
Har Homa are faits accomplis. Instead, the 
emphasis has been on greater Palestinian ef- 
forts, in Secretary of State Madeleine Al- 
bright's approving words, to "dismantle the 
infrastructure of the [Palestinian] terrorist or- 
ganizations." 

During his visit to the United States in 
early April, Netanyahu did not accept any 
American proposals for Israeli confidence- 
building measures. Moreover, according to a 
HaAretz report of 9 April, "Clinton did not 
specifically request that Netanyahu stop con- 
struction at Har Homa, or in settlements in 
general, but asked that Israel refrain from 
taking unilateral decisions as long as negotia- 
tions continue and that it notify the United 
States in advance about all construction in 
the occupied territories." While Secretary of 
State Albright did ask Israeli defense minister 
Yitzhak Mordechai for an explanation of his 
approval of new construction in various set- 
tlements and demanded a freeze on all set- 
tlement construction, U.S. envoy Dennis Ross 
subsequently informed Palestinian officials 
that the United States cannot halt construc- 
tion at Har Homa, one of the Palestinians' 
central demands. The idea of a settlement 
freeze has been reconstructed into a more 
general U.S. effort to persuade Netanyahu to 
refrain from taking unspecified "unilateral 
measures." 

The U.S. attempt to win an Israeli pledge 
to freeze settlements, even temporarily, has 
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not been pursued with vigor because the 
U.S. interest in arguing for these changes is 
tempered by the recognition that Israeli sup- 
port for rapprochement with the Palestinians 
has always been based on the assurance that 
settlement expansion would be facilitated, 
not endangered, by the process. The Clinton 
administration, by its long-standing support 
for the settlements' "natural growth," recog- 
nized this element of the process. 

The Palestinians, by demanding a freeze 
on all settlement construction, have sought 
to renegotiate the absence in the Oslo pro- 
cess of meaningful restraints on settlement 
expansion. The Clinton administration now 
notes Israel's settlement expansion with 
"concernr"-a new twist of the diplomatic 
lexicon-but has failed to force or cajole Ne- 
tanyahu to orient policies in a manner more 
conducive to the continuation of the Oslo 
process. In the period since the Hebron re- 
deployment in January, Netanyahu has taken 
the measure of the U.S. president. 

"In Netanyahu's eyes, the great, friendly 
United States does not add up to one Ehud 
Olmert [Mayor of Jerusalem] or one Zevulun 
Hammer [Knesset member]," commented 
Meretz MK Yossi Sarid, a minister under Ra- 
bin and Peres. Nothing the administration 
has done or said regarding settlement expan- 
sion is considered compelling by the Netan- 
yahu government. Indeed, having passed 
through this "trial by fire," Netanyahu is 
likely to proceed with settlement expansion 
with less caution than he has heretofore ex- 
hibited. 

Nor have the problems that have domi- 
nated the headlines affected the strategic in- 
terests binding U.S.-Israeli cooperation. In- 
deed, as the Israeli newspaper Globes 
pointed out, "Even as Albright was making 
her demands, Mordechai was being assured 
by American officials that the present high 
level of U.S.-Israeli defense cooperation 
would continue unabated, with or without 
regard to the unfolding developments at Har 
Homa or on the West Bank. Indeed, accord- 
ing to reports from Washington, American 
support for the Israeli-developed Arrow anti- 
missile system will now be substantially in- 
creased, other defense aid will not be cut 
back, and current levels of intelligence shar- 
ing between Washington and Jerusalem will 
remain very much intact. All of this, of 
course, is very good news for Netanyahu." 

U.S. STATEMENTS ON HAR HoMA 

From Settlement Report May 1997. 

State Department Brieflng 3 March 
1997. 

State Department Spokesman Nicholas 
Burns: As the president said, we wish that 
this decision [to construct housing at Jabal 
Abu Ghunaym] had not been taken.... 

Q: Does the United States take the view that 
should this housing be built, that would vio- 
late either the letter or the spirit of any al- 
ready signed agreements? 

Burns: We have views, but we prefer to 
keep those views private for obvious rea- 
sons. We're an intermediary. Our effective- 
ness is enhanced if we keep our views pri- 
vate. 

Q. I'm asking a legal question. 

Burns: I know you're asking a legal ques- 
tion. I'm avoiding giving you a legal answer, 
in saying that I think it's best for us to keep 
our advice and our comments and our opin- 
ions on this particular issue private for our 
conversations with the Israelis and Palestini- 
ans..... 

