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Thesis Summary:

The present thesis examines Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives as politically negotiated
texts and their different Arabic, English and Hebrew language versions. Its aim is to make
a contribution to a deeper understanding of the role of translation and recontextualization
of politically negotiated texts in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict.

In modern Translation Studies, although research exists on the translation of political
texts following functional (e.g. Schéaffner 2002) or systemic-linguistic (e.g. Calzada-Pérez
2001) approaches or applying narrative theory (Baker 2006), peace initiatives and
politically negotiated texts are still a largely under-researched genre of political texts.

The thesis — which takes 31 Arabic, English and Hebrew language versions of 5
different Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives as its corpus — operates within the framework
of product-oriented Descriptive Translation Studies (Lambert and Van Gorp 1985) and
Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough 1992). For all of the peace initiatives analysed,
there exist several language versions which were made available in different contexts by
different institutions and for different readerships and purposes. The thesis pursues a top-
down approach. It begins with presenting the socio-cultural and political contexts of the
production of the original versions of the respective peace initiatives (the source texts) and
their different language versions (target texts), focusing on their underlying functions and
principles of audience design. It then moves to examine how the textual profiles of the
language versions of peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political affiliation and
power relations at both the macro- and micro-structural levels. The final step is to account
for these aspects in terms of socio-political and institutional conditions of the production of
the translations.

The overall textual analysis demonstrates that when translated, peace initiatives can
be interpreted differently by different institutions in their attempt to promote their
respective political interests and narratives. Also, it is very frequently that translations
produced in one specific institutional context are recontextualised for use in another one.
Such recontextualisation goes hand in hand with further textual amendments.

To summarize, the thesis demonstrates how these translations — as products — are
(re)framed and (re)contextualized in different institutional settings in order to serve
different purposes. These texts, thus, play different roles in situations of ongoing
contemporary conflict depending on the institutional context in which they are presented
and the purposes they set to serve. These main findings make an original contribution to
the discipline of Translation Studies in respect of emphasizing the need to study
translations in their socio-political, historical and institutional contexts.

Keywords: Peace initiatives, translation studies, ideology, power relations, translation
institutions, Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
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Arabic Transliteration System*

Consonants

Glottal stop o= $
| a ua d
& t L z
< th & ‘
a J ¢ gh
z h - f
: kh 3 q
3 d dJ |
Q dh e m
D r 8 n
B! Z 3 h
&, S 3 w
o sh s y
Long vowels Short vowels
a a Fatha a
i I Kasrah i
u u Damah u

! This transliteration system is adapted from the UNESCO, UNESCO website, published on 27 October
2006: http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/files/32265/11619358083arabic_en.pdf/arabic_en.pdf [last accessed
24 November 2011].

This transliteration system was not applied to names, words in titles or quoted passages. In such cases, these
are reproduced without modification.


http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/files/32265/11619358083arabic_en.pdf/arabic_en.pdf

Hebrew Transliteration System?

N ! n m

a b ] n

2 \Y; % S
2. g b '
1,7 d 2 p

n h 9 f

) \Y; 3 ts

T Z P k

n h 9 r

v t v sh

y y D) S

3 k n,n t

d kh

7 |

R R I

R a

R 0

R R

R e

R R u

R IN

2 This transliteration system is adapted from the Academy of Hebrew Language, Academy of Hebrew
Language website, published in July 2006: http://hebrew-
academy.huji.ac.il/hahlatot/TheTranscription/Documents/taatig2007.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

In specific cases where a conventional spelling different from this transliteration system, the standard version
is followed, for example, Eretz Israel, Kotel as well as particular place names.
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http://hebrew-academy.huji.ac.il/hahlatot/TheTranscription/Documents/taatiq2007.pdf
http://hebrew-academy.huji.ac.il/hahlatot/TheTranscription/Documents/taatiq2007.pdf

Chapter One
Introduction

Those who formulated the Geneva initiative were, quite naturally, eager to please the Israeli
public (Amir 2004).

The initiators of the Geneva document are, of course, entitled to express their views and
publicize them in any manner they see fit. But do they have the right to brazenly lie to the
public as to what the document does or does not contain? (Avineri 2003).

What was published in Arabic does not truly reflect the agreement and this is an insult to the
Palestinian citizen. This is a clear fraud (Harisha 2003).

These comments respectively made by Shmuel Amir® and Shlomo Avineri* — two Israeli
academics — and Hassan Harisha> — a Palestinian politician — clearly carry sharp criticism
for one peace initiative, i.e. the Geneva Accord. These writers accuse the drafters of this
particular initiative of misleading and manipulating the Israeli and the Palestinian publics
in order to achieve their political aims. The Geneva Accord was drafted originally in
English (cf. Chapter 3.2.2). In international politics, it is common for negotiated texts to be
made available in other languages, i.e. translations. The above comments on the Geneva
Accord were not based on its original English source text but on its Hebrew and Arabic
translations respectively. That is to say, these political reactions were based on translation.
Some of these reactions and debate — specifically with regard to the issue of the
“Jewishness” of the state of Israel — will be discussed in Chapter 6.3.

The Geneva Accord is one of the five Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives in the corpus. A
peace initiative is a genre of political texts which can be defined as a text negotiated —

officially or unofficially — by key international, regional or local political players in

% Shmuel Amir is a political activist and a lecturer at the Hebrew University in Israel.

* Shlomo Avineri is a professor of history and political science at the Hebrew University in Israel, and a
former director-general of Israel's Foreign Ministry. This excerpt is taken from an article that was published
in the Israeli newspaper Yediot Aharonot in Hebrew on 1 December 2003. It was then translated into English
by Moshe Kohn and published on the website of Independent Media Review and Analysis available at
www.imra.org.il/story.php3?id=19061 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

® Hassan Harisha was elected in January 1996 as member of the Palestinian Parliament and served as the
chairperson of the Parliament's Oversight Agency at that time. Harisha was the re-elected as a member of the
Palestinian Parliament in the January 2006 elections.
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situations of ongoing contemporary conflict as an attempt to outline a specific political
solution to that conflict. The Palestinian-Israeli conflict, an intractable conflict — i.e.
“protracted, irreconcilable, violent, of zero-sum nature, total, and central” (Bar-Tal and
Salomon 2006: 20) — is regarded in the thesis as extremely asymmetric: a conflict between
an occupying power, i.e. Israel® and people under occupation, i.e. the Palestinian people.
These two unequal rivals have fundamentally incompatible goals and interests as well as
competing narratives’ — understood as “public and personal ‘stories’ that we subscribe to
and that guide our behaviour” (Baker 2006: 19) — that have been influencing the conflict
throughout.

The Palestinian-Israeli Peace initiatives were put forward by key international, regional
and local political players after the collapse of the peace process following the failure of
the negotiations between the Palestinians and Israelis in Camp David Il and outbreak of the
second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa, on 28 September 2000° (cf. Chapter 1.1.3). Since the
players are international, regional and local, the texts have operated in international and
local languages: three of these documents were produced in English, one in Arabic and one
in Hebrew and they have then been translated into Arabic, English and Hebrew (cf.
Chapter 3.2.3).The decision to translate these initiatives in particular languages is in itself
political. For example, the League of Arab States translated its initiative — the Arab Peace
Initiative — into English but not Hebrew. This could be explained with regard to the fact
that only two member states of the League, i.e. Egypt and Jordan, have official peace

treaties and full diplomatic relations with Israel.

For all of the peace initiatives analysed there exist several translations. For example, there
exist six Arabic and four Hebrew language versions of the Roadmap Plan which was
originally drafted in English. Language versions of peace initiatives were made available

in different contexts by different institutions — e.g. international, governmental, non-

® In numerous United Nation Security Council Resolutions, e.g. 468 (1980), 607 (1988), 694 (1991), 726
(1992), 1544 (2004) as well as those of the General Assembly, e.g. 40/161 (1985), 61/118 (2006), 65/179
(2011), Israel is referred to as ‘the occupying power’.

! The concept of ‘narrative’ is used in this thesis because of its “ability to serve as a tool for describing events
and developments without presuming to voice a historical truth” (Shenhav 2006: 246).

® The second Palestinian intifada — which was named after the Al-Agsa Mosque in the Old City of Jerusalem
— broke out “following Ariel Sharon’s provocative visit to affirm Israeli sovereignty over the third holiest
site in Islam and the killing of seven unarmed Palestinian protestors the following day” (Khalidi 2001: 83).
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governmental and mass media and for different readerships and purposes — e.g. to instruct,
inform, persuade, etc. This initially provided the motivation to investigate in detail five
peace initiatives drafted between 2000 and 2003 and their different language versions into

Arabic, English and Hebrew.

This thesis presents original research; it examines the Palestinian-Israeli conflict from a
language and translation standpoint focusing entirely on a largely under-researched genre
of political texts, i.e. peace initiatives — specifically those initiatives which were negotiated
between September 2000 and April 2003 — and their Arabic, English and Hebrew language

version as its corpus of study.

The thesis presents a product-oriented textual analysis of 13 Arabic, 5 English and 13
Hebrew language versions of five different Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives (See Table
1.1 below). It aims to examine how aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power
relations at play in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict manifest themselves on the translations
of the most recent of these initiatives which were drafted after the collapse of the peace
process following the failure of the Camp David negotiations in 2000. In doing this, the
thesis aims to make a contribution to a deeper understanding of the role of translation and
recontextualization of politically negotiated texts in situations of ongoing contemporary
conflict, namely, the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. It also demonstrates the complexity of
analysing political discourse in translation and hopes to raise awareness among negotiators,
politicians and translators of the ideological, political and ethical implications of linguistic

choices in both, original texts and translations (cf. Chapter 7).

The thesis first presents the socio-cultural and political contexts of production of the
original versions of the respective peace initiatives (the source texts) and their different
language versions (target texts), focusing on their underlying functions and principles of
audience design. It then moves to examine how the textual profiles of the language
versions of peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power
relations at the macro- and micro-structural levels. The final step is to account for these
aspects in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of the production of the

translations.

The methodology applied in this thesis is based on Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS),
namely, the analytical model suggested by Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) and Critical
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Discourse Analysis, namely, Fairclough’s (1992) three-dimensional model (cf. Chapter
3.3). In linking textual profiles to conditions of text production, the analysis is an example

of causal models as described by Chesterman (1997).

1.1 The Narratives of the Palestinian-Israeli Conflict

The Middle East’ — known as the “Cradle of Civilization” (Wilcox 2004: 2) and the
birthplace of the three monotheistic world religions, Judaism, Christianity and Islam
(Bunzl 2004: 2) — has always been of significant importance to the key political players in
the world (Serli et al 2005: 146). This significance has been evident for a number of

reasons, notably, the region’s strategic geographic location and natural resources.

Firstly, the Middle East is located between “Africa and Eurasia and between the
Mediterranean world and between Asia and India and between the Far East Nations of
China and Japan” (Chaurasia 2005: 1) and at “the major crossroads of global cultures”
(Anderson 2000: 11). In the past, the Middle East was home to significant trade routes
such as the “silk road’ that linked China with Europe and acted as the “breadbasket”® of
the region (Lowrance 2007: 192).

Secondly, most of the world’s oil is located in the Middle East. This region has 65% of the
world’s proven reserves of oil and just one-third of global production (Salameh 2009: 199).
Many Western governments are dependent on this oil. For example, 17% of the United
States’, 45% of Europe’s and 90% of Japan’s import of oil, respectively, come from the
Middle East (Lowrance 2007: 194). Other than oil, the Middle East has 40% of the world’s
proven gas reserves (Cordesman and Al-Rodhan 2006: 2). Based on these facts, there is no
other alternative to an increasing global dependence on the Middle East region energy for

at least the coming twenty-five years (Cordesman and Al-Rodhan 2006: 2).

° On the origin and history of the term ‘the Middle East’, see for example, Milton-Edwards (2006: 6-7),
Peretz (1994: 2-3) and Sharp (2011: 1-9).

19 The Middle East was of particular interest to European powers during the era of colonialism (Lowrance
2007: 192). For instance, the French colonisation of Egypt, from 1798 to 1801, was due to “Egypt’s
perceived ability to supply France with grain and its location at the intersection of the African and Asian
continents and the Mediterranean and Red Seas would give France the ability to control military and
commercial traffic and threaten the British in India” (Lowrance 2007: 192-193).
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Although privileged by its strategic location and natural resources, the Middle East region
has not been immune from political and economic instability™* (Lowrance 2007: 194). One
of the major sources of such regional instability — and also “for the world at large” (Uzer
2009: 123) has been the Arab-Israeli conflict in general and Palestinian-Israeli conflict in
particular (Kim and Morey 2005: 785; Milton-Edwards 2009: 173). This conflict continues
to be a potential “flashpoint of a war” (Lieber 1995: 69) that could break out “on short
notice” (Kim and Morey 2005: 785). This state of instability threatens the vital interests of
key international players, i.e. “the energy reserves of the region”, most notably the United
States of America (Chomsky 1999: 17). These key political players are aware that
stability*? in the Middle East cannot be achieved unless the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is
resolved (Behrendt 2007: 2).

The Palestinian-Israeli*® conflict has been extensively researched within a number of
disciplines, most notably Political Science, History and Conflict Resolution. Detailed
accounts of this conflict can be found in Bassiouni and Ben-Ami (2009); Ben-Ami 2(006);
Chomsky (1999, 2003); Finkelstein (2003); Masalha (1992); Morris (2009); Pappé, (1999,
2006a); Rabinovich (2008); Said (1980); Shlaim (1995a, 2009) and Tessler (1994).%

As this thesis makes its contribution specifically to the discipline of Translation Studies,
the following overview of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is not intended to provide a
detailed historical chronology of all events of the conflict nor intends to contribute to the
political and ideological debate of the more complex issue of validity of claims of each
side of the conflict. It aims rather to provide a brief overview of the conflict by focusing on
the issues of competing narratives of the two sides of the conflict, the peace process and
the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. The aim of this overview is thus twofold: firstly, to
situate the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives in their wider geopolitical context and

secondly, to provide the reader with necessary background knowledge which is needed to

1 Other recent sources of instability include what is now termed as ‘the Arab Spring’, namely, the
revolutions which have swept throughout the Arab world in Egypt, Tunisia and Libya and still ongoing in
Yemen and Syria.

12 on the long-term economic benefits of stability and peace in the Middle East, see Winckler (2002).

3 This term — i.e. “Palestinian-Israeli conflict’ is used throughout this thesis — except in cases of direct
quotations — in accordance with the Palestinian discourse on the conflict.

14 The common factor between all of these political and historical accounts of the conflict is that “no scholar
on either side has ever presented an account of the two peoples’ history which has satisfied both Arabs and
Jews” (Bassiouni and Ben Ami 2009: xii). The historical overview of the conflict provided in this thesis is
not an exception.
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help explain the political and ideological implications of the translation shifts between the
different language versions of peace initiatives (cf. Chapter 5).

This overview proceeds as follows. The first section presents a summary of the competing
Palestinian and Israeli narratives vis-a-vis the main final-status issues of the conflict,
namely, land (including the issue of Jewish settlements)'®, Jerusalem and the Right of
Return for the Palestinian refugees. The next section presents an overview of the narrative
of the Middle East Process which was launched at the Madrid Conference in Spain in
1991. The last section outlines the narrative of Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives,
focusing particularly on those initiatives drafted after the collapse of the Camp David Il

negotiations and the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa, both in 2000.

1.1.1 The Competing Palestinian and Israeli Narratives

Conlflicts, it is argued, “depend on narratives, and in some senses cannot exist without a
detailed explanation of how, why the battles began, and why one side, and only one side, is
in the right” (Rotberg 2006: vii). The Palestinian-Israeli conflict is a case in point. The
Palestinians and Israelis have contradictory and intertwined narratives about the conflict,
generally and in every single detail. These narratives are “more often than not, mutually
exclusive” (Chiller-Glaus 2007: 67). In this sense, the conflict between the Palestinians and
Israelis is one of “mutual denial and mutual rejection” (Shlaim 1994: 25). The Palestinian
and Israeli narratives examine the same events of the conflict from extremely different —

and more than often conflicting — standpoints (Rotberg 2006: 4).

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict revolves broadly around three major symbols: land,
Jerusalem and the Right of Return.*® The Palestinians and Israelis maintain fundamentally
conflicting narratives of each of these symbols. More importantly, within-group narratives
are not fully homogenous but rather exist at “different levels of generality, and as having
elements that can be added, discarded, rearranged, emphasized, and deemphasized” (Ross
2007: 32). With time, some of these narratives — including the within-group narratives —
achieve resonance through many “processes of reinforcement and contestation” (Baker
2006: 20). The Palestinians and Israelis have invested heavily over the years in their own
narratives to the extent that they have become a fundamental part of their national

15 The term ‘Jewish’ will be used in this thesis rather than ‘Israeli’ to describe settlements and settlement
outposts because they are entirely established and inhabited by ‘Jewish’ settlers.

18 of course, there are other important symbols in the conflict such as water, sovereignty, security, etc.
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identities. This is why giving up or even adjusting these narratives “could result in major

personal trauma for them” (Baker 2006: 21) and usually met with strong resistance.

Political discourse relies extensively on “narrative patterns” (Shenhav 2006: 246).
Examining these narrative patterns and the way they compete to achieve currency is of
significant importance to understanding the political discourse of peace initiatives and
translation shifts found between their different language versions. Many of these
narratives, whether deliberately or not and to some extent, find their way to these language
versions (cf. Chapter 5).

The Narratives of Land

The struggle to control land has been, and continues to this day to be, the core of the
conflict between Zionism'’ and the Palestinian national movement (Abu Hussein and
McKay 2003: 1; Amro 2002: 183; Khalidi 1991: 5-6). The origins of this conflict go back
to more than a century ago when the Zionist leaders in their first congress in Basel,
Switzerland on 29 August 1897 — which was arranged by Zionism’s founder, Theodor
Herzl — decided to create “a home for the Jewish people in Palestine to be secured by
public law” (Khalidi 1991: 6-7; Neff 1995: 156) (cf. Chapter 5.4.1). At that time, Palestine
was — and since the fifteenth century — part of the Ottoman Empire (Abu Hussein and
McKay 2003: 4).

Following the First World War and the consequent defeat of the Ottomans, Palestine was
placed under the British Mandate which came into effect on 26 September 1923. Almost
five years earlier, the British government had already committed itself for facilitating the

establishment of a “national home” for the Jews in Palestine in the infamous Balfour

Declaration of 2 November 1917 (Abu Hussein and McKay 2003: 4).

The Zionist narrative of claim of ownership to Palestine (Arabic: ‘(buld) as “Eretz Israel”
— a land portrayed by the Zionist leaders as “empty” (Doumani 1999: 13; Shobat 1995:
225) or “a land without a people for a people without a land” (Finkelstein 2003: 95;
Masalha 2007: 95; Pappe 1992: 2) — is based on biblical narratives, namely that God

17 Zionism is “a political ideology which holds that the Jewish people constitute a nation and have a right to a
sovereign nation-state in their ancestral homeland” (Eisenberg and Caplan 2010: 3).
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promised this land to the Jewish people'® (Eisenberg and Caplan 2010: 3; Karmi 1999:
107; Masalha 2007: 1). According to the Zionist-Israeli narrative, the Jews were “a nation
in exile for 2,000 years who, beyond all reason, returned to their ancestral country and re-
established sovereignty there” (Sharan 2003: 38). By contrast, the Palestinians — who have
always rejected Zionism and considered it as “a form of settler colonialism which employs
a religious/cultural narrative to justify its aims” (Karmi 1999: 109) — base their narrative of
ownership to Palestine on uninterrupted living as the majority population on — and
cultivation of (Yiftachel 2005: 66) — the land for thousands of years (Dajani 1994: 8).
According to the Palestinian narrative “greater powers imposed a European migration, a
national home for the Jews, and finally a Jewish state, in cynical disregard of the wishes of
the overwhelming majority of the population, innocent of any charge” (Chomsky 2003:

46).

At the time of the Basel Congress, the Jewish community made up less than 7% of the total
population of historic Palestine (Khalidi 1991: 6). The rest of the population were Arab
Palestinians who owned 99% of the land (Neff 1995: 156). By 1948, the Jewish
community owned only some 6% of historic Palestine (Abu Hussein and McKay 2003: 4).
However, the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 181 of 29 November 1947 —
which proposed the partition of historic Palestine against the will of its indigenous people
into two states, one Arab and one Jewish — assigned the Jewish community 5,893 square
miles or 56.47% of the total territory of Palestine (the Palestinians were assigned 4,476
square miles or 42.88% of the total territory and Jerusalem, comprising 68 square miles or
0.65% was accorded the status of internationally administered Corpus Separatum) (Hadawi
1991: 67). Based on this resolution, the leaders of the World Zionist Organization
proclaimed on the eve of 15 May 1948 the establishment of the state of Israel (Jiryis 1988:
83). By this date, the Zionists had already seized territory beyond that allocated to the
Jewish state, i.e. 77% of total territory of historic Palestine (Hadawi 1991: 79; Masalha
2000: 8). This historical event, i.e. the division of historic Palestine, marked the first phrase

of struggle between the Palestinians and Zionists to control land.

'8 This promise is recorded in Genesis (17: 1, 7, 8): “I will establish My covenant between Me and thee and
they seed after thee throughout the generations for an everlasting covenant to be a God unto three and they
seed after thee. And I will give unto thee and to thy seed after three, the land of their sojournings, all the
lands of Canaan for an everlasting holding and I will be their God” (Lassner and Troen 2007: 292).
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The second phrase of struggle to control land occurred in 1967 when Israel occupied the
remaining 22% of historic Palestine, i.e. the West Bank, including East Jerusalem and the
Gaza Strip (Falah 2004: 956) (Israel also occupied other Arab territories, i.e. the Syrian
Golan Heights and the Egyptian Sinai Desert). The Israeli occupation gave rise in 1974 to
“an extremist religious-nationalist settlement movement, Gush Emunim, bent on rebuilding
the Temple and populating the whole of the Promised Land in perpetuity with Jews in
fulfillment of the covenant with Jehovah” (Khalidi 2003: 59). This settlement movement®
— which endorsed the narrative of “Greater Land of Israel” — opposed the withdrawal from
any territories occupied in 1967 (Zertal 2005: 218). The settlers “saw themselves as
fulfilling a national mission of historical magnitude and as following in the footsteps of the
Zionist founders of Israel” (Shamir 2007: 12) and the state of Israel encouraged them to
move to settlements built on land occupied in 1967 (Klein 2008: 90) (cf. Chapter 5.6.2 and
5.6.3).

The third phrase of struggle to control land has started — and continues to this day — with
the Oslo process in the mid-1990s which has been marked with intensive Palestinian land
expropriation, rapid Jewish settlements expansion and the building of Israel’s Wall®® since
2002 (ruled as illegal by the International Court of Justice in 2004)?! in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories. These three accelerating processes threaten the very fundamental
principles of the peace process, i.e. ‘the land for peace’ (cf. Chapter 5.6.1) and the ‘two-
state’ solution and warn of more coming rounds of confrontations in the near future,

particularly when the construction of Israel’s illegal Wall is completed (cf. Chapter 1.1.3).

% The ‘Gush Emunim’ was formally replaced by ‘Yesha Council’ (Hebrew: y"w> nxy, lit. “Council of
Judea, Samaria and Gaza”), the political umbrella organization of the Settlements (Zertal 2005: 218). For
more on ‘Gush Emunim’, see for example, Newman (1985).

20 Names and labels used to refer to this Wall are controversial. In the Israeli official discourse, this wall is
referred to as “the Security Fence”. By contrast, the Palestinians refer to it as ‘the Separation Wall’ or more
polemically as ‘the Apartheid Wall’ (Warren 2011: 81). The Palestinians see this wall as “part of a continued
ethnic-cleansing campaign” whereas Israel claims that it is “necessary to ensure the safety of Israeli citizens”
(Thomas et al 2010: 304). The erection of this wall (built on confiscated Palestinian land and in contravention
of the international law) started on 16 June 2002, stretching over a total area of 723 kilometers in the
Occupied Palestinian Territories, including in and around Occupied East Jerusalem and ranging from 6-8
meters in height (Norman 2010: 100). For comparison purposes, the ‘Berlin Wall’, for example, was 155
Kilometers long and 3.6 meters in height.

2! The International Court of Justice — which used the term “the Wall” — ruled on 9 July 2004 that “the
construction of the wall being built by Israel, the occupying power, in the Occupied Palestinian Territory,
including in and around East Jerusalem, and its associated régime, are contrary to international law”. This
ruling is available at www.icj-cij.org/docket/files/131/1671.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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The Narratives of Jerusalem

The question of Jerusalem — often described as “controversial, emotional and intricate”
(Abu Odeh 1992: 184) — is at the heart of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict (Khalidi 2001: 83;
Dumper 1997: 11-12) (see for example, Klein 2001; Ma’oz and Nusseibeh 2000; Molinaro
2009).

The Old City of Jerusalem, approximately one square kilometre in size, is the only place
on earth that has always been sacred to the three Abrahamic faiths — Judaism, Christianity
and Islam — and civilizations (Ma’oz 2009: 99). The Palestinians and Israclis — who both
consider Jerusalem as part of their national identities — have two completely exclusive and
conflicting narratives of claim of ownership to the same city (Sha'ban 2007: 43). These
conflicting narratives revolve around the political status of the city, its territory, future,
institutions and inhabitants.

The conflict over Jerusalem starts with the very names given to this holy city as ‘o=l (Al-
Quds) in Arabic and as ‘@>w1” (Yerushalayim) in Hebrew as well as the names of its
holy places, notably, what is called in Arabic ‘< &l a sl” (al-Haram al-Sharif, lit. ‘the
Noble Sanctuary’) and in Hebrew as ‘n°ai1 771° (Har ha-Bayt, lit. ‘the Temple Mount’) (cf.
Chapter 5.3.2).

The Palestinian narrative of ownership of Jerusalem derives from the city’s sanctity in
Islam. Jerusalem had been the first Qibla (direction of prayers) which Muslims around the
world faced when they carried out their prayers five times a day; it was also the destination
of the Prophet Mohammad’s night journey and the site from which he ascended to heaven
(both events being recorded in the holy Qur’an) (Dumper 1997: 13). Jerusalem is also the
home of the al-Haram al-Sharif which is the third holiest place for Muslims after Mecca
and Medina (Dumper 1997: 14). The Palestinians’ claim to Jerusalem — other than due to
its Islamic significance — is part of the more general claim to Palestine based on centuries-

long occupation (Quigley 2005: 225).

By contrast, according to the Jewish-Israeli narrative of ownership, Jerusalem “has been
for more than 3,000 years the only unique center of Judaism and the Jewish people”
(Ma’oz 2009: 102) and though “the Jewish Temple in Jerusalem was destroyed twice (in
586 BC and AD 70) and Jews were exiled, they have never disengaged from Jerusalem or

forgotten it. Jews continued to reside in Jerusalem for centuries, albeit in small numbers
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and, along with their brethren in the Diaspora, they pray toward Jerusalem three times a
day” (Ma’oz 2009: 102). Jerusalem is also home to Har ha-Bayt (the Temple Mount)
which is Judaism’s most holy site (Klein 2007: 29-30). Accordingly, many Israelis are
“convinced that the city is theirs by divine right” (Dumper1997: 2).

To the Israelis, Jerusalem (both Eastern and Western® parts) is their “unified” (Peteet
2005: 163-164) and “eternal capital” (Sha'ban 2007: 43). By contrast, the Palestinians —
backed up Dby the international community and international legitimacy which is
manifested in numerous United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) and Security Council
(UNSC) resolutions (e.g. UNGAR 2253, 2245; UNSCR 242, 252) — consider East
Jerusalem an occupied territory (Peteet 2005: 163-164) and thus “subject to the
applicability of the law of belligerent occupation” (Sha'ban 2007: 49).

The struggle between the Palestinians and Israelis to control Jerusalem has been radically
intensified since Israel’s occupation of East Jerusalem — including the Old City — along
with the rest of the West Bank following the June 1967 war (Jabareen 2010: 28).
Immediately after the conclusion of the war, Israel has employed a range of tactical
measures in order to legitimize its claim of ownership over the city. These measures
include annexing East Jerusalem to its territory, evicting the Palestinians from the Jewish
Quarter®® and settling Jews there (Ma’oz 2009: 103), demolishing the historic Muslim al-
Maghariba Quarter (Arabic: ‘4 )bl 5 s’ Harat al-Maghariba) adjoining the Western
Wall in order to enlarge the ‘Wailing Wall’ plaza and make room for Jewish worshipers to
pray (Dakkak 1981: 139; Ma’oz 2009: 103) (cf. Chapter 5.3) and initiating large-scale
excavations along the southern and western walls of the al-Haram al-Sharif in order to
expose large areas of important archaeological remains (Silberman 2001: 498) (cf. Chapter
5.7.2).

Other Israeli measures and practices in the occupied city — which are still ongoing—
include, erasing Arab names in the city and replacing them with Hebrew ones (cf. Chapter

5.3), cancelling “residency of East Jerusalem Palestinians™ (cf. Chapter 5.3.1), building

22 K halidi (1992: 136) explains that “much of what today is commonly thought of as ‘Israeli West Jerusalem’
in fact consisted of Arab neighborhoods before the fighting of the spring of 1948, when over 30,000 of their
inhabitants were driven out or fled from their quarters like [Upper and Lower] Baga', Qatamon and Talbiyya,
several months before some 2,000 Jews were forced out of the Jewish Quarter of the Old City”.

23 On the specific issue of the Israeli reconstruction of the Jewish Quarter after the 1967 war, see Ricca
(2007).
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illegal Jewish settlements (cf. Chapter 5.6.2), closing Palestinian institutions (cf. Chapter
5.3.2) and building Israel’s illegal Wall. The Palestinians — who have aspirations of having
East Jerusalem as a capital for their future state — perceive these measures and practices as
attempts by Israel to change the geography and demography of Occupied East Jerusalem
(cf. Chapter 5.3.1) and ultimately consolidate its exclusive claim of sovereignty and
control of the city.

Resolving the question of Jerusalem is of significant importance to the success of any
future peace agreement between the Palestinians and Israelis. As Khalidi (2001: 83)
explains, “[C]ertainly, there will be no end to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, no Arab-
Israeli reconciliation, and no normalization of the situation of Israel in the region without a

lasting solution for Jerusalem”.

The Narratives of the Right of Return

The 1948 war — a “war of liberation” for the Israclis and a “war of conquest” for the
Palestinians (Chomsky 2003: 47) and its major catastrophic consequence, namely, the
creation of the Palestinian refugees tragedy — constitutes a key chapter in the history of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict (see for example, Pappé 2006b, Masalha 1992, 2003; Morris
1987, 2004). This historical event — termed al-Nakba (Arabic: ‘i, lit. “The Catastrophe’
or ‘The Disaster’) by the Palestinians — turned at least 80% of the indigenous Palestinian
people (estimated as 750,000-800,000) into refugees (Abu Lughod and Sa’di 2007: 3) and
led to the destruction of some 420 Palestinian towns and villages (Sa'di 2007: 297). Other
than this, the Zionist gangs of the Hagana, Irgun and Ster committed massacres against
unarmed innocent Palestinian civilians, including in Dayr Yassin on 9 April 1948 (Khalidi
2003: 53) resulting in the “massacre of several thousands” (Pappé 2003: 229).
Simultaneous with this systematic process of destruction there was an organized process of
erasure of the Arab Palestinian names and replacing them with Hebrew-Zionist ones (cf.
Chapter 5.3)

The circumstances surrounding the creation of the Palestinian refugees tragedy and its
causes have always been a point of a heated debate between the Palestinians and Israelis.
The two sides approach the question of the Palestinian refugees and their Right of Return
from fundamentally conflicting standpoints (Chiller-Glaus 2007: 67). The Palestinian
narrative of 1948 — which considers what happened in 1948 as “a form of ethnic

cleansing, a colonial enterprise which covets the land without the people” (Aruri 2011: 3) —
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accuses the “Zionists of deliberately and forcefully expelling the Palestinian Arabs who
lived in what has become the state of Israel in 1948 (Shamir and Shikaki 2005: 315). The
Palestinians — while insisting on Israel’s sole responsibility in the creation of the
Palestinian refugees tragedy — demand the Right of Return of the Palestinian refugees to
their homes and properties, a demand anchored in the UN resolution 194 which provides
that “the Palestinian refugees have a choice: either to return to their homes or to resettle
elsewhere” (Abu Hussein and McKay 2003: 5).

For the Palestinians, their forced displacement from their homes and properties in 1948
“cuts to the core of the Palestinian identity and more than one hundred years of struggle
against Zionism and its project in Palestine” (Chiller-Glaus 2007: 67). To them, it is a
matter of principle that Israel acknowledges their Right of Return and the wrongs and

suffering it caused them.

The Israeli official narrative in turn rejects the Palestinian refugees’ Right of Return
altogether (Shamir and Shikaki 2005: 315). According to the Israeli official narrative, the
Palestinian refugees in 1948 “fled ‘voluntarily’ (meaning not as a result of Jewish
compulsion) or that they were asked or ordered to do so by their leaders and by the leaders
of the Arab states” (Morris 2004: 2) despite “Jewish pleas for the local Arab population to
stay and demonstrate that peaceful coexistence was possible” (Chiller-Glaus 2007: 67).
Accordingly, Israel officially denies its responsibility for the creation of the Palestinian
refugees problem (Ghanem 2001: 195) and upholds the position that “any Palestinian
rights over land must be dealt with by payment of compensation” (Abu Hussein and

McKay 2003: 5) in the context of “a return to a future Palestinian state” (Peters 2011: 24).

Israel’s denial of any responsibility of the creation of the Palestinian refugees tragedy

stems from ethical considerations:

For the Israeli Jews recognizing the Palestinians as victims of their own evil is deeply traumatic,
for it not only questions the very foundational myths of the state of Israel and its motto of ““A state
without a people for a people without a state,” but it also raises a whole panoply of ethical
questions with significant implications for the future of the state...Thus, having been the just party
at that time, in the formative period of the conflict, justifies the existence of Zionism and the whole
Jewish project in Palestine; in the same way it doubts the wisdom and morality of Palestinian
actions in that period. It obliterates out of any discussion the ethnic cleansing carried out by the
Jews in 1948 (Pappé 2003: 228-229).

The official Israeli narrative of 1948 was contested by a group of Israeli historians who
published research since the mid-1980s and became known later as the ‘new historians’,
most notably Morris (1987; 2004), Pappé (1992) and Shlaim (1995b). The most influential
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research on this issue is the one by Benny Morris (1987) who — after examining
declassified documents in the Israel State Archive — concluded that:

“[TThe Palestinian refugee problem was born of war, not design, Jewish or Arab. It was largely a
by-product of Arab and Jewish fears and of the protracted, bitter fighting that characterized the
first Israeli-Arab war; in smaller part it was the deliberate creation of Jewish and Arab military
commanders and politicians” (Morris 1987: 286 quoted in Finkelstein 2003: 52).

That is to say, the Zionists did not expel the Palestinians with pre-meditation, as in the
Palestinian narrative and the “invading” Arab states did not encourage the Palestinians to
leave, as in the Israeli narrative but the truth, according to Morris, lies somewhere in the
middle ground of these two extremes (Finkelstein 2003: 52) (for more on the critique of

Morris’s argument, see for example, Finkelstein 1991; Masalha 1991, 1995).

Although it has been 63 years since its creation, the Palestinian refugees problem has not
been resolved yet and millions of Palestinian refugees are still living in refugee camps
under harsh living conditions. According to the official statistics of the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA), as of 30
December 2010, there are 4,966,664 registered Palestinian refugees worldwide.?* One-
third of those registered refugees — more than 1.4 million — live in 58 recognised refugee
camps in Jordan, Lebanon, the Syrian Arab Republic, the Gaza Strip and the West Bank,
including East Jerusalem.”®> The Palestinian refugees in Lebanon suffer the worst living
conditions. According to the UNRWA those refugees “do not enjoy several basic human
rights”, for example, they do not have the right to work in as many as 20 professions, lack
social and civil rights, have no access to public services and very limited access to public

health or educational facilities. 2

1.1.2 The Narrative of the Middle East Peace Process
The unofficial start of the Middle East peace process can be traced back to the Palestine

Liberation Organization’s (PLO thereafter) acceptance of the American preconditions?’ for

24 ‘UNRWA  in  Figures’, UNRWA  website, published in July  2011:
http://www.unrwa.org/userfiles/2011080123958.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

> ‘Palestine Refugees’, UNRWA website: http://www.unrwa.org/etemplate.php?id=86 [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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‘Lebanon’, UNRWA website: http://www.unrwa.org/etemplate.php?id=65 [last accessed: 24 November
2011].

2T These preconditions are based on a U.S. commitment to Israel in 1975 that it would not “recognize or
negotiate with the PLO unless it 1) recognized Israel’s right to exist; 2) accepted UN Resolutions 242 and
338; and 3) renounced terrorism” (Hunter 1991: 159). These are the very same current American
preconditions to talk to the Palestinian faction, Hamas.
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establishing diplomatic relations: the acceptance of Security Council Resolution (UNSCR)
242 as the basis of peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict®®, recognition of
“Israel’s right to exist” and the formal renunciation of “terrorism” in all its forms
(Goldberg 1990: 98; Vatikiotis 1997: 46). These preconditions were met by the PLO in the
text of the Palestine Declaration of Independence and a political communiqué, both
adopted during the 19" session of the Palestine National Council (PNC) — the Palestinian
parliament in exile — in Algeria on 15 November 1988 (Goldberg 1990: 98).

The Palestinian acceptance of these preconditions meant that the PLO officially endorses
the principle of partitioning historic Palestine and a ‘two-state’ solution®® to the conflict
(Shlaim 1994: 26). Israel, led by a Likud government at the time, rejected the Palestinian
declaration setting claim to the whole of the “Land of Israel” including the Occupied West

Bank and the Gaza Strip (Shlaim 1994: 26).

The Palestinian diplomatic move represented “the most significant expression of the PLO’s
change in its attitude vis-a-vis Israel and regional peace” (Ghanem 2002: 17). Following
this move, the Americans significantly modified their attitude towards the PLO and the
Palestinians (Ghanem 2002: 18) and decided on 14 December 1988 to start unprecedented
talks with the PLO (Hunter 1991: 160). These developments paved the way for the
convening of the international peace conference in Madrid on 18 October 1991 (Ghanem
2002: 18) which was based on the UNSCR 242 (cf. Chapter 5.2) and the principle of ‘land
for peace’ (Shlaim 1994: 27). The Palestinians participated in the conference as part of a
joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation which crucially provided them with “the opportunity
to have their voice heard by the international community” (Cebeci 2011: 141). The Madrid
Peace Conference launched bilateral and multilateral, i.e. negotiations between Israel,
Syria, Jordan and the Palestinians. The bilateral talks between Israel and the Palestinians
were held in Washington; however, these talks (six rounds) did not produce any important
progress (Ghanem 2002: 18).

%8 The PLO had refused to accept the UNSCR 242 before because it denied the national rights of the
Palestinian people and refer to them solely in the context of a refugee problem (Chomsky 1999: 41).

%9 The principle of partitioning historic Palestine or ‘the two-state’ solution was first proposed by the Peel
Commission in 1937 and then in UN resolution 181 of 1947. The ‘two-state’ solution was then emphasized
in other UN General Assembly (UNGA) and Security Council (UNSC) resolutions including, UNGAR 3236
(1974), 65/16 (2010) and UNSCR 338 (1973) and 1397 (2002), 1515 (2003) and 1850 (2008).
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At the same time, secret negotiations between the PLO and Israel were carried out in Oslo,
Norway which led later to the conclusion of a set of interim agreements which became
known as the Oslo Accords (Shlaim 1994: 24) (see for example, Abbas 1995; Freedman
1998; Qurie 2006; Said 2000; Watson 2000). The Oslo Accord | — also known as the
Declaration of Principles (DOP) — was signed on 13 September 1993 on the White House
lawn by the Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO) Chairman Yasir Arafat under the auspice of then American president
Bill Clinton (Bennis 2003: 63; Shlaim 1994: 24). The Oslo Accord Il — also known as
Gaza-Jericho Agreement — was signed at a ceremony in Cairo, Egypt on 4 May 1994.

In the Oslo Accords, the PLO recognized “Israel’s right to live in peace and security” and
in return, Israel recognized the PLO as “the representative of the Palestinian people”
(Shlaim 1994: 25). This declaration led to the establishment of Palestinian Authority (PA)
and Israel’s withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and from “unspecified areas in the West bank,
leaving Jewish settlements and military security areas under Israeli control” (Thorpe 2006:
172). One of the key features of the Oslo process is that it divided the Occupied West Bank
into three areas of jurisdiction (Rubenberg 2003: 67) in a “Swiss cheese-like design”*°
(Bennis 2003: 63) (cf. Chapter 5.2.1). The PA had enormously limited control over only
17.2% of the total area of the Occupied West Bank (Khalidi 2004: 134). Another key
feature of Oslo is that the Palestinians were allowed to negotiate a 5-year interim
agreement for self-government; However, they were seriously “forced to accept” the
indefinite deferment of the negotiations on all of the most significant final-status issues
including sovereignty, statehood, final borders, Jewish settlements, Jerusalem, refugees

and water (Khalidi 2004: 134)

The Palestinians and Israelis had different interpretations of the Oslo process and its
expected outcome. The Palestinians hoped and imagined that — after recognizing “Israel’s
existence on the 78% of their homeland” (Falah 2005: 1361) — the implementation of the
Oslo Accords would lead eventually to the establishment of an independent Palestinian
state on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (Thomas 2009: 125). Israel, on the other hand,

considered the Oslo Accords as a guarantee of ‘autonomy’, but not for an independent state

%9 Eor an illustration of this point, see for example the map published by the United Nations Office for the

Coordination ~ of = Humanitarian ~ Affairs in 2011, available at  http://www.internal-

displacement.org/8025708F004BE3B1/(httpInfoFiles)/DIA44FEE2F3FOBCBC12578CB00509072/$file/opt
ocha_area-c-west-bank_feb2011.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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(Thorpe 2006: 171). Bennis (2003: 64) argues that the Oslo process was not designed to
end the Israeli occupation and lead to the establishment of such a state. As a matter of fact,
the texts of the Oslo Accords (I and II) do not mention any of the words ‘occupation’,
‘occupied’ (Bennis 2003: 64; Rubenberg 2003: 59) or ‘Palestinian state’ (Armajani 2011:
106). Thorpe (2006: 267) argues that Israel inserted language in the texts of the Oslo
Accords — which the “creative ambiguity” played a major role in their drafting —

“suggesting a Palestinian State, but with loopholes that enabled Israel to deny statehood”.

The Oslo Accords were fundamentally a reflection of the power imbalance between the
Palestinians and Israelis which was inevitably weighted in favour of the latter at the
expense of the former (Zreik 2003: 40-41).

Conditions on the ground have worsened for the Palestinians during the Oslo process
through a sharp rise in unemployment, reduction of GDP, erection of military checkpoints,
restrictions on movement of people and goods and expropriation of land to build and
expand Jewish settlements (Yasmeen 2010: 202). Most importantly, due to the fact that
there was nothing in the Oslo Accords to prevent the creation of Jewish settlements or their
continued expansion (Tessitore and Woolfson 1997: 54; Zreik 2003: 40), the number of
Jewish settlers in the Occupied Palestinian Territories had doubled from two hundred
thousand in 1991 to four hundred thousand by the end of the interim period in 2000 (Aruri
2011: 4; Khalidi 2004: 136). Thus, rather than ending the Israeli occupation, Oslo
“released Israel from the occupier’s obligations” (Aruri 2011: 4) and more significantly
became a tool that “has prolonged and consolidated the Israeli occupation of Palestine by

pseudo-diplomatic means” (Aruri 2011: 6).

The final-status issues of the conflict were discussed for the first time in detail at the Camp
David Il Summit on 11 July 2000. This summit brought together the Israeli Prime Minister
Ehud Barak and the Palestinian President Yasser Arafat under the auspices of the
American President Bill Clinton (Aruri 2011: 7). The summit collapsed on 25 July 2000
with no agreement. The reason for this has been a point of a heated debate between the two
sides with each side blaming the other for its failure (for the Palestinian narrative of the
summit, see for example, Qurie 2008; whereas for the Israeli-American narrative, see for
example, Ben-Ami 2006; Ross 2005; Sher 2006).
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According to Khalidi (2003: 57), the widely circulated Israeli-American narrative of what
happened at Camp David — which was promoted by the Prime Minister Ehud Barak,
Shlomo Ben-Ami and Dennis Ross and subscribed to by President Bill Clinton — claims
that “Barak offered Arafat the most generous peace settlement conceivable but Arafat
walked away from it. Why? Because Arafat’s commitment to a negotiated settlement in
Oslo in 1993 had been a subterfuge”. Consequently, the Palestinians — who were perceived

as “rejectionists” — were blamed for the failure of the negotiations.

However, such a “generous” offer simply did not exist (Bisharah 2003: 23). Pappé (2003:
227) offers an interpretation of what happened at Camp David: for the Israelis — led by the
Israeli left since 1999 — the summit was “a stage for dictating to the Palestinians their
concept of fairness: maximizing the divisibility of the visible (evicting 90 per cent of the
occupied areas, 20 per cent of the settlements, 50 per cent of Jerusalem) while demanding
the end of Palestinian reference to the invisible layers of the conflict: no right of return, no
full sovereign Palestinian state, and no solution for the Palestinian minority in Israel”. By
contrast, for the Palestinians the summit was meant “to produce the final stages in the
Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (according to resolution 242 and
338 of the UN security council) and prepare the ground for new negotiations over a fair
settlement on the basis of UN resolution 194 — the return of the refugees, the

internationalization of Jerusalem, and a full sovereign Palestinian state” (Pappé 2003: 227).

Following the Camp David negotiations, a new narrative emerged to explain what was
perceived by some as the total collapse of the peace process (Ghazi-Bouillon 2009: 119-
120). This narrative — which focused on the alleged Palestinian rejection of Barak’s
“generous offer” and the Israeli claim that there was ‘no partner’ for peace — gained
currency and became part of the mainstream discourse in Israel (Ghazi-Bouillon 2009:
119-120). The American President then, Bill Clinton, presented on 23 December 2000 the
two sides with a proposal to bridge the gap between their positions (Ben-Ami 2005: 82).
Although no agreement was reached during the summit, Clinton’s bridging proposal

formed more or less a reference to any future negotiations between the two sides.

The collapse of peace process following the failure of the Camp David Il negotiations and
the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa, on 28 September 2000, have
resulted in an atmosphere of tremendous political despair and frustration among the

Palestinians and have consequently given rise to new set of peace initiatives or plans aimed
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at reviving the dead peace process and restoring hope in the ‘two-state’ solution to the

conflict.

1.1.3 The Narrative of the Palestinian-Israeli Peace Initiatives

The diplomatic efforts to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict are as old as the conflict
itself. Since the start of this conflict more than a hundred years ago, numerous plans or
initiatives have been drawn up by key international, regional and local political players in
attempts to outline a possible settlement to this conflict. Many of these initiatives —
specifically since the mid-1970s — have been drafted within the political framework of the
‘two-state’ solution, i.e. a Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip on the

1967 borders living side by side with Israel (Chomsky 1999: 41).

The framework of the ‘two-state’ solution was officially accepted by the PLO in June 1988
in Algiers (Deeb 2003: 5). This kind of solution, other than being supported by the
international community since the mid-1970s (Chomsky 1999: 41), is also supported by
the Palestinian and Israeli publics and the entire Arab world (Thomas 2009: 176). The
framework of the ‘two-state’ solution was the basis of Middle East process that was
launched in Madrid in 1991 and consequently the Oslo Accords which were signed
between Israel and the PLO in the mid-1990s (cf. section 1.1.2). Examples of peace
initiatives within this framework — particularly during the last three decades — include the
Fahd Plan (1981)*, Reagan Plan (1982)*, Clinton’s Parameters (2000)* and Moratinos
Non-Paper (2001).3* What characterizes these specific peace initiatives is that they all
belong to what is called ‘track-one’ diplomacy, i.e. negotiations carried out by “diplomats,
high-ranking government officials, and heads of states” (Mapendere 2006: 67) (cf. Chapter
2.3.2).

3! The Saudi King Fahd’s Plan of 1981 was adopted during the Arab Summit in Fas on 25 November 1982,
available at  http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=416&level_id=202 [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

32 ‘Reagan Plan’ is a script drafted by George Shultz in close consultation with Henry Kissinger on 1
September 1982. The main elements of this plan are opposition to Jewish settlements in the Palestinian
Occupied Territories and that a negotiated settlement should be based on ‘an exchange of territories for
peace’ (Stork 1993: 141).

%3 “The Clinton Parameters’, Israel-Palestine Center for Research and Information website, published on 23
December 2000: http://www.ipcri.org/files/clinton-parameters.html [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

# ‘Moratinos ‘Non-Paper’ 2001°, Jerusalem Media and Communication Centre website, published 14
February 2002: http://www.jmcc.org/Documentsandmaps.aspx?id=424 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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The most recent diplomatic efforts — within the same framework and as mentioned before —
came immediately after the collapse of the peace process following the failure of the Camp
David Il summit in August 2000 and the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-
Agsa on 28 September 2000.* Those two major events resulted in an overwhelming
atmosphere of political despair and frustration and consequently gave rise to a new set of
peace initiatives. These peace initiatives can be seen as part of the rigorous diplomatic
efforts by key international, regional and local political players — e.g. the Quartet, the
League of Arab States, politicians, etc. — to reach a ‘two-state’ solution to the Palestinian-

Israeli conflict.

However, this solution is “rapidly becoming less likely to occur” (Winnick 2009: 47). This
is fundamentally due to what has actually been happening on the ground in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories since the signing of the Oslo Accords in the mid-1990s, namely the
division of the Palestinian territories into Areas ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ (cf. chapter 5.2.1), the
continued expansion of Jewish settlements and what has been further worsened since the
outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada in 2000, namely the construction of Israel’s
illegal Wall. This situation has been described as the ‘Ghettoization’ (e.g. Said 1995;
Pappé and Chomsky 2010b: 145), the ‘Enclavisation’ (Falah 2005: 1342), the
‘Cantonisation’ (e.g. Emerson and Tocci 2003: 29) and even the ‘Bantustanization’ (e.g.
Alissa 2007: 130; De Cesari 2009: 46; Farsakh 2002: 14-15) of the Occupied Palestinian
Territories. Today, these territories stand as:

a canonised set of physically separated Palestinian localities, with local Palestinian government for
municipal services, but subject to overarching Israeli military occupation and rule over all else of
importance. The construction of the fences, the expansion of Israeli settlements and the
progressive destruction of the Palestinian Authority fit with this model. This means that the longer
the continuation of the status quo, the less likely becomes a peace settlement based on a viable,
sovereign and territorially contiguous Palestinian state (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 29).

»36 _ cannot be

The option of a ‘one-state’ solution — also known as the ‘bi-national state
ruled out in light of these facts. Indeed, it is warned that the current situation of
‘cantonisation’ of the Palestinian lands will soon become the default scenario of the ‘one-
state’ solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 29). This kind
of solution — which has never been endorsed by any government but rather proposed by

academics and political activists (e.g. Abunimah 2007; Makdisi 2010; Tilley 2005) and

% The second Palestinian intifada, unlike the first one (1987-1993), was armed.

%6 Ghanem (2009: 120) argues that “[I]n recent years, following the evident impasse of other solutions, the
Bi-National State (BNS) alternative has once again become part of the political discourse among Israelis and
Palestinians”.

30



regarded by majority of Israeli Jews as “a strategic threat to the Jewish State” (Ghanem
2009: 126) — envisions a one ‘bi-national’ state in which citizens, Palestinians and Israelis
“live democratically side by side, with equal rights and equal obligations” — i.e. ‘one man,

one vote’ (Klein 2008: 89).

The failure of the ‘two-state’ solution and the rejection of the ‘one-state’ solution — and
taking into account the geographic and demographic changes on the ground * — would lead
eventually to a third option — i.e. “apartheid” (Bishara 2007: 72). In such a situation, a
Jewish minority will rule a Palestinian majority. The Palestinians — who “have suffered a
severe historical injustice in that they have been deprived of a substantial part of their
traditional home” (Chomsky 2003: 77) — 78% of historic Palestine — and faced with the
impossibility of establishing a viable state on the remaining 22% — will have no other
alternative but to dismantle the Palestinian Authority and start a South African-like-style
struggle for equal political, social and economic rights within a single democratic state for

all of its citizens (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 33).

In order to avoid these two scenarios — i.e. the ‘one-state’ and the ‘apartheid’— key
international, regional and local political players decided to intervene and intensified their
efforts following the collapse of the negotiations at Camp David Il (cf. Section 1.1.2).
These intensified efforts resulted in the drafting of five Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives
in less than two years (cf. Chapter 3.2). The ‘two-state’ solution — which the international
community endorses and promotes — would allow Israel to keep a Jewish majority on 78%
of historic Palestine. In this sense, the creation of a Palestinian state on the lands occupied

in 1967 — is not only a Palestinian interest but also an Israeli one.

The texts in the corpus and equally their different translations play a crucial role in not
only keeping the ‘two-state’ solution on the table but also making sure it is the only
solution under discussion.®® These peace initiatives largely build on the outcome of
previous negotiations and agreements between Israel and the PLO — e.g. Clinton’s Proposal
(2000) and Taba Talks (2001). For example, the Clinton’s Proposal formed the basis of the

3 According to Klein (2008: 93), there are “5,658 million Jews as compared to 5,057 million Palestinians in
what was once Mandatory Palestine. In a few years’ time, given the current demographic trends, if no
alternative solution is found, a Jewish minority will be ruling over a Palestinian majority”.

38 For example, the Roadmap Plan, which envisions a ‘two-state’ solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict,
is officially endorsed in the United Nations General Assembly resolution 1515 of 2003 as the only way to
move forward.
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Geneva Accord and the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the Roadmap
Plan was based largely on the report of Sharm al-Sheikh Fact-Finding Committee — better
known as ‘the Mitchell Report’— (2001).%° Moreover, these peace initiatives address — in
more or less detail — the final-status of the conflict which have been impeding resolving the

conflict for a long time and offer political solutions to them.

Furthermore, peace initiatives range from one page (e.g. the Arab Peace Initiative) to forty-
nine pages (e.g. the Geneva Accord). Some of these initiatives were the outcome of direct
unofficial bilateral negotiations (e.g. the Geneva Accord), others were the outcome of
indirect official negotiations (e.g. the Roadmap Plan) (cf. Chapter 2.4.2), whereas a third
group were unilateral attempts by one side (e.g. the Arab Peace Initiative) to outline a
political solution to the conflict. As the outcome of direct or indirect negotiations (cf.
Chapter 3.2), peace initiatives reflect political compromises and power relations which find

their way in the textual profiles of the different language versions (cf. Chapter 5).

These peace initiatives — following a chronological order — are the Gush-Shalom
Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement, the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles, the Arab Peace Initiative, the Geneva Accord and the Roadmap Plan. The
following table (1.1) lists the authors, dates of publications and language versions of each

initiative.

Table 1.1 Corpus of the Study

Date of

Initiative Authors Language Publication Translations
The Gush-Shalom The Gush-Shalom Hebrew 2001 Arabic (1)
Declaration of Principles | Organization English (1)

for Peace Agreement

The Arab Peace Initiative | The League of Arabic 2002 English (4)
Arab States (LAS) Hebrew (6)

The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Ami Ayalon and English 2002 Arabic (5)

Declaration of Principles | Sari Nusseibeh Hebrew (2)

The Geneva Accord Yossi Beilin and English 2003 Arabic (1)
Yasser Abed- Hebrew (1)
Rabbo

¥ “The  Mitchell Report’, BBC  website, published on 29  November  2001:

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/in_depth/middle east/2001/israel_and the palestinians/key documents/1632064.s
tm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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The Roadmap Plan The Quartet: the English 2003 Arabic (6)
United Nations Hebrew (4)
(UN), the United

States, Russia and

the European Union

What distinguishes peace initiatives in the corpus from previous peace initiatives drafted
throughout the history of the conflict is the increasing role of civil society*® — both in the
Occupied Palestinian Territories and Israel — in the efforts to resolve the conflict,
particularly since the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa, on 28
September 2000.

Conflict situations, unlike peaceful societies, may produce “more intense mobilization of
civil society” (Marchettia and Tocci 2009: 201). The fact that three out of the five
Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives in the corpus belong to what is called ‘track-two’
diplomacy or ‘unofficial diplomacy’ (e.g. Chataway 1998; Fisher 2006) (cf. Chapter 2.3.2)
is indicative of such increasing mobilization of civil society. ‘Track-two’ diplomacy — a
term coined by Joseph Montville (1987) — is defined as “unofficial, informal interaction
between members of adversary groups or nations that aim to develop strategies, to
influence public opinion, organize human and material resources in ways that might help
resolve their conflict” (Montville 1991: 162 quoted in Mapendere 2006: 68).

The term ‘civil society’ includes a multiplicity of actors “ranging from local to
international, independent and quasi-governmental players” (Marchettia and Tocci 2006:
201). Examples of groups and members of civil society in the Occupied Palestinian
Territories and Israel include the Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC), Gush-Shalom
organization, Peace Now, National Consensus, B’Tselem, etc. in addition to individual
citizens such as Sari Nusseibeh, Ami Ayalon, Yossi Beilin and Yasser Abd-Rabbo (cf.

chapter 3.2.2) who have been involved in unofficial negotiations or ‘track-one’ diplomacy.

In order to keep the ‘two-state’ solution on the table and to challenge the narrative of there
being no Palestinian ‘partner for peace’ (cf. Section 1.1.2), these civil society groups
decided to intervene after they lost faith in the ability of their political leaderships to bring

any change to the impasse in the peace process. These groups believed that power lies in

%0 There is also an emerging international civil society movement which promotes boycotts, divestment and
sanctions ‘BDS’ against Israel that is similar to the Palestinian movement for ‘BDS’ (Bisharat 2011: 316).
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the hands of people and thus decided to resort to civil society in order to secure the backing
of public opinion to the political solutions their propose. They tried to avoid mistakes made
in the Oslo Accords, namely, deferring the discussion of the final-status of the conflict

until the end of the process (cf. Section 1.1.2) by tackling them from the outset.

Given this situation, peace initiatives present a genuine case of interaction and engagement
between different political and social agents: mainly those who belong to ‘track-one’ and
‘track-two’ diplomacy. These agents compete over power, political supremacy and
legitimacy. Such a competition can be summarized as who has the power to negotiate a

peace agreement: governments or people (cf. Chapter 2.3.2).

The drafters of peace initiatives decided to put the texts which they negotiated in front of
their respective publics. Translation played a central role in this context. Peace initiatives
drafted for example, originally in English, were made available in Arabic and Hebrew.
These peace initiatives and their translations are presented in different frames in order to
serve different purposes or functions and fulfil different roles in different institutional
contexts. As these initiatives are featured on the public agenda, they play a decisive role in
determining which course the conflict takes in the future. It is precisely here that
translation plays a key role by being an important source of information and part of a
political propaganda to achieve certain political aims.

What is interesting here is that some of the negotiators themselves acted as translators of
these texts, such as Sari Nusseibeh and Ami Ayalon. Other translators were peace activists,
such as Hagit Ofran, or academics, such as llai Alon. This shows the increasing role of
non-professional translators in translation. The aim of these particular translations, other
than dissemination of information (i.e. fulfilling an informative function), is to influence
Palestinian and Israeli public opinions (i.e. fulfilling a persuasive function). It can be
argued then that these peace initiatives have a major social and political role to play in this
conflict, namely, preparing and shaping public opinion in Israel and the Occupied

Palestinian Territories with regard to any future political settlement to the conflict.

Public opinion is of the utmost importance in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict
and its resolution. In this regard, Shamir (2007: 6) emphasizes that “the premise that public
opinion affects foreign policy is now widely accepted among political scientists, scholars

of international relations, and public opinion experts”. That is why some of these
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initiatives, such as ‘track-two’ peace initiatives (cf. Chapter 3.2.2) directly target public
opinion in both Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories and strive to elicit their
support. Drafters of these initiatives try to pressure their respective governments to

negotiate a peace agreement by gaining support from people at grassroots level.

Some of these peace initiatives, such as the Geneva Accord, generated heated debates in
Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories. This was mainly due to their political
content as well as the political credibility of their drafters. Consequently, some of these
initiatives were well received as potential proposals to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict, whereas others were severely criticized for giving up so much to the other side of
the conflict. Some of these criticisms were based on the original source texts of these
initiatives; other cases were based on translations, e.g. the Arabic and Hebrew translations
of the Geneva Accord (cf. Chapter 6.3).

1.2 Objectives and Analytical Progression of the Study

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict has been playing a major role in shaping the political
landscape of the Middle East for more than a hundred years. This conflict has been
attracting considerable interest from political scientists, historians and sociologists for
many years (e.g. Finkelstein 2003; Hajjar 2005; Kimmerling 2008; Nakhleh and Zureik
1980; Pappé 2011; Said 1995; Schulze 2008; Shlaim 2000) but the role of language and
translation in this context has not yet received as much attention as the study of other
political contexts. As Schiffner (1997: 119) notes, the term ‘political text’ is vague as it
covers a variety of genres such as treaties, speeches, editorials, etc. This thesis examines
peace initiatives — which have been playing a significant role in the context of this conflict

for many years — as a largely under-researched genre of political texts.

Power relations and other ideological considerations have a significant impact on discourse
practices (Chilton and Schaffner 2002) and all levels of linguistic organisation in political
texts, including the authors’ lexical choices and their deliberate use of ambiguity or
vagueness. But the sensitivity of political texts (Schaffner 2002) is multiplied and refracted
in international politics, understood in this thesis as “a struggle for power, between those
who seek to assert and maintain their power and those who seek to resist it” (Chilton 2004:
3). Governments, political parties as well as ordinary citizens rely on translation as a
source of information which constitutes acts of mediation and, potentially, may add to the

complexity of the ideological clashes underpinning peace initiatives. Amid the growing
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internationalisation of politics and the increasing social visibility of its consequences,
whether in the form of conflict-induced displacement or clashes between competing
approaches to the resolution of diplomatic tensions, the translation of political texts has
gained significant attention within Translation Studies in recent years (e.g. Baker 2006,
2009; Salama-Carr 2007; Schaffner 1997, 2004).

Existing research on the translation of political texts includes a number of scholarly
strands, ranging from functional analyses (Schéaffner 1997, 2002) and systemic-linguistic
approaches (Mason 1994, Calzada-Pérez 2001), to research on political discourse analysis
(Chilton and Schaffner 2002) and narrative theory (Baker 2006). In this thesis, translation
is understood as a social practice in the hands of a variety of social agents within specific

socio-cultural and institutional context. As Wolf (2002: 33) explains:

[a] sociological approach to the study of translation would follow the insight that translation is a
socially-regulated activity and consequently analyze the social agents responsible for the creation
of translation. The analysis of the social implications of translation helps us to identify the
translator as constructing and constructed subject in society, and to view translation as a social
practice.

The main focus of investigation in this thesis is on texts, i.e. peace initiatives and their
translations. Nevertheless, aspects of agency and institutions involved in the translation
and publication of these texts are partly accounted for as detailed information about these

two is not available.

The study of peace initiatives, as sensitive political texts, and their translations, in their
respective socio-political, historical and institutional contexts, can shed more light on the
major role that these texts play in society in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict,
the institutional practices and the way in which the different social agents — including
translators, publishers, political institutions, etc. — involved in their production and
publication interact and “take up positions and build alliances” to accomplish their “aims

and ambitions” (Hermans 1996: 10).

The positions of the social agents involved in the production of the texts under scrutiny in
this thesis, both the original and translated versions, are influenced by ideological and
political considerations. In other words, their positions emanate from their ideologies,*

understood as “representations of aspects of the world which can be shown to contribute to

* The concept of ideology in this thesis is used following Fairclough (1995) in a critical rather than a neutral
way.
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establishing, maintaining and changing social relations of power, domination and
exploitation” (Fairclough 2003: 9). Against this backdrop, translators emerge as active
social agents — “within complex structures of power” (Hermans 1995: 6) — who are
politically aware of the choices they make and play “a crucial role in both disseminating
and contesting public narratives [i.e. collective stances or dispositions that circulate and
operate in structural units and institutions of society or a nation as a whole] within and

across national boundaries” (Baker 2006: 4).

This thesis presents a product-oriented textual analysis of 31 Arabic, English and Hebrew
language versions of five different Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. Methodologically,
the thesis pursues a top-down approach in analysing data. After outlining the socio-
political conditions of text production of the drafting of the Palestinian-lIsraeli peace
initiatives (original source texts), the thesis examines the textual profiles of the different
Arabic, English and Hebrew language versions of these initiatives, focusing on their
functions and underlying principles of audience design. The thesis then moves on to
establish how these textual profiles reflect aspects of ideology, political affiliation and
power relations at the macro- and micro-structural levels level. The final step in the
analysis attempts to account for these aspects in terms of the socio-political and
institutional conditions of the production of the translations.

The main body of the analysis draws on concepts and methods of Descriptive Translation
Studies (DTS) (Lambert and Van Gorp 1985) and Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough
1992). This thesis is informed by previous applications of Critical Discourse Analysis to
Translation Studies as it works from the assumption that “discourse is both socially
conditioned and shapes social relationships, and that it is necessary to adopt a critical
stance towards the relationship between analysis and the practices analysed” (Saldanha
2008: 151). Political discourse analysts examine texts in one language and cultural context
whereas a translation approach to the investigation of political discourse can shed new
light on the various processes involving the production of political discourses in more than

one language (Arabic, English and Hebrew in the case of this thesis).

This thesis goes beyond description of actual translation profiles to explanations of these
profiles with reference to their institutional contexts of production. For this purpose,
Fairclough’s (1992) three-dimensional model of Critical Discourse Analysis (cf. Chapter

3.3.3) will be applied to answer the main research questions of this thesis:
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1) What are the key characteristic features of peace initiatives as politically
negotiated texts?

2) What happen to these texts in translation?

3) How do the translations of peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political
affiliation and power relations?

4) How can these aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations be
accounted for in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of the
production of the translations?

The framework of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) — a politically engaged form of
discourse analysis — is a useful framework for the study of peace initiatives and their
translations because, among other reasons, it accounts for three levels of analysis: text
production, text interpretation and institutional contexts and emphasizes that texts have a
role in social and political change (for more in depth justification of CDA as the

methodological framework in this thesis, see Chapter 3.3.3).

By attempting to answer these research questions, this thesis makes an original
contribution to the discipline of Translation Studies by contributing to a deeper
understanding of the translation and recontextualization of politically negotiated texts in
their socio-political, historical and institutional contexts during situations of ongoing

contemporary conflict.

1.3 Structure of the Study
The thesis is structured as follows:

Chapter Two consists of two main sections, reviewing the main studies on political and
negotiated texts. The first section reviews the major studies on negotiated and political
texts in the discipline of Translation Studies. It provides the justification for conducting
this study and its relevance to the discipline of Translation Studies. The second section
reviews the main studies on peace initiatives and politically negotiated texts in the
neighbouring disciplines of Political Science, Conflict Resolution, Negotiation Theory,
Diplomatic Studies and Genre Studies. This review helps in identifying the nature of peace
initiatives and their characteristic features (e.g. use of deliberately ambiguous or vague
drafting, naming practices, choice use of politically sensitive concepts and terms, etc.).
These features would then guide data analysis at the macro-structural level (cf. Chapter 5).
This section shows that peace initiatives are still largely under-researched genre of political
texts and that more research is still needed in this direction. On the other hand, it shows

similarities between peace initiatives and peace treaties.
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Chapter Three consists of four main sections introducing the corpus and methodology of
the study. The first section introduces the aims of the chapter. The second section presents
the corpus of the study. It starts with presenting the socio-cultural and political contexts of
the production of the original versions of the respective peace initiatives (the source texts).
It then presents the different language versions of these initiatives (the target texts) in their
different institutional contexts. The third section presents the methodology of the study.
The thesis operates within the framework of product-oriented Descriptive Translation
Studies and Critical Discourse Analysis. It applies the analytical model suggested by
Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) and Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of Critical
Discourse Analysis (Fairclough 1992). In linking the textual profiles of peace initiatives to
conditions of text production, the analysis is an example of causal models as described by
Chesterman (1997).

Chapter Four examines the textual organization of the individual translation profiles of
the various language versions of peace initiatives. It aims to show how the various
components of textual organization of translation profiles of the different language
versions of peace initiatives (the target texts) at the macro-structural level — e.g. layouts,
paratexts, chapter heading, etc. — reflect ideological and political interests. For this
purpose, the Descriptive Translation Studies model of Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) is
applied. This descriptive account of textual profiles answers the following questions: Are
these texts complete? How were they introduced? What labels were given to them? Were

there any translator’s notes, footnotes? etc.

Chapter Five moves on to examine the textual profiles of the different language versions
of peace initiatives at the micro-structural level as the second level of analysis. This
product-oriented textual analysis starts by justifying the selection of data examples and it
then moves on to the discussion of relevant examples. This chapter aims to examine how
aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations impinge on the different
language versions of peace initiatives. Identified translation strategies are classified

according to Chesterman’s categories (1997).

Chapter Six consists of two main sections aiming to turn to explaining textual profiles of
the language versions in terms of their institutional contexts. The first section presents the

aim of the chapter as linking aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations in
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the different textual profiles of peace initiatives (i.e. target texts) — at both macro- and
micro-structural levels — to their socio-political and institutional conditions of the
production of the translations. It will show that in many cases translations produced in one
specific institutional context are recontextualised for use in another one. Such
recontextualisation goes hand in hand with further textual amendments. The second section
presents a case of a political debate initiated based on the Yes to an Agreement Hebrew

translation of the Geneva Accord. The last section presents a conclusion to the chapter.

Chapter Seven consists of three main sections presenting the major conclusions of the
thesis. The first section presents the major conclusions and findings for the translation of
peace initiatives. The second section presents the original contribution of the study to the
discipline of Translation Studies and Critical Discourse Analysis. The final section points
the reader to further research on political texts and peace initiatives in the discipline of

Translation Studies and other neighbouring disciplines.
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Chapter Two

Translation, Ideology and Politics

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the theoretical premises of the thesis. It consists of three main
sections. Section 2.2 reviews the main research on negotiated and political texts in the
discipline of Translation Studies. Section 2.3 investigates the main studies on negotiated
texts, including peace initiatives, within neighbouring disciplines such as Political Science,
Conflict Resolution, Genre Studies and Negotiation Theory. These studies inform the
research on the key features of peace initiatives and later on their analysis. Section 2.4
provides a conclusion to this chapter.

2.2 Translation, Peace Initiatives and Politics

In an edited volume, entitled A Companion to Translation Studies (2007) covering main
areas of research in Translation Studies, such as culture, literature, gender and media,
Schéffner’s contribution on ‘Politics and Translation’ provided a detailed overview of what
has been ongoing in the area of translation of political texts. Schaffner (2007) reviews the
issue of ‘Translation and Politics’ from three main points of views: the politics of
translation, the translation of political texts and the politicisation of translation. Reflecting
on research in the area of political texts, Schaffner (2007: 138) points out that — although
aspects of politics have been paid attention to within Translation Studies — still there is no
‘major monograph’ on the translation of political discourse. Moreover, keywords such as
‘politics’ and ‘political texts’ do not appear in reference works such as Cowie and
Shuttleworth (1997), etc. (Schaffner 2007: 138). Surprisingly, ten years later, these

keywords still do not appear in major reference works, e.g. Baker and Saldanha (2008).

Schaffner (1997: 119) points out that the term ‘political text’ itself is a vague one. It is an
umbrella term which covers a range of genres. Genres are defined following Chilton and
Schéftner (2002: 19) as “global linguistic patterns which have historically developed for
fulfilling specific communicative tasks in specific situations”. Political discourse includes
various genres such as treaties, speeches, parliamentary debates, editorials, etc. This list, of
course, is not exhaustive. It would also include peace initiatives or plans, petitions,

manifestos and press releases.
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Political texts can be identified and characterized according to their functions and themes
(Schaffner 1997: 119). These texts normally serve a particular political function which
varies from one genre to another, e.g. political speeches usually have a persuasive function,
while treaties have a regulatory one. Any significant change in this function or
‘communicative purpose’ is likely to result in a different genre (Bhatia 1993: 13).
However, minor changes in the communicative purpose(s) help in distinguishing

subgenres.

Despite the existence of research on the translation of political texts, following functional
(e.g. Schaffner 1997; 2002) or systemic-linguistic approaches (e.g. Calzada-Pérez 2001,
Mason 1994) and research on Political Discourse Analysis (e.g. Chilton and Schaffner
2002), peace initiatives are still a largely under-researched genre of political texts. In the
Arab world, research on the translation of political texts includes very few studies on
translation of political speeches from Arabic into English (e.g. Al-Harrasi 2001, Shunnaq
2000) and on peace treaties from English into Arabic (e.g. Masa’deh 2003). Moreover,
there are no studies on the translation of political texts between Arabic, English and

Hebrew languages.

Translation Studies scholars interested in political texts have examined specific genres of
political texts — e.g. negotiated texts, political speeches and/or effects of translation
solutions. Masa’deh’s PhD thesis The Application of the theory of Norms to the
Translation of International Treaties: A Case Study of the Jordan-Israel Peace Treaty
(2003) is the only major study found on the translation of negotiated texts between English
and Arabic. Masa’deh’s thesis fundamentally addresses the complexity of legal translation
from English into Arabic and attempts to find a method by which legal terms in English
and Arabic can be standardized, hoping that this would reduce political conflicts arising
from misinterpretations. Applying norms theory to the Arabic translation of the text of the
treaty, Masa’deh’s research aimed “to explain whether or not translators are governed by
norms during the act of translation, and how this affects the resulting product” (Masa’deh’s

2003: 4).

