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Abstract 

The Israel-Palestine Conflict (IPC) is one of the most long standing and intractable conflicts in the world. 

Prospects for peace have reached new lows in recent years after the failure of the Oslo Accords. This 

failed peace process, like most other attempts at resolving this conflict, was based on the two-state 

solution (TSS) and on the principle of partition. Partition has been proposed regularly as a solution to the 

conflict for nearly one hundred years, but it has not been successful at securing peace. There are two main 

historical alternatives to partition: the secular one-state solution (OSS), and the power-sharing solutions 

(PSS). Both have been extensively studied and debated, but neither offer a promising path to resolution.  

Times like these, when no solution is in sight, might seem to call for compromise and ‘lowest common 

denominator’ thinking: at a minimum, just find a way to stop the killing. While any armistice would be 

welcome, I take the opposite approach. In my view the conflict can never end without a clear vision of 

post-conflict peace. The chosen solution must be both effective and desirable. An effective solution must 

stop both the war and low-level violence, and must promote political freedom. In doing so, it fosters 

security, equality, and good governance. The solution must also be desirable from a high-level normative 

standpoint. It must provide answers to questions regarding abstract issues such as self-determination and 

liberalism that are satisfactory to all parties involved. 

Relevant literature is full of opinion pieces and partial analyses, but none of it makes a full analysis of all 

three solutions along these important dimensions. Much of it focuses too much on the details of 

implementation rather than the larger concerns regarding desirability or efficacy of the solution type. In 

this paper, I conduct a large-scale, quantitative, empirical analysis on all three solution types (OSS, PSS, 

TSS) based on historical data, and find that none performs particularly well on any of the criteria. I dive 

into the abstract arguments and identify the normative flaws of each solution type, and explain why each 

solution is unlikely to resolve the IPC. 

Responding to the weaknesses of the extant solutions, I propose a new method of ethnic conflict 

resolution and show how it theoretically solves or reduces the majority of the problems faced by the other 

three solutions when applied to the IP. However, it does not solve everything, and introduces some 



problems of its own. Given the novelty of the solution, including it in the quantitative analysis is 

impossible, and more work needs to be done in determining its feasibility.  

I conclude that this method is not unreasonable, and that this new thinking provides benefits to the 

conflict resolution process, but, like all other solutions, it does not provide an easy path towards resolving 

the IPC.  



1. The Three Solutions 

The Two-State Solution (TSS) 

The IPC has generated nearly a century of peace talks and proposals, but none have achieved resolution. 

The majority of the discussion has centered around the “two-state solution” (TSS), which would partition 

Historic Palestine into two states: one for the Jews and one for the Arabs. The goal of the TSS is to create 

a homeland, in the form of an ethnically homogeneous state, for each ethnic group. “Two-state solution” 

is essentially the IPC-specific term for partition, and in this paper I use the terms interchangeably. As 

early as 1928, partition plans were set forth but were initially rejected by the Palestinians (Karmi 2011, p. 

63). The TSS continued to dominate discussion, especially after the war and subsequent armistice in 

1948-49 made partition the reality on the ground. However, this did not create peace, and further attempts 

made little headway. The most significant step towards peace, the 1993 American-backed Oslo Accords, 

achieved signatures from leaders of both parties, but is largely considered a failure. Key provisions of the 

Oslo Accords have not been implemented, and tensions continued to build - punctuated by Palestinian 

President Mahmoud Abbas’s recent declaration that all deals with Israel and the United States are “null 

and void” (Al Jazeera 2020). Aside from the motley of implementation issues, the TSS raises serious 

concerns regarding security for ethnic minorities, the stifling of liberalism, and the prospects for positive 

peace. 

The One-State Solution (OSS) 

History provides peacemakers with a menu of alternatives to ethnic partition. The first among these is the 

secular single-state model, in which ethnicity is not constitutionally recognized. This model is prevalent 

in developed Western countries such as the United States, and often is accompanied by majoritarian 

democracy. However, it should be noted that such a solution can be successfully implemented in the 

absence of democracy. Perhaps the best example of this is the current Rwandan regime, a de facto 

dictatorship which actively tries to suppress ethnic identities. According to Alemante Selassie, Post-

colonial Africa in general has tended to favor the exclusion of ethnicity from its laws, at least until the 

1990s (Selassie 2003). Even South Africa, whose laws acknowledge the cultural rights of its various 



ethnic groups, does not allow for ethnic self-governance, and thus it falls under the secular single-state 

model. The OSS theoretically alleviates the normative problems of the TSS, but does not allow for ethnic 

self-determination and presents major security threats. 

The Power-Sharing Approaches 

The other alternatives to partition are arrangements that offer elements of both TSS and OSS. A variety of 

solutions fall into this category, and are described as, among other things, “consociational”, “ethno-

federal”, “power-sharing”, or “binational”. The idea behind these is to preserve the single state while also 

allowing autonomy for both major ethnic groups. These arrangements will offer constitutional protections 

for certain minority groups, such as guaranteeing a minimum number of seats in the legislature, allowing 

ethnic vetoes, or allowing breakaway regions limited degrees of self-governance. Prominent examples 

include Lebanon’s Taif Agreement and Bosnia’s Dayton Accords. While there is a wealth of literature (by 

academics such as Arend Lijphart and Donald Horowitz) explaining the difference between these 

different types of arrangements, I see all of these solutions as quite similar. All of them seek to legally 

enshrine ethnicity in order to protect minorities without breaking up the state. These solutions exist on a 

spectrum between OSS and TSS, and I group them all into the category of power-sharing solutions (PSS).  

While many commentators on the IPC seem to view the OSS and PSS as simply variations of the “one-

state solution”, I see the two as fundamentally different. One only has to examine the stark difference 

between the United States and Bosnia to see why. Bosnia, with its tripartite presidency, ethnic vetoes, and 

legislative quotas, is fundamentally different from the United States, which is a majoritarian democracy 

with no constitutionally-enshrined regard for ethnic groups. A joint Israeli/Palestinian state resolved by an 

OSS would be unrecognizable from a joint Israeli/Palestinian state resolved by a PSS. Thus, I see the PSS 

comprising a distinct third solution to the IPC, apart from both the OSS and the TSS. Further, following 

this categorization, the resolution to any ethnic civil wars that result in either one or two sovereign states 

can be classified as either an OSS, TSS, or PSS. Here, I broaden the definition of TSS to mean full 

partition. Again, I use OSS only to refer to secular single-state solutions. 



Note that other authors make this same distinction between PSS and OSS. Bashir Bashir categorizes 

“integrative solutions” into three groups: liberal, binational, and shared sovereignty. Shared sovereignty 

will be discussed briefly later, but is mostly outside of the scope of this paper. Bashir explains that the 

liberal strand follows the philosophy that “the political community, known in Ancient Greek as the 

demos, is entitled to self-determination, rather than a particular ethnic community, or ethnos” (Bashir 

563). This is essentially what I call OSS, where the individual is granted rights and protections rather than 

the political community. Binational solutions, according to Bashir, attempt to preserve both individual 

and group rights via power-sharing and other methods. This is essentially what I call PSS.  



2. Empirical Analyses 

The three solution types (OSS, TSS, PSS) all have their problems, and none appear obvious as choices to 

resolve the IPC. Thus, it is wise to look at historical precedent, and conduct an empirical analysis of past 

ethnic conflicts, to see which of these solutions has been the most successful. The conflicts should be 

categorized based on which solution type they were resolved with, and should be evaluated on key 

metrics such as suppression of violence and promotion of political freedom. The performance of each 

solution type should be compared to one another to see which solutions are better than others on each of 

these metrics. Unfortunately, no such analysis exists in the literature. Authors have tried to analyze the 

performance of various methods of ethnic conflict, but their investigations fall short.  

Kaufmann’s Analysis 

A leading academic studying partition and conflict resolution, Chaim Kaufmann, attempted an empirical 

analysis of partition. After examining a set of historical instances of partition, he concludes that partition 

is not likely to decrease democracy or worsen treatment of minorities in successor states, and is likely to 

reduce violence. (When All Else Fails 152-155). His conclusion is that partition is a good type of ethnic 

conflict resolution, and its use was justified in many cases, such as in India and Cyprus. 

However, this analysis is fraught with problems (When All Else Fails 125-156). First, Kaufmann’s dataset 

is too small to draw any general conclusions. He starts with a dataset of roughly 20 cases of ethnic 

partitions and secessions in the 20th century, but then whittles down this list, and doesn’t provide a very 

good reason for doing so. He first only examines cases with high violence, claiming that doing so is 

somehow important for determining whether population transfers cause violence or vice versa. Second, he 

ignores all of the secession cases, as his “purpose is to assess whether international intervention reduces 

or increases the costs of ethnic conflict” (125). This may be true for Kaufmann, but in my view it is far 

more important for this study to determine the effects of ethnic separation in general. This leaves 

Kaufmann with only five cases to empirically examine. As if this were not small enough, Kaufmann then 

decides not to examine the case of Poland’s 1918 partition, and provides no reason for doing so. He then 

discusses the remaining four cases at length. While this is a perfectly valid approach to political analysis, 



any statistician will point out that four data points is not nearly enough to draw any broad conclusions. 

There is too high of a probability that the trends observed from such a small dataset are due to chance, 

and this probability grows higher when factoring in the possibility that Kaufmann hand-picked the cases 

to examine and manufactured reasons not to look at the other ones. Furthermore, Kaufmann’s 

classification of the four case studies as successes in preventing violence is somewhat subjective. Other 

authors disagree. Radha Kumar, for example, argues that “the partitions in Cyprus, India, Palestine, and 

Ireland…fomented further violence” (Kumar 24).  

In addition to the size and subjectivity, the scope of Kaufmann’s analysis presents another problem. 

Kaufmann thoroughly examines partition, and comes to various conclusions about its efficacy. But when 

analyzing the effectiveness of partition at ending ethnic conflicts, the absolute efficacy of the solution 

means nothing. What is instead important is the relative efficacy of partition vs. other solutions. While it 

may be the case that “in all four cases discussed above, ethnic separation reduced violence”, it could also 

be the case that other methods, such as a power-sharing approach, are just as effective. Kaufmann’s 

analysis makes a strong case for partition as a valid option to end ethnic conflict, but because he neglected 

to analyze other solutions, one cannot conclude from his analysis that partition is better than any other 

options on any of the metrics analyzed. 

Sambanis’s Analysis 

In response to Kaufmann’s lackluster analysis, Nicholas Sambanis conducted a much more detailed large-

N quantitative analysis of partition as a solution to civil war. Sambanis’s dataset consists of all civil wars 

between 1944 and 2000 - a total of 125 civil wars, with 21 partitions (Sambanis 444-446). Critically, this 

means that Sambanis has a large set of cases that did not result in partition, which already makes his 

analysis more useful that Kaufmann’s. The inclusion of non-ethnic civil wars in the dataset is concerning 

as it risks drawing misleading conclusions about the success of partition in ethnic wars. Sambanis realized 

this, however, and took the precaution of conducting analyses on both the full dataset and the ethnic civil 

war subset. Sambanis tests “three core hypotheses of partition theory: (1) that partitions facilitate postwar 

democratization; (2) that they prevent war recurrence; and (3) that they significantly reduce residual low-



level violence” (Sambanis 439). Sambanis employs a rigorous statistical analysis and quantitative 

methods to analyze the data and draw his conclusions. On the issue of democratization, Sambanis finds 

that “partitioned states fare slightly better in terms of postwar democratization. The p-value for one of his 

democratization variables is 0.098, which is significant at the 0.1 level but not at the 0.05 level. 