Q: You've answered the question. The Uni- 
ted States today has not taken a position on 
the legality of this action or on the future 
disposition of that barren terrain outside or 
on the outskirts ofJerusalem on which the 
Israelis have chosen to build housing. What 
you've taken a position on is the spirit of 
this action as fostering mistrust. 

Burns: We have not taken a public position 
on those issues, but we certainly made our 
views very clear in public since this decision 
was announced last week. 

Q. But your public views go to atmospherics. 
They don't go to legality or substance that I 
can figure out. 

Burns: Since the Palestinians and Israelis 
agreed on the structure of their peace nego- 
tiations, which includes the final status talks, 
which of course includes Jerusalem, we have 
made a tactical decision, for as long as I've 
been spokesman here-over two years-not 
to comment publicly on perfectly legitimate 
questions ... because we don't think it's in 
our tactical interest to do so. I'm just being 
very open with you. I would judge us on our 
track record. We've been pretty successful in 
helping the Palestinians and Israelis make 
peace. So we might as well stick to the game 
plan that got us here. 
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Q: Do you consider the plan at Har Homa 
to be a plan to construct a settlement? 

Burns:. ... That's a trick question.... So I'm 
not going to give you an answer to that 
question. It is what it is. We're disappointed 
in it. 

Q: ... You never addressed if you're willing 
to say whether Jerusalem belongs to Israel, 
whether East Jerusalem should be the capi- 
tal of the Palestinian state? 

Burns: . . . The Israelis and Palestinians have 
agreed that they're going to discuss those is- 
sues in the final status talks.... That relieves 
us of the necessity to spout off in public 
about our own views. Our views don't mat- 
ter. What matters is what the Palestinians and 
Israelis think. 

Remarks by President Clinton 
Following the U.S. Vetoes of UN 
Security Council Resolutions Critical 
of Israeli Settlements, I April 1997. 
Well, first of all, let me say that the vetoes 

did not evidence support in the United States 
for the decision for the building to go for- 
ward at Har Homa. And I made that clear at 
the time. We were very clear about our posi- 
tion on that. 

We vetoed the resolutions for two rea- 
sons. One is, we don't think that they're very 
helpful to the peace process. And second is, 
there were other-there was language in 
both resolutions which we believe preju- 
diced the final status negotiations against the 
Israelis in the same way that we favor-we 
felt that some of the actions prejudiced final 
status negotiations in their favor. We don't 
want to do either one. 

What we want to do is to see these final 
status issues, as envisioned by the Oslo 
agreement, actually and honestly negotiated 
without prejudice. I think that is the clear 
thing that I want to drive home here. 

State Department Brieftng 4 April 
1997. 

State Department Spokesman Nicholas 
Burns: The Secretary [of State Madeleine Al- 
bright] raised with Defense Minister Morde- 
chai the issue of the announcement by the 
Israeli government yesterday of the construc- 
tion of additional housing units for existing 
settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, 
and Defense Minister Mordechai explained 
that these were not new settlements. They're 

what is referred to generally as the "thicken- 
ing" of existing settlements. As the secretary 
said, she noted our concerns. Our concerns, 
of course, are long-standing on activities of 
this type, but primarily I think the sense that 
she was able to give the defense minister 
was that the peace negotiations are in a very 
difficult moment. Now is surely not the time 
to add to the difficulties. Now is the time to 
try to create new cooperative events and ini- 
tiatives to bring the Palestinians and the Is- 
raelis together. 

Q. Well, the position was, as I understood it, 
going back to Bush and Baker, was no new 
settlements, but the expansion of existing 
settlements was okay as long as it was-Ifor- 
get the catchword-"natural growth." It ap- 
pears now that there's a change in policy to 
be opposed even to the thickening of ex- 
isting settlements. 

Burns: No change in policy. I've been very 
careful with my words today. The secretary 
told you herself upstairs, she noted our con- 
cerns. In the past we've said that these kinds 
of developments create tension, and that's 
exactly what she was referring to when she 
said she noted our concern. 

Q. Nick, does the United States think that the 
building of housing on existing settlements 
that predate a Palestinian-Israeli agreement 
is a violation of those agreements? 

Burns: It's a very technical question. I don't 
have the Oslo accords in front of me. I think 
we have a well-known position on the issue 
of settlements. I don't think I need to repeat 
it in great detail for everyone today. 