A team of professional translators working for the Jordanian government officially
translated the treaty into Arabic. For the purpose of his research, Masa’deh did not use the

Arabic official translation, but data gained from a survey of four groups of informants:
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professional translators, lecturers in translation, MA students of translation and
undergraduate students of translation, who produced one hundred different translations.

These translations comprised the corpus of study.

The author focuses merely on linguistic aspects of legal terminology in peace treaties. He
argues that the mistranslation of legal terms — e.g. boundary, territory, territorial waters,
airspace, etc. — might lead to the outbreak of political conflicts but does not provide any
evidence based on his data analysis about how this might happen. In his opinion, to reduce
the chances of political conflicts arising because of misinterpretations, Arabic legal
terminology in peace treaties — such as the Jordan-Israel Peace Treaty — needs to be
standardized. One might wonder how the standardization of Arabic legal terminology in
the Jordan-Israel Peace Treaty would help in preventing a political conflict between Jordan
and Israel, taking into account that the English source text is the only authoritative one and

that there is an official translation in Arabic.

Finally, as mentioned before, Masa’deh’s findings are based on data collected from four
groups of informants. Using such unauthentic translations, i.e. translations produced by
informants rather than institutions, comments on the possibility of the outbreak of a
political conflict can only be hypothetical. This highlights the need to examine genuine
data in their socio-political, historical and institutional contexts.

Some other research on the translation of political texts focused on particular linguistic
problems in such texts and solutions to them. This can be seen, for example, in the work of
Newmark (1991). Newmark, following a prescriptive approach, wrote a chapter on the
‘Translation of Political Language’ with focus on lexical aspects, e.g. acronyms,
metaphors, pronouns, etc. Although recognizing culture-boundedness and historical-
ideological conditioning of political discourse, Newmark largely overlooks that the
production of texts relies on different functions and personal attitudes. Furthermore,
Newmark’s discussion is generally de-contextualized and he views meaning as something
that can be derived from words and within texts. For example, in his discussion of political
terms, he argues that they are either positive or negative (1991: 151). He gives the example
of one value-laden term, ‘normalisation’, and how it acquired a negative currency when it
was employed by Soviet leaders in order to justify the invasion of Czechoslovakia.
Newmark here overlooks the fact that political concepts and terms, other than being

positive or negative, can also be neutral depending on the context in which they are used.
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For example, ‘normalisation’ in the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict is perceived as
negative in Arabic, neutral in English and positive in Hebrew. This term has different

connotations in these three languages as will be shown later (cf. Chapter 5.6.6).

Similarly, some research focused on linguistic features in particular genres of political
texts, for example, political speeches. Tilford (1991) examined the adaptation of political
texts in translation to meet the expectations of the target audience. He examined an English
translation of a speech by the former German Chancellor, Kohl, given in English to an
audience of British historians. This speech was translated by public service translators in
Germany. Tilford (1991: 226) points out that readership or audience design was a crucial
factor in adapting the message of the source text in translation. Tilford (1991: 226)
speculates that the decision of such adaptation and responsibility is either the source text’s
author or the translator’s. Such uncertainty reflects the complexity of translating political
texts, particularly in governmental institutional contexts. Information on the actual
translation process and motivation for certain translation solutions — as it is in the case of

peace initiatives — is not available and in many cases cannot be accessed.

Al-Harrasi (2001) examined the translation of ideological metaphors in Omani political
speeches from Arabic into English. He remarks that “translation choices for particular
metaphors helped create an image of the speaker of the source text” (Schaftner 2007: 143).
Shunnaqg (2000) examines the issues of repetitive and emotive expressions in the political
speeches of the former Egyptian president Gamal Abdul Nasser. Shunnaq (2000: 207)
argues that ‘repetition’ and ‘emotiveness’ are of significant importance in translating
Arabic political discourse into English. In addition, he stresses the importance of the
translator’s familiarity with the text author’s idiolect, here Nasser’s Egyptian dialect, for
better translation. In these two studies, the authors emphasize distinctive features of Arab
political language, namely, use of ideological metaphors, repetitive and emotive

expressions to achieve certain political functions.

These different analyses were conducted using different methodologies and within
different frameworks. Schaffner (e.g. 1997, 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2007) has written
extensively on translation of political texts and political discourse analysis (cf. Chapters
5.4 and 7.2.1). In her research, Schaffner covers different genres including political
speeches, contracts and policy papers. She borrows concepts of Critical Discourse Analysis

and text linguistics and applies them to translation.
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Schiffner (2004) takes translation as a “cross-cultural activity”. This emphasis on ‘culture’
reflects the social aspects of translation. In her writings, Schaffner emphasizes that the
determining factor in the translation of any text, and thus a political text as well, is the
function it is supposed to fulfil in the target culture. Therefore, the function of the target
text will determine what translation strategies are to be followed (Schaffner 1997: 120). All
translations are ideological since “the choice of a source text and the use to which the
subsequent target text is put are determined by the interests, aims, and objectives of social
agents” (Schaftner 2003: 23). Schiffner (2004: 131) rightly remarks that “textual features
need to be linked to the social and ideological contexts of text production and reception”.
However, she does not explain how feasible such a goal would be, particularly in the case
of negotiated texts such as treaties and peace initiatives, taking into account that general
information on conditions of target text production, let alone ideological motivation for the
choice of certain structures and concepts, is not normally available to researchers or the

public.

Finally, Schaffner (2007: 146) argues that translations — as products — are used “as tools for
political action”. However, she does not provide sufficient examples to illustrate this point.
In fact, there are still no major studies which fundamentally address the question of how
translations are used as tools for political action particularly in times of conflict. Research

on peace initiatives could provide some answers in this direction.

Baumgarten (2007) analysed eleven different English translations of Hitler’s political book
Mein Kampf in their sociocultural and situational environments. Following a descriptive
and partly discourse-analytical approach, Baumgarten aimed to contribute to a better
understanding of the translation of politically sensitive texts by investigating the numerous
ways in which ideology and power relations influence the different English translations of
Mein Kampf (2007: 13). One of the key findings of his thesis is that “translation of
politically sensitive texts is heavily dependent on ideological interests” (Baumgarten 2007:
173). Moreover, Baumgarten (2007: 176) argues that “the recontextualization of political

discourse in translation needs to be seen as motivated by contrastive goals and interests”.

Baker (2004, 2006 and 2007) has recently become interested in investigating the role
played by translators and interpreters in mediating conflict. Baker (2007: 153) advocates

the use of narrative theory as a framework for studying translations because it allows
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perceiving “social actors, including translators and interpreters, as real-life individuals
rather than theoretical abstractions”. Moreover, Baker (2006: 4) emphasizes the active role
that translators and interpreters play in situations of violent conflict, namely, disseminating
and contesting public narratives “within and across national boundaries”. In her major
work, Translation and Conflict (2006), Baker investigates the role played by translators
and interpreters in situations of violent conflict, namely, disseminating, and contesting
public narratives “within and across national boundaries” (2006: 4). Baker (2006)
considers translation an active promotion of narratives rather than the traditional view of
‘building bridges” or ‘facilitating communications’. One of Baker’s (2008: 10)
fundamental arguments is that “translations (and translators) can never be absolutely
neutral, objective, since every act of translation involves an interpretation — just as no

observation of any scientific data is ever entirely theory free”.

Trosborg (1997) investigated hybrid political texts. Following Schéffner (1997), Trosborg
classifies political discourse into ‘inner-state discourse’ and ‘inter-state discourse’. Inner-
state discourse includes texts that are considered as culture-bound, e.g. speeches and
statements, whereas inter-state discourse or the diplomatic discourse includes political
texts which are “interactively negotiated in a supranational setting, for the overall purpose
of achieving and reflecting consensus”, such as treaties, documents of NATO and the
European Union (Trosborg 1997: 145). According to Trosborg, hybrid texts are the result
of cultures and languages in contact which are produced in “a supranational multicultural
discourse community where there is no linguistically neutral ground” (1997: 145-146).
Such a text results from “a translation process and shows features that somehow seem ‘out
of place/’strange’/‘unusual’ for the receiving culture” (Ibid.: 146). Here Trosborg’s
definition overlooks the fact that a source text in such a case is a hybrid text as the result of
interaction between more than one culture. In international negotiations, political texts — as
the result of such negotiations — are drafted in a way that shows consensus over points of
conflict. Here political concepts and terms, as well as other features, need to be negotiated
and compromises need to be reached. This results in politically, and in some cases,
culturally hybrid political texts. Therefore, hybridity starts in the source text and is not only

a result of a translation process.

Koskinen (2000, 2008) examined the translation policy practices in institutions with

special reference to the European Commission. She remarks that translations are produced
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in different institutions: international and supranational organizations (e.g. the United
Nations and the European Union), governmental institutions and public services (Koskinen
2008: 2). Koskinen (2008: 2) notes that translations produced in all of these institutional
contexts are “constrained and controlled by the translating institution and the official
nature of the institutions endows the documents with authority and performative power”.
This is true if translations of documents drafted in these institutions are produced in these
institutions and not outside them. Some of these institutions, such as the United Nations,
also translate documents drafted in other institutions and then recontextualize them in
translation. Other types of institutions, e.g. non-governmental ones, although frequently
producing translations, often label them as ‘unofficial translation’ for political purposes

(see chapter 6.2.3)

2.3 Peace Initiatives in Other Disciplines

Peace initiatives are the subject of study for a number of disciplines, including Political
Science, Conflict Resolution Studies, Negotiation Theory and Diplomatic Studies. In the
following section, the main studies on peace initiatives in these disciplines will be

examined for their relevance to this thesis.

2.3.1 Political Science and Conflict Resolution

The Arab-Israeli conflict in general and the Palestinian-Israeli in particular have been the
focus of extensive research in the discipline of political science since the start of the
conflict (e.g. Khalidi 2007; Masalha 2000; Morris 1999; Rabinovich 2004; Said 2004;
Shlaim 2000).

There has been an increasing interest in the study and analysis of the Palestinian-Israeli
peace initiatives from a Political Science point of view. Peace initiatives are of interest to
political scientists due to their political content and significance. Golan (2007) provides a
comprehensive overview and analysis of the Palestinian-Israeli “peace process” and its
peace plans from the Oslo Accords to the Israeli disengagement plan. A detailed account of
the Geneva Accord is to be found in Beilin (2004), Kardahji (2004), Klein (2007) and
Lerner (2004). In these four major studies, the political content, the processes of
negotiations, the drafting and the public reactions to this initiative are examined and

commented on in detail from a political science point of view.
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Peace initiatives are also the subject of study for Conflict Resolution Studies. Articles
about the role of public opinion in conflict resolution, the impact of framing on decision
making and the impact of constructive ambiguity on negotiations, with regard to some of
these peace initiatives — e.g. the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the
Geneva Accord — are to be found in Astorino-Courtois (2000), Shamir (2007) and Shamir
and Shikaki (2002, 2005).

Public opinion has a significant effect on the way conflicts unfold. It is of the utmost
importance at times of conflict as it directly affects both domestic and foreign policies and
consequently, the resolution or aggregation of conflicts. To measure public opinion,

authors of these studies have conducted surveys and opinion polls.

The role of language and translation is largely overlooked in all of these studies. For
example, the fact that the drafters of the Geneva Accord distributed Arabic and Hebrew
translations to the Israeli and Palestinian public in order to win their support was not
mentioned at all in books in Political Science. Furthermore, the authors of these studies do
not recognize that the reactions of the Israeli and Palestinian public, whether for or against
the Geneva Accord, are in many cases reactions to the Arabic and Hebrew translations.
They would thus not be aware of any potential differences between them and the original
English text. This means that in Conflict Resolution Studies, opinion polls and surveys are
actually based on translations, which in many cases differ from the original source text. In
this sense, public reactions to a specific peace initiative could in fact be reactions to a

translation.

2.3.2 Negotiation Theory and Diplomatic Studies

In negotiations, the role of language as a means of communication is of high significance,
especially if it is different from the language(s) of the parties of a conflict. In the case of
the Palestinians and Israelis, who do not speak the same language, negotiations usually
take place in English as a third neutral language. Language is thus a means of
communication and a way of bridging the gap between the positions of the parties of the
conflict. But language is also a means for expressing ideology and asymmetrical power
relations. Compromises reached in negotiations are reflected in specific textual features

(syntax, vocabulary, style, etc.).
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Scholars in Diplomatic Studies and Negotiation Theory pay attention to the use of what in
diplomacy is called “creative ambiguity” in peace treaties (e.g. Isaacson 1992; Klieman
1999, Pehar 2001). Ambiguity is a trademark of peace agreements. Diplomats, negotiators
and politicians advocate the use of ambiguous formulations in order to reach an agreement

between the parties of a conflict.

Pehar (2001), a Diplomatic Studies scholar, investigates the reasons why politicians and
negotiators resort to ambiguity in drafting peace agreements and whether or not this use is
justifiable. Pehar (2001: 164), following Munson (1976), defines ambiguity as an
expression which has “more than one meaning and it is used in a situation or context in
which it can be understood in at least two different ways”. This expression needs not only
to create ““at least two different meanings” but also “two incompatible and unrelated” ones
(Pehar 2001: 164). Pehar lists some of the famous examples of political texts negotiated at
different times and in various institutional contexts in which ambiguity was used both
effectively and ineffectively. For example, the Athenian Constitution (drafted in the 16"
Century), W.Wilson’s 14 points (USA principles to end World War I, 1918), the UNSC
Resolution 242, the 6-Point Agreement (truce between Egypt and Israel in 1973), and the
Oslo Peace Accords (peace agreement between Israel and the PLO in 1993). Pehar
advocates the use of “creative ambiguity” in agreements and argues that negative attitudes
towards this use “may have its source in particular historical experiences” (2001: 189). So,
for example, if Palestinian diplomats focus on the UNSCR 242, they would probably have
a negative view, whereas if they focus on the Good Friday Agreement, then they would
have a positive one. Pehar here overlooks the impact of using ambiguity on texts when
they are translated. He focuses on the ‘source text’ culture and overlooks what would
happen in the ‘target text’ culture and the effect of this on the reception of these

agreements and consequently their success or failure.

Cohen (2001), another Diplomatic Studies scholar, reflects on the role of cultures and
languages in negotiations in the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict. He presents the Middle
East Negotiating Lexicon (2001: 67) which is an “interpretive dictionary” of essential
negotiating words in four languages: Arabic, Farsi, Hebrew and Turkish. This lexicon is
intended to help English-speaking negotiators interested in clearing up any linguistic
discrepancies regarding controversial terms such as ‘normalisation’ (cf. Chapter 5.6.6).

Furthermore, the lexicon draws attention to the specific use of terms, describes their
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possible religious and historical connotations and analyses the social and cultural
associations evoked by a word for the native speaker (Cohen 2001: 68).

Peace initiatives can be broadly classified as either belonging to ‘track-one’ or ‘track-two’
diplomacy. ‘Track-one’ peace initiatives are the outcome of official negotiations or talks
between ‘first-level’ players, i.e. governments or government representatives authorized to
negotiate a peace deal (Shamir and Shikaki 2005). ‘Track-one’ diplomacy includes
political players such as “the European Union, the Arab League, the African Union (AU),
the Organization of American States (OAS), and many others” (Mapendere 2006: 67).

Examples of ‘track-one’ peace initiatives in the corpus are the Arab Peace Initiative and
the Roadmap Plan. ‘Track-two’*? peace initiatives are the outcome of “unofficial talks
between elements in the elite of two societies, acting as citizens and not as government
representatives” (Klein 2007: 158). Examples of this kind of initiatives in the corpus are
the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement, the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles and the Geneva Accord. ‘Track-two’ peace initiatives address
people at the grass-roots level and seek their support whereas ‘track-one’ peace initiatives
target first level political players, i.e. governments. In this way, it can be said that ‘track-
one’ peace initiatives adopt a top-down approach, whereas ‘track-two’ peace initiatives

adopt a bottom-up one.

The interaction between first- and second-level players reflects power relations and the
struggle over political legitimacy. Klein notes that “[t]rack two is one of the areas in which
civil society can enter the vacuum that governments have created, deliberately or by lack
of initiative” (2007: 159). Governments perceive initiatives negotiated by second-level
players as a threat to their power and as interference in the political decision-making that is
reserved exclusively to them. The Geneva Accord is one case in point. Shamir and Shikaki
(2005: 316) explain that:

In two-level game terms, these initiatives can be seen as bold attempts of second-level players to
interfere with the first-level game in an attempt to expand both sides’ win-sets through public
opinion. Nevertheless, they have been perceived as a threat to the game played by the Palestinian
and Israeli leaderships. The Geneva initiative, in particular, has been viewed as a challenge to the
leadership capacity of both sides, given its ambition to offer a full-blown alternative game with
different assumptions, rules and perhaps even different players.

*2 On the weaknesses of “track-two’ diplomacy, see Mapendere (2006: 68-69).
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Peace initiatives have focused largely on final-status issues that address the concerns and
aspirations of both Palestinians and Israelis. These initiatives accommodate, to a certain
extent, the conflicting political positions of the two sides of the conflict. Moreover, peace
initiatives have a significant role to play in the context of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
Although not legally binding, political compromises made in these initiatives can be used
to extract further concessions in any future negotiations. These initiatives could therefore
constitute the starting point of any future negotiations. Moreover, more than sketching out
possible formulas for the resolution of a particular conflict, these initiatives can influence

and shape the outcome of any future final agreement.

2.3.3 Genre Studies

In the field of Genre Studies, there are no specific studies on peace initiatives as a genre in
its own right or as a sub-genre of political texts. This gap in knowledge made the
identification of the characteristic features of peace initiatives at the beginning of this
research a challenging task. Peace initiatives comprising the corpus of the study are not
homogeneous with regard to the way they are referred to and the labels given to them (e.g.
initiative, accord, framework, plan, proposal or document). This raised the question: what
kind of texts are peace initiatives? More importantly, do they all fulfil the same criteria?
Regardless of labels given to these texts, they are politically negotiated texts during
situations of ongoing contemporary conflict. In addition, they belong to the general

framework of the “peace process”.

A “peace process” is defined as “a value judgment attached to efforts to resolve a conflict
at a particular time” (Bell 2000: 16). Bell (2000: 20) makes the point that peace agreements
emanate at different stages of a peace process and they can be “loosely” classified into
three types: pre-negotiation agreements, framework-substantive agreements, and
implementation agreements. The relevant stage for the study of peace initiatives is the first
one, i.e. pre-negotiation agreements.

In explaining the peace process in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bell (2000: 107) classifies the
unsuccessful peace plan blueprints, which were agreed by some parties of the conflict, as
pre-negotiation agreements. She points out that although these agreements were
unsuccessful, they started to “sketch out possible formulas for resolution” which later on
affected the conclusion of the final agreement (Bell 2000: 107). The Palestinian-Israeli

peace initiatives in the corpus too could be considered as unofficial “pre-negotiation
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agreements,” as they might form the basis for future negotiations between the Israeli and
Palestinian sides. In addition, either side in future negotiations cannot ignore the

concessions made in these initiatives.

Contrasting already established sub-genres of political texts such as peace treaties to peace
initiatives helps in identifying the key characteristic features of peace initiatives. Sarcevic
(1997: 131) points out that the term ‘treaty’ is a generic one comprising all kinds of
international agreements among which are peace treaties. All treaties have common
generic features. These include ‘titles’, ‘preambles’, ‘main parts’ and ‘final clauses’
(Sarcevic 1997: 131). The title functions as means of identification (Sarcevic 1997: 131).
The preamble states the reason behind drafting the treaty and it is introduced by a standard
formula such as “considering, recognizing, desiring, etc.” (Sarcevic 1997: 131-132). One
distinguishing feature of a preamble is that it is “formulated as a single sentence and
usually ends with an agreement clause (...have agreed as follows)” (Sarcevic 1997: 131-
132). This feature is only found in the case of the Geneva Accord, the Arab Peace Initiative
and the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement. For example, the
preamble of the Geneva Accord stipulates that “[T]he State of Israel and the Palestinian
Liberation Organization, reaffirming their determination to put an end to decades of
confrontation and conflict...recognizing that peace requires the transition from the logic of

war and confrontation to the logic of peace... have agreed on the following”.

A treaty would also include legal statements of obligations, authorizations, permissions,
requirements and prohibitions which are set in the provisions constituting the main body of
the treaty and which are “enforceable by law” (Sarcevic 1997: 133). These legal statements
are expressed by the using modal verbs, e.g. ‘shall’, ‘may’, ‘must’, etc. Modal verbs are
found in all peace initiatives in the corpus. However, some modal verbs are only found in
some peace initiatives but not others. For example, ‘shall’ is only found in the text of the
Geneva Accord. This modal verb is used to express obligations. In other peace initiatives,
for instance, the Roadmap Plan, obligations are expressed by using the simple present

tense.

Peace treaties are officially negotiated and signed by governments and later ratified and
endorsed in their national parliaments. Moreover, they are legally binding to all parties of a
particular conflict. It thus implies that “the signatory powers accept the settlement of

disputes present in the treaty as being final” (Lesaffer 2004: 37). Unlike peace treaties,

52



peace initiatives are, in majority of the cases, unofficially negotiated by key international,
regional, or local political players in a given conflict. Thus, these texts are not legally
binding to any party of the conflict unless officially accepted by governments. In such
cases, a peace initiative seizes to function as an ‘initiative’ and becomes an ‘agreement’ or

‘treaty’.

2.4 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the main studies on political and negotiated texts in the
discipline of Translation Studies and other neighbouring disciplines. This chapter justified
the need to study politically negotiated texts in translation. It showed that despite the
existence of some studies on aspects of politics using different methodologies and within
different frameworks (e.g. functional, systemic-linguistics, descriptive, etc.), the study of
peace initiatives and of politically negotiated texts is still a largely under-researched genre
of political texts. Thus, this thesis contributes to filling this gap in knowledge by presenting
authentic data of negotiated texts — drafted during situations of ongoing contemporary

conflict — and their different language versions.

The review of the major studies on peace initiatives in neighbouring disciplines (e.g.
Political Science, Conflict Resolution, Diplomatic Studies, etc.) showed that these texts are
studied for their political content and functions in society rather than their linguistic
features. In addition, the role of translation in the production of these texts is largely

overlooked.

This review also helped in identifying some of the main generic features of peace
initiatives, such as ambiguity, use of political concepts, intertextuality, etc. It showed that
peace initiatives are still a largely under-researched genre of political texts which share
some generic features with similar genres such as peace treaties. These characteristic
features would guide the data analysis at the micro-structural level (cf. Chapter 5).

The next chapter introduces the corpus and methodology of the study. It begins by
presenting the socio-cultural and political contexts of the production of the original
versions of the respective peace initiatives (the source texts). It then presents the different
language versions of these initiatives (the target texts). Finally, it presents the methodology

of the study.
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Chapter Three
Corpus and Methodology of the Study

3.1 Introduction

Chapter Two presented the theoretical framework of the study and the need for conducting
this study. Chapter Three introduces the corpus and methodology of the study. The
discussion in this chapter moves from the source text to the target text context. Section
3.2.1 presents the original source texts of the respective peace initiatives in their socio-
cultural and political contexts of production, focusing on their functions and underlying
principles of audience design. Section 3.2.2 presents the textual profiles of the different
language versions of peace initiatives focusing on their functions and underlying principles

of audience design.

Section 3.3 presents the methodology of the study. The thesis operates within the
framework of product-oriented Descriptive Translation Studies and Critical Discourse
Analysis. It applies the analytical model suggested by Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) and
methods of Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough 1992). In linking the textual profiles of
peace initiatives to conditions of text production, the analysis is an example of causal
models as described by Chesterman (1997). For categorizing functions of the different
language versions of peace initiatives, audience design classifications will be used (Mason

2000). Section 3.4 provides a conclusion to the chapter.

3.2 Corpus of the Study

This sub-section outlines the political and socio-cultural background leading to the
production of the original source texts of the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. These
initiatives are classified in this thesis as either ‘track-one’ or ‘track-two’ and will be

introduced in the following sub-sections.

3.2.1 Track-One Peace Initiatives
There are two ‘track-one’ peace initiatives in the corpus: the Arab Peace Initiative and the
Roadmap Plan. The drafters — first-level political players — of these two initiatives are the

League of Arab States (LAS) and the Quartet respectively.
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The Arab Peace Initiative

The Arab Peace Initiative (Arabic: ‘dnall Sl 30e”) — also known as the Beirut
Declaration — is a one-page peace proposal negotiated in Arabic among the 22 members of
the Arab League on 28 March 2002 during its 14™ summit in Beirut. The Arab Peace
Initiative is based on the principle of “land for peace”. It offers Israel full normal relations
with all Arab and Islamic states in return for a complete withdrawal from all occupied
Arab territories of 1967, the establishment of an independent Palestinian state with East
Jerusalem as its capital and a just solution for the Palestinian refugees question (Golan
2004: 40). The initiative does not offer a detailed agreement but instead outlines a general
framework for a permanent agreement. Historically speaking, this initiative constitutes a
major turning point in the history of the Middle East conflict as it offers Israel, and for the
first time since the Khartoum Arab League’s Summit in 1967 and its three famous ‘noes’
(no peace, no recognition, no negotiation with Israel)*, full recognition and “the right to

exist”.

The initiative was proposed by then-Crown Prince (now King) Abdullah Ibn Abdul-Aziz
of Saudi Arabia to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Prince revealed his proposal in an
interview with the columnist Thomas Friedman of The New York Times. This interview
was published on the pages of the same newspaper in English on 17 February 2002. In that
interview, the Prince told Friedman that he had drafted a speech to deliver at the coming
summit of the League of Arab States in Beirut which offered Israel “normalizing relations”
with all the Arab states in return for full Israeli withdrawal from all occupied Arab lands,
including Jerusalem. The Prince added that he decided not to deliver the speech due to the
policies of the Israeli Prime Minister at that time, Ariel Sharon’s, particularly the so-called
Israeli military offensive, “Operation Defensive Shield” (Hebrew: ‘73 nnin yxan’, Arabic:
‘Gsmadl aba )lI”) — against the Palestinian people in the Occupied West Bank in 2002.
Friedman persuaded the Prince “to go on record with the proposal” (Gambill 2002). The
Saudis reviewed the text of the interview before it was published. The next day, the
Prince’s office “carefully reviewed the quotations and gave the go ahead for the paper to
publish his remarks on February 17 (Gambill 2002).

*¥ The Khartoum Arab League Summit was held in 1967 after the conclusion of the June 1967 war between
Arab states and Israel. The resolution of this summit is published on the League of Arab States website:
http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art id=397&Ilevel id=202 [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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During the two-day summit in the Lebanese capital of Beirut, the Arab leaders discussed
the Palestinian issue, amongst others. The summit revolved on the one hand around the call
of some of the Arab countries (e.g. Jordan and Egypt) to revive peace talks between Israel
and the Palestinian Authority, and on the other hand, the call of some other Arab countries
(e.g. Syria and Lebanon) to offer firm support to the Palestinian resistance against the
Israeli occupation and aggression. These two conflicting ideologies had an effect on the
final wording of the initiative (see below). On the first day of the summit, Prince Abdullah
presented his vision for a comprehensive ‘land-for-peace’ deal with Israel. According to
CNN, at the end of the two-day summit on 28 March 2002, the plan “was adopted in a
closed session following hours of wrangling over its final wording”.* Prince Abdullah’s
proposal for peace was revised and then adopted by the League of Arab States as the ‘Arab
Peace Initiative’ and it was endorsed unanimously by all Arab states. The revisions to the
proposal were due to the conflicting Arab positions on two main issues: normalisation of

relations with Israel and the question of the Palestinian refugees.

The term ‘Edall ankd (tatbi® al-‘ilagat, lit. ‘normalisation of relations’) which appeared in
the first proposal (the English text of the interview with Friedman)* was replaced by the
term ‘4xnk GBNe’ (‘ilaqat tabi‘iyah, lit. ‘normal relations’) in the final draft in Arabic, a
term described at that time by the Israeli Prime Minister, Ariel Sharon, as “too vague”
(Thorpe 2006: 297). This change, as Daniel Sobelman notes, was to avoid using such a
term, i.e. normalisation which has negative connotations in Arabic, namely,

‘domestication’ and ‘submission’ (cf. Chapter 5.6.6).

As a result of negotiations between the member states of the Arab League, two clauses
were added to the initiative vis-a-vis the Palestinian refugees question: Firstly, “the
rejection of all forms of Palestinian patriation which conflict with the special
circumstances of the Arab host countries” and, secondly, the call to achieve “a just solution
to the Palestinian refugee problem to be agreed upon in accordance with U.N. General

Assembly Resolution 194”. These clauses — which were introduced based on Syrian and

# ‘Arab summit adopts Saudi peace initiative’, CNN website, published on 28 March 2002:
http://articles.cnn.com/2002-03-28/world/arab.league 1 arab-summit-arab-league-delegates-prince-
saud? s=PM:WORLD [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

% <Saudi Peace Initiative: Interview with HRH Crown Prince Abdullah bin Abdulaziz’, Reliefweb website,
published on 18 February 2002: http://reliefweb.int/node/96639 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Lebanese demands*® — caused a heated debate and controversy in Israel. However, these
two phrases were drafted ambiguously which allowed for multiple interpretations of which
one could perhaps be “palatable to Israel and the U.S” (Podeh 2007).

The initiative offers Israel full recognition and normal relations with all 22 members of the
League of Arab states. In return, the initiative requires full Israeli withdrawal from all
occupied Arab territories since 1967, including the Syrian Golan Heights and the
remaining occupied Lebanese territories in the south of Lebanon; achievement of a just
solution to the Palestinian refugees problem “to be agreed upon” in accordance with the
UN General Assembly Resolution 194; and the establishment of a sovereign independent
Palestinian State on the Palestinian territories occupied since the 4 June 1967 with East

Jerusalem as its capital.

The initiative was unanimously ratified at the meeting of the League of Arab States in
Khartoum in May 2006. The League decided to re-activate the initiative during the 19th
Arab summit in Riyadh in March 2007. Following this re-activation, the Arab Quartet
(similar to the Roadmap Quartet, see below) consisting of Egypt and Jordan — which have
diplomatic ties with Israel — Saudi Arabia and the Arab Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)
was formed. The Arab Quartet was given the task of presenting the initiative directly to
Israel and the Palestinian Authority. In its effort to promote the initiative to the Israeli
public, the Palestinian Authority advertised full-page notices in Hebrew (Hebrew
translation of the initiative) in four major Israeli newspapers (cf. Chapter 3.2.3). The
authority also published the Arabic original text of the initiative in the major Palestinian
newspapers of Al-Quds, Al-Ayyam and Al-Hayat Al-Jadida.

Drawing on Bell’s (1984) model of ‘audience design’, it can be argued that the original
source text of the Arab Peace Initiative addresses a multi-layered audience. On the one
hand, the representatives of the member states of the Arab League and the general Arab
public constitute the ‘main addressees’, i.e. known, ratified and directly addressed
‘participants’. On the other hand, the American and Israeli governments as well as non-
governmental political stakeholders, such as the different Palestinian factions or the Israeli
opposition, qualify as potential ‘auditors’, i.e. known and ratified, but not directly

addressed readers. Finally, the range of translating and publishing institutions that will be

*® For example, the term “special circumstances” in the final draft of the initiative refers to the Lebanese
constitution that prohibits the settlement of its 455,000 Palestinian refugees on its territory.
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examined later in section 3.2.3 qualify as ‘overhearers’, insofar as their presence is known
but they are neither ratified nor addressed by the authors of the text. The main function of
this text is referential and informative. Ban It informed the Arab states’ representatives of
what they were going to sign on and the Arabic public of what had been agreed on in
Arabic.

Generally, the Arab Peace Initiative was well received in the United States, but not in
Israel. The Israeli media, politicians and critics depicted the initiative as “a blueprint for
Israel’s destruction” (Remba 2007) by requiring Israel to accept the possible return of
millions of Palestinian refugees. On the other hand, some Israeli critics viewed the
initiative as a positive move. In opposition to the Arab position since the 1967 Khartoum
summit, some critics regarded the Beirut declaration as “a consummation of a long and

painful process in the Arab world of recognizing the Israeli state” (Podeh 2007).

The Roadmap Plan

The Roadmap Plan is a three-phase blueprint (about six pages long) which was designed to
reach a permanent resolution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict by 2005. The Roadmap was
originally drafted in English by key players to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the ‘Quartet’
(the United Nations, the United States of America, Russia and the European Union) in
consultation with Israel and the Palestinian Authority (through indirect negotiations) and
released officially on 30 April 2003. This plan is the most recent diplomatic effort to
resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and the only one accepted officially by both sides of

the conflict.

The Roadmap is based on former US president George W. Bush’s “vision for peace” in the
Middle East. On 10 November 2001, Bush delivered a speech*’ at the United Nations in
which he adopted, for the first time in the history of the American foreign policy in the
region, the United States, the principle of creating a sovereign and independent Palestinian
state to exist side by side with Israel. In another speech on the Arab-Israeli conflict,
delivered on 24 June 2002*® — which went through 28 drafts (Thorpe 2006: 280) — Bush

7 Statement by H.E. Mr. George W. Bush President at the 56th Session of the United Nations General
Assembly, New York’, delivered on 10 November 2001, United Nations Website:
http://www.un.org/webcast/ga/56/statements/011110usaE.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

8 Full text of George Bush's speech on Israel and a Palestinian state’, White House Rose Garden, delivered
on 24 June 24, The Guardian Website: http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2002/jun/25/israel.usa [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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outlined the general political process that would lead to the end of the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict by establishing a Palestinian state on the Palestinian lands occupied since 1967.
This shift in the American administration’s foreign policy sought to restore the status quo
prior to the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa on 28 September 2000 and
thus bring both Palestinians and Israelis back to the negotiating table. But, more
importantly, Bush’s purpose was “to secure cooperation in the war on terrorism from Arab

states’ leaders, who had made it perfectly clear that there would be no cooperation unless

Bush dealt forcibly with the Middle East crisis” (Thorpe 2006: 281).

Soon after the delivery of the second speech, the Quartet was formed with the aim of
turning President’s Bush formula into a plan for peace in the Middle East. At the wish of
then-Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, the American administration agreed to postpone
the plan’s release until after the 28 January 2003 Israeli elections (Thorpe 2006: 291). This
plan, known since then as the ‘Roadmap’, was to be implemented in three stages. Phase |
(until May 2003) would bring an end to “terror and violence”, normalise Palestinian life,
build Palestinian institutions following a process of institutional reform, withdraw Israeli
army from areas occupied since 28 September 2000, dismantle Jewish settlement
outposts*® and freeze on all settlement activity. Phase Il (June 2003-December 2003)
would revolve around an international conference in support of Palestinian economic
recovery and the subsequent establishment of an independent state with provisional
borders. Finally, Phase Il (2004-2005) would cultivate with an agreement on the final-
status issues (e.g. Jerusalem, Palestinian refugees, borders and Jewish settlements) and put

an end to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

The text of the Roadmap went through three drafts. The first draft, in English, was issued
to both sides on 15 October 2002. Following several objections by both Palestinians and
Israelis, the Quartet issued a second draft on 22 December 2002 that accommodated a
number of amendments. The third and final draft, almost identical to the second one, was
issued on 30 April 2003.

The Palestinian side declared its official unconditional acceptance of the plan on 2 May
2000; the Israeli government declared its acceptance on 23 May 2003, subject to fourteen

* For a detailed list of the Jewish Settlement outposts in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, see Peace Now
report available at their website: http://peacenow.org.il/eng/sites/default/files/outposts database 1.xIs [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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reservations® or pre-requirements to be met during implementation of the plan. This raises

the question of whether the two sides accepted the same text or not.

The Roadmap was produced by the Quartet to be presented to the two sides of the conflict.
Therefore, the ‘main addresses’ of the English source text are the Israeli and Palestinian
leaderships, i.e. politicians and policy makers who speak English. They are known, ratified
and directly addressed. ‘Auditors’ of this text are political players other than the two
governments, e.g. Palestinian factions, Israeli opposition, etc. Translating and publishing
institutions, as in the case of those mentioned below, qualify as ‘overhearers’. Their
presence is known but they are neither ratified nor addressed. The source text has an
instructive function as it stipulates what is required from both sides in order to implement

the plan.

The Roadmap has attracted wide international attention and firm support (Klein 2007: 180-
181). However, it has been severely criticized for its ambiguous nature and lack of robust
implementation mechanisms. To date, the Roadmap Plan has not yet been fully

implemented.

3.2.2 Track-Two Peace Initiatives

There are three ‘track-two’ peace initiatives in the corpus: the Gush-Shalom Declaration of
Principles for Peace Agreement, the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the
Geneva Accord. The drafters — second-level political players — of these initiatives are the
Gush-Shalom Organization, Ami Ayalon and Sari Nusseibeh, and Yasser Abd-Rabbo and
Yossi Beilin respectively (see below). In the following, these three initiatives will be

presented chronologically in their political and socio-cultural contexts.

The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement

The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement is a five-page peace
proposal drafted originally in Hebrew in August 2001 by the Gush-Shalom Peace
Organization. Gush-Shalom (Hebrew: ‘017w w’, lit. ‘the Peace Bloc’) is an Israeli-Jewish
left-wing peace organization founded in 1992 by Uri Avnery — an outstanding peace

activist — and others.

%0 ‘Israel’s Response to the Road Map’, published on 25 May 2003, the Knesset website:

http://www.knesset.gov.il/process/docs/roadmap_response_eng.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Gush-Shalom describes itself as “an extra-parliamentary organization, independent of any
party or other political grouping”.>* Nevertheless, some of its activists belong to some
Israeli political parties such as the ‘Labor’ and the ‘Meretz’ parties. This organization aims
primarily “to influence Israeli public opinion and lead it towards peace and conciliation
with the Palestinian people™.>? Although, this initiative is an Israeli one, some Palestinians
were involved in its drafting. In this regard, Avnery (2003) notes that “we acted in close
consultation with Palestinian colleagues”. These consultations and the implicit inclusion of
those Palestinian colleagues found their way into the Arabic version of the proposal (cf.
Chapter 5.7). The peace declaration or proposal tackles the final-status issues of the
conflict (e.g. land, Jewish settlements, Jerusalem and the Palestinian refugees) and
proposes political solutions to them. The declaration stipulates an end to the Israeli
occupation in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip as well as in the Arab East Jerusalem and
the establishment of a Palestinian state there, the evacuation of Jewish settlers and
settlements and a solution to the Palestinian refugee question based on an Israeli

acknowledgment of share of responsibility for the creation of this tragedy.

The drafting of this initiative came almost a year after the outbreak of the second
Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa on 28 September 2000 and aimed to show that an alternative
to military solution to the Palestinian intifada exists. The declaration was published in
Hebrew in the Israeli newspaper Ha 'aretz as an advertisement by Gush-Shalom, as well as
on its website on 10 August 2001. Ha aretz has a left-of-centre position (see mass media
below). The choice of Gush-Shalom to publish its proposal in this particular newspaper
rather than other newspapers can be explained with regard to the political left-wing

affiliation of both the Gush-Shalom and Ha aretz newspaper.

On the one hand, the general Israeli public, particularly those who share the Gush-
Shalom’s ideological and political stance on the Palestine-Israel conflict, such as its
members and supporters as well as other peace groups in Israel, constitute the ‘main
addressees’, i.e. known, ratified and directly addressed ‘participants’. On the other hand,
the Israeli government as well as other political stakeholders, such as the different Israeli

opposition factions, qualify as potential ‘auditors’ as their presence is known, ratified but

. ‘About  Gush  Shalom’,  Gush-Shalom  Organization  website, http:/zope.qush-
shalom.org/home/en/about/general _info/ [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

> 1bid.
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not directly addressed readers. Finally, the range of translating and publishing institutions,
such as Palestinian newspapers, are potential as ‘overhearers’ as their presence is known

but they are neither ratified nor directly addressed by the authors of the text.

The Hebrew source text has a persuasive function as it attempts to persuade the Israeli
public of certain political solutions to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. This
persuasive function is also evident, for instance, in the introduction attached to the original
text (cf. Chapter 4.4.3). Regarding the purpose of the proposal, Avnery (2003) points out
that:

We wanted to light a candle in the darkness. To prove to the public that there is a solution, that
there was somebody to talk to and something to talk about. And most important, to tell the people
what the price of peace is, and that it was worthwhile to pay it.

After its publication (in Hebrew), the declaration did not achieve the effect that Avnery
hoped it would leave on the Israeli public opinion. In this regard, Avnery (2003) points out
that the initiative “did not cause much of a stir. As usual, all the Israeli media boycotted it
and even abroad, it attracted only limited attention. But we had opened a path, and that

others would use it in due course”.

The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles

The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles — also known as The People’s Voice — is
a one-page (six-point) statement of general principles for the resolution of the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict. The grassroots initiative was drafted originally in English and signed on 27
July 2002 by Ami Ayalon (Hebrew: ‘172°X "n¥”) and Sari Nusseibeh (Arabic: “dywsi (5 ")

Ayalon is an Israeli military man who spent most of his life working for the security
service. He was appointed as the Head of the Shin Bet after the assassination of the Israeli
Prime Minister Rabin in 1995. Before Joining the Shin Bet, he served 33 years in the
Israeli Navy, including service as its commander, from 1963 to 1996.> Ayalon has been a
member of the Israeli Parliament, the Knesset, from the Labor party since April 2006.
Nusseibeh — a noted Palestinian intellectual and a long-time peace activist™ — is currently

53 <Ami Ayalon’, Four Troop website: http:/www.fourtroop.com/top-officials/governmental/ami-ayalon [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

> For more information on Sari Nusseibeh bibliography and publications, see his personal website which is
available at http://sari.alquds.edu [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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the president of the only Arab university, Al-Quds in the Occupied East Jerusalem,>® where
he teaches Philosophy. He served briefly as PLO representative in Occupied East
Jerusalem from October 2001 to December 2002 — replacing the late Faisal Al-Husseini.

Nusseibeh currently does not hold any Palestinian official position.

The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles is considered as a track-two initiative as it
was negotiated and drafted by politicians acting as citizens rather than representatives of
their governments. The reason behind the drafting of this initiative was that the two
drafters lost faith in their respective governments to break the standstill in the negotiations
and, thus, decided to appeal directly to the Israeli and Palestinian publics (Klein 2007: 28).
The two drafters believed that people are the moving force behind any future agreement
and they have an important role to play in decision-making regarding such an agreement.
They also believed that “heavy grassroots pressure” is needed if any political change is to
take place (Klein 2007: 172-173). The two drafters wanted to show their respective
governments what “the people really want by circulating a one-page joint statement of
principles”.57

The Statement of Principles outlines, very broadly, a political solution to some of the final-
status issues of the conflict, particularly, borders, Jerusalem, the Palestinian refugees and
the nature of the future Palestinian state. The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principle
suggests an Israeli withdrawal to the lines of 4 June 1967 with some modification, keeping
Jerusalem as “an open city” with “Arab neighbourhoods in Jerusalem under Palestinian
sovereignty, Jewish neighbourhoods under Israeli sovereignty with no sovereignty for any
side over the holy places”. Finally, the Palestinians will concede the right of return to their
homes in Israel and instead they are allowed to return only to the future Palestinian state

and the future Palestinian state will be demilitarized.

> This term — i.e. ‘the Occupied East Jerusalem’— is used in this thesis (unless in direct quotations) in
accordance with the numerous United Nations General Assembly and Security Council resolutions, most
notably UNSCR 478, which all consider East Jerusalem to be part of the Occupied Palestinian Territories
since June 1967.

% palestinian Biographies: Sari Nusseibeh’, Lawrence of Cyberia website, published on 21 July 2004:
http://lawrenceofcyberia.blogs.com/palestinian_biographies/sari-nusseibeh-biography.html [last accessed: 24
November 2011].

5"« Alternative Diplomacy: Inside a Grassroots Isracli-Palestinian Peace Initiative featuring Ami Ayalon and
Sari Nusseibeh’, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy website, published on 29 October 2003:
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC05.php?CID=2125 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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In their efforts to appeal to the Israeli and Palestinian publics at grassroots level, the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles was drafted in a clear language specifying the
endgame of the process rather than in ambiguous formulation. In this regard, Delyani
(personal communication 2005) points out: “we are not an elite campaign. We are a
grassroots campaign led by local political leaders at the villages and neighbourhoods
levels”. For this reason, the drafters opposed the use of “creative ambiguity” in drafting
their initiative: “we tried to get away from what was known during the Oslo years as
creative ambiguity, and we are totally against such a term, because look at Oslo, look at the
results. If you do not know where are you going, how could you get there?” (Delyani,

personal communication 2005).

The ‘main addressees’ — i.e. known, ratified and directly addressed ‘participants’— of the
original English source text of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration Principles are politicians
and policy makers who have interest in resolving the conflict. The Palestinian and Israeli
governments as well as non-governmental political stakeholders, such as the different
Palestinian factions or the Israeli opposition, qualify as ‘auditors’, i.e. known and ratified,
but not directly addressed readers. Potential ‘overhearers’ are Palestinian and Israeli media
outlets as well as other translating and publishing institutions as their presence is known
but they are neither ratified nor addressed by the authors of the text. The English source
text has an informative and declarative function: it presented to the international
community and donors what the two politicians had agreed on. In addition, it is used for

publicity and promotion purposes.

Although the authors launched a massive advertising campaign to promote their initiative
in Israel and Palestine (also internationally), it was not well received by their respective
publics: “the Israeli establishment ignored their initiative. In the Palestinian territories the

initiative was criticized by refugee organizations and senior Fatah figures” (Klein 2007:
28).

It was possible to join the initiative on its both Israeli and Palestinian websites. In late
2007, the Palestinian website of the campaign, People’s Campaign for Peace and
Democracy (Arabic: ‘dsbl jiaall s 23l 408l Al www.hashd.org), went off-line as the
campaign stopped due to political and financial reasons. Since its launch in 2002, 100,000

Israeli and 65,000 Palestinians have signed the initiative in support (Thorpe 2006: 323).
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The Geneva Accord

The Draft Permanent Status Agreement, better known as the Geneva Accord,”® is a fifty-
page blueprint: a detailed model for a final settlement of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict
negotiated over the course of two years and drafted in English in 2003. This Swiss-
sponsored unofficial initiative enlarges on previous compromises reached between the two
sides in the Camp David Il in 2000 and Taba negotiations in 2001 (Klein 2007).

Two teams — an Israeli one and a Palestinian one — negotiated the initiative in 2003. On the
one hand, the Israeli negotiating team, led by Yossi Beilin (Hebrew: ‘121 °01’) (former
Israeli Justice Minister), included a number of members of the Knesset, Israeli
intellectuals, and some military people from the Israeli army. On the other hand, the
Palestinian negotiating team, led by Yasser Abed Rabbo (Arabic: ‘4, 2= ly) (former
Palestinian Information minister), included a number of members of the Palestinian
Legislative Council and Palestinian intellectuals. Most of the members of the Israeli team
were affiliated with the Israeli Left (the Labor Party and Meretz), whereas most of the
members of the Palestinian team were high-ranking Palestinian officials closely linked to
the Palestinian leadership.

Yasser Abed Rabbo is the founder of the Palestinian Democratic Union in 1991 which is
one of the Palestinian factions and part of the PLO. He also served as the Palestinian
Minister of Culture and Information from 1994 to 2001. He was part of the negotiating
team in all major Palestinian-Israeli talks and is currently a member of the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) executive committee. Yossi Beilin had held many cabinet
posts in several Israeli governments of Yitzhak Rabin, Shimon Peres and Ehud Barak.
Beilin is also well known as one of the architects of the Oslo Accords. The two men took

part in many previous negotiations between the two sides.

The heads of two negotiating teams signed the accord on 12 October 2003 in Jordan. The
accord was officially launched on 1 December 2003 at a ceremony in Geneva, Switzerland.
Although known as negotiated by these two politicians, it was called the Geneva Accord,
as it “is not the work of one person on each side but rather of large and heterogeneous
teams” (Klein 2007: 4). More than that, the name Geneva was chosen “because the Swiss

foreign ministry lent the most support to the process” (Klein 2007: 18). The actual legal

% The Geneva Accord is also called the ‘Geneva Plan’, ‘the Swiss Accords’ and ‘Beilin-Abed Rabbo
Agreement’.
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drafting of the document in English was the work of two political advisors to Beilin and
Abd-Rabbo: Daniel Levy,> a graduate of Cambridge University and Ra’ith Al-Omari,*°

who studied at Oxford (Klein 2007: 32).

The Geneva Accord offers a detailed blueprint for a permanent Palestinian-Israeli peace
agreement. Compared to other peace initiatives, it is the most detailed and comprehensive
draft for a permanent settlement of the conflict. The political significance of the accord is

that it presents a model for a final settlement agreement. As Klein (2007: V1I1) states:

Few will dispute my claim that the Geneva plan has become the principal reference framework in
the discourse on the lIsraeli-Palestinian relations and as the principal model of a permanent
agreement between the two peoples.

In fact, the initiative stands now as a reference to any future negotiations between the
two sides. This is because compromises made in these negotiations cannot be ignored.
In addition, the agreement represents a ceiling of negotiations. The agreement also
presents an alternative to official policies in Israel with regard to the conflict. In this
sense “the Geneva initiative stands against the unilateral moves that Israel is imposing
on the Palestinians, and against the approach that the conflict is to be managed instead
of resolved” (Klein 2007: VIII). The Geneva Accord presents political solutions to all
final-status issues of the conflict. The political solution that the Geneva Accord suggests
revolves around the main points of recognition of Palestine and Israel as the homelands
of their respective peoples and a Palestinian sovereignty over the al-Haram al-Sharif |
‘the Temple Mount’ and an Israeli sovereignty over ‘the Wailing Wall’. With regard to
borders, the two sides agree that the 4 June 1967 lines are the basis with reciprocal 1:1
modifications. Finally, although the Geneva Accord stipulates that resolving the
Palestinian refugee problem will be based on UNGAR 194, UNSC Resolution 242 and
the Arab Peace Initiative, it makes it clear that the permanent place of residence options
from which the refugees may choose is one of five options: 1) the state of Palestine 2)
Areas in Israel being transferred to Palestine in the land swap 3) third countries 4) Israel

— subject to Israeli decision — or 5) present host countries.

> Daniel Levy “was a senior policy advisor to Yossi Beilin and a member of the Isracli negotiation team in
the second Oslo negotiations and in Taba” (Schiff 2010: 100).

% Ra’ith al-Omari was “a legal advisor for the Palestinian negotiation team since 1999. He participated in all
negotiation rounds on the final status agreement, including Camp David and Taba” (Schiff 2010: 100).
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The Geneva Accord was negotiated and drafted in English, as it is the common language
between the Israeli and Palestinian negotiating teams. The English-speaking politicians and
policy makers — including governments and organizations (e.g. the US government, the
United Nations, the European Union, etc.) — who are interested in resolving the conflict
qualify as the ‘main addressees’ of the English source text, i.e. known, ratified and directly
addressed ‘participants’. The Palestinian and Israeli governments as well as non-
governmental political stakeholders, such as the different Palestinian factions or the Israeli
opposition, are the ‘auditors’, i.e. known and ratified, but not directly addressed readers.
Finally, media outlets as well as other translating and publishing institutions qualify as
‘overhearers’, insofar as their presence is known but they are neither ratified nor addressed

by the authors of the text.

The English source text has an informative and referential function: it presents to the
international community what has been agreed on. This text is used for publicity and
promotion purposes. Also, it represents the authoritative version and the main reference in

the case of any future disputes vis-a-vis implementing the agreement.

The Geneva Accord was criticized by many Israeli politicians and commentators, most
notably by Shlomo Avineri (2003), Moty Cristal (2004) and Susser (2003), particularly
with regard to the issue of Israel as a Jewish state. Some of these criticisms were based on
the Hebrew translation of the document which the Israeli team distributed to the Israeli
public. These critics accused the drafters of the initiative of lying and misleading the Israeli
public (cf. Chapter 6.3).

3.2.3 Translations and Institutions

The Palestinian-Israeli Peace initiatives were translated into Arabic, English and Hebrew
by a variety of institutions and news media — inside as well as outside the Middle East — for
different readerships and functions. There exist 31 language versions of these peace
initiatives. Institutions responsible for the production of these versions can be classified as
international organizations, governmental institutions, non-governmental organizations and
mass media. Drawing on Bell’s (1984) model of ‘audience design’, it can be argued that
translations of peace initiatives, the same as original source text of peace initiatives,
address a multi-layered audience. In the following, the profiles of the institutions
responsible for the production and publication of these translations, in addition to the

audience design and functions of translations, will be explained.
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International Institutions

The United Nations (UN) is the only international organization that produced translations
of peace initiatives in the corpus. The UN translated and published on its website an Arabic
translation of the Roadmap Plan in fulfilment of its language policy, whereby institutional
documents must be translated into its five official languages, including Arabic (cf. Chapter
6.2.1). The ‘main addressees’ of this translation are the Arab-speaking members of the UN
Security Council — as confirmed by the letter that Kofi Anan, the UN Secretary General at
the time this version was produced, enclosed to the translation asking for it to be forwarded
to the relevant Security Council members (cf. Chapter 4.4.1). Global media outlets,
governments, non-governmental organizations, researchers and any interested Arabic-
speaking individual qualify as ‘overhearers’ of the UN Arabic translation. The main
function of this translation — commissioned for internal circulation — is largely informative.

Table 3.1 shows the place and date of publication of this translation.

Table 3.1 Translations published by International Institutions

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of Date of publication
Publication
The United Nations (UN) | The Roadmap Plan  Arabic www.un.org 7 May 2003

Governmental Institutions

Five governmental institutions were involved in the production of translations of peace
initiatives. These institutions — in alphabetical order — are Israel Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (IMFA), the Knesset, the League of Arab States (LAS), the Palestinian Authority
(PA) and the US Department of State (USDS). Table 3.2 lists the places and dates of
publications of these translations.

Table 3.2 Translations published by Governmental Institutions

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of publication Date of
publication
Israel Ministry of Foreign | The Arabic www.altawasul.com 30 April 2003
Affairs (IMFA) Roadmap
Plan
The Knesset The Hebrew  www.knesset.gov.il 30 April 2003
Roadmap
Plan
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The League of Arab States | The Arab English www.arableagueonline.org 28 March 2002
(LAS) Peace

Initiative
The Palestinian Authority | The Arab Hebrew Ha’aretz, Yediot Aharonot, 20 November
(PA) Peace Ma’arive and Yisrael 2008

Initiative Hayom newspapers
The US Department of The Arabic www.state.gov 1 May 2003
State (USDS) Roadmap

Plan

The first institution, Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) (Hebrew: ‘ywnn 7wn’),
published an Arabic translation of the Roadmap Plan on its Arabic-language website
‘Jual 51” (altawasul, lit. ‘interaction’) whose content is available, beside Arabic, in Hebrew,
English and Farsi. Altawasul is “intended to expose audiences in the Arab world to
information about Israel, addressing Israel’s neighbors in their own language, and to
provide a platform for dialogue with the Arab world”.®* The ‘main addressees’ of this
translation — which has both an informative and a persuasive function — are Arab visitors to

the website, particularly those based in Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories.

The second institution, the Israeli Parliament — the Knesset (Hebrew: ‘noidxi’) — also
translated the Roadmap Plan but into Hebrew and made it available on its website for
internal circulation. The ‘main addressees’ of this translation were therefore members of
the Israeli Parliament and other officials of different political persuasions, with the Israeli
media qualifying as potential ‘auditors’. The function of this translation is to inform Israeli

legislators about the provisions contained in the Roadmap Plan.

The third institution, the League of Arab States (Arabic: ‘4u 2l J sl xda”) (LAS), released
an official English translation of the Arab Peace Initiative to the media at the conclusion of
the Arab Summit in Beirut on 28 March 2002. The ‘main addressees’ of this translation
were therefore English-speaking audiences (e.g. journalists, reporters, politicians, etc.).
The function of this translation was informative, i.e. to inform journalists, reporters, etc.

about the details of the Arab Peace Initiative.

61 ‘Altawasul’, Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, published on 12 January 2004:

http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/About+the+Ministry/Structure+and+departments/Altawasul.htm [last accessed:
24 November 2011].
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The fourth institution, the Palestinian Authority (Arabic: ‘4ihuldll 2Llul™) (PA), published
a Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative as a full-page advertisement in four major
Israeli newspapers, Ha aretz, Yediot Aharonot, Yisrael Hayom and Ma arive (cf. Chapter
4.2). The ‘main addressees’ of this translation were the Israeli public. The Arab Peace
Initiative — after its release in English — received little attention in Israel and more than
this, it was dismissed as danger to the state of Israel. This was the main reason behind the
publication of the Hebrew translation in major Israeli newspapers, i.e. to explain the details

of the initiative to the Israeli public in order to win their support.

The fifth institution, the US Department of State (USDS), published an Arabic translation
of the Roadmap Plan on its official website. This translation is aimed at a global Arabic-
speaking readership, i.e. its ‘main addressee’. The Palestinian Authority and international
media outlets, on the other hand, are the ‘auditors’ of the translation, as their presence is
known and ratified but they are not directly addressed. In that the primary aim of this
translation is to make the original English text available to readers in a different language,

it has an informative and referential function.

Non-Governmental Organizations

Six non-governmental organizations were involved in the production of translations of
peace initiatives and they are — in alphabetical order — the Gush-Shalom organization,
National Consensus (NC), People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD), Peace
Now and Yes to an Agreement (YA). Table 3.3 shows the list of the Arabic, English and
Hebrew translations and their dates of publications.

Table 3.3 Translations published by Non-Governmental Organizations

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of publication Date of
publication

The Gush-Shalom The Gush-Shalom  Arabic www.gush-shalom.org 20 November

Organization Declaration of 2006

Principles for
Peace Agreement

The Gush-Shalom  English ~ Www.gush-shalom.org 13 May 2001
Declaration of

Principles for

Peace Agreement

National Consensus (NC) | The Ayalon- Arabic www.mifkad.org.il 27 July 2002
Nusseibeh

Declaration of

Principles
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The Ayalon- Hebrew  www.mifkad.org.il 27 July 2002
Nusseibeh
Declaration of
Principles
The Palestinian Peace The Geneva Arabic www.al-ayyam.com 1 November
Coalition (PPC) Accord 2003
The People’s Campaign The Ayalon- Arabic www.hashd.org 27 July 2002
for Peace and Democracy | Nusseibeh
(PCPD) Declaration of
Principles
Peace Now The Arab Peace Hebrew  www.peacenow.org.il 5 October 2008
Initiative
The Roadmap Hebrew  www.peacenow.org.il Unknown
Plan
Yes to an Agreement The Geneva Hebrew  www.Heskem.org.il Unknown
(YA) Accord

The first non-governmental organization, the Gush-Shalom (Hebrew: ‘aw wi’; lit. ‘the
Peace Bloc’), made Arabic and English language versions of its peace proposal available
on its website, whose content — beside Arabic and English — is available in Hebrew and
Russian. On the one hand, <480 ssiulauds’ (lit. ‘the Palestinian of 1948”)%% or “Jalall e’ (lit.
‘Arabs of the inside’)®® constitute the ‘main addressees’ of the Arabic language version, i.e.
known, ratified and directly addressed ‘participants’. On the other hand, the Palestinian
government and public are the ‘auditors’ of this version, i.e. known and ratified, but not
directly addressed readers. Finally, Arab governments and media qualify as the
‘overhearers’, insofar as their presence is known but they are neither ratified nor addressed
by the authors of the text. As the analysis in chapter 5.7 shows, this translation fulfils both
an informative and a persuasive function as it appeals to the Arab-Israeli public to win

their support.

The ‘main addressees’ of the English version are the general English-speaking visitors to

the website who are based in Israel, the Middle East and the world. This version has an

%2 This term refers to Palestinians who remained in their homes (and their descendants) in what became Israel
after 1948. They constitute approximately 1.3 million (nearly 20% of Israel’s population) (Bassiouni and Ben
Ami 2009: 227).

% This term is preferred by Palestinian nationalists who live in Israel because it implies that “the State of
Palestine still exists and that some Palestinians are outside of Palestine, while others are still inside”

(Bassiouni and Ben Ami 2009: 227).
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informative function, providing the organisation’s members and supporters with access to
the content of the document originally negotiated in Hebrew.

Translators of these two language versions are anonymous. Gush-Shalom depends on
volunteer translators from all over the world. This is evident, for example, in e-mails
circulated by the organization and others calling for volunteer translators to help in
translating documents in various languages, including Arabic (cf. Chapter 6.2.3). After
July 2004, on the one hand, the first Arabic and English versions of the proposal — under
the title “peace agreement, draft proposal” — were replaced by other Arabic and English
versions under the title of “declaration of principles for peace agreement, draft proposal for
Israeli-Palestinian discussion”. On the other hand, the Hebrew original text remained the
same. These two language versions, as well as the original Hebrew text, are labelled as
‘versions’ (cf. Chapter 4.3) and presented as equals on the Arabic, English and Hebrew

websites of the organization.

The second organization, the National Consensus (NC) (Hebrew: “mXon Tponn’),
published on its website two translations, one Hebrew and one Arabic of the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. The National Consensus (NC) and the People’s
Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD), were established by the two drafters of the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, Ami Ayalon and Sari Nusseibeh, exclusively
for the purpose of marketing the initiative to the Israeli and Palestinian public, and
ultimately, win their support for its main points. The Hebrew translation was produced by
Ami Ayalon whereas the Arabic one (published on the website of the People’s Campaign
for Peace and Democracy with some changes, see below) was produced by Sari Nusseibeh.
On the one hand, the ‘main addressees’ of the Hebrew translation — which has a mainly
referential and informative function — are the Israeli public as they are ratified and directly
addressed, with Israeli government and media qualifying as potential ‘auditors’, i.e. known
but not directly addressed. On the other hand, the ‘main addressees’ of the Arabic
translation — which also has a mainly referential and informative function — are the
Palestinian of 1948.

The third organization, the People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD) (Arabic:
Aokl jianll 5 3l Al Alaall”), as mentioned above, was established in order to promote
the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles to the Palestinian public. The ‘main

addressees’ of Arabic translation published on the website of this organization are the
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Palestinian public in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, as their presence is known,
ratified and directly addressed. The Palestinian government and Palestinian media qualify
as potential ‘auditors’ of this translation as their presence is known and ratified but not
directly addressed. This translation has a persuasive function, which is reflected in one
statement by Sari Nusseibeh: “we try to persuade people that this is in our self-interest and
to join” (Nusseibeh 2003).

This Arabic translation differs from the one published on the website of the National
Consensus (NC) in the sense that it contains an added introduction by Sari Nusseibeh (cf.
Chapter 4.4.3). This introduction, as Delyani (2005) explains, was meant to give the
Palestinian people an idea about what they were about to read and sign on. Moreover, this
introduction also has ideological and political significance as it presents claims of each
side of the conflict to land, whether historical or religious, as equal (see analysis on
‘historical claims to land’, cf. Chapter 5.6.1). A number of organizations, both
governmental, for example, the Palestinian Negotiations Affairs Department,®* and non-
governmental, for example, Meretz USA for Israeli Civil Rights and Peace®™ and the
Jewish Peace Lobby,? added this introduction in English and treated it as part of the
original initiative. This introduction is referred to on the websites of these organizations as

the ‘cover letter’ of the initiative.

The two drafters, Sari Nusseibeh and Ami Ayalon, worked on getting large numbers of
Israeli and Palestinian citizens to sign their one-page statement of principles (Klein 2007:
172-173). However, citizens on both sides would sign on translations and not the original
English text. Ultimately, by having the majority of the two peoples signing this statement
or petition, the drafters hoped to influence the political process from grassroots (Klein
2007: 28) and, consequently, drive their leaders to conclude a peace agreement based on

the principles they were proposing.

The fourth organization, Peace Now (Hebrew: ‘vwsy 017w’), published on its website two

Hebrew translations of peace initiatives, one of the Arab Peace Initiative and one of the

% “The Nusseibeh-Ayalon Agreement’, PLO Negotiations Affairs Department website, published on 3
September 2002: http://www.nad-plo.org/etemplate.php?id=274 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

% ‘The Nusseibeh-Ayalon Agreement’, Meretz USA website, published on 6 August 2002:
http://www.meretzusa.org/nusseibeh-ayalon-agreement [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

% “The Nusseibeh-Ayalon Agreement: Final Draft’, the Jewish Peace Lobby website, published in 2008:
http://www.peacelobby.org/nusseibeh-ayalon_initiative.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Roadmap Plan. Peace Now is the largest and oldest extra-parliamentary peace movement
in Israel. This left-wing organization views “peace, compromise, and appeasement with the
Palestinians and with our Arab neighbors as crucial to the future of our country and to
maintain our security and the nature of the State of Israel”.®” The ‘main addressees’ of
these two Hebrew translations are members and supporters of the organisation who share
its ideological and political stance on the Palestine-Israel conflict. ‘Auditors’ of this
translation include the wider Israeli public, the Israeli government and politicians; all other

Hebrew-speaking readers, both inside and outside Israel, qualify as ‘overhearers’.

On the one hand, the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative — that was produced
by Professor Ilai Alon — has a persuasive function. This persuasive function can clearly be
seen in the introduction and notes that Alon added to the text of the Arab Peace Initiative
in order to appeal to the Israeli readers and win their support (cf. Chapter 4.4.3 and Chapter
4.7). Alon — who is a professor of Philosophy at Tel Aviv University and author on issues
of negotiations in the Arab World and Islamic political thought — published his translation
under the title of ‘n°22 MR YT AR NPT Oy awopn avha’ (lit. ‘the league knocked on
our door and we answered that we are not at home’). Alon — as the title of article suggests
— is trying to convince the Israeli readers that the Arab Peace Initiative deserves serious

consideration.

On the other hand, the Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan — that was produced by
Hagit Ofran® — has an informative function, providing the members and supporters of the
organisation with access to the content of the initiative originally negotiated in English.
Ofran is the director of the Peace Now watchdog on Jewish settlements in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories (cf. Chapter 6.2.3).

Finally, the Israeli organization, Yes to an Agreement (YA) (Hebrew: ‘020737 12°) and the
Palestinian organization, the Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC) (Arabic: ¢ pdall allas
uhuldll”) — which were launched simultaneously in order to promote the Geneva Accord to
the Israeli and Palestinian public (Klein 2007: 7) — produced one Hebrew and one Arabic

translation of the accord respectively. The Yes to an Agreement (YA), besides publishing

%7 “What we stand for’, Peace Now website: http://peacenow.org.il/eng/content/what-we-stand [last accessed:
24 November 2011].

% For a short bio data of Hagit Ofran and a sample of her activity as a blogger, see
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/hagit-ofran [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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the Hebrew translation on its website, mailed it (also in Arabic and Russian) to two million
households in Israel as part of its marketing campaign. Therefore, the ‘main addressees’ of
this translation are Israeli readers of all political affiliations as their presence is known,
ratified and directly addressed. Israeli government and media qualify as ‘auditors’ of this

translation as their presence is known and ratified but not directly addressed.

The Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC), unlike the Israeli partner, could not mail the
document to every Palestinian home in the Occupied Palestinian Territories as “the mail
did not function properly because of the occupation” (Klein 2006: 14). Instead, the
Palestinian organization disseminated the Arabic translation to the Palestinian public
through publishing it in a special weekend supplement in the Palestinian newspaper, Al-
Ayyam. The ‘main addressees’ of the Arabic translation are the Palestinian readers of all
political affiliations in the Occupied Palestinian Territories as their presence is known,
ratified and directly addressed. ‘Auditors’ of this translation include the Palestinian
government and media as their presence is known and ratified but not directly addressed;
all other Arabic-speaking readers, outside the Occupied Palestinian Territories, qualify as

‘overhearers’.

The drafters of the Geneva Accord had public opinion in their minds from the outset and
thus, decided to put the agreement before their respective public (Klein 2006: 6). That is
why the two marketing campaigns and packages were launched simultaneously. Arabic
and Hebrew translation of the accord played a major role in these two campaigns. They
fulfil both informative and persuasive functions, i.e. providing the public, on both sides,
with access to the content of the document originally negotiated in English and persuading
and eliciting the public to support the initiative. Ultimately, the political leaders on both
sides would be persuaded to adopt the initiative after it has been “accepted by large
portions of the public on each side and by the international public opinion” (Klein 2007:
16).

The persuasive function of the Arabic and Hebrew translations is reflected in shifts
between the source and target texts (cf. Chapter 5.3.2, 5.5 and 5.6.4) and the carefully
drafted summary of the accord which the Israeli negotiating team mailed along with the
Hebrew translation. This summary focuses on what is considered as the selling points of

the agreement:
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[Back In the agreement, the Palestinians recognize the right of the Jewish people to its state.
They also recognize Israeli as our national home.

Around 300,000 Israelis who live today across the Green Line will stay in their
homes and within the agreed borders of the state of Israel.

In return of annexing the bloc of settlements, the neighbourhoods in East Jerusalem,
and the security zones, Israel transfers to Palestinians alternative territories on the
basis of one to one.

The Palestinians will recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel.

The Western Wall and the Jewish quarter will be under full Israeli sovereignty.

The Palestinians recognize the historic link and the unique significance of the Temple
Mount to the Jewish people.

Guaranteed free access to Israelis to the Temple Mount.

International Verification group enforces the prohibition of digging or building in the
Temple Mount.

There is no right of return of Palestinian refugees to Israel in this agreement.

translation]:

These points are of significant political and ideological importance. For example, the claim
of Israeli sovereignty over the ‘Western Wall’ in point five in the above summary explains
the shift in the Hebrew translation of the Yes to an Agreement from ‘the Wailing Wall’ to
2w Pmon’ (lit. ‘the Western Wall’) (cf. Chapter 5.3.2), while the claim that the
Palestinian negotiating team recognized Israel as a Jewish state in point one of the
summary explains the translation shift from ‘homelands’ to “»%7 n°2’ (lit. ‘the national
home’) (cf. Chapter 5.4.1). Of particular interest is the latter translation shift which was the
subject of a heated political debate in Israel (cf. Chapter 6.3).

Mass Media

In this thesis, mass media is classified into three main categories: newspapers, news
agencies and online networks. To begin with, four newspapers, two Palestinian ones, Al-
Ayyam and Al-Quds and two Israeli ones, Ha 'aretz and Yediot Aharonot, were responsible
for the production of Arabic and Hebrew translations of peace initiatives. Table 3.4 shows
the list of these translations — in alphabetical order — and their dates and places of

publications.
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Table 3.4 Translations published by Israeli and Palestinian newspapers

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of publication Date of
publication
Al-Ayyam newspaper The Geneva Arabic www.al-ayyam.ps 1 November
Accord 2003
Al-Quds newspaper The Ayalon- Arabic www.alguds.com 4 September
Nusseibeh 2002
Declaration of
Principles
Initiative The Arabic www.alquds.com 1 May 2003
Roadmap Plan
Ha’aretz newspaper The Arab Peace Hebrew  www.haaretz.co.il 28 March 2002
Initiative
The Ayalon- Hebrew  www.haaretz.co.il 2 September
Nusseibeh 2002
Declaration of
Principles
The Roadmap Hebrew  www.haaretz.co.il 1 May 2003
Plan
Yediot Aharonot The Arab Peace Hebrew  www.ynet.co.il 6 December
newspaper 2008
The Roadmap
Plan Hebrew  www.ynet.co.il 1 May 2003

The first newspaper, the Palestinian Al-Ayyam, published one Arabic translation of the
Geneva Accord. Al-Ayyam (Arabic: ‘aWYV, lit. ‘the days’) is an independent Palestinian
daily newspaper with the second largest circulation in the Occupied Palestinian Territories.
It began to appear in December 1995 and introduced “new printing and layout technology”
(Jamal 2000: 48). Al-Ayyam is considered to be close to the Palestinian Authority (PA). It
“hews to the PA line even while maintaining a critical distance” (Jamal 2000: 49). Al-

6955

Ayyam targets “a discerning readership of intellectuals™™ in the Occupied Palestinian

Territories.

The choice of publishing the Geneva Accord in the Al-Ayyam newspaper, instead of other
Palestinian newspapers, e.g. Al-Quds, was politically motivated. Leaders of the Palestinian
private sector own Al-Ayyam newspaper and although nominally independent, its chief

editor, Akram Haniya, was a long-time advisor to the late Palestinian president Yasser

®The  Palestinian  press’, BBC  Website, published on 13  December  2006:
http://news.bbc.co.uk/L/hi/world/middle_east/6176691.stm [last accessed: 28/02/2011].
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Arafat (Jamal 2000: 49). Moreover, Haniya and Yasser Abed Rabbo (one of the two
drafters of the agreement) are long-time friends and share the same political views. This
choice is an example of alliances formed between various political and social agents in

order to achieve certain political purposes.

This translation — which was published in a special supplement distributed with the
newspaper — has both an informative and a persuasive function. Firstly, it provides
Palestinian readers with information on what has been agreed on in the English source text.
Secondly, it attempts to elicit the support of the Palestinian public to the agreement.