Interestingly, for other variables, his bivariate regression finds “no significance of partition at the 5 

percent level if we use the entire data set but finds partition positive and significant among cases of ethnic 

war” (Sambanis 460-461). He attempts to downplay these statistically significant conclusions by pointing 

out that “we do not have comparable democracy data for successor states that are not internationally 

recognized” and that prewar levels of democracy are “on average higher among partitioned countries that 

have experienced war” (461-463). On the issue of war recurrence, he finds “no statistical association 

between partition and ending violence is evident either for the entire population of cases or for ethnic 

wars” (465). However, he later states that “partitions are in fact positively (though not significantly) 

associated with recurrence of ethnic war” (480). Neither of these conclusions support the assertions of 

Kaufmann, confirming that an empirical analysis consisting of four cases studies is insufficiently 

generalizable. On the issue of low-level violence, Sambanis’s conclusion is more nuanced and interesting: 

 “In sum, I can point to only very weak evidence in support of the hypothesis that partitions help 

end low-level ethnic violence (in model 2 and some variants). More importantly, the positive impact of 

partitions seems fragile and extremely dependent on whether or not the war ended in a treaty, on the war’s 

intensity, on the number of people displaced by the war, and on the number and size of ethnic groups.” 

(Sambanis 478). 

This opens up an intriguing possibility. Given that Sambanis only found a statistically significant result 

for one of the three major metrics, and given that Sambanis himself was not convinced by the result’s 

significance, it could be that there are simply too many factors at play to draw any general conclusions 

regarding the efficacy of partition. Conflicts are fundamentally different in multiple ways other than their 

resolution type, including the ways listed in the aforementioned quote. Even with 21 partitions and 104 



non-partitions, it could be that the dataset is not yet large enough to drown out the effects of these other 

differences and let showcase the true effects of partition. This possibility will be discussed more later. 

Despite Sambanis’ analysis being superior to Kaufmann’s, it still is not sufficient. The fundamental flaw 

in Sambanis’s analysis is found on page 445, where he makes partition a binary variable. This is a step 

above Kaufmann, who fails to compare partition to anything, but it still is lacking. Sambanis groups all 

non-partition solutions into the “otherwise” category, and this presents two problems. First, it makes it 

impossible to draw any conclusions about the efficacy of OSS vs. PSS. Second, it also potentially taints 

the conclusions about partition. When comparing more than two categories, it is possible to find 

statistically significant results if all but one category is pooled and then compared to the remaining one. 

However, this doesn’t necessarily mean that the one category is significantly better or worse than the 

others on the metric of interest. In fact, statistical theory has shown that pooling the categories in this way 

makes the result completely meaningless. Here, Sambanis pools OSS and PSS into a single value of a 

binary variable and ends up with multiple significant or nearly significant results that he has trouble 

explaining. It is not certain that this is what caused his results to be significant/nearly significant, but 

either way the analysis is incomplete because of this. A sufficient analysis of ethnic conflict resolution 

must include a variable that can take three values (OSS, TSS, PSS), one for each type of solution that has 

been implemented in recent history. 

Quantitative Analysis - Metrics 

Unfortunately, Sambanis’s methods were not clear enough to be simply replicated with a three-way 

solution type variable replacing the binary partition variable. This motivated me to run my own statistical 

analysis of ethnic conflict resolution, and allowed me to make other improvements on Sambanis’s 

analysis as well. First, I cut his dataset down to include only instances of ethnic conflict, as conclusions 

about civil wars in general are not germane to this paper and could skew the results. Second, I drew from 

Monica Toft’s analysis of conflict termination to determine metrics I would look at (Toft 2009). Toft 

examines the effect of war termination type (e.g. outright military victory, negotiated settlement) using 

Polity score to measure political freedom and war recurrence to measure violence. She runs statistical 



tests to determine whether different termination types result in significantly different outcomes for each 

metric. My analysis is similar, except it examines solution types rather than war termination types. The 

metrics used are similar - Polity scores as a gauge for political freedom and war recurrence as a gauge for 

ethnic civil war - but like Sambanis I use recurrence of low-level violence as a metric for continued ethnic 

hostility short of war. Toft analyzes these metrics across a wide timeframe, examining the values for each 

metric starting five years before the conflict and ending 20 years after conflict resolution.  

The wide timeframe appealed to me, but there were other considerations as well when deciding on the 

timeframe. For Polity score, I was faced with a tough decision. I could stick with Toft’s timeline and 

Sambanis’s dataset (which conveniently included conflicts that ended no later than 1998, roughly 20 

years before I conducted my analysis), or I could take the opportunity to expand Sambanis’s dataset to 

include post-2000 conflicts, but shrink the time period for analysis. I chose the former of the two options, 

as it was logistically easier and allowed for my analysis to consider the long-term effects of solution type 

on political freedom. I modified Toft’s method slightly. Whereas she examined Polity scores at 5-year 

intervals over the timeframe, I decided instead to average all Polity scores for 5 years before and 20 years 

after the conflict, and find the difference between the averages. In this way, I incorporated more data into 

my analysis at virtually no cost, and reduced all the Polity scores from each conflict into a single number. 

Also of note, for instances of partition, I included scores of both daughter states resulting from the 

partition, and subtracted them from scores of the pre-partitioned state. This assumes that the Polity score 

of a pre-partitioned state was uniform across its subdivisions (or at least equal between the partitioned 

subdivisions), which is not always true. 

For war recurrence, I instead used Sambanis’s data table, which included two binary variables “Did war 

end for 2 years?” and “Did residual violence end for 2 years?” This choice was due to the completeness of 

data, as collecting and aggregating this data from outside sources proved methodologically difficult and 

may have resulted in NA values in the data. I deemed this acceptable though, as it allowed for analysis on 

the short-term as well as on the long term. Plus, it allowed me to compare my results on war recurrence 

and low-level ethnic violence directly to Sambanis’s. 



Quantitative Analysis - Compiling a Dataset 

Compiling my dataset was an intensive process. The key issue was separating the conflicts in Sambanis’ 

“No partition” category into PS and OSS. Fortunately, some of this work had already been done. Bumba 

Mukherjee compiles a list of conflicts very similar to the one used by Sambanis, and classifies them in a 

binary manner depending on whether or not a power-sharing agreement was offered. Simply combining 

this list with the one made by Sambanis would have made the classification easy. However, Mukherjee’s 

definition of power sharing is different from mine. He considers it a power sharing offer when 

governments  “(i) offer power-sharing concessions such as cabinet berths, ministerial portfolios, 

legislative seats and bureaucratic positions to insurgent leaders and/or (ii) allow insurgent groups to form 

political parties to participate in multiparty elections” (Mukherjee 480). However, I do not see why the 

second of these would classify an arrangement as power-sharing. An OSS could also allow for such a 

scenario, by simply allowing political parties to form in any way possible and not excluding the option of 

ethnic parties. An example of this is the Black Panther Party in the United States. The United States is not 

an ethno-federal state and does not operate under any power sharing arrangements, but by legally ignoring 

race it implicitly allows for the existence of race-based parties. I rejected part ii of Mukherjee’s definition, 

but accepted part i. Since Mukherjee’s definition is broader than my own, this allowed me to definitively 

say that any resolution not identified as power-sharing by Mukherjee was not PSS, but any resolution that 

Mukherjee did identify as power-sharing merited further review. This review proved exceptionally 

difficult, however. Such a classification using my precise definition has not been done before, so I was 

left to classify each case as either OSS or PS. Whenever the option was available, I searched for the 

resolution on the Notre Dame Peace Accords Matrix, which provided good information regarding the 

power-sharing elements of each agreement (Notre Dame). When this option was not available, I instead 

looked for journal articles and reliable sources which described the history of the conflicts and their 

resolutions. This approach was less than ideal, as it drew from a variety of sources and resulted in me 

personally classifying the cases based on sometimes subjective criteria. The process was made more 

difficult in cases where the resolution was only partially implemented or when there were multiple 



conflicts going on simultaneously in the same country. In some cases, there simply wasn’t enough 

information available for me to confidently classify the resolution as OSS or PS, in which case I would 

exclude the case from the dataset. In a few cases, my research led me to change the Sambanis’s original 

classification of partition. Specifically, Bosnia 1995 and Tajikistan 1994 were classified as partition under 

Sambanis, but I reclassified them as power-sharing. I also reclassified Morocco/Western Sahara 1989 and 

Namibia 1994 as partitions. In the end, I compiled a list of 57 ethnic civil wars, divided into 16 partitions, 

10 power-sharing solutions, and 31 single-state solutions. Below is the data table for the war / residual 

violence analysis. 

Table 1: Dataset – War and Residual Violence 

Ethnic Civil War Location and Time Solution Type Did War end for 2 

years? (1 = Yes) 

Did Residual Violence 

end for 2 years? (1 = 

Yes) 

Nambia (Namibia/South Africa 1965-1989) TSS 1 1 

Morocco (Morocco/Western Sahara 1975-1989) TSS 1 1 

Azerbaijan (Azerbaijan/Armenia 1988-1996) TSS 1 1 

Cyprus 1963-1964 (Northern Cyprus no data) TSS 0 0 

Cyprus 1974-1974 (Norhtern Cyprus no data) TSS 1 1 

Ethiopia (Ethiopia/Eritrea 1974-1991) TSS 1 1 

Georgia 1991-1994 * (South Ossetia and Abkhazian secessions both 

included) 

TSS 1 1 

India (India/Pakistan 1946-1948) TSS 1 1 

India (India/Pakistan 1965-1965) TSS 1 0 



India 1989-1994 TSS 1 0 

Moldova 1992-1994 (Trasnistria, USSR unclear, neither have records) TSS 1 0 

Pakistan (Pakistan/Bangladesh 1971) TSS 1 1 

Russia/Chechnya 1994-1996 (Chechnya no records) TSS 0 0 

Somalia 1988-1991 (Somaliland no records) TSS 0 0 

Yugoslavia/Croatia 1991-1991 (Yugoslavia collapsed *) TSS 0 0 

Yugoslavia/Croatia 1995-1995 (Yugoslavia collapsed) TSS 1 1 

Bangladesh 1973-1994 PS 1 1 

Lebanon 1958 PS 1 1 

Lebanon 1982-1992 PS 1 0 

Mali 1990-1995 PS 1 1 

United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 1968-1994 PS 1 1 

Papua New Guinea 1988-1991 PS 1 0 

Philippines 1972-1996 PS 1 0 

Sudan 1963-1972 PS 1 1 

Tajikistan 1992-1997 PS 1 0 

Bosnia 1995 PS 1 1 

Algeria 1992-1997 OSS 0 0 



Burma 1968-1982 OSS 0 0 

Burma 1983-1995 OSS 1 0 

Burundi 1972-1973 OSS 1 1 

China/Tibet 1950-1951 OSS 1 0 

Ethiopia 1977-1985 OSS 1 0 

Guatemala 1966-1972 OSS 0 0 

Indonesia/Timor 1975-1982 OSS 1 0 

Iraq/Shammar 1959 OSS 0 0 

Iraq/Kurds 1988-1994 OSS 1 0 

Iraq/Shiites 1991-1994 OSS 1 0 

Jordan 1971 OSS 1 1 

Nigeria 1980-1984 OSS 1 0 

Pakistan 1973-1977 OSS 1 1 

Paraguay 1947 OSS 1 1 

Rwanda 1963-1964 OSS 1 0 

Burundi 1988 OSS 0 0 

China 1967-1968 OSS 1 0 

Congo/Zaire 1967 OSS 1 1 



Congo/Zaire 1960-1965 OSS 0 0 

Congo/Zaire 1996-1997 OSS 0 0 

Guatemala 1974-1994 OSS 1 1 

India 1984-1994 * same time as a partition OSS 1 1 

Iraq/Kurds 1974-1975 OSS 1 0 

Mexico 1992-1994 OSS 1 1 

Nigeria 1967-1970 OSS 1 1 

Rwanda 1990-1994 OSS 1 1 

South Africa 1976-1994 OSS 1 1 

Thailand 1967-1985 OSS 1 1 

Uganda 1966 OSS 1 1 

Uganda 1980-1986 OSS 1 0 

Note: I analyzed the data using the statistical software JMP (Version 15.2). 

