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In recent years, a proposal for an exchange of territories has come up frequently. The outgoing head of the National Security Council, Giora Eiland, referred to the idea as "a new paradigm" for a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in an interview with Ari Shavit (Haaretz, June 4). The main arguments of the supporters of the proposal are that the area between the Mediterranean Sea and the Jordan River is not sufficient for two states; that the Gaza Strip is too small (363 square kilometers) and that Israel needs 500 to 600 square kilometers of the territory of the West Bank for its security. Therefore, they argue, "it is necessary to go outside the box" and bring Egypt and perhaps Jordan into the territorial solution. 

There is a great deal of justice in this argument with regard to economic development of the Palestinian state in the territories of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. It is worth mentioning that all the committees that have dealt with dividing the land of Israel have spoken about "political separation with economic unity" through the joint use of roads, trains and sea and airports. However, when one examines the proposal, one finds that Israel is the main beneficiary of the proposed circular deal, and that all the arguments mentioned can also be answered from "within the box" without creating the illusion of a solution that does not stand a chance in the relationship between Israel and the Arab world. 

Territorially, Israel would gain 450 square kilometers, after getting 600 square kilometers of quality land in the West Bank and transferring to Egypt 150 square kilometers of desert land. The Palestinians would leave in Israel's hands 600 kilometers of quality land and would receive an area of similar size and quality in northern Sinai, which would leave them with 22 percent of the territories. This, even if Jordan volunteers to transfer to them 100 square kilometers (which is less than 2 percent of the West Bank and not, as Eiland mistakenly stated, 5 percent). Jordan will have to pay with some of the only agricultural lands in its possession - i.e. the Jordan Valley. And finally, Egypt will have to pay the most significant price - 600 kilometers of lands, which Prof. Ben Arieh defines as "territory that will be of even higher quality than territory in the West Bank." 

These figures, together with the Israeli proposal to transform some of the Palestinian refugees into migrants for the second time outside their country, and the return of the diaspora to Egyptian land as a substitute for the lands of the West Bank, render the proposals impossible.

If Israel really needs 600 square security kilometers in the West Bank, it can offer the Palestinians exchanges of territory and transfer parts of the western Negev to benefit the Gaza Strip. This would make possible what Eiland is wishing for - the construction of a seaport and an international airport in Gaza, and even a city for a million inhabitants. In this way, Israel and Palestine neither gain nor lose territory, and each of them receives an answer to its needs without involving Egypt and Jordan.

In all the negotiations that have been held, the Palestinians have agreed that in the framework of a permanent status solution the Palestinian state will be disarmed of heavy weaponry and an army; that it will not be able to invite a foreign army into its territory or sign military pacts; and that during the first years there will be international supervision of the entry points into it. Secondly, if Israel does not try to annex the Ariel and Kedumim salients that protrude 20 kilometers into the heart of the West Bank, and does not move the fence at Ma'aleh Adumim eastward, it is possible to be content with territory the extent of which is no more than 300 square kilometers from the Etzion Bloc in the south to Shaked in the north.

Finally, Israel must re-examine the Arab League's proposal, which for the first time offers normalization between the Arab states and Israel in return for a withdrawal to the 1967 lines. On this basis, it would be possible to renew and expand economic cooperation in various ways: a Taba-Eilat-Aqaba road, Israeli use of the airport at Aqaba and Jordanian use of the planned railway from Nahal Zinn to Eilat and Aqaba, Palestinian export via the Ashdod port or an airport at El Arish, and more. Even if only some of these are economically justified, they will be perceived as a fairer move by the Palestinians, the Arab world and the international community.
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