The second newspaper, the Palestinian Al-Quds (Arabic: ‘w«3l, 1it. ‘Jerusalem’), published
one Arabic translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and one of the
Roadmap Plan. Al-Quds is an independent Palestinian daily newspaper with the largest
circulation in the West Bank (including Occupied East Jerusalem) and the Gaza Strip
(Jamal 2000: 46). The readership of Al-Quds consists of Palestinian readers of all political
affiliations, although it is widely regarded as more of a left-wing newspaper which “is
daily subject to Israeli censorship’, owing to its location in East Jerusalem™ " Moreover,
although it supports the Palestinian Authority and the “peace process” between Israel and
the Palestinian Authority, it has “an intentional lack of orientation to any clear political
faction” (Alimi 2007: 89).

Al-Quds translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles has both
informative and persuasive functions. On the one hand, it informs Palestinian readers about
what was negotiated in English. On the other hand, it leads them to view the initiative from
a particular point of view by including in the translation an evaluative introduction that
frames the initiative negatively. The Arabic translation of the Roadmap has an informative
function providing Palestinian readers as it contributes to disseminating the content of the
original English text among Arabic-speaking Palestinian readers.

The third newspaper, the Israeli Ha aretz, published three Hebrew translations of three
peace initiatives: the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, and the Arab Peace

Initiative and the Roadmap Plan. Ha aretz (Hebrew: ‘yax7’, lit. ‘the land’), is a broadsheet

" For a detailed account of the Israeli censorship of the Palestinian press in the occupied West Bank, see
Najjar (1995).

™ 1bid.
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Israeli paper founded in 1919 and is considered as the most ‘leftist’ and influential
newspaper in Israel.”? Its readership, i.e. its ‘main addressees’, consist predominantly of
the political and social elites with a left-of-centre political affiliation (Levin 2003: 33).
Although, it embraces a moderate liberal stance, the op-ed pages of the paper are open to a
wide variety of political opinions. Israeli politicians, academics and researchers qualify as
‘auditors’ of this translation, while Palestinian media outlets such as Al-Quds and Al-
Ayyam — that have the custom of translating articles and documents published by Israeli
newspapers — are examples of potential ‘overhearers’. In fact, the Al-Quds newspaper’s
Arabic translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles was based on the
Ha’aretz Hebrew translation of the same initiative. The three translations of Ha ' aretz
broadly fulfil an informative and referential function, i.e. presenting Israeli readers with

negotiated peace initiatives in the Hebrew language.

Finally, the Israeli daily newspaper Yediot Aharonot published one Hebrew translation of
the Arab Peace Initiative and one Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan. Yediot
Aharonot (Hebrew: ‘mnanx my»7’, lit. ‘evening news’) — founded in 1939 — is a tabloid
format-paper which “dominates the market, reaching more than two-thirds of all Israelis”
(Caspi and Limor 1999 quoted in Levin 2003: 31) and gives space to commentators from
the political right and left. The ‘main addressees’ of the two translations consist of Israeli
readers with secular centrist political affiliation. Potential ‘auditors’ and ‘overhearers’ of
these two translations are the same as those of the translations of the Ha ‘aretz translations.

The function of the Yediot Aharonot translations is informative.

News Agencies
Two news agencies, CNN and Reuters, were responsible for the production and publication
of Arabic and English translations of peace initiatives. Table 3.5 shows a list of these

translations and their dates and places of publication.

Table 3.5 Translations published by News Agencies

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of publication Date of
publication
CNN The Arab Peace English WWW.cnn.com 28 March 2002
Initiative
2 ‘The press in Israel’, BBC Website, published on 8 May 2006:

http://news.bbc.co.uk/L/hi/world/middle_east/4969714.stm [last accessed: 28/02/2011].
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CNN The Roadmap Arabic http://arabic.cnn.com 1 May 2003
Plan

Reuters The Arab Peace English www.globalpolicy.org 25 March 2002

CNN published the Roadmap in Arabic and the Arab Peace Initiative in English, whereas
Reuters published the Arab Peace Initiative in English. CNN (Cable News Network) is a
major American news television network founded in 1980 that is widely considered as the
main cable news source in the United States of America. It also provides news to other
media outlets. Reuters is regarded as the world's largest international multimedia news
agency that provides various types of news, e.g. headline news, political, business,

technology, etc.

As the Arabic translation of the Roadmap was published on the Arabic website of CNN,
the ‘main addressees’ of this version were Arabic-speaking audiences all over the world.
‘Auditors’ of this translation — which also has a mainly referential and informative function
— include other media outlets in the Arab world as well as Arab governments and
politicians. The ‘main addressees’ of the English translations of the Arab Peace Initiative
that were published by CNN and Reuters are English-speaking audiences all over the
world. ‘Auditors’ of this translation — which also mainly fulfils a referential and
informative function — include other media outlets in the English-speaking world as well as

western governments and politicians.

Online Networks

Finally, five online networks’® were involved in the publication of language versions of
peace initiatives. These are — in alphabetical order — Al-eman (Arabic: ‘c¥V), Almtym
(Arabic: ‘afdl 45.5%)) Baheth Center (Arabic: ‘©ab S %), God Bless Israel (GBI) and
Haayal Hakore (Hebrew: ‘®mpn 2>°k77°). Table 3.6 lists the Arabic and Hebrew translations

and the details of their publication.

" Names of these networks are the same as the originals.
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Table 3.6 Translations published by Online Networks

Translation publisher Initiative Language Place of publication Date of
publication

Al-eman The Ayalon- Arabic www.al-eman.com 5 September
Nusseibeh 2002
declaration of
Principles

Almtym The Roadmap Arabic www.almtym.com 2 June 2003
Plan

Baheth Center The Ayalon- Arabic www.bahethcenter.net 6 August 2002
Nusseibeh
declaration of
Principles

God Bless Israel (GBI) The Arab Peace Hebrew  http://israelblessgod.com 28 March
Initiative 2002

Haayal Hakore The Arab Peace Hebrew  www.haayal.co.il 4 April 2002
Initiative

The first online network, Al-eman, published an Arabic translation of the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. This online network largely discusses Islamic topics
such as interpretations of the Quran and Hadith. The ‘main addressees’ of this translation —
which fulfils a persuasive function as evident in its introduction (cf. Chapter 4.4.4) — are

thus Muslims who speak Arabic from all over the world.

The second online network, Almtym, published an Arabic translation of the Roadmap
Plan. The ‘main addressees’ of this translation are the Arabic-speaking visitors to this
website. This translation has an informative function as it provides information about the

Roadmap in Arabic.

The third online network, Baheth Center, published an Arabic translation of the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. Baheth Center is a non-profit strategic research centre
which was established in 2002 “upon an initiative taken by a group interested in the issues
of researching and compiling and concerned with their nation’s causes primarily the

Palestinian cause”.”* The goal of this centre is as follows:

™ <About us: overview’, Baheth Center website: http://www.bahethcenter.net/english/pagedetails.php?pid=1
[last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Propagating and deepening the scientific awareness of the nature of Zionist project - Zionist entity
- Zionist International Movement - Zionist lobbies - Zionist Messianic - Zionist entity's foreign
relations etc..... in addition to contributing with building up the Palestinian national resistant
project as a part of nation's project of settling up its future.”

The website of this centre is available in both Arabic and English. The centre published
Arabic translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the Geneva
Accord only. The translation of the Geneva Accord is an Arabic translation of its first draft
which was translated from Hebrew and circulated as the translation of the accord by some
websites. The translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles is based on
the Hebrew translation published by Ha aretz newspaper as it has the same cover letter

which Ha 'aretz newspaper published.

The fourth online network, God Bless Israel (GBI), is an American-based online network.
The website is available in both English and Hebrew. The ‘main addressees’ of the Hebrew
translation are a religious and far right Hebrew-speaking audience. This website discusses
religious topics such as the Old Testament. It also discusses important political issues
concerning the Jewish people and the state of Israel.

Finally, Haayal Hakore published a Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative on its
website. Haayal Hakore is an Israeli online magazine for culture and current affairs. The
website of this online magazine — established in 1999 — “sports a Slashdot-style response-
engine with several enhancements which allow for discussions lasting for hundreds and
sometimes thousands of replies, over months or even years”.” This feature of the website —
i.e. allowing for discussions explains the introduction added to Hebrew translation of the
Arab Peace Initiative published on this website (cf. Chapter 4.4.4). The ‘main addressees’
of this translation are mainly Hebrew-speaking visitors to the website in Israel. This
translation fulfils both an informative as well as a persuasive function. In that the primary
aim of this translation is to make the original Arabic text available to readers in a different
language, it has an informative and referential function. However, encouraging Israeli
readers to consider the Arab Peace Initiative and to join the debate on its main points

makes this translation fulfil a persuasive function too.

™ 1bid.

’® ‘Israeli news websites, Haayal Hakore’: http://www.middleeastexplorer.com/Israel/Haayal-Hakore [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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3.3 Methodology of the Study

This thesis operates within the framework of product-oriented Descriptive Translation
Studies (Lambert and Van Gorp 1985) and Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough 1992).
In linking textual profiles to conditions of text production, the analysis is an example of

causal models as described by Chesterman (1997).

Methodologically, the thesis pursues a top-down approach towards the analysis of data. It
begins with presenting the socio-cultural and political contexts of the production of the
original versions of the respective peace initiatives (the source texts) and their different
language versions (target texts), focusing on their underlying functions and principles of
audience design. It then moves to examine how language versions of peace initiatives
reflect aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations at the macro- and
micro-structural levels. The final step is to go beyond description to explanation of textual
profiles by accounting for these aspects in terms of institutional conditions and constraints
of text production. This methodology will be used to provide answers to the main research
questions of the thesis:

1) What are the key characteristic features of peace initiatives as politically
negotiated texts?

2) What happens to these texts in translation?

3) How do the translations of peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political
affiliation and power relations?

4) How can these aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations be
accounted for in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of the
production of the translations?

The first three questions concern the description of language versions of peace initiatives
(target texts) as products. This research is product-oriented because the focus here is on
translations (target texts) as products in their socio-cultural contexts rather than translation
agency or translation process. Detailed information about the last two is not available. The
fourth question concerns how translations’’ of peace initiatives as products are (re)framed
and (re)contextualized in different institutional settings for different purposes and
readerships. This highlights the roles translations play during situations of ongoing
contemporary conflict depending on the institutional context in which it is presented and
the purposes it sets to serve. In the following three sub-sections, the three models

comprising the methodology of the study will be discussed in more detail.

" The terms ‘translation’ and ‘language version’ will be used interchangeably in this thesis.
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3.3.1 Lambert and Van Gorp’s Descriptive Model

The descriptive translation scholars, José Lambert and Hendrik Van Gorp (1985), have
developed an analytical model for “the comparison of the ST and TT literary systems and
for the description of relations within them” (Munday 2008: 119). Although this model
was developed initially for literary translation and predominantly used by scholars in
literary translation, it can be applied — to some extent — to other types of texts or genres

such as politically negotiated texts.

Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) propose to move from a description of preliminary data
(e.g. title page, layout, paratext, completeness) towards macro- and micro-structural data
(e.g. text division, titles and linguistic choices). For the purposes of this study, macro-
structural analysis is discussed under the heading textual organization, whereas micro-

structural analysis is discussed under textual analysis.

The analysis of textual organization of the various translation profiles of peace initiatives
aims to show how components of textual organization of these texts — e.g. layouts and
covers, paratexts, chapter heading, etc. (sections 4.1-4.7) — reflect ideological and political
positions. Questions of particular interest in this context include: are these texts complete,
i.e. are there any omissions or additions? Do the various language versions of these texts
have the same chapter headings? Are there any prefaces, footnotes, or translator’s notes?
These questions lie within the framework of Descriptive Translation Studies (e.g. Lambert
and Van Gorp 1985) (cf. Chapter 4).

The textual analysis aims to account for how aspects of ideology, political affiliation and
power relations at play in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict manifest themselves on these
language versions. Selection for data examples will be based on a detailed comparison
between target and source texts and identified characteristic features of peace initiatives as
negotiated texts (e.g. use of ambiguous formulations, proper names, modality, politically
sensitive terms, etc.) in the literature (e.g. Translation Studies, negotiation theory, etc.). For

classifying translation strategies, Chesterman’s (1997) categories will be used.

3.3.2 Causal Model

The Translation Studies scholar, Andrew Chesterman (2000: 16) points out that in
Translation Studies three basic models are used: comparative, process and causal. The
Comparative Model is a product-oriented one that is centred on a relation of equivalence or
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identity between two entities — i.e. source and target text (Chesterman 2000: 16).
According to Chesterman, this relation has been found to be “an inaccurate representation
of translation” and thus the relation between two texts is better described as more of
similarity or difference (2000: 16). A comparative model makes it possible to formulate
statements about ‘language-pair translation rules’, ‘language-system contrasts’, or

‘translation product universals’ (Chesterman 2000: 17).

The process model examines translation as a process rather than a product. This model is
useful if a researcher is interested in “sequential relations between different phases of the
translation process” (Chesterman 2000: 18). Such a model makes it possible to formulate
statements about typical translation behavior and possible process universals (Chesterman
2000: 18).

These two models, i.e. comparative and process, though they may be open to a causal
intrepretation, they cannot be considered as ‘explicitly causal’ (Chesterman 2000: 18).
They help in describing translation as both a product and a process but they do not answer
questions of ‘why the translation looks the way it does’ or ‘what effects it causes’
(Chesterman 2000: 19). Questions asked by these two models are thus of ‘what’ and
‘when’ rather than ‘why’. The causal model as developed by Chesterman (1998, 2000) (see
Figure 3.1 below) makes it possible to formulate statements and hypotheses about causes
and effects of translations — i.e. questions of ‘why’. These statements, according to
Chesterman (2000: 21), can be made based on answers in response to questions such as the
following:

= Why is this translation the way it is?

= Why do people react like this to that translation?

= Why did this translator write that?

» Why did translators at that time in that culture translate like that?

= How do translations affect cultures?

= What causal conditions give rise to translations that people like/d (What
people...?)

= Why do people think this is a translation?

=  What will happen if | translate like this?

The causal model would thus link “causal conditions, translation profile features and

translation effects” (Chesterman 2000: 26).

85



Figure 3.1: Chesterman’s Causal Model (2000: 20)

Socio-cultural conditions (norms, history, ideologies, languages ...)
4
Translation event (skopos, source text, computers, deadline, pay ...)
4
Translation act (state of knowledge, mood, self-image ...)
4
Translation profile (linguistic features)
4
Cogpnitive effects (change of cognitive or emotional state ...)
4
Behavioural effects (individual actions, criticism ...)
Socio-cultural effects (on target language, consumer behaviour,
discourse of translation, status of translators ...)

The aim of this thesis is to go beyond describing the different textual profiles of peace
initiatives to explaining these profiles with reference to their socio-political, historical and
institutional conditions and constraints of text production. The causal model is useful here,
as product-oriented Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) does not offer answers about
causes and effects of translations. However, the causal model as developed by Chesterman
does not account for (re)contextualization and (re)framing processes. In this way, this

thesis contributes to causal models in translation (cf. Chapter 7).

3.3.3 Fairclough Three-dimensional Discourse Analytical Model

Translation in this thesis is regarded as a social practice governed and controlled by
institutions (cf. Chapter 6). This thesis examines aspects of ideology, political affiliation
and power relations as realised in translations of politically negotiated texts, i.e.
Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives in their socio-cultural, political and institutional
contexts. For this purpose, the thesis applies Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) three-dimensional
model of Critical Discourse Analysis. According to Fairclough (1995: 87), CDA “looks to
establish connections between properties of texts, features of discourse practice (text

production, consumption and distribution), and wider sociocultural practice”.

Fairclough’s model is designed for analysis in one language and one culture. This thesis
applies this model twice, once for original text production where all the negotiations play a

role and where English is the language of negotiations in the majority of cases, and then
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this model is applied to the context of translation production, i.e. Arabic, English and
Hebrew. Fairclough’s model provides a useful framework for research on production and
reception processes of more than one translation of one text. Furthermore, this model helps
in accounting for translation as a socio-cultural activity and in identifying the social
context in which text production and reception take place as well as the interaction
between these elements. Finally, it makes it possible to move from text to the social

context of translations.

In this model, Fairclough (1992: 2) proposes the following three dimensions for the
analysis of discourse: analysis of texts, discourse practice (processes of text production,
distribution and consumption) and analysis of discursive events as instances of
sociocultural practice. These three analyses cover ‘text production’, ‘text interpretation’

and ‘institutional contexts’.

Figure 3.2: Fairclough’s Three-dimensional concept of Discourse (1992)

Social practice

Discursive practice

(production, distribution,
consumption)

Text

Firstly, ‘text production’ will be covered in chapter three under the heading of ‘corpus of
the study’. In this section, the socio-cultural, political and institutional contexts of the
production of the original versions of peace initiatives (i.e. the source texts) and their
different language versions will be provided. This includes accounting for functions and

principles of audience design of both source and target texts.
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Secondly, ‘text interpretation’ (textual organization and textual analysis) will be covered in
chapters 4 and 5. On the one hand, data analysis at the macro-structural level (cf. Chapter
4) focuses on describing the textual organization of translations of peace initiatives (target
texts), e.g. layouts and covers, labels, introductions, maps, etc. On the other hand, data
analysis at the micro-structural level (cf. Chapter 5) focuses on the mediation of a number
of characteristic features of peace initiatives in translation, namely, naming practices
(including protagonists of the conflict, holy places), instances of deliberately ambiguous or
vague drafting, instances of intertextuality, modality, politically sensitive terms in addition
to instances of addition and omission of information. The analysis aims to show how
ideological factors inform translational choices as well as the interpretation of translated
texts by readers. Full historical and political contexts of these translational choices are
provided. This rigors work outside the text helps validate claims about what is in it and

thus answers criticisms of bias (see below).

Finally, ‘institutional contexts’ will be covered in Chapter 6. This chapter aims at
accounting for aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations (at macro- and
micro- levels) in terms of institutional policies and practices. In other words, how
translational choices reflect certain ideologies and policies of the publishing institutions. In
linking aspects of ideology and power struggles to conditions of text production, the

analysis is an example of causal models as described by Chesterman (1997).

There are a number of methodologies and theoretical frameworks through which analysis
of translations of peace initiatives — as negotiated texts — can be conducted, including, pure
Descriptive Analysis (e.g. Toury 1995), Narrative Theory (e.g. Baker 2006) and Critical
Discourse Analysis (e.g. Fairclough 1992) (CDA hereafter). In the following, it will be

explained why methods of CDA are the most promising for the purposes of this thesis.

To begin with, CDA® is not one single or specific theory but broad and interdisciplinary in
nature (Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 271) which derives from “quite different theoretical
backgrounds, oriented towards different data and methodologies” (Wodak and Meyer
2009: 5). Three main approaches can be distinguished in CDA: socio-cognitive approach
(e.g. Van Dijk 1988, 1991, 2001), discourse-historical approach (e.g. Reisigl and Wodak
2001; Wodak 2001) and social approach (e.g. Fairclough 1992, 1995, 2003).

® For further overviews of CDA, see for example, Blommaert and Bulcaen (2000), Chouliaraki and
Fairclough (1999) and Reisigl and Wodak (2001).
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This thesis applies Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) three-dimensional model of Critical
Discourse Analysis. This model accounts for three levels of analysis: text production, text
interpretation and institutional contexts. CDA is interested not only in what is produced
(i.e. original source texts and translations of peace initiatives) but also how it is produced
(i.e. institutional conditions of text production) and in the history and contexts that
surround its production. In other words, CDA is interested in interpretation of data as well
as processes of production. This allows peace initiatives and their translations to be

situated within their wider context (i.e. the societal context).

Although the thesis applies Fairclough’s (1992) model, in providing further historical
contextualization to aid interpretations of data examples, the linguistic analysis (cf.
Chapter 5) is also an example of the discourse-historical approach as developed by Wodak
(2001).

Methods of CDA are the most promising for the purposes of this thesis for a number of
reasons. Firstly, this thesis shares with CDA its aims of revealing power relations and
aspects of ideology in texts’® — considered as manifestations of social action and largely
determined by social structures (Wodak and Meyer 2009: 10). Power — “the ability of
people and institutions to control the behavior and material lives of others” (Fowler 1985:
61), particularly, power asymmetry — is a central concept for CDA (Wodak and Meyer
2009: 7). CDA aims at making explicit power relations that are often obscured and
concealed (Wodak and Meyer 2009: 20). Power is realized in terms of “asymmetries
between participants in discourse events” and in terms of “unequal capacity to control how
texts are produced, distributed and consumed” (Fairclough 1995: 1). In the case of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the two sides of the conflict, i.e. the Palestinians and Israelis,
are enormously unequal with opposing narratives and conflicting political and ideological
positions (cf. Section 1.1.1). This affects the negotiation process between them and

consequently the final product of such negotiations.

One important perspective in CDA — which is closely linked to the concept of power — is
that “it is very rare that a text is the work of any one person. In texts, discursive differences

are negotiated; they are governed by differences in power that is in part encoded in and

™ For Fairclough (1995: 4), a text can be either written or spoken language. For the purposes of this thesis, a
text is regarded as written language only.
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determined by discourse and by genre. Therefore, texts are often sites of struggle in that
they show traces of differing discourses and ideologies contending and struggling for
dominance” (Wodak and Meyer 2009: 10). This applies to Peace initiatives which are the
work of many authors (e.g. local, regional, international). Political players involved in the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict negotiate political solutions to the conflict. The final product of
these negotiations, i.e. peace initiative, often reflects political compromises and
asymmetric power relations of those players. The sensitivity of these compromises and

asymmetric power relations are usually refracted in translation (cf. Chapter 5).

Ideology is another central concept for CDA. CDA aims at uncovering the “ideological
loading of particular ways of using language and the relations of power which underlie
them” (Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258). As Schéffner (2004: 132) notes, in CDA, this is
usually done based on discourse in one language and one culture whereas in the case of
translation “textual features, ideological contexts, and underlying relations of power apply
both to the source text and culture and to the target text and culture”. Aspects of ideology
and power have been addressed in Translation Studies since what is termed the ‘cultural
turn’ but mainly with regard to literary texts (e.g. Bassnett and Lefevere 1990; Tymoczko
and Gentzler 2002; Venuti 1995). In this thesis, these aspects are examined in politically

negotiated texts.

Secondly, CDA approaches and modern Translation Studies both focus on the on the social
aspects of texts. CDA aims to establish “connections between properties of texts, features
of discourse practice (text production, consumption and distribution), and wider
sociocultural practice” (Fairclough 1995: 87). CDA views discourse®® — language use in
speech and writing — as a social practice (Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258) which is “both
determined by social structure and contributes to stabilizing and changing that structure
simultaneously” (Wodak and Meyer 2009: 7). In modern Translation Studies, translation is
considered as a social practice in the hands of local agents to be studied in its socio-
political and institutional contexts.

80 Fairclough (1992: 3) points out that “[D]iscourse is a difficult concept, largely because there are so many
conflicting and overlapping definitions formulated from various theoretical and disciplinary
standpoints... ‘discourse is used in linguistics to refer to extended samples of either spoken or written
language...’discourse’ is widely used in social theory and analysis, for example in the work of Michel
Foucault, to refer to different ways of structuring areas of knowledge and social practice”.
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Context is of significant importance to Critical Discourse Analysis which “deals with the
study of text and talk in context” (Van Dijk 1999: 291). As Blackledge (2005: 6) notes,
“[N]o text stands alone and outside its context. A text relates to features of the same text,
to other texts which represent the same social event to other texts which make similar
arguments, and to the broader socio-political and historical context within which the text

was produced”.

Thirdly, methods of CDA provide tools and conceptual frameworks for rigorous textual
analysis comprising linguistic analysis and intertextual analysis (Fairclough 1995: 185).
Fairclough’s approach to discourse analysis is textually (and therefore linguistically)
oriented (1992: 37). The focus on textual analysis suits one of the aims of this thesis which

is on analysing the textual profiles of translations of peace initiatives.

Of particular interest to this thesis is that CDA approaches account for the intertextual
nature of texts and the way they are embedded in socio-political contexts. Therefore, CDA
approaches emphasize the significance of intertextual analysis as “a necessary complement
to linguistic analysis within the analysis of texts” (Fairclough 1995: 8). Intertextuality —
“how texts draw upon, incorporate, recontextualize and dialogue with other texts”
(Fairclough 2003: 17) is key to the investigation of Peace initiatives which largely build on
other peace proposals and agreements drafted throughout the history of the conflict and the
language versions of these peace initiatives which show snatches of key documents of the
conflict (cf. Chapter 5.).

Fourthly, CDA acknowledges that textual analysis is never exhaustive and thus more
analysis is always possible. Fairclough (2003: 14) explains that “no analysis of a text can
tell us all there is to be said about it — there is no such thing as a complete and definitive
analysis of a text”. Textual analysis in this thesis is intended to account for the differences
between language versions of peace initiatives (cf. Chapter 4) and how they reflect aspects
of ideology, political affiliation and power relations (cf. Chapter 5). This analysis
represents only one interpretation of these texts in open-ended interpretations. The
interpretation provided in this thesis is never final, as the emergence of new information

would lead to new interpretation of these texts.

Fifthly, CDA adopts a postmodern view that meanings are not fixed in texts themselves
(Chilton 2004: 61) but derived from the readers’ interpretations based on “their
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background knowledge and the information they already have about the subject in
question” (Van Dijk 1993: 242).

This means that any text can be interpreted or understood in different ways and that these
different understandings of the text stem from “different combinations of the properties of
the text and the properties (social positioning, knowledge, values, etc.) of the interpreter”
(Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 67). Moreover, these processes of interpretations are
continuous and not restricted to one and only one reading. Translations of peace initiatives
continuously undergo processes of recontextualisation as they are published by various
types of institutions, largely on the internet (cf. Chapter 6). A CDA framework gives room
for this changing nature of translations of peace initiatives that may be affected by new
readings and new contextual information that could become available in the future. This
issue of meanings and interpretations of texts has been the subject of debate in Translation

Studies between ‘essentialism’ and ‘non-essentialism’ (see for example, Olohan 2004: 6).

Sixthly, one of the tenants of CDA is that texts — as elements of social events — have
‘effect’, both social and political (Fairclough 1995: 208, 2003: 8); they play a role in social

and political change. Fairclough (2003: 8) explains this effect as follows:

Most immediately, texts can bring about changes in our knowledge (we can learn things from
them), our beliefs, out attitudes, values and so forth. They also have longer-term causal effects —
one might for instance argue that prolonged experience of advertising and other commercial texts
contributes to shaping people’s identities as ‘consumers’, or their gender identities. Texts can also
start wars, or contribute to changes in education, or to changes in industrial relations, and so forth.
Their effects can include changes in the material world, such as changes in urban design, or the
architecture and design of particular types of buildings. In sum, texts have causal effects upon, and
contribute to changes in, people (beliefs, attitudes, etc.), actions, social relations, and the material
world.

Peace initiatives — as politically sensitive texts — and equally their translations play a
crucial role in shaping public discourses, attitudes and ideological thinking during

situations of ongoing contemporary conflict regarding and its future settlement.

Finally, CDA allows for the reflection on the analyst position without jeopardising
academic ‘objectivity’ (cf. Chapter 3.3.3). As Wodak and Meyer (2009: 3) note, CDA
researchers “attempt to make their own positions and interests explicit while retaining their
respective scientific methodologies and while remaining self-reflective of their own

research process”.
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The discourse on translation and conflict belongs in the main to a branch of ‘committed
approaches’ in Translation Studies, which while not promoting particular methods of
translating, highlights the impossibility of neutrality and thus the necessity of recognizing
the interventionist role of translators (Brownlie 2007: 135). CDA — a politically engaged
form of discourse analysis — shares with modern Translation Studies, particularly,
‘committed approaches’ (e.g. Baker 2006, Hermans 1999), the conviction that “neutrality
is an illusion” (Baker 2006: 128) and instead stresses the status of the analyst/translator as

an active social agent.

The methodology of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) has received several criticisms.
The main criticisms have to do with the social and political stand as well as bias of the
analyst and the analysis (see for example, Billing 1999, Billing and Schegloff 1999;
Schegloff 1997, 1999; Wetherell 1998; Widdowson 1996, 2004).

CDA has been criticized that it determines its research interests in advance (Meyer 2001:
15). Widdowson (1995) — one of the major critics of CDA — argues that CDA is
“prejudiced on the basis of some ideological commitment, and then it selects for analysis
such texts as will support the preferred interpretation” (Widdowson 1995: 169 quoted in
Meyer 2001: 17). In other words, it is a biased interpretation. This opinion is shared by
Schegloff who also argues that CDA analysts “project their own political biases and
prejudices onto their data and analyse them accordingly” (Schegloff 1997 quoted in
Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 455-456).

Fairclough (1996) in reply to Widdowson’s criticism points out that “CDA, unlike most
other approaches, is always explicit about its own position and commitment” (quoted in
Meyer 2001: 17). Moreover, CDA researchers try “to make their own positions and
interests explicit while retaining their respective scientific methodologies and while

remaining self-reflective of their own research process” (Wodak and Meyer 2009: 3).

CDA does not take itself as “objective” social science but as an “engaged and committed”
one (Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258). It promotes “interventionism in the social
practices it critically investigates” (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 449) and in fact, many
CDA analysts are politically active against racism or as feminists, or within the peace
movement, etc. (Fairclough and Wodak 1997: 258).
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Fairclough (2003: 14), regarding accusations of bias, emphasizes the inevitable selective
nature of textual analysis: “we choose to ask certain questions about social events and
texts, and not other possible questions”. Therefore, “[T]here is no such thing as an
‘objective’ analysis of a text, if by that we mean an analysis which simply describes what
is ‘there’ in the text without being ‘biased’ by ‘subjectivity’ of the analyst...our ability to
know what is ‘there’ is inevitably limited and partial. And the questions we ask necessarily

arise from particular motivations which go beyond what is ‘there’” (Fairclough 2003: 15).

Fairclough and Wodak (1997: 259) further defend CDA by arguing that by declaring its
motives and interests in advance “does not imply that CDA is less scholarly than other
research: standards of careful, rigorous and systematic analysis apply with equal force to
CDA as to other approaches”. Thus, from CDA point of view, these prior interest or

agenda are not seen as a shortcoming of CDA but as an advantage of it.

For Meyer (2001: 17) these criticisms are linked to the wider debate of whether it is
possible to “perform any research free of a priori value judgment” and whether it is
possible to possible to “gain insight from purely empirical data without using any

performed categories of experience”.

The issue of “bias™ has been of serious concern for the researcher from the outset of this
research. This concern has originated from two preliminary points: first, the topic of
research and second the profile of the researcher. First, the topic of this thesis — i.e. the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict — is highly sensitive and complex. Translation Studies scholars,
as Baker (2008: 11) points out, “by and large tend to shy away from dealing with issues
relating to ongoing contemporary conflict of this type because they are inevitably
controversial”. This controversy, Baker (2008: 11) explains, is because “consensus has not
yet been reached on who is the victim and who is the oppressor, as it has in the case of
South Africa or Nazi Germany, for instance. There is also still an element of risk —

sometimes very high risk — involved in discussing these contemporary conflicts”.

The issue of “bias” becomes even more complicated taking into account the personal
profile of the researcher. The researcher is a Palestinian who lived part of his life in the
suburbs of Occupied East Jerusalem. He has witnessed first-hand, as other more than four
million Palestinians, the oppressive practices and policies of the Israeli occupation in the

Occupied Palestinian Territories on a daily basis.
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He has also lived the era of Oslo Accords and its false promises to end the longest military
occupation in modern history and achieve freedom for the Palestinian people. These
agreements instead, led to prolonging the occupation, more land expropriation and

expansion of the Jewish settlements.

The researcher is not trying to escape his national narrative location as a Palestinian who
stands firmly against the illegal Israeli occupation to his land and people but tries to
present potentially “unbiased” interpretation of texts under scrutiny which include both
sides of the story, i.e. Palestinian and Israeli. This turns to be more than difficult in many
cases and impossible in others. One example of this is regarding back translations which
are provided to help readers of this thesis who have no command of either Arabic or
Hebrew or both to understand what is in the texts under scrutiny. Keeping “unbias” in

these back translations has proven to be a very challenging task for the researcher.

The notion of “neutrality” or “impartiality” underpins much of the current epistemology in
the humanities and social sciences including the discipline of Translation Studies. The
notion of “neutral” translator has dominated the discipline of Translations Studies for many
years as an ethical principle of the profession. Baker (2009: 24) in this context explains
that “[O]ne of the unexamined assumption that continues to underpin discussions of
translation and interpreting is that translators and interpreters neutral disinterested,
apolitical creatures, who take no sides and participate in no activities that might
compromise their neutrality in the eyes of employers”. However, recent research in
Translation Studies (e.g. Baker 2006; Salama-Carr 2007) has shown that translators take

sides and play an active role in dissemination of narratives.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter has presented the corpus and methodology of the study. It described the socio-
cultural and political contexts of the production of the original versions of the respective
peace initiatives (the source texts) as well as their different translations (the target texts). In
doing so, this chapter focused on the contexts of text production of both peace initiatives
and their translations. These contexts are different. Peace initiatives have different
functions than their translations. Translations of peace initiatives were produced in
different institutional contexts for different purposes and readers. These translations were
produced generally for either internal or external purposes. However, translations produced

for internal purposes in one institution are sometimes republished by other institution for
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different purposes (e.g. the United Nations Arabic translation of the Roadmap Plan). That
Is to say, these translations are recontextualized for different purposes and audiences. The

next chapter describes the textual profiles of peace initiatives at the macro-structural level.
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Chapter Four

Textual Organization

4.1 Introduction

Chapter Three presented the corpus and methodology of the study. Chapter Four examines
the textual organization of the individual translation profiles. This chapter focuses on the
how the various components of textual organization of translation profiles of the different
language versions of peace initiatives (the target texts), e.g. layouts, paratexts, chapter
heading, etc., reflect ideological and political interests. For this purpose, the Descriptive
Translation Studies model of Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) is applied.

Lambert and Van Gorp (1985: 52; cf. Chapter 3.3.1) developed this model for translation
comparisons. They propose moving from preliminary data (e.g. title page, completeness of
texts, metatexts, etc.) to the macro- and micro-structural data (e.g. division of the text, titles
of chapters, linguistic features, etc.). For the present purposes, macro-structural analysis
will be covered under the chapter heading textual organization, whereas micro-structural
analysis will be covered under the chapter heading textual analysis. The textual
organization of a text is closely connected to its dominant rhetorical function (Hatim and
Mason 1997: 224). What happens on the macro-structural level could be an indication of
the translation shifts on the micro-structural level and both are closely related.

Paratextual materials are significant parts of recontextualization of the language versions
of peace initiatives. The concept of ‘paratext’ — as used by Genette (1997) — refers to
materials which surround a text (Kovala 1996: 120). Paratexts include prefaces, titles,
dedications, illustrations, etc. Of particular interest about paratexts is their “potential
influence on the reader’s reading and reception of the works in question” (Kovala 1996:
120). In the case of peace initiatives, paratextual materials exert a considerable influence
on the readers of peace initiatives by framing these texts in a specific way (see section 4.4

below).

Some paratextual materials (e.g. blurbs, prefaces, translation notes, translator’s footnotes,

advertisements) are not expected to be found in the translation profiles of peace initiatives.
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For example, the translator’s footnotes could be found in drafts of translations but not in
the final text (see section 4.7 below). This is because of the nature of these texts — i.e. they
are politically negotiated texts and usually do not include any references to translation. In
other words, translation is kept invisible. Some other paratextual materials, for example,
titles and added introduction, are contained in in the translation profiles of peace
initiatives. Titles and introductions are the first thing to catch the reader’s attention. They

could reveal institutional positions with regard to peace initiatives.

Based on the model developed by Lambert and Van Gorp (1985), a descriptive account of
textual profiles examines the layouts and covers of texts and the way these texts were
labelled. It also examines how these texts they were introduced and whether or not
introductions were added to them and, if so, by what kind of institution and to serve what
purpose. It examines the completeness of texts, i.e. whether there are major omissions or
additions, and, finally, whether or not these texts share the same chapter headings and sub-
headings and whether they have any prefaces, footnotes, translator’s notes, images, and

illustrations.

4.2 Layouts and Covers

Layouts and covers are the first elements in the recontextualization process of the
translations of peace initiatives. Original source texts of peace initiatives do not have any
special page layout. Comparing translations of peace initiatives to their source texts
revealed that all target texts share the same feature except in two cases: firstly, the Hebrew
translation of the Geneva Accord published by the Israeli campaign Yes to an Agreement
and, secondly, the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative published by the
Palestinian Authority in four major Israeli newspapers. In the following sections, both

these cases will be discussed and commented on.

Figure 4.1 represents the cover of the booklet of the Hebrew translation of the Geneva
Accord. This booklet was distributed to every household in Israel as part of promoting the
initiative to the Israeli public. Covers are of high significance as they are the first thing

readers see and therefore they draw their attention.
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Figure 4.1: Cover of the Hebrew Translation of the Geneva Accord

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions

The cover of this booklet is particularly interesting. The first aspect is the choice of colour
scheme. The white and blue colour scheme presents the accord in a nationalistic and
patriotic frame. These are the colours of Israel’s flag and had been deliberately chosen to
appeal to the general Israeli public. The second aspect is the very careful choice of text
imprinted on the cover. The cover has a blue strip surrounded by white space and is
divided into two parts by the title in the middle. The title says ‘Geneva Initiative: A Model
for an Israeli-Palestinian Final Status Agreement’. The blue strip quotes a number of the
selling points of the initiative from its summary. The most eye-catching points are the
recognition of Israel as the state of the Jewish people, and Jerusalem as the capital of

Israel, and the promise that most of the Israeli settlers will remain in the territory of Israel.

The selection of these specific points is of high political significance. They were intended
to catch the attention of the Israeli reader and contribute to the marketing efforts of the
accord to the Israeli public. The most important point here is the ‘recognition of Israel as

the state of the Jewish people’ which appears on the cover but nowhere in the actual text of
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the accord. This very specific point was the issue of a heated debate in Israel as will be
explained in chapter 6.

The last feature of the cover is the red stamp at the lower right-hand corner. It says © n>w1
o822 937° (lit. “sent to every home in Israel’). The fact that this translation was sent to
more than two million households in Israel shows the scale of the marketing campaign of

the Geneva Accord and the intention of its drafters to influence the Israeli public.

Figure 4.2 represents the layout of one Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative.
This translation was published by the Palestinian Authority in four major Israeli
newspapers ahead of the general Israeli elections in 2008. The publication of this Hebrew
translation was designed to help promote the initiative in Israel and mobilize the Israeli

public’s support.

Figure 4.2: Layout of Hebrew Translation of the Arab Peace Initiative

Aston University

ustration removed for copyright restrictions
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The layout of this translation has three main features. Firstly, the translation is presented in
a frame of flags of Arab and Islamic states. This frame reflects the support of the members
of the League of Arab States (22 states) and the Organization of the Islamic conference (57
states) to the main points of the initiative. Secondly, the logos of the two organizations at
the bottom of the translation indicate official endorsement and support of these two
organizations to this initiative. Thirdly, there is the two-line persuasive introduction added
under the Israeli and Palestinian flags in Hebrew and in Arabic at the end of the translation

(see section 4.4.2).

The layout and cover of the two translations were designed to achieve a positive visual
impact on the Israeli readers and to persuade them to support these initiatives. The cover of
the Geneva Accord — particularly the inclusion of the accord’s main points — was designed
to market the agreement to the Israeli public by highlighting its main proclaimed
achievements. The layout of the Arab Peace Initiative also was meant to appeal to the

Israeli public and win its support.

4.3 Labels Given to Translations of Peace Initiatives

The second important element in the recontextualization and framing processes is
labelling. Labels given to language versions indicate the status of translation, the visibility
of the translator and the translation practices within institutions. Issues of status of
translation and (in)visibility of the translator have been the focus of research and debate in

the discipline of Translation Studies for a long time (cf. Chapter Six).

Language versions of peace initiatives were labelled differently, for example, as
‘translation’, ‘unofficial translation’, ‘unofficial text’, ‘official text’, ‘full document’, ‘text
of the document’, etc. whereas some others had no labels whatsoever. This section closely
examines what labels were given to language versions of peace initiatives published by
different institutions. Institutions are classified into international, governmental, non-

governmental and mass media.

Table 4.1 Labels of translations published by International Organizations

Translation publisher Initiative Language Label

The United Nations (UN) | The Roadmap Plan Arabic Letter dated 7 May 2003 from the
Secretary General addressed to the
President of the Security
Council...The text of the Roadmap.
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The label ‘translation’ (as in both ‘translation and unofficial translation’) was used seven
times in language versions of peace initiatives. The label ‘unofficial translation’ was used
with translations published by governmental institutions, e.g. the Knesset, and mass media,
e.g. Al-Ayyam and CNN.

Table 4.2 Labels of translations published by Governmental Institutions

Translation publisher Initiative Language Label

Israel Ministry of Foreign | The Roadmap Plan Arabic Text of the Roadmap

Affairs (IMFA)

The Knesset The Roadmap Plan Hebrew The Roadmap, unofficial translation
The League of Arab The Arab Peace English Official translation

States (LAS) Initiative

Palestinian Authority The Arab Peace Hebrew The Arab Peace Initiative

(PA) Initiative

The US Department of The Roadmap Plan Arabic The full official Arabic text of the
State (USDS) Roadmap

The label ‘official text’ was used twice in cases of the Roadmap Plan published by the US
Department of State and the Al-Quds newspaper. Some mass media and governmental
institutions treated this translation as the ‘official translation’ of the plan into Arabic. For
example, the Palestinian Authority reprinted and distributed it to the Palestinian people in
order to engage them in the plan. The Roadmap is the only initiative accepted officially by
the Israeli and Palestinian governments. Both the Roadmap Plan and the Arab Peace
Initiative have ten translations, which make them the most translated initiatives. The label
‘unofficial text’, on the other hand, was used only once (with the label ‘unofficial

translation’) in the case of the Roadmap Plan published by CNN.

Different labels were also used to describe language versions of peace initiatives published
by non-governmental organizations (see table 4.3 below). The most interesting translations
here are those published by the Israeli organization Peace Now. What is interesting about
these two specific cases is the visibility of the translators: Ilai Alon (of the Arab Peace
Initiative) and Hagit Ofran (of the Roadmap Plan). These are the only two cases (out of 31)
where the name of the translator appears in the text of the translation itself. Translators of
peace initiatives in the corpus are largely unknown and anonymous. Out of 31 language

versions, four translators are known: the two mentioned above plus two politicians,
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namely, Ami Ayalon and Sari Nusseibeh (the two drafters of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles). The names of these two translators do not appear in the

translations. They were known only by personal communications.

Table 4.3 Labels of translations published by Non-Governmental Organizations

Translation publisher Initiative Language Label given
Council for Peace and The Arab Peace English The peace initiative-translation from
Security (CPS) Initiative Arabic
Gush-Shalom The Gush-Shalom Arabic Declaration of Principles of Peace
Organization Declaration of Agreement
Principles for Peace
Agreement
The Gush-Shalom English Declaration of Principles of Peace
Declaration of Agreement
Principles for Peace
Agreement
The National Consensus The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic Declarations of Principles
(NC) Declaration of
Principles
The Ayalon- Nusseibeh  Hebrew Declarations of Principles
Declaration of
Principles
The People’s campaign The Ayalon- Nusseibeh  Arabic The text
For Peace and Democracy | Declaration of
(PCPD) Principles
Peace Now The Arab Peace Hebrew Document of the Arab Peace
Initiative initiative-
a translation from Arabic by Ilai Alon
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew The Roadmap, translation from
English by Hagit Ofran
Yes to an Agreement The Geneva Accord Hebrew The full agreement
(YA)

‘Official translation’, according to Sarcevic, is a translation, which is “prepared by a
government or international organization on its own responsibility” (1997: 20). This
definition needs to be modified in order to be applicable to the case of translations of peace
initiatives. Thus, an ‘official translation’ is a translation prepared and approved by drafters

of a peace initiative on their own responsibility. This definition applies to the English
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translation of the Arab Peace Initiative published by the League of Arab States, which is
the only translation in the corpus labelled as ‘official translation’. In this case, the League
of Arab States, which is the drafter of the initiative, is the one responsible for the quality of
the translation and, consequently, responsible for any translation ‘mistakes’. However, the

label ‘official’ is sometimes used not only by governmental institutions but by mass media

and for different purposes than those to which Sarcevic refers.

Table 4.4 Labels of translations published by Mass Media

Translation publisher Initiative Language Label given
Al-Ayyam newspaper The Geneva Accord Arabic The Geneva Accord-unofficial
translation.
Al-eman Online Network | The Ayalon- Nusseibeh  Arabic Dangerous Israeli-Palestinian
(Al-eman) Declaration of document...Text of the document
Principles according to a translation.
Almtym Online Network | The Roadmap Plan Arabic This is an Arabic translation of the
(Almtym) first phase of the suggested Roadmap
plan.
Al-Quds newspaper The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic As published by Ha aretz
Declaration of newspaper...Text of document of
Principles principles reached by Nusseibeh and
Ayalon.
The Roadmap Plan Arabic The official text of the Roadmap.
Baheth Center The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic The Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of document...text of the document.
Principles
CNN The Arab Peace Arabic Arab Peace Initiative, a translation
Initiative English
The Roadmap Plan Arabic Unofficial text of the Roadmap,
unofficial translation.
Ha aretz newspaper The Ayalon-Nusseibeh ~ Hebrew Document of Nusseibeh-Ayalon.
Declaration of
Principles
The Arab Peace Hebrew The peace initiative that was accepted
Initiative at the Arab summit.
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew Document of the Roadmap.
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Haayal Hakore The Arab Peace Hebrew The Saudi initiative for peace,
Initiative unofficial translation.
God Bless Israel (GBI) The Arab Peace Hebrew The Arab Peace Initiative
Initiative
Reuters The Arab Peace English Saudi-initiated Peace Plan Document
Initiative
Yediot Aharonot The Arab Peace Hebrew Document: from the Saudi initiative
newspaper Initiative to the Arab initiative.
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew The Roadmap, the full document.

In conclusion, labels such as ‘official translation’ and ‘unofficial translation’ are more
commonly used by governmental institutions (e.g. the Knesset and the League of Arab
States) and rarely used by mass media (e.g. newspapers). In the mass media, labels such as
‘text of the document’ or ‘the document’ are more commonly used. Translations of peace
initiatives in the mass media are not necessarily labelled. In the majority of cases they are

referred to by the name of the initiative (e.g. The Arab Peace Initiative).

4.4 Introductions of Translations of Peace Initiatives

Introductions as one type of paratexts are of significant importance. They contribute
largely to the framing and contextualization processes of texts. These textual materials play
a significant role in the reading process of a given text and, consequently, in the reactions
to it, i.e. for or against. In the case of politically negotiated texts, such as peace initiatives,

introductions become interesting material to study and examine.

An ‘introduction’ is defined as any kind of information which is not part of the original
source text and which is either part of the recontextualization and framing processes or
presented as an integral part of translations. These introductions, based on their content and
the context in which they are produced, can have informative, evaluative or persuasive

functions.

An informative introduction provides specific information about a particular text. This
information can be about the time of original text production, authors or the overall
political aim of a text. A persuasive introduction, as the name suggests, is devised in order

to influence the readers’ opinion and to persuade them to respond to a particular text in a
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particular way. In the case of peace initiatives, such introductions aim to urge readers to
take an action, namely, either to support or oppose a particular peace initiative. An
evaluative introduction usually has a value-judgment statement(s) which places a particular

text in either a positive or a negative frame.

Comparing translations of Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives to their source texts revealed
that 19 of these translations had introductions added to them (see tables below). These
translations were published by international organizations (table 4.5), governmental
institutions (table 4.6), non-governmental organizations (table 4.7) and mass media (table
4.8). The majority of the introductions are part of recontextualization and framing

processes.

Table 4.5 Introductions of Translations published by International Organizations

Translation publisher Initiative Language :lntroductlo Type of introduction
The United Nations (UN) | The Roadmap Plan Arabic Yes Informative

Table 4.6 Introductions of Translations published Published by Governmental Institutions

Translation publisher Initiative Language :]ntroductlo Type of introduction
Israel Ministry of Foreign | The Roadmap Plan Arabic Yes Informative
Affairs (IMFA)

The Knesset The Roadmap Plan Hebrew No Not Applicable
The League of Arab The Arab Peace English No Not Applicable
States (LAS) Initiative

The Palestinian Authority | The Arab Peace Hebrew Yes Persuasive

(PA) Initiative

The US Department of The Roadmap Plan Arabic Yes Informative

State (USDS)

Introductions of translations published by international organizations and governmental
institutions have mainly informative functions, with the exception of the one published by
the Palestinian Authority. These informative introductions appeared in some translations of

the Road Map Plan and only in Arabic. The persuasive introduction of the translation
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published by the Palestinian Authority corresponds to the overall translation purpose, i.e.
to influence the Israeli public opinion (see 4.4.2 below).

Table 4.7: Introductions of of Translations Published by Non-Governmental Institutions

Translation publisher Initiative Language Introductio . Type O.f
n introduction
Council for Peace and The Arab Peace . .
: s English Yes Persuasive
Security Initiative
Gush-Shalom The Gush-Shalom English Yes Not Applicable
Organization Peace Proposal
The Gush-Shalom Arabic No Not Applicable
Peace Proposal
The National Consensus The Ayalon- Arabic No Not Applicable
Nusseibeh
Declaration of
Principles
The Ayalon- Hebrew No Not Applicable
Nusseibeh
Declaration of
Principles
Peace Now The Arab Peace Hebrew Yes Persuasive
Initiative
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew No Not Applicable
The People’s Campaign The Ayalon- Arabic Yes Persuasive
for Peace and Democracy | Nusseibeh
Declaration of
Principles
Yes to Agreement The Geneva Accord  Hebrew Yes Persuasive

Table 4.8 Introductions of translations published published by Mass Media

Translation publisher Initiative Language Introduction  Type of Introductior
Al-Ayyam newspaper The Geneva Accord Arabic No Not Applicable
Al-eman Online Network | The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic Yes Evaluative
(Al-eman) Declaration of

principles
Almtym Online Network | The Roadmap Plan Arabic No Not Applicable

(Almtym)
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Al-Quds newspaper The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic Yes Evaluative
Declaration of
principles
The Roadmap Plan Arabic Yes Informative
Baheth Center The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Arabic Yes Persuasive
Declaration of
principles
CNN The Arab Peace English Yes Informative
Initiative
The Roadmap Plan Arabic Yes Informative
Ha’aretz newspaper The Ayalon-Nusseibeh  Hebrew Yes Persuasive
Declaration of
principle
The Arab Peace Hebrew No Not Applicable
Initiative
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew No Not Applicable
Haayal Hakore The Arab peace Hebrew Yes Persuasive
Initiative
God Bless Israel The Arab peace Hebrew No Not Applicable
Initiative
Reuters The Arab peace English No Not Applicable
Initiative
Yediot Aharonot The Arab peace Hebrew Yes Evaluative
Initiative
The Roadmap Plan Hebrew Yes Informative

Unlike introductions of translations published by international organizations and
governmental institutions, those published by non-governmental organizations only have
persuasive functions. In addition, introductions of translations with an evaluative function

were only published by the mass media as in table (4.7).

In the following sub-sections (4.4.1- 4.4.4), introductions are categorized according to the
place where these introductions were published. This will provide the institutional context

for these introductions as part of translations and the way they were framed and presented.

4.4.1 Introductions of Translations Published by International Organizations
The United Nations (UN) is the only international organization involved in the translation
and publication of translations of peace initiatives. The UN translated the Roadmap Plan

into Arabic and published it in its official website. Part of this translation was an
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introduction in the form of a letter sent from the former Secretary General of the United

Nations, Kofi Annan, to the president of the UN Security Council as in the following
example:

(ST) DoY) Gedae Gty Y plall el G Agasa Yo Tl UV A 50 Al
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Back Letter dated 7 May 2003 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of the

translation:  Security Council:
I have the honour to transmit to you herewith the text of the Roadmap to realize the
vision of two states, Israel and Palestine, living side by side in peace and security, as
affirmed in Security Council Resolution 1397 (2002). The text has been prepared by the
Quartet-consisting of representatives of the United States of America, the European
Union, the Russian Federation, and the United Nations-and was presented to the
Government of Israel and the Palestinian Authority on 30 April 2003. I should be
grateful if you would bring this text to the attention of the members of the Security
Council. (Signed) Kofi A. Annan).

This introduction is part of the recontextualization process and institutional context in
which this translation was produced. This translation was made available for circulation
purposes among members of the UN Security Council. It has both informative and
persuasive functions. On the one hand, it provides basic information about the Roadmap
Plan and on the other hand, it urges the members of the Security Council to take an action,
that is, read it and then vote. The Roadmap Plan was endorsed in the United Nations
Security Council Resolution 1515 (cf. Chapter 6.2.1).

4.4.2 Introductions of Translations Published by Governmental Institutions

Three governmental institutions — the US Department of State, the Israel Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and the Palestinian Authority — published three translations of peace
initiatives with introductions. The introductions of the translations published by the US
Department of State and Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs are part of framing and
contextualization processes. They present these translations in their institutional contexts.
The introduction of the translation published by the Palestinian Authority was presented as
an integral part of the translation. The first two introductions have informative functions

whereas the third has a persuasive one. These three cases will be now discussed.

(ST) s 5V G50 a3l 3y phal) Ay A sl A el A a5 ) 3
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Back The US Department of State releases the Roadmap Plan for Peace in the Middle East

translation:  The full official text, 30 April 2003
Washington, 30 April 2003. The U.S. Department of State released on 30 April the full
official text of the Roadmap for peace in the Middle East. Two copies of the plan were
handed in to the Israeli and Palestinian officials earlier today. The release of the text of
the Roadmap coincided with a statement by the White House in which President Bush
called on both Israeli and Palestinian parties to take the chance of releasing this
initiative, which was prepared by the Quartet in order to stop acts of violence and go
back to negotiations. This to lead to achieving president Bush’s vision, which is, based
on two states, Israel and Palestine. Moreover, the following is the full text of the
Roadmap as it was released by the office of the spokesperson of the US Department of
State.

The above introduction was part of a press release of the Roadmap Plan by the US
Department of State. It provided basic information about the plan’s date of release, drafters
and main aims. This introduction is significant as it was more or less reproduced (with
some reduction) by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well as some media outlets,
namely, CNN, Al-Quds and Yediot Aharonot newspapers, which all published Arabic
translations of the plan. The Roadmap Plan is the only initiative in the corpus, which only

has informative introductions added to its translations.

The third introduction is part of a Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative published

by the Palestinian Authority (see figure 4.2) in its effort to promote the initiative in Israel.

[Back 57 Arab and Islamic states will establish normal diplomatic relations with Israel in
translation]  return of full peace agreement and end of occupation.

This two-line Hebrew introduction comes under the sub-title ‘Beirut Declaration’ and the
Palestinian and Israeli flags (see figure 4.2). It starts with the political benefits of peace for
Israel, i.e. normal diplomatic relations with all Arab and Islamic states and finishes with
what is required from lIsrael in return of this, i.e. end of occupation. On the other hand, the
two-line Arabic paragraph which comes towards the end of the translation starts with what
is required from lIsrael, i.e. end of occupation and finishes with the political benefits of

peace, i.e. diplomatic relations.

(ST) bl A jall 3 530l
GlMe Jlie Jald pDl 5 IOV eledl, 2002 L) Gl gy A i Aagl 1 A el Al g3 31 )
sl 5 BV 5 (gl Cpallall 5 Cindanddl] G Apma 5 Apule sl
Back The Arab Peace Initiative
translation:  As adopted by the Arab fourteenth summit in Beirut, Lebanon, in March 2002. End of
occupation and comprehensive peace in return of normal and diplomatic relations
between the Palestinians and the two Islamic and Arab worlds and Israel.
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This textual organization of themes can be explained with regard to the intended audiences
of this Hebrew translation. The information in Hebrew targets Jewish Israeli citizens

whereas the information in Arabic targets the Palestinian Israeli citizens.

4.4.3 Introductions of Translations Published by Non-Governmental Organizations

Five non-governmental organizations — Gush-Shalom, People’s Campaign for Peace and
Democracy, Yes to an Agreement, Peace Now and Council for Peace and Security —
published five language versions of peace initiatives with introductions. These
introductions were drafted for influencing readers’ opinions. In the following section, these

introductions will be discussed in detail.

The Gush-Shalom Organization published an English translation of its original Hebrew
text peace proposal. Part of this translation is an introduction which was intended to

influence the Israeli public opinion as in the following example:

(ST) Now, more than at any other time, the struggle for peace must not stop. The following
declaration of principles is a proposal for joint Israeli-Palestinian discussion. It should not
be considered a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. We went into details in order to express our
conviction that all the issues at stake the components of the conflict can be resolved. Not by
diktats, not by an overbearing master-and-servant attitude, but by negotiations between
equals. The government and the army leadership are leading us into a hell of blood and fire.
We call upon all peace-seekers in Israel to unite for the future of the two peoples of this
country, Jewish Israelis and Palestinian Arabs. The country has given birth to us as twins.

The People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy published an Arabic translation of the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and added an introduction to it. This
introduction was written originally in Arabic by Dr. Sari Nusseibeh himself for the needs
of the Palestinian readers. Delyani (2005) argues that this introduction provides necessary
information for the Palestinian reader with regard to what he or she is going to sign on.
However, this introduction reaches beyond a merely informative function to a declarative
and persuasive one. One interesting thing about this introduction is that it was published by

many websites both in English, e.g. ‘Foundation for Middle East Peace’ (www.fmep.orqg),

‘Meretz USA for Israeli Civil Rights and Peace’ (www.meretzusa.org) and the ‘Palestinian

Negotiations Affairs Department’ (www.nad-plo.org ) and in Hebrew, e.g. Ha'aretz

newspaper, (www.haaretz.co.il) as part of the original English text of the initiative and was

referred to as the ‘cover letter’ of the initiative (see section 4.4.4 below).
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http://www.haaretz.co.il/
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Back The Palestinian people and the Jewish people each realize the other's historic rights with

translation:  respect to one land. The Israeli people for generations wanted to establish the Israeli
state in all the Land of Israel, while the Palestinian people wanted to establish a state in
all lands of Palestine. The two sides agreed to accept a historic compromise based on the
principle of the existence of two sovereign and viable states side by side. The statement
of intentions is an expression of the will of the majority of the people. Both sides believe
that through this initiative they can influence their leaders and thereby open a new
chapter in the region's history. This new chapter will also be achieved by calling on the
international community to guarantee security in the region and to help in rehabilitating
and developing the region's economy. This declaration represents the general framework
for accepted settlement. However, as we are looking to reach such a settlement, there are
steps, which should be taken in order to reach this settlement, most notably, achieving
freedom to the Palestinian prisoners of freedom. Their cause must not be separated from
the cause of the Palestinian people for whom they fought.

In fact, this introduction touches on the very politically and ideologically sensitive issue of
the claims of each side to the same land and represents an acknowledgment of the
conflicting Palestinian and Israeli narratives of land as equal. This issue has always been
the subject of heated debates between the Israeli and Palestinian sides (cf. Chapter 1.1.1).

Moreover, this introduction acknowledges the importance of the issue of the Palestinian
political prisoners in Israeli detentions centres and jails and emphasizes the need for their
release if any settlement to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is to succeed. The issue of
Palestinian prisoners was and still is “a central theme in the Palestinian political
struggle...The Palestinian public honoured the prisoners and their families, considering
them heroes who were paying the day-to-day price of the Palestinian struggle for
independence” (Sher 2006: 8). According to the Palestinian Prisoner Society, today there
are around 7,000 Palestinian and Arab political prisoners in Israeli detentions centres and

jails.

The inclusion of this issue — which has always featured on the Palestinian public agenda —
in Nusseibeh’s introduction is designed to appeal to the Palestinian people who complain
that it was neglected in all agreements between Israel and the PLO, most notably, the Oslo

agreements.

The Yes to an Agreement published a Hebrew translation of the Geneva Accord along with
an introduction written by the renowned Israeli novelist and writer David Grossman. This
introduction was part of a well-organized and planned campaign to promote the initiative

in Israel. A booklet (including the 49-page Hebrew translation and Grossman’s
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introduction) was sent to every household in Israel as part of this campaign. Grossman’s
known distinctive style in writing, particularly his choice of words, metaphors and
structures, are evident in his introduction. Therefore, the very choice of Grossman to write
this introduction rather than anyone else is not a matter of coincidence but the outcome of a

very well planned campaign.

The two-page introduction has a very persuasive function. It aims first at catching the
Israeli readers’ attention and then persuading them to support the initiative. In this context,

Halevi and Oren (2003) make the point that:

In his introduction to the Hebrew version, renowned novelist David Grossman assured Israeli
citizens, ‘who have withstood innumerable wars and horrible terrorist attacks,” that the Accords
will produce a ‘thriving and ...egalitarian’ Israel, freed ‘from the fear of war and annihilation’.

In fact, the introduction appeals to the Israeli people by evoking their emotions regarding
war and peace and promises a better future if they give their support to this initiative. This

was criticized by Halevi and Oren (2003) who argued that:

For Israelis, exhausted after three years of terrorism, Grossman’s words are seductive. Indeed, the
Geneva Accords coincides with an historic transformation in Israeli public opinion. Most Israelis
are now ready to forfeit the results of the 1967 war—control over the West Bank, Gaza and East
Jerusalem—in return for Palestinian acceptance of the outcome of the 1948 war. Most Israelis also
view the creation of a Palestinian state not as a mortal threat but as the only means of preserving
Israel’s Jewish and democratic identity.

On the macro-structural level, this introduction and the cover of the translation (see figure
4.1 above) in addition to translation shifts on the micro-structural level (cf. Chapter 5.3.2,

5.5.1 and 5.4) are all part of the efforts to market this initiative to the Israeli people.

The most interesting case of persuasive introductions is the one added by Professor llai
Alon. Alon translated the Arab Peace Initiative from Arabic into Hebrew. This translation
was published on the website of Peace Now. He added a persuasive introduction to this
translation. In his introduction, Alon explains to the Israeli readers why the Arab Peace
Initiative should be given a chance and be supported. This is done with the help of a

number of points based on his analysis to the initiative as in the following:

(ST) 8 7P
nno1o1 1981 nmiwn nrmyon DI7UN NAT' DK YNAR? 12N na'7n no'72nn 2002 yana

. 17077 Jnonin nx

, 7RI NN7YNNY DONY WKL, MY, 112X YOINY 19D, JNoNnn 7 Mayn nian

.t N, nwyny

NN DI7WN DT Y DIMMRD DIYAwNnY, 17'9K8, VTN 11'K 112¥0 7 12N D AR

[N D17W7 TUNA NN NAYD NIFTA NODNA 'MINN 'Y 7V Tn'7n qnonn 7w 111mo

N Y

81 Hebrew spelling in this passage as well as other Hebrew passages presented in this thesis is the same as the
one the original sources.
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Back

.NP'TA7 DIZn NN'RWN DITTIA NIFIRVANN 1901 D 0K (NTI0 N1 NY¥NN
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'W¥AN NVYA N, DY9N X7 NN%7. NII'YI2 DAYN DNNYN DX DNP7 TN 7R N1 n
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Introduction:

translation:  In March 2002, the League of Arab States decided to adopt the Saudi Peace Initiative of

1981 and published it.

The Hebrew translation of the Document, as distributed to the public, is faulty. This may
have been part of the reason that Israelis ignored it.

It seems that most of the Israeli public is not aware of the true significance of the Arab
Peace Initiative.

The general tenor of the Document is evidence of a significant change in the attitude of
the states of the Arab League with regard to peace between them and Israel:

The proposals set forth in the Document are basically sincere (though there are a few
remarks in it that leave room for further scrutiny).

The proposal is not a “take it or leave it”. Rather it invites negotiation on its content.
Note however that negotiations tend to begin after agreement has been reached.
Compared with Documents issued earlier by the League, this one is, from Israel’s
standpoint, the most positive of all.

In my opinion, the document implies that the League will take upon itself to represent
the Palestinians, and even impose an agreement upon them if that becomes necessary.
Israel always took Arab declarations seriously. With due caution, why not this time?

This introduction — which is meant to guide the reading process and consequent reactions

to the initiative in a certain direction — is a clear example of intervention by the writer who

is also the translator of the initiative. This kind of addition of information is common in

political texts but not in translations. The Alon’s text is a mix of both.

Finally, the Council for Peace and Security published on its website an English translation

of the Arab Peace Initiative which had an introduction added to it. What is also interesting

about this translation is that it was based on the Hebrew translation of Ilai Alon:

(ST)

The Arab League knocked on our Door and We pretended not to be at Home

Tlai Alon - 21/11/2008
In March 2002, the League of the Arab States adopted a Saudi Peace Initiative, originally

drafted in 1981. The Hebrew translation of the Document, as distributed to the public, is
faulty. This may have been part of the reason that Israelis ignored it. It seems that most of
the Israeli public is not aware of the true significance of this Arab Peace Initiative. The
general tenor of the Document is evidence of a significant change in Arab attitudes towards
peace with Israel:

The proposals set forth in the Document are basically sincere (though there are a few
remarks in it that leave room for further scrutiny). It is not a “take it or leave it” proposal.
Rather it invites negotiation on its content. Note however that negotiations tend to begin
after agreement has been reached! Compared with Documents issued earlier by the League,
this one is, from Israel’s standpoint, the most positive of all. In my view, the Document
implies that the League will take upon itself to represent the Palestinians, and even impose
an agreement upon them if that becomes necessary. In the past Israel always took Arab
declarations seriously. With due caution, why not this time? The Peace Initiative —
Translation from Arabic.
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Alon’s Hebrew translation was picked up by the Council of Peace and Security and then
translated into English. The English translation follows the Hebrew source text except in
some parts where it summarizes the main points of the translation Alon provided.
Surprisingly, the name of the writer and translator, Ilai Alon, still appears on the English

translation.

4.4.4 Introductions of Translations Published by Mass Media

Ten mass media outlets, three newspapers, Al-Quds, Ha aretz and Yediot Aharonot, one
news agency, CNN and three online networks, Baheth Center, Al-eman and Haayal
Hakore, published ten translations of peace initiatives with introductions. In the following

section, these introductions will be discussed in detail.

The Haayal Hakore translation of the Arab Peace Initiative had the following introduction:

(ST) D'n' 197 NN N7 7w oo 7ax ,Di7w nmTir v 19K D' 1aT7 T nxy
RPN UKD LD L T? UKD R'NW DRYIN (INIX 7 K71) 1INIXRIE,NINXD NNOoIl DNID0
JXRAIP 2T MIK NNIDIL, NY72IX] 'MYIN JNoNn 7Y mwi-X7 DIANN 01197 X'\an

Back It is a little strange in these days to talk about peace initiatives. However, in the summit

translation:  of the League of Arab States few days ago, there was a declaration, and we (and not only
we) think that it is a vision for a settlement. Therefore, Haayal brings before you an
unofficial translation of the official document in English and puts it to discussion among
our readers.

This introduction is obviously inviting the Israeli reader to take an action, i.e. to consider
this initiative. The reason why it starts with saying ‘it is weird to talk nowadays about
peace initiatives’ is due to the fact that the launch of the Arab Peace Initiative coincided
with some Palestinian attack inside Israel which left many Israelis dead.

The Israeli newspaper Ha aretz published one Hebrew translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh

Declaration of Principles:

(ST) .NTX NNIX? 0N IM2IT 27U NIMIVO'D NNIRTA TNR 75 0NN TIND DYNl ' MY790 oyn
DYNY TIV 7RI YIXR P70 702 DNrTIND NTTAN DR DR CTIND DY WA DNIET qwna

NIWOY NNTA D'M'DON D'TTYN Y 'MYY9 770 751 NN 'R KIN R WUz '1'MyYon

AT X7 T mUpn'Y NntR DDAl DR NRTA My %Y Ing'vn 7Y 00anny ,NMIivon

IT NATI'Y D'ARN D'TTYN QY .0YN 2N 7Y [I¥77 1012 KD DT DIRAIMN DRIND DNNXN

NT WUTN 219 DITRD NIT2N2 WTN 219 NINSY 72 T 7u1 ,0n'Nm 7Y Y'own? 0N 7WoKN

NNIN'DI NNIRP'YA Y071 NITRA [INVY ANY7 NMIR7AN N7'NP7 NNNMPA DA win'n T XY

DITRN ND'D Y

The comparison between the original Arabic introduction and the Ha'aretz Hebrew
translation reveals some changes. To begin with, the paragraph on the Palestinian political
prisoners was not translated at all into Hebrew. This major omission was accompanied by

other textual amendments (cf. Chapter 5.8.1).
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The Ha’aretz Hebrew translation of the introduction was then picked up by Al-Quds
newspaper, Baheth Center and Al-eman online network and they translated it into Arabic
(for the introductions of Al-Quds and Al-eman see Evaluative Introductions below). These
Arabic translations kept the semantic changes contained in the Ha 'aretz translation, such
as the shift from ‘Israeli’ into ‘Jewish’, as well as the omission of the paragraph on the
Palestinian political prisoners.
(ST)  Jua¥) ae lad V) iy 8 duay i) Gsially L3 aal s JS (g0 sl Gandll s ishaudldll Cunlll (o ying
e LAY s i) Gl e Lagd M0 " ()l el )1 S 8 300 seall A sall Aal8) (50 sgl) Canidl) as
S (sl O3 (il 3 s e sy A o g o e i SLall G el et sl S 3 A 50 A48
s b e ULl el dudel 53 ) ge mad s U W ey cquia ) Lis glias Gl
3ud) 8502 Jaadll 130 (3iay LS Alaiall gy )15 8 dyoa Jucad i L 5 cagilald e 58l Lagd i 5 500aal)
Laaliasl gy e yi A bac Ll 5 Adlaiall el (lana I A 5al)
The introduction of Al-Quds (example 4.11 below) framed the initiative negatively by
focusing on the Palestinian concessions, namely, giving up of the Palestinian right of
return to their homes in Israel and the demilitarization of the future Palestinian state. This
translation was based on the Hebrew translation of Ha'aretz. Al-Quds picked up this
Hebrew text and translated it into Arabic which is a standard practice of the Palestinian
newspapers (cf. Chapter 6.2.4).

(ST) Al Uy A (g LAl O Al A () sll-Agus 485 5 dand La Qe 4051 o) (a5l ddiaia & pis
Y Fanasi ) e(s3lua i) o3 aria®i 5 alae] 38 (Bl A ) dalall il usi; 0l ale s el

8> oo (hhald JOU 5~ de 5 jie Apidantd A1 g2 A8 el ) ) 5 danddl) ailad) G pils 23l

Adaall 45,85 LS paill Gl led 5 5352l

The most interesting case here is the introduction published by the Al-eman online network
(example 4.12 below) as part of its Arabic translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration
of Principles. This initiative was also framed negatively. This negative framing starts with
the headline of the article: “Dangerous Israeli-Palestinian document, no return for
Palestinian refugees”. In addition, it continues with details of the Palestinian concessions in
this initiative. The label ‘dangerous document’ is designed to catch the attention of the

reader and guides the reading process of the initiative in a certain way.

(ST) "(Oatdandall (i B se V) B jadad Agidanald 3,000y 485 5"
o gt g nll Aidaldll y jaill Aadaie 8 Ludil) Cale Jgpase Ll daasi (Al 28550 ai e T jalias il
- Oaiadanddll 5 J sl O @) Jadl JSG Jgs Wl (Ble ) 0y oo Al Abal 5 s Alandal) Gluadlll)
daalds 4 Jaxi ¥ Les) V) elida givsall 5 (a5 Gl o 5 WLl ana diday je Jaghad 485 )) el
Al il il &) 5 e o s, @hlE Ja 50y Allle DALl Wil ey Jang 531 eV i
Fakiie Jiae A 51 Jpiland At b iabdl) Geanie |/l e uilad) 3 L a1 IS 35 el illl b o 5L
b Ol sl Ll Al 8 a3 (IS o3 LSI) by 66 st Ui ekl 5 8 il g yatl
Sl 5 eal s (il 536 LS (e e oS i) Blle e L ol Ll ) cilall e i, i ja) diual
BT ‘3:\3:\.1\‘)“‘)1\ (:M\ Q\SP} ‘)Lugj\ )Ja\ (i :\AL"\SJ.LMJJ Lﬁi\} 65‘)5.& é.\l.»ﬂ\ ‘U)SL‘..\ (a@_u‘) ‘99) cu,.\s.lu\
a8 LS (e (S s il (5 1967 5850 /0 o e @l DV 250a Galasl e Apndanld 4150 A6 15 e
A Seal) Sl lea Gutt O (e Gl s ol Bl o)l il Sl gl Lan AN sl Slea
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The introduction of the Yediot Aharonot newspaper in example (4.13) below, starts with
the requirement of the initiative of Israeli withdrawal from all the ‘territories’, including
Jerusalem. The evaluative element here is that the introduction draws the reader’s attention
that in this initiative there is the ‘Right of Return’. The argument that the Arab Peace
Initiative calls for the implementation of the right of return, which means the possible
return of millions of Palestinians to Israel, is the very reason why the initiative was
attacked and rejected in Israel. In fact, the omission of the adjective ‘to be agreed on’ in
some of the Hebrew translations, e.g. Ha'aretz newspaper, would encourage such
argument.

(ST) 2215 ,0'nVWN D0 RY NA'017 DRI LITR D' )2 7D NNarmin  NrTIvon Ditwn Nt
YN DiYWN NNt AR .0Y7YNY NTA NNNAY N''00Y79 N1 07 [7an nnn

,017wun Nt nX 027 xanl 2002-7 AN ynet .na'win NIdT - wizin 01010 ,n'7y Nooinnn
.NMIY'731 N2Ndd

Finally, the introduction of CNN (e.g. example (4.3)) below provides some background
information about the initiative:

(ST)  Arab Peace Initiative detailed
BEIRUT, Lebanon (CNN) -- At the League of the Arab States summit Thursday, The
League of Arab States Secretary-General Amr Moussa read the Arab Peace Initiative to
reporters and said a committee will be formed to push the initiative forward.