Results - Political Freedom 

I analyzed the data using an ANOVA test. The results are shown in the two figures below. The 

independent variable was the solution type which took three values - one for each solution type. The 

dependent variable was Delta Polity, the change in average polity score from the 5-year pre-conflict era to 

the 20-year post-conflict era. The ANOVA test determines whether the mean value of Delta Polity is 

significantly different between any of the three groups. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference in 

mean scores across the three groups. The means are +3.29 for TSS, +2.50 for PS, and +1.58 for OSS. The 

ANOVA test yields a p-value of 0.5856 > 0.05, and thus I fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no 



statistically significant effect of solution type on Polity score. Thus, I conclude that none of the three 

solutions perform significantly better or worse at promoting democratization.  

The figure on the right shows an interesting trend in the Delta Polity values. Partition has the smallest 

standard deviation, then power-sharing, then OSS. This trend is probably not meaningful, as there are 

many more cases of OSS than TSS or PS, so it is expected that OSS would have a wider range. The plot 

reveals a few potential outliers in the data (e.g. Uganda 1966 and Mali 1990-1995), but none of these are 

actually outliers. A rule of thumb states that a data point is an outlier if it’s studentized residual is greater 

than three or less than negative three, and in this dataset no studentized residuals satisfy this criteria. A 

retrospective power analysis on the dataset yields a Least Significant Number (LSN) of 269. This means 

that if the dataset had contained 269 ethnic conflicts, a statistically significant difference might have been 

detected. Therefore, it could be that (as postulated earlier) there truly is a significant difference in Delta 

Polity for the three conflicts, but there are not enough historical instances of ethnic civil war to make this 

determination. A depressing possibility is that we will simply have to wait for hundreds more conflicts to 

occur before we will discover which method is truly best at promoting democracy and political freedom. 

Thinking optimistically, though, this dataset is 22 years old, and initially contained 126 civil wars (almost 

half of the LSN) before I trimmed it down. So, if there is a significant difference, it might not be too long 

until an empirical analysis finds it.  



 

Figure 1: JMP output for Political Freedom 

Results - War Recurrence and Residual Violence 

I used similar methods to analyze the other two variables, running an ANOVA test for each of the two 

dependent variables. A mosaic plot for each of the tests is shown below The ANOVA for war recurrence 

yielded a p-value of 0.2394, and thus I fail to reject the null hypothesis that solution type has no 

significant effect on war recurrence. However, it is interesting to note that PS had a perfect record of 

preventing war recurrence, while the other two solution types prevented war recurrence about 75% of the 

time. Given the non significant p-value and the fact that there are only 10 cases of PS in the dataset, this 

anomaly is probably due to small sample size. However, it merits further investigation, and it may very 

well be that power-sharing approaches are more effective than other solutions at definitively ending wars. 

This is the type of finding that would have been impossible to make using Sambanis’ method, as it is only 

visible when PS and OSS are not lumped together. Either way, there appears to be virtually no difference 

between the efficacies of TSS and OSS. 

The residual violence analysis yielded clearer conclusions. A p-value of 0.5013 led me to fail to reject the 

null hypothesis that solution type has no significant effect on residual violence recurrence. 13 of 31 OSS, 

6 of 10 PS, and 9 of 16 TSS cases resulted in residual violence recurrence. If it were the case that PS are 



better at preventing war recurrence, this benefit does not translate to preventing residual violence. In fact, 

PS arrangements lead to continued residual violence slightly more often than OSS or TSS. But this 

difference is not statistically significant. 

 

 

Figure 2: Mosaic Plots for War and Residual Violence 

Quantitative Analysis - Conclusions 

When decision-makers are determining which type of solution to implement in a given conflict, and they 

wish to minimize war and residual violence recurrence while maximizing political freedom, there is no 

magic bullet. On aggregate, no solution outperforms the others in any of these areas. General claims about 

the effectiveness of one solution type in these areas are thus unfounded. Unless one twists the definition 

of the word “possible”, there is no evidence supporting Chaim Kaufmann’s claim that partition is the only 

possible solution to ethnic civil war. Neither is there evidence for Sambanis’ claim that “on average, 

partition may be an impossible solution to ethnic civil war” (Sambanis 482). This second claim is doubly 

dubious because Sambanis’s own results did not support this. My data suggest that, in terms of 

effectiveness, there is no universally superior solution, nor is there any universally inferior solution. 

  



3. Normative Problems (Desirability) 

While the three solutions yield similar results on the quantitative metrics, they raise wildly different 

normative concerns. Particularly, any implementation of the TSS or OSS would inherently create certain 

problems, which are explored below.  

Problems with TSS 

There are a few key problems with the TSS which make it unlikely to solve the conflict in its present 

state. First, there is the issue of Jewish settlements in the West Bank. The Israeli government has 

encouraged Jews to illegally settle in Israeli-backed housing developments on the Palestinian side of the 

pre-1967 borders. Slowly, these settlements have grown and forced Palestinians off the land, corralling 

them into smaller and smaller pieces of territory reminiscent of the infamous bantustans in apartheid 

South Africa. No Palestinian leadership would accept a partition based on the current territorial situation, 

as this would leave the Palestinian state fractured, small, and completely at the mercy of it’s dominant 

Jewish neighbor. In order to make partition acceptable to the Palestinians, Israel would have to cede much 

of its occupied land, which would likely involve the removal of its settlers. But this is a wildly unlikely 

scenario. As Tony Judt puts it “It may be that over a quarter of a million heavily armed and subsidized 

Jewish settlers would leave Arab Palestine voluntarily; but no one I know believes it will happen. Many 

of those settlers will die—and kill—rather than move” (Judt 2003). An alternative would be to swap the 

settler-held land for land elsewhere in Historic Palestine. The problem is that land swaps without 

population transfers may quickly lead to a jigsaw puzzle-like map where neither of the two states are 

geographically contiguous, and this arrangement would not be desirable for obvious reasons. 

Second, there is the issue of Jerusalem, the jewel of Historic Palestine in the eyes of both the Jews and the 

Palestinians. Jerusalem is home to some of the holiest sites in Judaism and Islam, and thus both ethnic 

groups have a strong desire for control over the city. The problem with partition is that it by definition 

cannot allow joint ownership of territory. Somewhere, a line must be drawn, and this line is bound to 

dissatisfy at least one of the ethnic groups. Even a completely fair division would be impractical, as this 

would necessitate dividing holy buildings, such as the Dome of the Rock, in half, which would naturally 



anger both sides. Most partition agreements take this into account though, and define some sort of joint 

administration zone over the holiest sites. However, the larger this zone is, the more the solution ceases to 

be a TSS and transforms into a PSS. Other implementation issues include the right of return for 

Palestinian refugees and the (de)militarization of the Palestinian state, neither of which the TSS seems 

likely to resolve. In summary, the TSS has so far been incapable of resolving many aspects of the conflict, 

so much so that Ghada Karmi writes “it has been clear for some time that the implementation of a two-

state solution has become logistically impossible on terms that could satisfy even the most minimal 

Palestinian aspirations, let alone rights” (Karmi 65). However, many of these implementation issues are 

common to all solutions, and thus are generally outside of the scope of this analysis. 

But the problems with the TSS go deeper. Even if these implementation issues were resolved, there are 

more fundamental problems with ethnic partition and the creation of ethnically homogenous “ethno-

states” in general. 

Ethnic minorities 

In Israel, non-Jewish/Arab minorities make up 4.9% of the population, but are not accounted for under an 

arrangement which makes one home for the Jews and one home for the largely Muslim Palestinians 

(Britannica 2020). It is unclear where such minorities would fit in, and whether they could be granted full 

citizenship within an ethnostate. A similar problem occurred during the Partition of India, in which the 

Sikh minority was not given a state. This has led to numerous instances of violence between Sikhs, 

Muslims, and Hindus there. The main alternative to this dichotomous solution would be to create more 

ethno-states - one for each minority group. But the issue is, where does one stop? In Israel, there are tens 

of ethnic groups, from Circassians to Baha’is, with populations no greater than a few thousand people. 

Would a fair partition model grant each of these groups its own state? Clearly, this model would be 

nonfunctional. But the alternative is to force these ethnic groups to live within another group’s ethnostate, 

which also seems unjust.  

This raises an argument made by Daniel Posner, regarding politically salient social cleavages. Posner uses 

social identity matrices to make his claim that people’s identities will shift depending on their 



environment and on what is convenient. He presents the following scenario: “Suppose that groups were 

residentially segregated and that the redistricting created a new district that was homogeneously South 

Asian. With no other racial group in the new district...the only cleavage that would matter would be the 

one that divides Christians, Muslims, and Hindus. Religion would thus become the primary basis of social 

division, and political coalition building and conflict would likely take place along religious lines” 

(Posner 2016, p. 2011). This is an incredibly important point. Even if the Palestinian Arabs were awarded 

an independent state as a solution to the IPC, this would not be the end of the ethnic conflict. Within the 

Palestinian state, there would now be divisions between Christians, Muslims, and other religious groups. 

This would likely generate new conflict, as the formerly unified front would now lack a common enemy 

but have salient divisions. If this seems far-fetched, one has to look only a few miles to the North, in 

Lebanon, to see how well a crisis-ridden state full of Christian and Muslim Arabs turned out when they 

tried to work together. Other examples abound in postcolonial Africa. Following these trends, the 

Palestinian state would be subject to the same type of problem that caused its creation: identity-based civil 

animosity. Following the logic of the TSS, this state would have to be divided between Christians and 

Muslims. But then these states could be further divided (i.e. between different denominations of Islam). 