Remarks of Secretary of State 
Albright in an Interview with the Los 
Angeles Times Editorial Board, 15 
April 1997. 
What happened was that as a result of 

decisions made as Hebron was being carried 
out-that is, the forward redeployment and 
the Har Homa decision, which is viewed as a 
unilateral act that is preempting a final status 
issue, and then subsequently the bomb in 
Tel Aviv have created anything but confi- 
dence. On the contrary, I think they have 
created a level of mistrust between the two 
parties that we haven't seen in some time. 
The Israelis need to understand that taking 
actions which preempt some of the final sta- 
tus issues makes it difficult for the Palestini- 
ans to negotiate. 
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HALR HomA AT A GLANCE 

Area of Har Homa settlement project: 2,056 
dunams (4 dunams = 1 acre). 
Date of expropriation: Commenced July 
1991, approved December 1994. 

Ownership: Palestinian residents of the 
nearby villages of Um Tuba and Bayt Sahur 
own approximately 33 percent (694 dunams) 
of the entire Har Homa planning area. 

Israelis own approximately 67 percent- 
over 1,300 dunams, one third of which was 
purchased before 1948. The remainder was 
purchased after 1967. 

Housing potentialfor Israelis: 6,500 units. 
During Stage 1, 2,456 units to be ready for 
occupancy beginning in 1999. With addi- 
tional expropriations, immediate environs 
have capacity for 12,000 additional units for 
Israelis. 

Compensation offered to affected landown- 
ers: Up to $45,000 per dunam, according to 
the zoning of the affected property. Com- 
pensation for Palestinian landowners ex- 
pected to be significantly lower. Estimated 
cost of mortgages and other subsidies to 
purchasers of finished dwellings: 
$195,000,000. 
Cost of site preparation: $10,000,000. 

T1H I1RTY YEARS OF U.S. POLICY ON 
SEITL[IEMENTS, 1967-96 

From Settlement Report January- 
February 1997. 

Israel's responsibilities in the territories it 
occupied in June 1967 are defined by the in- 
ternational consensus embodied in The 
Hague Convention of 1907 and the Geneva 
Convention of 1949. Paragraph 6 of Article 
49 of the Fourth Geneva Convention on the 
protection of civilian persons in time of war 
states, "The occupying power shall not de- 
port or transfer parts of its own civilian pop- 
ulation into territories it occupies." 

Successive Israeli governments have de- 
nied the applicability of such constraints to 
their right to settle their own population in 
the occupied territories. The U.S. position on 
the status of Israeli settlements has under- 
gone numerous revisions since 1967. High- 
lights of the evolution follow. 

The Johnson Administration 
Israel's settlement program was in its in- 

fancy during the presidency of Lyndon B. 
Johnson. Shortly before leaving office, John- 
son declared, "Arab governments must con- 

vince Israel and the world community that 
they have abandoned the idea of destroying 
Israel. But equally, Israel must persuade its 
Arab neighbors and the world community 
that Israel has no expansionist designs on 
their territory." 

the Nixon Administration 
"The expropriation or confiscation of 

land, the construction of housing on such 
land, the demolition or confiscation of build- 
ings (including those having historic or reli- 
gious significance), and the application of Is- 
raeli law to occupied portions of the city are 
detrimental to our common interests in Ue- 
rusalem]. The United States considers that 
the part of Jerusalem that came under the 
control of Israel in the June war, like other 
areas occupied by Israel, is governing the 
rights and obligations of an occupying 
power. Among the provisions of interna- 
tional law which bind Israel, as they would 
bind any occupier, are the provisions that 
the occupier has no right to make changes 
in laws or in administration other than those 
which are temporarily necessitated by his se- 
curity interests, and that an occupier may not 
confiscate or destroy private property. The 
pattern of behavior authorized under the Ge- 
neva Convention and international law is 
clear: The occupier must maintain the occu- 
pied area as intact and unaltered as possible, 
without interfering with the customary life of 
the area, and any changes must be necessi- 
tated by the immediate needs of the occupa- 
tion. I regret to say that the actions of Israel 
in the occupied portion of Jerusalem present 
a different picture, one which gives rise to 
understandable concern that the eventual 
disposition of East Jerusalem may be 
prejudiced, and that the private rights and 
activities of the population are already being 
affected and altered. 

"My Government regrets and deplores 
this pattern of activity, and it has so informed 
the Government of Israel on numerous occa- 
sions since June 1967. We have consistently 
refused to recognize those measures as hav- 
ing anything but a provisional character and 
do not accept them as affecting the ultimate 
status of Jerusalem...." 

U.S. Permanent Representative to the UN Charles 
Yost, UN Security Council, 1 July 1969. 