To summarize, 18 out of 31 different language versions had introductions added to them.
These introductions, particularly persuasive and evaluative ones, are part of the framing
and contextualization of peace initiatives. A number of points can be concluded from the
review of these introductions. Firstly, the Roadmap Plan is the only peace initiative which
had no persuasive introductions added to any of its language versions. This could be due to
the fact that it is the only officially accepted initiative and that it targets governments rather
than people at grassroots level, such as in the case of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles. Secondly, evaluative introductions were added by the mass media (e.g.
newspaper and online networks). This shows the role of the media in framing and

recontextualizing peace proposals in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict. Thirdly,
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no governmental institutions added any persuasive or evaluative introductions. These
institutions (e.g. the UN, US Department of State, Israel MOFA) only added informative
introductions. Fourthly, introductions cannot be only persuasive or informative. Persuasive

introductions do have an informative function but the main function is persuasive.

4.5 Completeness of Texts

This section examines completeness of texts to establish whether there are major omissions
or additions in the different language versions of peace initiatives. To begin with, a simple
word count® will be provided for each peace initiative and its translations. The word
counts will then be compared to establish which language versions have major omissions

or additions of information.

4.5.1 The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement

The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement has two Arabic and two
English versions. The first and second English versions are available whereas only the
second Arabic version is available. Table 4.1 shows the word count for the Hebrew source

text and the second English and Arabic texts.

Table 4.9 Word Count for Arabic and English translations of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for
Peace Agreement

Source text (Hebrew) | Arabic version (2™ English version (2

1,067 1,446 1,867

The table shows that there are no major additions or omissions in these texts. The Hebrew
source text has an introduction added to it, which is not the case for the Arabic and English

language versions.

4.5.2 The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles

The table (4.2) below shows that the Arabic translation of the National Consensus is
significantly different from the other Arabic translations. Close examination of these
language versions and comparing them to the English source text showed that the
difference in word count is because Sari Nusseibeh added an introduction (in Arabic) to the

82 Word count here includes introductions added to language versions.
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People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD) for the needs of the Palestinian

readers (see below).

Table 4.10 Word count for Arabic translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles

Source text (English) People’s Campaign for National Baheth Al-eman  Al-Quds
Peace and Democracy Consensus  Center
(PCPD) (NC)
348 431 278 348 393 394

Table 4.11 Word Count for Hebrew translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles

Source text (English) [ National Consensus (NC) Ha’aretz

348 431 356

There is a difference in the word count between the two Hebrew versions above. This
difference indicates that something was either added or deleted in translation. A closer
examination of the two language versions revealed that the translation of the Ha aretz
newspaper had major addition of information. This is because Ha aretz picked up the
Arabic introduction added by Nusseibeh and treated it as part of the original document and
translated it with the initiative into Hebrew. This Hebrew translation of Ha aretz
(including the introduction) was then translated into Arabic and published in all other
Arabic translation, except the one published by the National Consensus.

4.5.3 The Arab Peace Initiative

The two language versions of the Council for Peace and Security and CNN, particularly
the latter, compared to the other two language versions, show major omission of
information. A close examination revealed that, in fact, the first three paragraphs in CNN
translation were deleted. This translation looks like a summary of the initiative. In addition,
the translation by the Council for Peace and Security has some omissions but the

translation mentions that in certain parts it is a summary.
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Table 4.12 Word count for English translations of the Arab Peace Initiative

Source text (Arabic) The League of CNN Reuters Council for Peace
Arab States (LAS) and Security
398 509 250 512 335

Table 4.13 Word count for Hebrew translations of the Arab Peace Initiative

Source text (Arabic) Haayal Hakore God Ha’aretz  Yediot Palestinian Peace Now
Bless Aharonot  Authority
Israel (PA)
(GBI)
398 359 363 269 365 353 412

Table (4.5) shows that the translations of the Ha 'aretz newspaper and Peace Now are
significantly different from other Hebrew language versions. Close examination and
comparison of these language versions to the original Arabic source text revealed that the
translation of the Ha'aretz had major omissions whereas the translation of Peace Now

contained some additions of information.

4.5.4 The Geneva Accord
Examination of the word count of the different language versions of the Geneva Accord
showed that there are no major additions or omissions of information. Table 4.14 shows

the word count for the English, Arabic and Hebrew language versions of this initiative.

Table 4.14 Word Count for Arabic and English translations of Geneva Accord

Source text (English) | Palestinian Peace Coalition Yes to an Agreement (YA)
(PPC)
9,887 8,591 7,246

4.5.5 The Roadmap Plan
Table 4.7 shows that the Almtym Online Network translation has the smallest word count
of all Arabic language versions. Close examination of this specific translation showed that

the first four paragraphs were deleted. These paragraphs outline the main aims of the plan:
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the need for a new Palestinian leadership to emerge, putting an end to “violence and

terrorism”, the need for each party to perform its obligations, and the role of the Quartet.

Table 4.15 Word count for Arabic translations of the Roadmap Plan

Source text (English) US Department United gtld’\; Almtym Al- Israel Ministry
of State (USDS) Nations of Foreign
(UN) Affairs (IMFA)
2,223 2,044 2,216 1,927 2,101 1,714 2,167

This translation was based on an English source text published by the United Nations. The
English text states that ‘this is the first phase of the Roadmap’. The translation published
by CNN had one paragraph, regarding humanitarian situation and prospects for economic

development in the West Bank, deleted.

Table 4.16 Word Count for Hebrew translations of the Roadmap Plan

Source text (English) | The Knesset  Ha’aretz Yediot Aharonot Peace Now

2,223 1,843 1,774 1,695 1,771

Examination of Hebrew language versions of the Roadmap Plan showed that the Ha 'aretz
translation deleted one paragraph, which discusses the draft constitution for the Palestinian
state. The Arabic language versions include five cases of information change: four
additions in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and one omission in the
Almtym translation of the Roadmap Plan. The addition of information concerns the
inclusion of an introduction, which was authored by Sari Nusseibeh. These four cases can
be considered as ‘addition of information’ if it is assumed that these translations were
based on the English source text, which does not have an introduction. However, if it is
assumed that these four texts were based on the Hebrew translation of Ha aretz, which
added the introduction and treated it as part of the original text, then these cases would
cease to be considered as examples of ‘addition of information’. These would, therefore, be
better referred to as part of a ‘recontextualization’ process. This case shows the complexity

of the study and translation of peace initiatives and, more generally, political texts.

The only case of omission of information is with regard to the Almtym translation of the

Roadmap Plan. Comparing this Arabic translation to the English source text revealed that
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this translation had major omissions. However, this translation was based on another
English text of the Roadmap Plan published by the United Nations. In this English text, the
first four paragraphs are deleted and the same happened in the Arabic translation. In light
of such information, would this case still be considered as ‘omission of information’? This
example shows that it is not always the case that a target text is based on an original source
text.

The English language versions of peace initiatives also included two cases of information
change: one addition and one omission of information, both in the Arab Peace Initiative.
Whereas the addition of information was done by the Council for Peace and Security, the

omission of information occurred in the text written/translated by CNN.

The Hebrew language versions of peace initiatives contained four cases of information
change: two additions and two omissions which appeared in the Israeli newspaper Ha aretz
and in Peace Now. The former added major information to the translation of the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and omitted major information in the translations of
the Arab Peace Initiative and the Roadmap Plan. The latter, Peace Now, added information

in the translation of the Arab Peace Initiative.

In conclusion, major information change (additions and omissions) occurred in the Arabic
and Hebrew language versions more than in the English language versions. In addition,
omissions of information in all three languages were produced by the mass media (CNN,
Ha’aretz and Almtym Online Network).

4.6 Headings and Sub-Headings

Peace initiatives range from one page (e.g. the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles) to forty-nine pages (e.g. the Geneva Accord). These initiatives tackle the final-
status issues of the conflict. Headings and sub-headings are more common in long texts
than short ones. They are expected in long texts as they facilitate smooth reading and
comprehension. The following section deals with headings and sub-headings of the
language versions of peace initiatives. This section covers addition, omission, changes of
headings and sub-headings besides re-arrangement of headings, sub-headings and

paragraphs.
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4.6.1 Addition and Omission of Headings/Sub-Headings
With regard to the headings and sub-headings of the 31 different language versions of
peace initiatives, additions appear in six sub-headings while omissions appear in one

heading and one sub-heading.

One addition appears in the Roadmap Plan, one in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles and seven in the Arab Peace Initiative. The Al-Quds Arabic translation of the
Roadmap Plan added two sub-headings: firstly, ¢ cukauldll cla Y1 5 caiall cle3 (lit. ‘ending
the Palestinian violence and terrorism’) and secondly, ‘sball AL A& dyidanld 41537 (1it. ‘an

independent viable Palestinian state’).

What might be interesting about the addition of the first sub-heading is that the Roadmap
stipulates ending ‘terrorism’ (three occurrences) but does not explicitly mention
“Palestinian terrorism”. The National Consensus Arabic and Hebrew translation of the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles had the sub-headings ‘z3l ¢ % (lit.
‘disarmament’) and ‘pwin N9’ (lit. ‘demilitarization’) respectively added. These two
translations were published on the Israeli website of the campaign which was designed to
promote the initiative in Israel. However, the same sub-heading was not added in the same
Arabic translation which was published on the People’s Campaign for Peace and

Democracy website.

The two Hebrew translations of the Arab Peace Initiative, published by Peace Now and the
Palestinian Authority, also had some sub-heading added to them. The translation of the
Palestinian Authority added the sub-heading ‘Beirut declaration 3/2002° whereas the
translation of the Peace Now added the sub-headings of ‘introduction’, ‘clarifications’ and
‘conclusion’. Also, the English translation of the Arab Peace Initiative, published by the
Council for Peace and Security, added the sub-headings of ‘the initiative- translation form

Arabic’, ‘comment and clarification’ and ‘to sum up’.

One omission takes place in the heading and three omissions in the sub-heading of the
Roadmap Plan translated into Arabic. Firstly, the translations published by CNN and
Almtym Online Network omitted the main heading of the initiative: “A performance-based
Roadmap to a permanent two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict”. Secondly,
CNN’s translation omitted the two sub-headings “civil Society” and “settlements”. Thirdly,

the Al-Quds translation omitted the sub-heading “Civil society”.
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4.6.2 Change of Headings/Sub-Headings

Change in headings and sub-headings of texts took place across the entire corpus, except in
the case of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement. Two Hebrew
translations of the Roadmap Plan published by the two Israeli newspapers, Yediot
Aharonot and Ha'aretz, included some changes or reductions. The Yediot Aharonot
changed the main heading “A Performance-Based Roadmap to a Permanent Two-State
Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” to “Leadership that acts against terror” and also

reduced the following sub-headings:

‘Phase I: Ending Terror and Violence, Normalizing Palestinian Life, and Building Palestinian
Institutions -- Present to May 2003’ to ‘Phase I- present to May 2003’ (my translation).

‘Permanent Status Agreement and End of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict- 2004-2005” to ‘the third
phase-till end of 2005 (my translation).

Furthermore, the Ha aretz translation changed the main heading from “A performance-
Based roadmap to a permanent Two-State Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” into
“the goal: final and comprehensive settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict” (my

translation).

4.6.3 Rearrangement of Headings/Sub-Headings

Rearrangement in the entire corpus of study only took place with regard to the Roadmap
Plan and specifically with regard to re-arrangement of paragraphs. These rearrangements
took place in the Arabic translation published by the Palestinian Al-Quds newspaper and
the Hebrew translation published by the Israeli Ha aretz newspaper. The Roadmap Plan is
a three-phase plan, which stipulates a set of steps required of each side in each phase.
Moving from one phase to another depends heavily on the performance of each side and
fulfilment of their obligations. Both translations took paragraphs from phase one and put
them under phase two, thus changing the requirements and their sequence in the plan.

Rearrangement of paragraphs here is of high political significance.

In the English source text of the plan, and under the sub-heading of ‘Palestinian Institution-
Building’, there is one paragraph, out of nine paragraphs, about the re-opening of closed
Palestinian institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem. In the Arabic translation of Al-Quds,
this paragraph was put under the heading of the ‘Second Phase’. Similarly, the sub-heading
‘Humanitarian Response’ which includes three paragraphs and part of phase one, was put

under the second phase.
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Under this ‘Humanitarian Response’, Israel, according to the Roadmap Plan, is required to
take measures to improve the humanitarian situation such as ‘lifting curfews’, and ‘easing
restrictions on movement of persons and goods’ (Roadmap 2003). Moving from one phase
to another, according to the Roadmap Plan, depends on the performance and fulfilling of
obligations of each side. This means that unless the Palestinian Authority fulfils its
obligations in the first phase, the humanitarian situation will remain the same, i.e. closures,
curfews, deportations, etc. In the English source text of the plan, the following issues are

part of phase one:

Palestinian Institution-Building (e.g. GOI reopens Palestinian Chamber of Commerce and other
closed institutions in East Jerusalem).

Humanitarian Response (e.g. Israel takes measures to improve the humanitarian situation).
Civil Society and Settlements (e.g. GOI dismantles settlement outposts and freeze all settlement
activities).

In the Hebrew translation of Ha aretz, these issues were introduced as part of phase two.

4.7 Prefaces, Footnotes, and Translators’ Notes

Prefaces, footnotes, and translators’ notes are common features in translations of literary
texts. This is not the case in translations of political texts. Translations of political texts,
unlike literary texts, are largely anonymous. Names of translators do not usually appear

anywhere in the translation.

Although highly uncommon and unexpected, the corpus examination provided one case of
translator’s footnotes and one case of translators’ notes. The translators’ footnotes
appeared in an early Arabic draft translation of the Geneva Accord. This translation —
which is published on the Palestinian website of the initiative, i.e. the Palestinian Peace
Coalition (PPC) — looks identical to the Arabic translation published in the Palestinian Al-
Ayyam newspaper with minor changes, most notably the omission of these footnotes. This
translation has three footnotes. The first footnote concerns the terms al-Haram al-Sharif /

the Temple Mount (al-Haram), as in the following example:

(ST) el (ga A L (5 e Gatll ) Lee (B pundl 5 Ayl slansdl] aladin) Juady (pen jiall (e ddaadle
81 sall 038 (g dtilaie (o yha S ey Lopuen 5 Apanill Canen DU Calias 38 30 jaadl 3 gaal) ()Y 5 Al

Back A note from the translators: it is preferable to use the Arabic and Hebrew names

translation:  (together) in the English text because of its political importance and because the
geographical borders might slightly differ according to names given and according to
what each side considers as its area in these sites.
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The second footnote concerns one of the gates of the Old City of Jerusalem, ‘(sia <&’

(lit. “‘Gate of Zion’), as in the following example:

[ST] $a pal) dpaudll o4 238 Ja: (aea jiall (e J) g
Back A question from the translators: is this the Arabic name?
translation:

In addition, the third footnote concerns two Jewish cemeteries in Occupied East Jerusalem,
‘SslsS Glaaall 3 e g o sga i 386 (lit. ‘Cemetery of mountain of Zion and Cemetery of
the German Colony’), as seen in the following example:

[ST] ceals e ol el Gl e Ui it Jgb o0 sl i 8 e "W 4G 5 jaall 3 i

Back In the previous paragraph, it was referred to the cemetery of the Mount of Olives so are
translation:  we talking here about the same cemetery. The text is unclear.

These three footnotes concern questions and suggestions the team of translators®® had when
translating this 49-page document. What is strange about the first footnote is that the
translators are drawing the attention of politicians or perhaps revisers or editors to the use
of the Arabic and Hebrew names of ‘al-Haram al-Sharif” and ‘the Temple Mount’ together
in the English text while the English text already mentions both at the same time. This
shows that translation of such sensitive documents goes through many revisions before
being approved. Moreover, in cases of long texts such as the Geneva Accord, usually a
team of translators and revisers is involved in the translation and revision process. Thus,
responsibility for translational choices cannot be solely the translator’s but rather, it is a

‘collective responsibility’.

With regard to the second footnote, in the Arabic translation published in Al-Ayyam, the
Hebrew name of the gate ‘Usx= <&’ (Bab Sahyin, lit. ‘Gate of Zion’) was changed into
the Arabic name ‘23> )l ©U” (Bab al-Nabi Dawud lit. ‘Gate of the Prophet David’). These
footnotes were directed towards revisers or politicians rather than the potential ordinary
readers. They are not meant to provide some background information or explanation of a

vague term or sentence but rather were meant as questions from the team of translators.

The translators’ notes appear in the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative
published on the website of the Israeli Peace Now and translated by Professor Ilai Alon.

The translator’s notes take the form of persuasive explanations. The translator attempts to

8 The three footnotes talk about ‘translators’ rather than ‘the translator’. Thus, it is assumed that more than
one translator was involved in the translation of this document.
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convince his readers to give support to the initiative. He starts with a persuasive

introduction (see 4.4.2 above) and finishes his translation with a number of bullet points to

convince his readers of his point of view. These notes are:

(Hebrew

translati

on)

[Translation

of
Council
Peace
Security]

the
for
and

nNNaa;
NNO'RY 7Y K70, D"7NNN1 D'ON'Y7I, DI7Y 7Y Ax¥NY7, 710000 DI'0Y Y'an7 IR yXIn
fn71yn1 TR 7RY DD dY

N"'Ya7 nNNY% DIRY NIRINND 7Y 101 NIT 7897 nyxin®, ndom "1van Nosoinl
.0'0"79n

0'Ononl NNy owd (Dno” own' "IK' Ny K1Y ™ 0fhwint? niontninn
2'Wn Npin 7y n'in'? NN9Y nmn), o'y

D'>NONNI NIFIRVINNN 722 'MIONN NONN 'Y 92", NWIT "X'721" Nwpann "xw!
ghllaNallaRith!
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1201, 1'N0IN NI NIDA YIdWNR, 10 NI 'URY 7D 'Y DINNN, Jnonn |1120: DIdO
.ANT'N N72577 yron pind

Comment and Clarification

Israel is being offered an opportunity to end the Arab-Israeli conflict and achieve a
peace with normal neighbourly relations. Surely, this is what Israel has been striving
for from the very beginning.

Concerning a solution of the Refugee Problem the Document is careful to use the term
“agreed”, thereby giving Israel the right to veto solutions she cannot accept.

Referring to Jerusalem, in a departure from previous Arab statements, the Document
uses the term “East Jerusalem” rather than ”Arab Jerusalem” or just “Jerusalem”. This
hints upon willingness to negotiate a rational division of the city.

The phrase “Israel is requested” rather than “Israel is required” is used throughout.
This too is a major departure from previous wordings.

The Document asks Israel to “review her policies”, and not “to change her policies” as
it used to be phrased.

The Document states that in the Arab view, military means will not solve the problem.
It also expresses concern for the danger to human life.

The Document appeals, not only to the Government of Israel but also to the People of
Israel, asking them to adopt the Initiative.

Israel is asked to “lean towards peace”. This is a Koranic expression of great
significance.

Tosum up
The style of the Document, signed by almost all the Heads of Arab States, is

convincing in its sincerity and intent. This is a strong reason to accept the Initiative.

The purpose for these notes is clearly not to provide the Israeli reader with some

background information or explanation of a vague term or sentence but rather to be

persuasive. These notes are a distinctive sign of the presence or visibility of the translator

in the translation. In translations of political texts, the visibility of the translator is

manifested in other ways.
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4.8 Maps

Maps have always played a major role in politics and conflicts. In the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict, they continue to play a major role in representing that conflict (Collins-Kreiner et
al 2006: 381). Moreover, maps “have advanced each community’s claims through both
form and content, including or excluding boundaries and emphasizing or ignoring place
names and settlements with a politicized nomenclature” (Collins-Kreiner et al 2006: 381).
In short, they are powerful tools of political propaganda and “the most explicitly spatial
form” (Collins-Kreiner et al 2006: 383) of such propaganda at the disposal of politicians.

Maps also reflect political positions and narratives. These positions and narratives can be
derived from maps representing borders and frontiers. According to Collins-Kreiner et al
(2006: 383), a number of techniques are used to reinforce such positions and narratives
including “choice of map projection and scale, inclusion and omission of data, use of
certain symbols and colours, and the message incorporated in the title and accompanying

caption”.

Maps are not common paratextual material in translations of peace initiatives. In the entire
corpus of the study, only two maps were found, both in the Geneva Accord. One shows the
land swap between Israel and the future Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip. The other shows the division of the old city of Jerusalem. These maps were
published in the Israeli Ha aretz newspaper on 20 October 2003 as part of the English text
of the initiative obtained exclusively by the newspaper. They were also published in the
Palestinian Al-Ayyam newspaper as part of the Arabic translation of the initiative designed
to promote the initiative for the Palestinian public. The two maps published for the Israeli
public are different from those published for the Palestinian one.

As part of the political campaign to market the agreement to the Israeli and Palestinian
peoples, maps published in Hebrew serve a different purpose to those published in Arabic.
Moreover, each one communicates a different message. These visual images have
powerful ability in presenting and advancing agendas (Collins-Kreiner et al 2006: 381). In
the following, the differences between these four maps and the political messages they

communicate will be discussed and commented on.

128



Figure 4.3: Map of the Old City of Jerusalem as published by Ha 'aretz newspaper

Aston University

lustration removed for copyright restrictions
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Figure 4.4: Map of the Old City of Jerusalem as published by Al-Ayyam newspaper

Aston University

llustration removed for copyright restrictions

In figure (4.4), the only place names that appear on the Palestinian map are ‘the Dome of
the Rock’ and ‘Jerusalem the old City’. In figure (4.5), the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
appear empty of any Jewish settlements. It is worth noting here that the Geneva Accord
does not specify which settlements will be annexed to Israel and which will be evacuated.
This issue, together with other security issues were only published on 15 September 2009
in the annexes of the agreement. By contrast, figure (4.6), shows in detail all Jewish
settlements, including those which will be annexed to the territory of Israel and those

which will be evacuated. In figure (4.3), it is noted, for instance, that all the names used of
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the Old City’s gates are the Jewish ones. It also shows what is called ‘Greater Jerusalem’
under Israeli sovereignty and the Old City (which will be divided) as a small portion of this

‘Greater Jerusalem’.

Figure 4.5: Map of land swap as published by Al-Ayyam newspaper

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions

In figure (4.4), the map displays the area that will come under Israeli sovereignty as only a
small portion of the Old City of Jerusalem and at the same time the Old City as a large

territory, which will come under the Palestinian sovereignty. By contrast, in figure (4.6),
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the map shows the Old City as a small portion of the ‘Greater Jerusalem’ under Israeli

sovereignty. This map shows that it is only the Old City that will be divided.

Figure4.6: Map of land swap as published by Ha 'aretz newspaper

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions

In figure (4.6), the map confirms the political message in the summary of the Accord
distributed to the Israeli public, namely, ‘Greater Jerusalem under our sovereignty’. In this

sense, visual images play a decisive role in advancing political agenda and propaganda of

the Israeli side of the initiative.
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Table 4.17 Summary of Israeli and Palestinian Maps of the Old City of Jerusalem®

Features Palestinian Map Israeli Map

Titles Jerusalem-the Old City The plan to divide the Old City
according to Geneva Accord

Language Arabic Hebrew

Place of Publication

Time of Publication
Targeted Public
Function of the map

Information in the Legend

Place Names

Occupied Palestinian Territories,
Al-Ayyam newspaper

1 November 2003

Palestinian

Informative and persuasive

Territories under Palestinian
sovereignty

The Jewish quarter under Israeli
sovereignty

Road under Palestinian
sovereignty with Israelis’ right to
use

The Dome of the Rock

Israel, Ha’aretz newspaper

20 October 2003
Israeli

Informative and persuasive
Territory under Israeli sovereignty
Territory under Palestinian
sovereignty

Territory under Palestinian
sovereignty with special
arrangements for Israelis

Gate under Israeli sovereignty
Free access for Israelis to the
Mount of Olives

Gate under Palestinian sovereignty
Road on which there will be Israeli
policing

Headquarters of the Multinational
Force

Gate under Palestinian sovereignty
with joint policing

Public territory

Table 4.18 Summary of Israeli and Palestinian maps of land swap

Features Palestinian Map Israeli Map

Titles No title Territories Swap according to
the Geneva Accord

Language Arabic Hebrew

Place of Publication

Time of Publication
Targeted Public
Function of the map

Occupied Palestinian Territories,
Al-Ayyam newspaper

1 November 2003

Palestinian

Informative and persuasive

Israel; Ha aretz newspaper

20 October 2003
Israeli
Informative and persuasive

8 Tables (4.17) and (4.18) are based on the classifications in Collins-Kreiner et al (2008).
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Information in the Legend

Place Names

The 1967 truce line International
borders.

Jordan’s River

Lands from Israel came under the
Palestinian sovereignty in the
suggested swap

Lands in the West Bank came under
the Israeli sovereignty in the
suggested swap

No man’s land divided in the
suggested swap

Palestine
Palestinian cities
Israel

The Green Line
Territories transferred to Israel
Territories transferred to Palestinians

Israeli cities
Jerusalem
Israeli settlements

Palestinian cities and towns
the Gaza Strip

4.9 Conclusion

This chapter has described the overall textual organization of the corpus on the macro-
structural level. The discussion showed that different language versions of peace initiatives
are framed and contextualized for different purposes, especially influencing the reader’s
opinion. This is most evident with regard to persuasive and evaluative introductions added
to some of these language versions. Paratexts added, such as introductions, for example,
are designed to govern the reading of the text and to leave a certain effect on the reader,
namely, supporting or opposing the political solutions suggested by a particular peace
initiative (cf. Chapter 3.3.3, page 94). Paratexts, thus, play a crucial role in the framing of

peace initiatives and, consequently, reactions to them.

This chapter also showed that translation is largely invisible in the different language
versions of peace initiatives. This raises the question of whether these texts are translations
based on original source texts or just recontextualized and reframed already existing texts.
In many cases, translations produced in specific institutional contexts for specific readers
and purposes are recontextualized for use in others. This is supported by the large
similarities between these texts. The next chapter describes the textual profiles of the

different language versions at the micro-structural level.
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Chapter Five

Textual Analysis

5.1 Introduction

Chapter Four examined how the various components of textual organization of translation
profiles of the different language versions of peace initiatives (the target texts), e.g.
layouts, paratexts, chapter heading, etc., reflect ideological and political interests. Chapter
Five — drawing on the premises that ideological and political positions as well as power
relations largely determine the outcome of negotiations and consequently drafting of
agreements and that ideology acts as a filtering mechanism during the translation process —
aims to examine how aspects of ideology®®, power relations and political affiliaiton are
reflected at the micro-structural level. In other words, this chapter sets to establish how
ideological factors inform translational choices as well as the interpretation of translated

texts by readers.

Although it is difficult to read ideology off texts based on the existence of certain linguistic
features (e.g. ambiguous formulations, modality, choice of sensitive key political terms and

toponyms, etc.), these features are likely to have ideological significance.

The motivation for selecting data examples in this chapter is based on the following
criteria. First, a detailed comparison between peace initiatives (the source texts) and their
target texts was conducted. This was done by comparing different translations of the same
source text, i.e. comparing several language versions of the same peace initiative into one
target language and into different target languages. These comparisons revealed that some
translation strategies such as addition and omission of information occur dominantly in the
translations published by Palestinian and lIsraeli newspapers (cf. Sections 5.6 and 5.7
below). The second criteria is identified key characteristic features of peace initiatives as
the outcome of negotiations such as the use of deliberately ambiguous or vague drafting,
use of naming practices, intertextuality, modality and use of politically sensitive terms (cf.
Chapter 2.4).

8 In this thesis, features of texts are regarded as ideological “in so far they affect (sustain, undermine) power
relations” (Fairclough 1995: 25).
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The typology of translation strategies for the following discussion is the one proposed by
Chesterman (1997) who attempts to arrive at a systematic classification of translation
strategies. These strategies will be used to categorize shifts found in the language versions

of peace initiatives in the corpus.

Chesterman (1997: 96) classifies translation shifts into three main categories: syntactic,
semantic and pragmatic. Syntactic translation strategies are those which manipulate form.
They are identified by comparing source and target texts and indicate a change in the
grammatical form. ‘Literal translation’ strategy, one example of syntactic translation
strategies, is found throughout the corpus where meaning is maximally close to the source
language form, nevertheless grammatically correct according to the target language

conventions.

Semantic translation strategies — which manipulate meaning — change or modify the
meaning of the text, sentence, clause or even a word. The list of semantic translation
strategies by Chesterman (1997) does not include a label for those shifts where lexical
items — which have different meaning from the source text’s possible meaning and belong
to a different class and register — are opted for. For the purpose of this study, these shifts

will be labelled as ‘meaning shifts’.

Pragmatic translation strategies — which have to do with the selection of information in the
target text — manipulate the message of the translation itself. ‘Explicitness change’ strategy
refers to making information more explicit or implicit in the target text. This, for example,
includes change in definiteness which occurred primarily in the Arabic and Hebrew
language versions of the Roadmap Plan. ‘Information change’ strategy refers to either the
addition or omission of source text information for reasons other than being perhaps
(ir)relevant to the reader. Such addition and omission of information occur at both macro-
(cf. Chapter 4) as well as micro-structural level (cf. Chapter 5). At the macro-structural
level, ‘information change’ is related to the recontextualization of texts for different

audiences and purposes.

Finally, ‘cultural filtering’ refers to the adaptation of source culture specific terms to target
culture norms and expectations. This translation strategy particularly applies to naming

practices (e.g. protagonists of the conflict and holy places; cf. Section 5.3) but also to the
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overall strategy employed in some texts to make it conform to the expectations of a
particular readership.

The discussion in this chapter focuses on the mediation of a number of textual elements in
the different language versions of peace initiatives. Key characteristic features of peace
initiatives — e.g. instances of deliberately ambiguous or vague drafting, use of naming
practices, intertextuality, modality and instances of politically sensitive terms — will be
covered in sections (5.2-5.5) whereas cases of omissions and additions of information will
be examined across corpus in sections (5.6-5.7). Occasionally, some examples are referred
to more than once to discuss different points. For comprehensive discussion of examples

under scrutiny, full historical and political contexts are explained.

5.2 Creative Ambiguity

Ambiguity — and more specifically, the “creative ambiguity” — has been traditionally
regarded as a key element in diplomacy negotiations (e.g. Isaacson 1992, Pehar 2001) (cf.
Chapter 2.4.2). The issue of “creative ambiguity” is prominent in the long history of the
Arab-lsraeli conflict and its numerous documents, including the United Nations
resolutions. The most significant case of using “creative ambiguity” in this context can be
found in the drafting of UN Security Council Resolution 242 (1967)%® which in its English
version called for “withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the
recent conflict” without specifying how much territory was involved. This resolution is
legally binding in its English as well as French version which called for “retrait des forces
armeées israéliennes des territoires occupés lors du récent conflit”. The use of the form
‘des’ in the french version could be interpreted as either ‘all’ (de + les) or ‘some’ (des).
Ambiguity — as is often the case in diplomacy — played a major role in the drafting of this

resolution and consequently its later endorsement (Gorenberg 2006: 126).

Since the passing of this resolution, Israel has always interpreted it — based on its English
version — to mean that it should give up “some” but “not necessarily all” of the occupied
territories (Gorenberg 2006: 126) — or only to the extent it “deemed not to detrimentally
affect Israeli security” (Uzer 2009: 123) — a possibility afforded by the fact that the term

‘territories’ is preceded by a ‘zero article’ signalling indefinite reference. The Arab states

8 “UN Security Council Resolution 242 (1967)’, adopted on 22 November 1967, United Nations Website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/240/94/IMG/NR024094.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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and the Palestinians opposed this interpretation and took the resolution — based on its
French version — to mean “a full retreat to the prewar lines” (Gorenberg 2006: 126). The
inclusion or exclusion of the definite article in different language versions of a single
source text has been, in this case, of profound political significance to both sides: it has
allowed both parties to defend the interpretation of the resolution which best suited their
political agenda and, in doing so, demand territorial concessions. Missing definite articles

have been points of suspicion in Middle East peace proposals ever since.

This historical case of resorting to “creative ambiguity” in negotiated texts provided the
motivation to examine this linguistic feature in more detail in the language versions of

peace initiatives.

Peace initiatives are not homogeneous. Some characteristic features such as ambiguity are
found across corpus as these texts are the outcome of direct or indirect negotiations.
However, detailed analysis of corpus revealed that the particular issue of (in)definiteness,
i.e. change from the indefinite to definite form, was only significant in the case of the
Arabic and Hebrew language versions of the Roadmap Plan. This could perhaps be
because the Roadmap is the only officially accepted plan to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli

conflict.

Ambiguity and, in some cases, vagueness are central to the Roadmap Plan®’ in terms of the
proposed sequencing of negotiations and the actual drafting of stipulations on particularly
sensitive matters. While other peace initiatives (e.g. the Geneva Accord) were conceived as
permanent status agreements to end the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and resolve substantive
issues (such as sovereignty over Jerusalem, an agreement on permanent borders, or the
status of Palestinian refugees), the proponents of the Roadmap Plan deliberately steered
clear from such thorny issues and postponed them to the final settlement negotiations. As
Klein (2007:180-181) explains, the drafters of the plan:

[s]aw no hope in bridging the huge gap between the two sides. The international effort was aimed
at a staged process, which would focus on short-range goals, cognizant that the positions of the
Sharon and Arafat governments were polar opposites. In this, the Road Map was a continuation of
the report produced in 2001 by a commission headed by former senator George Mitchell, and
another report prepared by then-CIA chief George Tenet.

8 The Roadmap Plan was drafted in line with the long-term American Middle East ‘step-by-step’ — or small
steps — diplomacy, originated and promoted by former American Secretary of State Henry Kissinger.
Kissinger defined diplomacy as “a series of steps, merging into a continuum. Step-by-step diplomacy,
therefore, progress through a series of interim agreements” (Otte 2001: 197).
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The Palestinian Authority and Israel thus set out to — willingly or unwillingly — indirectly
negotiate less controversial issues that they could agree on — including a range of security
matters, the Palestinian humanitarian situation as well as Israel’s withdrawal from the re-
occupied territories and return to the borders of 28 September 2000 — while deferring the

most sensitive trigger points for confrontation to the end of the process.

In the following sections, the pervasiveness of ambiguity in the text of the Roadmap Plan
will be discussed in relation to three issues that designate sensitive aspects of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict: Israeli withdrawal, Jewish settlement outposts and the re-

opening of closed Palestinian institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem.

5.2.1 Israeli Withdrawal

Negotiations between Israel and the PLO during the early 1990s led to the drafting of the
Oslo Accords in 1993 (cf. Chapter 1.1.2). The Oslo Accords divided the Occupied West
Bank (excluding Occupied East Jerusalem) and the Gaza Strip into three types of areas:
Areas ‘A’ (Palestinian-controlled), Areas ‘B’ (jointly Palestinian-Israeli-controlled) and
Areas ‘C’ (Israeli-controlled) (Campbell 2002: 61).

Areas ‘A’, consisting of all main Palestinian “urban centres” (excluding Occupied East
Jerusalem) and the Gaza Strip (excluding the Jewish settlements that existed at that time,
mostly in the south of the Strip) were transferred to full Palestinian control (Newman 1997:
5). The Palestinian Authority had full civil jurisdiction and internal security control over
these areas which consists of nearly 17.2% of the Occupied West Bank (Fischbach 2005:
298).

Areas ‘B’ — which comprised almost 23.8% of the Occupied West Bank (Fischbach 2005:
298) — were placed under full Palestinian civil jurisdiction but shared Palestinian-Israeli
security control was in place in these areas. The many parts of Areas ‘A’ are separated

from each other and surrounded by Areas ‘B’ and more significantly, Areas ‘C’ (Masri

2002: 113).

Areas ‘C’ — which cover nearly 60% of the territory and include all Jewish settlements in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (at that time) and their bypass roads in addition to
military installations, meanwhile — were kept under full Israeli control (Newman 1997: 5).

Israel has been expropriating Palestinian private lands in Areas ‘C’ — after declaring them
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“State Land” in order to build new settlements and expand existing ones (Thorpe 2006:

243-244).

In the aftermath of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa — which broke out on 28

September 2000 — the Israeli army reoccupied all of the Palestinian territories (Areas ‘A’

and ‘B)’ along with Areas ‘C’, which it already controlled. The Roadmap Plan requires

Israel to withdraw from the reoccupied territories (mainly Areas ‘A’) and return to the lines

of 28 September 2000. Nevertheless, this demand was expressed in ambiguous terms in the

English source text and the subsequent range of possible interpretations are reflected in the

different Arabic and Hebrew translations of the Roadmap, as shown in the set of

translations below (throughout this chapter, underlining is used to identify the textual

elements under scrutiny in each example):

(5.1) As comprehensive security performance moves forward, IDF withdraws progressively from
areas occupied since September 28, 2000 and the two sides restore the status quo that existed
prior to September 28, 2000. Palestinian security forces redeploy to areas vacated by IDF [The
Roadmap Plan: 2].

[UN]
Back

translation:

[IMFA]
Back

translation:

[USDS]
Back

translation:

[Almtym]
Back

translation:

[Al-Quds]
Back

translation:

[CNN]

Back

translation:

[The
Knesset]
Back

translation:

[Peace
Now]
Back

translation:

2000 acisw /054 28 e g bing ) Shaliall (a Ly 535 43bal Y g laall <l 58 Can s
The Israel defense forces withdraw progressively from the territories, which they
occupy since 28 September 2000.

2000 s Jsbi (10 28J) dia LeSlial a3 Glalia (o U a5 Ll ) g lall (s iy

The Israel defense army withdraws progressively from territories, which were
occupied since 28 September 2000.

2000 ¢ i/ shi 28 via Alinall (glaliall e oy 5 sVl L1 oY) Giaall o s

The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the occupied territories since 28
September 2000.

2000 aladl Jsbi 18 ey dinall Bhliall (e 83 ylacan 5 ) seay il ) Gliadl sy

The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the territories occupied after 18
September 2000.

2000 Jsbi 28 Jia Lebial il shabiall (ya Lag yai Ll ) Gliall nity

The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the territories it occupied since 28
September 2000.

2000 ple Jsb) suaias 28 oy Alisal) Blaliall (e 3 jlae ilaaily il ) Glall o 68

The Israeli army makes a progressive withdrawal from the territories occupied
after 28 September 2000.

.2000 Nanvuo021 28-n TN D'VIAdN DNITRA NATNA 7'y 2102
IDF withdraws progressively from areas occupied since 28 September 2000.

.2000 12anvuo021 28 T8N IWAIYW DNITNNA NATTNA 2101 7'

IDF withdraws progressively from areas, which were occupied since 28 September
2000.
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[Ha'aretz]  .2000 7"anu®021 28-n T8N D'PTNINN D'NUYA NANTNA 0™ 7NN

Back IDF will withdraw progressively from territories held since 28 September 2000.
translation:

[Yediot .2000 12nVo02 28-n TRN 1WADIW DNITRA NATNA 210" 7'NY

Aharonot]

Back IDF will withdraw progressively from areas which were occupied since 28

translation:  September 2000.

The lexical item ‘areas’ appears three times in the English source text of the Roadmap and,
in all three cases, it is rendered in the indefintie form, i.e. zero article. All Arabic
translations, except the translation produced by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(IMFA), employed an explicitness change strategy, thus translating the term ‘areas’ as
‘3hlal (al- manatiq, lit. ‘the areas’ or ‘the territories’). Despite the fact that it is possible
to retain the ambiguity of the original text, translators prefered to use the definite form,
which resulted in a different reading of the English source. According to this reading,
Israel is required to withdraw from all and not some of the Palestinian territories it
reoccupied since the outbreak of the Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa. By contrast, the Arabic
translation produced by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) followed a literal
translation strategy and thus kept the lexical item ‘areas’ in the indefinite form. A literal
translation strategy was also opted for in all the Hebrew versions: although ‘areas’ was
translated as either ‘0> R’ (azurim, lit. ‘areas’) or ‘@>nww’ (shtahim, lit. ‘territories’), the

indefinite form prevailed.

The issue of the Israeli withdrawal from all or some of the reoccupied Palestinian areas
becomes more sensitive and complicated in light of the facts that Israel has been creating
on the ground since 28 September 2000. The bulk of these facts have to do with Israel’s
continued appropriation of hundreds of thousands of dunums of Palestinian private land — a
dunum is 1000 meters — under various pretexts. For example, to construct its illegal Wall®®
— which cuts away nearly 9% of the Occupied West Bank (Klein 2008: 90) — expand its
illegal settlements and construct bypass roads that exclusively serve them in addition to
creating buffer zones, military closed areas and military bases, of which some became
permanent. The proposed Israeli withdrawal is further complicated in light of statements

made by many Israeli and American officials such the Israeli Prime Minister, Benjamin

8 To illustrate how this Wall fragments the Occupied Palestinian Territories, see for example, the map
published by B’Tselem in 2008: http://www.btselem.org/download/separation_barrier_map_eng.pdf [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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% and the former American president, George W. Bush,® in which they

Netanyahu,
emphasized that any future settlement between the Palestinians and Israelis should take
into account facts created on the ground since 4 June 1967. This automatically includes

those facts which were created since 28 September 2000.

Against this backdrop, the existence or absence of the definite article in negotiated texts in
the context of the struggle for land becomes an extremely sensitive issue and more than a
mere linguistic formulation as it entails significant territorial concessions that both sides try
to avoid at all cost.

5.2.2 Jewish Settlement Outposts

The phenomenon of the Jewish settlement outposts — which started in the mid-1990s and
have intensified since 2000 — is an inseparable part of the long history of the Jewish
settlements enterprise in the Occupied Palestinian Territories since 1967. The same as
Jewish settlements, Jewish settlement outposts are also illegal under international law as
they are built on what is internationally recognized to be an occupied Palestinian land. The
term ‘settlement outpost’, according to the Peace Now website, refers to “small clusters of
caravans or other buildings, usually on hilltops, which give settlers a foothold for

expanding existing settlements”.

Jewish settlement outposts — found “often but not necessarily in the vicinity of already
existing settlements” — are in fact “small temporary settlements” (Golan 2007: 80). The

main aim of these settlement outposts is twofold: “on the one hand, to create a continuity

8 After his meeting with President Obama on 20 March 2011, the Israeli Prime Minister, Benjamin
Netanyahu, stated that “I think for there to be peace, the Palestinians will have to accept some basic realities.
The first is that while Israel is prepared to make generous compromises for peace, it cannot go back to the
1967 lines - because these lines are indefensible; because they don't take into account certain changes that
have taken place on the ground, demographic changes that have taken place over the last 44 years”, published
on Israel Ministry of foreign Affairs website:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Government/Speeches%20by%20Israeli%20leaders/2011/President Obama P
M_Netanyahu_after meeting_20-May-2011.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

% Former American president George Bush, in a letter to the former Israeli Prime Minister Areal Sharon on
14 April 2004, reiterated his commitment that “[1]n light of new realities on the ground, including already
existing major Israeli populations centers, it is unrealistic to expect that the outcome of final status
negotiations will be a full and complete return to the armistice lines of 1949, and all previous efforts to
negotiate a two-state solution have reached the same conclusion. It is realistic to expect that any final status
agreement will only be achieved on the basis of mutually agreed changes that reflect these realities”,
published on Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Peace+Process/Reference+Documents/Exchange+of+letters+Sharon-Bush+14-
Apr-2004.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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of Israeli presence by taking over as much land as possible and on the other, creating a
barrier between the various Palestinian population centers. That is to say: forestalling the
possibility of creating a Palestinian region that can be self-sufficient”.®* This strategic
objective is in line with Ariel Sharon’s call, then Foreign Minister, to the Jewish settlers at
the time of the Wye Memorandum in the late 1990s to “grab every hill and piece of land
possible” (Golan 2007: 80). In this way, Jewish settlement outposts play a significant role
in consolidating Israel’s control of the Occupied West Bank (Honig-Parnass 2007: 214) by
creating facts on the ground prior to concluding any deal with the Palestinian leadership
(Ghanem 2010: 32).

The phenomenon of the Jewish settlement outposts has become a separate issue from the
long old history of the Jewish settlement enterprise in the Occupied Palestinian Territories.
This phenomenon has generated a heated debate with regard to the dismantlement of these
settlement outposts. According to Peace Now, there are 99 settlement outposts throughout

the West Bank with an estimated population of over 4,000 settlers.*?

The distinction between ‘settlement outposts’ and the settlement effort in general has
considerable political significance. Etkes (2005), for instance, argues that this distinction
“serves as a line of defense protecting” the general settlement effort: while the media
attention is diverted to recently created outposts, ‘legal’ settlements have quadrupled in
size. Against this backdrop, the Roadmap’s reference to the dismantlement of settlement
outposts becomes the source of considerable and heated debate, as reflected in the different

Arabic and Hebrew translations listed under the following example:

(5.2) GOI immediately dismantles settlement outposts erected since March 2001 [The Roadmap

Plan: 3].

[UN] Ol /130 die il il At gid) Aplai V) a8 sall A5 ) gl e 3000 ) A Sall a6
2001

Back The Israeli government immediately removes the settlement locations advanced

translation: deep into land, which were established since March 2001.

[IMFA] 20010 e I3 die Candl ) Aiagny) Llaal) oAl ) sil) e il pu) e S o 58

Back The government of Israel immediately evacuates the settlement points, which

translation: were established since March 2001.

[USDS] 20010/ 1T e dia Caadl Al Adtaiin¥) adl gall ) sal) e il ) IS8

Back Israel dismantles immediately the settlement locations, which were established

translation: since March 2001.

! 1bid.

% “West Bank Settlements-Facts and  Figures, June 2009°, Peace Now Website:
http://peacenow.org.il/eng/node/297 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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[Almtym] L2001 pke (0abe) DT el Xia candl ) Auiladia) )5l JS T 58 Al juY) A sSall SIS
Back The Israeli government dismantles immediately all the settlement focal points
translation: which were established since March 2001.

[Al-Quds] 2001 ple DI e canai A Alla i) o8) gall GlSiy (5 ) 68 ISy Aali) jul) de Sall o 58
Back The Israeli government immediately dismantles the settlement locations which
translation: ~ were created since March 2001.

[CNN] 2001 ple 1A ajle e die Caedl Al a5l paea | ) 58 4000 Y] e sSal) GlSis
Back The Israeli government immediately dismantles all the settlement focal points,

translation: which were established since March 2001.

In the above example, the indefinite reference signalled by the use of zero-article before
‘settlement outposts’ is responsible for the ambiguity of the sentence at hand. All Arabic
translations employed an explicitness change strategy. Although Arabic would have
allowed translators to mirror the ambiguity of the original text, they chose to invest the
term with a definite reference which allows for a different reading of the English source.
By adding, whether intentionally or not, the determiners ‘z=s’ (jami‘, lit. ‘all’) and ‘JS’
(kul, 1it. ‘all’), respectively, in their translations, CNN and Almtym disambiguate the
English text even further and reinforce the interpretation that ‘all’ settlement outposts, ‘not
just some’ of them, will have to be dismantled. The use of an information change strategy
— involving the addition of the sequence ‘41e sidl” (lit. ‘advanced deep into land”) — in the

United Nations version represents an extreme instance of disambiguation.

As for the Hebrew translations (see example 5.3 below), the Knesset version is the only one
which followed a literal translation strategy, i.e. using the term ‘settlement outposts’
preceded by zero-article. The translations published by Peace Now and Ha aretz, on the
other hand, opt for an explicitness change strategy, which invests the term ‘settlement
outposts’ with a definite reference. A meaning shift also arises during the process of
translation in the Ha aretz version, where ‘settlement outposts’ is rendered as ‘nv7mnan’
(lit. ‘the settlements’) — thus widening the semantic scope of the term included in the

stipulations of the Roadmap Plan.

(5.3) GOI immediately dismantles settlement outposts erected since March 2001 [The Roadmap

Plan: 3].

[The 2001 0NN TNN IMPINY DTNNNA WN7XR7 Nj1on 78w nwnn

Knesset]

Back Government of Israel immediately dismantles settlement outposts, which were

translation: established since March 2001.

[Peace 2001 0NN TNN MpPINY O'TARAN DX N'T'A N715N 78Y Nwnn
Now]
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Back Government of Israel immediately dismantles the settlement outposts, which were
translation: established since March 2001.

[Ha'aretz]  .2001 oakn wTINN MpInw DZNINNN DX DT 719N 78w nwnn
Back Government of Israel will immediately dismantle the settlements, which were
translation: established from March 2001.

[Yediot 2001 07N TRN MpPINY D'TARNAN DX 719N 78 nwnn
Aharonot]
Back Government of Israel will dismantle the settlement outposts, which were

translation: established since March 2001.

5.2.3 Closed Palestinian Institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem

The political status, territorial boundaries and sovereignty of Jerusalem have always been
of particular significance in the Arab-Israeli conflict because of the importance that the city
has for the national identity of both Palestinians and Israelis (cf. Chapter 1.1.1). The
Roadmap Plan consists of three phases in which the sensitive issue of Jerusalem is deferred
until the third phase — i.e. final negotiations. However, the particular issue of closed
Palestinian institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem is discussed in phase one. The re-
opening of these institutions has been a priority for the Palestinian side since they were
closed down by the Israeli army after the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-
Agsa in September 2000.

In August 2001 — and in the midst of the Al-Agsa intifada — the Israeli government headed
by the Israeli Prime Minister then, Ariel Sharon, issued orders for the closure of several
Palestinian institutions in the Occupied East Jerusalem. Among the closed institutions were
“the Orient House, the Chamber of Commerce, the Small Projects Office, the Department
of Land and Mapping and the Old City Rehabilitation Committee” (Ju'beh 2007: 21).
Unlike the other Palestinian institutions, the Orient House — a symbol of the power struggle
between Israel and the Palestinians to control East Jerusalem — has been playing an
important political role in the occupied city. The Orient House — since late 1992 — has
effectively served as the “Palestinian Foreign Ministry” in the occupied East city where
Palestinian politicians met diplomatic delegations from all over the world (Rekhess 2008:
275). It has also acted as the “political and institutional umbrella” and representative of the
Palestinian People in the occupied city (Ju'beh 2007: 19). Israel saw this as eroding its
sovereignty over the city and as an attempt by the Palestinians to consolidate their foothold
in the city as the capital of their future Palestinian state. Against this background, Israel’s
decision to close down this institution, i.e. the Orient House, effectively ended “one of the

most important centers of Palestinian power in the city” (Rekhess 2008: 278). Such a
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decision was meant to signal Israel increasing control of the city and to reinforce

Jerusalem’s image as the “eternal unified” capital of Israel.

In early drafts of the Roadmap, the Chamber of Commerce was the only closed Palestinian
institution that Israel agreed to reopen in Occupied East Jerusalem as the following excerpt

shows:

GOl [government of Israel] reopens East Jerusalem Chamber of Commerce and other closed
Palestinian economic institutions in East Jerusalem.

The final draft of the Roadmap confirms the re-opening of this commercial institution, but
remains ambiguous with regard to the future of ‘other’ Palestinian institutions. The

following example shows how Arabic and Hebrew translations have dealt with this issue:

(5.4) GOl reopens Palestinian Chamber of Commerce and other closed Palestinian institutions in East
Jerusalem [The Roadmap Plan: 3].

[USDS] i) 8 Adleal) Ayidanldl) s all (e ey g Auidaaldl) Ay jlaill A8 ol i 2oL ) A sSal) s

A
Back The government of Israel reopens the Palestinian chamber of commerce and other
translation:  Palestinian closed institutions in Eastern Jerusalem.

[Al-Quds] A8l () & ddlaall (6 )aW) il all 5 Ay jlanill 8 2l 8 ) sl 2
Back Israel reopens the chamber of commerce and the other closed institutions in
translation:  Eastern Jerusalem.

[Peace DINX D'2'00Y9 NITOMI N'I'V0T79N INONN NDWY? NX WTNN NNNID 7RI N7wnn
Now] .0"7YUN' NN NA0IY
Back Government of Israel reopens the Palestinian commerce and other Palestinian

translation: institutions, which were closed in East Jerusalem.

The ambiguity in the phrase ‘other closed Palestinian institutions’ is retained in all
language versions, except in the Arabic translation produced by Al-Quds newspaper. In this
version, an explicitness change strategy is used to disambiguate the original text and, in
doing so, emphasises that Israel is required to reopen ‘all and not only some’ Palestinian
institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem. This kind of interpretation is advocated by the
chief negotiator of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), Saeb Erikat (2007: 34),

who stresses that (relevant stretches underlined):

There is a Roadmap that was handed to both sides in April 2003, in the first phase there are
commitment on the both sides, the Israeli side and the Israeli government, should freeze settlement
activities, including natural growth, and remove all settlement outposts erected since 2001, and
they should open all the Palestinian institutions in Jerusalem and restore things to the status that
prevailed in 2000 and stop incursions and release the detainees, these are commitments.

% < Annapolis Meeting: Political Optimism or Reinforcing the Split in the Homeland?’, seminar published by
Jerusalem Media and Communication Center in 2008, pages 33-54, available at
http://www.jmcc.org/documents/JMCCissue_and_audience.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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On the other hand, all Hebrew translations followed a literal translation strategy and thus
preserved the ambiguity of the English text. In the three cases discussed above — i.e. Israeli
withdrawal, Jewish settlement outposts and closed Palestinian institutions in Occupied East
Jerusalem — ambiguous formulation plays a crucial role in deciding how much each side

would give up or get.

5.3 Naming Practices

One significant site of struggle for power and competing ideologies is naming practices. In
situations of ongoing contemporary conflict, these practices assume greater importance.
The Palestinian-Israeli conflict is a case in point. Naming practices in the context of this
conflict — which is enormously asymmetric in nature,® militarily, politically and
economically, with Israel as the stronger side in such an asymmetric conflict (Klein 2008:
93) — should be seen as a manifestation of the power struggle between the Palestinians and
Israelis. In this context, Peteet (2005: 157) points out that:

In the context of the Israeli — Palestinian conflict, naming can be a diagnostic of power; conflicts
over naming reflect and are integral to contests over control and ownership. Each party tries to
superimpose its name over territory, places, actions and interpretations of events. Whose
nomenclature prevails derives from the ability to have one’s narration and lexicon accepted as the
standard one.

Naming practices are employed by each side to legitimize its claims and uphold its power
while delegitimizing and contesting the claims of the other side. Suleiman (2004: 183)
argues that names in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict are “ideologically loaded linguistic
constructs. They are used to validate or contest claims and proprietorship over landscape”.
Such ‘proprietorship over landscape’ can be seen in the renaming of Palestinian towns and
streets inside Israel proper after the 1948 war (see below). Competing naming practices can
also be seen in the names given to key historical events of the conflict such as the 1948
Palestine war itself — known to the Palestinians as ‘4Si” (al-Nakba, lit. ‘The Disaster’ or
‘The Catastrophe’) and to the Israelis as “mxnyya ar” (yom ha-'atsma'ut, lit. ‘the
Independence Day’), “mxngyi nanon” (milhemet ha-'atsma'ut, lit. “War of Independence’)
or “nnwn nanon” (milhemet ha-shihrur, lit. ‘“War of Liberation’). The ideological and
political difference between the Palestinian and Israeli names given to this historical event

can be summarized as the following:

% For a comprehensive discussion of the asymmetrical nature of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, see Gee
(1998).

% For example, the Israeli army is the fourth largest army in the world and the strongest military power in the
Middle East (Bronner 2007: 118). For a comprehensive account on the Israeli military power, see Cordesman
(2006: 63-153).
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For the Jews in Israel, 1948 is the historical turning point in which their state was established and
their sovereignty constituted. For the Palestinians, the opposite is the case: 1948 is the point at
which their society was destroyed, a large part of them expelled, and they lost their country and the
opportunity for statehood. Hundreds of thousands of Palestinians were uprooted and went into
exile outside the boundaries of the state and turned into refugees in the surrounding states (Ram
2009: 366).

Thus, to opt for one of these names automatically reflects the ‘narrative location’ of the
speaker (Baker 2006) and his/her particular ideology. It can be argued then that “the very
act of naming something is indeed a political act, for a name is always given to something
or someone by an external force having the legitimacy to do so” (Pinchevski and

3

Torgovnik 2002: 366). In this way, names can be used to “uphold or contest power”

(Peteet 2005: 154).

Naming practices in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict include names given to the protagonists
of the conflict (e.g. ‘Palestinians’ and ‘Israelis’), holy places (e.g. ‘al-Haram al-Sharif” or
‘Har ha-Bayt’)%, Israeli military occupation practices (e.g. ‘closure’ and ‘deportation’) and

Israeli military offensives (e.g. ‘Operation Just Reward”).”’

Naming practices are particularly significant in the context of the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict taking into account the systematic and gradual erasure of Arabic Palestinian names
and replacing them by Hebrew-Zionist ones, for example, names of streets, towns and

villages.*®

In Israel, the choice of place names, i.e. toponyms, “has become a powerful tool for
reinforcing competing national Zionist ideologies” (Cohen and Kliot 1992: 653). The
Israeli-Zionist naming practices, as Peteet (2005: 157) explains, have an overlapping two-
fold purpose: firstly, they “attempt to nativise Israelis by consciously and methodically
elaborating historically deep ties to place” and secondly, they achieve this “by, in part,
erasing a Palestinian presence and history, and thus any claim to the land of Palestine and
legitimate rights to reside there”. Moreover, Israeli place names are intended to reflect “a
combination of continuity and change, which signifies the nation-building ethos and

Zionist revival, as well as the redemption of an ancient land and the return to a pristine

% See Azaryahu and Golan (2001) and Ben-Ze'ev and Aburaiya (2004) for detailed accounts on the naming
practices in the context of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

%7 See Gavriely-Nuri (2010) for a detailed account of naming practices of Israeli military offensives.

% See particularly Azaryahu (1986, 1996) and Pinchevski and Torgovnik (2002) for a detailed account on the
systematic erasure of Palestinian names and replacing them with Jewish-Zionist ones.
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origin” (Pinchevski and Torgovnik 2002: 374). This is utilized to consolidate Zionist
claims to historic Palestine (cf. Chapter 1.1.1).

The political decision to erase Arab Palestinian place names and replace them with
Hebrew-Zionist ones was justified by Ben Gurion — the first Prime Minister of the State of

Israel and its chief architect in his letter to the “Israel Place-Names Committee” as follows:

We are obliged to remove Arab names for reasons of state. Just as we do not recognize their
political proprietorship over the land so also do we not recognize their spiritual proprietorship and
their names (Benvenisti 2000: 14, cited in Ram 2009: 379).

With the creation of the state of Israel in 1948, the “Israel Place-Names Committee”
replaced the “Names Committee” which was formed in the 1930s for the task of replacing
Palestinian names with either biblical or national/Zionist ones (Peteet 2005: 158). One
example of this task was naming streets in the Palestinian town of Ramle (Arabic: ‘4lJ)1%).
In July 1948, the Israeli army occupied Ramle and declared it an Israeli town. Soon after
this, the Israel Ministry of the Interior at that time assigned an administrative committee to
run the town’s affairs (Pinchevski and Torgovnik 2002: 370). The first thing this
committee did after assuming power was the erasure of all Arab names and replacing them
with new names including all the streets which did not have names before (ibid.: 370-371).
The names given to old Ramle’s streets were primarily Zionist and nationalist in nature,
e.g. ‘Lord Balfour’, ‘Hashomer’, ‘Exodus’ (ibid.: 371). Those chosen names have histories
and reflect Zionist ideology, for example, ‘Hashomer’ was a group founded in 1909 to
protect Jewish settlers, whereas ‘Exodus’ was a ship with 4500 Jewish “immigrants”

attacked and deported back to Germany by the British forces (ibid.: 371).

Another example concerns the Palestinian Negev region (Arabic: ‘&l ¢l sa”). In 1949,
the government of Israel appointed a committee of experts with the specific task of the
designating Hebrew place names in the Negev region. During the first two years, the
committee “re-named 533 places, while obliterating their former Arab, or even Greek or
Latin, names. In contrast to the 533 new Hebrew names, only 8 place names remained
intact” (Ram 2009: 378-279).

This Israeli policy of erasure — which started in 1948 — continues today in Occupied East
Jerusalem. Two cases suffice to illustrate this point. The first case concerns replacing road
signs in Israel (including Occupied East Jerusalem). Suleiman (2011: 199) explains this

case as follows:
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In summer of 2009, Yisrael Katz, the transport minister in the newly formed Likud-led
government of Benjamin Netanyahu decided to replace existing road signs in Israel with new ones,
‘so that all the names appearing on them in English and Arabic would be a direct transliteration of
[their] Hebrew [names],” instead of being directly in English and Arabic. Under this new policy
initiative, the name of the city of Jerusalem would appear as Yerushalayim in English and Arabic,
replacing the English and Arabic names Jerusalem and Al-Quds, respectively.

The second case occurred on 16 June 2011 when WAFA - the Palestinian News and
Information Agency — reported that the Israeli municipality of Occupied Jerusalem
changed the name of one street and another historical location in the Eastern part of the
city from Arabic to Hebrew. The municipality changed the name of ‘the Sultan Suleiman
Street’ (Arabic: ¢ Jleslw olaludl ¢ L") — that extends between Damascus Gate and Herod's
Gate of the Old City Wall — to “Eliyahu Street” and ‘the Sultan Suleiman Cave’ (Arabic:
‘hasls ULl 5 5l3e”) — on the same road — to “Eliyahu Cave”.” Such an action aims to
change the Arab-Islamic character of the occupied city and cement Israel’s claims of

ownership.

This systematic process of erasure has never been limited to names but also extended to the
erasure of hundreds of Palestinian towns, villages and neighbourhoods during and after the
1948 war'® (see for example, Abdel Jawad 2006: 90; Hussein 2002: 277). One example of
this was the demolition of ‘the Moroccan Quarter’101 (in Arabic: ‘4 lxall 5 =’ Harat al-
Maghariba) in the Old City of Jerusalem following the 1967 war in order to create “the
Western Wall Plaza” (Khalidi 1992: 139-143).

This Israeli practice has been in line with the late nineteenth century Zionist slogan of “a
land without people for a people without a land” and Golda Meir’s — former Israel Prime
Minister — infamous 1969 statement, “the Palestinian people do not exist” (Doumani 2007:
50).

Naming practices in the context of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict are thus obvious acts of
“appropriation” (Azaryahu 1996: 313) and demonstrate particular power relations

(Azaryahu and Golan 2001: 181). Previous studies on naming practices (e.g. Azaryahu

% “Israeli Municipality Gives Jewish Names to East Jerusalem Locations’, WAFA website, published on 16
June 2011: http://english.wafa.ps/index.php?action=detail &id=16459 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

1% Masalha (2007: 66) points out that “[A]n exhaustive study by a team of Palestinian field researchers and
academics under the direction of Walid Khalidi details the destruction of 418 villages falling inside the 1949
armistice lines”. The main objective of erasing Palestinian towns and villages in 1948 was twofold: firstly,
“to prevent the return of refugees to their homes” and secondly, to disseminate the Zionist claim that
“Palestine was virtually empty territory before the Jews entered” (ibid.: 66).

101 See Khalidi (1992: 139-140) for the history of the Muslim ownership of ‘the Moroccan Quarter’ in the
Old City of Jerusalem.
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1996, Peteet 2005, Ram 2009) and aspects of naming practices within the framework of
broader studies in language and translation (e.g. Baker 2006, Suleiman 2004) provided the

motivation to examine this issue in the language versions of peace initiatives in detail.

In fact, detailed analysis of these language versions revealed that naming practices were
significant across corpus. During negotiations, conflict over the choice of one or another
name or label is very common. Each party typically insists on using a name or label that
reflects its narrative, best serves its political interests and advances its negotiating position.
This is particularly significant with regard to names given to holy places, where the choice
of one particular name would infer some sort of legitimacy to claims of ownership of one

side of the conflict at the expense of the other.

In order to bridge the gap between the conflicting narratives of the two sides of the
conflict, sometimes names important to both sides are included side by side as some sort of
a compromise. This can be seen, for instance, with regard to the toponym ‘al-Haram al-
Sharif’/ ‘the Temple Mount’ in the English original source text of the Geneva Accord.

However, such compromises soon disappear in translation (see section 5.3.2 below).

Naming practices is a major part of this chapter. Other linguistic features, particularly
cases of intertextuality (cf. section 5.4) and the use of political concepts (e.g. cf. section
5.6) — although discussed separately — are integral parts of the issue of naming practices. In
the following sub-sections, naming practices with regard to the protagonists of the conflict
and holy places will be investigated in detail in their full historical and political contexts.

5.3.1 The Protagonists of the Conflict

The Middle East conflict has been referred to in different terms over the last sixty years,
mainly, ‘the Palestine Question’, ‘the Palestine-Jewish Question’, ‘the Palestinian-Israeli
Conflict’, ‘the Arab-Zionist Conflict’ (Bassiouni and Ben Ami 2009: xi). In the
Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives, this conflict is referred to as either the ‘Arab-Israeli’ or
the ‘Isracli-Palestinian’ conflict. Choices made by the authors of original and translated
texts are indicative of their personal or institutional perspectives on the ongoing tensions
and power relations. Such terminological choices can thus be interpreted as attempts to
give more political weight to one of the parties at the expense of the other. Moreover, such
choices “raise claims of partisanship by one side or the other” (Bassiouni and Ben Ami

2009: xi).
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While the Palestinian political discourse refers to the conflict as ‘il ¥~ danddll ¢ pall®
(lit. ‘the Palestinian-Israeli conflict’) and the general conflict between the Arab countries
(Lebanon, Syria as well as the Palestine Liberation Organization, PLO) and Israel as
‘) ¥l o 2l ) all” (lit. ‘the Arab-Israeli conflict’), the terms €>1°00%9-"9%w>7 0207
(lit. ‘the Israeli-Palestinian conflict’) and “27y-"%%w°n Two207° (lit. ‘the Israeli-Arab

conflict’) are predominantly used in Israeli political circles.

As far as the source texts of the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives are concerned, the term
‘Israeli-Palestinian conflict’ is consistently used throughout, except for one occurrence of
the term ‘Arab-Israeli conflict’ in the original source text of the Arab Peace Initiative (see
example 5.8 below). All Arabic and Hebrew translations of peace initiatives followed a
literal translation strategy in rendering the term the ‘Israeli-Palestinian conflict’, except for
the Al-Quds translation of the Roadmap Plan which chose to reverse the word order in six

occurrences, as in the following two examples:

(5.5)  The settlement will resolve the Israel-Palestinian conflict, and end the occupation that began in
1967 [The Roadmap Plan: 1].

[AI-Quds] I 1l 1967 alall (& 1oy (2 JMaY) giis o i)yl - chanaldll o) 530 i 3 gusill 028
13975338 5242 (53l V) Gulae Sl i A 5 a3l Jila (Y1 Tase s 2500 saise s

Back This settlement will resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict...

translation:

(5.6) A two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will only be achieved through an end to
violence and terrorism, when the Palestinian people have a leadership acting decisively against
terror and willing and able to build a practicing democracy based on tolerance and liberty [The
Roadmap Plan: 1].

[Al-Quds]  la ¥y caiall eledl A (e Ladd adad Sy Gl o oLl (L0l jul] - adassldl) g 330 da o

Gkl e el (e 5,085 4t ) 55 Al )Y da anla JS5 @ 2T 838 phasadill il ()5S Lanie

Al s el ) ot ks

Back The resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict by establishing two states can be
translation: achieved...

This same pattern — namely, the reversing of word-order — can be observed elsewhere in
the Al-Quds translation. In phrases such as ‘GOI and PA’ (where ‘GOI’ stands for
‘Government of Israel” and ‘PA’ stands for ‘Palestinian Authority’), ‘Israeli-Palestinian
engagement’ or ‘Israeli-Palestinian negotiations’, word-order is reversed throughout, as the

following examples illustrate:

(5.7) GOl and PA continue revenue clearance process and transfer of funds, including arrears, in
accordance with agreed, transparent monitoring mechanism [The Roadmap Plan: 3].

[Al-Quds] &, 40y Gy J)saY) Jiig 25l sall maa i dolae (o Aliil pusY) da Sl 5 Ayipdanadil) dlald) Jual 58
sl g ) dhaaaS aaall ) giiall I AELYL S0k Gilasia 5 A3 e 3 gaag Leale (GEa AdleS
il
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Back
transl

(5.8) Phase
sustai

The Palestinian Authority and the Israeli government continue.

ation:

Il objectives are consolidation of reform and stabilization of Palestinian institutions,
ned, effective Palestinian security performance, and Israeli-Palestinian negotiations aimed

at a permanent status agreement in 2005 [The Roadmap Plan: 4].

[Al-Quds] Y1 el ilandill il sall ) El 5 #al! clilee paans & LGN A ) Cilaal
Al a0 AT ) o sl Cangriass i) ALl ) -Aiplanddl] il il 5 (Jeldll idasdal)
2005 aladl Jsla
Back ...and the Palestinian-Israeli negotiations...
translation:

This terminological choice is consistent with the conventions of Al-Quds newspaper in

referring to the conflict as the following two excerpts show:

[Al-Quds]

[Al-Quds]

e Lasia (8 Allsus e s (sl acimall iY) a gall Aidanadal] y pail) dadatal Ahaudl Aialll e s - o
" ol Y maa e Aplanddll A gall 3 gy adaldll 5 a5l Gl eV ) sasiall 4 dalel) dpmandl 5 eY)
g pall Jal Zaal 5l 5 A5l Lgilalis 3 Lkl sale) ) aaiall il gl cies LS 1967 ale Maliadl)

s sl s e 5l Gl e Ll s g el 5 Ll ¥ el
Back translations: Ramallah- The executive committee of the PLO today (Monday) called
on the international community and its institutions, particularly the UN Security Council
and the General Assembly, to acknowledge the borders of the Palestinian state clearly on
all occupied territories of 1967. It also called on the United States of America to
reconsider its former and current policies to resolve the Palestinian-lIsraeli and the Arab-
Israeli conflict based on the international law and legitimacy.

SV 58 2009 L/l OIS (e e el s il s3I 2008Ha/g;i OIS 28 Olsae Jhy b3
1967 u}m‘;ﬁ\y\J\-ﬂhﬂdﬂlg—\)‘A\ e ‘_‘_qus; :\Ju‘)\ d);u’ﬁ cwu\ dS:\T:_;\‘)Ab

Back translation: Gaza-The aggression of 28 December 2008, which lasted until 18
January 2009, remains the most severe by all standards during four decades of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict since the 1967 war.

The only exception to this convention is when this term — namely, the ‘Isracli-Palestinian

conflict’— occurs in direct or indirect quotations. In such cases, the original word-order is

preserved as in

[Al-Quds]

[Al-Quds]

the following excerpts of news reports from this newspaper:

loall" o B meY) B sell cilalaiall il HS Yiae Wbl Glasad s - @G e Gl ool 8

i ol il L Y1
Back translation: Tel Aviv- Jerusalem, A.F.B, and Lieberman declared before the
representatives of the largest American Jewish organizations “the lIsraeli-Palestinian

conflict is not a priority”.

il s TV 5l Sl Aled Aol Al Gigene 3S1 - T s cgeall) ¢ il (JuS sy
gyl dpilly ilall Ja 555 e ela ¥ Gul ¢ san e JS ¢ S e Sl Al 5 Ll
Back translation: Brussels, London, Jerusalem, DBA- Tony Blair, the representative of
the Quarter for the Middle East process, and the German Chancellor, Angela Merkel,
emphasized, separately yesterday Wednesday, the necessity of the two-state solution to
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

As mentioned above, the tensions and hostilities that the peace initiatives set out to resolve

are also referred to in original source texts of peace initiatives as ‘Ll ¥l o=l &1 3341 (lit.
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‘the Arab-Israeli conflict’). This specific terminological choice — which is used only in the
text of the Arab Peace Initiative and only once — is due to the fact the Arab Peace Initiative
deals with the more general Arab-Israeli conflict rather than the specific Palestinian-Israeli
one. All English and Hebrew translations adopted a literal translation strategy, except for
the translations of God Israel Bless (GBI) and Yediot Aharonot newspaper which both

opted for reversing the word order as in the following example:

(5.9)  Aalid) U5 pend oY) Geind e ol smd Oy Lty Db 280 3 Ol s Ligiie S0 1oy pal 2501 lie)
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1].
Back translation: consider the Arab-Israeli conflict ended and enter into a peace agreement with
Israel and achieve security for all the states of the region.

[LAS] Consider the Arab-Israeli conflict ended, and enter into a peace agreement with
Israel, and provide security for all the states of the region.
[CPS] They will regard the Arab-Israeli conflict ended, and they will enter into
agreements with Israel, thereby providing security for the entire region.
[PA] SN DY DI7W DDONY7 N0 L IX'Z 7R K2D MKAW-'1IVN 110000 DX NIA'WNN
AITRN NIYTA 797 1INV niEsonl
Back They consider the Arab-Israeli conflict ended...
translation:
[GBI] [INL X' 78I DY DI7Y DD0N 7V INNN' 21Y-"7XIWD 110000 DI'0 7V Nyt
DITRN N 7Y
Back They declare the end of the Israeli-Arab conflict...
translation:
[Yediot DY DI7Y DDON 7w IM7'NNIL,'A0Y-"7RIW'ND 110000 7Y 1910 AT 21V NI N1'Nan
Aharonot] DITRA NN 70 7w nI7Wh7 KT NTAn 7R
Back The Arab states testify that the Israeli-Arab conflict. ..
translation:

The term ‘Arab-Israeli’ is used — other than with the word ‘conflict” — with the word
‘peace’. This term, i.e. ‘Arab-Israeli’ is used only in the text of the Roadmap Plan and only

once as in the following example:

(5.10) Arab state acceptance of full normal relations with Israel and security for all the states of the
region in the context of a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace [The Roadmap Plan: 6].