Again, this begs the question: Where does one stop? Posner summarizes the problem well in the 

following quote: “partition or the creation of federal states is highly unlikely to generate ethnically 

homogenous units - at least not permanently….The idea that the populations in the new units will be 

homogenous is a fantasy.” It should be acknowledged, however, that the Palestinians are overwhelmingly 

Sunni Muslim, so it is possible that the smaller religious denominations would never generate enough 

political capital to pose a threat to Sunni dominance. But in the case of India, according to Chaim 

Kaufmann, the lack of Sikh self-determination was a major barrier to peace even though the Sikhs 

constituted only 1.2% of India’s population (When All Else Fails 143). Furthermore, given the history of 

mass immigration and the various refugee crises in the region, there’s no guarantee that the demographics 

of Palestine won’t shift dramatically in the near future. 



Another point that Posner makes is that social identities can change (Posner p. 2002). This constructivist 

remark is echoed by Chaim Kaufmann, who states that one of the few valid alternatives to ethnic 

separation is ethnic identity reconstruction or suppression (Possible and Impossible p. 152). Clearly, 

ethnic groups change over time, so it is odd to lock in certain ethnic divisions and not others. If one 

preserves the Palestinian identity by creating a Palestinian ethnostate that is completely separate from the 

Jewish ethnostate, then this works to prevent the creation of new blended Palestinian/Jewish identities. 

Implicitly, preserving one ethnic group is preventing the formation and thus the existence of another. 

Except for the fact that the act of preservation could prevent suffering and war, this errand seems ethically 

neutral. Unless it can be proven that ethnic separation provides substantial benefits to humanity (i.e. by 

stopping killings), then there is no moral imperative to preserve currently-existing ethnic groups. Doing 

so could even be construed as “chronological discrimination”, as it offers an ethnostate to currently-

existing ethnic groups while denying ethnostates to groups that existed in the past and that will otherwise 

exist in the future. 

There is, of course, an argument that partition is only a temporary solution to ethnic conflict, and thus 

these long-term concerns over rigidly enshrined ethnic identities are unfounded. But this argument is not 

convincing. Radha Kumar, for example, raises the example of Bosnia. According to Kumar, many see the 

Dayton agreement as a temporary, partial separation, whose boundaries will be eroded over time as the 

benefits of a common economic space manifest themselves and become more important than ethnic 

divisions. Thus, the Dayton Accords are simply “buying time” for Bosnians until this process occurs. 

More generally, Kumar argues that “partition has rarely been seen as anything other than a temporary 

solution to a crisis, which can be reversed as the crisis recedes. However, ethnic partitions have never 

been reversed; their implementation has inexorably driven communities further apart” (Kumar 1997, p. 

33). Interestingly, Kumar wrote this article in 1997, but his predictions about Bosnia appear more true 

today than ever. The benefits of the common economic space have not manifested themselves in any 

dramatic way, as Bosnia is currently among the poorest countries in Europe and is the poorest out of the 

former Yugoslav countries (excluding the partially-recognized Kosovo) (Trading Economics 2020). 



Furthermore, a flurry of alarm bells went off in late 2021 warning that Bosnia could soon break up. In line 

with Kumar’s argument, it appears that the tensions have remained hard rather than fading away. The 

takeaway from this is that partition is unlikely to be undone in favor of union, and thus any concerns 

about the long-term effects of partition are valid and must be addressed. 

Mixed Families 

Ethnic partition does not account for ethnically mixed families. In the IPC, a family of joint Jewish and 

Arab ancestry would have to choose one ethnicity or the other. There is reason to believe they would not 

be treated well in either case, as they would likely be treated as minorities and outsiders given their mixed 

blood. Historical examples from times and places as far away as 1994 Rwanda and 1800s United States 

suggest that ethnically discriminatory state tend to view people of mixed ethnicity as part of the 

subjugated group. If this is true in the IPC, mixed families would have nowhere to go. Partition would not 

only snuff out the expression of an interethnic identity, but would prevent or at the very least retard future 

ethnic mixing.  

Liberalism 

Relatedly, ethnic partition is generally not a very “liberal” solution. It essentially assumes that people of 

certain ethnicities cannot live peacefully together, and epitomizes the antithesis to Western ideals of 

coexistence and acceptance. Even Chaim Kaufmann, one of the strongest proponents of partition, admits 

that it does not do anything substantial to resolve ethnic hatred (Possible and Impossible p. 173-174). It is 

all the more strange, then, that the United States and its Western allies are arguably the strongest 

proponents of partition in the case of the IPC. American politicians across the aisle, from Mitt Romney to 

Joe Biden, call for a two-state solution. Generally, the Western policy (seen in places like Afghanistan 

before the Taliban takeover of 2021) is nominally to promote inclusive, democratic governance, and to 

not give in to right-wing extremists who threaten the security of inclusive and democratic states. “We do 

not negotiate with terrorists” has basically been the mantra of American Presidents when it comes to 

extremism. However, America and its allies do the opposite in the IPC. Partition pleases all but the most 

fundamentalist ethno-nationalists by affording their ethnic group a de jure ethno-state, which is something 



that most ethnic groups never obtain in this day and age. Conversely, it stifles the efforts of liberals and 

moderates who prefer coexistence. Partition resembles forced racial segregation and harkens back to the 

“separate but equal” mindset prevalent in pre-Civil Rights America. If such an arrangement is not fitting 

for the United States, why do American politicians see it as fitting for other places? 

 It should be noted, however, that there is a valid argument for ethnic separation that is based in 

liberalism and realism rather than in right-wing nationalism. This argument is expressed by Ibram X. 

Kendi in his book “How to Be an Antiracist”. Kendi tells the story of a group of freed African-American 

ex-slaves who, after the American Civil War, were given the option between living with white Americans 

or living in their own separate African-American community. They chose their own separate community, 

not to separate themselves from whites, but to separate themselves from the racism inflicted upon them by 

whites. (Kendi 2019). This sentiment is still alive today. Amidst the American racial unrest of 2020, a 

group of 19 Black families created the “Freedom Georgia Initiative”, which “collectively purchased 96.71 

acres of rural land…with the intention of developing a self-contained Black community” (Francis 2020). 

The stated goal of this initiative is not Black nationalism or racial segregation, but “‘to build a tight-knit 

community for our people to just come and breathe’”. This example shows that even in liberal societies, 

some members of marginalized ethnic groups desire an ethnically homogenous safe space. But the key 

aspect (aside from sovereignty) that differentiates this example from the type of ethnic partition touted in 

the IPC is personal choice. Black people in America have the freedom to choose whether to move to this 

Black enclave or whether to live in the rest of the United States, and either way, they will still retain 

citizenship. Partition in the IPC, on the other hand, would necessitate forced population transfers and/or 

the denial of full citizenship to minorities. So unless partition can be done in such a way to allow for 

personal choice, it cannot be described as a liberal solution. 

 It should be emphasized that the assumption listed above (that people of certain ethnicities cannot 

live peacefully together) is invalid. While this is true for some individuals, it cannot be generalized to the 

entire population of both major ethnic groups in the IPC. Take, for instance, the dozens of NGOs in Israel 

and Palestine focused on coexistence and peacebuilding. If the above assumption were true, these NGOs 



would not exist. Or look at the thousands of Arabs who live and work in Israel. As Bernard Avishai points 

out, “beneath the surface, on a personal level, relations between Jews and Arabs are often surprisingly 

cordial” (Avishai 2018). Yet some authors take this flawed assumption to the maximum. Chaim 

Kaufmann, for example, make several statements in his articles “When All Else Fails: Ethnic Population 

Transfers and Partitions in the Twentieth Century” and “Possible and Impossible Solutions to Ethnic Civil 

Wars'' which seem to deny the existence of people open to coexistence. For example, Kaufmann states 

that at the time of Israeli independence, “a unified independent Palestine was impossible because the Jews 

would not submit to rule by the Arab majority.” (When All Else Fails page 144). However, this must be a 

generalization. Less than half a century before, the Muslim Ottoman empire ruled over Palestine, which 

had a non-negligible Jewish population. Walid Khalidi estimates that in 1897, about 7% of Palestine was 

Jewish (Khalidi 1991, p. 6). Clearly, the lack of rebellions and Jewish extremism during this time 

indicates that the Jews peacefully submitted to rule by the Arab majority. Many of these people and their 

children would have still been alive at the time of independence, and would have remembered peaceful 

life under Ottoman rule. Some of them likely preferred Israeli independence, but it is unlikely that they 

would have all refused a unified Palesitinian state. Kaufmann does appear to cede the existence of liberal-

minded people in the other article, but he downplays this group and claims that it ceases to exist once 

conflict sets in. But his two pieces of evidence, in the following quote, are unconvincing. Kaufmann states 

that “Following riots in Colombo in 1983 in which Sinhalese mobs killed 3,000 Tamils, even formerly 

liberal-minded Sinhalese came to view all Tamils as separatists. ‘They all say they are loyal to the 

government, but scratch a Tamil, any Tamil, and beneath the skin there is an Eelamist’. Non-ethnic 

identity categories, such as neighborhood and friendship, cannot compete: in 1994 much of the hierarchy 

of the Rwandan Catholic Church split on ethnic lines.” (Possible and Impossible, p. 141-142). His first 

sentence is again a generalization, and the ensuing quotation is the opinion of a single Sinhalese 

businessman who cannot be assumed to represent the entirety of Sri Lanka. His Rwandan example is 

misleading, since “much” is not that same as “all”. There are in fact copious examples of Rwandan Hutus 

refusing to participate in the genocide and in fact aiding Tutsis who were set to be killed. No matter the 



intensity of a conflict, there will always be people who do not buy into the extremist nationalism of their 

own ethnic group. While the size of such a group is not always known, and they often lack political 

power, there does always exist a group of people who desire coexistence. 

 This distinction between the liberal-minded people of each ethnicity and the hard-line nationalists 

is not frivolous. This is of course true of all ethnicities. Any moderate or liberal white American will be 

quick to disavow white nationalism and insist that they themselves are fundamentally different from 

people who support such a cause. In the United States, white nationalist rallies consistently lead to violent 

clashes with liberals, and occasionally lead to death, as was the case in Charlottesville in 2017. During the 

Rwandan Genocide, Hutu liberals who decided to help Tutsis were often killed for not supporting the 

Hutu extremist cause. In Israel and Palestine, it is no different. Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin was 

assassinated by a Jewish ultranationalist over ideological differences regarding peace with the 

Palestinians. According to Ethan Bronner, violence regularly breaks out between extremist Jewish settlers 

and the Israeli Defense Forces, as well as between the Palestinian Authority and the extremist Hamas 

militants (Bronner 2009). Regarding intra-Palestinian relations, Bronner also cites a 2009 poll which 

“found that most Palestinians have no faith that the two movements [Fatah and Hamas] will reconcile, 

and a majority say they are worried that they or a member of their family will be hurt by other 

Palestinians.” (Bronner 2009). The results of a more recent poll are even more striking. A 2018 poll by 

the Israeli Democracy Institute finds that 60% of Jews believe the “Strongest tension in Israeli society 

today” is either “between right and left” or “between religious and secular Jews”, compared to only 28% 

who believe that the strongest tension is “between Jews and Arabs”. The Arab population is more evenly 

split, with 42% believing the strongest tension is “between Jews and Arabs” and 39%  believing it is 

either “between right and left” or “between religious and secular Jews” (Hermann 2018). These results 

indicate that ideological differences in Israel are at least as dangerous as interethnic differences.  