"As a matter of policy, we do not provide 
assistance to the Israeli government for 
projects in the occupied territories. 

"On the general question of constructing 
housing and other permanent civilian facili- 
ties in the occupied zone, including Jerusa- 
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lem, our policy is to call for strict observance 
of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, to 
which Israel is a party. This convention pro- 
hibits an occupying power from transferring 
parts of its own population into occupied 
territory. We interpret this to include under- 
taking construction of permanent facilities 
which have the intent of facilitating transfer 
of Israeli population into the occupied terri- 
tories." 

Department of State spokesperson, press 
conference, 9 June 1971. 

Except for opposition to Israel's decision 
to annex East Jerusalem, the Nixon adminis- 
tration did not make specific reference to Is- 
raeli settlement activities until the issue was 
debated at the UN in 1971: 

"We regret Israel's failure to acknowledge 
its obligations under the Fourth Geneva Con- 
vention as well as its actions which are con- 
trary to the letter and the spirit of this con- 
vention." 

U.S. Permanent Representative to the UN George 
Bush, UN Security Council debate on Resolution 

298, September 1971. 

The State Department's deputy legal ad- 
viser, George H. Aldrich, reaffirmed this posi- 
tion, which applied as well to annexed East 
Jerusalem, when he noted in April 1973, 
"Israel, as occupant of the territories seized 
during the fighting in 1967, is bound by the 
Fourth Geneva Convention-that for the pro- 
tection of civilians-but Israel refuses to ap- 
ply the convention." 

The Ford Administration 

The Ford administration upheld the inter- 
pretation formulated in the Nixon years. Dur- 
ing a Security Council debate on the situa- 
tion in the occupied territories occasioned 
by the establishment of the first Israeli settle- 
ment in the West Bank's northern hills, U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations William 
Scranton told the Security Council on 23 
March 1976, "[S]ubstantial resettlement of 
the Israeli civilian population in occupied 
territories, including East Jerusalem, is illegal 
under the convention and cannot be consid- 
ered to have prejudged the outcome of fu- 
ture negotiations between the parties on the 
locations of the borders of states of the Mid- 
dle East. Indeed, the presence of these settle- 
ments is seen by my government as an ob- 
stacle to the success of the negotiations for a 
just and final peace between Israel and its 
neighbors." 

The Carter Administration 
President Jimmy Carter was more deter- 

mined than were his predecessors to resolve 
the issue of Israel's occupation of the West 
Bank and Gaza Strip. In his memoirs, Keep- 
ing Faith, Carter describes his talks with 
Prime Minister Menachem Begin in July 
1977: "I then explained to the prime minister 
how serious an obstacle to peace were the 
Israeli settlements being established within 
the occupied territories.... I reminded Be- 
gin that the position of the United States had 
always been that any settlements established 
on lands occupied by military force were in 
violation of international law." 

At Camp David, President Carter thought 
he had won Israel's approval for a freeze on 
the construction of new settlements for the 
duration of postsummit negotiations. Israel 
claimed that a moratorium of only three 
months had been agreed to and that it did 
not cover the "expansion" and "strengthen- 
ing" of existing settlements. 

The State Department's legal adviser, Her- 
bert Hansell, informed Congress that "the es- 
tablishment of the civilian settlements in 
those [occupied] territories is inconsistent 
with international law." U.S. characterization 
of settlements as "illegal" was reaffirmed by 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance in testimony 
before Congress on 21 March 1980: 

"U.S. policy toward the establishment of 
Israeli settlements in the occupied territories 
is unequivocal and has long been a matter of 
public record. We consider it to be contrary 
to international law and an impediment to 
the successful conclusion of the Middle East 
peace process.... 

"Article 49, paragraph 6, of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention is, in my judgment, and 
has been in the judgment of each of the 
legal advisers of the State Department for 
many, many years, to be . . . that [settle- 
ments] are illegal and that [the convention] 
applies to the territories...." 

Carter confirmed in an April 1980 inter- 
view that "our position on the settlements is 
very clear. We do not think they are legal." 

The Reagan Administration 
President Ronald Reagan was determined 

to forge a "strategic consensus" with Israel 
and was therefore less inclined to dispute 
continuing Israeli settlement. The writings of 
former Under Secretary of State Eugene V. 
Rostow offered legal cachet to Reagan's revi- 
sion of U.S. policy, explained in a 2 February 
1981 interview: "As to the West Bank and the 
settlement there, I disagree with the previous 
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administration as they referred to them as il- 
legal. They're not illegal-not under UN res- 
olutions that leave the West Bank open to all 
people, Arab and Israeli alike...." 