[The 75 1y [NV 7RY DY D'oN' 7Y DR NNTYNINYG 21y NifTA 7w nndon
Knesset] L7710 2y-"IRY DY NNA0N ITRD NN
Back ...Israeli-Arab comprehensive peace.

translation:

[Ha’aretz] ni*m 737 inva71 5w oy o*mnial o'R7n 0'on'? 1no' niayn ninInn

S7710 nww-"7RY DY NNA0N2 ITRN
Back ...Israeli-Arab comprehensive peace.
translation:

All Arabic and Hebrew translations of the Roadmap adopted a literal translation strategy,
except for the translations of the Knesset (the Israeli parliament) and Ha ‘aretz newspaper,

which choose to reverse the word order.
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Of particular significance is also the translation of ‘IDF’, an acronym that stands for ‘Israel
Defence Forces’ (in Hebrew: X% 7177 Xax 9"nx’ (tsahal)). Acronyms are used
throughout the original source texts of peace initiatives, e.g. ‘PLO’ (Palestine Liberation
Organization), ‘IPCC’ (the Israeli-Palestinian Cooperation Committee), ‘MF’ (the
Multinational Force), and ‘PSF’ (the Palestinian Security Force), etc. These acronyms were

rendered quite literally into Arabic and Hebrew as in the following example:

(5.11) An Implementation and Verification Group (IVG) shall hereby be established to facilitate,
assist in, guarantee, monitor, and resolve disputes relating to the implementation of this
Agreement [The Geneva Accord: 6].

[PPC] AAEY) 38 35 ey diend dal 0n (IVG)(3ia3 s 345 e yane sl 28EY1 020 in s o
ety A8l cld e ) 3l b g Ll pae s a2 8 3ac Ll
Back According to this agreement, an implementation and verification group will be

translation: established...

[YA] NPo7, N'aNY, Yy»o', 7N 1) X'ap: "0 (AR YIX'A DX DR 0PN
.Dd0NN VIX7 NNIYRN NIginn Qw9

Back ...an implementation and verification group will be established

translation:

However, other acronyms, such as ‘IDF’, were translated differently into Arabic and

Hebrew as the following example shows:

(5.12) As comprehensive security performance moves forward, IDF withdraws progressively from
areas occupied since September 28, 2000 and the two sides restore the status quo that existed
prior to September 28, 2000. Palestinian security forces redeploy to areas vacated by IDF [The
Roadmap Plan: 2].

[UN] s, A p ) g Laall ol o8

Back ...the Israel defense forces withdraw progressively...
translation:

[IMFA] con B, (A pu) g Ul Gl sy

Back ...the Israel defense army withdraws...
translation: ]

[USDS] oo e sV 05 Gall o

Back ...the Israeli army withdraws progressively...
translation:

Al-Quds: ... Lo Ll el (sl sy

Back ...the Israeli army withdraws progressively ...
translation:

[The ...NATNA 7"nY a10)...

Knesset]

Back ...IDF withdraws progressively...

translation:

[Yediot ...mTN a0t 7"ny

Aharonot]

Back ...IDF will withdraw progressively...
translation:

The acronym ‘IDF’ appears only in the text of the Roadmap Plan in reference to the Israeli

withdrawal from reoccupied Palestinian territories since 28 September 2000. In the Arabic
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translations by the US Department of State (USDS), CNN, the Almtym network and Al-
Quds, a cultural filtering strategy is used. As a result, ‘IDF’ is translated consistently as
‘ol Y Giaall (al-jaysh al-Israaili, lit. ‘the Israeli army’) (three occurrences). By
removing the same component of this multi-word term from the four Arabic versions, the
‘defensive’ role of these forces is minimised and implicitly questioned. As is also the case
with the Arabic translations produced by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) and
the United Nations (UN), all of the four Hebrew translations remained faithful to the
source text and opted for a literal translation strategy, as the Hebrew term “5";7%” (tsahal)
means ‘Israel defence forces’. The same can be said of the Arabic translation of the Israel
Ministry of foreign Affairs (IMFA) in which the acronym ‘IDF’ was rendered as © gl (s
sl (Jaysh al-difa‘ al-Israaili, lit. ‘Israel Defense Forces’).

The term Jaysh al-difa ‘ al-Israailt is predominantly used in Israeli state-owned television
and radio as well as official websites in Arabic, such as the Arabic website of the Israel
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, altawasul. When searching this website, the term ¢ Uil
s (al-jaysh al-"Israaili, lit. ‘the Israeli army’) returned 86 hits whereas the term
‘il ) el s’ (jaysh al-difa‘ al-‘Israaili, lit. ‘Israel defense forces) returned 8,810

hits as in the following excerpt from this website:

(ST)  oel e gl s oS 4l 3 Woss JSYI el (igm aal 1948 ale (ulls 85 | Lol ) plaall (s el
102 5 S Ciym pmed B8 Al
Back translation: Israel defense army, which was established in 1948, is considered as one of
the world’s most trained armies and it was defending the security of the state during five major
wars.

Power relations are evident in the way the acronym ‘IDF’ is perceived by the Palestinians
and Israelis. In Israel — a country often described as a “nation-state-in-arms” (Ben-Eliezer
2004: 49) — the Israeli army — which Israeli political and military leaders routinely describe
as “the most moral army in the world” (Khalidi 2010: 6) — is regarded as a “citizen army”
(Peri 2005: 53). It has always been perceived by the Israelis as their “defender and savior”
against “national security threats” (Seidman 2010: 721-722) and, thus, essential for their
protection and “survival” (Sheffer 2007: 709).

The same army is conventionally referred to by the Palestinians and Arabs as ¢ < /(i

oY SN (jaysh/quwat al-ihtilal al-Israaili, lit. ‘the Israeli occupation army/forces’),

102 e oY) gl e’ altawasul - website,  published on 30  December  2010:
http://www.altawasul.com/MFAAR/this+is+israel/political+structure/idf.htm [last accessed: 24 November
2011].
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‘JaY) @l #/ s (jaysh/quwat al-ihtilal, lit. ‘the occupation army/forces’) or ¢ <l sall/ il
40 Y (al-jaysh/al-quwat al-Israailiyah, lit. ‘the Israeli army/forces’) for short. For the
Palestinians and Arabs alike, this army — which they perceive as aggressive and oppressive
and which its actions are often taken under the pretext of “self-defense” — is the tool by
which Israel has been maintaining its occupation to Palestinian land for more than 44
years.'®® Moreover, this army is responsible for waging many wars and offensives against
some of the Arab countries throughout the history of the conflict, to name a few, the
invasion of Lebanon in 1982, the war on Lebanon (2006)'* and the war on Gaza (2008)'*,
all resulting in the killing of many civilians and massive destruction.’® Against this
background, it comes as no surprise that Arab media, including Palestinian newspapers
such as Al-Quds, refuses to circulate the official Israeli lexicon, i.e. ‘IDF’ when reporting
on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Referring to this army as a “defense” army automatically
legitimizes its actions and practices inside as well as outside the Occupied Palestinian
Territories.

Another case of the protagonists of the conflict concerns the translation of the term
“residents” in the context of Occupied East Jerusalem. This term — i.e. “residents” —
appears twice and only in the original text of the Geneva Accord in reference to resolving
the issue of Jerusalem: once as in the phrase “residents of East Jerusalem” and once as in
the phrase “residents of Jerusalem”. When this term — i.e. “residents” occurred with the
toponym ‘Jerusalem’, it was rendered following a literal translation strategy in both Arabic
and Hebrew translations of the Geneva Accord. However, when it occurred with the
toponym ‘East Jerusalem’, it was rendered differently in the Arabic translation as the

following example shows:

(5.13) The Parties will apply in certain socio-economic spheres interim measures to ensure the agreed,
expeditious, and orderly transfer of powers and obligations from Israel to Palestine. This shall
be done in a manner that preserves the accumulated socio-economic rights of the residents of
East Jerusalem [The Geneva Accord: 24].

[PPC] Cladlall Ji leal 4IE Clel ja) LalaBY) — delaa¥) EVlaall gany & okl iy

Gind) (anm &yl A iy bl Y ) G plaiy e e Lo Giiall el Y1,
2 5l i) kel el A jiall Apalaiy) — ALYl

193 For a detailed account on Israel’s matrix of control in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, see Gordon
(2008b).

104 For a detailed account on the Israeli war on Lebanon in 2006, see Hovsepian (2008).
195 For a detailed account on the Israeli War on Gaza in 2008, see Pappé and Chomsky (2010a).

196 Eor example, the Israeli war on Gaza resulted in more than 1,400 Palestinians dead and over 5,000
wounded. More than half of the dead were civilians, with 400 of them women or children (Denes 2011: 185).
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Back ...citizens of the Eastern Jerusalem.

translation:
[YA] , DdOIN N2yNn N'UANY7 D' FTYY 10PY' DFTTIYD D'N'I0N DYMNIPR-I'NIO DMINN
[DINQ WY AT NQT. '00797 7XIWM NrrNNNAL NIFDNOoN 7w TIont 1'nn
.D'7¥N' NITA "AWIN 7U NIN2VXAN NIMRIPR-I'YION NI'DTR DR TNYU'Y
Back ...residents of East Jerusalem.
translation:

The Hebrew translation of Yes to an Agreement (Y A) translated the term ‘residents’ in the
example above — following a literal translation strategy — as “>awin’ (toshavi). On the other
hand, the translation of the Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC) rendered the same term —

following a meaning shift strategy — as ‘bl s’ (muwatini, lit. “citizens’).

East Jerusalem, according to the Geneva Accord, would come under Palestinian
sovereignty and be declared as the capital of the independent Palestinian state. In this
context, the translation shift from “residents” into ‘bl s«’ (muwatini, lit. ‘citizens’) in the
Avrabic translation of the Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC) is of high political significance.
‘Citizens’ are people who “have rights over their homeland”, whereas “residents” by
contrast “cannot claim such rights but have limited rights enabling them to reside, work,

and pursue an education in the country” (Rouhana and Sultany 2003: 17).

Israel officially considers the Palestinians of the Occupied East Jerusalem — ‘Palestinian
Jerusalemites’ as they define themselves — “permanent residents” rather than national
citizens, even though they “were born in Jerusalem, have lived in the city their entire lives,
and have no other home” (Jabareen 2010: 35). After its occupation of East Jerusalem and
its surroundings following the June 1967 war, Israel conducted a census there and granted
“permanent residency status” to the Palestinian Jerusalemites who were present at the time
the census was taken. Those who were not present in the city for whatever reason “forever
lost their right to reside in Jerusalem™.’" This “permanent residency” status is the same as
the one “granted to foreign citizens who have freely chosen to come to Israel and want to
live there. Israel treats Palestinian residents of East Jerusalem as immigrants who live in

their homes at the beneficence of the authorities and not by right”.108

One of the key features of this “permanent residency” is that it is always “under a serious
threat of being lost” (Jabareen 2010: 35). According to what the Israeli Ministry of the

Interior announced in 1995, this residency is “conditional upon the circumstances in which

197 “East Jerusalem: Legal Status of East Jerusalem and its Residents’, B Tselem website, published on 6 May
2010: http://www.btselem.org/jerusalem/legal_status [last accessed: 24 November].

1% 1bid.
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individuals live; when these circumstances change, permanent residency may expire”
(Jabareen 2010: 35). For example, a Palestinian who leaves the city for “an extended
period of time for legitimate reasons, such as for the purposes of study overseas, or in order
to live in closer proximity to a work situation on the West Bank, may be denied the right to
return” (Sheleff 2001: 302). In fact, “[I]n 1996, thousands of East Jerusalemites lost their
residency rights because they moved to Jerusalem’s suburbs where they could find better
housing than in the city, where Israel would not let them build” (Klein 2008: 91).
Moreover, contrary to citizenship, “permanent residency” is “only passed on to the
holder’s children where the holder meets certain conditions. A permanent resident with a
non-resident spouse must submit, on behalf of the spouse, a request for family unification.

Only citizens are granted the right to return to Israel at any time”. 1%

As “permanent residents” of Israel, Palestinian Jerusalemites pay full taxes and in return
they are entitled to work in Israel (Klein 2008: 91) and receive “social security and health
insurance benefits” (Abu Nahleh 2006: 167). However, they do not have “the right to vote
in national elections but only in local municipal elections” (Jabareen 2010: 35) as in order

to be able to do so, they need first to become Israeli citizens.

The Palestinian Jerusalemites have been boycotting Israeli municipal elections since the
city’s occupation in 1967 fearing that participation in such elections would be equivalent to
“an explicit or implicit recognition of, and acquiescence to, Israeli sovereignty over their
city” (Sha'ban 2007: 49). Consequently, they have not been part of “decision making
institutions that manage their daily life” (Klein 2008: 92).

Israel offered the Palestinian Jerusalemites the option to apply for Israeli citizenship on the
condition that they “swear allegiance to Israel and renounce all other citizenships, which
most of them refused to do” (Jabareen 2010: 31). They saw that obtaining the Israeli
citizenship means giving up their right of self-determination (Kawar 2010: 576). More
importantly, they did not wish to legitimize the city’s occupation (Talhami 1997: 64).
These two politically motivated decisions were meant to challenge the status quo in

Occupied East Jerusalem and the Israeli attempts to control the holy city.

1% 1bid.
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The most recent case of cancelation or revocation of the so-called “Residency of East

Jerusalem Palestinians” **°

occurred on 30 June 2006 when Israel revoked the “residency”
of four members of the Palestinian Legislative Council (the Palestinian Parliament)
affiliated with Hamas. Israel declared that those four men must renounce their membership

in Hamas if they want to continue to have “residency rights” in East Jerusalem.

This policy, i.e. the revocation of “Residency of East Jerusalem Palestinians”, is one of

numerous illegal Israeli policies and practices in the occupied city**

— including home
demolitions,**? private land expropriation, denial of family unification requests, building
and expanding Jewish settlements and the construction of the illegal Wall — that turned the
Palestinian Jerusalemites into a persecuted people in their own city.*

To the Palestinians, these policies and practices are primarily informed by Israel’s goal to
effectively ‘Judaize’ Jerusalem — i.e. “to change the demographic makeup of the city by
increasing the Jewish presence and severely limiting the Palestinian presence to no more
than 24 percent of the population” (Farha 2001: 161). This will enable Israel to create an
overwhelmingly Jewish majority in the city and thus tightens its grip over the city.
Ultimately, Israel — by implementing these policies — would have created enough facts on
the ground that will make any division of Jerusalem in favour of a future independent

Palestinian state with East Jerusalem as its capital “physically impossible” (Rubenberg

2003: 198).

5.3.2 Names of Holy Places
The Palestinians and Israelis have conflicting claims vis-a-vis a number of holy places that
each side considers as part of its national and religious identity (cf. Chapter 1.1.1). These

holy places are mainly located in the Occupied West Bank cities of Jerusalem, Hebron and

19 For further information on this specific policy, see B’Tselem and HaMoked joint report by Yael Stein
‘The Quite Deportation: Revocation of Residency of East Jerusalem Palestinians’, B’Tselem website,
published in April 1997: http://www.btselem.org/download/199704 quiet deportation_eng.doc [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

! These policies and practices are illegal according to many UN Security Council Resolutions, such as 465
of 1980.

2 Demolishing Palestinian homes and property in the Occupied West Bank (including East Jerusalem) is
one of the practices which Israel is required to stop according to the Roadmap Plan. On the general
Palestinian housing conditions in Occupied East Jerusalem, including home demolitions, see Farha (2001:
161-164).

113 For more details on these Israeli policies and practices in the Occupied East Jerusalem, see the United
Nations report published in March 2011, available at: http://unispal.un.org/pdfs’fOCHASpFocus_230311.pdf
[last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Bethlehem. However, the most contentious holy places are those located in the Old City of
Jerusalem. Jerusalem is of significant importance to the world’s three major monotheistic
religions: Judaism, Christianity and Islam. The city is not only religiously important to the
two sides of the conflict, but also politically as each side claims it to be the capital of its
state (Peteet 2005: 163-164).

Khalidi (1997: 14) argues that the “process of seeking validation for conflicting claims is
most fittingly symbolized, however, by the unremitting struggle over the naming of
Jerusalem”. Jerusalem is known in Arabic as ‘u+3l) (Al-Quds) and in Hebrew as ‘27w’
(Yerushalayim) — “a word derived from Aramaic, meaning, ironically, “city of peace””
(Khalidi 1997: 14). Detailed analysis of data showed that the English name of the city,
Jerusalem, appears twenty times in the original source texts of peace initiatives in the
corpus, three times in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, fifteen times in the

Geneva Accord and twice in the Roadmap Plan.

The toponym ‘Jerusalem’ was translated — following a cultural filtering strategy — as ‘(-
(Al-Quds) and ‘o>5w17>’ (Yerushalayim) into Arabic and Hebrew languages respectively as

in the following example:

(5.14) The Parties recognize the universal historic, religious, spiritual, and cultural significance of
Jerusalem and its holiness enshrined in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam [The Geneva Accord:

18].
[PPC] sl gty s el Lpallal) ASEN 5 Ll g,l) Al iy U dpaal QL ey
Y5 sl 5

Back The two sides recognize the universal historic, religious, spiritual, and cultural

translation: significance of Jerusalem...

[YA] 7v N'701211kN N'MINNENANNN, NTMTH, NNIV0'NN NIR'YNA 0NN DTN
.070X71 NNXI7, NITNY? ANWITRI DYV

Back The two sides recognize the universal historic, religious, spiritual, and cultural

translation:  significance of Jerusalem...

The detailed analysis also showed that the Arabic and Hebrew names of the city — i.e.
‘)’ (Al-Quds) and ‘o°%w1n>’ (Yerushalayim) respectively — were never used together
side by side — e.g.¢ adliis/ a8 or ‘OTPIR/DPUNT” — in any of the Arabic or Hebrew

translations of peace initiatives.

The toponym ‘East Jerusalem’ appears six times in the source texts of peace initiatives
(twice in the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement, once in the
Geneva Accord, twice in the Arab Peace Initiative and once in the Roadmap Plan). This
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toponym was predominantly translated into Arabic as ‘48 2l (il (Al-Quds al-Shargiyah,

lit. ‘the Eastern Jerusalem’) and into Hebrew as ‘w1 i’ (Mizrah Yerushalayim, lit.

‘East Jerusalem’). The following two examples from the Geneva Accord and the Arab

Peace Initiative respectively illustrate this point:

(5.15) The Parties will apply in certain socio-economic spheres interim measures to ensure the agreed,
expeditious, and orderly transfer of powers and obligations from Israel to Palestine. This shall
be done in a manner that preserves the accumulated socio-economic rights of the residents of
East Jerusalem [The Geneva Accord: 24].

[PPC]

Back
translation:
[YA]

Back
translation:

el i lacal A0 el ) AolaBY) — Leldal) Vel a3 iR Gaky
Gsiall Gaai A3k @l auy s ) e) e alais Ao Lgle Gl el Y
38 ) sl 1) ) £aS) jial) Al Y] A LinYl

...citizens of Eastern Jerusalem...

, DDOIN NaYn N'VANY 0™ FTYX 1VPY' D'TTYN D'A'I0N D' NNIPN-I'YIO D'MINNA

[DINQ NWY'" AT 1T ['00797 7XW'M NIrYINANL NIFDNON 7w ATIoN! 1N

.D"7YUN' NITA "AYIN 7W NINA0XAN NIMDIZR-I'YION NI'DTR DX Y'Y
...residents of East Jerusalem...

(5.16) sl daall L8 1967 st e el N S Alimall Agipdansddl) aal Y1 e 5lis <l s dyidands 450 o8 J 58
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] LA ) el Leale S g3 36 gl
Back translation: ...with Eastern Jerusalem as its capital.

[LAS]

[Reuters]

[Peace
Now]

Back
translation:
[Haayal

Hakore]

Back
translation:

The acceptance of the establishment of a Sovereign Independent Palestinian State
on the Palestinian territories occupied since the 4th of June 1967 in the West Bank
and Gaza strip, with East Jerusalem as its capital.

Acceptance of the establishment of an independent and sovereign Palestinian state
in the Palestinian territories occupied since 4 June 1967 in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip with East Jerusalem as its capital.

D"1'0079N D'NUYA NIIAN N7YAI N'RAYY N'0079 N1 TR 7w nnnpn N7ap
AWK [N1TN] Nty nyixdal ,Nvnn T 1967, i nyaakn NN D'YIDN

2NN 0Nt NN
Acceptance of the establishment of independent and sovereign Palestinian state in
the Palestinian territories occupied since 4 June 1967 in the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip, [state] its capital is Eastern Jerusalem.

TN 1W221Y D'2'0079N D'NUWI NIIANI N'RNAYY N'V0YT79 N1 7w nnnpn N7ap
.07V’ NITA ANNRAY ATV NWINIAL YN 01,1967 11 wann

Acceptance of establishment of independent and sovereign Palestinian state in the
Palestinian territories which were occupied since 4 June 1967, in the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip, with East Jerusalem as its capital.

However, this toponym — i.e. ‘East Jerusalem’ — was translated differently in the Israel

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Arabic translation of the Roadmap Plan. Examine the

following example:
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(5.17) GOl reopens Palestinian Chamber of Commerce and other closed Palestinian institutions in
East Jerusalem [The Roadmap Plan: 3].

[IMFA] & calel ) dphauldl) el e W s Auidanldl) & el 280 @8 i) u) desSa 2
O hall s AL CLEEYL Ll S8l Wagad e ol Gl al ) ol (8 )i
Back ...in East Yerushalayim Al-Quds...
translation:
[USDS] ool Aalaall dpipdanaldl) Clisas sall (e W e 5 dpidasldl) 4 jlail) 48 jal) 8 44100 ) A sSall 2l
Lokl G ARl LB g a5 (S Jerd il 3all 028 () ol 331 e ol 48,40

Back ...in the Eastern Jerusalem...

translation:

[Peace D'INX D'2'V079 NITOINI N'VOY9N TNONN NDWY? NX WTNN NNNID XY Nn7wnn

Now] DXNNA 70 17Y9' N7 NITOINY N‘YINA 7y 00aNNa ,0'%7WN' NITRA NA0IY
.D'TT¥N "2 D'MTIZ D'MOoNY

Back ...in East Jerusalem...

translation:

The translation of the Israel Ministry of foreign Affairs (IMFA) is the only case across
corpus where the Hebrew-Arabic compound name ‘o3l ailé ;5 3 53 (East Yerushalayim
Al-Quds) is used. This case is of particular interest as it shows an Israeli attempt to force
on one language a name based on usage in another (Khalidi 1997: 14). In this sense, Israel
forces the Palestinians to acknowledge the Hebrew name for the city “although speakers of
Arabic had a perfectly serviceable name of their own for the city for well over a
millennium” (Khalidi 1997: 14).

In its own Arabic-language broadcast, radio and TV, Israel refers to Jerusalem exclusively
as ‘w8l als 4> (Yerushalayim Al-Quds) (usually shortened as Yerushalayim) and to the
eastern part of it as ‘o) ald sl 3 ,3° (East Yerushalayim Al-Quds) (Khalidi 1997: 14).
These specific compound names are also found in all official Israeli Arabic documents
published on governmental websites such as the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs Arabic

website — i.e. altawasul. The following two examples show this point:

(ST) e LY Gl ol Bba 1967 s Ol e 27d) (B ¢ opal G g ) BV s ol 2ay
add coall I il ol Lo i) (Al Qo) 4l p o) 6 laliall aues dus gay Cinanal (58 5 pde
(b Jadil Goaill il )5l daaly 355 dalaia 3g0n mann i ol agm I dayy Ll pu) Alialy 450 5 e

M4 Lesing sle g daall Jlady Gosing g g ke ) ALYl il 4l ) of

Back Shortly after the end of the six-day war on 27 June 1967, the Israeli Parliament approved

translation:  a law by which all the territories in Yerushalayim Al-Quds, which Israel captured during
the war, became under Israeli administrative and legal control. One day later, the borders
of the jurisdiction of the municipality of Yerushalayim Al-Quds were expanded to include
East Yerushalayim Al-Quds in addition to Atarot, Nabi Ya’qob northern the city and Gilo
eastern the city.

M4 <(1967) 2l aGY) Goya 22y el ks ) 5f” (lit. “Yerushalayim Al-Quds after the six-day war (1967)’), Israel
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Arabic website, altawasul:
http://www.altawasul.com/MFAAR/israel+in+maps/jerusalem-+after+the+six+day+war.htm [last accessed:
24 November 2011].
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(ST) slale o Sl A gale jatine JSy 5 cilS A allall 3 el a8l (e Guail) ailid ) of 8 gl salil e

e iashS Gl Aal) 3alll Aassall l sl Al @i ale 4500 O SIS G Al gl asm G

Back 1 sy

transaltion: The old city in Yerushalayim Al-Quds is considered one of the oldest cities in the
world...

Israel, by using Hebrew-Arabic compound names such as Yerushalayim Al-Quds — to refer
to the whole of Jerusalem — or East Yerushalayim Al-Quds — to refer to part of it —
disseminates “Hebrew-based state ideology through the Arabic language” (Suleiman 2004:
175). As Khalidi (1997: 14) notes, such a practice — although it may seem “petty” — is
associated with the major process of “attempting to signal control by imposing place
names”. The Hebrew-Arabic compound name Sharqi Yerushalayim AI-Quds implies that
the city is not divided but rather “unified” under Israeli sovereignty. This reflects the
“unquestioned” public position of all Israeli governments since 1967 that Jerusalem should
always remain “Israel’s eternal and undivided capital” (Silberman 2001: 488). This
position is clearly expressed in a number of official Israeli documents and legislations,
most notably, the Knesset basic law on Jerusalem 1980.'°

Holy Places in Jerusalem

The main site of conflict between the Palestinians and Israelis in the occupied Old City of
Jerusalem vis-a-vis two holy sites: firstly, what is called by Muslims ‘<& ill » a1l (al-
Haram al-Sharfif, lit. ‘the Noble Sanctuary’) and by Jews ‘n°27 797 (Har ha-Bayt, lit. ‘the
Temple Mount’) and secondly, what is called by Muslims ‘3 kils” (Haait al-Burag, lit.
‘al-Buraq Wall’) and by Jews “>27vni1 5mon’ (ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi, lit. ‘the Western Wall”).
Detailed analysis of corpus showed that these two holy places appear in the source texts of
the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement, the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles and the Geneva Accord but not in the Roadmap Plan or the Arab
Peace Initiative. In the following sub-section, the way these toponyms are rendered in the

Arabic, Hebrew and English translations across corpus will be examined.

M5 1 g1 o el il 51 (lit. “Yerushalayim Al-Quds inside the walls®), Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Arabic website, altawasul:
http://www.altawasul.com/MFAAR/this+is+israel/jerusalem/within+the+walls.htm [last accessed: 24
November 2011].

118 <Basic Law- Jerusalem- Capital of Isracl’, Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, published on 30 July
1980:

http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/MFEAArchive/1980 1989/Basic%20L aw-%20Jerusalem
%20Capital%200f%20Israel [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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The first toponym to be examined is ‘al-Haram al-Sharif” or ’the Temple Mount’. These
two names appear together side by side only in the English source text of the Geneva
Accord in the heading of the fifth clause of Article 6 on Jerusalem as the following excerpt

shows:

(ST) 5. Al-Haram al-Sharif/Temple Mount (Compound)
I. International Group
a. An International Group composed of the IVG and other parties to be agreed upon by the
Parties, including members of the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC), shall
hereby be established to monitor, verify, and assist in the implementation of this clause.

For this purpose, the International Group shall establish a Multinational Presence on the
Compound, the composition, structure, mandate and functions of which are set forth in Annex
X.

This heading was rendered in the Arabic translation of Al-Ayyam newspaper following a
cultural filtering strategy as ‘(pual) JSied) ds /w y3ll  l1” (al-Haram al-Sharif/ Jabal al-
Haykal (‘al-Haram’), lit. ‘the Noble Sanctuary/ the Temple Mount’ (al-Haram). It was also
rendered following a cultural filtering strategy in the Hebrew translation of Yes to an
Agreement as ‘(annnn) n°2n a0 /Awr axann annn (Mitham ha- Haram_al-Sharif/ Har ha-
Bayt (ha-Mitham), lit. ‘Compound of the Noble Sanctuary/ the Temple Mount (the
Compound)’). Both translations kept the two names side by side but only in the heading.

The English source text of the Geneva Accord later on talks about ‘the compound’ as
shorthand, instead of both names together, i.e. al- Haram al-Sharif and the Temple Mount.
The term, ‘the compound’ appears eleven times and only in the English source text of the
Geneva Accord. In the Al-Ayyam translation, this term was consistently rendered as ‘a1
(al-Haram, lit. ‘the Sanctuary’). On the other hand, in the Hebrew translation, it was
consistently rendered as ‘onnnn’ (ha-mitham, lit. ‘the compound’) as in the following

example:

(5.18) The International Group shall draw up rules and regulations to maintain security on and
conservation of the Compound [The Geneva Accord: 19].

[PPC] eonll asa i g Alal s e e Adailaall Cilaadatip ae) 8 A2 Lay A sall de sanall o
Back The international group drafts rules and regulations to maintain security and
translation: conserve al-Haram.

[YA] MY DNNNA [INVAN 7Y NMYY? NRENE 099 Waan NMIRG-an axngn
Balakalaly)
Back The international group forms regulations and rules to preserve the security in the

translation: compound and to preserve it.

In Arabic, the term ‘s~ (al-Haram) is shorthand for ‘< &l aal” (al-Haram al-Sharif)

and both terms have the religious and historical package associated with the place. When
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talking about al-Haram, the Palestinian readers would know immediately that what is
meant is al-Haram al-Sharif and nothing else. On the other hand, in Hebrew the Temple
Mount is referred to as ‘n°ai 97 onnn’ (mitham Har ha-Bayt, lit. ‘the compound of the
Temple Mount’) and not by the shorthand ‘annni’ (ha-mitham, lit. ‘the compound’). The
negotiated compromise — i.e. the inclusion of the two names side by side — in the Geneva
Accord with regard to this holy place has disappeared in translation.

The toponym ‘al-Haram al-Sharif’/the ‘Temple Mount’ also appears in the Gush-Shalom
Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement. In the Hebrew and English language
versions of this proposal the two names appear side by side. On the other hand, the Arabic
language version contains only the Arab name of this place. The following example shows
this point:

(5.19) .'uo%9 NN 77n 't (N'AN D) 9NIY-7R-DXN NVY
[The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 1]
Back transaltion: the area of Haram al-Sharif (Temple Mount) will be part of the state of
Palestine.

Gush- Obaald Al 53 (e ¢ G iy ) (sl 2 al) Alhaie 5SS

Shalom

Back The area of the al-Haram al-Qudsi al-Sharif will be part of the state of Palestine.
translation:

Gush- The Haram Al-Sharif (the Temple Mount) will be part of the State of Palestine.
Shalom

The differences between the English and Hebrew language versions, on the one hand, and
the Arabic language version, on the other, can be explained with regard to the audience

design of each language version (cf. Chapter 3.2.3).

In the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the toponym ‘al-Haram al-Sharif” is the
only name used. All the Arabic and Hebrew translations rendered this toponym following a
cultural filtering strategy except in the Hebrew translation of the National Consensus,
which employed an implicitness change strategy and thus avoided any direct reference to
this toponym by its Arabic name. The following example illustrates this point:

(5.20) Neither side will exercise sovereignty over holy places. The State of Palestine will be
designated Guardian of al-Haram al-Sharif for the benefit of Muslims [Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles: 1].

[NC] "TNIY" AT '0079 NI'TA .O'WITPEN NNIPnn 7Y NRRA NN X7 Y DYy
.0'M70MN NIV DX70X7 D'WITEN NMIPAN
Back The state of Palestine will be designated as guardian of the holy places of Islam for

translation: the benefit of the Muslims.
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This ambiguous rendering of such a sensitive toponym can be seen in light of the efforts to
market the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles to the Israeli public by concealing

political compromises made during negotiations.

The second toponym to be examined is what is called by Muslims ‘&l ks’ (Haait al-
Buraq, lit. ‘al-Buraq Wall’) and by Jews “27vn3 %non’ (Ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi, lit. ‘the
Western Wall’). In the Muslim tradition, Haait al-Burdg is “the site where the prophet
Mohammad tied his miraculous horse [called al-Burdg] that brought him from Mecca to
al-Agsa on his way to heaven” (Klein 2007: 29). This significant event in Muslim tradition
is recorded in Qur’an in (17:1) (Khalidi 1997: 17). The very same site, called by Jews Ha-
Kotel ha-Ma'ravi has been “the scene of public Jewish worship since the sixteenth or
seventeenth century, before which time such worship took place on the Mount of Olives”

(Khalidi 1997: 17).

This wall is “among the holiest of sites to two faiths, and is naturally considered by each to
be its exclusive property” (Khalidi 1997: 17). In 1929, clashes between Arab Palestinians
and Jews erupted due to the claim of each side of ownership of this wall. Following these
events in 1930, an international committee formed by the League of Nations at that time
was appointed and after investigations ruled that this wall belongs to Muslims and is an
integral part of the al-Haram al-Sharif but Jews have the right to pray there (Unterman
2011: 178).

This wall is referred to as ‘the Wailing Wall’ in the English source text of the Geneva
Accord, ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi in the Hebrew source text of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of
Principles for Peace Agreement and the ‘Western Wall’ in the English source text of the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. The name of this wall was translated
differently only in the Hebrew translation of the Geneva Accord as the following example

shows:

(5.21) The Wailing Wall shall be under Israeli sovereignty [The Geneva Accord: 19]

[PPC]: Al pul) Bl and Sl Lalls 55

Back The Wailing Wall will be under the Israeli sovereignty.
translation:

[YA] N'7XIY' NI DNN AN VAN DN

Back The Western Wall shall be under Israeli sovereignty.
translation:
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The toponym, the ‘Wailing Wall” appears twice in the English text of the Geneva Accord.
This name was translated twice into Hebrew — following a meaning shift strategy — as
“29yn7 Ymon’ (ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi, lit. ‘the Western Wall’). The ‘Wailing Wall’ is not the
same as the ‘Western Wall’. The ‘Wailing Wall’ is a “section of the outer western wall of
the al-Haram” (Khalidi 2003: 61). This section of the ‘Western Wall’ is called the ‘Wailing
Wall’ because Jews — who believe that it is “all that remains of the Second Temple
destroyed by the Romans in AD 70” (Hart 2010: 291) — for centuries have come to this
wall to mourn the destruction of their Temple (Reiter et al 2000: 116). This meaning shift
can be explained in light of the persuasive function of the Hebrew translation which tries to
elicit the Israeli public’s support by emphasizing that the Palestinian negotiating team

conceded sovereignty over the ‘Western Wall’ or ‘al-Buraq Wall’ to the Israeli side.

In the Hebrew source text of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace
Agreement, the ‘Western Wall’ is referred to as “>27wnn m>i’ (ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi, lit.
‘the Western Wall’). This wall was rendered in the English language version of the
declaration as the ‘Western Wall’ but changed in the Arabic language version into ¢ Lila

<Sll’ (Haait al-Mabka, lit. ‘the Wailing Wall’) as in the following example:

(5.22) v nrn 290 oo (U niynaTn Min'na napnn 77nn) 'aiynn nion
[The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 2].
Back transaltion: the Western Wall (the part also known as ‘the tears Wall”) will be Part of the
State of Israel.

[Gush- (Bl A g2 a6 5 (g seall Jals iy o paall ¢ Sl (Saall Bils 55
Shalom]
Back The Wailing Wall (the part known as the tears wall) will be part of the state of

translation: Israel.

[Gush- The Western Wall (the part also known as “the wailing Wall”) will be part of the
Shalom]  State of Israel.

In this sense, the ‘Western Wall” becomes under Israeli sovereignty in the Hebrew and
English language versions whereas the ‘Wailing Wall’ is what becomes under Israeli
sovereignty in the Arabic language version of the declaration. These changes correspond to
the conflicting narratives of the two sides and their political positions on the issue.

In the English source text of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the wall is
referred to as ‘the Western Wall’. The following example shows how this toponym is

rendered in the Arabic and Hebrew translations:
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(5.23) Neither side will exercise sovereignty over holy places... Israel will be Guardian of the Western
Wall for the benefit of the Jewish people [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles: 1].

[PCPD] el Bilall e dla sl Jilpm) (58 Al (SLYT e il ol e gl oelar O
_Lféjg_..d\ i) CJL.A!

Back ...the Western Wall...

translation:

[NC] Sad) hails e dla sl Jil el L dwsiall (S e sl skl e sl ool
.L.fé}é_)l\ i) CJ\..A!

Back ...the Wailing Wall. ..

translation:

[Al-eman]  Lils) (ooal) Tilall Lo jlas Jadl ol A g0 iy, Aaiall (SLY) e 33k il (Y 0585 )
_95.)_9@_..\]\ i) dAaliadl !é\‘):\ﬂ

Back ...the Western Wall (al-Buraq Wall)...

translation:

[NC] nidn YW "Mniw™> ATan R DwITpEn Dmipnn 2y ninRm ann X7 Y nigh
STIN'D DYN NAI0Y 2vnn

Back ...the Western Wall...

translation:

[Ha’aretz]  2ni1dn 7w nniwd ATan R L .0'WITEN NINpnn 7Y NN NN X7 X oy
TN DYN NIVY 2NN

Back ...the Western Wall...

translation:

In all Hebrew translations, the toponym ‘the Western Wall’ was rendered — following a
cultural filtering strategy — as ha-Kotel ha-Ma'ravi. In the Arabic translation of the
National Consensus, this toponym — i.e. ‘the Western Wall’ was translated — following a
meaning shift strategy — as ‘Sl kils” (Haait al-Mabka, lit. ‘the Wailing Wall’). This shift
can be explained with regard to the intended readership of this specific translation, i.e. the
Palestinians of 1948.

In the translation of al-eman network the two names, ‘the Western Wall’ and ‘al-Buraq
Wall’ appear together side by side. The choice of ‘al-Buraq Wall’ in al-eman translation is
particularly interesting as it reflects the Palestinian narrative that this wall is an Islamic

property and brings the whole issue of claims back to the surface.

Other holy places concern those in the cities of Hebron, Bethlehem and Jerusalem. Firstly,
the ‘Tomb of the Patriarchs’ in Hebron, which is known to Muslims as ¢ e ¥ a)all
<&y ,4” (al-Haram al-lbrahimi al-Sharif, lit. ‘the Noble Sanctuary of Abraham”) and to
Jews as ‘990mn nwn’ (Me’arat ha-Makhpelah). Secondly, Rachel’s Tomb in Bethlehem,
which is known to Muslims as ‘dal) 48 2w’ (Masjid Qubbat Rahil, lit. ‘the Mosque of
the Dome of Rachel’) or ‘zb » J5% 2»ue’ (Masjid Bilal bin Rabah, lit. ‘the Mosque of
Bilal bin Rabah’) and to Jews as ‘211 12p” (Kever Rahel, lit. ‘Rachel’s Tomb’). Finally,
what is known to Muslims as ‘Js sea (2l 5lie’ (Magam al-Nabi Samii 1, lit. ‘the site of the

Prophet Samuel’) or ‘J¥isea il 23w’ (Masjid al-Nabi Samii‘1l) and to Jews as “32p
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oxmw’ (Kever Shmuel, lit. ‘the Tomb of Samuel’). These three places are only mentioned
in the English text of the Geneva Accord. The following example shows how these

toponyms were dealt with in the Arabic and Hebrew translations:

(5.24) The Parties shall establish special arrangements to guarantee access to agreed sites of religious
significance, as will be detailed in Annex X. These arrangements will apply, inter alia, to the
Tomb of the Patriarchs in Hebron and Rachel’s Tomb in Bethlehem, and Nabi Samuel [The
Geneva Accord: 34].

[PPC] o deate g LS ¢ Lgle Giiall Agnall dpaa ) 3 @8 sall () U g sl lasal Al iy 3 o Ll
Back il alia g and iy 8 Jualy Ay JAN 8 el ) sl e cilus il sda gy X alall
translation: e g i gaa

... al-Haram al-Ibrahimi in Hebron, Rachel’s Dom in Bethlehem, and the site of
the prophet Samuel and others.

[YA]
NI'YN '792 0'20IM DNXY7 NYWRA N'0aN7 NIn 7y DTN DNYTON 1WA 0P TTYN
N79000 Nvn 7y, XU |12, 1710 278 DToN X, N901a VD' '9D, N'NT
.7XIno 111 on? N2 7n1 ap, jNana
Back ... Tomb of the Patriarchs in Hebron, Rachels Tomb in Bethlehem, and prophet

translation:  Samuel.

In the above example, these holy places were rendered differently in the Arabic and
Hebrew translations. Firstly, the toponym ‘Tomb of the Patriarchs’ was translated —
following a cultural filtering strategy — as ‘<#!2Y) aall” (al-Haram al-Ibrahimi) and as
‘mooonn Ny’ (Me’arat ha-Makhpelah) into Arabic and Hebrew respectively. Secondly,
‘Rachel’s Tomb’ was translated literally as ‘Jal, 48" (Qubbat Rahil) and following a
cultural filtering strategy as ‘onn 72p° (Kever Rahel) into Arabic and Hebrew respectively.
Of particular interest is that the Arabic translation does not refer to this holy place as a

mosque but simply a ‘dome’.

Finally, the toponym ‘Nabi Samuel’ (‘Nabi’ is the transliteration of the Arabic word ’,
lit. ‘prophet’) is a mosque — originally a 12th-century crusader church — that “Jewish,
Christian and Muslim traditions alike regard as the resting place of the Prophet Samuel”
(Kedar 2000: 110). Following the 1967 war, Israel turned the cellar of this mosque where
the tomb is placed into a synagogue. The English source text, although adopting the Arabic
transliterated name of the place, does not refer to it as either ‘mosque’ or ‘tomb’. The
Arabic and Hebrew translations follow suit. This could be due to lack of agreement on this

issue.

These three holy places have always been the site of ongoing religious conflict and power
struggle over their ownership between the Palestinians and Israelis. In February 2010, the

Israeli government, led by the Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, added the ‘Tomb of
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the Patriarchs’ in Hebron and ‘Rachel's Tomb’ in Bethlehem to its list of national heritage
sites, a step faced with strong condemnation and protest by the Palestinians. In response to
the Israeli decision, the UNESCO Executive Board in its 185" session from 5-21 October
2010 ruled that these two sites, i.e. ‘<#!¥ a sl (al-Haram al-Ibrahimi) and ‘b ¢ J>b
2w’ (Masjid Bilal bin Rabah, lit. ‘the Mosque of Bilal bin Rabah’) are Palestinian and “an
integral part of the occupied Palestinian territories and that any unilateral action by the
Israeli authorities is to be considered a violation of international law, the UNESCO
conventions and the United Nations and Security Council resolutions” and urged Israel to

“remove the two sites from the Israeli national heritage list”. 7

Rivalry between the two sides can also be seen with regard to the names given to the gates
of Old City of Jerusalem. The Old City of Jerusalem has eleven gates (seven open and four
sealed). The English source text of the Geneva Accord mentions two of these gates: the
Jaffa Gate (Arabic: ‘Jdsll &) Bab al-Khalil, Hebrew: ‘1> qww’, Sha'ar Yafo) and Zion
gate (Arabic: ‘252 i) QW) Bab al-Nabi Dawud, Hebrew: ‘11°x 2wyw’, Sha'ar Tsiyon). The
following example shows how these names are translated into Arabic and Hebrew:

(5.25) Along the way outlined in Map X (from the Jaffa Gate to the Zion Gate) there will be

permanent and guaranteed arrangements for Israelis regarding access, freedom of movement,
and security, as set forth in Annex X [The Geneva Accord: 21].

[PPC] Sl 5 llia G sSi (25h (il Gl (n g JIAN Gl (e ) X Aday A G el ookl Jsha e
& Lawn 015 ASall Ly a s Jseasl) A0Sl Gl Lad (bl udl] Zilly & gacmay Aaily
X Galdl dade apaia

Back ...from Bab al-Khalil to Bab al-Nabi Dawud...

translation:

[YA] DR DnTon M ('Y Wwwh 190 qwwn) X nona noaionn T IR
.N9012 LIISND ,[INVATZI NYIIN YWOIN ,NW'A7 "X DY7RWY D'NLAINI

Back ...from Sha’ar Yafo to Sha’ar Tsiyon ...

translation:

A cultural filtering strategy was followed in both Arabic and Hebrew translations, i.e. the
names of these two gates are rendered according to how they are conventionally known in
Arabic and Hebrew. These names are part of each side’s narrative of Jerusalem which is

used to consolidate legitimacy and ownership of the city.

5.4 Intertextuality
Intertextuality is a key feature of peace initiatives. Intertextuality — which is defined as “the

relationship between embedded quotation, or explicit reference to another text” (Chilton

7 “UNESCO Resolution 185 EX/SR.9°, UNESCO website:
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001899/189993e.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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and Schaffner 2002: 17) — is closely linked to the issue of naming practices (cf. Chapter
5.3).

Cases of intertextuality include references to previous peace agreements and negotiations
between the Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), e.g. the Oslo
Agreements 1993, the Wye River Memorandum 1998, the Camp David Negotiations 2000,
and the Taba Negotiations 2001, etc. Also, references to numerous United Nations Security
Council Resolutions (e.g. 242, 338, 1397, etc.) and major turning points in the long history
of the conflict (e.g. the Madrid Conference of 1991) are made. The following two

examples are illustrations of this point:

The settlement will resolve the Israel-Palestinian conflict, and end the occupation that began in
1967, based on the foundations of the Madrid Conference, the principle of land for peace,
UNSCRs 242, 338 and 1397, agreements previously reached by the parties, and the initiative of
Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah — endorsed by the Beirut Arab League Summit — calling for
acceptance of Israel as a neighbour living in peace and security, in the context of a comprehensive
settlement [The Roadmap Plan: 1].

Confirming that this Agreement is concluded within the framework of the Middle East peace
process initiated in Madrid in October 1991, the Declaration of Principles of September 13, 1993,
the subsequent agreements including the Interim Agreement of September 1995, the Wye River
Memorandum of October 1998 and the Sharm El-Sheikh Memorandum of September 4, 1999, and
the permanent status negotiations including the Camp David Summit of July 2000, the Clinton
Ideas of December 2000, and the Taba Negotiations of January 2001 [The Geneva Accord: 1].

These cases of intertextuality were translated following a literal translation strategy in the
different language versions of peace initiatives. Other cases of intertextuality are more
significant and have ideological and political implications (see below). In the following
sub-sections, two cases of intertextuality, ‘national home’ and ‘to incline to peace’, will be
discussed in detail. Other cases of intertextuality will be discussed under the heading of
political terms (cf. Sections 5.6.4 and 5.6.5).

5.4.1 National Home

In the English source text of the Geneva Accord, the two parties of the conflict, Israel and
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), recognize their respective countries as the
‘homelands’ of their peoples. This statement touches on the sensitive issue of conflicting
claims of the two sides — whether historical or religious — to land. This statement was
changed in the Hebrew translation of the initiative from recognizing Israel as ‘the
homeland’ to “m %7 n°2’ (bayt ha-le'umi, lit. ‘the national home”) of the Israeli people as

the following example shows:

172



(5.26) The parties recognize Palestine and Israel as the homelands of their respective peoples [The
Geneva Accord: 5].

[PPC] Legiany (55 8 Jaill paey Gkl o 5ily clagund Likag Laa il gl s ol ol Gl s
Back Adaall el
translation: ...the homelands of their peoples...

[YA] X7¢ D2'INN DITTYD Ny 7Y DUaikYn DNad 7RIl '00791 0NN 0rTIYN
JIWN YN 7Y D1Ron 11y 2wnnY

Back ...as the national homes of their peoples...

translation:

»118

The term ‘national home’~™ is derived from the founding document of political Zionism —

that is Basel Programme — which declared that the aim of Zionism is “to create for the
Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law” (Renton 2010: 21). The term
‘the national home’ or bayt ha-le'umi in Hebrew is intertextually linked to four key
documents concerning the establishment of the state of Israel: the Balfour Declaration
(1917)*°, the British Mandate for Palestine (1922), an American Congress resolution on
this issue (1922) and the “Declaration of Independence of the State of Israel” (1948). The
term ‘national home’ appears in the text of the Balfour Declaration that was in the form of
a letter (drafted originally in English) from the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Arthur James
Balfour to Lord Lionel Walter Rothschild, on 2 November 1917 stating that:

[H]is Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home
for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this
object.*?

It also appears — five times — in the text of the British Mandate for Palestine on 24 April
1922 (drafted originally in English) as the following two examples show:

The Mandatory shall be responsible for placing the country under such political, administrative,
and economic conditions as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national home, as laid
down in the preamble, and the development of self-governing institutions, and for safeguarding the

civil and religious rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective of race and religion.

The Zionist Organization, so long as its organization and constitution are in the opinion of the
Mandatory appropriate, shall be recognized as such agency. It shall take steps in consultation with
His Britannic Majesty's Government to secure the cooperation of all Jews who are willing to assist

in the establishment of the Jewish national home.121

118 For more on the history of this term and Arab reactions to it, see Renton (2010: 15-38) and Thomas (1999:
9-14).

19 Ben Gad (1991: 158) explains that Balfour Declaration “endorsed the basic Zionist thesis that the Jews
were a separate people, that they were entitled to a national home, and that it would be established in their
ancestral homeland”.

120 <Balfour Declaration’, published on the Middle East Information Network website:
http://www.mideastweb.org/Middle-East-Encyclopedia/balfour_declaration.htm [last accessed: 24 November
2011].

21 “The Palestine Mandate (1922)’, published on the Middle East Information Network website:
http://www.mideastinfo.com/documents/mandate.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Also, it appears in the 1922 US Congress resolution in support of the creation of a

“national home” for the Jews in Mandate Palestine as in the following excerpt:

Whereas the Jewish people have for many centuries believed in and yearned for the rebuilding of
their ancient homeland; and whereas owing to the outcome of the World War and their part therein
the Jewish people are to be enabled to re-create and reorganize a national home in the land of their
fathers, which will give to the House of Israel its long-denied opportunity to re-establish a fruitful
Jewish life and culture in the ancient Jewish land: Therefore be it Resolved, etc. That the United
States of America favors the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, it
being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious
rights of Christian and all other non-Jewish communities in Palestine, and that the Holy places and

religious buildings and sites in Palestine shall be adequately protected.122

Finally, the term bayt ha-le'umi appears in the Declaration of the Establishment of the
State of Israel (drafted originally in Hebrew) as in the following excerpt:

N1 YUK ,0'MIN7D 12N Dyvn VTINA NWIRE 1917 1anana 2 DI 1972 NNNXNA NNRIN T DT
D'PNY7 TIN'D DYN DT 7RY-YIR 27 TTIND DYDY 100N wwyﬁ MIX?-"2 97N TNI'Na

2% \pIX9n M DX wTNN
Back translation: this right was recognized in the Balfour Declaration of the 2 November 1917 and
re-affirmed in the Mandate of the League of Nations, which, in particular, gave international
sanction to the historic connection between the Jewish people and Eretz-Israel and to the right of
the Jewish people to rebuild its national home.

The ideological and political implications of the use of the term bayt ha-le'umi are twofold.
Firstly, it means that the Palestinians conceded the right of return of the Palestinian
refugees to their homes in historical Palestine (now lIsrael). Secondly, it jeopardizes the

rights of approximately 1.3 million Palestinians in Israel (cf. Chapter 6.4).

The term bayt ha-le'umi was chosen to help market the initiative in Israel by showing that
the Palestinians recognize Israel as a Jewish state with all the implications of such
recognition, a recognition that has been demanded by successive Israeli prime ministers.***
A heated political debate based on this specific translation choice was stirred in Israel. This
debate and the political and ideological implications of the term ‘national home’ will be

discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.4.

122 ‘Congressional Record: House joint resolution favoring the establishment in Palestine of a national home
for the Jewish people’, published on the website of Emory University Institute for the Study of Modern Israel
(ISMI): http://www.ismi.emory.edu/PrimarySource/jnh1922part1.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

123

‘Declaration of Independence’ (Hebrew: mxnxyn n?an), published on the Knesset website:
http://www.knesset.gov.il/docs/heb/meqilat.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

124 For example, in his address to the United Nations’ 66 opening session on 23 September 2011, Israeli
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu reiterated the Israeli demand that the Palestinians must recognize Israel
as a Jewish state.
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5.4.2 To Incline to Peace

The second case of intertextuality is vis-a-vis the term ‘alull =ia% o5 (wa an tajnaha lil-

silmi, lit. ‘to incline to peace’) in the Arabic source text of the Arab Peace Initiative as the

following example shows:

(5.27)

Lol il iVl Jla s Jaladl a3l () Al bl i o 5 Ll 3 daill sale ] i ) (e Gulanall callay
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1]
Back translation: ...and to incline towards peace...

[LAS]
[CPS]

[CNN]

[Reuters]

[PA]

Back

translation:

[Peace
Now]
Back

translation:

The council Requests Israel to reconsider its policies and declare that a just peace
is its strategic option as well.

The Assembly requests that Israel re-examine her policies and declare that for her
too, a just peace is the correct strategic choice.

The summit asks Israel to re-evaluate its policies and to work for peace. Israel
should declare that a just peace is also Israel’s strategic option.

The Council asks Israel to reconsider its policies and opt for peace by announcing
that a just peace is its strategic option, too.

NN'NA D2 RIN PTIX DI7Y D N2 DNMTA DR WUThN 21w 98w nwpan
JIN0I0OKRN
Asks Israel to reconsider its policy and declare that a just peace...

DI7UN D TN ,DI7W7 NI017 ,NNIMTTNY WTNN MY7 7RIWM DXYInn Nwpan
.NMIQY DA N'AVIVON NN RIN PTIXN

...and to incline towards peace...

This term an tajnaka lil-silmi (lit. ‘to incline to peace’) is part of the Islamic religious

discourse on peace and war. It carries a reference to the Quranic verse (60-61) of Chapter 8

(al-Anfal) as shown below:

(ST)

;@.AL_\AL\*)&Jyeejdww}\jéjkjﬁ\jmMU)ﬂ}M\Lb)wJo}SwM\L«?@UMU
@MJ\)AM\&\QDJS}J}L@J@;GM\}A_\;L)U u}dhyeu\}éﬂ\uyﬂldmuﬁgww\}mu)

[61-60 ¥ JEN1 5 3u] asdaall ) Gaa Al

[Yusuf Ali translation] against them make ready your strength to the utmost of your power,
including steeds of war, to strike terror into (the hearts of) the enemies, of Allah and your
enemies, and others besides, whom ye may not know, but whom Allah doth know.
Whatever ye shall spend in the cause of Allah, shall be repaid unto you, and ye shall not be
treated unjustly. But if the enemy incline towards peace, do thou (also) incline towards
peace, and trust in Allah, for He is One that heareth and knoweth (all things).

The above Quranic verse discusses the issues of peace and war in Islam and sets the

conditions for Muslims on when to opt for peace with the enemy. The general context for

this verse urges Muslims to be prepared for war all the time and not to discard this as an

option; only if the ‘enemy’ ‘inclines’ to peace should Muslims then accept and do the

same. This context of situation is important in order to understand the significance of the

term an tajnaja lil-silmi in the Arab Peace Initiative. This term was employed by drafters

of this initiative, i.e. the Arab states, in order to legitimize opting for peace with Israel as a
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strategic option for the Arab states by presenting this option in an Islamic religious context.
This verse is usually referred to by the peace camp in the Arab world to justify concluding

peace with Israel.

The Arabic verb ‘=3 (tajnaha, lit. ‘to incline’) implies some sort of a forced action. The
term an tajnaja lil-silmi was omitted in all the English and Hebrew translations except in
the Hebrew translation published by Peace Now. The omission of this phrase in the official
English translation of the initiative can be explained with regard to the intended addressees
and function of the source text. This term — with its religious connotations — was intended
to help convince the Arab masses —who were angered by the Israeli oppressive practices in
the occupied Palestinian Territories during the Palestinian Al-Agsa intifada — of adopting
peace as not only a strategic option but also a religious duty. This religious message, of
course, was not needed for the intended readers of the official English translation.

The lack of background knowledge of this religious discourse could perhaps be the reason
why this phrase was not translated in some of the English and Hebrew translations. The

translation published by Peace Now shows exactly such knowledge (cf. Chapter 6.2.3).

5.5 Modality

The frequent use of modality, specifically, modal auxiliary verbs, is another key feature of
peace initiatives. Modality is a universal aspect of all languages; however, its usage is
culture-bound (Guido 2008: 174). Modality — a vague term — can be generally classified
into two main categories: epistemic and deontic (Holes 2004: 223). Epistemic modality
expresses notions of possibility, probability and certainty whereas deontic modality

expresses notions of ability, obligation and permission (Darwish 2010: 155).

Modality can be expressed through a variety of linguistic forms such as modal verbs,
adjectives, adverbs and certain nominalizations (Lillian 2008: 2). Fowler (1985) explains
this:

[Clentrally, the modal auxiliary verbs may, shall, must, need, and others; sentence adverbs such as
probably, certainly, regrettably; adjectives such as necessary, unfortunate, certain. Some verbs,
and many nominalizations, are essentially modal: permit, predict, prove; obligation, likelihood,
desirability, authority” (Fowler 1985: 73 quoted in Lillian 2008: 2).

Detailed analysis of corpus showed that modal verbs (e.g. shall, may, must, etc.) are
predominantly used in the original source texts of peace initiatives rather than other forms

of modality (e.g. sentence adverbs, adjectives, etc.) to express notions of obligations,
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permissions, possibility, etc. However, the use of modal auxiliary verbs is not
homogeneous across corpus. For example, the modal verb ‘shall’ is only used in the
Geneva Accord whereas in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the only
modal verb used is ‘will’. In the Roadmap Plan, obligations — for example — are not
expressed by the use of ‘shall’ or “‘must’ but by the use of the simple present tense as in the

following example:

GOl immediately dismantles settlement outposts erected since March 2001. Consistent with the
Mitchell Report, GOI freezes all settlement activity (including natural growth of settlements).

This particular choice of the simple present tense is politically motivated. Saeb Erikat
pointed out that the Palestinian government insisted on the use of the present tense in the
Roadmap Plan as it believed it is much stronger than the modal verbs must or shall

(personal communication 2005).

Based on a systematic comparison of individual translation profiles against each source
text and amongst each other, one regularity vis-a-vis modal verbs was identified. This
regularity in translation concerns the modal verb may in the original English source text of

the Geneva Accord.

The English language has nine modal verbs: can, could, may, might, must, shall, should,
will and would (Darwish 2010: 155). The modal verb may — although could express
epistemic possibility — has so long been the recommended expression of permission and
sanction in legal language (Trosborg 1997: 132). The same notion of permission which is
expressed by may can also be expressed by using the form entitled to; however, the
difference between the two forms is that “may recognizes potential agency and action,

entitled to reflects only the possession of a right” (Trosborg 1997: 132).

The two Semitic languages, Arabic and Hebrew, have different means of expressing and
realizing notions of modality, including permission. Generally, modality in Arabic is
expressed by means of either modal verbs, e.g. ‘abivw’ (yastatl‘), ‘0S«’ (yumkin), ‘s’
(yajib) or by means of particles, e.g. ‘¥ (gad), ‘<as~’ (sawfa), ‘L)’ (rubbama), ‘J=V
(la‘ala) (Darwish 2010: 156). The notion of permission in Arabic is expressed through the
modal verbs ‘¢S« (yumkin) and ‘s>’ (yajuz) and the particle ‘%’ (qad).

In Modern Hebrew, the modality system consists of both verbal and nominal constructions

(Dromi 1980: 104). For example, the notion of permission is expressed by means of 715’
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(yahol) or ‘efshar’ (Dromi 1980: 102; Glinert 1989: 136). One alternative way to express
permission in Hebrew is by using one of two predicate adjectives, ‘301’ (msugal) which
corresponds to the English expression ‘is able to’ or ‘“mn’ (mutar) which corresponds to

the English expression ‘is permitted’ (Dromi 1980: 103).

The modal verb may is used fifty times in the English source text of the Geneva Accord. It
was translated into Arabic as ‘S« (yumkin), ‘s>’ (yajiz) and ‘2 (qad) forty-one times
and changed nine times into ‘3=’ (yahiqu, lit. ‘has the right to’ or ‘entitled to’). On the
other hand, may was translated twenty-six times into Hebrew as ‘212>” (yahol) (may), ten

times as “>xw’ (rashai) (entitled to) and fourteen times as simple present tense.

In the Arabic translation, may was changed into yakiqu five times vis-a-vis the issue of
Jerusalem, three times vis-a-vis the issue of the Palestinian refugees and once vis-a-vis
dispute settlement mechanism. The following two examples illustrate this point with regard

to the question of the Palestinian refugees:

(5.28) The solution to the PPR aspect of the refugee problem shall entail an act of informed choice on
the part of the refugee to be exercised in accordance with the options and modalities set forth in
this agreement. PPR options from which the refugees may choose shall be as follows [The
Geneva Accord: 25].

[PPC] W 8 e Gusse DB e ol i i) LEY) (lSey palall 33l da g sk

Al BB Sl (0 sS5 ABEY) o 8 Lale a seaial) JISEYT s il LAl e sl Gl

tet LS L DLEAY) a3 Gy

Back ...The permanent places which the refugees have the right to choose from are as
translation:  following.

(5.29) (Refugees) The Parties may make submissions to the Committees as deemed necessary [The
Geneva Accord: 28]

[PPC] S s ol e lall (g je a8 Hlall 3ay
Back Both parties have the right to present proposals to the committees as they see it
translation: necessary.

The modal verb may was changed into rashai in the Hebrew translation six times vis-a-vis
security issues (e.g. the defensive character of the future Palestinian state and international
border crossings), three times vis-a-vis the issue of Jerusalem and once vis-a-vis the issue

of dispute settlement mechanism. The following two examples illustrate this point:

(5.30) In passenger terminals, for thirty months, Israel may maintain an unseen presence in a
designated on-site facility, to be staffed by members of the MF and Israelis, utilizing
appropriate technology [The Geneva Accord: 17].

[YA] 910N D7 D'TVI'N DIPNNA N'RI] 'M72 NINDIR MNINT DKWY RNN 7RwY!
IWUNNY'YI, 7RI "IR-2N Npn T Y iRy, o'wTin 30 qwn, n'vonn
.NN'RNN NtAI71002
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Back Israel will be entitled to maintain unseen presence...
translation:

(5.31) No individuals or organizations in Palestine other than the PSF and the organs of the IVG,
including the MF, may purchase, possess, carry or use weapons except as provided by law [The
Geneva Accord: 12].

[YA] 2713, X"Apn NNl 0D'00790 [INV'AN NIND N7IT, 00791 X IX DTR 9N
019, PYIY WNNWNT7 IR NRYY, 'TNNY, WIDA7 'RWI D' X7, MIN?-270 ndn
.Ina NNy

Back

translation:  No person or organization in Palestine except the Palestinian security forces...will
be entitled to purchase, possess, or use weapons...

What is interesting is that may was changed into yakiqu in Arabic and rashai into Hebrew
three times with regard to the same clauses of the Geneva Accord: twice with regard to
policing and free movement in the Old City of Jerusalem and once with regard to dispute

settlement mechanism . The following example illustrates this point:

(5.32) If a dispute is not settled promptly by the above, either Party may submit it to mediation and
conciliation by the IVG mechanism in accordance with Article 3 [The Geneva Accord: 38].

[PPC] Aadliaall g ddalu gl Calla (i ylall (e Y B cohe | Ainnall V) JIA (e Lag yow 1 5300 a3y o 13)
Back .3 53kl g (sl 5 280l e pana Al DA (e
translation: ...each party has the right to...

[YA] AIYRAN 11217 NNNRONYT 'RWI TY 7D, 710 0T DN awirn X7 npinn DX
.9'W07 DRNN], X" v wenl

Back ...each party is entitled to...

translation:

The above analysis shows that the change of may into yakiqu in the Arabic translation and
into rashai in the Hebrew translation of the Geneva Accord are in accordance with each
sides’ priorities and political interests: the final-status issues of Jerusalem and refuges for
the Palestinian side and the issues of security and Jerusalem for the Israeli side. The
specific choice of the word ‘@ (al-haq, lit. ‘the right’) in the Arabic translation reflects
undisputed entitlement to carry out an action contrary to yumkin, yajiz and gad which
reflect only permission. On the other hand, the change of may into yakiqu and rashai with

regard to similar issues could perhaps be the result of negotiations and common interest.

5.6 Politically Sensitive Concepts and Terms

Schéffner (2004: 121) points out that one of the important areas of investigation in political
discourse is the consideration of the strategic use of political concepts or terms in order to
achieve certain political purposes. These concepts or terms are normally rooted in
particular ideologies and would have different meanings in different languages and

cultures. Historical and ideological contexts are two fundamental elements in
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understanding political concepts and terms. Schaffner (1997: 130) explains that
“[c]oncepts have histories, they not only evolve historically, but they cannot be understood

without linking them to total historical process”.

The choice or avoidance of particular political terms in negotiated texts is never random or
neutral but serves strategic political interests and reflects particular ideologies and power
relations. The Oslo Accords is a case in point. Aruri (2011: 4) explains this case as follows:

Israeli control of the process was carefully crafted with deliberate use and misuse of strategic
terminology, nuances and manipulation of the legal nomenclature...The lawyers of the Israeli
Ministry of Foreign Affairs ensured that the legal basis of what they crafted for Arafat’s signature
would exclude Palestinian sovereignty on any portion of the land extending between the River
Jordan and the Mediterranean. In hundreds of pages of the Oslo documents, there was no mention
whatsoever of such terms as occupation, withdrawal, the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949,
Palestinian sovereignty or any wording that might hint that the endgame might possibly include
Palestinian liberation and independent statehood.

The overall language of the Oslo Accords was carefully chosen by the Israeli side to the
extent that the attitude of the late Yitzhak Rabin was termed by two Israeli journalists as
“creative recalcitrance”, i.e. “examining every word with a magnifying glass and refusing

any proposal from which there was no turning back™ (Shlaim 1994: 32).

Another case concerns the exclusion of the term ‘Right of Return’ in the text of the Geneva
Accord. During the negotiations of the Geneva Accord, the Israeli negotiators showed
strong objection to the use of the term ‘right of return’ or even ‘return’ in the final draft of
the Geneva Accord. David Kimche, a member of the Israeli negotiating team, in an
interview with Gilead Light (2003) said: “[W]e fought like tigers over every single word”.

Kimche on the specific term of ‘return of return’ explains that:

[T]he central point of this agreement for the Israelis was this question of the right of return for
Palestinian refugees. We actually spent a whole morning at Movenpick hotel on one single word,
‘return’. Towards the end of the session, the Palestinians asked to include the word ‘return’ in the
subtitle of the article on refugees. We said, ‘If you include the word return, we are going to pack
our bags and go home. We’re not going to accept anything that has to do with return.

Amos Oz (2003), another member of the Israeli negotiating team, argued that the term
‘return’ i1s “a code name for the destruction of Israel and the establishment of two
Palestinian states on its ruins. If there’s return, there’s no agreement”. In the end, neither
the term ‘right of return’ nor the term ‘return’ appeared anywhere in the final draft of the
Geneva Accord. These two cases from actual both ‘track-one’ and track-two’ Palestinian-
Israeli negotiations, Oslo Accords and the Geneva Accord respectively, show clearly the

significant use of political terms in negotiated texts.
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Ideological aspects of terms are usually multiplied when translation is involved,
particularly in the context of the Middle East conflict where one political term could mean
different things in different languages. For example, research in negotiation theory showed
that certain political concepts and terms that are “value-free in one language imply value
judgments in another” (Cohen 2001: 73). One example of this is the term ‘normalisation’ —
which in the context of the Middle East conflict — has different connotations in Arabic,
English and Hebrew (see below). This term as well as other terms are part of the lexicon of
the conflict and have specific meaning in this context. The following sub-sections analyse
cases of political concepts and terms in the different peace initiatives and how they were
dealt with in translation.

5.6.1 Land

Chapter 1.1.1 has outlined the rationale for the narratives of land and the significance of
land to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. This significance has provided the motivation to
investigate this concept in the different language versions of Palestinian-Israeli peace
initiatives in detail. In the following sub-sections, issues related to this concept such as the
principle of ‘land for peace’, the term ‘land’ itself and its synonyms, historical claims and

land swap will be discussed in detail.

The Principle of Land for Peace
The principle of ‘land for Peace’ constituted the essence of the Arab-Israeli ‘peace process’
which was launched at the Madrid Peace Conference in 1991. This principle appears only

in the Arab Peace Initiative and the Roadmap Plan as in the two following examples:

(5.33)  Olef ) dasandl Ay pall ASLaall dge (s Saall ae o i) de aeY) Sl send) alia &S ) aiad o) 2
GJIA 1385 1967 e Aliaall Ay el ol V) maen (e JalSIE il el (I Lels 4550k LINA (4
AL Led s M5 2Ol Jiie (im )W) Taaas 1991 ple 2y saise <oyl 8 Lagi e (uillly 338 5 242 ¥ (ulae
bl 8 Al Bl oLl Ay el Jal) Al Jilie @lly g 48 580 (uail) Lgianale 5 3ol <13 5 Al Ayidals 4 5o
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] .ds) sl ae Jalii 2Dk
Back translation: ...and the principle of the land for peace...

[LAS] Having listened to the statement made by his royal highness Prince Abdullah Bin
Abdullaziz, the crown Prince of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in which his
highness presented his initiative, calling for full Israeli withdrawal from all the
Arab territories occupied since June 1967, in implementation of Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338, reaffirmed by the Madrid Conference of 1991 and the
land for peace principle, and Israel's acceptance of an independent Palestinian
state, with East Jerusalem as its capital, in return for the establishment of normal
relations in the context of a comprehensive peace with Israel.

[PA] 2 W XYN WO [ TTUYR-TAY 2 N77RTAY Y'0In 7w IMInxn? nawpin InKY?
D'NOYN DN AN NYRIY DA'017 NXKAIPN LINATIE NN A'YD DAY NFTIVoN
, 338-1 242 [Invan nxyin NivNn Y vt In 1967 M 1wadvw nmnvn
;017Y. MmN o'nowy Ny 7wl 1991 mwa TR DT TN NYIRY
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Back
translation:

[Yediot
Aharonot]

Back
translation:

NINN2 NN 07N NITA DY ,N'RAXY N''00Y79 N1t 7R 7w nnnobonl
ALxawr oy 970 017w 7w Awpzna o oont 11Dy
...principle of territories for peace...

YN WAL TITY-7X TAY 2 N77RTAY 7'01N IN7yn TN 7w INyTING n2'wpne INKY
NRIY' NA'017 NXIIPN ,INNATI IR IM7YN TIn W19 NaY  NFTIvon ndnn v
[INVAN NXYIN NIVNN DIYY? 1967 1" TXN 1WAD1W D' 2YN D'NVWA 7DN DR
nnn 0'noYy 9w jnpvnl 1991-a2 T nTwin 7apnnw nivnnn ,338-1 242
NIT NNYAAY N'RNXYN N1'00790 N1TAN [I'VA? 7R 7w nnndon DI DY

LN oy qpn DiPY 7w WEna 0vnan o'ont 01017 NYINNA - YWY
...and the principle of territories for peace...

(5.34) The settlement will resolve the Israel-Palestinian conflict, and end the occupation that began in
1967, based on the foundations of the Madrid Conference, the principle of land for peace,
UNSCRs 242, 338 and 1397 [The Roadmap Plan; 1].

[USDS]

Back
translation:

[UN]

Back
translation:
[The
Knesset]

Back
translation:
[Peace
Now]

Back
translation:

S sl (1967 e 8 Ta s IV aiis o rdanlill Ll ) o) 3 A sl Jad Cagus
338 5242 sasiall as¥) <l ) s cadkd) Jilia (i yY1 lase s ey 3 2Dl A e pal dgman el sl
13975

... the principle of the land for the peace...

1967 ole s Tay 2 IV elgi] 5 ashanlill = L3 uY) o) peall da ) &gl o328 (53550
A N Sl i gV Tae (s asne saie bl )l i) Qa1 ) Tali) @l
1397 5338 5242 0aY) elae

...and the principle of the land for the peace...

2y ,1967-1 7nnw ,wi1ann DX D10 '1'0079-17KIWN 10000 NIX 1IN 1TONN
[INVN NXVIN NIV7NN ,'DIYY DIMN 0'NVY' 7Y JNR'YD ,TYTA NTWI NITO! 0'0]
.1397-1 338 ,242

...the principle of territories for peace...

,(1967-2 7nnw wiamn DX D"O' '1'00Y9-"7RIY I000N DX 1IN 1TONN
nxyIiNn NIV7NN ,017Y_NINN_D'NVY [NRY , T DTYI 7w NImon 7y 0oanna
.1397-1 338 ,242 n"Ixn 7v |INnLVAN

...principle of territories for peace...