The takeaway from this is that both extremist factions (the ultranationalists Zionists and the 

Hamas militants) are the common enemies of everyone else in society. While extremist Zionists are 

threatened by extremist Palestinians and vice versa, non-extremists are threatened by both. Partition 



cannot resolve these intra-ethnic threats of violence, and thus leaves major security concerns unaddressed. 

Earlier it was mentioned that one ethnic partition may necessitate further ethnic partitions in order to 

bring about peace and security, but it is possible that ideological partition may also be necessary in order 

to avoid senseless violence. It could be argued, however, that ethnic partition would lessen the conflicts 

among extremist and non-extremist factions, as much of the violence (e.g. Rabin’s assassination) was 

committed in order to “play spoiler” and prevent a deal from being reached. But interstate agreements 

within an anarchic international political system have no enforcement mechanism and therefore are in no 

way permanent. Even after a partition deal, Israel could later renege and decide to annex Palestine. 

According to Benny Morris, this was precisely the intention of Israeli leaders David Ben-Gurion and 

Chaim Weizmann when they sought to accept the British Peel Commission’s proposed partition of 

Palestine in 1937. In Morris’s words, “both saw partition as a stepping stone to further expansion and the 

eventual takeover of the whole of Palestine.” (Morris 2001, p. 136). It is likely that many hard-line 

Zionists would view a modern deal similarly, and would continue their mission for full annexation. There 

would still be incentives for continued extremist acts even after a deal is reached. Thus, partition would 

not eliminate extremist intra-ethnic violence, and therefore would not accomplish its mission of providing 

a safe haven for all peoples. By accommodating the security needs of ethno-nationalists and not those of 

liberal-minded people, partition at worst encourages extremism, and at best discourages liberalism. 

Positive Peace 

Partition, even at its best, is unlikely to achieve positive peace. Positive peace is a term created by Johan 

Galtung meaning “the integration of human society”, and is contrasted with “negative peace”, which is 

simply the absence of violence (Grewal 2003, p. 1). Obviously, positive peace is more desirable than 

negative peace, but negative peace is generally considered an acceptable outcome for ethnic conflicts. A 

problem with partition is that by locking in ethnic identities and separating rival groups, it is unlikely that 

their differences will ever be resolved, essentially eliminating positive peace from the menu of potential 

outcomes. Even under Kaufmann’s idealized version of partition (which has never been implemented), he 

acknowledges that negative peace is probably the best that could be achieved, in the following quote:  



 

“Those considering humanitarian intervention to end ethnic civil wars should 

set as their goal lasting safety, rather than perfect peace. Given the persistence 

of ethnic rivalries, “safety” is best defined as freedom from threats of ethnic 

murder, expropriation, or expulsion for the overwhelming majority of civilians 

of all groups. Absence of formal peace, even occasional terrorism or border 

skirmishes, would not undermine this, provided that the great majority of 

civilians are not at risk” (Possible and Impossible, p. 151). 

 

Clearly, “lasting safety” defined by Kaufmann is a far cry from an ideal resolution. In fact, it could be 

argued using this definition that the IPC is already solved. If this is the optimal result from a 

Kaufmannian (idealized) partition, then the result of a real partition in the IPC would be significantly 

worse. In actuality, The IPC fails to satisfy multiple of Kaufmann’s criteria for a successful partition. 

Kaufmann writes “settlements must aim at physically separating the warring communities and 

establishing a balance of relative strength that makes it unprofitable for either side to attempt to revise the 

territorial settlement” (Possible and Impossible, p. 161). Given the massive asymmetry in strength 

between the Israelis and Palestinians, it would be incredibly difficult to ensure a balance of relative 

strength. Without this, there would naturally be incentives for Israel to continue encroaching on 

Palestinian land. Kaufmannian partition also requires defensible boundaries, but there are no such borders 

in the IPC. Israel’s border wall encroaches too far into Palestinian land to be a border, and any settlement 

which divides Jerusalem would ensure the the city and it’s delicate holy shrines stood on the borderline. 

Furthermore, there are no mountains or major rivers that could serve as natural boundaries either. In 

summary, partition can only achieve negative peace even under ideal conditions, and the conditions in the 

IPC are far from ideal.  

 It should be noted though that partition does not necessarily prevent the formation of positive 

peace. It is possible to build positive peace across international borders even between hostile countries, 



despite the unlikeliness of such a scenario. The concept of environmental peacebuilding is one key 

example of such a possibility. The idea behind environmental peacebuilding is to use the shared interest 

of cross-boundary natural resource management as a way to spur collaboration between sovereign states. 

Todd Walters describes the environmental peacebuilding efforts underway between Kosovo, Montenegro, 

and Albania, which seem to be making headway, despite Albanian Kosovars and Montenegrins being 

bitter ethnic rivals who recently fought in a long conflict ending in not one but two partitions. Walters 

explains that environmental peacebuilding is a way to transition from negative to positive peace, and can 

even be used to “build peace in a region that already considers itself peaceful” (Walters 2012, p. 16). So 

perhaps there are mechanisms by which partition can lead to positive peace, but even if there is, such a 

process would take a considerable amount of time. 

Population Transfers 

Another major problem with partition is that it necessitates forced population transfers. Ethnic groups are 

always somewhat interspersed, so population transfers are necessary to separate the groups into 

geographically contiguous regions. In addition to the problem of forcing people to move (which, as 

mentioned earlier, would be especially difficult in the case of the IPC and its Zionist settlers) and the cost 

of such an operation, population transfers have a history of causing and exacerbating human suffering. 

Probably the worst case of this is the partition of India, which according to Kaufmann caused nearly a 

million deaths, but other examples abound. (Possible and Impossible, p. 171). The logistical difficulty of 

peacefully facilitating the movement of enormous groups of hostile people through a conflict zone means 

that by choosing partition, one is implicitly choosing to accept the inevitable losses that will result from 

the transfer. 

These problems beg the important question: Why is partition the favored solution? Is it really the best we 

can do? Clearly, it falls short on a variety of metrics (including positive peace and accommodations for 

mixed families), so justifying its implementation requires proving that partition is the best or only option. 



There are of course other objections to partition, but the ones listed above are the main normative ones. 

Others, such as the assertion that partition would lead to international conflict between the partitioned 

countries, are better addressed through an empirical analysis of conflict resolution. 

Ignorance of History 

As Ghada Karmi points out, the TSS ignores the history of the conflict. Karmi argues that the existence of 

Israel as a Jewish state and the overall Zionist project are the true roots of the conflict. “If the imposition 

of Zionism on the Arabs was the cause of the Palestinians’ dispossession, the denial of their rights, and 

the constant state of conflict between Israel and its neighbors, it makes no sense for a peace agreement to 

preserve this status quo.” (Karmi 2011). Karmi offers a wider historical view than most analyses afford, 

and argues that any form of partition is an injustice to the Palestinians. According to this view, the TSS 

only rights the wrongs committed after the 1948 war, an implicitly excuses any Israeli crimes and 

dispossessions before then. In this sense, Karmi views the Palestinian acceptance of partition as a 

practical decision, not as an acceptance of the justice of partition. Thus, TSS will never resolve the 

Palestinians’ historical grievances, and a sense of hostility regarding injustice might always remain. Alan 

Dowty, however, also examines the long history of the conflict and draws more optimistic conclusions. 

He claims that the antagonism between Jews and Palestinians was at its maximum in the early 1880s, at 

the beginning of Jewish settlement in Palestine. According to Dowty, “neither side even recognized that 

there was another side” during that era. However, the gap narrowed throughout the years, and eventually 

the two sides discussed compromise amongst themselves. It took until the year 2000 for the “first serious 

face-to-face negotiations over core issues between accredited leaders of the two core parties” to take place 

(Dowty 2018, p. 233). These talks did not produce peace, but in Dowty’s view signaled declining hostility 

between the ethnic groups. He claims that there is nearly a consensus among Israel’s political parties 

which accepts the existence of a Palestinian state (and thus a TSS), and points out that the Palestinians 

have accepted Israel’s right to exist. Both of these would have been inconceivable 100 years ago. Dowty 

optimistically argues that “perhaps another half century to work out the details [of a peace agreement] is 



only to be expected” (Dowty p. 235). Thus, it is possible that the Palestinian historical grievances are 

simply fading away over time, and will not stand in the way of resolution. 

Problems with the One-State Solution 

The one-state solution is problematic for Israel. As mentioned earlier, scholars such as Judt make the 

argument that the dismantlement of Israeli settlements is not feasible and therefore partition is impossible. 

But David Wearing points out that feasibility is relative. While it may be difficult to imagine Israel giving 

up it’s settlements, it is more difficult to imagine Israel giving up it’s identity as a Jewish state, along with 

the entire project of Zionism (Wearing 2012). Given that the Zionist mission is what propelled many 

settlers to voluntarily relocate to the West Bank, it would be illogical for them to sacrifice the Zionist 

mission so that they do not have to relocate back to Israel. More generally, national self-determination is 

very high on the list of priorities for both the Jews and the Palestinians. Nadim Rouhana writes that “there 

is a strong sense that the Jewish public is resolute in its support for a Jewish state even if they see that it 

can be achieved only at the expense of equality” (Rouhana 1998), which does not bode well for the OSS. 

Even in 2018, when Palestinians were suffering arguably the worst relative power differential to the 

Israelis that they have ever had, only 27.6% of Palestinians indicated that they would “support” or 

“certainly support” a single state with equal rights for all Jews and Palestinians. Given the bleakness of 

the current outlook for Palestinian self-determination, it is likely that this number is inflated due to some 

Palestinians now seeing the TSS as impossible. (Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research, page 

19). It is important to note that Palestinian nationalism is not a modern phenomenon, nor is it simply a 

reciprocal reaction to Zionism. According to Ahamad Samih Khalidi, Arab Palestinian nationalism began 

to take “tanglible political form” around the year 1900, but likely existed in an amorphous form prior to 

this (Routledge 2015, p. 20). Zionism, for its part, rose along with the tide of nationalism in 1800s 

Europe, and “officially emerged under the stewardship of Theodor Herzl in 1897” (Routledge 2015, p. 

11). Global support for Zionism is especially strong because of the horrific treatment of Jews during the 

Holocaust, which prompted the Western-led post-WWII order to put forth incredible effort to create and 



sustain a homeland for Jews. Thus, both groups have a history that leads them away from compromise on 

this issue. Both groups desperately want a homeland of their own, shared with no one. 