In Reagan's view, Israeli settlement was 
not illegal, but merely "ill-advised" and "un- 
necessarily provocative." The State Depart- 
ment, however, sought to reassert the cus- 
tomary U.S. policy. Nicholas Veliotes, 
assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern 
and South Asian affairs, told Congress in Oc- 
tober 1981 that "the establishment of the ci- 
vilian settlements in those territories is incon- 
sistent with international law...." 

There was no clear articulation of U.S. 
policy on this issue. Secretary of State 
George Shultz merely added to the confu- 
sion when he told a news conference a few 
days before unveiling the Reagan Plan in 
September 1982 that "the question isn't 
whether they [settlements] are legal or ille- 
gal; the question is: Are they constructive in 
the effort to arrange a situation that may, in 
the end, be a peaceful one? . .. [President 
Reagan's] answer to that is no, expansion of 
those settlements is not a constructive 
move." 

The Reagan Plan states that "the United 
States will not support the use of any addi- 
tional land for the purpose of settlements 
during the transition period (five years after 
Palestinian election for a self-governing au- 
thority). Indeed, the immediate adoption of a 
settlements freeze by Israel, more than any 
other action, could create the confidence 
needed for wider participation in these talks. 
Further settlement activity is in no way nec- 
essary for the security of Israel and only di- 
minishes the confidence of the Arabs that a 
final outcome can be freely and fairly negoti- 
ated." 

The Bush Administration 
President George Bush reiterated that East 

Jerusalem was considered occupied territory. 
The Bush administration did not revert to the 
pre-Reagan administration characterization of 
Israeli settlement activities as illegal, but Sec- 
retary of State James Baker characterized set- 
tlement as "de facto annexation." For the first 
time, however, the United States agreed to 
the natural growth of the settlement pop- 
ulation at an August 1992 meeting between 
President Bush and Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin. 

Secretary Baker, in testimony before the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee on 22 May 

1991, said, "Every time I have gone to Israel 
in connection with the peace process on 
each of my four trips, I have been met with 
the announcement of new settlement activity. 
This does violate United States policy. It's the 
first thing that Arabs-Arab governments, the 
first thing the Palestinians in the territories- 
whose situation is really quite desperate-the 
first thing they raise with us when we talk to 
them. I don't think that there is any bigger 
obstacle to peace than the settlement activity 
that continues not only unabated but at an 
enhanced pace. And nothing has made my 
job of trying to find Arab and Palestinian 
partners for Israel more difficult than being 
greeted by a new settlement every time I ar- 
rive.... I have about decided that we're not 
going to get any movement on settlement 
activity before we-at least before we have 
an active peace process going, and it's going 
to be just that much more difficult to get a 
peace process going if we can't get any ac- 
tion on settlement activity...." 

When President Bush was asked about 
Baker's criticism of Israel's settlement policy, 
he told reporters, "Secretary Baker was 
speaking for this administration, and I 
strongly support what he said.... It would 
make a big contribution to peace if these 
settlements would stop. That's what the sec- 
retary was trying to say ... and I'm 100 per- 
cent for him." 

The Clinton Administration 
During the term of Israel's Labor-led gov- 

ernments, the Clinton administration reiter- 
ated its defense of the policy supporting the 
"natural growth" of the settlement popula- 
tion. In the wake of the Oslo accords, U.S. 
opposition to settlements was muted: 

"In the past, settlement activity has cre- 
ated a great deal of tension and it has been a 
complicating factor in the Middle East, and in 
relations between Israel and the Palestinians 
and others. We certainly believe that to be 
true. 

"I think it's also true that Israel and the 
Palestinians have decided to resolve this 
question, if they can, in the context of the fi- 
nal status talks..... So it's up to them now to 
resolve that problem, but it has been a mat- 
ter of tension and complication in the past, 
certainly." 

Department of State spokesperson, State Depart- 
ment Daily Briefing, 9 May 1996. 

The election of Benjamin Netanyahu in 
May 1996 raised questions about U.S. policy: 
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Mr. Bob Schieffer:. . . I take it that we op- 
pose settlements on the West Bank. Is that 
still US. policy? 
Secretary of State Warren Christopher. I 
think we'll have to adapt our policy to the 
current situation. That was our policy. 
There's been no change in that policy. But I 
would want to keep open the situation of 
adapting our policy to the situation as it de- 
velops, as this new [sraeli] administration 
forms its government and begins to develop 
its own policies. 