This principle —i.e. ‘the land for peace” was rendered in all Arabic translations — following

a literal translation strategy — as ‘a3l s (2 ¥V (al-ard muqabil al-salam, lit. ‘the land

for peace’) and in all Hebrew translations — following a meaning shift strategy — as a°now’

017w nmn’ (shtahim tamorit shalom, lit. ‘territories for peace’). The Arabic phrase al-ard

muqabil al-salam belongs to the Arabic political lexicon on the Arab-Israeli conflict

whereas the Hebrew phrase shtahim tamorit shalom belongs to the Israeli political lexicon.

The Arabic phrase al-ard mugabil al-salam for example, appears in numerous resolutions

of summits of the League of Arab States. The following two examples show this point:
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(ST) sk < paily oDl Ao ola Lgilal 3l 4 51l il jus) oLl S3ma (e ) Jla) 2pan3 555 e 2S5 LS
Alall cld sasial) ?.JY\ 18 8 Alidiall il jall e AalEl) Sl Adee lBlaTL) 14T a5 Baasa g sl
128 5yl a3l 5 yale SIS 23l e (o \Y) Tane

Back translation: ...and the principle of land for peace and also the Arab Peace Initiative.

(ST) ool dlend Leile Gl Cibiman ) Gl o ) 1Y (8 piliall il il pue oy o)) g w0l 138 (345 )
126 a3l Qe i Y ane 5 4 sall e ) ol ) 8 8 Al

Back translation: and the principle of land for peace.

There is a fundamental political difference between the Arabic and Hebrew translations of
the phrase ‘land for peace’. To the Arab states, al-ard (lit. ‘the land”) constitutes one entity
comprising all the territories occupied by Israel following the 1967 war. According to the
principle of al-ard muqabil al-salam, Israel is required to return all of these territories in
exchange for peace with the Arab states. By contrast, to Israel, the principle of shtahim
tamorit shalom does not mean the return of all occupied territories for peace (Rabinovich
2004: 36). Based on this specific Israeli interpretation, withdrawing from some of these
territories should suffice to achieve peace with the Arab states. These two conflicting
positions originate from the Arab states’ and Israel’s own interpretations of the 242 UNSC

resolution (cf. section 5.2).

The Term Land and its Synonyms

The use of the term ‘land’ and its synonyms ‘areas’ and ‘territories’ is not homogenous in
the original source texts of the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. For example, the term
‘sa¥P (al-ard, lit. ‘the land’) is used in the Arabic source text of the Arab Peace Initiative
but not ‘3klal (al-manatiq, lit. ‘areas’ or ‘territories’). In the English source text of the
Roadmap Plan, the terms ‘land’ and ‘areas’ are used but not ‘territories’. The specific
choice of the term al-ard in the Arab peace initiatives reflects the high value attached to

land in the Arab political discourse.

The term ‘areas’ — which appears three times in the English source text of the Roadmap —
was translated differently in the Arabic and Hebrew as shown in the following example:

125 “The Resolution of the Arab Summit Conference held in Doha’, Qatar on 30 March 2009, the League of
Arab States website: http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/picture gallery/doha30-31mar2009.pdf [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

126 “The Resolution of the Arab Summit Conference held in Khartoum’, Sudan on 29 March 2006, the
League of Arab States website: http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/picture_gallery/decision28-
29mar2006.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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(5.35) As comprehensive security performance moves forward, IDF withdraws progressively from
areas occupied since September 28, 2000 and the two sides restore the status quo that existed
prior to September 28, 2000. Palestinian security forces redeploy to areas vacated by IDF [The
Roadmap Plan: 2].

[UN]
Back

translation:

[USDS]
Back

translation:

[IMFA]
Back

translation:

[Almtym]
Back

translation:

[CNN]
Back

translation:

[Al-Quds]
Back
translation:

[The
Knesset]
Back
translation:
[Peace
Now]
Back
translation:

[Ha'aretz]
Back
translation:
[Yediot
Aharonot]
Back
translation:

2000 aciw /054 28 2ia Lo bing ) Shabiall (e Ly 55 Aadal 5w plaall <l 58 Can o
The Israel defense forces withdraw progressively from the territories, which they
occupy since 28 September 2000.

2000 ¢ saisns/J skl 28 Jia Abinall Blabiall (o g )35 Clansi¥l Ll ) (ral) o 5i:
The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the occupied territories since 28
September 2000.

2000 i J sl (3 2801 die LedDlinl a3 (3labia (e L 55 Ll Y g laall (ia Consy
The Israel defense army withdraws progressively from territories, which were
occupied since 28 September 2000.

2000 alall Jsbi 18 ay Abinall Blaliall (g 53 yhaime by gy () ) () onty
The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the territories occupied after 18
September 2000.

2000 ple Jsb) suaias 28 oy Alisal) Blaliall (e 2 jlae ilaaily il ) Glall o 68
The Israeli army makes a progressive withdrawal from the territories occupied
after 28 September 2000.

2000 Jsbi 28 Jie Lebind ) shabiall ya Loy Lol o) Glall aiy
The Israeli army withdraws progressively from the territories it occupied since 28
September 2000.

.2000 Nanvuo021 28-n TN D'VIAdN DNITNNA NATNA 7'y 2102
IDF withdraws progressively from areas occupied since 28 September 2000.
.2000 12anvuo021 28 T8N IWAIYW DNITNNA NATTNA 2101 7'nx

IDF withdraws progressively from areas, which were occupied since 28 September
2000.

.2000 7\2nvo021 28-n T8N D'PTNINAN D'NUYA NATTNA AI0M 7"nY
IDF will withdraw progressively from territories held since 28 September 2000.

.2000 "anwvo01 28-n TXN IWA2IW DNITRA NATTNA 10" 7'y

IDF will withdraw progressively from areas, which were occupied since 28
September 2000.

The specific use of the term ‘areas’ rather than ‘territories’ corresponds to the classification

given to the Occupied Palestinian Territories according to the Oslo Agreements, i.e. ‘Areas

A’, ‘Areas B’, and ‘Areas C’ (cf. Chapter 5.2). The use of this term — i.e. ‘areas’ — could

perhaps be to distinguish between the Palestinian lands occupied since 4 June 1967 and

those which were re-occupied after 28 September 2000. The Roadmap Plan requires Israel

to withdraw only from the latter.
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All Arabic translations rendered the term ‘areas’ as ‘GhlLdl’ (al-manatiq) or ‘@bl
(manatiq) (both terms mean ‘areas’ or ‘territories’). On the other hand, all Hebrew
translations rendered the term ‘areas’ as either ‘@R’ (azurim, lit. ‘areas’) or ‘onuw’
(shtahim, lit. ‘territories’). In the Peace Now translation, for instance, ‘areas’ was rendered
consistently as azurim whereas in all other Hebrew translations it was rendered twice as

azurim and once as shtahim.

This spread of choices has to be considered against their meaning in the target language
context. In Hebrew, ha-shtahim is shorthand for ‘o>w125n onvws’ (ha-shtahim ha-kvushim,
lit. ‘the conquered territories’), ‘@*prvan o muwn’ (ha-shtahim ha-muhzakim, literally
means ‘held territories’ but has standardly been translated as ‘administered territories’
(Gorenberg 2006: 392) or ‘o mwnn onvws’ (ha-shtahim ha-mishuhrarim, lit. ‘the

liberated territories’).

The term ha-shtahim ha-kvushim (lit. ‘conquered territories’) was used for a short period
after the 1967 war to describe the West Bank and the Gaza Strip which came under Israeli
occupation during this war (HaCohen 1997: 397). This term, i.e. ha-shtahim ha-kvushim —
which is commonly used today in Israel to refer to the Occupied Palestinian Territories —
“conspicuously neglects to mention the continuing act of occupation” (Stahler 2007: 241)
as describing these territories as ‘occupied’ entails that these territories belong to another

people.

The term ha-shtahim ha-kvushim was soon replaced in Israel by the term ha-shtahim ha-
muhzakim (‘the administered territories’) (HaCohen 1997: 397). The term ha-shtahim ha-
muhzakim underscores Israel’s position that these territories are not ‘occupied’ and thus
they are not “necessarily subject to legal framework of the international law of occupation”
(Amichai 2005: 24). After Likud came to power in 1977, the Israeli policy towards the
Occupied Palestinian Territories changed (Gazit 2003: 161). The Begin government in its
advancement of Jewish settlement in the Occupied West Bank and the Gaza Strip,
campaigned “fervently and forcefully” for the replacement of the term ha-shtahim ha-
muhzakim by the biblical names “Judea, Samaria and Gaza” (Hebrew: %am namw ,amm
71y) (Dominguez 1989: 20). The ultimate goal of the Likud’s policy was “integrating the
Territories as part of the ‘Land of Israel’, thus strengthening their Jewish character and
conveying to the local Palestinian population that they had better accommodate to the

continuing Israeli rule” (Gazit 2003: 161).
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Against this historical background, the use of the term ha-shtahim ha-muhzakim in the
Ha aretz translation serves to present the status of the areas under discussion in a different
light, i.e. as “disputed” rather than ‘occupied’ — thus supporting the legitimacy of Israel’s
control over such areas to a certain extent. This kind of interpretation is consistent with the
official Israeli position on this issue as the following excerpt taken from Israel Ministry of

Foreign Affairs (IMFA) shows:

(ST) Politically, the West Bank and Gaza Strip is best regarded as territory over which there are
competing claims which should be resolved in peace process negotiations. Israel has valid
claims to title in this territory based not only on its historic and religious connection to the land,
and its recognized security needs, but also on the fact that the territory was not under the
soverelizg7nty of any state and came under Israeli control in a war of self-defense, imposed upon
Israel.

This kind of interpretation is in clear violation of the international law and numerous
United Nations General Assembly and Security Council resolutions which unequivocally

refer to these territories as occupied.

The term ‘occupied’ in example (5.35) above, represents a controversial aspect of the
original text. Its two occurrences — one of them as part of example (5.35) — were translated
differently into Arabic and Hebrew. ‘Occupied’ remained as a pre-modifying adjective in
the Arabic translations of the US Department of State, CNN and the Al-mtym network.
However, the translations produced by Al-Quds and the United Nations turned this element
into a verb (in simple past tense and present continuous tense, respectively) which in turn
brings about an explicitation of the agent of such occupation, i.e. ‘IDF’. As for the Hebrew
translations, ‘occupied’ was also retained as an adjective pre-modifying ‘areas/territories’,
except in the translation by Peace Now — where the agent responsible for the occupation,

however, remains implicit.

The specific rendering of the term ‘occupied’ as ‘lelisi A’ (lit. ‘which it [Israel] is
occupying’), i.e. a present continuous verb, can be found in Arabic translations by the
United Nations of numerous Security Council (UNSC) and General Assembly (UNGA)
resolutions concerning the Palestine Question. This choice reflects the official position of
the United Nations which considers these territories as occupied since 1967. The following

two examples illustrate this point:

127 “Israeli Settlements and International Law’, Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, published on 20
May 2001:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Peace+Process/Guide+to+the+Peace+Process/Israeli+Settlements+and+Internati
onal+Law.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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(ST) Having learned with deep concern that Israel, the occupying Power, in contravention of its
obligations under the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, deported to Lebanon on 17

December 1992, hundreds of Palestinian civilians from the territories occupied by Israel since

1967, including Jerusalem®?,

UN: O i VA9 aenny/dsh 9IS VY 4 ol il 8 (DAY AEl Al (3l ) of G Wby ale S8
i A8 Can gy Lgtlal a1 clldy ASgia puail) L Loy YAV e Leling 3l ol HY) (e Guridandil) il
129 19¢9 alad dayl )

(ST)  Expressing its grave concern at the continued deterioration of the situation on the ground in the
territory occupied by Israel since 1967,

UN: By a1Vale die Jilul Leding ) G )Y A Gl S A a1 pain ALl 48 e ey 3

Historical Claims to Land

Another issue related to the narrative of land is the contentious claims of ownership of land
(cf. Chapter 1.1.1). These claims are conflicting in every single detail. Acknowledgement
of one side’s claims automatically de-legitimizes the other’s claims. This issue of claims of
ownership of land is mentioned in two peace initiatives: the Geneva Accord and the
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. In the Geneva Accord, this issue caused a
political debate as the drafters of this initiative attempted to convince the Israeli public that
the Palestinian people acknowledged Israel as a “Jewish” state by changing the term

‘homeland’ into ‘national home’ (cf. Chapter 5.4.1 and Chapter 6.3).

In the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, this issue of claims to land is
mentioned in the Arabic introduction drafted by Sari Nusseibeh for the needs of the
Palestinian public. This introduction was picked up by many institutions (among which is
the Israeli Ha aretz newspaper) which treated it as part of the original text of the initiative.

The following example illustrates how this issue of claims of ownership of land was

128 United Nations Security Council Resolution 799 (1992), adopted on 18 December 1992, published on the
United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N92/831/38/IMG/N9283138.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

129 Arabic translation of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 799 (1992), adopted by on 18
December 1992, published on the United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N92/831/36/IMG/N9283136.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

130 United Nations Security Council Resolution 1544 (2004), adopted on 19 May 1992, published on the
United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/357/21/PDF/N0435721.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

131 < Arabic translation of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1544 (2004), adopted on 19 May
1992, published on the United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/357/19/PDF/N0435719.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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treated in the Arabic and Hebrew translations:

(5.36) sty gall Gl led Lete IS0 Al sl Loyl bl gledd dy
A0 Aal8) dasaddl) Cantl) o) 1 Laiy 0300 pas) (udal ) (8 2000 a1 A gl Aal8) L) 5 canl) o) 1 ¢ Jlaal diad
[The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles:1] hanls ol ) S

Back translation: the Palestinian and Israeli peoples recognize the historical rights of each other
with regard to one land. For generations, the Israeli people wanted to establish the Israeli state
in the lands of Israel, whereas the Palestinian people wanted to establish a state in all lands of

Palestine.

[Ha’aretz]

Back

translation:

[Al-Quds]

Back

translation:

[Baheth
Center]

Back

translation:

[Al-eman]

Back

translation:

on IM7IT 7¥ NIMIVO'N NNIMPTA TNX 72 0MDN MFTIND DYNl 1'NY790 Dyn
770 701 N'TIND NITTAN DR DAY FTIN'D OYN U DNIT (WNd .anTR NNIRY
LNWY9 270 701 N1 0PN KIN QR WA "1'NYW79N DYV TIVa 7R YIR

The Palestinian and Jewish peoples recognize the historical rights of each other
with regard to the same land. For generations, requested the Jewish people to
establish its Jewish state in all parts of land of Israel. In addition, the Palestinian
people requested to establish a state in all parts of Palestine.

L;JA‘}RA' u'a‘)‘}ﬂ Q\S‘éj :\_’:';g‘)t'd\ d_,sa.“_:‘)AY\ ;\j\ J< 63_56—..‘” g._\gﬂ\j‘é_'\...\lam.\ﬂ\ g._u_fﬂ\ A yiny
Gl gras Lagd Jlpmd ()l ol IS (B A ged) Asal) AW (g2 gaal) o3l oa JLaY)
i el S 5 il el QU AYI s i)

The Palestinian and Jewish peoples acknowledge the historical rights of each other
with regard to the same land. For generations, the Jewish people sought to
establish the Jewish state in all the land of Israel, whereas the Palestinian people
also sought to establish its state in all areas of Palestine.

L;Aaujzj.uz:‘)i}]\gla\h‘éja:\';ﬁ)m\é_,ﬁ;ﬂg)smh\_stL;J)&J\ngbﬁm|g._u_ﬁJ\L_'q‘)ﬁa:l

The Palestinian and Jewish peoples acknowledge the historical rights of each other
with regard to the same land. For generations, the Jewish people sought to
establish the Jewish state in all the lands of ‘Israel’, whereas the Palestinian people
also sought to establish its state in all areas of Palestine.

Glaty Lo (3 DAY Con Sl 4, Jlall (3 g8aly Legie da) 5 JS iy (0 5l onilly Jidanddl) ) )
() sl Lym ) sl JS 28 0 el A gall el 1) (5 gell coniill me i) (50 e iy ey
oyt oLl S 3 A 50 ) Ll (mas (islandlil) onl) () cpm

The Palestinian and Jewish peoples acknowledge the historical rights of each other
with regard to the same land. For generations, the Jewish people sought to
establish the Jewish state in all the land of Israel, whereas the Palestinian people
also sought to establish its state in all areas of Palestine.

The above extract from the Arabic introduction deals with the controversial issue of claims

of ownership of Palestine. In this introduction, these claims are only recognized, which

does not necessarily mean acknowledgment of such claims. In all Arabic language

versions, this act of ‘recognition’ was changed into an unequivocal ‘acknowledgement’ of

the Palestinian and Jewish claims as equal. Moreover, the conflict in the introduction is

portrayed as one between the Palestinian and Israeli peoples. In the Ha aretz and all Arabic

language versions (which were based on Ha 'aretz translation) — and following a meaning
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shift strategy — the adjective ‘l=¥V (al-Israili, lit. ‘the Israeli’) was replaced by the
adjective ‘25’ (al-yahudi, lit. ‘the Jewish’). This specific shift — which highlights the
religious nature of the conflict — is contrary to the drafter’s intention of presenting the
conflict as a secular one. Delyani argues: “we are seculars and we do not deal with the
conflict from a religious point of view, although religion has influence on the conflict; but
we insist that we are dealing with the Israeli people as a state, not as a Jewish people which
we consider a religion. Not every Jew is an Israeli and not every Israeli is a Jew” (personal

communication 2005).

The choice of the lexical item ‘=/_l> (aradi, lit ‘lands’) in the two terms Cuhld ol )i
(aradi Falastin, lit. lands of Palestine) and ‘Jsl s =l )’ (aradi Israail, lit. ‘lands of Israel’)
in the Arabic source text creates some sort of political symmetry between the claims of the
two sides. This symmetry was changed in the Hebrew and Arabic language versions. The
Ha aretz translation rendered the term “Jsl ) )1 (lit. ‘lands of Israel’) in the singular
form as ‘9% W yX’ (Eretz Israel, lit. ‘Land of Israel’) which is how historic Palestine (now
Israel, the Occupied West Bank and the Gaza Strip) is referred to in the Israeli-Zionist
political and religious discourses.

A political and ideological competition between the two toponyms, ‘cpbadd (Falastin, lit.
‘Palestine’) and “ox > yX” (Eretz Israel, lit. ‘Land of Israel’) has always existed. During
the British Mandate of Palestine (1922-1948) and before the establishment of the state of
Israel, Falastin was the name given to the territory west of the Jordan River and the

government appointed by the British was called the Government of Palestine’®

(Bernstein
1992: 19). The Zionists “insisted on Palestine being referred to officially as the (biblical)
‘Land of Israel’, but the most that the mandatory authorities were willing to concede was
the use of the Hebrew for Eretz Yisrael after the name Palestine on all official documents,

currency, stamps, and so on” (Rolef 1933: 101 quoted in Masalha 2007: 33).

The lexical items “¢sil” or ‘< i* (anhai and arjai respectively, both mean parts) in the
Arabic language versions, on one hand, and ‘ o= B (aradi, lit. ‘lands’) in the source text,
on the other hand, all occurring with the name Palestine, represent two within-group

Palestinian narratives of land.

132 At that time, as Bernstein (1992: 19) explains, there was “Palestinian citizenship (for both Jews and Arabs
living in the territory) as well as Palestinian currency. Jews used the term Palestine (Palestina) both in
everyday speech and in writing, as did the British and the Arabs”.
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The terms, Ankai and arjai falastin (lit. ‘parts of Palestine’) imply that Palestine is one
geographical unit whereas the term aradr falastin (lit. ‘lands of Palestine”) corresponds to
the geopolitical classifications of ¢ 67 sl .l Y1 (lit. the occupied lands of 1967) and
‘48 Wiadl ol Y1 (lit. the occupied lands of 1948). The latter represents the Palestinian
pragmatist political position which accepts the partition of historic Palestine, acknowledges
the existence of Israel and calls for the establishment of a Palestinian state on the lands
occupied in 1967 (i.e. the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, which is 22% of historic
Palestine). Today, the Palestinian Authority (PA) refers to these lands as simply * =/ ,Y!
4Lubuldl (1it. the Palestinian land) without mentioning the adjective ‘dLisall” (lit. ‘the
occupied’) in order to create an illusion of sovereignty. By contrast, the former represents

the totalist position which rejects the partition of Palestine.

Land Swap
Demarcation of final borders between the state of Israel and the future state of Palestine is
crucial for the viability of the two-state solution to the conflict. Palestinian-Israeli peace

initiatives talk about land swap as part of this demarcation of borders.

The principle of land swap was first suggested by the American president Bill Clinton
during Camp David Il negotiations between Israel and the PLO in 2000, which the
Palestinians and Israelis accepted, but the “proportionality of the swap remained under
discussion” (Enderlin 2003: 352). The main purpose behind introducing this principle is to
accommodate the Jewish settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories (Balaban
2005: 254). Israel refuses to withdraw to the lines of the 1967 borders. Such a withdrawal
would mean dismantling more than 149 Jewish settlements in the occupied West Bank,
including in and around Occupied East Jerusalem. Israel claims that its “security needs”
require a presence in some strategic parts of the West Bank and thus needs to annex some
large settlement blocs, particularly in the areas near Occupied East Jerusalem. The idea of

land swap responds to these needs.

The most important aspect of the principle of land swap is the question of equal value, i.e.
size and quality of the land to be given to the Palestinians in return for annexing Jewish
settlement blocs. This issue is of particular significance since “many of the Israeli
settlements are constructed on the best agricultural land of the West Bank, and located in

water shortage areas” (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 77). Israeli proposals for land to be
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swapped to the future Palestinian state include areas adjacent to the Gaza Strip and areas
southwest of the West Bank (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 77). These areas are known to be
infertile. The Palestinian negotiators of the Geneva Accord “[f]Jrom the beginning of the
official negotiations...demanded not only territory of an equivalent size to that annexed by
Israel, but also of equivalent quality” (Klein 2007: 71). This demand finds its way in
Arabic translation, as made clear in the following example:

(5.37) In accordance with UNSC Resolution 242 and 338, the border between the states of Palestine
and Israel shall be based on the June 4™ 1967 lines with reciprocal modifications on a 1:1 basis
as set forth in attached Map [The Geneva Accord: 8].

[PPC] ol e il sl 5 ol 353 G 3 gas) ok G185 €338 242 (sl Y e (5018 o e
é ‘E}Lun 3ac |8 £ Aabital) 400 gaall Ml (jamy & 1967 O/ s e (e E\)ﬂ Lsha
Al 1 85 2 0 3 e 38 LS e sl 3 b

Back ...with some border modifications on the basis of equality in area and quality.
translation:
[YA] [27 ['0079 N1*Tn 1A 7120 ,338-1 242 n"IXN 7Y [INV'AN NXYIN NIV7NN7 OXNN2

0v1IoNd ,1:1 %w ona o 7T 0"I'w oy 1967 "1 4-n ' 2y ooan Nt I
.no1i¥nn 1 nona
Back ...with reciprocal modifications on a 1:1 basis.
translation:

The term ‘on a 1:1 basis’ in the above example is vague, i.e. it does not specify the nature
of border modifications other than that they would be of the same ratio. On one hand, the
Hebrew translation of Yes to an Agreement rendered this phrase following a literal
translation strategy and thus kept its vagueness. The Al-Ayyam translation, on the other
hand, followed an explicitness change strategy and, thus, specified that these border
modifications would be of the same quality and quantity. This stipulation reflects the

position of the Palestinian negotiating team of the Geneva Accord.

Critics of the Geneva Accord accused its Palestinian negotiators of accepting the Israeli
annexation of fertile lands in the occupied West Bank in return for infertile or desert land
next to the Occupied Gaza Strip. Spelling out the exact nature of these border
modifications in the Al-Ayyam translation can be seen as part of the drafters’ efforts to

market the agreement to the Palestinian people and refute any accusations.

5.6.2 Jewish Settlement Activity

133

The Jewish settlements™ in the Occupied Palestinian Territories (including in and around

East Jerusalem) are the most vivid manifestation of the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian

33 For an illustration of the geography and size of the Jewish settlements in the Occupied Palestinian
Territories, see for example the map published by B’Tselem’s in June 2011:
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land. These settlements are illegal under the international law, the Fourth Geneva
Convention (e.g. Article 49(6))**, the International Court of Justice and numerous United
Nations Security Council (UNSCRS) (e.g. 452 (1979), 446 (1979), 465 (1980)) and
General Assembly resolutions (GARS) (e.g. 36/226 (1981), 39/146 (1984), 51/133 (1996)).
The following two excerpts from the United Nations Security Council Resolution 446
(1979) and the General Assembly Resolution 51/133 (1996) respectively are examples of
this point:

Determines that the policy and practices of Israel in establishing settlements in the Palestinian and
other Arab territories occupied since 1967 have no legal validity and constitute a serious
obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East.**

Reaffirms that Israeli settlements in the Palestinian territory, including Jerusalem, and in the
occupied Syrian Golan are illegal and an obstacle to peace and economic and social
development.’*®

This widespread international consensus is rejected by Israel which considers these
settlements to be “legal” as in the following excerpt from a text published by the Israel
Ministry of Foreign Affairs on this issue of Jewish settlements:

Jewish settlement in West Bank and Gaza Strip territory has existed from time immemorial and
was expressly recognised as legitimate in the Mandate for Palestine adopted by the League of
Nations, which provided for the establishment of a Jewish state in the Jewish people's ancient
homeland...Repeated charges regarding the illegality of Israeli settlements must therefore be
regarded as politically motivated, without foundation in international law. Similarly, as Israeli
settlements cannot be considered illegal, they cannot constitute a “grave violation™ of the Geneva
Convention.™’

Jewish settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories are built on expropriated private
Palestinian land. The international community considers these settlements both illegal and
obstacles to peace. These settlements and the extensive road network that exclusively serve
them destroy the territorial contiguity of the Palestinian land (Effarah 2007: 497). This

http://www.btselem.org/sites/default/files/download/20110612_btselem_map_of wb_eng.pdf [last accessed:
24 November 2011].

134 paragraph 6 of this article states that “[T]he occupying power shall not deport or transfer parts of its own
civilian population into territories it occupies” (Canfield 2001: 11).

135 “The United Nation Security Council Resolution 446 (1979), United Nations website, drafted on 22 March
1979:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/370/60/IMG/NR037060.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

136 “The United Nations General Assembly Resolution 51/133 (1996), United Nations website, drafted on 13
December 1996:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N97/772/03/PDF/N9777203.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 27 July 2011].

1

37 Israeli Settlements and International Law’, Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, published on 20
May 2001:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Peace+Process/Guide+to+the+Peace+Process/Israeli+Settlements+and+Internati
onal+Law.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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complicates the establishment of a viable Palestinian state (Thorpe 2006: 242) and
consequently threatens the chances for achieving a ‘two-state solution’ to the Palestinian-

Israeli conflict.

The number of Jewish settlers in the Occupied Palestinian Territories has doubled during
Oslo from 200,000 to 400,000 (cf. Chapter 1.1.2). In 2007, there were more than 450,000
Jewish settlers living in 149 settlements in the Occupied West Bank including East
Jerusalem.™® These settlements are in continuous expansion. In the text of the Roadmap
Plan, this expansion is referred to as “settlement activity” including the “natural growth” of
settlements, a vague term that has never been precisely defined and allowed Israel to
continue expanding settlements (Efrat 2006: 42). Statements by consecutive Israeli
governments on the Jewish settlements have always included the requirement that they
would take into account the “natural growth” of the settlements (Ghanem 2010: 32). In
fact, the Israeli leaders downplay expanding Jewish settlements in the Occupied Palestinian

Territories as “natural growth” (Dunsky 2008: 161).

The term “natural growth” of settlements would normally refer to “population growth due
to births within particular settlements in the West Bank (and formerly in Gaza)” (Prainsck
2007: 243). However, all Israeli governments and since the signing of Oslo Accords in
1993, have “interpreted this phrase as including not only the natural growth of the existing
population (i.e. birth rates), but also the growth of the population by migration”.139 Indeed,
Israeli governments themselves “have strongly encouraged migration from Israel to the

settlements by offering generous financial benefits and incentives”.*°

The Palestinians have never accepted the pretext of “natural growth” and considered it — as
once put by Nabil Shaath, the former Palestinian minister of planning — to be a “lie” that is
designed to “deepen occupation and to create facts on the ground to pre-empt the outcome
of permanent negotiations” (Dunsky 2008: 162). Israel has always used this “natural
growth” as a pretext to expropriate more Palestinian land, expand the settlements and

construct bypass roads that connect them (Ghanem 2007: 32).

138 ‘Israeli settlements and other infrastructure in the West Bank’, United Nations Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs Occupied Palestinian Territory website:
http://www.ochaopt.org/documents/TheHumanitarianlmpactOflsraelilnfrastructure TheWestBank_chl.pdf
[last accessed: 24 November 2011].

39 “Land Grab: Israel’s Settlements Policy in the West Bank’, B Tselem website, published in May 2002:
http://www.btselem.org/download/200205_land_grab_eng.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

10 1bid.
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The term “natural growth” was added in the original text of the Roadmap Plan as a
Palestinian demand (Saeb Erikat, personal communication 2005) and in response to the
Israeli argument that a freeze on settlement activity should not include those due to
“natural growth”. Thus, the purpose of this inclusion is to make it clear that Israel is
required to freeze all settlement activities, including those it considers as due to “natural

growth”.

(5.38)  Consistent with the Mitchell Report, GOI freezes all settlement activity (including natural
growth of settlements) [The Roadmap Plan:; 1].

[USDS] s ghasall adall gail) I3 8 Ley ApillaionV) CHUaLl) apen 40 jusl) de sSall e
Back The Israeli government freezes all the settlement activities including the natural
translation:  growth of the settlements.

[The NM7NnINn 7Y 'wao 7ma nina niznann o 7 aR'opn R nhwunn
Knesset]
Back Government of Israel freezes all the settlement activities including natural

translation: expansion of the settlements.

[Peace L(M7nInn 7w wav 7Ta 7710) ntniznann Ni7'wo 75 X' 7RIW nwnn
Now]
Back Government of Israel freezes all settlement activities including natural expansion

translation:  of the settlements.

[Ha’aretz] 2 ARV N 771D ,N7ninnn 75 DX KON IR NTwnn

Back .vau

translation: Government of Israel will freeze all the settlements including building because of
natural birth rate.

[Yediot 7¥ Nwav nnmy NRYY7 DMRaytNnn NIZYon 75 DX KON R nwnn
Aharonot] J7nINn
Back Government of Israel will freeze all the settlement activities including natural

translation: growth of the settlements.

The term ‘settlement activity’ appears twice in the English source text of the Roadmap
Plan. This term was rendered in all the Arabic translations — following a literal translation
strategy — as ‘4ptaguy¥) kLl (al-nashatat al-aistitaniyah). In the Hebrew translations, it
was rendered as either ‘m>minn m>wd’ (pe'ilut hitnahlut) or ‘maw»ni m>vs’ (pe'ilut
hityashvut), both mean ‘settlement activities’. However, these two Hebrew terms means

different things to different people in Israel.

The Jewish settlement enterprise in the West Bank is generally known in Israel by the
Hebrew term hitnahlut whereas the general Jewish “settlement” enterprise that has taken
place throughout historic Palestine during the twentieth century prior to the establishment
of the state of Israel in 1948 is termed as hityashvut (Newman 1996: 71). The Israeli
society distinguishes between what it considers as the “positive” notion of hityashvut and

the negative notion of hitnahlut (Newman 2005: 207). Hityashvut represents “the
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formation of rural, agricultural, self-sustaining village communities” (Newman 1996: 71)
whereas the use of the term hitnahlut — particularly by those opposed to the settlement in
the West Bank — “has come to denote a negative form of action” (Newman 1996: 71). The
Jewish settlers on the other hand view the term hitnahlut — which evokes “biblical
injunctions and promises to “inherit” the land through settlement” (Lustick 1993: 359) and
describes the original conquests of the Land of Israel in ancient times by the Hebrew

people under the leadership of Joshua” (Newman 1996: 72) — as positive.

The distinction between the two terms is often used by “left wing and centrist political
leaders” in Israel as a means of criticizing and opposing the West Bank settlement
activities (Newman 2005: 208). Those leaders, as well as others in Israel such as Peace
Now, use the term hitnahlut rather than hityashvut to describe the settlement process
beyond the Green Line.*** Such a distinction is denied by the Israeli settler community
(Newman 1996: 72) who perceive both terms — i.e. hitnahlut and hityashvut — as positive
(Newman 2005: 207). This is because they consider the Occupied Palestinian Territories to
be their “heritage” (Bisharah 2003: 147), i.c. part of the “land of Israel” and thus they have
the right to settle down in any part of it.

In sum, the term hitnahlut is used by those who oppose Jewish settlement in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories to de-legitimize such activity, whereas the terms hitnahlut and
hityashvut has been used interchangeably by the Jewish settlers of the “Yesha Council” and

its predecessor Gush Emunim®#?

to add legitimacy to such activity. The term hityashvut in
particular, belongs to the narrative of ‘Greater Israel’ in which these settlements are

considered not only ‘legal’ but also ‘legitimate’.

In the translation of Peace Now, the term ‘settlement activity’ was translated consistently
as pe'ilut hitnahlut, whereas in the translations of Ha'aretz and the Knesset, it was rendered

interchangeably, once as pe'ilut hitnahlut and once as pe'ilut hityashvut, perhaps to satisfy

! The Green Line refers to the “borders determined by armistice with neighboring States (1948-49),
separating the State of Israel-controlled territory from the other areas of Palestine (Jerusalem, West Bank &
Gaza Strip). Indigenous Palestinians remaining inside the Green Line became citizens of Israel. Palestinians
living in the other areas of Palestine, including refugees originating from inside the ‘green line’ came under
the administration of Jordan (in the West Bank) and Egypt (Gaza Strip) until Israel conquered those
territories in the 1967 War”, extract published on the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for
Human Rights website: http://wwwz2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cerd/docs/ngos/jointngo3.pdf [last accessed: 2
September 2011].

142 Gush Emunim (Hebrew: o1k w, lit. ‘Bloc of the faithful’) is the movement behind most of the Jewish
settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories (Klein 2008: 94).
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the different political positions of the Knesset members on the issue. In the translation of
Yediot Aharonot, the term ‘settlement activity’ was translated consistently as pe'ilut

hityashvut.

The particular choice of the term hitnahlut in the translation of Peace Now reflects the
political affiliation and ideological position of both the organization and the translator of
this target text, Hagit Ofran. Ofran is the director of the Peace Now watchdog on Jewish
settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories. In her reporting on the Jewish
settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories — published on Peace Now website —

Ofran uses the term hitnahlut rather than hityashvut.

The term “natural growth” of settlements appears only once and only in the text of the
Roadmap Plan. In the above example, this term was rendered in all the Arabic translations
following a literal translation strategy. On the other hand, the same term was rendered
differently into Hebrew. The choice of “*¥av »12°7” (ribbuy tiv'i, lit. ‘natural birth rate’) in the
Ha’aretz translation represents a human metaphor: Israel is required to freeze settlements
activity, including those that are considered as due to demographic reasons, i.e. new births of
Jewish settlers. The choice of ‘n>wav amny’ (tsmihah tiv'it, lit. ‘natural growth’) in the
translation of the Yediot Aharonot, on the other hand, is guided by the metaphor of
growing plants which permits the casting of expanding Jewish settlements on expropriated
Palestinian land as ‘natural’. This specific choice reflects the right-wing political affiliation
of the Yediot Aharonot and its support of the Jewish settlements in the Occupied

Palestinian Territories.

5.6.3 Jewish Settlement Outposts

Section (5.2.2) sat the rationale for the issue of Jewish settlement outposts in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories. This section looks at how the term ‘settlement outposts’ and the
verb ‘dismantle’ were translated in the Arabic and Hebrew translations of the Roadmap

Plan. The following example shows this:

(5.39) GOI immediately dismantles settlement outposts erected since March 2001 [The Roadmap

Plan: 3].

[UN] oo obe /o130 die a3l A e giall AgUai W) a8l sl A0 50 sl e ALl ) de Sall o
2001

Back The Israeli government immediately removes the settlement locations deep into

translation: land.

[IMFA] 2001 0sbe LI die Caadl il Aglagin¥) Jal&il) AL ) sill e Uil el o sSa 585

Back Government of Israel immediately evacuates the settlement points...

translation:
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[USDS] 2001 e/ I3 s e Canl A AsUadivnl) a8l sall [ sdll e Jil o) S

Back Israel dismantles immediately the settlement locations...

translation:

[CNN] 2001 ple IS s le el e Caadl (A Apllain¥) )5l aran 1) 8 A3l ) A Sl IS
Back The Israeli government immediately dismantles all the settlement focal points...
translation:

[Almtym] . 20016le (Goobe) I el Yia Caadl Al Aaiall) 5l JS 1) 58 Bkl o) e Sl S
Back The Israeli government dismantles immediately all the settlement focal points

translation:  which were established since March 2001.

[Al-Quds]  .2001 sle L)Y (e Canal (Al AiUaiia) a8) gall lSah (5 ) 08 JSG Al ) A Sl o 4
Back The Israeli government immediately dismantles the settlement locations which
translation:  were created since March 2001.

[The .2001 0kn TRN IMPINY D'TANA IN7XY DP19N 7RW N7wnn
Knesset] Government of Israel dismantles immediately settlement outposts...
Back

translation:

[Peace .2001 0Oxkn T8N MpPINY D'TARNAN DX DT Dpon 7R N7wnn
Now] Government of Israel dismantles immediately the settlement outposts.
Back

translation:

[Haaretz] .2001 oaxn wTINN MpPINY DI'7NINNN DX N'T'A 719N 78 N7wnn

Back Government of Israel will dismantle immediately the settlements.
translation:

[Yediot 2001 onn T8N MpPINY D'TNNNN DX 19N 7RY' nwnn
Aharonot]  Government of Israel will dismantle the settlement outposts...
Back

translation:

The term ‘settlement outposts’ and the verb ‘dismantle’ were rendered differently in the
Arabic and Hebrew language versions of the Roadmap. The choice of the term ‘sl
LulkiuY) (al-buar al-istytaniyah, lit. ‘the settlement focal points’) in the translations of
CNN and Almtym implies the starting point of something with the potential of spreading,
whereas the choice of the term ‘dulaiu¥) 8 s° (al-mawagqi al-istytaniyah, lit. ‘the
settlement locations’) in the translations of the US Department of State, United Nations
and Al-Quds indicates something static. The Arabic lexical item ‘s_3’ (bu'rah, lit. ‘focal
point') can be related to the Arabic term ‘3l 3,%’ (bu'rat fasad, lit. ‘a focal point of
corruption’) which has negative connotations. Corruption in the context of Jewish
settlement outposts can be seen in the damage and harm which these settlement outposts
cause to the Palestinian land. These bu“ar (lit. ‘focal points’) are the centre from which
settlement outposts spread out like cancer to expand already existing settlements or to form

new ones.
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The term ‘settlement outposts’ is rendered in the Hebrew translations of the Knesset —
following a literal translation strategy — as ‘0*mr»’ (ma'hazim, lit. ‘settlement outposts’) or
— following an explicitness change strategy in the translations of Peace Now and Yediot
Aharonot — as o mxni’ (ha-mahazim, lit. ‘the settlement outposts’). In the Hebrew
translation of Ha'aretz newspaper, however, it was rendered — following a meaning shift

strategy — as ‘nmomanaa’ (ha-hitnahluyot, lit. ‘the settlements’).

Also, in this example, the verb ‘dismantle’ itself was translated differently into Arabic. It
was translated literally as ‘<S&” (tufakik) in the translations by the Almtym network, Al-
Quds, CNN and the US Department of State. However, a meaning shift strategy was used
in the translation by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA), where the verb
‘dismantle’ was rendered as ‘<3&) (ikhlaa, lit. ‘evacuation’) and the United Nations’
version, that opted for the term ‘4 ) (izalat, lit. ‘removal’). Evacuating settlement outposts
does not necessarily mean dismantling them. They could be evacuated now and populated

later on.

On the other hand, in all Hebrew translations the verb ‘dismantle’ is translated literally into
Hebrew in the future tense, e.g. ‘P00’ (tefarek, lit. ‘will dismantle’) in the translations of
the two newspapers Ha'aretz and Yediot Aharonot, indicating a future action, whereas it
was translated in the simple present tense, e.g. ‘np9n’ (mefaraket, lit. ‘dismantles’) in the

translations of the Knesset and Peace Now.

5.6.4 Terms Related to the Question of the Palestinian Refugees

The question of the Palestinian refugees is one of the most contentious and sensitive issues
of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict (cf. Chapter 1.1.1). Detailed analysis of different
language versions of peace initiatives revealed that a number of terms and phrases related
to this question were rendered differently into Arabic, English and Hebrew, namely, with
regard to ethical responsibility for the creation of the refugee problem, experience of
refugeehood and resettlement of Palestinian refugees. In the following, translation shifts
with regard to these three main themes will be examined in their ideological and political

contexts.

Ethical Responsibility
The question of who is responsible for the creation of the Palestinian refugees problem

and how much responsibility is admitted has always been a point of heated debate and

198



conflict between the Palestinians and Israelis (cf. Chapter 1.1.1). This issue is drafted
differently in the Arabic, English and Hebrew language versions of the Gush-Shalom

Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement as the following two examples show:

(5.40) 1967nnn%mi 1948 nnn'7m 17002 1T N'TAN0 NNXIDY D'TIAN DNINNKA N1 7R
[The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 4].
Back translation: Israel acknowledges its main responsibility...

[Gush- 967 51948 o JA slulall s2a J san e Laula¥) Ll 5 sasas i) pual o yins

Shalom]

Back Israel acknowledges its main responsibility...

translation:

[Gush- Israel acknowledges its share of responsibility for the creation of this tragedy during

Shalom]  the course of the wars of 1948 and 1967.

(5.41) . 1n'0'01 N'WIIR NIDTI NA'WN-NIDTA NINRY NN 7R
[The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 4]
Back translation: Israel acknowledges in principle the right of return as basic human right.

[Gush- bl ) a4l e (piadll 3350 (e Wiase Jdl sl o jin

Shalom]

Back Israel acknowledges in principle the Right of Return as a basic human right.
translation:

[Gush- Israel acknowledges the principle of the Right of Return as a basic human right.
Shalom]

In the Hebrew source text and the Arabic language version of the Gush-Shalom
Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement, Israel bears the full responsibility for the
creation of the Palestinian refugees problem which corresponds to the Palestinian narrative,
whereas in the English language version Israel bears only a share of that responsibility.
Acknowledging “share” or “all” of the responsibility for the creation of this tragedy would
have, other than an ethical and historical responsibility, financial implications as the one
party found responsible for it would be obliged to pay financial compensation to the

Palestinian refugees.

In the second example above, Israel acknowledges the principle of the right of return
explicitly only in the English language version. Chiller-Glaus (2007: 316), commenting on
the English language version of the declaration, explains the political implications of this

choice as follows:

A crucial point of the Gush Shalom proposal is the provision that “Israel acknowledges the
principle of the Right of Return, as a basic human right.” This formulation is interesting in several
aspects. First, Israel would not recognize the right of return but merely acknowledge it;
significantly, an acknowledgement is less binding and declaratory than an official recognition of
the right. Second, although the right of return to be acknowledged by Israel as a “basic human
right,” it carefully avoided adding a specification like “the State of Israel”...In other words while
“acknowledging” the right of return as “a basic human right,” the proposal does not unequivocally
include the return to Israeli territory to be part of this right.
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Experience of Refugeehood and Dispersion

The way the experience of the Palestinian refugeehood is referred to reflects particular
ideological and political position. The following examples show how this experience is
described in the Geneva Accord and the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and,

consequently, how it is rendered into Arabic and Hebrew translations:

(5.42) Refugees shall be compensated for the loss of property resulting from their displacement [The
Geneva Accord: 26].
[PPC] 22 g oo Aailill CilSlical) G agd jlud oo i) (g g2 ol
Back The refugees will be compensated for their loss in properties resulted from their
translation:  dispersion.

[YA] .DN'PYN YIIIN YIDIN [TAIR 7V IXID' 01079
Back Refugees will be compensated for loss of the properties resulted from their

translation: displacement.

(5.43) The Parties shall request the International Commission to appoint a Panel of Experts to estimate
the value of Palestinians' property at the time of displacement [The Geneva Accord: 27].

[PPC] 230 s (8 Al ISl S ) o) e i) (pnt A 5al) A shall (e (3 5lal) Ll

Back ...at the time of internal displacement.

translation:

[YA] YIDIN 'Y DX Y'Y D'NNIM 7Y 7189 NINY NMIK-'2N NIANYINN 1WA DTN
.0'PYN [NTA D1'V079N Y

Back ...at the time of displacement.

translation:

In the original English source text of the Geneva Accord, the Palestinian refugeehood
experience is referred to as ‘displacement’. This term was translated into Arabic as ¢ i)’
(al-tahjir, lit. ‘the dispersion”) and as ‘zs ¥’ (al-nuzih, lit. ‘the internal displacement’),
and into Hebrew as ‘77°pyn’ (ha-'akirah, lit. ‘the displacement’). Al-tahjir in the context of
the Palestinian refugeehood experience activates the scene of the Palestinian refugees
being forced to leave their homes in 1948, whereas al-nuzith — which refers to the time
when the Palestinians were internally displaced during the 1967 war — activates the scene
of a second tahjir (lit. ‘dispersion’). The Palestinian refugees of 1967 are called ‘oW
(al-nazihan). This term, i.e. al-nazihan, is used to differentiate between those Palestinian
refugees of 1948 and 1967. The use of both terms as translation equivalents of

‘displacement’ could perhaps be to include both groups in the discussions on this issue.

In the English source text of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the
Palestinian refugeehood experience is described as neither al-nuzizh nor al-tahjir but as

‘plight’, which changes in translation. The following example is illustrative of this point:

200



(5.44) Right of Return: recognizing the suffering and the plight of the Palestinian refugees the
international community, Israel and the Palestinian state will initiate and contribute to an
international fund to compensate them [The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles: 1].

[NC] Obanald 43535 i sl 5 (Al painal) Jamy Garialansddll (S (5 5la g Blilaay W) jie) 55l 3a

Back Copilaaldl) A S (g gl ald 63 (3 50ba acd g (uanld e

translation:  The right of return: acknowledging the suffering and trouble of the Palestinian
refugees...

[PCPD] Obanals A gn 5 ol ) 5 sall acinal) Jany Gaiahandldll () 3 35 5 3Ulaay Wl yie) 33 gall 3a

Coppiaanldl) pia S (ym gal Gl 53 (3 i ped 5 Gl e
Back The right of return: acknowledging the suffering and dispersion of the Palestinian
translation:  refugees...

[Baheth " el 5 Al sl 5 nd) (8 cuiidandal) s SU) A3l g slileay ol yie W) e B 5 gall 3a
Center] LD Gy gl g0 (5 saial ) saVU & iy ol dyiplanddl) 15
Back The right of return: emanating from the acknowledgment of the suffering and

translation: crisis of the Palestinian refugees...

[NC] N7'NEn T ,0n'0075n D'UY7ON 7w NRIXNAl 7101 NNdA )INA CNA'WN NDT

[Nj77 NN D'079N IX'9T7 N'NIR7I N NNEN PU0YT7O NI IRIY NMINTIAN

AT

Back The right of return: emanating from the recognition of the suffering and plight of
translation: the Palestinian refugees...

The lexical item “plight’ in the above example is translated into Arabic as ‘3%’ (ma’ziq,
lit. “trouble’), ‘4’ (azmabh, lit. ‘crisis’) and ‘x5 (tashrid, lit. ‘dispersion’). Ma’ziq and
azmah represent a less serious condition and experience than tashrid. The terms ma’ziq and
azmah reduce the Palestinian cause to a humanitarian problem rather than a cause of a
people being uprooted from their land by an occupation power and wish to return to their
homes and properties. This is exactly the meaning which the term tashrid activates in the
mind of the Palestinian readers. The term Tashrid represents a process that started in 1948

and still ongoing.

Tashrid is a key political term in the lexicon of the Palestinian refugees narrative. This
term — which implies a premeditated action by the use of force — appears in key Palestinian
documents such as the late Palestinian President Yasser Arafat’s famous speech at the
United Nations General Assembly on 13 November 1974 and his last speech to the
Palestinian people on the 56" occasion of the Nakba on 15 May 2004, as well as in the
Declaration of Independence of the State of Palestine on 15 November 1988. The
following examples illustrate this point:

(ST) .o oabm e pealsols 4l slay (ga Ll gdag dlish Cpin 3,05 Jleall s call @l il (i e S8
plag 18la Uand Jray ¥ 41S @l (K15 AT Candi aie Ol ol Lo la Y15 50l 2yl s JBESY) (e Sile s
Wlael yass & 2aial) Lyl B8 5l 4y paiall Ugae dlaiu 8 adi Gud )l ol b Ulesy ¥ 4l LS calamyly
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18Laal
Back translation: and it suffered from the occupation, dispersion, internal displacement and
terrorism as no other people...

(ST) e aru iy Guihulill dglle ¢85 uall G V1 e sl als Lidanddll ()Y Llal puY) il @l Ja) ¢
Nl a il sl agilia allaa aei cillaal s delaial) s SN agia (8L g Liadl 5 caliiall a8 5k cpa o

5 5al G Lo Ly il gl laudlill Canll (3 sy Ci_jin 3 g3l il s saniall aedf) (3l el (gobidd 3 jla

144 iy g aia ) e saluadl 5 MY 5 padll 5 i 3

Back translation: the Israeli forces occupation to the Palestinian land and parts of the Arab land,
and the uprooting of the majority of Palestinians and their dispersion from their land by power
of organized terror and subjugated who remained to occupation, persecution and processes of
destroying characteristics of their national life, is a severe violation to the principles of
legitimacy and the convention of the United Nation...

(ST)  obaally ol saall #3h 5iy Culanddll Canl) 138 b 3 33 63 asall ¢ Ul (e e Gualdll pgy AS a0 g8 o)
il il ) dawl g A sall due all ol 8 G ya G AAKN age ol g JNAAN 5 gl gl g el Jodisa 3130 sa
a5 ) idanddll Ll 2y Y 5 ApedlaY) 5 Apmpunall Lilatia 5 Lia )i 5 Lisedi aa 1897 i UL (8 (5 sl

15 2 Cand 5 13 5 (S g of iy A 3yl g (o DU g dida g 0yl 5 S 18

Back translation: today is the day of al-Nakba , the 15" of May, the day when the Palestinian
people was disperesed by force and masacres...

In summary, the choice of the political terms tahjir and tashrid in the Arabic translations of
the Geneva Accord and the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, respectively reflect
the Palestinian narrative of the Right of Return which emphasizes that Israel bears the sole
responsibility for the creation of the Palestinian refugees tragedy. These choices can be seen

as part of the attempts to appeal to Palestinian public opinion in hope of winning its support.

Resettlement of Palestinian Refugees

How to resolve the Palestinian refugees problem is a particularly contentious and complex
issue in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict with a particular humanitarian dimension (cf.
Chapter 1.). This complexity has to do with the possible scenarios outlined to resolve this
issue. These scenarios include the possible return of the Palestinian refugees to their homes
in what is now Israel (according to the Palestinian narrative, i.e. totalist narrative), possible
return to the future Palestinian state only (according to the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration
of Principles, i.e. Palestinian pragmatist narrative), to reach a solution to this problem to be

agreed on in accordance of the UN resolution 194 (according to the Arab Peace Initiative,

143 “Late Palestinian President Yasser Arafat Speech at the United Nations on 13 November 1974°, published
on Yasser Arafat Association website: http://www.yasserarafat.ps/ya/collection_details.php?pid=67 [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

144 “The Declaration of Independence of the State of Palestine on 15 November 1988, Palestinian News and
Info Agency website: http://www.wafainfo.ps/atemplate.aspx?id=4938 [last accessed: 29 July 2011].

145 “Late Palestinian President Yasser Arafat last Speech to the Palestinian people on the 56™ occasion of the
Nakba on 15 May 2004°, published on  Yasser Arafat  Association  website:
http://www.yasserarafat.ps/ya/collection_details.php?pid=80 [last accessed: 24 November 2001].
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i.e. Arab pragmatist narrative) or resettlements in host Arab countries (according to the

Israeli narrative, i.e. totalist narrative). Although the Arab Peace Initiative shows political

flexibility with regard to this issue, it rejects resettlement as one of the possible scenarios.

This stipulation is translated differently in the English and Hebrew translations.

(5.45)  Adrcaal) dupal) Gl & Galal) a5 Al (Al Sudanlil) b gil) JISET S il ) Ol
[The Arab peace Initiative: 1]
Back translation: assures the rejection of all forms of Palestinian patriation, which contradicts
the special circumstances in the Arab host countries.

[LAS]

[CPS]

[CNN]

[Reuters]

[PA]

Back
translation:
[Peace
Now]

Back
translation:
[GBI]

Back
translation:
[Ha’aretz]

Back
translation:
[Haayal
Hakore]

Back
translation:
[Yediot
Aharonot]
Back
translation:

Assures the rejection of all forms of Palestinian patriation which conflict with the
special circumstances of the Arab host countries.

The Assembly undertakes to oppose any form of permanent settlement of
Palestinians that is not compatible with the needs of countries presently hosting
Palestinian refugees.

The summit rejects all forms of resettlement of Palestinians, which conflicts with
the special circumstances in the Arab countries.

Rejection of all forms of Palestinian resettlement those conflicts with the special
status of the host Arab countries.

NIA'01N NX DINIO TWX D'VOY9N NNTX 7W NNIXN 72 N'NT DX NYKRNA DXVINN
NINRAN NN NN 7Y NITnrmn
...all forms of naturalization of the Palestinians...

N7y NIRY N'V0YO [yap] nawrnn 7w nix 75 NUNT? N [0 ninem |
NX] NINIXAN NIYN NN [MNIYA] DITNrFAN N0l oy TNX N2
[D1'0o79n n'o*ON

...all forms of permanent settlement of refugees. ..

¢ nITniMN NI'ol? NITARNAN N1'00Y79N Nivan 'Alo 7D N'NT DX NN'van
INNNAN NINYN NIRFTAN
...all forms of exile of the Palestinians. ..

NI'TAA NITNI'MN NIR'01? TN A''Y N na'w 7w aTon 7D ninTy
.0'0"790 NX NIDYNN
...Palestinian return...

¢ NITNI'MN NI2'0IN NX TAIY 12T, D'V0Y79 NV'™MEPY V7NIM [9IX2 21107 NN'VaN
DINNNAN NINYN NIRFTAN

...to absorb Palestinian refugees...

NITNIMN NIA'017 TIAA NTAIVY N''VOY79 NI 7w 210 72 NINIT QW D'
JININADN QY NI NNY

...all forms of Palestinian sovereignty...

In the Hebrew translation of the Palestinian Authority, the term ‘Cxbsill” (al-tawtin, lit.

‘settlement’) — following a meaning shift strategy — was translated as ‘AR’ (lizruah, lit.

‘naturalization’). In Israel, there is a difference between the two Hebrew terms ‘mmnx’

(izrahut, lit. ‘citizenship’) and ‘0W%’ (le 'um, lit. ‘nationality’). Izrahut “may be held by

Arabs as well as Jews while nationality (/e 'um), which bestows significantly greater rights
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than citizenship, may be claimed by Jews alone” (Tekiner 1990: 20; in Baker 2006: 66).
Thus, the formulation of ‘rejecting all forms of naturalization of Palestinians’ is ambiguous
as rejecting such naturalization of Palestinian refugees and granting them citizenship is not

the same as rejecting their resettlement.

This specific choice of the term 'izruah could perhaps be to show Israel some sort of Arab
political flexibility with regard to the Palestinian refugees issue. Ambiguous formulation
can also be seen in meaning shifts from al-zawtin to ‘nv>%p’ (Klitah, lit. ‘absorption’),
‘MmN’ (ribonut, lit. ‘sovereignty’) and ‘M%7’ (ha-galut, lit. ‘the banishment’ or ‘exile’).
Galut is a biblical term which refers to “the exile of Jews during Babylonian times”

(Ohliger and Munz 2003: 3).

5.6.5 Terms Related to Israeli Occupation Policies and Practices

According to the Roadmap Plan, Israel is required to take a number of measures in order to
improve the humanitarian situation of the Palestinian people living in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories as well as enhancing trust between Israel and the Palestinian
Authority. These measures — which include lifting curfews, refraining from deporting
Palestinian civilians and stopping the confiscation of Palestinian private land — are illegal
under the international law and constitute “forms of collective punishment” (Darcy 2003:
65). The United Nations has condemned these Israeli “measures” (called policies and
practices by the UN) in the Occupied Palestinian Territories in its numerous General
Assembly resolutions, including resolutions 43/58 (1988)°, 45/69 (1990)**" and 46/47
(1991)'*®. These policies and practices were translated differently in the Arabic and Hebrew
translations of the Roadmap as the following sub-sections will show.

146 <United Nations General Assembly Resolution 43/58°, adopted on 6 December 1988, United Nations
website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/530/37/IMG/NR053037.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

17 “United Nations General Assembly Resolution 45/69°, adopted on 6 December 1990, United Nations
website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NRO/564/58/IMG/NR056458.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

18 “United Nations General Assembly Resolution 46/47°, adopted on 9 December 1991, United Nations
website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/581/35/IMG/NR058135.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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The first policy to be examined is ‘curfews”.*® ‘Curfews’, particularly lengthy ones, have
been regularly imposed by the Israeli army in the Occupied Palestinian Territories
throughout the Palestinian-Israeli conflict (Darcy 2003: 61). The term ‘curfew’ (Arabic: © a2
Jsxidl’) ‘man‘a al-tajawul’) — which appears only in the text of the Roadmap Plan — was

translated differently into Arabic and Hebrew as the following example shows:

(5.46) Israel takes measures to improve the humanitarian situation. Israel and Palestinians implement
in full all recommendations of the Bertini report to improve humanitarian conditions, lifting
curfews and easing restrictions on movement of persons and goods, and allowing full, safe, and
unfettered access of international and humanitarian personnel [The Roadmap Plan: 5].

[IMFA] S0 ) Claa i () spisdadil) y I ju) Gabady AlaiY) gl gV el kel jal i) ) 233
e Ay piall 2 58l (e il g Jsaill aia alas Vs a8 5 Al Cig Sl (ppand Chags LelalS

Back ...and lifting cases of curfew system...

translation:

[USDS] Aloaf aes JalSL G gidanldll o Joil ) Gabad | Slai¥l aa gl sl il ja] S0 ) 385
Back doai Lo gl 25l e a8l Joail) pie pbyis Aaludl) glia sVl Gueadl A S
translation: Oabas¥ 15 Gl sal) il sall Blae e 5 el 5 JelS g 5 a5 codaall 5 (i)

...and lifts curfew...

[Al-Quds] 388 ol JS ¢ saihanslill 5 sl puY) Galay AladY) oiasl) (puandl Sl shadll 288y Jdl u] o588
5 ) B e 35l i amall gy A1 g ) (el 0 e i
AL 55 m 5 gt Ayl AoV gl ila g s e 5 piliad

Back ...and lifting the siege ...

translation:

[Peace [XI'702 NIY¥2N D7'00790N1 IRIY! L AIRVININN AX¥NN DX 19YY7 D TYY N 7R
Now] D0 D'ON ,OMIRL'MINN D'RINN 119'W? 0N NI YW niXTann 7D R

NNILY , NN DY DWONNI ,NNINOI D'WIR W nyinNn Nizaan DX D'l
.D"MIN7I'A D'MINLVTIAIN D'NINX 7Y N'woINI
Back ... removes closures. ..
translation:
[Ha'aretz] 912 mw" D'RINMU79N1 IR .M0IMINN 2XAN NID'WY DWINR OI7IN 78!
XY _NI0N ,0'MUININN D'RINN I9'W? 1'01a N'IT 7w niXann 75 DR X'
N722m X271 NNV ,NX7A DY AWORNI ,NNINO0I D'WAX NYVIN 7V Nitaann n7pnl
.0'"IX71'2 D™MI0ININ VIO MIIX Y
Back ...removal of curfew...
translation:

Translation shifts in the above example are found in the Arabic translation of Al-Quds
newspaper and the Hebrew translation of Peace Now which both employed a meaning shift
strategy, thus translating ‘curfews’ as ‘_basll’ (al-hisar, lit. ‘the siege’) and as ‘@m0’
(sgarem, lit. ‘closures’) respectively. The translation shift from ‘curfew’ into ‘siege’ in Al-
Quds’ Arabic translation is of high political significance. The term al-hisar or ‘siege’,
according to B Tselem (an Israeli Information Center for Human Rights in the Occupied
Territories) refers to “fully or partially preventing residents from entering or leaving a
certain area, while isolating the area from other parts of the West Bank. This is done by

%9 For a detailed account of the Israeli policy of curfews in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, see Hanieh
(2006: 324-337).
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blocking the access roads to the area by means of physical obstructions, which forces the
residents to pass through a staffed checkpoint on their way in and out of the area. The
degree to which the siege is enforced varies from place to place and from one period to

another”.*>°

This term al-hisar belongs to the Palestinian political lexicon on the discourse of
occupation and resistance. It appears in a number of key Palestinian documents, for
example, the Declaration of Independence of the State of Palestine on 15 November 1988

in Algeria as in the following example:

(ST) ol sushull sasaay ¢ iall dab gl iaay 3 jeaiall abaall Lead & jlae dilanddll el dakiia <ol
ceadadl o sl (s onll oo Y (G Adanlil) A gl daale sty Gl g ola s Ghasll (8 Jlaslls Sl
IOL a1 b il gl il Syl (e 55 5 gl
Back transaltion: the PLO led the fights for its great people...and its legendary steadfastness in
front of the mascaras and siege inside as well as outside the homeland. ..

It also appears in the Palestinian National Conciliation document — also known as the
Palestinian Prisoners’ Document — which was drafted on 11 May 2006 by the Palestinian
political prisoners in Israeli jails and detention centres as the basis for national conciliation

and unity between the Palestinian factions. The following example shows this point:

(ST)  po) Lans )y Lumd opad) 28 55005 L o il jud 5 Baaiall Y gl 0058 () alldall Jliand) ly) 5 oad
Lpuslaaall Ayl il il ) 58 2,0 gy jal) il Sl 8503 5 Al gl el g (- - a ) g adanll) Canl) il
2 Wiaum 5 03 pana 3 piandlil) Lisna) Fac 1) Aadle Y15 dpsliaii 5 AL

Back translation: To reject and condemn the unjust_siege which the United States and Israel are
leading against our people...

The term al-hisar appears in a number of speeches of the late Palestinian President and
PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat, such as his speech before the 58th Commission on Human
Rights in Geneva on 26 March 2002 and his speech on the second occasion of the second

Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa on 28 September 2002, as the following two examples show:

el Lila Jalail (e Jaad IS Lialiaadl 5 Asintl) Ul 5 U jlanitl 5 Uilialaa g U s Lajf ) Jibas o) iy o Y1
158 20l siall Al o) Ay Seeall Cilangll lana

180 ‘Restriction of Movement: Siege’, B’Tselem website, published on 6 May 2010:

http://www.btselem.org/freedom_of movement/siege [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

51 The Declaration of Independence of the State of Palestine can be found on numerous websites including
‘the society of the Palestinian Prisoner’, published on 16 November 2010:
http://www.ppsmo.ps/portal/index.php/news-and-reports/2010-05-03-17-14-26/2565-2010-11-16-10-35-
08.html [last accessed: 24 November 2010].

152 “The Palestinian Prisoners’ Document’ can be found on many websites such as the Palestinian Return
centre website , published on 5 October 2009: http://www.prc.org.uk/newsite/en/-52-10-05-10-2009-315/<3S
53.html [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Back translation: the Palestinian people are suffering from the last military occupation in
history; it is exposed to siege, bombardment, destruction, assassination and terrorism in all
ways...

(ST)  Lid & 5ali Y glae Liagd Wy Jlos Liagy ¥ (ppishansli€ LSl 5 ¢ jlomall 138 o oSpnl L ol JS L oy b T G
Y cpoall aa gaal cpliilae ol e il e 238 15V a S L agd JB LS e jlal) Gl Y il
Ca QST ol Gy 8 JB Saa (e pd ol il Jgmy b U8 " Joms (5 pealial agi) s aalile (e ad gy
154 ol sy (N by A a5 ¢ uaiall
Back translation: my people...I greet you from this siege. But, we — as Palestinians— do not
care about siege. ..

The term al-hisar also appears in a number of the League of Arab States’ summit
resolutions describing the living conditions of the Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian
Territories. The following two examples illustrate this point:

(ST) . uhuldll (il Lo (g sl Lo ) Jlas) elgd) 555 i o 338
Back translation: the leaders stressed the necessity of ending the Israeli_siege imposed on the
Palestinian people.

(ST) 10l ) Jall s Jlandl Al dga) ga (o8 ApdlaBY) 43l )8 3 ad s ishaldll (el 3 gasal dac s X5
Back translation: the council stresses its support to the Palestinian people and enhance its
economic capabilities in confronting the Israeli siege and isolation policy.

Finally, al-hisar regularly appears in headlines of major Palestinian newspapers such as Al-

Quds, as the following three examples show (relevant stretches underlines):

Figure 5.1: News Headline from Al-Quds Newspaper

536 g Ll (g el il ) Jucnl] gl sal Lls Aind JAS
(2008 1L 13)

Figure 5.2: News Headline from Al-Quds Newspaper
gé@jékJmSﬂwJﬁjngW‘m&idﬁ @‘ﬂdﬁ‘)«-ﬂ\

sl o 48) sl
(2010 o) 2 =18)

153 <Statement of the late Palestinian President Yasser Arafat before the 58th Commission on Human Rights

in Geneva on 26 March 2002°, published on Yasser Arafat Association website:
http://www.yasserarafat.ps/ya/collection_details.php?pid=121 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

14 ‘Speech of the late Palestinian President Yasser Arafat on the second occasion of the second Palestinian
intifada on 28 September 2002, published on Yasser Arafat website:
http://www.yasserarafat.ps/ya/collection_details.php?pid=123 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

1% The Resolution of the Extraordinary Arab Summit Conference held in Cairo, Egypt on 21-23 June 1996:
http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=337&Ievel_id=202&page _no=2 [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

1% The Resolution of the Extraordinary Arab Summit Conference held in Cairo, Egypt on 21-23 October
2000: http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=338&Ievel_id=202&page no=3 [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Figure 5.3: News Headline from Al-Quds Newspaper

U185 LM 36 pUad B Lasl) Llaua aic ad  duay o Baw g
(2008 0) 3= 8)

The Palestinians identify with the term al-hisar which summarizes their harsh living
conditions under the oppressive Israeli military occupation. They have been using this term
more frequently since the outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa on 28
September 2000, to describe their feelings of entrapment, persecution and humiliation.
More recently, al-hisar has been widely used by the Palestinians, Arabs, some Israeli

> as well as some members of the

human rights organizations such as B’Tselem®
international community (e.g. peace activists, politicians, etc.) to describe the daily
suffering of the Palestinians living in the Occupied Gaza Strip, which has been sealed off

1
d58

the from the outside worl since the election of the Palestinian government led by the

Palestinian faction, Hamas in 2007.*%°

The term al-Aisar also reminds the Palestinians of some key historical events in their long
struggle against the Israeli military occupation — both outside and inside the Occupied
Palestinian Territories — for example, the Israeli siege of Beirut (Arabic: ‘©n Jbas’) in
1982 during which Israel forced the political leadership of the PLO out of Lebanon. Also,
al-hisar brings to the Palestinian mind the Israeli siege of the Jenin Palestinian refugee
camp (Arabic: ‘Ui mde Jlas’) in which the Israeli army — as part of its military offensive
“Operation Defensive Shield” in 2002 — laid siege to the camp for eleven days ending with
the Israeli army killing “at least 52 Palestinians” — according to some estimates of the

United Nations'®® — and the entire camp being flattened by armored Israeli bulldozers.***

57 The term ‘siege’ is used in many publications of B Tselem to describe the situation in the Occupied Gaza
Strip, for example, B Tselem report ‘Gaza Strip, the Siege on Gaza’, B’Tselem \Website, published on 1
January 2011: http://www.btselem.org/gaza_strip/siege [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

1% The Palestinians in the Occupied Gaza Strip and since the start of the Israeli blockade formed the ‘Popular
Committee Against Siege’ which reports on the situation there and the various activities against the siege:
http://www.freegaza.ps/en/ [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

159 The situation in Gaza is described in the United Nations ‘Fact Finding Mission on the Gaza Conflict’ —
better known as ‘Goldstone Report’ — in English as ‘the blockade’. This term was translated officially by the
United Nations into Arabic as ‘,lasl’ (al-hisar, lit. ‘the siege’). Goldstone’s report and related UN
resolutions are available at:
http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/specialsession/9/FactFindingMission.htm [last accessed: 24
November 2011].

160 “Illegal Israeli actions in the Occupied East Jerusalem and the rest of the Occupied Palestinian Territory:
Report of the Secretary-General prepared pursuant to General Assembly resolution ES-10/10, United Nations
website, published on 30 July 2002:
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Finally, the al-hisar brings to mind the Israeli siege on the late Palestinian President Yasser
Arafat in his compound in Ramallah (Arabic: ‘@l e juas’) on 29 March 2002 during the
same Israeli military offensive — i.e. “Operation Defensive Shield” — that ended on 11

November 2004 with the assassination of the Palestinian president.

The Hebrew term used in the Peace Now translation “30°, (seger, lit. ‘closure’) — whose
Arabic equivalent is ‘<Y Gshl’ (al-tawq al-amni, lit. ‘the security ring’) — designates
another of the illegal and controversial measures that Israel imposes on the Palestinian
civilians in the occupied territories of the West Bank, where closures are routine
particularly during periods of religious Jewish festivities. Indeed, since the outbreak of the
second Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa, on 28 September 2000, the Palestinian cities, towns
and villages have been under various types of curfews, sieges and closures (Koran 2004:
210).

The Israeli policy of seger or al-rawq al-amni was first established in January 1991 as a
“temporary measure during the Gulf War” (Saleh 2009: 19) and later “institutionalized”
with the Oslo Accords (Farsakh 2000: 23). Closures involves “physically preventing
Palestinians either permanently or temporarily from leaving or entering those areas under
closure. This is achieved by placing cement blocks, boulders, banks of rubble or earth, or
manned checkpoints on all the roads leading to the closed town or village” (Darcy 2003:
64).2%2 Closures can be either internal or external. On the one hand, internal closures ban
movement between and within the West bank and the Gaza Strip. On the other hand,
external closures closes off ‘the Green Line’, i.e. between the Occupied Territories and
Israel altogether and renders it “illegal for any Palestinian to exit the region regardless of

whether he or she held an entry permit” (Gordon 2008a: 39). ‘Closures’— taken by the

http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N02/499/57/IMG/N0249957.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

161 Amnesty International delegates who returned from the camp found “credible evidence of serious
breaches of human rights and humanitarian law. These include unlawful killings, excessive use of lethal
force, and failure to give civilians warning before attacks by helicopters. They found extensive destruction of
property without apparent absolute military necessity, denial of medical and humanitarian assistance and ill-
treatment of detainees”. ‘Israel/OT: Statement to the United Nations about the fact-finding team to inquire
into the events in Jenin’, Amnesty International website, posted on 24 April 2002:
http://www.amnesty.org.uk/news_details.asp?NewsID=13473 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

162 For an overview of the current situation in the Occupied Palestinian Territories with regard to movement
and Israeli restrictions, see the recent United Nations report ‘Movement and Access in the West Bank’
published on 27 September 2011:
http://unispal.un.org/UNISPAL.NSF/0/8F5CBCD2F464B6B18525791800541DA6  [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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Israeli army in the name of “security” (Darcy 2003: 64) — are viewed by several

nongovernmental organizations as “a form of collective punishment in violation of Article

50 of the Hague Regulations and Article 33 of the Fourth Geneva Convention” (Darcy

2003: 64).

The next two Israeli policies to be examined are deportation of Palestinian civilians and

“confiscation” of their private property. These two policies — which the Roadmap describes

as “undermining trust” between the Palestinians and Israelis — were translated differently

into Arabic and Hebrew as the following examples show:

(5.47)

GOl takes no actions undermining trust, including deportations, attacks on civilians;
confiscation and/or demolition of Palestinian homes and property, as a punitive measure or
to facilitate Israeli construction; destruction of Palestinian institutions and infrastructure;
and other measures specified in the Tenet work plan [The Roadmap Plan: 2].

[UN] i Cleagd) iy daa il cillee @y 8 Ly 481 de je 3 Slel ja) (ol Uil jul de s 22 Y
. ‘L\JJL_MJS” &.\lﬁh«d\} d)\-\.ﬂ” (:M j‘ /} ) 2.31_‘4.4‘5 UA_UJAM
Back Government of Israel does not take any measures to shake the trust including

translation: operations of deportation, waging attacks against the civilians and
confiscation or/and demolition of Palestinian homes and property.

[||\/|FA] ummujsuwjajlauwdhuﬁ\mz\sﬂ\mﬁjdm\ dLJJJ‘)M‘M_}SAe_}SJY
wu&.\.«a}d‘)\_\neaﬁ _5‘/_50‘).3\.;4.4
Back The government of Israel does not make any actions to shake trust including

translation: the operations of expulsion, attacks on civilians and confiscation or/and
demolition of Palestinian homes and property.

[USDS]  tomind) s cllangdly Jdom il el b Loy A& (s lel ) (sl Zalil puY) dasSall 385 Y
w ‘Av‘-“ij d)LlA R }i/} 3 2A\...4A}

Back The Israeli government does not take any measures that undermine the trust
translation: including the deportation, the attacks against the civilians and confiscation

or/and demolition of Palestinian homes and property.