Related to the issue of self-determination, there is an important counter argument to be made against 

proponents of the OSS. Organziations and people invovled with the IPC, such as the BDS movement, 

often invoke South Africa, discussing how Israel is guilty of apartheid (BDS 2020). Such an analogy is 

often used to support a majoritarian democratic OSS, but this analogy, while true in many respects, is 

flawed. The plight of the Palestinians is similar to the plight of the Black South Africans, in that they face 

limited civil rights and discrimination. Also, the assertion that Israel, like Britain, is a European settler 

colonial state is technically accurate. Third, as noted earlier, the territorial reality in Palestine is looking 

more and more like South Africa’s infamous bantustans. However, there is a key problem with the South 

Africa analogy, and that is the plight of the Jews. Unlike the British, a people with a distinction homeland 

thousands of miles from South Africa, the Jews both have a historical connection to Palestine and do not 

have any other homeland. Unlike most settler colonial societies such as Australia and the United States, 

many Jews trace their ancestry back to the land they currently occupy. Furthermore, Israel is the only 

state in which Jews are in the majority, and Jews have a history of being persecuted virtually everywhere 

they have lived. While the global situation for Jews is much better than it has been at certain points in 

history, hate crimes against Jews are still prevalent today. In fact, the Anti-Defamation League states that 

“antisemitic incidents are being reported at record levels” as of 2020 (Anti-Defamation League 2022). 

This is a stark contrast to the case of South Africa. There is no longstanding history of global persecution 

against the British, and if the white population of South Africa felt threatened, they had their home 

countries in Europe they could return to, where they are in the majority. It would have made no sense to 

partition South Africa, as there was simply no need for British colonists of South Africa to have a state of 

their own. But that is not the case with the IPC. Both groups have a legitimate claim to the right of self-

determination, and both have reasons to exercise that right in Historic Palestine. 

 

 



Another major pitfall of the OSS is the practical issue of security, which is very straightforward. A single 

state would require militant Zionists and Islamic fundamentalists living in the same space, with no border 

in between them. It is hard to imagine these two groups coexisting peacefully. 

A third problem is due to the difference in birth rates between the Palestinian and Jewish populations. The 

Palestinian birthrate is much higher, meaning the Palestinians will be clearly in the majority by the end of 

the century if not earlier. If this is the case, and the single state is democratic with no protections for 

minorities, then the Jews will find themselves completely at the mercy of the Arab majority. With no 

homeland to take refuge in and not enough people to sway key votes, the Israelis would be forced to 

endure whatever policies the Palestinians decided to pursue. Given the current Israeli treatment of 

Palestinians, revenge is to be expected. Such an arrangement is unlikely to garner Jewish approval. 

However, there is an argument that an effective OSS would help even out the birth rates. Developed 

countries tend to have lower birth rates than undeveloped ones, so if the OSS were able to raise the 

Palestinian standard of living to equal the Israeli standard of living, it is possible that this problem would 

disappear. However, this would not entirely solve the issue of single-group dominance of the state. There 

is currently a massive military and economic power differential in the IPC that favors the Jews. So while 

the populations remain roughly equal, it is possible that the Jews will exploit that power to inflate their 

representation in the government and institute unjust policies against the Palestinians. Either way, the 

OSS leads to the high probability of illiberal democracy. Instituting a Rwandan-style OSS would solve 

this issue, but doing so would raise the problem of finding a leader who would favor neither ethnic group, 

and also finding successors who would subsequently do the same. There is very little scholarship or 

theory regarding the crafting of liberal autocracies, and thus it is unlikely that such an attempt would be 

successful. Even Rwanda itself has not solved the problem of succession. 

Power-Sharing Problems 

Since PSS are essentially blends of OSS and TSS, the problem is that most issues relevant to both TSS 

and OSS will still apply to PSS. For example, Posner’s objection about indefinite partition and ethnic 

heterogeneity would still be relevant, as would the concern for the security of the state given the dual 



extremisms existing within the single state’s borders. However, these objections would be in some degree 

lessened. Limited autonomy is better than no autonomy at all, and some protections are better than no 

protections. The only issue that could be fully resolved by a PSS is the threat of one ethnic group 

dominating the politics of the single state. If designed well, a PSS could prevent this from happening. 

However, there is no consensus on what a well-designed PSS looks like. 

There is one problem with the current situation that becomes worse under PSS. Both Nadim Rouhana and 

Tony Judt are quick to point out that there is “a fundamental contradiction between [Israel] being a Jewish 

state… and a democracy” (Rouhana 74). Judt explains “Israel will be either a Jewish state (with an ever-

larger majority of unenfranchised non-Jews) or it will be a democracy. But logically it cannot be both.” 

(Judt). Both authors agree that Israel’s current policies put it on the path to becoming a Jewish ethnocracy 

and not a democracy. Rouhana does point out that Israel has some democratic secular elements to its 

governance, allowing the Arabs in Israel limited freedoms, but he still sees this situation as unsustainable. 

In short, Israel is trying to be a Jewish ethnocracy and an egalitarian democracy at the same time, but it is 

not working because it is impossible for a state to be both of these things at once. This then raises the 

question: are PSS not trying to be three things at once? Such arrangements are trying to accommodate 

Jewish ethnic autonomy, Palestinian ethnic autonomy, and egalitarian democratic elements into a single 

state. But, given that it is impossible for a state to effectively be two of these things at once, how can a 

state be three of these things at once? According to Rouhana and Judt, it makes no sense for a state to be 

any more than one of these at once.  

This perhaps explains the failures and many states built upon power-sharing. The cause of the 

catastrophic explosion at the port of Beirut in 2020 can be traced back to the bureaucratic nightmare that 

was Lebanon under its power-sharing government. The current problems with Bosnia stem from the 

complexity of the Dayton Accords in addition to the unresolved ethnic tensions. Even Belgium, a highly 

successful state in many regards, is considered “Europe’s failed state” because of its byzantine political 

system and power-sharing arrangement between its Dutch-speaking and French-speaking halves, which 



led the country to spend more than 1000 days without a government in the last decade alone (Galindo 

2020).  It could be that PSS are too complex to allow for effective governance most of the time.  

Returning to the IPC 

In a way, all of this analysis sends us back to square one. With all three solution types having major 

flaws, and with a historical analysis yielding no insights as to which one might be best, the task at hand 

remains to figure out the best solution to the IPC. The task seems hopeless, but this is because the only 

solutions examined so far are ones that have historical precedent. As none of these traditional solutions 

seem to bear fruit, it is time to examine outside of the box solutions to the IPC. This opens up a whole 

new realm of theoretical analysis and conjecture. Various novel solutions have been proposed to the IPC, 

but they tend to fall in one of two categories: a variation of PS (such as Bernard Avishai’s confederation 

approach), or blatantly unrealistic (such as Mathias Mossberg’s shared sovereignty suggestion) (Avishai 

2018, Mossberg 2010). In the following section I introduce a novel solution to the IPC and analyze its 

benefits and drawbacks.  



4.    The Enclave Plan 

This novel solution, which I dub “The Enclave Plan” (EP) is conceptually simple but is quite complex 

below the surface. The fundamental assumption the EP makes is that there are three distinct groups of 

people in Israel and Palestine (or in any conflict for that matter): Jewish ethno-nationalists, Palestinian 

ethno-nationalists, and people who do not identify solely on the basis of Jewish/Palestinian ethnicity. This 

is a starkly different assumption than the ones made by the OSS and the TSS. The OSS implicitly 

assumes that all people are fundamentally the same and that ethnic differences, given time, will cease to 

be politically salient to the point of violence. The TSS implicitly assumes that all people will fall into one 

of the first two camps - if they are Jewish they desire a Jewish state filled only with Jews, and if they are 

Palestinian then they desire a Palestinian state filled only with Palestinians. But earlier in this paper I 

established three groups of people who do not fall into either category: mixed families, ethnic minorities, 

and liberal-minded people. Clearly, these people exist and need somewhere to go. As established earlier, 

the people in this “Group 3” are at the most risk of violence, since both sets of extremists consider them 

their enemy. The issue with the TSS (and some of the PS approaches) is that it does not provide a home 

for Group 3. The TSS splits Group 3 into two parts and forces each into a separate ethnostate. For many 

reasons listed earlier, this is problematic. Specifically, from the point of view that liberalism is good for 

humanity, Group 3 is the key group that needs to be supported. The OSS (and some PSS approaches) 

addresses this by going to the opposite extreme. The OSS provides Group 3 a home by making the 

entirety of Historic Palestine into a state governed without regard for ethnicity. But this is problematic 

because it does not provide a home for the other two groups. The OSS does well to provide a home for 

Group 3, but the key here is that the home for Group 3 does not have to encompass the whole of Historic 

Palestine.  

The Enclave Plan would partition Historic Palestine into three states - one non-ethnic state for Group 3, 

one ethnic enclave for the Palestinians, and one ethnic enclave for the Jews. Each of the three groups 

would get its own state. The size of the states would be based on the size of each group. Importantly, the 

home for Group 3 - the “third state” - would be placed in between the two enclaves, separating them 



entirely and canceling the need for a defensible border. Jerusalem would be placed in the third state, but 

the rest of the borders could be drawn based on where the people of the three groups already live. Since 

Jewish or Palestinian membership in Group 3 is based on personal ideology, a Jew would be able to 

choose whether to live in the third state or in the Jewish enclave, while a Palestinian would be able to 

choose whether to live in the third state or in the Palestinian enclave. 

Benefits of the EP vs. TSS:  

The benefits of the EP is that it solves or reduces many of the problems faced by the other solutions. In 

fact, every problem with the TSS that is highlighted in this paper is either eliminated or reduced under the 

EP. Regarding ethnic minorities, the EP would provide a home for groups like the Circassians and 

Baha’is in the multiethnic third state. Instead of living in another group’s ethnostate where they would not 

be guaranteed rights, they could live amongst mixed families, liberals, and people of any ethnicity, who 

would be more likely to accept them. However, the EP does not solve Posner’s problem of indefinite 

partition. The EP would not satisfy the desires of ethno-nationalist Circassians and Baha’is. Like the TSS, 

such desires for increasingly small ethnically homogeneous states pose a threat to the plan as there is no 

clear stopping point. However, it’s likely that the need for such microstates would be reduced under the 

EP compared to the TSS, since they would be guaranteed rights under the EP that they would not be 

afforded under the TSS.  

The EP completely solves the problem of mixed families. They could live in the third state.  

The issue of changing ethnic identities is a bit more complicated. The third state, of course, would allow 

for changing ethnic identities, while the enclaves would seek to preserve their current ethnicity. Thus, the 

EP would not entirely allow for fluid ethnic identities, but would perform better on this metric than the 

TSS.  

The EP is a liberal solution, and solves the problem of liberalism from multiple angles. It provides a home 

for Group 3 and with it a place for liberal ideals to flourish. At the same time, it recognizes that there are 

valid reasons why one might want to live in an ethnically homogenous state, and provides that option as 

well. Another substantial benefit of the EP is the increased security it provides for the people of Group 3. 



By providing them a sovereign state separate from the two ethnostates, they may be isolated from ethno-

nationalists by international borders. Such an arrangement is mutually beneficial, since the ethno-

nationalists prefer to live amongst their own ethnic group, and liberal-minded people generally prefer to 

live with other liberal-minded people rather than with ethno-nationalists.  