Secretary of State Christopher on "Face the 
Nation,"2June 1996. 

SETTIEMENT CHRONOLOGY 

From Settlement Report May 1997. 

19 February 1997 
PM Netanyahu approves the construction 

of 6,500 housing units for 30,000 Israelis at 
Har Homa in annexed East Jerusalem. 

26 February 
The Ministerial Committee on Jerusalem 

approves Netanyahu's Har Homa plan. The 
first stage of construction calls for the build- 
ing of 2,600 units. Plans also include the con- 
struction of 3,500 units for Palestinians in 
other areas of the city. 

3 March 
DM Yitzhak Mordechai approves the E-1 

Plan for settlement expansion. The plan in- 
cludes expropriation orders for thousands of 
dunams (4 dunams = 1 acre) to make way 
for the construction of 1,500 units and 3,000 
hotel rooms in 10 new hotels on 3,000 du- 
nams between the East Jerusalem settlement 
of Pisgat Ze'ev and the West Bank settlement 
Ma'ale Adumim. Execution of the plan is not 
expected to begin for three years. 

Palestinians stage a general strike to pro- 
test the decision to build a settlement at Har 
Homa. 

6 March 
The IDF informs forty villagers of 

Ta'amon and Tubas near Janin that 5,000 
dunams have been declared a "closed mili- 
tary area" and that they must leave within 
one week. 

7 March 
The United States vetoes UN Security 

Council resolution critical of Israel's decision 
to construct a settlement at Har Homa. 

9 March 
Israeli minister of trade and industry Na- 

tan Sharansky approves a $30-million pro- 

gram to encourage investment, including in 
the settlements of Kiryat Arba, Beitar, Em- 
manuel, and Ma'ale Ephraim in the West 
Bank; Neve Dekalim in Gaza; and Qatzrin on 
the Golan Heights. 

Pinchas Wallerstein, chairman of YESHA 
(The Council of Jewish Settlements in Judea, 
Samaria, and Gaza), calls on elected officials 
to withdraw from the ruling coalition to pro- 
test Netanyahu's settlement policy. 

12 March 
A meeting between DM Mordechai and 

YESHA leaders results in Mordechai ac- 
cepting forty of forty-six YESHA recommen- 
dations for modifications of the "further re- 
deployment" plan approved on 6 March. 

A letter issued by the legal adviser to PM 
Netanyahu notes that Jewish prayer on the 
Temple Mount in Jerusalem is not illegal. Se- 
nior Waqf and Islamic figures express con- 
cern about the opinion. 

16 March 
At an international summit called by the 

Palestinian Authority in Gaza, PA Chairman 
Yasir Arafat calls for an end to "Israeli settle- 
ment activity and the planned construction" 
at Har Homa. 

17 March 
Ma'ariv reports that PA Chairman Arafat 

demands cancellation of the E-1 settlement 
construction project. In return for Palestinian 
acquiescence in construction at Har Homa, 
he demands a "quiet" Israeli agreement not 
to expropriate and build in East Jerusalem 
until the end of final status talks. 

18 March 
Construction begins at Har Homa. The 

prospective settlement is named Pisgat 
Shmu'el. 

Israel announces its intention to build for 
the first time dwellings for Palestinians on 
state-owned land in Jerusalem. The proposal 
includes 400 units on 70 dunams in East Je- 
rusalem. 

19 March 
Five Israeli families move into homes in 

the East Jerusalem village of Silwan, where 
seventeen Israeli families now reside. To- 
gether with 30 seminary students, the total 
settler population of 100 occupies one-half 
of the homes in the City of David area. 

20 March 
HaAretz reports that PM Netanyahu 

promised King Hussein that Israel will freeze 
settlements in East Jerusalem after Har 
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Homa. Netanyahu's office denies making 
such a commitment. 

The first clashes begin between Israeli 
troops and Palestinian demonstrators mobil- 
ized in the wake of the beginning of con- 
struction at Har Homa. 

21 March 
The United States vetoes a second Secur- 

ity Council resolution critical of Israeli con- 
struction at Har Homa. 

28 March 
DM Mordechai approves the deposit of a 

plan for the construction of 1,550 units at the 
settlement of Givat Ze'ev, north of Jerusalem. 

30 March 
Due to continuing clashes, industrial ar- 

eas in settlements are closed to Palestinians 
for fear of attacks. Routes considered danger- 
ous in the West Bank and Gaza Strip are 
closed to Israelis. 