[Almtym]  3,0bae 5 cwisal e asnedl 5 syl Shlee @lld 8 Loy 48 Conial el ja) daSal) 2A5 Y

Cpidanddl) CISHas g J i

Back The government does not take measures that weaken trust including

translation: operations of deportation, the attack on the civilians, and confiscation of the
homes and properties of the Palestinians.

[Al-Quds] #3853 3mn 5f cpiall Aoalyas Sad) Lo cro 3ol (ym 55 IS 5 ol il ol s 55 Y
Agndauall lSlaall 5 J Ll

Back Government of Israel does not make any moves that undermine trust
translation: including the deportation, attacking the civilians and confiscation or/and

demolition of Palestinian homes and property.

[CNN] 2a Slanglly syl @lld 3 Ley 480 s of Leils (e Jeel (sl Akl jusY) Ao Sall o580 ()

Agphandall ClSliaal 5 J el aaa i 5 jabas s ciaall

Back The Israeli government will not do any action which could undermine the

translation: trust including the deportation, the attacks against the civilians and
confiscation or/and demolition of Palestinian homes and property.

[The ,0'YIN'A N7 LInkD DX DNyIynn NI7ZIysa Nopn N1k X' nvnn
Knesset] .0'2'0079 7¥ WD D'NA NOMNIN IN/I Y9N ,0'NITX 7V NI9PNN
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Back Government of Israel does not take actions which undermine trust including
translation: expulsions, attacks on civilians, expropriation/ or demolition homes and
property of Palestinians.

[Peace 2V NOpNN; Wi 7710, IMXN DR 0NN DYTYX DIY NORR K7 IR nwnn
Now] .0'2'00%79 WD 0'NA 7w DO IX/I DYPON D'NITN
Back Government of Israel is not taking steps which reduce trust including

translation: expulsion, attack on civilians, expropriation/ or demolition homes and
property of Palestinians.

[Ha'aretz] ; o'mATR Nopnl Wina AT 77021, [1AR2 NIYAI9N NI7IVD VIZIN K7 78w nwnn

. D'NIMYY9 W WD 0N 01N IX/I DNaNN

Back Government of Israel will not take actions which harm trust including

translation: expulsion, attacking civilians, confiscation/ or demolition Palestinian homes
and property.

[Yediot ;D'NITX 7V NI9PNN ,WN'A NIANT7 ,|INNA 1YA9'Y NI7IVD VIZIN X7 7R N7wnn
Aharonot] .0'M'00%79 D'NAI WIDY 7W oM IN/I aniNn
Back Government of Israel will not take actions which harm trust including

translation: expulsion, attacks on civilians, confiscation/ or demolition homes and
property of Palestinians.

The example above concerns the only occurrence of the term ‘deportation’ in the original
source texts of the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. This term is used only once in the
English source text of the Roadmap, nevertheless, it is important. In the translations of
Almtym, Al-Quds and CNN, the term ‘deportation” was rendered as ‘=¥ (al-ib‘ad, lit.
‘the deportation’), whereas in the translations of the United Nations (UN) and the US
Department of State (USDS), it was rendered as ‘d=_iV (al-tarhil) (which also means
‘deportation’). In the translation of Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) it was
rendered — following a meaning shift strategy as 3,k (al-tard, lit. ‘the expulsion’).

Although the terms al-ib ‘ad and al-tarhil are translated into English as ‘deportation’, they
have different political connotations in Arabic. The Israeli policy of deporting Palestinian
civilians — a violation of the international law and conventions, e.g. the Fourth Geneva
Convention — is defined as “the compulsory departure of an individual from the country of
which he or she is a national, and implies the compulsory loss of that person’s national
rights” (Hiltermann 1986: 2). Hiltermann (1986: 2) further explains that in the case of the
Palestinians who have no national rights, it means “being deprived of the right of residence
in their homeland”. This idea of the deporting Palestinian nationals rather than individuals
who have no right to their homeland is expressed in Arabic by the use of the term ‘YY)’

(al-ib‘ad, lit. ‘the deportation’) rather than tarkil or al-zard.
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Israel — a few weeks after and its occupation of the West Bank in 1967 — conducted a
census and issued identity cards only to the Palestinians who were physically present at
that time in the Occupied Palestinian Territories (Baramki 1992: 127). Israel considered
those Palestinians as “foreign residents” rather than national citizens (Shiblak 1996: 40).
Moreover, Israel considers this residency a privilege rather than a right (Baramki 1992:
127). In sum, Israel treats the Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian Territories like
immigrants and not like the indigenous population of the land — i.e. historic Palestine. This
perhaps explains the use of the Arabic term ‘2,kl’ (al-tard, lit. ‘the expulsion’) in the
translation of the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) which is equivalent to the
Hebrew term of ‘w17 (girush, lit. ‘expulsion’) or the plural form of it — i.e. ‘@W1¥Y’

(girushim, lit. ‘expulsions’) used in all the Hebrew translations above.

The Israeli policy of girush (lit. ‘expulsion’) — which is “euphemistically known as
‘transfer’ in Zionist literature” (Aruri 2011: 6)*® — has deep resonance in the Israeli-
Zionist ideology, namely that Palestine claimed as “the land of Israel” is “a Jewish
birthright and belongs exclusively to the Jewish people as a whole, and, consequently
Palestinians are ‘strangers’ who should either accept Jewish sovereignty over land or
depart” (Masalha 2007: 5). Such policy aims at emptying the land of its indigenous
Palestinian population. For example, in 1948 the Zionist movement expelled an estimated
750,000 Palestinians of the indigenous population of historic Palestine and in that way
achieved an overwhelmingly Jewish state (Finkelstein 2003: xi). Moreover, five out of the
eleven Palestinian cities that fell to the Israeli control in 1948 — namely, Safad, Majdal,
Tiberiade, Beisa and Beer-Saba’— “were completely depopulated, reducing their

inhabitants to uprooted, homeless, and penniless refugees” (Abdel Jawad 2006: 90).

Al-ib‘ad — a term that belongs to the Palestinian political lexicon — is used by Palestinian
people, rather than the terms al-tarki/ or al-rard, to de-legitimize the Israeli policy of
deportation and to emphasize its illegal status.*®* This term — i.e. al-ib ‘@d regularly appears
— for example, in the headlines of major Palestinian newspapers such as Al-Quds and Al-

Ayyam as the following examples show (relevant lexical items underlined):

163 The concept of ‘transfer’ refers to “the idea of expelling the Palestinian citizens of today’s Israel in order
to achieve an ‘ethnically pure’ Jewish state, and/or to the idea of expelling the entire Palestinian population to
the East of the Jordan River in order to secure a Jewish ‘greater Israel’” (Emerson and Tocci 2003: 32).

164 On the legal basis of the Israeli policy of deportation, see the report published by B’Tselem on 6 May
2010: http://www.btselem.org/side_links/deportation [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Figure 5.4: News Headline from Al-Quds Newspaper
S QU Al ) a8 ¢ Madlly () gaageal) ul sill haa jalia A
(i)
(3 December 2010)

Figure 5.5: News Headline from Al-Quds Newspaper
A Gad Qi gil) alialie) Aad & aiad M ala) da glial Aila gl Adall)
Al ddleial) ¢ ) ghatl)
(24 August 2010)

Figure 5.6: News Headline from Al-Ayyam Newspaper

Na YU Basgeal) Lputial) Cilpaadidid] aa Lalial (uall) 8 aliaic |
(3 June 2008)

Figure 5.7: News Headline from Al-Ayyam Newspaper

Y A a5 adal Bl s DAY
(25 June 2010)

The choice of the term al-tarki/ in the United Nations Arabic translation is of particular
interest. Goldstein (2005: 208) points out that the Israeli policy of deportations “have
prompted the adoption of more critical U.N. Security Council resolutions than any other
Isracli abuse”.’®® Indeed, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) adopted 11
resolutions precisely on the issue of Israel’s policy of deportation of Palestinian civilians.
These resolutions are 468 (1980), 469 (1980), 484 (1980), 607 (1988), 608 (1988), 636
(1989), 641 (1989), 694 (1991), 726 (1992) and 799 (1992), besides resolution 681 (1990)
which contained a paragraph on Israeli deportation. When comparing the English and
Arabic language versions of these UN resolutions with regard to the lIsraeli policy of
deporting Palestinian civilians, it turns out that in the UNSC resolutions 468, 469 and 484
— the term ‘expulsion’ rather than ‘deportation’ was used to describe Israel’s policy. This
term —i.e. ‘expulsion’— is translated by the UN into Arabic — following a literal translation

strategy — as ‘2_kl (al-tard) as in the following example:

(ST) Calls again upon the Government of Israel, as occupying Power, to rescind the illegal measures
taken by the Israeli military occupation authorities in expelling the Mayors of Hebron and
Halhoul and the Sharia Judge of Hebron, and to facilitate the immediate return of the expelled
Palestinian leaders, so that they can resume their functions for which they were elected and

165 Goldstein (2005: 207) notes that Israel has deported more than 1,000 Palestinians between 1967 and 1987
and another sixty-six in the first five years of the first Palestinian intifada. During the second Palestinian
intifada — and after a siege at Bethlehem’s Church of Nativity in April and May 2002 — lIsrael deported
thirteen Palestinians to Europe and twenty-six to Gaza (ibid: 207).

213



appointed; 1%

UN:  oSaad) JOaY) cllalis Lgidas) 3l 46 6l ye culed a1 slall I cilinad) 5 68l) clgibany (il jul dasSa so
O 5 phaall Grihanldl) 33 8350 gt (Y 5 ¢ oo L) AN (ali s Jsala s QAN aly () 3 sl AL51 )
1676 14 g 5 Led agalail (g A il o) i) agiSay Camy 18

These three UNSC resolutions (i.e. 468, 469 and 484), concern the deportation of the
Mayors of the Palestinian cities of Hebron and Halhoul and of the Sharia Judge of Hebron.
In the rest of the UNSC resolutions on the issue of Israel’s policy of deporting Palestinian
civilians — and after the outbreak of the Palestinian intifada on 9 December 1987 — the term
‘deportation’ replaced the term ‘expulsion’. This term — i.e. ‘deportation’ — was translated

in the UNSC Resolutions 607 and 608 as al-tarkil whereas in UNSC resolutions 636, 641,
694, 726, 799 and 681 as al-ib ‘ad. The following two examples show this point:

(ST) Calls upon Israel to rescind the order to deport Palestinian civilians and to ensure the safe and
immediate return to the occupied Palestinian territories of those already deported:; **®

UN: i) dghandil) el 381 035 5l 5 35aY) 53 gl DS 5 ¢urindancdil) cpinad) Jis 55 el elad) Jih sl (1 callay
199 Uil plen i 5 (yal

(ST)  Having learned with deep concern that Israel, the occupying Power, in contravention of its
obligations under the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, deported to Lebanon on 17
December 1992, hundreds of Palestinian civilians from the territories occupied by Israel since
1967, including Jerusalem;

Strongly condemns the action taken by lIsrael, the occupying Power, to deport hundreds of
Palestinian civilians, and expresses its firm opposition to any such deportation by Israel. *"

UN: e lie VAT eIl 0518 VY asy el () Caaal 8 (DAY Al Aaludl ¢l ) o Bl Ay ale S8
i A8 i gay Lgalal a1 Glldy ASgia pual) L Loy YAV e Lgling 3l ol HY) (e Gasidandil) il
) A£9 alal dayl )

186 <United Nations Security Council Resolution 469 (1980), aadopted by the Security Council on 20 May
1980, published on the United Nations website:
http://unispal.un.org/UNISPAL.NSF/0/D2F670D2A6C66F82852560E500759FA9  [last  accessed: 24
November 2011].

167 < Arabic translation of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 469 (1980) adopted on 20 May
1980, published on Palestinian Arabic website:

http://www.palestineinarabic.com/Docs/inter _arab ress’UNSC/UNSC Res 469 A.pdf [last accessed: 24
November 2011].

168 United Nations Security Council Resolution 608, adopted on 14 January 1988 by the Security Council,
published on the United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/541/35/IMG/NR054135.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].

169 < Arabic translation of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 608, adopted on 14 January 1988
by the Security Council, published on the United Nations website:
http://www.un.org/arabic/docs/SCouncil/SC_Res/S RES 608.pdf [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

170 <United Nations Security Council resolution 799 (1992), adopted by the Security Council on 18 December
1992, published on the United Nations website:
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N92/831/38/IMG/N9283138.pdf?OpenElement [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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43...'4‘)1.:..4 Oe Qms co:gl..g.la...ulﬂ\ L'):QJJA\ Glia Al 6d>\h¥h Aailal) adalll cdgi\).u] 43345) 9535\ &\ﬁ}“ '52539 O
178G 1 ] 4t s il 5 (s (53 3000

Deportation of Palestinians civilians “was one of the most contested weapons used by
Israel against suspected political activists” (Goldstein 2005: 208). The largest single Israeli
deportation of Palestinian civilians occurred on 17 December 1992 when Israel — in an
unprecedented step — deported 418 Palestinian civilians allegedly for being Hamas activists
from the Occupied West Bank and the Gaza Strip to Marj al-Zuhur in South Lebanon.*"
The following day of this Israeli mass deportation, the United Nations Security Council

condemned this Israeli action and unanimously adopted the UNSC Resolution 799.

The third Israeli policy to be discussed is the ‘confiscation’ of Palestinian private land.
However, the more accurate term to describe such a policy is ‘expropriation’, as other than
it indicates political motivation behind such a process, it also “signifies various arbitrary
decisions on land seizure in Palestine by the Israeli authorities, especially in the early years
of the state and specifically after the immediate termination of military hostilities” (Falah

2004: 958).

The struggle to control land is the most significant aspect of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict
(Fischbach 2005: 291). Israel has been controlling land in the Occupied Palestinian
Territories through the process of expropriation.

In Arabic, and in the context of land, both terms ‘confiscation’ and ‘expropriation’ are
translated into Arabic as ‘e3las’ (musadarah), which is used in all Arabic translations
above. On the other hand, in Hebrew, the Israeli control of private Palestinian land is

173

usually referred to as ‘ypopn’ (hatka’ah, lit. ‘expropriation’)” " rather than ‘mana’

(hahramabh, lit. ‘confiscation’).

One of the differences between hafka’ah (expropriation) and hahramah (confiscation) is

that the former involves the payment of compensation (Somanath 2011: 539). According to

71 Arabic translations of the United Nations Security Council resolution 799 (1992), adopted by the Security
Council on 18 December 1992, published on the United Nations website: http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N92/831/36/IMG/N9283136.pdf?OpenElement [last accessed: 24 November
2011].

Y2 For more information on this case, see the report published by B'Tselem on 6 May 2010:
http://www.btselem.org/deportation/1992_mass_deportation [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

173 For a detailed account on the Israeli policy of land expropriation, see Forman and Kedar (2004), Holzman-
Gazit (2007) and Hussein and McKay (2003: 66-103).
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the Israeli Land (Acquisition for Public Purposes) Ordinance of 1943, the person whose
land has been expropriated for “public purposes” is entitled to compensation; nevertheless,

no compensation has ever been paid to Palestinians (Schmidt 2001: 522).

The other difference between the hafka’ah and hahramah is with regard to the history and
politics of the term hafka’ah which the term hahramah lacks. Expropriation is defined as
“seizure of private property by the government” (Sharan 2005: 230). Since 1948, Israel has
been expropriating private Palestinian land and property by a means of dozens of military
orders (e.g. ‘Military Order 59’ — Order Concerning Government Properties — of 1967 and
‘Military Order 364’ of December 1969)*"* and legislations. Ashmore (1997: 131) explains

these legislations as follows:

[A] 1948 law authorized seizure of “uncultivated” land; a 1949 law permitted expropriation
of land for “security” reasons; a 1950 law transferred property from “absentees” to the
state...a 1953 law legitimized all previous confiscations of land.

The latest major case in this context occurred on 9 January 2011 when Israel demolished a
four-story building known as the Shepherd Hotel in the Palestinian neighbourhood of
Sheikh Jarrah in Occupied East Jerusalem in order to build 20 Jewish settlement units in its
place. This hotel “was once the headquarters of Hajj Amin al-Husseini, mufti of Jerusalem
and Arab nationalist leader during British rule of Palestine (Gorenberg 2009). Israel
confiscated this hotel following its occupation of East Jerusalem in 1967 under the
“Custodian of Absentee property” and then sold it in the mid-1980s to “a corporation
owned by American millionaire Irving Moskowitz, the financial angel of far-right Israeli
groups intent on settling Jews in Palestinian neighborhoods inside and encircling the Old
City” (Gorenberg 2009).

The other two main pretexts for Israeli expropriation of Palestinian property are “security”
and use for “public purposes”. The Israeli military commander has full authority to declare
specific areas “closed areas”, generally on “security” grounds. This effectively means that
Palestinian owners cannot enter to farm their land. After three successive years, the area
can then be declared “state land” and confiscated; many Jewish settlements in the
Occupied Palestinian Territories have been erected on land expropriated in this way
(Dajani 1994: 12).

% These two specific orders provided the Israeli military administration authorization to “possess and
dispose of all government property” of the former Jordanian government in the West Bank and oversee state
lands in the Gaza Strip (Dajani 1994: 12).
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Since the late 1950s, the Land (Acquisition for Public Purposes) Ordinance (1943) has
been the main tool for expropriating Palestinian land and “turning it over to Jewish
settlement and development” (Hussein and McKay 2003: 86). This legislation — introduced
by the British Mandate administration — allows the expropriation of private Palestinian
land in the public interest; however, Israel “has implemented this legislation in a highly
discriminatory and arbitrary manner” (Hussein and McKay 2003: 86). Schmidt (2001: 522)

explains that this is because the Palestinians:

Were, are and will never be considered as the “public” and the claim that expropriations are
intended to serve a “public” purpose is accurate only if the “public” for whom it is
justifiable to harm Palestinian property rights consists entirely of Jews.

5.6.6 Future Relations between Arab States and Israel

The nature of future relations between Arab states and Israel has traditionally been a matter
of dispute and controversy. Arab states prefer the term ‘normal relations’ to
‘normalization’ as they regard the latter “an instrument of Israeli penetration and
domination” (Shamir 2004) — i.e. Israel with its strong economy would swallow the weaker
Arab economies and then control the region politically. For its part, Israel favours
‘normalisation’ of relations with Arab states as part of the “peace process” (Massoud 2000:
340). Israel understands ‘normalization’ as “the creation of economic, cultural, and social
relationships between the two peoples. Such a relationship creates a web of a mutual
economic interests built on joint projects in the fields of tourism, transportation, energy,
and infrastructure, as well as by joint investments in business ventures” (Sneh 2005: 29).
Israel claims that ‘normalization’ of relations is “the ultimate test of sincerity of peace
overtures and readiness for stable peace” (Shamir 2004) as well as “the most solid

guarantee that peace will be irreversible” (Sneh 2005: 29).

The term ‘normalisation’ has very different connotations in Hebrew, Arabic and English.
While it is considered neutral by speakers of English, it is considered as positive by
speakers of Hebrew and as negative by speakers of Arabic. In English, ‘normalisation’
describes relations between countries which have hostilities and wish to end these
hostilities and establish normal relations. In Hebrew, there was no word for ‘normalisation’
and that is why “normalizatzia soon caught on in Israel” (Cohen 2001: 73). This Hebrew
term has a familiar ring to another Hebrew foreign loan word ‘normali’ (lit. ‘normal’)
(Cohen 2002: 73). Normalisation (Hebrew: ‘°x1°91711”) refers to the kind of relations Israel

has always been looking to have with the Arab states in the Middle East. The Arabic term
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‘ankd (tatbi, ‘normalisation’) is equated with submission and domestication (Cohen 2002:

74).

The term ‘normalisation’ was not opted for at all in any of the peace initiatives — i.e. the
original source texts in the corpus. Instead, the term ‘full normal relations’ was used, such
as in the Arab Peace Initiative and the Roadmap Plan. This specific choice can be
explained with regard to the history and sensitivity of the term ‘normalisation’ in the
context of the Middle East conflict as explained above. The implications of these

connotational differences are illustrated in the following example:

(5.48)  Arab state acceptance of full normal relations with Israel and security for all the states of
the region in the context of a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace [The Roadmap Plan: 5].

[USDS] e O ) e ALAS Fmd 8D Al gy jall sl J 5

Back The acceptance of the Arab states to establish full normal relations with Israel...
translation:

[CNN] v O ) e B JlS ety Ay jall J gall Jus

Back The Arab states accept full normalisation of relations with Israel...
translation:

[The AR Dy Dron'n 7w R NN 2w N 7w nnodon

Knesset]

Back The acceptance of Arab states of full normalisation of relations with Israel...
translation:

[Yediot ...7NAY' DY D"7n01N1 0'R7AN D'ON' IR 1737 1Y NiFTn

Aharonot]

Back Arab states will accept the full and normal relations with Israel...
translation:

All Arabic translations rendered the phrase ‘full normal relations’ literally, except for the
CNN version that used a meaning shift strategy and opted for ‘auk?” (lit. ‘normalisation”).
Among the Hebrew translations, only the Knesset version chose not to translate this term
literally, replacing it instead with the term preferred in Israel ‘P (lit

‘normalisation’).

5.7 Addition of Information

In Chapter Four, addition of information was examined at the macro-structural level. In
this section, it will be examined at the micro-structural level. Detailed analysis of the
corpus showed that cases of addition of information occurred in translations of two non-
governmental organizations and one Palestinian newspaper. These are the Arabic
translations of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement published
by Gush-Shalom and the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative published by
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Peace Now in addition to the Arabic translation of the Roadmap Plan published by Al-

Quds newspaper.

The Arabic translation of the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement
includes two cases of addition of information which concern two of the final-status issues
of the conflict: firstly, the Jewish settlements and secondly, the Palestinian refugees. The
added information in the Arabic language version in the two examples below reflects the
Palestinian negotiating positions with regard to these issues, namely that all Jewish
settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories are illegal and that any resolution of the

refugees issue should be resolved according to the UN resolution 194:

(5.49) YIAnDN DIN 1197 NUWAN IRXI ['U079-N1TNY I9N'Y DLW NINZINAN NII7NINNN "AVIN
[The the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 3] My alJh!

[Gush- Ghlial 8 el Al cilids giusal) 48 4l ¢ 3aniall aeY) A Ol ) g8 5 Al ) Cavia 3aalea (3
Shalom] (b Al l) Uik ghoaall o 63y (Al il gluaall ) AN Sy Ay g8y it 1967 ple chlial )
sl ) BV Aled J8 (ppdandd A g ) J patin ) Adlaial)

Back According to the fourth Geneva Convention and the UN resolutions, all

translation: settlements built in the area occupied in 1967 are considered illegal. Those
settlers who reside in the settlements located in the area that will be transferred
to the state of Palestine will be evacuated before the end of the Israeli
occupation.

(5.50) Y2 yap-niawrtnal 0UIX'S N73p 2 N7 NNWOKRN 079 0% [NaM, IT NIDT? DXNNA
.D'X2N NINRYT? DRNNA 7RY MINNT7 N2 IR ['0079 N1*TA7 N2'W, NINK
[The Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement: 4]
Back translation: according to this right, each refugee will be given the option to choose...

[Gush- S Bl G idadd o AW ST LAY Ga amy (194 o8 ) asid) ae¥l Sl A 5 Ball 13g]
Shalom] <l 5 il Asn b ailall & Sall 5 il sai e Jsandl 5l G pusl 53 5all 5 Galandi A5

Al o gaball s
Back According to this right, and the United Nations resolution 194, each refugee will
translation: be given...

Furthermore, the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative, authored by Professor
Ilai Alon and published by Peace Now, had seventeen cases of addition of information.
These additions, with other recontextualization strategies, had a double aim: on the one
hand, presenting a clear non-ambiguous text to the Israeli reader and, on the other, showing
the language expertise and academic competence of the translator (cf. Chapter 6.2.3).
Added information concerns the adding of subjects and objects where they are implicit in

sentences. The following examples illustrate this point:
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(5.52) oty bla s Jaladl w3l o dles alull a5 Letlaban (& laill Bale ) Jdl ol (g (udaall Callay
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] (o La L) Ly LS Liaf

Back translation: the council asks Israel to reconsider its policies and to incline to peace
declaring that the just peace is also its strategic option. Also demands it to do the following:

[Peace DI7UN D 70N, DI7YY NIVIZ, NN WTNNA ['VY7 728N XYM Nwpan
Now] X'mY7 [2xaw']n [DxyinD] YT 3 11D .NNIAY DA NFA0TVON NN RIN PTIND
I nIKan [nwnTn] NX

Back The council asks from Israel to reconsider its policy, to incline to peace and to
translation: declare that the just peace is also its strategic option. Also asks [the council]
[from Israel] to fulfil the following [demands]:

The translator here is trying to remove any kind of ambiguity in the source text by adding
information he thinks are necessary for the reader.

(5.53) . sl Ayl ASleall dge (y 3adall e Gl 2o 5aY) SLa) gl anlia AWl ) el o 2
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1]
Back translation: Having listened to the statement made by his royal highness Prince
Abdullah Bin Abdullaziz, the crown Prince of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia...

[Peace -9X Ty 2 NYIRTAY MR NN TN 79 mika? [nxvimn Nan] T nY nNY?
Now] JIFTIVON NN 27NN 7Y xyn vl Tty

After they listened [members of the council] to the statement of his royal
highness Prince Abdullah Bin Abdullaziz, the crown Prince of the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia...

Back
translation:

(5.54)  Aball 3 1967 s e el ol e Alinall Aidanddl) ol Y1 e 3ol <l Qe dyiadandi Alpn o8 J5d
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] A il eadl) \ghaaale (55555 ¢ g Ul gyl

Back translation: The acceptance of the establishment of a Sovereign Independent
Palestinian State on the Palestinian territories occupied since the 4th of June 1967 in the
West Bank and Gaza strip, with East Jerusalem as its capital.

[Peace D''V079N D'NUYWIA NI N7YAI N'RAYY N'0079 N TR 7Y NNnEn N7afp
Now] AW [D1Tn] Nty nyi¥1al ,nynn nma 1967, A nyaaxn TN 0'YidN

J'NITAN D'7WN' NN
Back

. Acceptance the establishment of a sovereign independent Palestinian state in
translation:

territories occupied since 4 June 1967 in the West bank and Gaza Strip, [state] its
capital Eastern Jerusalem.

Finally, one case of addition of information is found in the Arabic translation of the Al-
Quds newspaper. This addition of information concerns the issue of the rebuilding the

Palestinian security forces, as in the following example:

(5.51) Restructured/retrained Palestinian security forces and IDF counterparts progressively resume
security cooperation and other undertakings in implementation of the Tenet work plan,
including regular senior-level meetings, with the participation of U.S. security officials [The
Roadmap Plan: 2].

[AI-QUAS] el LS pm) a5 LeilSon laall/iall Al Lia1 5 34291 o ol o il
e agieY)
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Back Resume counterparts from the remaining Palestinian security apparatus /the
translation: restructured and from the Israeli army the security coordination...

In this example, the addition of the Arabic adjective 4sidll (al-mutabagiyah, lit. ‘the
remaining ones’) is particularly interesting. The Palestinian Authority (PA) — according to
the Roadmap Plan — is required to resume security cooperation with their counterparts in
the “IDF” (“Israel Defense Forces”) and fight “terror” organizations. In order to do so, the
PA needs sufficient security forces with good infrastructure. However, during the second
Palestinian intifada, Al-Agsa which broke out on 28 September 2000 and particularly after
2001, the Israeli army steadily escalated its attacks on the infrastructure of the Palestinian
Authority, particularly its security infrastructure (Cordesman 2006: 81). These attacks
reached their peak when Israel waged a full-scale military offensive, “Operation Defensive
Shield”, in 2002 during which its army systematically and effectively destroyed the
Palestinian security forces and their infrastructure (Esposito 2005: 87; Ghanem 2007: 59).
This is why the Roadmap Plan talks about the re-building of these forces. Against this
backdrop, the addition of the adjective al-mutabagiyah is highly evaluative as it implicitly

blames Israel for destroying something that has to be rebuilt.

5.8 Omission of Information

Detailed analysis of corpus showed that patterns of omission of information are only found
in the translations of mass media: three newspapers, two lIsraeli (Ha aretz and Yediot
Aharonot) and one Palestinian (Al-Quds) in addition to one news agency, CNN. Omission
of information occurred mainly with regard to the final-status issues of the conflict at the
level of word, phrase and sentence. In the following sub-sections, these cases of omission
of information will be discussed focusing on their political and ideological implications.

5.8.1 Omissions in Translations Published by Ha’aretz Newspaper

The Israeli newspaper Ha'aretz published three Hebrew translations of three peace
initiatives: the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the Arab Peace Initiative and
the Roadmap Plan. These three translations had eighteen cases of omission of information,

which will be examined and commented on in the following sub-sections.
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Omissions in the Translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles
With regard to the Hebrew translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles,
the two cases of omission of information found concern the phrases ‘agreed upon’ and

‘without mutual consent’ as in the two following examples:

(5.55)  Border modifications will be based upon an equitable and agreed-upon territorial exchange
(1:1) in accordance with the vital needs of both sides, including security, territorial
continuity and demographic considerations [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles:

1].
[Ha’aretz] D0'x7 oxNNa L(1:1 9w on) D™MIrY 0'NLVY '917'N 7V 1002N! 7122 1PN
.D"9MINT D71 Y1 IRMIVMO ¥ L[INVA AT 77221 ,0TTYN AW 7w DMrnn
Back Border modifications will be based on exchange of equal territories (basis of

translation:  1:1) in accordance to needs of the two sides...

The omission of the term ‘agreed-upon’ in the above example perhaps does not have any

serious political significance. However, it does in other contexts (see example 5.64 below).

The second case of omission in the Ha aretz Hebrew translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles concerns the issue of archaeological excavations in or underneath

the holy sites in Jerusalem as in the following example:

(5.56) Neither side will exercise sovereignty over holy places. The State of Palestine will be
designated Guardian of al-Haram al-Sharif for the benefit of Muslims. Israel will be Guardian
of the Western Wall for the benefit of the Jewish people. The status quo on Christian holy
sites will be maintained. No excavation will take place in or underneath the holy sites without
mutual consent [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles: 1].

[Ha’aretz] naniwd 2Tam M7 N1 .0'WITRN NINMEnn 7Y NRRN AN X7 Y 0e

2NDN 7Y NNIYD YT R .0mY0mn Naivy? gnw-x oxn 9w guardian

X7 .ninxaY D'YITPN NINIRNA "1V 1R oluLvoN MY " TIN'N DYN NaIv? nvnn

.DN'NNNN IR D'YITRN hininn 1IN |ﬂEJ'7I) nn'sn m'pn'
The omission of the phrase ‘without mutual consent’ in the above translation can be
explained keeping in mind that this Hebrew translation was based on the Arabic translation
of the People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD), which also omitted this
phrase. In other words, the omission of this phrase occurred originally in the Arabic
translation of the People’s Campaign for Peace and Democracy (PCPD) — whose ‘main
addressees’ are Palestinian readers in the Occupied Palestinian Territories — and was then
preserved in the Ha’aretz Hebrew translation. This phrase was also deleted in all the
Arabic and Hebrew translations of the initiative except in the Hebrew translation published
by the National Consensus. The Arabic translation published by Al-Quds newspaper,

which was based on the Hebrew translation of Ha 'aretz newspaper, includes other cases of
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omission of important information (see sub-section on Omission of Information in

Translation published by Al-Quds newspaper below).

The omission of the phrase ‘without mutual consent’ is in the Palestinian political interest,
namely, that no archaeological excavations be allowed in or underneath the holy sites in
Jerusalem, particularly al-Haram al-Sharif. In the context of competing Palestinian and
Israeli narratives and exclusive political claims in Jerusalem, archaeology and
archaeological excavations — other than they tell “the story of the country” (Glock 1994:

71) — can also provide “hard evidence” to validate such claims (Ross 2007: 164).

The first Israeli excavations in Jerusalem began following the June 1967 war and for many
years on the south and south western slopes of al-Haram al-Sharif in February 1968 (Abu
El-Haj 1998: 168). From the standpoint of the Israelis, archaeology played an important
role in Israel’s foreign image and foreign policy, presenting “the Jewish state in revival,
investigating its past with the tools of science” (Hallote and Joffe 2002: 87). In other
words, archaeology is closely linked to their “nation-state building” (Abu El-Haj 2001: 1)
and in emphasizing and producing the “eternal link of the Jewish people with the city of
Jerusalem” (Ricca 2007: 65)

The Palestinians, on the other hand, do not view Israeli excavations in Occupied East
Jerusalem — particularly in or underneath al-Haram al-Sharif — in their interest due to the
fact that the Israelis control Jerusalem and are “able to expropriate, excavate, label, and
describe antiquities there as they please. They can thus put the stamp of authority on
narratives that give extraordinary weight to selected strata, thereby successfully
manipulating both the spatial and temporal aspects of identity, in pursuit of a clear
nationalist political agenda” (Khalidi 1997: 18). The Palestinians believe that the Israeli
archaeological excavations — while giving careful attention to the validation of a Jewish
presence in Jerusalem — “distorts” and “diminishes” the notion of uninterrupted Arab
presence in the city (Rajjal 2005: 42). They also believe that Israel uses excavations and
diggings, particularly, in or underneath al-Haram al-Shartf, to search for “the ruins of the
Second Temple or to build a prayer area” (Ross 2003: 198). Finally, they who have been
protesting and opposing these excavations since they began in 1967 (Klein 2001: 274)
believe that these excavations are undermining the walls of the al- Haram al-Sharif and

would ultimately cause the collapse of the al-Agsa Mosque (Gonen 2003: 161).
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The Israeli archaeological excavations in Jerusalem have always been a major source of
religious and political tensions between the Palestinians and Israelis. In September 1996,
the newly elected Israeli Prime Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, ordered the opening of the
“Western Wall tunnel” (Silberman 2001: 500) which “ran alongside the Western Wall and
the Haram Al-Sharif to the Muslim Quarter” (Ma’oz 2009: 104). Consequently, violent
confrontations erupted between the Palestinians and the Israeli army in Occupied East
Jerusalem which later spread to cities, towns and refugee camps throughout the Occupied
Palestinian Territories (Abu El-Haj 2001: 228). These violent confrontations resulted in

hundreds of Palestinian civilians killed and injured (Silberman 2001: 500).

Another example concerns the Palestinian village of Silwan in Occupied East Jerusalem.
Israel claims that this village — with a population of 30,000 Palestinians — is the site “where
King David founded his city” (Friedland and Hecht 2000: 436). The Israeli municipality of
Jerusalem plans to demolish more than 88 Palestinian homes in the Al-Bustan
neighbourhood of Silwan in order to create an “archaeological park” (Shulman 2007: 92).
On 7 September 2011, Israel finished the digging of a new tunnel — 600 meters long —
reaching from Silwan to al-Agsa Mosque. What reactions such practices will yield in the

future remains to be seen.

Archaeological excavations and naming practices (cf. Chapter 5.3.2) are two closely linked
practices in the sense that they are both used to validate claims of exclusive ownership in

the Old City of Occupied Jerusalem.

Omissions in the Translation of the Roadmap Plan
The Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan shows three cases of omission of
information: the lexical items ‘reciprocal’ and ‘fully’ and one whole sentence as in the

following examples:

(5.57) The following is a performance-based and goal-driven roadmap, with clear phases, timelines,
target dates, and benchmarks aiming at progress through reciprocal steps by the two parties in
the political, security, economic, humanitarian, and institution-building fields, under the
auspices of the Quartet [the United States, European Union, United Nations, and Russia] [The
Roadmap Plan: 1].

[Ha’aretz] nnTan, DnMa yvixa 2% 2y Nooiann, nvn NUIdN 0T NN 11'D nonn
Y 7¢ DITUXY NIVYNAN] DIDTPDD'? N'anY DUTVIMY, T X1 TV 'DMIRN, DT
NNN, NITOIN N'"1Aal DTN NI'DT, n'73'73n, [IN0N, n|7'L’)"7ID|"I minn21a, 0'TTXYN
001N nion
Back ...which aim at bringing progress with the help of steps by the two sides...
translation:
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(5.58) GOI fully facilitates travel of Palestinian officials for PLC and Cabinet sessions,
internationally supervised security retraining, electoral and other reform activity, and other
supportive measures related to the reform efforts [ The Roadmap Plan: 3].

[Ha’aretz]  nxyinn nia'w'? 0'RINW79 0D 9 DNYNN DX QYWORN 7KW Nwnn
NI7'YO, MIN712 NIR'DY [INVAN NIND 7W WTNN AR, D"I'NY790 01N
YNANN7? DNIYEN 0'901 NdMN 'WYNAKRI, NNNXK NN NNNaY7  niwpn
JDINII9IN
Back The government of Israel allows the travel of Palestinian officials...
translation:

The stipulations in Ha aretz translation — as in the two examples above — correspond to
what came in the first draft of the Roadmap Plan on 15 October 2002. The first draft of the
Roadmap Plan — issued on 15 October 2002 — lacked any description of implementation
mechanisms. The addition of the phrase “through reciprocal steps” in the final draft of the
plan removed ambiguity of how to implement this plan and emphasized that both sides
needed to carry out their obligations reciprocally. Also, the first draft of the Roadmap
stipulated that Israel “facilitates travel of Palestinian officials for PLC sessions,
internationally supervised security retraining, and other PA business without restriction”.
> This requirement was further emphasized in the final draft of the Roadmap with the
addition of the adverb “fully”. The omission of this adverb in the Ha aretz translation
leaves the issue of facilitating travel for Palestinian officials at the hands of the Israeli
government. The third case concerns the omission of one whole sentence which points to
the role of the Quartet in achieving peace between the Palestinians and Israelis as in the

following example:

(5.59) Implementation, as previously agreed, of U.S. rebuilding, training and resumed security
cooperation plan in collaboration with outside oversight board (U.S.— Egypt — Jordan).
Quartet support for efforts to achieve a lasting, comprehensive cease-fire [ The Roadmap

Plan: 3].

[Ha’aretz] NNIY", 193 DD0INY 12Y2, 7w NDIN NIRM DI'YY, (IR WITNE IM'YUn
Back N71Y9n 1INV, YN QIN'Y 0'9'PYN 0MIXN (NIR"-DN¥YN-| T
translation:

Omissions in the Translation of Arab Peace Initiative
The Ha ' aretz translation of the Arab Peace Initiative shows thirteen cases of omission of
information at the levels of both word and phrase. At the word level, two adjectives were

175 “Elements of a Performance-Based Road Map to a Permanent Two-State Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian
Conflict’, Miftah website, published on 2 November 2002:
http://www.miftah.org/Display.cfm?Docld=1220&Categoryld=10 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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omitted. The omitted information removes reference to the occupied territories as ‘Arab’ or

‘Syrian’ as in the following example:

(5.60) 1967 (U x53) sis e @l lad in g ) pudl Y sl AId 8 Loy Alisall i pall aial SY1 (0 Sl o)
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] b i 8 i ) Lo il ol SV

Back translation: full withdrawal from the Arab occupied territories including the Syrian

Golan until the lines of the 4 June 1967 as well as the remaining occupied Lebanese

territories in the south of Lebanon.

[Ha’aretz] 2% nnma o'nownl 720 9713-67', 2 1wadw o'nuwn 721 D017 nDonY
J7XW WD NNn VY

Back To agree to withdrawal from all the territories, which were occupied in 67,

translation: including the Golan and the territories in southern Lebanon, which are still

under Israeli occupation.

At phrase level, nine cases were found. In some of these cases, as in the following two

examples, omitted information could be argued to be not important to the Israeli reader.

(5.61) .l hY) e il Y GV sl D) GBing Al o) 3l (5 Sl Jadl ol Ay pall J sl gLl g DAl
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1]
Back translation: emanating from the conviction of the Arab states that the military solution
to the conflict achieved neither peace nor security to any party.

[Ha’aretz] . q1020% 'KaX |INNO DN K7W YIIDW JINN n72pNn nv7nnn
Back The decision taken was based on the conviction that there will not be a military
translation: solution to the conflict.

(5.62) il sae 3a o il Lo S5 3 e ol ) Apslal) 41550 (8 Sheiall Al 55 e Asall Il il (e
B Rt Ay jall Joall ool il jLA Jalill g Jalall Q3L ) (e 1996 saisy B 38N (& galall e o 2l
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] =~ 2xall 13 (8 J) sl 0% 5 Slie Lal Sl o sy 5 A all dpe ) JIa

Back translation: the council of the League of Arab States at the Summit level at its 14™
ordinary session reaffirms the resolution taken in June 1996 at the Cairo Extra-ordinary Arab
summit that a just and comprehensive peace in the Middle East ...

[Ha’aretz] mranyn n20911996 1A n22pnnw n07NNn DX NNIYKRN NN NAYN NXvIN
N1TN NNDX0NAI "IN DIN'MA 72pNnY, |ID'MN DTN 2TIX DI7Y n'9%, A
JIMNYN NRFTAN 7Y NRALIVOKR V7NN KIN, TRY!

Back The council of the League of Arab States reaffirms the resolution taken in June
translation: 1996 at the Arab summit in Cairo that a true peace in the Middle East...

(5.63)  olel ) A sandl Ay pall ASledd) dge s el de ol die e SL sl Cialia AalS ) a2
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] A5 DA e

Back translation: having listened to the statement made by his royal highness Prince Abdullah
Bin Abdullaziz, the crown Prince of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in which he presented his
initiative...

[Ha’aretz] “xw' 2 070 D'on'?, n79XTAY 1'RN 7Y INYXD NIR IYNRY NIRTAN A
196711 TRn 1W2DIw DTAVN D'RVYAN XA N2'017 NN NIYN NN

Back Representatives of the states listened to the statement of the Prince Abdullah,

translation: reqarding normal relations between Israel and the Arab states in return of full
withdrawal from the Arab territories, which were occupied since June 1967.
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By contrast, in some other cases, omissions have serious political implications. Examine

the following three examples:

(5.64) 194 a8, saiall aadl Aalall dmand) IS5 dle (360 Guisdandill (a3 S8R Jile Ja ) Jaa sl
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1]

Back translation: to reach a just and agreed upon solution to the Palestinian refugees problem
according to the UN General Assembly resolution 194.

[Ha’aretz] 7v InvTN NxVIN 7Y 194 Q7NN 197 D'RIMY79N 010797 PTIX [INNSY7 DDOoNY
.0"IND
Back To agree to just solution to Palestinian refugees according to resolution 194 of the

translation: Security Council of the United Nations.

The phrasing of the proposed solution to the Palestinian refugees problem in the Arab
Peace Initiative as “to be agreed upon” is of significant political importance. This phrasing
represents a turning point in the long-time position of the League of Arab States vis-a-vis
the right of return of the Palestinian refugees. The League of Arab States has always
maintained the position that the Palestinian refugees problem must be resolved in
accordance with the UN General Assembly resolution 194 of 11 December 1948 which
“called on Israel to facilitate the return of the refugees and compensate those who did not
wish to return” (Massoud 2000: 342). Before the drafting of the Arab Peace Initiative, this
position was not open for any negotiations with Israel but to be implemented as it is — i.e.
full return of Palestinian refugees to their homes in now lIsrael. The following three

excerpts from previous Arab summit resolutions illustrate this point:

(ST) 176 (1948) 194 ab ) sasiall aadl dalall dunaall ) &l 68 5 cpuidacldll (pia ) 4GS Ja
Back To resolve the Palestinian refugees problem According to the UN General Assembly
translation: resolution 194 (1948).

(ST) en oy Alinall s jal il V15 sl 1) 3sedl 5ynd 3a gy e Jaalls 1ol aaial dulllas
17,1948 alal 194 Adall dpmanll I Al 12,0583 gall b dia lld 3 Loy Sipanslil) ontll A ) (3 58
Back ...and guarantee of all national rights of the Palestinian people including its right of return

translation: in implementation of the UN General Assembly resolution 194 (1948).

76 ‘The Resolution of the Arab Summit Conference held in Casablanca’, Morocco 23-26 May 1989:

http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=462&Ievel_id=202 [last accessed: 24
November 2011].

Y7 ‘The Resolution of the Arab Summit Conference held in Baghdad’, Iraq 28-30 May 1990:
http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=468&level id=202 [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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(ST) 178 ganiall aelYl ol )y A sall e il (b e 30 gall L agia ) Taliind cpaidacldl pria ) A1S5G 4 g
Back Settlement of the Palestinian refugee’s problem based on their right of return according to
translation: the international legitimacy and UN resolutions.

The addition of the term ‘4de & (yutafaqu ‘alayhi, lit. ‘to be agreed upon’) in this
initiative — and in resolutions of the League of Arab States from 2001 onwards on the issue
of the Palestinian refugees (e.g. Arab Summits in Algeria 2005, Riyadh 2007, Damascus
2008 ) — thus marks a dramatic change in the sixty-year-old Arab political position on this
issue. This term was meant to show the political pragmatism of the Arab states with regard
to this issue. That is to say, any solution to this problem is something to be agreed on
between all parties concerned, (e.g. the PLO, Israel and the Arab host countries of the
Palestinian refugees). Therefore, for the first time in the history of the conflict, Israel

would have a say or a veto in this matter.

The omission of the term yutafaqu ‘alayhi (lit. ‘to be agreed upon’) in the Hebrew
translation of Ha aretz portrays the Arab Peace Initiative as nothing new in the traditional
Arab position on the refugees issue. The omission of this term in a number of Hebrew
translations of the Arab Peace Initiative led to the drafting of other alternative translations
which aimed to show the true elements of the initiative (e.g. Alon’s translation published

by Peace Now, cf. Chapter 4.4.3).

In the second example below, ending the conflict between Israel and the Arab states does
not necessarily mean concluding peace agreements between them. It could mean perhaps
just ending the hostilities between these states and going from the state of war to the state

of ‘no war’ only.

(5.65)  .Aakiall J g0 aread eY) Baiat e il pu) G5 ety o0l AL 3 J 53 5 cligiiia () ) (apad) £ ) ) i)
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1]
Back translation: consider the Arab-Israeli conflict ended, and enter into a peace agreement
with Israel, with providing security for all the states of the region.

[Ha’aretz] .2t NIt 227 1IN0 N'V2NYI Y7RYW!-12YN 10000 102 DY
Back To recognize the end of the Arab-Israeli conflict and to guarantee security to all
translation: states of the region.

The third example below concerns one of the fundamental requirements of the Arab Peace
Initiative to end the Arab-Israeli conflict, i.e. the establishment of the Palestinian state with

% The Resolution of the Arab Summit Conference held in Cairo, Egypt 21-23 May 1996:

http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/details_ar.jsp?art_id=337&Ievel_id=202 [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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East Jerusalem as its capital. In the Ha aretz translation, the explicit reference to East
Jerusalem as the capital of the future Palestinian state was deleted. The phrase ¢ n7m2
o°ow1’ (be Mizrah Yerushalayim, lit. ‘in East Jerusalem”) could mean anywhere in East
Jerusalem. In fact, there have been some Israeli proposals in the past to have the capital of
the future Palestinian state in the town of Abu Dies, which is “outside the Jerusalem
boundary of the British mandate, inside the U.N partition’s Jerusalem, outside of Jordanian
East Jerusalem during period 1949-67, and straddling the line separating the post-June
1967 expanded Jerusalem from the West Bank™ (Klinghoffer 2006: 38).

(5.66) Ayl diall 81967 siis e @il die i) Lppladdl) il HY) e 8ol < Aias Lislals A g0 L8 5
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1] A8 ) el Lhauale K553 56 g U
Back translation: the acceptance of the establishment of a Sovereign Independent Palestinian

State on the Palestinian territories occupied.

[Ha’aretz] nImnal nyix1a, NnTA2 D'NVYWA N'RAXYI NIAN DNTNMYY9 N1 Dnpn’? 0DonY
67 1 "nX7 IwadIY, pHwNe

Back To agree to the establishment of a sovereign independent Palestinian State in
translation: territories in Bank, in Strip and in East Jerusalem, which were occupied after June
67.

5.8.2 Omissions in Translations Published by Yediot Aharonot Newspaper

The Israeli newspaper Yediot Aharonot published two Hebrew translations: one of the
Roadmap Plan and one of the Arab Peace Initiative. The translation of the Roadmap Plan
shows omission of information with regard to the issue of the Jewish settlements and

settlement outposts, as shown below.
(5.67) GOI immediately dismantles settlement outposts erected since March 2001 [The Roadmap

Plan: 4].
[Yediot .2001 o T™Rn MPINY D'TARAN X 719N 78 N7wnn
Aharonot]
Back Government of Israel will dismantle the settlement outposts, which were erected

translation:  since March 2001.

The Yediot Aharonot translation, unlike other Hebrew translations of the Roadmap,
removes any reference to the timeframe set for the dismantling of settlement outposts in
the Roadmap text (i.e. ‘immediately’). This results in a new requirement, different from
what is stipulated in the original source text of the Roadmap. This new requirement
corresponds to what came in the first draft of the Roadmap Plan on 15 October 2002,
namely that “GOI [government of Israel] dismantles settlement outposts erected since

establishment of the present Israeli government and in contravention of current Israeli
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government guidelines”.'”® The adverb ‘immediately’ was added in the final draft of the
Roadmap Plan based on a Palestinian demand (Saeb Erikat, personal communication
2005).

Far from being an oversight, this deletion is consistent with other omissions elsewhere in
the Yediot Aharonot version. This is the case, for instance, with the deletion of a fragment
under the ‘Phase II: Transition — June 2003-December 2003 of the Roadmap, as part of a
stipulation on Israel’s contribution to the agreement on permanent borders. The omitted
fragment (underlined below) confirms the interest of the Yediot Aharonot translator(s) in

downplaying the role of settlement outposts in the peace process:

(5.68)  Creation of an independent Palestinian state with provisional borders through a process of
Israeli-Palestinian engagement, launched by the international conference. As part of this
process, implementation of prior agreements, to enhance maximum territorial contiguity
including further action on settlements in conjunction with establishment of a Palestinian state
with provisional borders. Enhanced international role in monitoring transition, with the active,
sustained, and operational support of the Quartet. (Roadmap Plan, Phase Il: Transition — June
2003-December 2003.

[Yediot 78N 2 NTNN 7NN N 0T NI DY NYRAYY N''0079 N1TA Nngn

Aharonot] JMIN71'AN 0TI NNO9Y'Y ,01'00797

Back The establishment of sovereign Palestinian state with provisional borders through a

translation: process of talks between Israel and Palestinians, which will be started by
international conference.

The political importance of the deleted sentence is that it touches on the main principle of
the Roadmap Plan, i.e. the ‘two-state’ solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. The
Roadmap Plan proposes the creation of an independent Palestinian state with provisional
borders. The viability of such a state depends on territorial contiguity between its parts in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. In order to achieve this territorial contiguity,
‘implementation of prior agreements’ and ‘further action on settlements’ is required. These
two measures have serious implications for the size of the proposed Palestinian state and
its viability. The omission of this information reduces Israel’s obligations according to the
Roadmap Plan to only what is required in phase (I) of the plan, i.e. a freeze of ‘settlement

activity’ and dismantlement of ‘settlement outposts’.

5.8.3 Omissions in Translations Published by Al-Quds Newspaper
The Palestinian newspaper, Al-Quds published two Arabic translations: one of the
Roadmap Plan and one of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. Omission of

179 “Elements of a Performance-Based Road Map to a Permanent Two-State Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian
Conflict’, Miftah website, published on 2 November 2002:
http://www.miftah.org/Display.cfm?Docld=1220&Categoryld=10 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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information appears only in three cases in the translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles. These are related to the issues of land and Jerusalem, as shown

in the following three examples:

(5.69)  Border modifications will be based upon an equitable and agreed-upon territorial exchange
(2:1) in accordance with the vital needs of both sides, including security, territorial continuity
and demographic considerations [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles:1].

[Al-Quds] Aasall (al W) Wy o]:] Ay gluie JS& ol )YV Jali bl e i 300 gasl) Ol

A jranl) e ) 5 i) Joal sl 5 ) Slld b Lay ¢y Lall
Back Border modifications will be based on exchanging the lands equally 1:1...
translation:

(5.70) Arab neighbourhoods in Jerusalem will come under Palestinian sovereignty, Jewish
neighbourhoods under Israeli sovereignty [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles: 1].

[Al-Quds] Omission

(5.71) Neither side will exercise sovereignty over holy places. The State of Palestine will be
designated Guardian of al-Haram al-Sharif for the benefit of Muslims. Israel will be Guardian
of the Western Wall for the benefit of the Jewish people. The status quo on Christian holy sites
will be maintained. No excavation will take place in or underneath the holy sites without
mutual consent [Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles:1].

[Al-Quds] il asall e dua € chua s dpplalil) Algall Awdiall 8LV e 8ol Gipla (Y (S8

Llaall g ya 5 gased) ) mlial pall laall e dpa € Caa s il ul 5 ¢paalusal) mllial

el LY Jala il s o) g3 Y s Autiall Empusall (KLY & sinse B a1l sl e

ek )

All underlined information in the above three examples was omitted in the translation of
Al-Quds newspaper. These omissions can be linked to the conditions of text production of
this specific translation. This translation was based on the Hebrew translation published by
the Israeli newspaper Ha aretz. The implications of these omissions are the same as the
ones explained in (5.6.1). The issue of translations based on other translations and their

implications in the institutional context of newspapers will be discussed in Chapter 6.1.2.

5.8.4 Omissions in Translations Published by CNN

CNN published two Arabic translations: one of the Arab Peace Initiative and one of the
Roadmap Plan. Omission of information occurred only in the translation of the Arab Peace
Initiative. This translation had three paragraphs omitted at the macro-structural level (cf.
Chapter 4.5.3). At the micro-structural level, one whole sentence was omitted as the

following example shows:

(5.72) cally ol Y e Gl Y e o aSd) Giay Al o) il g Sl Jal) o A el Jsall gLl (e DU
Ll i) i) e 5la s Jaladl 3Ll () Al alull a5 Leilalans 8 Hlail) ale) 1yl (e ulanal)
[The Arab Peace Initiative: 1].

Back translation: emanating from the conviction of the Arab countries that the military
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solution to the conflict did not achieve peace or security for any of the parties, the council
request from Israel to reconsider its policies and to incline to peace while declaring that
the just peace is its strategic option as well.

[CNN] The summit asks Israel to re-evaluate its policies and to work for peace. Israel
should declare that a just peace is also Israel’s strategic option.

The omitted underlined sentence represents the general premise of the Arab Peace
Initiative — i.e. peace rather than war is the only means to resolve the conflict between the
Arab states and lIsrael. This omission is better explained keeping in mind that this
translation looks like a summary of the Arab Peace Initiative, which is a common practice
in news agencies — i.e. providing quick coverage to the latest news by focusing on the main

points.

5.9 Conclusion

The main objective of this chapter was to examine how aspects of ideology, political
affiliations and power struggles manifest themselves in the different language versions of
the Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives at the micro-structural level. The analysis showed
that, when translated, negotiated texts, such as peace initiatives, can be interpreted
differently by different institutions and news media in their attempt to promote their

respective political interests and construct narratives that resonate with their constituencies.

The analysis has also showed that the main translation shifts between the different
language versions of peace initiatives were predominantly with regard to the final
settlement issues of the conflict, e.g. land, Jerusalem, settlements, refugees, etc. These
translation shifts reflected the — in some cases — the competing narratives of the two sides
of the conflict as well as those within-group narratives. For example, the competition
between the narratives of the two sides over Jerusalem is evident in the names given to the
city itself (e.g. ‘Al-Quds’ or ‘Yerushalayim’), labels given to its inhabitants (e.g.
‘residents’ or ‘citizens’), names of its holy places (‘al- Haram al-Sharif’ or ‘the Temple
Mount”), archaeological excavations, claims of exclusive sovereignty by closing down
institutions and practices which aim to change geography and demography of the city. The
within-group narratives can be seen in referring to the ‘Western Wall’ as Haait al-Mabka

or Haait al-Burag.

The analysis has also demonstrated that ambiguity and vagueness play a crucial role in the
drafting of the Roadmap Plan. The proponents of this specific peace initiative deliberately

sought to steer clear from the main negotiating obstacles (willingly or unwillingly) that had
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previously hindered the peace process and postponed them to the final settlement
negotiations. Instead, the Quartet’s text aims to generate consensus on less sensitive issues,

at least in the early stages.

The range of examples discussed in this chapter indicates that issues like territorial claims,
settlement policies, and sovereignty over Jerusalem can become even more sensitive as a
result of translation. This form of mediation provides agents with an opportunity to select
and circulate one of the conflicting interpretations afforded by the use of ambiguous and
vague structures. As the examples have shown, most of the translating institutions tend to
align themselves with ‘their’ side (i.e. government or country) and opt for translation
strategies supporting their own interpretation of the issues at hand. Decisions prompted by
the demands of the translation process ultimately contribute to reinforcing ideologies and
political agendas. Specifically, Arabic translators have been found to favour explicitating
(and, hence, disambiguating) strategies when mediating controversial matters such as
Israel’s withdrawal or settlement outposts. In other words, their translations seek to
promote a single interpretation and, in doing so, pin Israel down to a specific course of

action.

The analysis has also brought into sharp relief the political implications of lexical choices —
as shown in previous research (e.g. Schaffner and Chilton 2002) — both in the original and
translated texts. Politically sensitive terms are normally value-laden and thus they cannot
be separated from their socio-political and historical contexts. These terms, e.g.
‘normalisation’, are rooted in particular ideologies and have different connotations in
Arabic, English and Hebrew. As was also the case with the translators’ approach to
ambiguity, lexical choices tend to reinforce the political narratives of the institutions that
have made them available. Peace Now’s use of ‘n°mb%nina’ rather than ‘nymaw»nnn’ to
refer to Israel’s settlement activity in its translation is indicative of the organisation’s
ideology and political position, particularly its opposition to Israeli settlements in the
Occupied Palestinian Territories. Both avoidance and choice of certain political terms, both
in negotiated texts and their language versions, are ideologically motivated and they create

different frames of interpretations.

More widely, it has also been found that those translations produced in Palestine or Israel,
particularly by newspapers, feature a higher number of such translation shifts — in what

appears to be an attempt to strengthen the narratives that their respective readerships
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subscribe to. One clear example of this was Arabic and Hebrew language versions of the
Roadmap Plan. This could perhaps be explained by pointing to the fact that the Roadmap
Plan has the largest number of translations (the same number as the Arab Peace Initiative),
and also to the fact that the Roadmap Plan is the only approved and officially accepted plan

by the Israeli and Palestinian governments.

Finally, the discussion showed that certain translation strategies were dominant in texts
published by certain institutions. For instance, omission of information appeared most
frequently in translations published by newspapers. This confirms findings of research on

media translation (e.g. Bielsa and Bassnet 2009).
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Chapter Six

Institutional Settings and Textual Profiles

6.1 Introduction

Chapters Four and Five investigated how the different language versions of peace
initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations at the macro-
and micro-structural levels. Chapter Six aims to account for these aspects in terms of the
socio-political and institutional conditions of the production of the translations? In doing

so, this chapter attempts to provide answers to the fourth research question of the thesis:

4) How can these aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations
be accounted for in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of
the production of the translations?

In other words, who is producing or publishing which texts? In which institutional
contexts? For which purposes and addressees? In fact, there has been hardly any research
on translation policies and practices in institutions in general and in political institutions in
particular within the discipline of Translation Studies. The only exceptions are the studies
by Bielsa and Bassnett (2009) in the context of media institutions, and Koskinen (2008) in
the context of the European Union. This thesis, thus, contributes to filling part of this gap
in knowledge by investigating translation practices and policies in political institutions.

6.2 Institutions

As mentioned previously in Chapter 3.2, language versions of peace initiatives were
published by four main types of institutions: international, governmental, non-
governmental organizations and mass media. These institutions are either located outside
the Middle East (e.g. the League of Arab States, the US Department of State) or inside the
Middle East (e.g. Palestinian and Israeli newspapers such as Al-Quds and Ha ‘aretz). These
institutions published these language versions for different purposes (e.g. to inform,
persuade, evaluate, etc.) and different readerships (e.g. representatives of states, members

of parliament, the public, etc.).
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Some of these institutions (e.g. the Council for Peace and Security) only published one
language version which has been translated elsewhere, whereas others actually produced
translations and published them (e.g. the United Nations). Some language versions were
published only for internal purposes (e.g. circulation among members of a specific
organization, such as the Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan of the Knesset). Other
language versions were published for external purposes (e.g. external circulation as part of
a press release, such as the official English translation of the Arab Peace Initiative of the
League of Arab States). Information about the conditions and constraints of text production
is publically available only for a few of these language versions. For instance, the names of
the translators of the different language versions of peace initiatives are known in only four
out of 31 cases. This reflects the complex circumstances surrounding the production of
such politically sensitive texts (target texts) and the invisibility of translation. In addition,

information about translation policies of institutions is unavailable in many cases.

The majority of the language versions of peace initiatives were not labelled as ‘translation’.
This label, i.e. ‘translation’, was used to describe 12 out of 31 texts in the corpus (cf.
Chapter 4.3). However, not every language version presented as a ‘translation’ was based
on an original source text. In many cases, language versions were based on other target
texts. Information about which language versions were based on original source texts and
which language versions were based on other target texts is available in only six cases (see
table 6.1 below). This means that — technically speaking — ‘translation strategies’ is not the
most appropriate term to describe shifts between language versions. In this case, these
strategies are better described as ‘recontextualization’ strategies. In this way, it is possible
to talk about both conditions of text production as well as conditions of text
recontextualization. Translation shifts between the different language versions of peace

initiatives are part of the textual amendments and the recontextualization process.

Table 6.1 Language versions of peace onitiatives based on original source texts and target texts

Type of institution Institution Initiative published Target language Translation based on
International The United The Roadmap Arabic Original English
organizations Nations (UN) Plan
Governmental The Knesset ~ The Roadmap Plan  Hebrew Original English
institutions

The League The Arab Peace English Original Arabic

of Arab Initiative

States (LAS)
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Non-governmental Peace Now The Roadmap Plan ~ Hebrew Original English
organizations

The Arab Peace Hebrew Original Arabic
Initiative
Council for The Arab Peace English Hebrew translation
Peace and initiative
Security
(CPS)

In order to be able to investigate the institutional conditions and constraints of text
production of the language versions of peace initiatives, a number of important questions
need to be answered first. These include, for example, what is the institution’s translation
policy and practice? Who are the translators? What kind of texts are translated and

published? Why, when and for whom?

However, answering such questions depends largely on available information about
institutions involved in the translation and publication of peace initiatives and their
translation practices and policies. In many cases, such information is not available to
researchers. In fact, the majority of these institutions do not make their translation policies
and publishing practices public, particularly with regard to documents as sensitive as
peace initiatives. For example, newspapers take collective rather than individual
responsibility for what is published. Furthermore, asking questions about such policies and
practices in this context raises suspicions about the researcher and the real motivation for
investigating such a politically sensitive topic. This was the case when attempting to
obtain some information about some of the institutions of the Palestinian Authority
involved in the publication of language versions of peace initiatives regarding their
translation and publication policies (e.g. PLO Department of Negotiations Affairs) and

newspapers (e.g. Al-Quds).

The following sub-sections will present the four types of institutions involved in the
translation and publication of language versions of peace initiatives. Conditions of text
production as well as conditions of text recontextualization of these language versions and

translation policies of these institutions will be discussed as available.

6.2.1 International Institutions
The United Nations (UN) is the only international institution involved in the translation
and publication of peace initiatives that form part of the corpus. This organization
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translated the Roadmap Plan into Arabic, Spanish, French, Chinese and Russian and
published them on 7 May 2003. These languages — in addition to English — are the six
official languages of the United Nations (Cao and Zhao 2008: 40). The language policy of
the United Nations stipulates that documents are produced in the six official languages and
“issued simultaneously when all the language versions are available” (ibid.: 40). The
Department of General Assembly and Conference Management is in charge of matters
related to documentation including translation of documents into the official languages of
the organization (ibid.: 40). This department is responsible for producing over 200
documents a day in the six official languages of the United Nations (ibid.: 40). It also
provides the services of meeting support, technical secretariat, interpretation, documents or
verbatim and summary records to the organization’s bodies, such as the General Assembly
and the Security Council (ibid.: 40). It is thus safe to assume that the Arabic translation of
the Roadmap Plan was produced in this department in line with the official language policy
of the organization.

Cao and Zhao (2008: 41) describe documentation at the UN as “the life-blood of virtually
all gatherings” at the United Nations. Documentation involves nine different processes:
documentation programming and monitoring, documents control, editorial control,
reference and terminology, translation, text processing and typographic style, official

records, copy preparation and proof-reading and publishing (ibid.: 41).

The United Nations language policy applies to documents produced inside as well as
outside the United Nations. The Roadmap Plan, for instance, is a document produced
outside the United Nations by the Quartet which the UN is one of its members. The
Roadmap plan — drafted originally in English — was translated into the other five official
languages of the United Nations. They were made available for the purposes of circulation
and discussion among the members of the Security Council ahead of a meeting to vote on a
resolution concerning the endorsement of the Roadmap plan as the plan to resolve the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. On 19 November 2003, during their meeting, all 15 Security

Council members voted in favour of resolution 1515.%%

80 “UNSCR 1515°, United Nations website, adopted on 19 November 2003: http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N03/621/85/PDF/N0362185.pdf?OpenElement [last accessed: 24 November
2011].
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Over the years, the United Nations has “established a set of translation norms and forms a
unique translation system” (Cao and Zhao 2008: 40). Cao and Zhao (2008: 40) talk about
translation at the United Nations as norm governed behaviour and activity in Toury’s terms
(1995); however, they do not provide specific information about these translation norms
and criteria. The focus is that documents at the United Nations are produced following an
“institutional system of standards and criteria” such as compliance with quality and

accuracy standards (ibid.: 44-45).

This is evident in the Arabic translation of the Roadmap plan. This translation is
contextualized as a document of the United Nations. This contextualization is seen in the
introduction attached to it in the form of a letter from the Secretary General to the
President of the Security Council (cf. Chapter 4.4.1).

The United Nations Arabic translation of the Roadmap Plan was labelled as ‘translation’
and it mentions the text on which the translation was based, i.e. the original English text.
The investigation of the macro-structural level of this Arabic translation of the Roadmap
Plan shows that there were no major additions or omissions of information, no changes or
additions of headings or sub-headings and no translator’s footnotes or prefaces. At the
micro-structural level, translation strategies employed in this specific text can generally be
described as literal translation. This can be seen, for example, where the translation of
acronyms and political terminology occur, e.g. ‘IDF’, ‘settlement outposts’, ‘settlement
activities’, ‘normal relations’, etc. (cf. Chapter 5.3.3 and 5.6). However, with regard to
ambiguous phrases and structures (e.g. the issue of definiteness) (cf. Chapter 5.2); an
explicitness change of strategy was employed. This shows that professional translators,
such as those who work for international organizations (e.g. the United Nations), do not
always comply with guidelines and regulations. With regard to ambiguous formulation in
international instruments, the United Nations regulations states that translators “should not
attempt to clarify vague or ambiguous wording when translating such instruments” in order

to preserve the balance achieved in negotiations (Cao and Zhao 2008: 47).

Translation plays a crucial “political and practical role in the functioning of the
Organization” (Cao and Zhao 2008: 39). However, translation policies and practices in this
organization are still largely underinvestigated within Translation Studies. In this respect,
Cao and Zhao (2008: 39) point out that “[d]espite the long history of translation and
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multilingual practice at the UN, very little has been studied and written as to the nature and

difficulties of translating documents at the UN in translation studies”.

6.2.2 Governmental Institutions

Five governmental institutions were involved in the publication of five language versions
of peace initiatives in the corpus. These institutions are the Israel Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (IMFA), the Knesset (the Israeli parliament), the League of Arab States (LAS), the
US Department of State and the Palestinian Authority (PA). The Israel Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (IMFA), the Knesset and the US Department of State (USDS) published Arabic
and Hebrew translations of the Roadmap Plan whereas the League of Arab States (LAS)
and the Palestinian Authority (PA) published English and Hebrew translations of the Arab
Peace Initiative. Both initiatives — i.e. the Arab Peace Initiative and the Roadmap Plan —
are classified as track-one initiatives.

The Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan published by the Knesset was made available
for the purpose of internal circulation. The other four translations were published for the
purpose of external circulation. These translations are the English translation of the Arab
Peace Initiative published by the League of Arab States, the Arabic translation of the
Roadmap Plan published by the US Department of State, the Hebrew translation of the
Arab Peace Initiative published by the Palestinian Authority and the Arabic translation of
the Roadmap published by Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Two of these five language versions were labelled as ‘translation’. These are the
translations published by the Knesset and the League of Arab States. Both translations
were based on original English and Arabic texts respectively. The translation of the
Knesset was labelled as ‘unofficial translation’, whereas the translation of the League of
Arab States was labelled as ‘the official translation’. The translation of the League of Arab
States is the only one in the corpus labelled as ‘official translation’. The difference
between the use of the two labels, ‘unofficial’ and ‘official’ translation, in this context, can
be established on the basis of whether the publishing institution is the one which drafted
the initiative or not. The League of Arab States drafted the Arab Peace Initiative then
translated it officially into English, whereas the Knesset only translated the Roadmap Plan

into Hebrew.
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The following sub-sections present the five governmental institutions involved in the
translation and publication of language versions of peace initiatives and their translation

policies.

The Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) has an in-house translation service. An in-
house translation service can be defined as a translation service which is provided by a
particular institution and carried out by qualified and well-trained professional translators
(full-time or freelance) who follow specific translation guidelines and procedures and
provide translation service on a regular basis to the institution. Examples of such
translation services can be found in international institutions (e.g. the United Nations, the
European Commission) and governmental institutions (e.g. Parliaments, ministries,

embassies and consulates).

The in-house translation service of the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs is provided by the
Language Services Department, which is one of four departments (Protocol, Official
Guests, and Management and Budget) comprising the Protocol and Official Guests Bureau.
The Language Services Department provides “writing, translation, and editing services for
all the departments of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The department is responsible,
amongst other things, for drafting official letters, translating speeches (including those of
the minister of foreign affairs), drafting statements and communiqués and preparing

various official documents, including note verbales”. '8

The website of the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (IMFA) is available in Arabic,
English, Hebrew and Farsi. On the Arabic website of this institution, the only peace
initiative published — under the title ‘a3l 4lee” (lit. ‘the peace process’) — is an Arabic
translation of the Roadmap Plan. This translation has an introduction similar to the one
published in Arabic by the US Department of State (USDS). The IMFA translation follows
a literal translation strategy with no major omissions or additions of information. For
example, it preserves the ambiguity of the source text of the Roadmap Plan with regard to

the use of the indefinite form and the way the conflict is referred to, i.e. the Palestinian-

181 “The Protocol and Official Guests Bureau’, the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs website:
www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/About+the+Ministry/Structure+and+departments/Protocol+and+Official+ Guests+Bur
eau.htm [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Israeli conflict. In addition, it renders acronyms, e.g. ‘IDF’ and place names, e.g. ‘East

Jerusalem’ according to the conventions of the Israeli official discourse.

On the Hebrew website, no original source texts of peace initiatives or their target texts are
published. On the English website — and under the title “peace process” — key documents
(e.g. United Nations resolutions, peace treaties, peace initiatives) related to the “peace
process” between Israel and the Arab countries (e.g. Egypt, Jordan and the PLO) are
published. Peace initiatives published on this website are only the Arab Peace Initiative
and the Roadmap Plan, i.e. those classified as track-one initiatives. The English translation
of the Arab Peace Initiative is the official translation circulated by the League of Arab

States at the conclusion of the Beirut Summit.

The Israeli Parliament, the Knesset

Hebrew is the dominant language in Israel and it is used in all aspects of government and
education (Amit—Kochavi 1998: 1). Members of the Knesset use Hebrew in their official
speeches (ibid.: 1). Most Arab members of the Knesset, even though legally entitled to
give their speeches in Arabic and have them interpreted into Hebrew, prefer to use Hebrew
(ibid: 2). Arabic, which is spoken by “Israel’s 18% Arab minority” as well as “Oriental

Jews”, is legally Israel’s second official language (ibid: 1).

The website of the Knesset is available in four languages: Arabic, English, Hebrew and
Russian. On the Arabic website — and under the title ‘dege Glaiiws’ (lit. ‘important
documents’) — a number of key documents are published (e.g. the Declaration of
Independence of the State of Israel, the International Declaration of Human Rights, a
speech of the former Egyptian President Anwar Sadat, etc.). However, no peace
documents, e.g. plans, agreements, initiatives, etc. are published. Some of these published
documents are translations, for example, the Declaration of Independence of the State of
Israel is translated from Hebrew, whereas others, such as the former Egyptian President’s
Speech, were delivered originally in Arabic. Neither the label translation nor any other
label is used to describe these language versions. In other words, translation is kept

invisible on the Arabic website of this institution.

On the English website, different political documents from 1947 to 2007 are published.
These documents include United Nations resolutions, peace plans, initiatives and

agreements. Among these documents are three peace initiatives drafted originally in
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English and covered in this thesis: the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the
Geneva Accord and the Roadmap Plan.