There is reason to believe that the EP would be better than the TSS at fostering both negative and positive 

peace. From a negative peace / security perspective, the EP could be easily designed to significantly 

reduce conflict. If the third state were placed in between the two enclaves, ensuring that the enclaves did 

not share a common border, then the security dilemma would be greatly reduced. People don’t fear 

liberal-minded people of other ethnicities - they fear the extremists of other ethnicities, and are often 

tricked into believing that all members of another ethnicity are extremists. The EP drives a fatal wedge 

into this belief by differentiating the extremists, who are virtually all ethno-nationalists, from the liberal-

minded people. For the people of the Jewish enclave, the thought of a liberal-minded, ethnically-mixed 

state at their doorstep is not nearly as worrying as the thought of a homogenous Palestinian state as a 

neighbor. The same is likely true for the Palestinians. Thus, with the specter of fear reduced, there are less 

incentives to stockpile arms, mobilize troops, and engage in other security-maximizing behavior. 

Furthermore, Kaufmann’s requirement of defensible borders for successful partition becomes moot if 

there is no border to begin with. The EP designed in this way would also probably be better at promoting 

positive peace. Cooperation between two states should be more likely if at least one of them is built upon 

the idea of interethnic coexistence than if both are ethno-states. Under the EP, each enclave would have to 

deal only with the third (plus their other neighbors of course) and not with the other enclave. This would 

likely make efforts such as cross-boundary conservation projects or cultural exchanges easier, leading to 

more positive peace. 

The EP would also lessen the issue of population transfers. The EP would allow for Jews to be citizens 

anywhere within Historic Palestine, except in the Palestinian enclave. Likewise, the EP would allow for 

Palestinians to be citizens anywhere within Historic Palestine except for the Jewish enclave. All Jews and 

Palestinians would have the choice to live amongst Group 3 or in their enclave. If they currently live in 



the third state and they feel strongly enough about their ethnic identity, they may voluntarily move to their 

enclave. If they currently live in their enclave but feel strongly enough about ethnic coexistence, they may 

voluntarily move to live amongst Group 3. Thus, much of the population transferral would be voluntary 

and gradual. The only people who would have to be forced to move would be the Jews currently living on 

the Palestinian enclave and the Palestinians currenlty living in the Jewish enclave. The location of the 

enclaves could be chosen to minimize population transfers by selecting areas which are already nearly 

ethnically homogenous. If the Gaza Strip were made into the Paletsinian enclave, for example, then 

virtually no population transferring would need to occur. Similarly, if the Tel-Aviv district were made 

into the Jewish enclave, very few population transfers would need to occur, since the district is roughly 

99% Jewish. However, there are valid reasons not to make the Tel-Aviv district into an enclave, since it is 

one of the most liberal places in Israel. Putting the Jewish enclave in a place full of liberals, and leaving 

the ethno-nationalists in the state for Group 3, does not make logical sense. 

The EP only partially resolves Karmi’s historical criticism of the OSS. If historical injustices make any 

partition a non-starter for some Palestinians, then the EP offers no benefit over TSS. However, the EP by 

definition offers the Palestinians more land that they could live on and enjoy legal rights and citizenship 

than the TSS does. Depending on where the lines for the enclaves were drawn, displaced Palestinian 

families may have a better chance at returning to and reclaiming their ancestral land under the EP than 

under the TSS, as more of this land would be controlled by the liberal third state rather than locked away 

in the Jewish state. Thus, the EP presents more opportunities to correct historical injustices that occurred 

before Israeli independence. 

Benefits of the EP vs. OSS:  

The EP solves the issue of self-determination faced by the OSS. It explicitly sets aside land for the Jewish 

and Palestinian ethno-nationalists, giving each of them statehood and well-defined borders, which have 

been coveted by both groups for over one hundred years. 



The EP reduces the issue of violence within the OSS (although the quantitative analysis suggests that 

such violence may not be limited to just the OSS) by propping up international borders between the 

groups that wish to harm people and the people they wish to harm. 

The EP reduces the issues of illiberal democracy and single-group dominance in an OSS. By creating 

separate, ethnically homogeneous enclaves, it ensures that, barring military occupation, there will always 

be a sovereign homeland for each of these groups providing safe haven from domination. However, the 

issues regarding unequal birth rates and power differential would still persist in the third state. Unless the 

standards of living of the two groups are equalized quickly, there is nothing standing in the way from the 

Palestinians becoming the majority in the third state and dominating the politics of it. In fact, the EP 

might make the birth rates more unequal than the OSS, as the third state would not have access to the 

same resources a single state would have (barring immense foreign aid), and thus would not be able to 

implement policies to equalize the standards of living as quickly. Once the Palestinians had a clear 

majority, they could essentially annex the third state and merge it with the enclave, creating a more 

unequal and more intermixed version of the TSS. This would be both problematic and difficult to stop. 

But perhaps the Palestinians would learn from the issues Israel currently faces, and would not do this. 

Also, a few generations might be long enough for liberal values to become instilled amongst most people 

in the third state, which may also prevent Palestinian annexation. On the other end of the spectrum, the 

third state could fall under the influence of the Jewish enclave. The Jews could use their superior military 

and economic power to annex the third state into the Jewish enclave. This would also create a more 

unequal and more intermixed version of the TSS, more or less resembling the current situation on the 

ground. If this were the case, the EP would accomplish nothing. But, if this were the Jewish nationalists' 

plan, then they would not agree to the EP in the first place, so it is fairly safe to say that if the EP were 

implemented, the threat of Jewish annexation of the third state would be low.  

Benefits of EP vs. PSS 

As stated above, the PSS has few unique problems, and instead faces a blend of the problems faced by the 

other two. The largest benefit of the EP over the PSS is its simplicity, as the EP solves the fundamental 



dilemma raised by Nadim Rouhana and Tony Judt. Perhaps Israel cannot be both a democracy and an 

ethnocracy, but if it were split into two states then it very well could be. As stated earlier, PSS proponents 

try to accommodate self-determination for the Palestinian ethnos, the Jewish ethnos, and the general 

demos, all in one state. It makes much more sense, then, to create three separate states, one for each of the 

polities that a PSS is trying to accommodate. 

In this way, the EP provides much more ontological security than the PSS (as well as the OSS or TSS). 

Under the EP’s assumption, there are are fundamentally three groups of people in the IPC, and thus there 

are fundamentally three identities: Jewish ethnonationalist, Palestinian ethnonationalist, and liberal. A 

natural response to this is to create three states, but every plan other than the EP creates less than three 

states. Doing so naturally detracts from each group’s ontological security, a concept which Amir Lupovici 

defines as “an actor’s need to have a secure identity” (Lupovici 2012). The PSS especially threatens 

ontological security, as it attempts to create one state which all three groups can identify with. The idea of 

being “Palestinian” in a federated binational Palestine can mean three different things. Conversely, the 

Palestinian identity under an EP is secure, as it clearly represents only one of the identities. Thus, the EP 

provides the most ontological security to all groups involved.  

Critiques of the EP 

Below, I anticipate critiques of the EP that readers may have, and respond to these criticisms.  

1. “These enclaves are just Bantustans under a new name. It is racial segregation and recalls the 

‘separate but equal logic’ of pre- Civil Rights America” 

a. This is not ture. Under the EP, people have a choice of where to live. Rather than being 

forced into one small space, they are forced out of one small space and allowed to live 

anywhere else. It is likely that Jerusalem and some of the most sought-after land would 

fall under the administration of Group 3, meaning it is available for everyone. Although 

there is no guarantee that the resources would be distributed equally between the 

enclaves, the EP could be designed fairly, so as to allow each ethnic group equal access 

to good land, valuable natural resources, and the sea. 



2. “The enclaves are like Native American reservations, which do not guarantee any real 

sovereignty in North America” 

a. The enclaves would not be like Native American reservations. The third state would not 

govern over the enclaves, as is the case with the United States federal government in 

relation to the reservations. The enclaves and the third state would all be independent 

states.  

3. “This is no better than the Dayton Accords” 

a. While I cannot guarantee the EP will perform better, it is certainly different from the 

Dayton Accords. Under the EP, the entire region is not divided up on the basis of 

ethnicity. Much of the land is left not specifically for either ethnicity, but for everyone.  

4. “This is no different than the Peel Commission Plan, which was rejected by the Palestinians. Why 

would this be more successful?” 

a. Under the British Peel Commission proposal, Palestine was divided into a state for the 

Jews, a state for the Palestinians, and a special third zone including Jerusalem. But under 

the EP, the third state wouldn’t just be Jerusalem with a corridor to the sea. It would be a 

fully sovereign, functional, and independent state. Furthermore, the Jewish and 

Palestinian states would have shared a common border under the Peel Comission plan, 

whereas they would not under the EP. Finally, the EP is less likely to be rejected than the 

Peel Commission, because now, as opposed to back then, both the Palestinians and the 

Israelis are open to the concept of partitioning Historic Palestine. 

5. “The Enclave Plan would require a complete dismantlement of the Israeli government and the 

Palestinian Authority, and the creation of 3 new governments. This would be a huge change that 

would require immense effort. It would be a hard sell, especially for Israeli citizens.” 

a. This is a valid critique, and definitely a downside of the EP relative to the other solutions. 

TSS and PS would require some rejiggering of the Israeli and de facto Palestinian 

governments, but much of the structure could remain the same. OSS would probably just 



require expansion of the current Israeli government, with some constitutional and legal 

changes to clarify the state’s status as a democracy rather than an ethnocracy. The EP, on 

the other hand, would require the current Israeli government to either shrink or splinter, 

both of which would be much more difficult from an implementation standpoint. 

6. “There is not enough land to support three states” 

a. This was a critique raised by Bernard Avishai in his article promoting confederation as a 

solution. He pointed out that “from Beersheba in the south to the northern border with 

Lebanon, Israel and Palestine together constitute a territory and population roughly 

comparable to greater Los Angeles”, and implied that this was not enough space for two 

hostile states to exist side by side (Avishai 2018). However, this implication is not 

empirically sound. Montenegro and Kosovo, for example, are functional, hostile states, 

situated side by side, and together they constitute less area than Israel and Palestine. 

Unless Avishai can better support his point, I reject this critique as unfounded. Of course, 

three states is more than two, and it would be more difficult to fit three functioning states 

in Historic Palestine than it would be to fit one or two. So this is a drawback of the EP, 

but certainly not a fatal one. A related critique is that having three states in such a small 

area is unsafe because having more states increases the chances that one of them 

collapses, and in such a small area the collapse of one state could easily trigger the 

collapse of the others. This too is a valid criticism of the EP, but more empirical evidence 

would be needed to support it.  

7. “Doesn’t the Enclave Plan please the extremists? Is it not accommodating of their ideology, 

setting aside an isolated Petri dish in which it can thrive and grow?” 

a. Not exactly. It pleases the ethno-nationalists, but not the most extreme among them, who 

on both sides believe that the entire land belongs to their ethnic group. The EP does not 

accommodate these people, nor does any other fair solution. By pleasing most ethno-

nationalists and providing them with sovereign states, it is likely that Jewish and 



Palestinian ethno-nationalism will remain strong for generations. From a liberal point of 

view, this could be seen as bad. But unlike the TSS, the EP also pleases the liberals, and 

would foster the growth of liberal ideology within Group 3. The growth of 

ethnonationalism is only “bad” insofar as it stifles liberalism. But if it instead goes hand-

in-hand with the growth of liberalism, it is not necessarily problematic.  