The Knesset Finance Committee approves 
a special allocation of $16 million for rein- 
forcement of settlement in the West Bank 
and Gaza Strip, as was promised in the 
agreement establishing the governing coali- 
tion. 

1 April 
The Jerusalem City Council allocates 

$90,000 to plan a new Israeli settlement com- 
munity of 280 units in the annexed portion 
of the Palestinian village of Abu-Dis. 

The YESHA Council is reportedly plan- 
ning a new settlement in the Gaza Strip. The 
council wants to expand settlement activity 
in the area near Netzarim and Kfar Darom, 
which are isolated from the settlements in 
the Qatif Bloc. YESHA Secretary-General 
Aharon Domb states that numerous families 
have asked to settle in the area and that it 
will not be difficult to find funding for con- 
struction. 

2 April 
Israeli television reports that DM Morde- 

chai has approved "dozens of plans for con- 
struction in various settlements throughout 
the territories. Approval was given for 
thousands of new housing units, some of 
which will be built in the near future." 

3 April 
A new policy of benefits to settlers, ap- 

proved in principle late last year, is finalized. 
Purchasers of apartments in 110 settlements 
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip will receive 
additional mortgages and grant payments be- 
tween $3,000 and $4,500. 

6 April 
DM Mordechai approves construction of 

310 units in the settlement of Ganim near 
Janin. Forty-eight units in Shar'arei Tikva, 53 
units in Karnei Shomron, and 94 units in 
Elkana had been approved recently. 

It is reported that YESHA wants to turn 
the paramilitary settlement of Rahelim, along 
the Jerusalem-Nablus road, into a full-fledged 
civilian settlement During the past year, five 
families with small children moved there 
secretly under military cover. According to 
Ma'ariv, "The five families in Rahelim are ac- 
tually a new settlement that does not exist 
under the law." There are two additional mil- 
itary outposts where settlers are living, Ofri 
near Ofra and Nahal Plugot in the Etzion 
Bloc. 

European Union envoy Miguel Moratinos 
gives FM David Levy an EU proposal calling 
for an Israeli settlement freeze, including at 
Har Homa; an Israeli pledge not to take uni- 
lateral decisions affecting final status issues; 
and an Israeli reaffirmation of UN Resolu- 
tions 242 and 338. Levy rejects the clauses, 
saying they signify the repeal of the Oslo ac- 
cords. Moratinos discloses to Levy that U.S. 
negotiator Dennis Ross asked him to ensure 
that the EU does not pass resolutions to halt 
Har Homa construction. 

7 April 
In a meeting with DM Mordechai, Secre- 

tary of State Madeleine Albright notes her 
"concern" about settlement construction and 
asks for an explanation of reports of settle- 
ment expansion. Mordechai states that no 
new settlements are underway. 

9 April 
Ahmad Qurai' (Abu 'Ala'), speaker of the 

Palestinian Council, calls armed settlers "ter- 
rorists." He added, "We consider the pres- 
ence of settlers in the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip illegal. Until the time that they leave, 
they should be disarmed." 

15 April 
It is reported that dozens of settlers have 

recently received orders to turn in their IDF- 
assigned weapons. The list of those whose 
weapons were confiscated mainly comprises 
those who had used their weapon in the 
past. 

25 Aprti 
An emergency special session of the UN 

General Assembly approves a resolution 
[134 in favor and 3-the United States, Israel, 
and Micronesia-opposed] for a halt in con- 
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struction at Har Homa and an end to all set- 
tlement activities in the occupied territories. 

5 May 
PA Justice Minister Frayh Abu-Madayn an- 

nounces that Palestinians who sell or facili- 
tate the sale of land to Israelis will face the 
death penalty. 

9 May 
An East Jerusalem Palestinian, Farid 

Bashiti, accused of selling Arab homes and 
land to Jews is found dead in Ramallah. Is- 
raeli police open an investigation. 

SEitLERS INCREASE BY 9.4 
PERCENT IN 1996 

From Settlement Monitor, May 1997. 
Nine thousand Israelis moved to settle- 

ments in the West Bank and Gaza Strip dur- 
ing 1996, according to Israel's Ministry of the 
Interior. In a report published by Peace 
Now, the settlement population was aug- 
mented by 4,661 births, an extraordinary nat- 
ural growth rate of over 3 percent accounted 
for by the large number of religious families 
residing in settlements. YESHA estimates that 
the Israeli population in the West Bank (ex- 
cluding East Jerusalem) and Gaza Strip now 
numbers more than 160,000. 