8. “If the IPC is resolved via ideological separation, where does this stop? Do you support 

partitioning all states into conservative and liberal parts?” 

a. I think that conservatism and liberalism can coexist in the same state, as they have for 

years. Dividing up states whenever there is disagreement and policy stagnation is not a 

sustainable endeavor. There will always be disagreement. The difference is that with 

nationalism and discrimination the disagreement is not ideological. The nationalists 

actually have a problem with who the other side is, not what they believe. This makes 

coexistence much more difficult. 

9. “Chaim Kaufman claims that ethnically homogeneous states are actually rather peaceful. Why, 

then, is the TSS not preferable?” 

a. The answer to this question lies deep in Sambanis’s article. Sambanis cites “a budding 

political economy literature on civil wars [which] has identified a parabolic relationship 

between ethnic fragmentation and the probability of civil war” (Sambanis 2000, p. 443), 

where the probability of war is lowest when ethnic diversity is either very high or very 

low. Partition theorists have only been considering one side of the parabola, where 

increasing ethnic diversity leads to increasing levels of violence. Thus, they design 

solutions to try to push states at the center of the parabola towards only one end. 

However, if the parabolic relationship is true, it would be equally valid to push states 

towards the other end of the parabola, and doing so may be in many ways better than 

partition. As Sambanis puts it, “supporting ethnic diffusion by combining rather than 

partitioning large ethnic groups may be worth pursuing” (Sambanis 2000, p. 479). Such a 



strategy would have multiple benefits over partition, such as it would not necessitate 

population transfers, and would be pursuing the liberal goal of promoting ethnic diversity 

rather than destroying it. The strategy of pushing the other way on the parabola would 

essentially be the OSS, which has already been shown to be flawed. But the EP is unique 

in that it simultaneously hits both ends of the parabola: it creates two states with very 

small ethnic diversity and one state with large ethnic diversity. This is similar to how the 

EP solves the Rouhana/Judt dilemma and promotes ontological security. The EP would 

achieve roughly the same level of peace as TSS without forcing everyone into rigid 

ethnostates.  

10. “Ethno-nationalists might not self-select out of the third state and move to the enclaves. As stated 

earlier, many Israeli settlers would rather die and kill than move. Wouldn’t this pose a danger to 

the third state, because of the risk of terrorism?” 

a. This is an excellent critique. If the Jewish enclave was placed somewhere like the Tel-

Aviv District, and the settlers were left to live among Group 3, this would pose a serious 

danger and would ruin the liberal character of the state. There is no guarantee that the 

settlers would move, even if staying meant forfeiting being part of the Jewish enclave. 

The smoothness of the EP’s logic relies on the assumption that people with strong 

ideological beliefs will voluntarily relocate to areas where like-minded people live, and 

this assumption is not necessarily valid. In modern America, it has been argued that this 

is the case. Bill Bishop’s 2008 book “The Big Sort” posits that Americans have “built a 

country where everyone can choose the neighborhood (and church and news shows) most 

compatible with his or her lifestyle and beliefs. And we are living with the consequences 

of this segregation by way of life” (Bishop 2008, p. 40). But sociological research has yet 

to come to a consensus on whether America is really being reduced into ideologically 

homogeneous geographic units. Samuel Abrams and Morris Fiorina conducted studies 

challenging Bishop’s claims, and concluded that “there is no evidence that a geographic 



partisan “big sort” like that described by Bishop is ongoing” (Abrams 2012). Even if it 

were true in America, there is no guarantee that such voluntary sorting would occur 

among the Israelis and Palestinians. If this assertion is true, then the people of Historic 

Palestine will eventually sort themselves “correctly”, with the ethno-nationalists going to 

the enclaves and the liberals going to the third state, making the EP very effective. In the 

long term, the Israeli settlers would thus not pose a problem to the EP and might not even 

pose a problem to the TSS. However, if this is not true, then there’s no reason to believe 

that voluntary migration will happen at all. If this is the case, then the Jewish enclave 

should be designed around the settlers, with their stubbornness in mind. Because the 

enclave need not contain all Jewish population centers, the borders are much more 

movable than they would be under a TSS. Maximizing the number of extremist settlers in 

the enclave would significantly reduce the danger and would also significantly reduce the 

amount of population transfers required.  

11. “Wouldn’t the EP lead to heightened terrorism because both the Israelis and the Palestinians 

would be disgruntled due to their loss of land?” 

a. Maybe slightly, but probably less than many people would think. Currently, Palestine is 

facing the threat of extinction of their state, so being awarded an enclave that is theirs to 

govern, as well as permission to live as equal citizens in an ethnically diverse third state, 

would be an improvement on the current situation. The Zionists, however, may be more 

angry, because they were facing the possibility of controlling the whole of Historic 

Palestine and now would only get one enclave, as well as a shared state. They could be 

angry, but I doubt they’d be any more angry than the Palestinians are now. Thus, there 

would probably be less Israeli terrorists under the Enclave Plan than there are Palestinian 

terrorists now. 

12. “The whole point of Zionism is to establish a Jewish homeland somewhere culturally significant. 

Downsizing the Jewish homeland to consist only of a single enclave the size of the Tel-Aviv 



District would be just as good as putting the Jewish state in Alaska, Uganda, Madagascar, or 

Galveston, Texas. In order to be culturally significant and therefore meaningful, the Jews need 

possession of at least part of Jerusalem.” 

a. This is plainly false. The Zionist claim to Jerusalem is a relatively recent development. 

The Basel Program, adopted by the First Zionist Congress in 1897, simply states that 

"Zionism aims at establishing for the Jewish people a publicly and legally assured home 

in Palestine" (Basel Program). This does not say anything about Jerusalem. In fact, even 

getting a state at all might have been a bonus in the eyes of Herzl. According to Michael 

J. Reimer on page 31 of his book “The First Zionist Congress : An Annotated Translation 

of the Proceedings”, the “Basel Program made no mention of a state”. However, the 

author acknowledges on page 32 that “most committed Zionists regarded a state as an 

imperative need” (Reimer 2019). Either way, by 1897 standards, an enclave the size of 

the Tel-Aviv District anywhere in Palestine would satisfy the Zionist movemnet. Given 

that this was adopted by the First Zionist Congress and endorsed by Theodore Herzl it 

would be difficult for any Zionist to claim that a defensible, internationally-recognized 

enclave anywhere in Historical Palestine is not enough. 

13. “How is this any more ‘realistic’ than Mossberg’s shared sovereignty approach?”  

a. Mossberg’s approach requires the suspension of the fundamental principles of 

Westphalian sovereignty. It is unclear how this would function in practice, and it is 

difficult to envision any road map for implementation. Like Mossberg’s idea, the EP has 

never been executed before, but the EP relies on traditional principles of sovereignty and 

state-making. The implementation of the EP is conceivable, if unlikely.  

14. “Does “Group 3” actually exist? Is it sufficiently large to merit statehood?” 

a. This is a good question, and leads to an interesting point. As the proportion of citizens in 

Group 3 increases towards 1 (i.e.g the entire population is liberal-minded or otherwise 

would not desire to live in ethno-states), then the feasibility and desirability of an OSS 



increases. In such a state, there would be no extremists, and everyone would be happy to 

coexist, so there would be no need for enclaves. Conversely, as the proportion of citizens 

in Group 3 approaches 0, the feasibility and desirability of a TSS increase. In such a state, 

there would be no liberal-minded people, and everyone would want to live in an 

ethnostate. The EP only makes sense as an approach when the proportion is not at one of 

these extremes.  The size of Group 3 must be at least 4.9% of the population, and could 

be much higher. Given the poll which found that 27.6% of Palestinians voiced support for 

the OSS, the proportion could be as high as ⅓. However, there is reason to be skeptical of 

survey data. It is likely to fluctuate based on the current state of the conflict and how the 

question is asked. Furthermore, the Palestinian support for the OSS could really be 

support for eventual Palestinian domination of a single shared state. Before making any 

serious judgment regarding the EP’s applicability to the IPC, a more exact estimate of the 

size of Group 3 should be made. Group 3 should also be more clearly defined. In one 

view, it could encompass anyone who would prefer living in a multiethnic state, or 

anyone who could tolerate living in a multiethnic state. These two percentages are likely 

to be vastly different. In summary, I can definitely say that Group 3 exists and deserves a 

homeland, but I cannot point to firm evidence that it is large. 

Overall, I identify four major pitfalls unique to the EP: 1) it requires downsizing/splitting of the Israeli 

government, 2) it partially relies on the dubious assumption of voluntary relocation based on ideology, 3) 

it creates three states in a very small area, and 4) it creates a state that may be vulnerable to Palestinian 

annexation in the future. I do not believe that any of these flaws are fatal in the way that the problems 

with the OSS and TSS are. There are three normative problems faced by the TSS that are also faced by 

the EP, though the problems are reduced under the EP: 1) it does not alleviate deep historical grievances, 

2) it opens the door to further partitions, and 3) it may require population transfers. Like the OSS, the EP 

does not guard against the possibility of future Palestinian dominance, and may actually make this more 

likely. However, the EP provides security to the Jews in the form of an enclave, which greatly lessens the 



problem. In addition to these issues, there is of course the ever-present problem of getting people to agree 

with the EP.  

  



5.     Conclusions and Recommendations 

There is no clear path forward for solving the Israel-Palestine Conflict. Historical precedent provides no 

simple guidance on what type of solution to follow, and the complicated situation on the ground makes it 

difficult to envision the implementation of any solution that has been proposed. All three of the traditional 

types of solutions (partition, power-sharing, and single-state) run into major issues which make their 

prospects for lasting peace unlikely. This paper introduced a novel solution to the IPC and discussed its 

benefits and drawbacks. The Enclave Plan was shown to theoretically solve many of the issues faced by 

the traditional solutions, but was shown to have unique flaws as well. At the conclusion of this paper, I 

can make no recommendation regarding the best method to solve the conflict, nor can I make any 

predictions about the efficacy of the EP. However, I assert that the EP passes the sniff test, as it does not 

have any unique fatal flaws and provides multiple benefits that the other solutions do not provide. I 

therefore conclude that the EP is a valid approach to solving the IPC, and should be considered by 

policymakers among other more traditional options. At the very least, the EP’s trademark assumption that 

there are fundamentally three groups of people in the IPC rather than two or one provides a useful way to 

view the conflict and develop other strategies towards resolution.  

I recommend further study into the EP framework, specifically regarding the size of Group 3. I believe 

that survey data, collected multiple times over a period of years, is central to estimating the size of the 

group. Other indicators, such as the rate of interethnic marriage, the content of school textbooks, and the 

ideologies of major political parties, would also be helpful. Another recommendation of this paper is to 

build upon this quantitative analysis. Unfortunately it is impossible at this time to include the EP in the 

quantitative analysis as it has no historical precedent. However, there are improvements and changes that 

could be made to it. For example, economic productivity may be another good variable to examine, to 

capture whether or not a solution type promotes effective governance. Other, more specific variables, 

such as ethnic inclusivity and state fragility may be useful in certain contexts and could be explored. A 

more up-to-date dataset could be used, and different methods could be used to rely less on problematic 

assumptions.  
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