During 1996, some settlements once de- 
fined by former Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin 
as "political settlements"-smaller outposts 
established in the West Bank highlands by 
Likud govemments during the 1980s and 
early 1990s-enjoyed particularly high 
growth rates. But the new dwellings in these 
settlements that were occupied during 1996 
had been built during the years of Labor 
rule. 

The isolated Gaza Strip settlement of Net- 
zarim is a conspicuous example of a "polit- 
ical settlement" that flourished during the 
years of Labor rule. With a population of 
only twenty in 1992, Netzarim, in the center 
of the Gaza Strip and the focus of numerous 
clashes, now numbers 220. 

Overall, 36 of the 144 settlements in the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip enjoyed popula- 
tion increases of more than 10 percent. Most 
of these settlements have populations of less 
than 500, however, making their numerical 
increases comparatively small. Prominent ex- 
ceptions include Beitar, south of Jerusalem, 
which grew by almost 40 percent to 7,611; 
Kiryat Sefer, on the Green Line between Je- 
rusalem and Tel Aviv, which increased by 27 
percent to 5,669; and Givat Ze'ev, north of 

Jerusalem, which increased by 12 percent to 
7,981. 

Only twelve settlements increased in pop- 
ulation by more than one hundred people. 
Beitar grew by 2,071 and Kiryat Sefer by 
1,269. Ma'ale Adumim, the largest West Bank 
settlement, grew by only 322, to 21,000. 

HISTORICAL NOTES: RABIN, PERES, 
AND TIE OUTCOME OF OSLO 

From Settlement Report May 1997. 
The following are excerpts from a 7 

March 1997 interview in the newspaper 
Ha'Aretz with Yossi Beilin, a minister in the 
Labor party governments of 1992-96 and 
the principle Israeli architect of the Oslo pro- 
cess. 
Q: When you entered the Oslo process, Ra- 
bin, Peres, and yourself, was it clear to you 
that the process would lead to a Palestinian 
state? 

Beilin: No. It is quite interesting that the 
heart-to-heart talks about "where the process 
was leading" were held only between the 
sides but not within them. Talks like this 
were held between us and the Palestinians, 
and later between Likud people and Labor 
people. But within the Labor party, within 
the govemment, and within the negotiating 
team, I don't recall any genuine discussion 
on a permanent solution. 

Q: I don't understand. In 1992 you were 
elected. In 1993 you set out on the Oslo pro- 
cess. At no time did you ask yourselves 
where this road was headed? 

Beilin: No. 

Q. You never spoke with Rabin about the 
meaning of Oslo over the long term? 

Beilin: Never. 

Q: And with Peres? 

Beilin: I never spoke of this with Peres, 
either. 
Q: You are saying that you embarked upon 
this unprecedented historic process and at 
no time did anyone say, "wait a minute, 
let's think about this," and examine where 
we actually are heading? 
Beilin: For Rabin, the absence of a discus- 
sion on the permanent arrangement was a 
political preference. After his death, I sat 
with Leah Rabin and said: "If anyone could 
know what Rabin was thinking of as a per- 
manent settlement you are the one." She said 
to me: "Look, I can't tell you. He was very 
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pragmatic. He hated to deal with what would 
be many years down the road. He thought 
about what would be now and the immedi- 
ate future. As far as I know, he didn't have a 
very clear picture of the permanent settle- 
ment." 
Q: And Peres? 

Beilin: From Peres's standpoint, the prefer- 
red solution is a Palestinian state in Gaza. In 
the West Bank he sees joint rule by Israel, 
Jordan, and the Palestinian state in Gaza. For 
Peres, like Ben-Gurion, there is a belief that 
"we don't need to now, it's too early"-to 
make a constitution, to establish borders. 
More Jews will come. More things will hap- 
pen. We don't need to close options now. 
Not in this generation. 

Q: He fears a Palestinian state? 

Beilin: I don't think that he fears a Palestin- 
ian state. I think that he believes that a state 
is not necessary. He doesn't see that territo- 
rial compromise is an appropriate vision. He 
doesn't want a border. 

My estimate is that Rabin did not reject a 
Palestinian state. He spoke of a border, 
about separation, about a territorial compro- 
mise. More or less according to the Allon 
Plan. Peres, in contrast, since 1967, has not 
believed in a border. He believes in a func- 
tional compromise. 

... If I were to compare the readiness for 
concessions-including the Golan Heights-I 
cannot say that between Rabin and Peres, 
that Peres is the dove. I can't say that. 
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