On the Hebrew website, and under the tile ‘mnmm n1on’ (lit. ‘plans and initiatives’),
Hebrew language versions of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, the Geneva
Accord and the Roadmap Plan are published. The Hebrew language version of the
Roadmap Plan was translated by the Knesset and labelled as ‘unofficial translation’,
whereas the Hebrew language versions of the Geneva Accord and the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles are the same as those published on the websites of the National
Consensus and Yes to an Agreement. These two language versions were not labelled at all.
Furthermore, the website of the Knesset does not specify the sources from which these
language versions were taken. Finally, it is noted that both the Gush-Shalom Declaration of
Principles for Peace Agreement and the Arab Peace Initiative are not published on the

website of the Knesset in any language.

Other plans are also published on the Hebrew website. These include the Israeli
disengagement plan (2004), Reagan Plan (1982), Fahd Plan (1981), Allon Plan (1967), etc.

The Hebrew website of the Knesset justifies the publication of all these texts as in the

following:

(ST) 20N MaT
XY 9701 wn-"RIY| 10007 NIDNNSA DT AT 1ITAQ 0'RAIND D'DNoNN
.NON DYLN IX N7YNNN DYVN DAY 0'DNOoN DI'R DN 775 )0TA .V1DA 1'VOT7ON
77N .NT XY AN yT7 2NN RN N01dN NAaN 1197 a7 X' DNXKAN NN
NTAY NYaN DIYn QNN DNAav¥NA |'R1L,NIRIZAN ,02ya NI IR LD DNIIYN 0'Dnonnn
.01'Mya
:0'2N0NN NA¥N? 01NV PN
;7721 1N -8 10007 [NND X'ANY INN0N WX 1T Y'70N (1T 0onona L1

.01D2 "'VO79N-IRYNI
D'POIYN DINKN IXAIN K7) . "T2I NINPY , NN ,000N NI¥A DM 0'nonn .2

(Rwm
. MIYPN2 NN NION'NNY 1271 ,N01d2 11IT1 0Dnonn.3
NIM IR (DMNRE DU0'™7I9) DWITA D'MIAN D91 D'YN DIV D'DNoNN MINKNA
.D"NIX7-['2 DIIANI

Back Points of the Explanation:

translation: The following documents in this section deal with solutions to general Israeli-Arab
conflict and the more specific Israeli-Palestinian one. These documents are not official
ones in the name of the government or the Knesset. The reason for providing them is to
present before the members of the Knesset and the general public various information
regarding this issue. Some of the documents are causing or have caused in the past
disputes and presenting them does not reflect opinion on issues.

The Criteria for Presenting the Documents:
1.In these documents, the political process was discussed whose aim was to bring a
solution to the general Israeli-Arab conflict and the specific Israeli-Palestinian one.
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2. The documents are drafted in the forms of agreement, plan, principles, etc. (we did not
bring articles dealing with issue).
3. The documents were discussed at the Knesset and gained public treatment in the
media.
Behind these documents stand known individuals and public bodies (political and
others), countries or international organizations.

The above introduction shows that the publication of these texts is not random but
politically motivated. The decision not to publish Arabic translations of these texts on the
Arabic website can also be seen in the same light. Such decisions reflect the institutional
context in which these texts are presented. As the above introduction shows, the Roadmap
Plan, as one of the published texts, was made available in Hebrew as part of the
institutional policy, namely, for discussion in the Knesset (see below). The Hebrew
translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the Geneva Accord
were originally published by their drafters to win the support of the Israeli public, i.e. they
have persuasive functions. These two translations were re-published by the Knesset for the
purpose of discussion among members of the Knesset. In other words, these translations
were recontextualized for different audiences and different purposes from those for which

they were translated for in the first place.

On 16 June 2003, the Knesset conducted its first parliamentary debate on the Roadmap
Plan based on a request by opposition parties (member of the Knesset Zahava Gal'on on
Meretz) who managed to obtain the 40 Knesset Member signatures necessary to hold the
session. During the session, the-then Prime Minister, Ariel Sharon, and the-then Foreign
Minister, Silvan Shalom, delivered their speeches. At the end of the debate a vote was
conducted. The vote was 57 to 42 in favour of Sharon. The second debate and vote in the

Knesset took place on 12 January 2004 when Sharon gave a speech in which he stated that:

As you know, about eight months ago, the Government of Israel accepted the political plan called
the Roadmap to Peace, and added 14 reservations. The Roadmap is accepted by most of the
international community and is the only way to reach a settlement, and eventually peace, between
Israel and the Palestinians... I would like to remind the members of Knesset that in my speech
here, on June 16, 2003, | announced that agreements signed by us and the Palestinians as a result
of the Roadmap would be brought before the Knesset for approval...At the conclusion of this
discussion, a vote will be taken on my announcement. | ask the members of the Knesset to support
it. Mr. Chairman, in order to dispel any doubt, | again ask the members of Knesset to support this
announcement.*®

182 The Knesset translated Ariel Sharon’s speech from Hebrew into English.
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The Hebrew translation of the Roadmap Plan published by the Knesset was produced for
the purpose of governmental and parliamentary debates and later as the basis for decision-

making.

The League of Arab States

The website of the League of Arab States (LAS) is available in Arabic and English. The
only peace initiative published on the Arabic website is the Arab Peace Initiative. This
initiative — published under the title “4x =l 4l &l jaise’ (lit. ‘Arab summit conferences’) —
Is part of the Beirut Summit resolution in 2002. Information about what is published on the

English website is not available as the website is currently under construction.

On the Arabic website, though, some of the summit resolutions of the League of Arab
States are translated and published in English (e.g. Doha Summit 2009), whereas some
others are translated and published in French (e.g. Khartoum Summit 2006). A copy of
these translations was attached to a letter and sent from the permanent observer of the
League of Arab States to the United Nations to the president of the UN Security Council as

in the following example:

(ST) United Nations
S/2006/285
Security Council
Distr.: General
1 May 2006

English

Original: Arabic

Letter dated 27 April 2006 from the Permanent Observer of the League of Arab States to
the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council.

I have the honour to transmit to you herewith a letter addressed to you by the Secretary-
General of the League of Arab States together with a compact disc (CD) containing all
the decisions and documents (see annexes) adopted and issued by the eighteenth session
of the Council of the League of Arab States at the summit level, held in Khartoum on 28
and 29 March 2006. | should be grateful if you would have the present letter and its
annexes circulated as a document of the Security Council in accordance with Article 54 of
the Charter of the United Nations.

(Signed) Yahya Mahmassani

Ambassador
Head of the New York Mission

Information about in which cases English or French translations are sent and based on what
criteria is not available. This issue is left for future research on the translation policy of the

League of Arab States.
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The US Department of State

The US Department of State (USDS) has an in-house translation service that is provided by
the Translating Division of the Office of Language Services. This division provides
translation services to the Department of State, the White House and other U.S.
Government agencies. The division’s mission is to “facilitate communication with non-
English speaking governments and people by providing high-level interpreting (spoken
word) and translating (written word) support to the Executive Office of the President, the

Department of State and other federal agencies”.183

On the institution’s website, it is said that “much of this work is handled by permanent
staff, but we also have an extensive roster of contract translators. The Office of Language
Services (LS) contracts for translation and related services in virtually every language used
in international diplomacy. Contractors must demonstrate a high degree of translating
proficiency as well as professionalism, reliability and versatility”.*** In addition, freelance
translators must have the necessary professional qualifications, and pass the Language

Service translation test for each language combination the translator offers.'®

The third point above is interesting particularly with regard to the issue of ‘feedback on
assignments’. What is meant by an assignment? Is it the translation or the text to be
translated? What is meant by feedback? What are the criteria for deciding on feedback on
assignments/translations? In addition, who chooses the translators? These questions are

relevant for further investigation of translation practices of this institution.

Other than these professional requirements, translators undergo security checks, which can
take a few months to complete. If the translator were not a US citizen then he/she would

need to have appropriate visa status and a work permit (e.g. green card).

When a translation service is needed, a form entitled ‘Request for Translation Service’ is to

be filled in. Information needed includes the ‘requesting agency’ (if other than the US

183 ‘Language Services’, the us Department of State website:

http://languageservices.state.gov/?menu_id=109 [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
184

‘Language Services’, the uUsS Department of State website:
http://languageservices.state.gov/content.asp?content_id=177&menu_id=108 [last accessed: 24 November

2011].

185 The list of these professional qualifications can be found on the US Department of State website available
at http://languageservices.state.gov/Content/documents/L $%20information%20for%?20translators.pdf [last
accessed: 24 November 2011].
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Department of State), the ‘title or description of material to be translated’, ‘from (source
language)’, ‘into (target language)’, ‘billing address’, ‘subject matter expert’, ‘related
material previously translated?’, ‘level of security classification’, ‘level of difficulty’ (i.e.
general, semi-technical or technical), and finally, whether the translation job required is in

a ‘rush’ or ‘no rush’.

Other than this, information about the type of service requested is needed. The Office of

Language Services provides five types of services:

1. Formal Translation (a polished, carefully researched and reviewed translation intended for official
and/or wide distribution).

2. Unreviewed Translation (a full translation, unreviewed, recommended when needed for

information only).

Comparison (certification of treaty or international agreement).

Summary.

Other.

ok w

Finally, for the Language Services use only, name of translator(s), reviewer(s) typist and
proofreader are required. The type of service required would have an impact on the choice
of the translator and the final translation product. The Office of the Language Services at
the US Department of State translated the Roadmap Plan into Arabic. This translation
belongs to the first category above (i.e. formal translation) as it was meant for wide
circulation (e.g. journalists, news agencies, governments, international organizations, etc.).
In fact, the Roadmap Plan was announced during a press conference. This translation is

also published on the website of America.gov (www.america.gov/). This website, which is

produced by the U.S. Department of State's Bureau of International Information Programs,
is available in seven languages: Arabic, Chinese, English, Farsi, French, Russian, and
Spanish. It provides information about the current U.S. foreign policy and about American

life and culture.

The Palestinian Authority

Different ministries and departments of the Palestinian Authority employ full time
translators (e.g. Ministry of Foreign Relations, the PLO Negotiations Affair Department,
etc.). The Palestinian Authority commissioned the translation of the Arab Peace Initiative
into Hebrew and published it in four major Israeli newspapers. The decision to publish this
translation in those major Israeli newspapers is in itself politically motivated. The
Palestinian Authority argued that the Israeli public had a distorted idea about this initiative.
They hoped that by publishing a Hebrew translation of the initiative in those four major

newspapers it would reach out to the Israeli people and win its support ahead of the Israeli
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elections in February 2009. In other words, this translation had a persuasive function
different from the source text. This function can be seen in a number of macro-structural as
well as micro-structural strategies applied in this translation. At the macro-structural level,
the layout of the translation (cf. Chapter 4.2) and the persuasive introduction added to it
(cf. Chapter 4.4.2) are designed to help in marketing the initiative to the Israeli public. At
the micro-structural level, the emphasis that the solution to the Palestinian refugees
question is ‘to be agreed upon’ (cf. Chapter 5.8.1), the meaning shift from ‘resettlement’ to
‘naturalization’ of Palestinian refugees (Cf. Chapter 5.6.4), the omission of the intertextual
Quranic reference of ‘to incline to’ (cf. Chapter 5.4.2) can also be seen as contributing to
the same persuasive function of the translation. The Palestinian Authority, by publishing
this Hebrew translation in four major Israeli newspapers aimed at influencing the Israeli

public opinion before the general elections.

6.2.3 Non-Governmental Organizations

Seven non-governmental organizations were involved in the publication of 10 language
versions of peace initiatives in the corpus. These organizations comprise four joint
Palestinian-Israeli ones: National Consensus and People’s Campaign for Peace and
Democracy (i.e. Palestinian-Israeli campaigns for the promotion of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles), the Palestinian Peace Coalition and Yes to an Agreement (i.e.
Palestinian-Israeli campaigns for the promotion of the Geneva Accord) and three Israeli
organizations: Gush-Shalom, Peace Now and the Council for Peace and Security.

None of these organizations has an in-house translation service. The two drafters
themselves, Sari Nusseibeh and Ami Ayalon, produced the Arabic and Hebrew translations
of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles. Two teams of professional translators
produced the Arabic and Hebrew translations of the Geneva Accord. An lIsraeli political
activist, Hagit Ofran, and an Israeli academic, llai Alon, produced the Hebrew translations

of the Arab Peace Initiative and the Roadmap Plan.

Non-governmental organizations published translations of peace initiatives for different
purposes and readerships. In the following sub-sections, these translations will be

discussed in their institutional contexts.
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The Joint Palestinian-Israeli Organizations

The four joint Palestinian-Israeli organizations: the National Consensus, the People’s
Campaign for Peace and Democracy, Yes to an Agreement (YA) and the Palestinian Peace
Coalition (PPC) were established for the aim of promoting the Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Declaration of Principles and the Geneva Accord respectively to the Israeli and Palestinian
publics (cf. Chapter 3.2.3). These four organizations published two Hebrew and three
Arabic translations of these two initiatives. The publication of these translations is
politically motivated as the drafters of these initiatives wanted to persuade their respective
publics of the political solutions they were proposing in their initiatives. This persuasive
function can be seen at both macro- and micro-structural levels. At the macro-structural
level, this can be seen in the introductions added to the Arabic translation of the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles published on the website of the People’s Campaign for
Peace and Democracy and to the Hebrew translation of the Geneva Accord distributed by
Yes to an Agreement (cf. Chapter 4.4.3). The careful design of the cover of the booklet of
the Hebrew translation of the accord can be seen in the same light (cf. Chapter 4.2) as is
also the case with the different maps attached for the Israeli and Palestinian public (cf.
Chapter 4.8). At the micro-structural level, a number of textual amendments can be traced
and linked to the persuasive function of these translations. Firstly, with reference to
Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, textual amendments can be seen, for
example, in the explicitness change with regard to the place name al-Haram al-Sharif in the
translation of the National Consensus (cf. Chapter 5.3.2) and in the meaning shift from
‘plight’ to ‘dispossession’ in the translation of the People’s Campaign for Peace and

Democracy, among many others.

Secondly, with reference to the Geneva Accord, textual amendments can be seen in the
change in modality (cf. Chapter 5.5), naming practices of holy places (cf. Chapter 5.3.2),

and the case of intertextuality ‘national home’ (cf. Chapter 5.4.1).

There are three websites created for the promotion of the Geneva Accord, internationally,
in Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories. The English joint Palestinian-Israeli

website (www.geneva-accord.org) published a summary, maps, annexes and the full

English original text of the Geneva Accord. The summary lists the main accord’s

principles as follows:

= End of conflict. End of all claims.
= Mutual recognition of Israeli and Palestinian right to two separate states.
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A final, agreed upon border.

A comprehensive solution to the refugee problem.

Large settlement blocks and most of the settlers are annexed to Israel, as part of a 1:1 land swap.
Recognition of the Jewish neighborhoods in Jerusalem as the Israeli capital and recognition of the
Arab neighbourhoods of Jerusalem as the Palestinian capital.

=  Ademilitarized Palestinian state.

= A comprehensive and complete Palestinian commitment to fighting terrorism and incitement.

= Aninternational verification group to oversee implementation.

The second point, ‘mutual recognition’, is later spelled out as “[A]s part of the accord, the
Palestinians recognize the right of the Jewish people to their own state and recognize the
State of Israel as their national home. Conversely, the Israelis recognize the Palestinian
state as the national home of the Palestinian people”. This issue of ‘national home’ was the

subject of heated debate in Israel (see 6.3 below).

The website also provides direct links to both Palestinian and lIsraeli websites of the
initiative. Under the heading ‘full text’, beside the English original text, Arabic, Danish,
German, French, Hebrew, Italian, Portuguese, Russian and Spanish translations of the
initiative are published. The Arabic translation published is an earlier draft of the
translation published on the Palestinian website. This is evident when comparing the two
texts in addition to the translators’ footnotes left unintentionally in the earlier draft. The
Hebrew translation, on the other hand, is the same as the one distributed to the Israeli

public.

Furthermore, the Israeli website (www.heskem.orqg.il) is only available in Hebrew. On the

website and under the heading ‘the agreement’ a number of things are published: ‘main
points of the agreement’, ‘appendices’, ‘full text’, ‘briefings’, ‘maps’ and ‘the agreement in
other languages’. In this section, the Geneva Accord is available in nine languages'®:
Arabic, Danish, English, French, Hebrew Italian, Portuguese, Russian and Spanish. The
Hebrew translation is the same as the one distributed to the Israeli public whereas the
Arabic one is the same as the one published by the Palestinian Peace Coalition (PPC) in the
Al-Ayyam newspaper. This is one example of recontextualization of translations of peace
initiatives. The Arabic translation was produced for specific readership, i.e. Palestinians
living in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip and then it was republished for other readers,
i.e. Palestinians living in Israel. Under the heading of ‘a»307” (lit. ‘agreements’) a number

of agreements between Israel and the PLO are published in Hebrew, for example, the
Crossings Agreement 2005, Memorandum of Sharm Al-Sheik 1999 and the Oslo Accords

18 The order of these languages is as in the original.
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1993. Under the heading of ‘odmon’ (lit. ‘documents’) documents are classified into
‘official’ and ‘unofficial’. Published official documents include the Declaration of
Annapolis 2007, the Roadmap Plan 2003, the Arab Peace Initiative 2002 and Tenet Plan
2001. The Hebrew translation of the Roadmap is the same as the one published by the
Israeli Parliament, the Knesset whereas the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiative
Is the same as the one published by the Palestinian Authority in major Israeli newspapers
(cf. Chapter 3). The Israeli website does not provide any information about the source of
these two texts. Only close examination of these two translations and comparing them to

other published translations of these two initiatives reveals their source.

Published unofficial documents include the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles
2001, Beilin-Etan Document 1997 and Abu-Mazen-Beilin Document 1995. The Hebrew
translation of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles is the same as the one
published by the National Consensus (NC). Again, the website does not provide any
information about the source of the translation and thus it is presented as produced by the

website of Yes to an Agreement (YA).

In addition, the Palestinian website (www.ppc.org.ps) is only available in Arabic.

However, the website provides direct links to the joint Palestinian-Israeli website and the
Israeli website. The only peace initiative published on this website — in Arabic — is the
Geneva Accord. This Arabic translation is the same as the one published in the Al-Ayyam

newspaper.

The Gush-Shalom Organization
The Gush-Shalom organization published Arabic and English language versions of its
peace initiative. These language versions are published on its website which is available in

six languages: Arabic, Dutch, English, French, Hebrew and Russian.

On the Hebrew website and under the title ‘a*>non 127X’ (lit. ‘archive of documents’) a
number of political articles written by peace activists and politicians are published. Other
than this, the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement and the Ayalon-
Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles are published. The Gush-Shalom Declaration of
Principles for Peace Agreement Proposal is the first draft which was published by Gush-
Shalom in Ha 'aretz newspaper, whereas the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles is
the same text published by the National Consensus. Other peace initiatives in the corpus,
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e.g. the Arab Peace Initiative, the Geneva Accord and the Roadmap Plan are not published
on the Hebrew website of the organization. These are all cases of recontextualization of

texts.

On the Arabic website — under the title ‘<2 ¥V (lit. “the archive’) — two political articles
and the Gush-Shalom Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement are published. On the
English website and under the title ‘archive’ a number of news and political articles and
peace initiatives are published. These initiatives are the Roadmap Plan (published under
the title ‘“The Roadmap a Drug for the Addict’), the Geneva Accord and the Gush-Shalom
Declaration of Principles for Peace Agreement (the second draft). The choice of the title
‘The Roadmap a Drug for the Addict’, for example, is a clear case of recontextualization.

Here the Roadmap Plan is reframed negatively, which would affect how readers react to it.

The Gush-Shalom does not have an in-house translation service but rather relies on
volunteer translators. This can be seen in the following call for translators circulated by
translation scholar Mona Baker on behalf of Gush-Shalom:

Gush Shalom is an excellent Israeli Peace Movement. They have an important document, which
is now available in a range of languages, but are calling for volunteers to help with translation
into Spanish, Dutch, German, and any other languages not already available.

Please respond to Gush Shalom <otherisr@actcom.co.il> direct.
Mona Baker

Relying on volunteer translators raises the issue of ethics of translators (cf. Chapter 7) and
the general sociology of the translators which is still not fully addressed in the discipline of
Translation Studies.

The Peace Now Organization

The Peace Now organization published Hebrew language versions of two peace initiatives.
These language versions are of the Roadmap Plan and the Arab Peace Initiative. The
former was translated by the political activist, Hagit Ofran, whereas the latter was
translated by Professor Ilai Alon. Other than these two language versions, the organization
re-published Hebrew language versions of the Geneva Accord which was distributed by
Yes to an Agreement (YA) and the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles published
on the website of the National Consensus (NC) and an English language version of the
Arab Peace Initiative. All of these language versions are published under the title ‘peace
initiatives’. The publication of these particular initiatives rather than others, for example,

the Alon Plan, could be because these peace initiatives were drafted within the framework
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of the two-state solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. This is in line with the long-
standing political position of Peace Now which has endorsed such a two-state solution to
the conflict since 1977 (Pappé 2005: 257).

The official English translation of the Arab Peace Initiative — which was circulated by the
League of Arab States — is found on the English website. The other three peace initiatives
published on this website (the Roadmap Plan, the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles and the Geneva Accord) were drafted originally in English. On the Hebrew
website, the translation of the Arab Peace Initiative has a direct link to the one published
by Ha'aretz newspaper. Such a choice of re-publishing texts taken from the Ha’aretz
newspaper rather than, for example, Yediot Aharonot, can be explained with regard to the
political affiliation of Peace Now and Ha aretz, i.e. both are considered leftists. Neither
Ha’aretz nor Peace Now mentions that this text is a translation. Another Hebrew
translation of the Arab Peace Initiative is found under the section entitled ‘Articles and
Speeches’. This translation is part of an article written by Professor Ilai Alon in which he
explains the political and historical significance of the initiative. In this article, he mentions
that this text is a translation from Arabic.

Next, the published translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the
Geneva Accord are the same as the ones produced and published by the National
Consensus and Yes to an Agreement (YA). There is no explicit reference to where these
translations are taken from, but this is evident when comparing these translations on both
micro- and macro-structural levels. Finally, the published translation of the Roadmap Plan
is produced by Hagit Ofran. All of the published Hebrew versions of these four peace
initiatives, with the exception of the one of the Roadmap Plan and the one of the Arab

Peace Initiative by llai Alon, neglect to mention that these texts are translations.

The two Hebrew texts published by the Israeli Peace Now are the only two in the corpus in
where the names of translators appear, i.e. Hagit Ofran and Ilai Alon. Ofran translated the
Roadmap Plan, whereas Alon translated the Arab Peace Initiative, both into Hebrew. Ofran
is the Peace Now Settlement Watch Director and a long time peace activist. The Peace
Now Settlement Watch “which monitors — and protests, the building of settlements,

including housing tenders, expropriation of lands in the West Bank and East J erusalem”. ™’

87 “Who we Are’, Peace Now website: http://peacenow.org.il/eng/content/who-we-are [last accessed: 24
November 2011].
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Alon'® is a professor of Philosophy at Tel Aviv University He is the author of publications
on topics such as negotiations in the Arab and Islamic world. He served from 1999-2001 as
a member of the Israeli team in negotiations with the Palestinian Authority and Syria

(www.tau.ac.il/humanities).

The Hebrew language version of the Arab Peace Initiative mentions that it is ‘n°27y»n owan’
(lit. ‘translation from Arabic’). The Hebrew text was based on the original Arabic as
mentioned in the introduction added to the translation. The main addressees of this
translation are Hebrew-speaking members and supporters of Peace Now who share its
values and ideological and political positions. This article mainly has a persuasive function

as the writer explains to his readers why this initiative deserves attention.

In fact, this translation is part of an article written by Alon. The headline of the article is
eye-catching. It says, “The League knocked on our door and we said that we are not at
home”. The persuasive function of this article starts with the choice of the headline. The
attempt to persuade the readers continues with the first part of the article, i.e. the
introduction. Alon provides a nine-point introduction which is not part of the source text.
The first point of the introduction puts the initiative in its historical context by stating when
it was drafted and by whom. Then, the author justifies the need for his Hebrew translation
by arguing that “it seems that most of the public is not aware even of the real implications
of the Arab Peace Initiative” (my translation). Moreover, he argues that “the Hebrew
translation of the document as published in public is flawed and this can be attributed to
Israeli ignorance of the initiative” (my translation). Here Alon does not specify to which

translation he is referring.

Alon could be referring here to one of the early Hebrew translations of the Arab Peace
Initiative published by some of the Israeli newspapers such as the one published by
Ha’aretz newspaper and had major omissions of information. In some parts, this
translation looks like a summary, whereas in other parts it followed a literal translation

strategy. In this translation, as well as in another one, presented by God Bless Israel, one of

188 Alon was featured in a number of Israeli news bulletins and talk shows discussing culture and negotiations
in the Arabic-Speaking world as well as the Arab Peace Initiative as in the following links:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aH03LuRc4MQ [last accessed: 24 November 2011].

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eiRFe XjEX7k&feature=related [last accessed: 24 November 2011].
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the most controversial clauses of the initiative about the Palestinian refugees was changed.
The phrase ‘to be agreed upon’ in the clause “achievement of a just solution to the
Palestinian refugee problem to be agreed upon in accordance with U.N. General Assembly
Resolution 194 was omitted in these two translations. This phrase means that “the Arab
countries have accepted the principle that Israel as well must agree to the solution, in
contrast to the PLO's traditional conception” (Klein 2004: 7). This is the main selling point
of the initiative which a number of Israeli politicians and political commentators have tried
to stress (e.g. Klein 2004, Baskin 2007, Majdalani 2007, Remba 2007). The omission of
this phrase makes the initiative look like nothing new in the long-term position of the Arab
states insisting on the return of millions of Palestinian refugees to their homes in Israel.

Alon concludes his introduction with a statement urging his readers to give the initiative a
chance. He makes the point that “the state of Israel has always taken the Arab declarations
seriously, why not this time while taking means of caution?”. The article ends with eight
points of explanations. One of the most significant points is the author’s reference to the
clause on Palestinian refugees. He explains that the addition of the term ‘agreed upon’,
“offers Israel the right of veto to solutions which are not comfortable to the refugees

problem”.

Council for Peace and Security

The website of this organization is available in English and Hebrew. Peace initiatives and
their translations are not published on this website except one English translation of the
Arab Peace Initiative. This language version was published as part of an article written by
Ilai Alon in a section entitled ‘articles’. In this section articles written by various Israeli
writers, political analysts, strategists and security experts are found. Some of these articles
are written by members of the organization, e.g. Joseph Alpher and Shaul Arieli, whereas
others are taken from English newspapers, e.g. the Herald Tribune or Hebrew newspapers,
e.g. Yediot Aharonot and republished on the website of the organization. Some of these

articles are written originally in English whereas others are in Hebrew.

In Alon’s article, it is mentioned that the translation of the Arab Peace Initiative is from
Arabic. Comparative analysis between this article and the article written by the same
author and published on the website of the Peace Now organization revealed that this

English translation was based on the Hebrew text published by Peace Now. Alon wrote a
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number of articles on the Arab Peace Initiative (e.g. 2002, 2010). In these articles, Alon

provides his expert analysis of the initiative’s provisions.

6.2.4 Mass Media

Mass media here can be classified into three main categories: newspapers, news agencies
and online networks. Four newspapers were involved in the publication of language
versions of peace initiatives in the corpus. These newspapers are two lIsraeli (Ha aretz,
Yediot Aharonot) and two Palestinian (Al-Quds and Al-Ayyam). These newspapers
published five Hebrew and three Arabic language versions of peace initiatives (cf. Chapter
3.2.3). Two news agencies, CNN and Reuters, published two English and one Arabic
language versions of peace initiatives (cf. Chapter 3.2.3). Five online networks published
three Arabic and two Hebrew language versions of peace initiatives (cf. Chapter 3.2.3). In
mass media, conditions of text production are still underinvestigated. In this section, cases

for which information is available will be discussed.

Research on mass media (e.g. Bassnett 2005, Bielsa and Bassnett 2009) showed that
“translation is normally invisible in media reports” (Schiffner and Bassnett 2010: 9).
These outlets usually do not have in-house translation services as in the case of
international organizations. Some of them depend on freelance translators for translations

whereas others simply republish translations taken from other websites or sources.

The Arabic language version of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles published
by the Palestinian newspaper Al-Quds is a case in point. This text was based on the
Hebrew language version of the same initiative published by the Israeli newspaper
Ha’aretz. The Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles was originally drafted in
English. Information on whether the Hebrew text published by Ha aretz was based on the
original English text or on another text is not available. In the following, the institutional
conditions of publication of this text will be explained and accounted for. This will be done
by explaining the differences between these two Arabic and Hebrew texts and accounting

for political and ideological implications of such differences.

Two major Palestinian newspapers, Al-Quds and Al-Ayyam publish selected political
articles taken from different local and international newspapers. These articles provide the
Palestinian readers with different political views, both international as well as Israeli. The

two newspapers have whole pages dedicated for this purpose. Firstly, Al-Quds newspaper
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has four pages (page 14, 15, 16, and 17) entitled ‘4ddl ) 0535 (lit. ‘Israeli affairs’)
dedicated to political articles published only in Israeli newspapers such as Ha aretz, Yediot
Aharonot, Maariv, etc. Secondly, Al-Ayyam newspaper has two pages (pages 19 and 20)
entitled ‘dlsall Wl )L (lit. ‘press panorama’) dedicated to articles taken from regional
Arabic newspapers, e.g. Al-Safeer, English-language newspapers, e.g. Washington Post,
New York Times, and Herald Tribune and Hebrew-language newspapers, e.g. Maariv and
Yediot Aharonot.

Articles published in Al-Quds and Al-Ayyam have similar features: headlines are followed
by the name of the writers of these articles. In Al-Quds newspaper, the name of the Israeli
newspaper from which the article was taken appears immediately after the name of the
writer, whereas in the Al-Ayyam newspaper, it appears at the end of the article’®. The
following two examples illustrate this point:

Figure 6.1: Headline of an Article from Al-Quds newspaper

DB g8 Lad () ghatl) Aaiia il sl cilid Laby g) Joady
o\ o gl Al

Figure 6.2: Headline of an article from Al-Ayyam newspaper

These Hebrew articles are translated and published in Arabic in these Palestinian
newspapers to meet the needs of the Palestinian readers. The label ‘translation” does not
appear on any of these articles published by either newspaper, i.e. translation is kept
invisible. Palestinian readers would know that they are reading translations without any
clear reference from these newspapers to this fact. This is because these newspapers
mention that these articles are taken from Hebrew newspapers, i.e. published in Hebrew.

These two Palestinian newspapers are similar with regard to the information they carry and
according to Jamal (2000: 56), they:

[R]run the stories of the news agencies, especially WAFA, the official Palestinian news agency.
They introduce scarcely any changes based on their own investigations. They also repeat news
from the Israeli press. The contributions of local journalists are therefore very limited, and in-
depth investigations of issues of concern to the public are unknown.

189 This also applies to articles taken from Arabic and English newspapers at Al-Ayyam newspaper.
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This ‘repetition” of news from Israeli press involves processes of translation and
recontextualization for the needs of the Palestinian public. This can be seen in the
pages of these newspapers dedicated to reporting from Israeli press. However, Israeli

newspapers have no pages dedicated solely to reporting from the Palestinian press.

Israeli media is self-sufficient in filling their Arabic-Hebrew translation needs. Amit-
Kochavi (1998: 3) points out that:

Middle East and Arab affairs experts do their own translations of newspaper and journal articles,
written and oral speeches and interviews. They often demonstrate high-level performance thanks
to their subject-matter expertise, reinforced by direct activity in the field, in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip as well as such Arab countries as Egypt and Jordan that are accessible to the Israeli
media.

6.3 Political Debate

In the world of politics, political debates over controversial issues are a very common
practice. These debates become more interesting — from Translation Studies perspective —
when they are based on cases of translation. Although reception of language versions of
peace Palestinian-lIsraeli peace initiatives is reserved for future research, one case of a
political debate based on a translation of one peace initiative, i.e. the Geneva Accord will

be discussed.

This debate was based on the Hebrew translation of the Geneva Accord which was
distributed to every household in Israel by the Israeli negotiating team of the initiative.
This distribution was part of a well-planned marketing campaign to win the support of the
Israeli public. The debate was mainly on the controversial issue of the Jewish nature of the
state of Israel.

One of the selling points of the initiative to the Israeli public was the claim of the Israeli
negotiators that the Palestinian side recognized Israel in the initiative as the ‘national
home’ of the Jewish people. This alleged recognition means that the Palestinian side
agreed to give up the right of return of the Palestinian refugees to their homes in historical
Palestine (now lIsrael). This alleged recognition caused a heated debate between some
politicians and one member of the Israeli negotiating team of the initiative. In the
following, this political debate and its implications will be explained.

The issue of the Jewish nature of the state of Israel is ideologically and politically
significant. To begin with, this issue brings back the more than 100 years struggle between
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the Palestinian national movement and Zionism about claims to land and legitimacy. In
addition, it raises the issue of the rights of more than one million Palestinians living in

Israel nowadays.

This issue, i.e. the Jewish nature of Israel, has always been on the Israeli political agenda.
For example, it was one of the 14 points of Israeli reservations on the Roadmap Plan:
“declared reference must be made to Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish state and to the
waiver of any right of return for Palestinian refugees to the state of Israel”. This issue was
again raised in the Annapolis Peace Conference between Israel and the Palestinian
Authority on 26 November 2007.

The Israeli Prime Minister then, Ehud Olmert, demanded that the Palestinians recognize
Israel as a Jewish state, which the Palestinians had been repeatedly rejected on the basis
that it would mean giving up the right of return for the Palestinian refugees and, even more
than that, legitimizing discrimination against Israeli Palestinians living in Israel. More
recently, at the launch of the direct Palestinian-Israeli negotiations in September 2010, the
Israeli Prime Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, reiterated his demand for the Palestinians to

recognize Israel as a Jewish state.

Palestine and Israel are recognized in the English source text of the Geneva Accord as the
‘homelands’ of their respective peoples. The term ‘homeland” was then changed into ¢ n»2
mx?n” (bayt ha-le'umi, lit. ‘national home’) in the Hebrew translation distributed to the
Israeli public by the Israeli organization Yes to an Agreement (YA). As explained before,
this term — i.e. ‘national home’ appears in key documents related to the establishment of

the state of Israel (cf. Chapter 5.4.1).

A number of Israeli academics and politicians such as Shmuel Amir, Moty Cristal and
Asher Susser — who compared the Hebrew translation to its original English source text —
criticized the translation and the Israeli negotiating team for misleading the Israeli public.
Amir (2004), for instance, expressed his doubt that the Palestinians would actually put

their signature to a document which recognizes Israel as a Jewish state. He argues that:

In the booklet entitled ‘The Geneva Initiative — A Model for a Lasting Israeli-Palestinian
Agreement,’ the section called ‘Essentials of the Geneva Document’ (page 7 in the Hebrew edition
— my translation since English version is not yet available) opens with the following statement:
“The Palestinians recognize the right of the Jewish people to a state...This is not merely
Palestinian recognition of the State of Israel — that appears immediately after: “The Palestinians
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recognize the State of Israel as our national home... It seems to me that the Palestinians have never
yet affixed their signature to a document containing such a comprehensive demand from them.

Amir’s (2004) remarks — which are based on the Hebrew translation (booklet) distributed
to the Israeli public — show that a Palestinian recognition of Israel as the “national home”
for the Jewish people would imply a “Palestinian agreement to Zionism”. One of the basic
tenets of Zionism is the “right” of all Jews around the world to a state and this “right” was

“anathema to the Palestinian national movement from its very beginnings” (Amir 2004).

In fact, the Palestinians never agreed to Zionism as they accuse Zionists of “deliberately
and forcefully expelling the Palestinian Arabs who lived in what has become the state of
Israel in 1948 (Shamir and Shikaki 2005: 315). The Palestinian leadership of the PLO has

always refused to acknowledge the Jewish identity of Israel and preferred, like in the case
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of the Oslo Accord, only to recognize Israel’s “right” “to exist as an independent state
(Shamir and Shikaki 2005: 315). A Palestinian recognition of Israel as a Jewish state
clearly touches on “an exposed nerve” (Shamir and Shikaki 2005: 315) among Palestinians

in Israel and this can explain why the Palestinian leadership rejects such recognition.

Susser (2003) wrote an article A Shaky Foundation which appeared in the Israeli
Ha ' aretz** newspaper on 15 December 2003. In this article, Susser — who also refers to the

Hebrew translation distributed to the Israeli public — makes the point that:

The cover of the Geneva Accords Booklet notes that the 'recognition of the State of the Jewish
people' is one of the accomplishments of the initiative. However, this phrase does not appear in the
Accords. There is phraseology that seemingly comes close to the aforementioned recognition, but,
in actual fact, the Palestinians evade doing so.

Another criticism to the Hebrew translation with regard to the same issue comes from
Cristal (2004). In his article The Geneva Accords: A Step Forward in the Wrong

Direction? he argues that:

Article 2.4 stipulates that the parties recognize Israel and Palestine as “the homelands of their
respective peoples.” The document is lacking the additional formulaic step of stating explicitly
“The State of Israel is the state of the Jewish people, and Palestine is the state of the Palestinian
people.” This wording appears in the “Document's Main Points” distributed to the public, and even
in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh proposal, but it was omitted from the Geneva document text. At issue is
more than a negligible point of semantics.

190 professor Asher Susser, Dayan Centre Director and Senior Fellow, published this critique of the refugees
chapter in Ha’aretz in Hebrew on 11 December 2003. The Hebrew article appeared in translation in the
English version of Ha’aretz on 15 December (These comments are based on the published English
translation which does not differ from the Hebrew original text)
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Cristal here compares between the English source text and the Hebrew translation
distributed to the Israeli public. The first quotation is from the English source text whereas
the second is from the Hebrew translation. Cristal raises suspicion about the motivation of
such difference between the two texts. Shlomo Avineri (2003), an Israeli political scientist,

goes beyond that to plainly accusing the Israeli negotiators of lying to the Israeli public:

The initiators of the Geneva document are, of course, entitled to express their views and publicize
them in any manner they see fit. But do they have the right to brazenly lie to the public as to what
the document does or does not contain?

He claimed that the ambiguous reference to Israel as the homeland of its people without
specifically referring to the Jewish people leaves the whole issue open to different

interpretations:

Before the document was made public, the initiators said it contains Palestinian recognition of the
State of Israel as “the state of the Jewish people.” Not so. The “Jewish people” is not mentioned in
the document. What is does say that “the two sides recognize Palestine and Israel as the national
homes for their nations.” Whoever wishes can certainly say that Isracl as “the state of all its
citizens “is the national home of” of the Israeli nation,” which includes Jews and Arabs. It is no
coincidence that the word “Jew” doesn’t appear in the document. The Palestinian signators do not
include anyone who believes there is a “Jewish people”.

In response to the critics, Klein, one of the Israeli negotiators of the Geneva Accord
(2004), wrote an article in which he defended translating the term ‘homelands’ as “mK>7

n1>’ (literally: their national homes). He argues that:

Many critics have argued that the Geneva Accords does not explicitly recognize Israel as a Jewish
state, and some have even accused its endorsers of misleading the Israel public. | start with this
issue because it relates directly to Israel's fundamental identity. First, the agreement recognizes
"the right of the Jewish people to statehood.” Second, it recognizes Israel's status as the homeland
of the Jewish people, ("The Parties recognize Palestine and Israel as the homelands of their
respective peoples”). It should be noted that the Hebrew version of the agreement translates the
word "homeland" as bayit le'umi (national home). However, it would have been more accurate to
translate it as moledet (homeland). Use of the term homeland constitutes a far-reaching Palestinian
statement recognizing that Israel is not only the state of the Jewish people but the Jewish people's
homeland as well. Members of the Jewish people - who, as stated in the agreement's preamble,
have a right to a state - are neither foreigners nor immigrant invaders. They were born here, in the
land of Israel, and have returned to it.

This translation choice of ‘national home’ is a deliberate as it serves the aims of the Israeli
drafters in marketing the agreement to the Israeli public. It is safe to assume that most of
the reactions to this initiative as well as others are reactions to translations. This debate
shows the key role translation plays in politics. Translation is an essential part of political

communication.

6.4 Conclusion
This chapter has illustrated how different language versions of peace initiatives were

produced in different institutional settings for different purposes. Firstly, in international
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settings, texts were used as the basis for debate and decision-making. Secondly, in
governmental settings, texts were used for parliamentary discussions and debates as well as
for declarative purposes. In non-governmental settings, texts were used to support certain
political solutions to the conflict and finally, in media settings, texts were used to report

(positively or negatively) on peace initiatives.

This chapter also showed that, very frequently, translations produced in one institutional
context are recontextualized and reframed for use in another one. These recontextualization

and reframing processes are usually accompanied by further textual amendments.

Translation practices and policies differ according to institutions. These institutions
translate or publish language versions of peace initiatives for different purposes and
functions. Some of these institutions, for example, media outlets and online networks, do
not have in-house translation services. Translations are produced by journalists rather than
professional translators. These findings, particularly with regard to translations published
by newspapers, confirm findings in literature in Translation Studies that translation is
invisible in media (e.g. Bassnett 2009). In media institutions, translation has a low status
and these institutions are not explicit about translation. This can be seen, for example, in

the way journalists refer to themselves as international journalists rather than translators.

In other institutions, for example, international ones, e.g. the United Nations, and
governmental ones, e.g. the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the US Department of
State, translation plays a more important role.

The use of translation in the advocacy of certain political solutions is particularly
interesting in the context of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. This is due to the fact that
translation, framing and recontextualization play a major role not only in disseminating
peace initiatives to the Palestinian and Israeli public but also to mobilizing public opinion
in support of certain political solutions to the conflict. This is found in the case of the
language versions of three peace initiatives: the Arab Peace Initiative, the Ayalon-

Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles and the Geneva Accord.

The case of peace initiatives has shown that translators are not only professional ones but
also politicians, academics and political activists. Those translation agents have different

views about the very concept of translation and translation process. For instance, Delyani
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(2005), the technical manager for the Palestinian People’s Campaign for Peace and
Democracy promoting the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of Principles, considers
translating this initiative from English into Arabic by Sari Nusseibeh as ‘rendering’ rather
than translating. This perhaps explains why these language versions are not labelled as a

‘translation’ but as a ‘document’, ‘text’ or ‘version’.

In this thesis, there is less scope for generalization than expected about translations of
peace initiatives. This could perhaps be due to the different conditions of text production of
these texts: not all ‘translations’ were based on original ‘source texts’. In many cases,
‘translations’ were based on other ‘target texts’. In this light, it is hard to speak about
translation strategies as in chapters four and five but it is more appropriate to talk about

recontextualization strategies.

Scope for generalization is even more difficult on the more abstract level. This could be
because of the nature of peace initiatives. Peace initiatives are still a largely under-
researched genre of political texts. More research is still needed in this direction. Another
possible reason is that peace initiatives are not negotiated and drafted very frequently but

produced at certain critical times of ongoing contemporary conflicts.

The final reason for the difficulty of generalizing about peace initiatives is that there are
not many language versions of one peace initiative published by the same institution. Peace
initiatives are published by different institutions. Therefore, it is not possible to say that
texts produced in mass media will show certain translation strategies. That is because texts
published in media could have been taken from different types of institutions and then
were simply recontextualized for new functions and audience. Thus, translations shifts
found in the target texts could have occurred somewhere else other than mass media. These

conditions highlight the complex nature of translation and particularly of political texts.
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Chapter Seven
Conclusion

7.1 Major Findings of the Research

The present thesis has examined Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives as politically
negotiated texts and their different Arabic, English and Hebrew language versions in their
socio-political, historical and institutional contexts. It aimed to examine how aspects of
ideology, political affiliation and power relations at play in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict
manifest themselves on these language versions and how these aspects could be accounted
for in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of the production of the
translations. In doing this, the thesis aimed to make a an original contribution to the
discipline of Translation Studies by contributing to a deeper understanding of the role of
translation and recontextualization of politically negotiated texts in situations of ongoing
contemporary conflict.

In order to achieve this overall aim, the thesis applied the descriptive analytical model
suggested by Lambert and Van Gorp (1985) and Fairclough’s (1992) three-dimensional
discourse-analytical model. In linking textual profiles of translations of peace initiatives to
conditions of text production, the analysis presented an example of causal models as
described by Chesterman (1997).

In Translation Studies, there has been an increasing interest in “ideas and ways of
explanation” of the translational phenomena (Chesterman 2008: 364). The present thesis
presented a case of a qualitative research which could help in reaching conclusions about
the translational phenomenon of Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives. Explanation of such
phenomenon would be possible if “we understand its causes or the factors that seem to
influence it; or if we know how it works; or if we know what its function is” (Williams and
Chesterman 2002: 61). In this thesis, conclusions would account for “what is possible,
what can happen, or what can happen at least sometimes” but not about “what is probable,

general, or universal” (Williams and Chesterman 2002: 64).
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The following section outlines the major conclusions and findings of the thesis and then
reflects on the strengths and weaknesses of the chosen framework.

To begin with, the present thesis has highlighted the significance of translation — as both
product and practice — in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict, namely, the
Palestinian-Israeli one. The very fact that there existed 31 translations of five Palestinian-
Israeli peace initiatives into three languages — Arabic, English and Hebrew — is one

indication of such significance.

The thesis has shown that translations of peace initiatives have played different roles in the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict depending on the institutional context in which they were
presented and the purposes they set to serve. One of these roles was disseminating
information about negotiated texts. For example, it was through translation that the
Palestinian and Israeli publics knew about the majority of peace initiatives, i.e. three
initiatives were drafted in English and were then translated into Arabic and Hebrew. In
other words, translations constituted a major source of information. This finding has
further substantiated, and as other research has shown, that “political discourse relies on
translation” (Schaftner 2004: 120).

Another significant role of these translations was influencing and shaping the Palestinian
and Israeli public discourses, attitudes and ideological thinking regarding the conflict and
the peace process in the Middle East. Peace initiatives, as explained before (cf. Chapter
1.1.3), were drafted at a very critical time of the conflict — i.e. the collapse of the peace
process following the failure of the Camp David Il negotiations and the outbreak of the Al-
Agsa intifada. These two major events posed a serious threat to the fundamental principles

of the peace process, most importantly, the ‘two-state” solution to the conflict.

Peace initiatives — which were designed to revive the collapsed peace process and keep the
‘two-state’ solution (as the only solution) on the table — tackled the complicated and
sensitive final-status issues of the conflict which have always been deferred to future
negotiations and offered political compromises on them. Some of the peace initiatives,
namely, those belonging to ‘track-two’ (cf. Chapter 3.2.2), directly targeted public opinion
in both Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories and strived to elicit their support.

For political marketing purposes, these initiatives were translated into Arabic and Hebrew.
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However, the sensitivity of these political compromises were largely multiplied and
refracted in translation. The overall textual analysis has demonstrated that these political
compromises were interpreted differently by different institutions in their attempts to
promote their respective political interests and narratives. Such compromises disappeared
in translation and instead one interpretation reflecting one ideological and political position
prevailed. This was evident, for example, in instances of deliberately ambiguous or vague
formulations (cf. Chapter 5.2), names of holy places important to both sides of the conflict
(cf. Chapter 5.3.2) and modality (cf. Chapter 5.5). Such disappearance — particularly in
translations published by local Palestinian and Israeli newspapers — could be interpreted as
attempts by translators, the institutions behind them or both to “protect or at least avoid

being implicated in undermining dominant public narratives” (Baker 2006: 36).

This showed that translation was “an integral part of political activity” (Schéffner and
Bassnett 2010: 13) and that neither translations nor translators were neutral. In fact, as the
textual analysis has shown, translations reflected aspects of ideology, power relations and
political affiliations and translators (cf. Chapter 5) — who have ideologies — consciously or
unconsciously played a major role in situations of ongoing contemporary conflict.

However, and as the thesis has demonstrated, it is not the case that translations rather than
translators are engaged (e.g. Tymoczko 2000) because translators are not “always those
who use translations for purposes of activism, nor are translators always fully aware of
how their translations could be used” (Brownlie 2007: 139-140) but both translators and

translations are politically engaged.

The thesis has indeed shown that it was difficult to speak of one translation shift originated
in one particular context or that every target text was based on an original source text. It
was very often the case that translations of peace initiatives produced in one particular
institutional context were recontextualized for use in another one. Such recontextualisation
went hand in hand with further textual amendments. Recontextualization involved
repositioning a text for different functions, audiences and purposes. It also involved adding
or deleting material, both textual and extra-textual, to achieve that purpose. Textual
amendments included, mainly, addition, omission, change and re-arrangement of heading
and sub-headings (cf. Chapter 4.6.1-4.6.4) as well as addition of introductions, particularly,
persuasive and evaluative ones in language versions of non-governmental organizations

(cf. Chapter 4.4.3) and mass media (cf. Chapter 4.4.4). These introductions play a major
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role in triggering ideologically biased readings of texts. Extra-textual amendments
concerned providing different maps attached to the Arabic and Hebrew translations of the
Geneva Accord for the Palestinian and Israeli publics which best served the marketing

purposes of its drafters.

By disseminating and contesting public narratives and consequently keeping a certain
population disposed to keep supporting a certain decision-maker, either for or against a
particular peace initiative, translations of peace initiatives have played a role in the
management of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict — understood here as minimizing “the
escalation of a conflict situation without necessarily dealing with the real source of the
problem” (Scott 2007: 24). In other words, preserving the conflict “for resolution another
day” (Zartman 2005: 62). This finding conforms to other findings in Translation Studies,
namely, that translation and all its agents contribute to “shaping the way in which conflict

unfolds” and play a major role in its management (Baker 2006: 1-2).

Drawing on the intractability of the Palestinian-lIsraeli conflict (cf. Chapter 1), peace
initiatives (original source texts) — in their wider geopolitical context — have also been
managing the conflict as part of an open-ended process governed and shaped by power

relations and contradictory political interests. In this context, Pappé (2002) argues that:

Noam Chomsky was correct in his analysis that we in Palestine/ Israel and the Middle East as a
whole were eagerly playing the American game ever since they decided to take an active role in
the peace process, beginning in 1969 with the Rogers Plan, and then with the Kissinger initiatives.
Ever since then, the peace agenda has been an American game. The Americans invented the
concept of the peace process, whereby the process is far more important than peace. America has
contradictory interests in the Middle East, which include protecting certain regimes in the area that
preserve American interests (therefore entailing paying lip service to the Palestinian cause) while
also has a commitment to Israel. In order not to find itself facing these two contradictory agendas,
it is best to have an ongoing process which is not war and not peace but something which you can
describe as a genuine American effort to reconcile between the two sides... Such a process, which
can and should go on forever, coached by the only superpower and supported by the peace camp
of the stronger party in the conflict, is presented as peace. One of the best ways of safeguarding the
process from being successful is to evade all the outstanding issues at the heart of the problem.

The indefinite deferment of all final-status issues of the conflict in the text of the Roadmap
Plan — the only officially accepted plan to resolve the conflict since 2003 — is an example
of the above argument. This plan repeats the exact same mistakes of the failed Oslo
Accords by addressing “the easy issues while putting off the thorny ‘final-status’ issues”
(Abrahms 2003). It also employs “creative ambiguity” in dealing with aspects of these
final-status issues such as Jewish settlement outposts, opening of closed Palestinian
institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem and Israeli withdrawal from areas reoccupied on 28
September 2000 (cf. Chapter 5.2). Such a technique “may give the illusion of progress, but
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it will only inflate expectations and lead to disappointment. The result is often more

violence and a hardening of mutually exclusive demands” (Abrahms 2003).

The textual analysis (cf. Chapter 5) showed that the two sides of the conflict are already
interpreting the Roadmap differently in their attempts to improve their negotiating

positions. In this way, the Roadmap simply continues the facade of a “peace process”

(Honig-Parnass 2007: 231).

The validity of the argument that the Middle East “peace process” and its peace initiatives
— including those drafted since 2000 — were designed to manage the conflict rather than
resolving it can be verified by examining the results of more than twenty years of
negotiations between the Palestinians and Israelis on the ground: continued land
expropriation, rapid Jewish settlements expansion and the construction of Israel’s illegal

Wall, to name a few (cf. Chapter 1.1.2).

The interpretation that Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives and equally their different
translations play a major role in managing the conflict is of course only one possible
interpretation in open-ended ones. Another interpretation could be that peace initiatives
and equally their different translations are helping in resolving the conflict by encouraging
a wider participation in the political process and keeping these initiatives under continuous
discussion by a multiplicity of political stakeholders. Here, these texts would be part of a
step-by-step approach, i.e. the Palestinians and Israelis negotiate less controversial issues
that they could agree on while deferring the most sensitive trigger points for confrontation
to the end of the process (cf. Chapter 5.2). In this light, these texts play a positive role in

the conflict by enhancing involvement and cooperation.

To subscribe to one interpretation or another depends largely on the receivers of these
texts, their political ideologies, interests, motivations, narrative locations and whether they
see the conflict as ‘intractable’ — i.e. cannot be resolved — or ‘resolvable’. If the conflict is
perceived as ‘intractable’, then these texts are part of conflict management and if perceived
as ‘resolvable’, then these texts are part of conflict resolution. The resistance of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict to more than a century of attempts to resolve it, the
fundamentally incompatible goals and interests of the Palestinians and Israelis and the
political facts on the ground in the Occupied Palestinian Territories — as explained in

chapter one — support the ‘conflict management’ interpretation.
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One direct implication of such an argument concerns the title of this thesis. The first part of
this title, i.e. ‘translation and peace’ — which was chosen at the very early stages of the
research — is mesmerising as it over-romanticizes the role of translation in situations of
ongoing conflict, namely, helping to establish peace in the Middle East. However, based
on findings of this research, a more appropriate title would be ‘translation and conflict

management’.

Reflecting on these different roles, it has been brought into sharp relief that translation “is
not simply a linguistic activity” (Schiffner 2009: 146) but rather a social activity (Hermans
1995: 10) which is governed and controlled by institutions. Translators then “work in
social-political and historical contexts, their activity is embedded in and determined by

social, institutional, ideological norms, conditions and constraints” (Schéftner 2009: 146).

Another major finding of the thesis — closely linked to the issue of recontextualization —
was that both translators and translation were largely invisible. This invisibility was
reflected in the anonymity of the translators of the different language versions of peace
initiatives and the avoidance of the label ‘translation’ to refer to these texts. The names of
translators of peace initiatives only appeared in two cases, the Hebrew translations of the
Roadmap Plan and the Arab Peace Initiative translated by Hagit Ofran and Ilai Alon
respectively and both published by Peace Now. The other two cases of known translators
concerned the Arabic and Hebrew translations of the Ayalon-Nusseibeh Declaration of
Principles which were translated by Ami Ayalon and Sari Nusseibeh. The names of these
two translators did not appear anywhere in these translations. These two names were
known only through personal communications. The issue of invisibility of the translator is
an indication of the “translator’s role in society, the translator’s status and power, the

translator’s rights” (Chesterman 1997: 169).

The four known translators were not professional ones but two politicians (Ami Ayalon
and Sari Nusseibeh), one academic (llai Alon) and one political activist (Hagit Ofran). This
reflects the increasing involvement of non-professional translators in the translation
activity, particularly in situations of ongoing conflict and raises many questions, including,
why would, for example, political activists or academics, translate peace initiatives
themselves when there exist translations of these texts. One possible answer is provided by
Ilai Alon in his added introduction to the Hebrew translation of the Arab Peace Initiatives

in which he starts by saying that “it seems that most of the Israeli public is not aware of the
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true significance of the Arab Peace Initiative” and then justifies the need for his translation
as “the Hebrew translation of the Document, as distributed to the public, is faulty. This

may have been part of the reason that Israelis ignored it” (cf. Chapter 4.4.3).

With regard to the avoidance of using the label ‘translation’, the thesis has shown that
target texts of peace initiatives were largely labelled as ‘documents’, ‘versions’ or ‘literal
texts’ rather than ‘translations’ (cf. Chapter 4.3). Information about which language
versions were based on original source texts and which language versions were based on
other target texts was available in only six cases (cf. Chapter 6). This showed that
translation “continues to be an invisible practice, everywhere around us, inescapably
present, but rarely acknowledged, almost never figured into discussions of the translations
we all inevitably read” (Venuti 1992: 1).

The avoidance of using the label ‘translation’ in describing the target texts of the peace
initiatives gave the impression that these texts were originals rather than translations. And
even if translations of peace initiatives, as it is the case of other texts, were visible and
presented as translations, and readers were aware of the facts that they were reading
translations, still the general assumption would be that translations are exact replicas of the
original source texts (Schaffner 2009: 144).

As Schéffner (2009: 143) points out, the general public often comes across political
discourse in translation without necessarily realizing it. Translation becomes visible to the
public, when it is perceived as problematic, for example, “if some mistranslation had been
discovered, leading to arguments about the correct or incorrect meaning of a word, a
sentence, or a text” (Schéaffner 2009: 143). This was the case in the Hebrew translation of
the Geneva Accord published by the Israeli negotiating team (cf. Chapter 6.3). A heated
debate was initiated based on this translation and then accusations of manipulating public
opinion through translation were voiced against its drafters. In this way, translation was

‘visible’ but in a negative way.

In order to explain the issue of invisibility of translations, it should be linked to “the
contexts in which translations are made available and the functions they fulfil for the
respective communicative purpose” (Schiffner 2009: 145). For example, unlike in
postcolonial contexts where the relative invisibility of the translator of literary texts —

according to Venuti (1995) — is attributed “to a combination of attempts by translators to
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produce fluent, transparent texts and the nature of acceptability judgements by readers of
translation, who wish translations to appear as though they were originals” (Venuti 1995: 1
quoted in Olohan 2004: 4), the invisibility of translators of negotiated texts can be
attributed to the nature of these texts as politically sensitive ones and the need to create an

illusion of an ‘original’ text.

The choice of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) — which is located within “a version of
critical social science” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 3) — as a research framework in
this thesis, particularly, Fairclough’s (1992) three-dimensional model, has provided a
viable postmodern framework for the study of translation as a social activity in its
institutional context. This framework, as explained in detail before (cf. Chapter 3.3.3),
accounted for the three levels of analysis: text production (cf. Chapter 3.2), text
interpretation (cf. Chapters 4 and 5) and institutional contexts (cf. Chapter 6). This kind of
analysis helped in situating peace initiatives and their translations within their wider social
and geopolitical contexts by emphasizing that translation “as both an enactment and a
product, is necessarily embedded within social contexts” (Wolf 2007: 1), i.e. a “socially
regulated activity” (Hermans 1997: 10). This activity is “in all its various stages, is
undeniably carried out by individuals who belong to a social system” (Wolf 2007: 1) and
that it is “inevitably implicated in social institutions, which greatly determine the selection,
production and distribution of translation and, as a result, the strategies adopted in the
translation itself” (Wolf 2007: 1).

Of particular significance in this context is the premise that texts (originals and
translations) have effects and roles to play in social and political changes. This kind of

research can be described as an emerging “critical translation studies” (Schéffner 2007:
147).

The following part of the conclusion returns to the specific research questions asked at the
beginning of the thesis to establish to what extent they have been answered. This will be
followed by reflecting on the original contributions of this thesis to Translation Studies and
Critical Discourse Analysis.

1) What are the key characteristic features of peace initiatives as politically

negotiated texts?

The first research question relates closely to what kind of text is a peace initiative. The
review of literature on different political genres, such as political speeches, peace treaties,
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political manifestos, etc., (cf. Chapter 2) showed that peace initiatives are still a largely
under-researched genre of political texts. This research limitation — i.e. the lack of any
studies on the genre of peace initiatives and their translations — made identifying the
characteristic features of peace initiatives an exhausting process. This limitation was
partially overcome by comparing peace initiatives to a closely related genre of political
texts, namely, peace treaties. As explained in chapter two, detailed comparison between the
two genres demonstrated that they share some key characteristic features, such as, the use
of ambiguous formulations, modal verbs and politically sensitive concepts. Modal verbs,
for example, are used to express legal statements of obligations, authorizations,
permissions, requirements and prohibitions (cf. Chapter 2.3.3) whereas ambiguity is used
by negotiators and politicians in order to bridge the gap between the conflicting positions
of parties (cf. Chapter 5.2).

2)What happens to these texts in translation?

The detailed analysis has shown that peace initiatives were translated by various types
of institutions for different purposes and readerships. Also, it was very frequently that
translations produced in one institutional context were recontextualized for another one
which was accompanied with further textual amendments. Recontextualization involved
repositioning a text for different functions, audiences and purposes. It also involved
adding or deleting material, both textual and extra-textual, to achieve that purpose.
Textual amendments, as discussion has shown before (cf. Chapter 4), included addition,
omission, change and rearrangement of heading and sub-headings (cf. Chapter 4.61-
4.6.4) and the addition of introductions, particularly, persuasive and evaluative ones in
translations published by non-governmental organizations (cf. Chapter 4.4.3) and mass
media (cf. Chapter 4.4.4). These specific types of introduction were designed to trigger
ideologically biased readings of translations of peace initiatives. Extra-textual
amendments concerned providing Palestinian and Israeli publics with different maps of

the Geneva Accord which served the political interests of its drafters.

3) How do the translations of peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, political
affiliation and power relations?

One of the main objectives of the thesis was to account for how language versions of
peace initiatives reflect aspects of ideology, power relations and political affiliation at

both macro- and micro-structural levels. On the one hand, the macro-structural analysis
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(cf. Chapter 4) examined the textual organization of the individual translation profiles of
the various language versions of peace initiatives, e.g. layouts, paratexts, chapter
headings, introductions, etc. It showed that some paratextual materials, namely, added
persuasive and evaluative introductions, reflected the ideological and political position
of their publishers (cf. Chapter 4). These introductions framed peace initiatives in a
particular way and thus triggered an ideologically biased reading of translations of

peace initiatives.

On the other hand, the micro-structural analysis aimed to examine how these aspects of
ideology, political affiliation and power relations at play in the Palestinian-Israeli
conflict manifest themselves on the translations of initiatives. The detailed textual
analysis (cf. Chapter 5) has shown that when translated, negotiated texts such as peace
initiatives can be interpreted differently by different institutions depending on their
ideologies and political positions in their attempt to promote their respective political

interests and construct narratives that resonate with their constituencies.

The range of examples discussed showed that the sensitive final-status issues of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, such as withdrawal from land, settlement policies and
sovereignty over Jerusalem became even more sensitive as a result of translation. One
example was the explicitating strategies applied in the majority of Arabic translations of
the Roadmap Plan (cf. Chapter 5.2) with regard to the issues of withdrawal from
reoccupied Palestinian territories, reopening of closed Palestinian institution in

Occupied East Jerusalem and the dismantlement of Jewish settlement outposts.

Another example concerned the translations of names of holy place names important to
each side of the conflict (cf. Chapter 5.3). For example, names important to both sides
of the conflict — e.g. ‘al-Haram al-Sharif” and ‘the Temple Mount’ — and which were
placed side by sides as a sort of a political compromise disappeared in translation (cf.
Chapter 5.3.2). Other cases concerned changing some of the names of these holy places
in translation in order to market a particular initiative to a particular public, e.g. the
change of the place name ‘The Wailing Wall’ into ‘The Western Wall’ in the Yes to an
Agreement translation of the Geneva Accord (cf. Chapter 5.3.2).

A third example concerned the change of the modal verb ‘may’ into the formulations of

‘has the right to’ and ‘entitled to’ respectively in the Arabic and Hebrew translations of
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the Geneva Accord (cf. Chapter 5.5). A final example concerned the different
interpretations provided by the various translations of the Arab Peace Initiative
regarding the controversial issue of resettlement of Palestinian refugees (cf. Chapter
5.6.4).

The analysis has also demonstrated that different institutions selected and circulated
interpretations — whether consciously or unconsciously — which best served their
ideological and political interests. Most importantly, discussion of examples has shown
that translations produced in Palestine or Israel, particularly by newspapers, featured a
higher number of translation shifts, in what appeared to be an attempt to strengthen the

public narratives to which their respective readerships subscribe.

On the one hand, the local Palestinian newspaper, Al-Quds, in its Arabic translation of
the Roadmap Plan, reflected the Palestinian official interpretation of the plan, namely,
the Israeli withdrawal from all of the Palestinian territories occupied since 28
September 2000 (cf. Chapter 5.2.1), the dismantlement of all Jewish settlement outposts
(cf. chapter 5.2.2) and the reopening of all Palestinian institutions closed in Occupied
East Jerusalem (cf. Chapter 5.2.3). It also disseminated the Palestinian public narrative
and contested the Israeli one, for example, by referring to the conflict as ‘the
Palestinian-Israeli’ rather than ‘Isracli-Palestinian (cf. Chapter 5.3.1), removing the
‘defense’ adjective in referring to ‘IDF’ (cf. Chapter 5.3.1) and opting for the term ‘the

siege’ to refer to Israeli occupation practice of ‘curfew’ (cf. Chapter 5.6.5).

On the other hand, the local Israeli newspaper, Yediot Aharonot, in its Hebrew
translation of the same initiative kept the ambiguity of the Roadmap with regard to the
issues of Israeli withdrawal from reoccupied Palestinian territories, the reopening of the
closed Palestinian institutions in Occupied East Jerusalem and the dismantlement of the
Jewish settlement outposts. This ambiguity serves Israel’s political interests as it keeps

these issues open for future negotiations.

The newspaper also deleted important information on the issue of Jewish settlement (cf.
Chapter 5.8.2) and used the two terms ‘hityashvut’ and ‘hitnahlut’ interchangeably thus
not distinguishing between early Jewish settlements and those built after 1967 (cf.

Chapter 5.6.2). These shifts reflected its right-wing position on this issue.
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4) How can these aspects of ideology, political affiliation and power relations be
accounted for in terms of the socio-political and institutional conditions of the
production of the translations?

This question concerns the second main aim of the thesis of taking a step beyond
description of actual translation profiles by providing explanations of these profiles with
reference to their institutional contexts of production. The thesis aimed to link aspects of
ideology, political affiliation and power relations manifested in translation of peace
Initiatives to the socio-political and institutional conditions of production of translations.
The aim of such linking was to bring close textual analysis with social analysis. An attempt
was made in this direction but absence of sufficient information on institutional translation

policies constituted left this research question largely unanswered.

The discussion of institutional settings (cf. Chapter 6) has demonstrated that four main
types of institutions — international, governmental, non-governmental organizations and
mass media — were involved in the translations of the different language versions of peace
initiatives. These institutions published these language versions for different purposes (e.g.
to inform, persuade, evaluate, etc.) and different readerships (e.g. representatives of states,

members of parliament, the public, etc.).

Some of these language versions were published only for internal purposes (e.g. circulation
among members of a specific organization. Other language versions were published for
external purposes (e.g. external circulation as part of a press release, such as the official
English translation of the Arab Peace Initiative of the League of Arab States) (cf. Chapter
6.2). One important finding has to do with the fact that the names of the translators of the
different language versions of peace initiatives are known in only four out of 31 cases and

that the label ‘translation’ was largely avoided in describing these versions.

7.2 Original Contribution of the Study

7.2.1 Translation Studies

Williams and Chesterman (2002: 2) point out that the aim of research in Translation
Studies is to make “a contribution to the field which increases the sum of our knowledge”

which can be made by one or more of the following ways:

1) Providing new data;
2) Suggesting an answer to a specific question;
3) Proposing a new idea, hypothesis, theory or methodology.
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Guetzkow et al (2004: 191), add that originality in the humanities, history and social
sciences can also be achieved by “doing research in an understudied area”. Reflecting on
these points, the present thesis makes an original contribution to the discipline of

Translation Studies in the following ways.

Firstly, the thesis has made an original contribution to the discipline of Translation Studies
by investigating a largely under-researched genre of political texts, i.e. peace initiatives.
Peace initiatives — as the outcome of political negotiations — presented a set of authentic
politically sensitive contemporary texts which were produced by different institutions for
different audiences and purposes. The thesis did not only present such a new corpus of
texts for the discipline of Translation Studies but went further beyond this point by
showing how these texts and their translations were recontextualized in different socio-
political, historical and institutional contexts for different purposes and readerships. In this
way, the thesis went beyond description to explanation by highlighting the socio-political
significance of translation as product and process and led to a deeper understanding of the
role of their translation and recontextualization in situations of ongoing contemporary

conflict, particularly, the Palestinian-Israeli one.

Secondly, the thesis also contributed to the discipline of Translation Studies by analysing
political discourse in translation in three languages: Arabic, English and Hebrew, which is
still a largely under-researched combination of languages in the discipline of Translation
Studies. One advantage of investigating these three languages in the context of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict was revealing how compromises reached during negotiations
were interpreted by various institutions in the local languages of the two sides of the

conflict.

Thirdly, the thesis contributed to the increasingly growing interest in sociologically
oriented research of translation, particularly with regard to the recent interest in
investigating the discourse on translation and conflict, in particular “committed
approaches” (e.g. Baker 2006, 2010; Inghilleri and Harding 2010; Salama-Carr 2007) and
the interest in social, ideological and political aspects of translations within Translation
Studies (e.g. Bassnett and Lefevere 1998; Calzada-Pérez 2003; Schaeffner 2004,
Tymoczko 1999; Venuti 1995). Focusing its attention on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict,

the thesis had built on these studies by presenting insights about the complex nature of
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translating politically negotiated texts such as peace initiatives in situations of ongoing
conflict.

Fourthly, the thesis contributed to the recent interest within the discipline of Translation
Studies in studying translations in their institutional contexts (e.g. Koskinen 2008; Milton
and Bandia 2009; Schaffner and Bassnett 2010a). Schéffner and Bassnett (2010b: 13) for
example, point out that “[N]o detailed research has been conducted yet into the actual
translation policies and processes of national governments, or of national political parties,
or embassies”. This thesis thus contributes to filling part of this gap in knowledge by
investigating translation practices and policies regarding the language versions of peace

initiatives in political institutions (cf. Chapter 6).

The decision of which peace initiatives and in what languages are to be published on
websites of various types of institutions is in itself political. Analysis of institutional
conditions of text production showed that not every peace initiative which was available in
the original source text (e.g. in English) was made available in all other languages (e.g.
Arabic and Hebrew). Some websites republished translations taken from other websites

without any indication that they had done so.

When studying negotiated texts — such as peace initiatives — in their institutional and socio-
political contexts insights “can be gained into institutional practices, into the respective
roles of actual agents involved in the complex translation processes as well as into the
power relations” (Schiffner and Bassnett 2010b: 12). These factors are of significant

importance in investigating translations in political institutions.

Schéffner and Bassnett (2010b: 14) summarize questions — which can be described as
“socially driven questions” (Wolf 2007: 20) — of interest from the point of view of

Translation Studies regarding these policies as follows:

“[W1ho decides whether websites of governments, of individual government ministries, of
political parties are made available in foreign languages in the first place, and more
specifically, who decides which languages these should be? Who decides which texts are
translated? Who translates these texts, that is, do governments and political parties have their
own in-house translation departments? Or are translation needs outsourced to translation
companies? In that case, on the basis of which criteria may a translation company be selected?
Are some texts translated by politicians and/or political advisors and/or staff themselves? If
yes, which kinds of texts and for which reasons? Who checks the translations before they are
put on a website? Who decides which texts are used in translation for internal purposes only?
Are different policies and procedures in place for translating relevant texts into foreign
languages and for translating texts into the home language?
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These questions need to be answered before it is possible to fully account for the
institutional contexts of text production of the translations of political texts in general

and of negotiated texts in particular.

Finally, the thesis has made an original contribution to the Translation Studies by
answering — to a large extent — the four research questions posed on the translational

phenomenon of peace initiatives.

7.2.2 Critical Discourse Analysis

This thesis has built on research in Translation Studies applying Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) as a framework, for analyzing aspects of ideology and power relations in
translation (Hatim and Mason 1990, 1997; Munday 2002; Schéffner 2003). Schaffner
(2010: 275) explains that it is the “interest in analysing the influences of social, cultural,
political, and ideological contexts on texts and discourse, which modern Translation

Studies shares with Critical Discourse Analysis”.

The study of peace initiatives and their translations provided a modest step in showing that
the discipline of Translation Studies and Political Discourse Analysis, as Schéffner (2004:
136) points out, can benefit from “disciplinary interaction”. Such cooperation, Schéffner
(2004: 117) explains, begins with “presenting examples of authentic translations of

political texts, commenting on them from the point of view of TS”.

As explained previously, CDA attempts to bring the textual analysis and social analysis
together. Gagnon (2006: 205) quotes Fairclough (2003, 2-3) as saying “[M]y own
approach to discourse analysis has been to try to transcend the division between work
inspired by social theory which tends not to analyse texts, and work which focuses upon
the language of texts but tends not to engage with social theoretical issues”. She then
explains that “[O]ne cannot help but relate this statement to translation studies’ own
dichotomy between postmodern or cultural studies approaches on the one hand, and
descriptive or linguistic approaches on the other (see Chesterman and Arrojo 2000). The
translation scholar Calzada-Pérez (2001) suggested that the solution to this “clash” could
lie in translation studies research based on CDA” (Gagnon 2006: 205). The present thesis

should be seen as another contribution to such theoretical framework.
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Gagnon (2006: 206) also explains, “[E]xamples of textual markers studied in translated
political discourses are transitivity (Calzada-Pérez 2001), cohesion (Hatim and Mason
1997, 143ff), metaphors (Al-Harrassi 2001) or lexical choices (Schéffner 2003)”. This
thesis contributes to Political Discourse Analysis by adding other textual markers found in

negotiated texts, namely, ambiguous formulations, naming practices and modality.

Also, investigating aspects of ideology, power relations and political affiliation in
translated texts, unlike in CDA which applies this “on the basis of discourse in one
language and one culture” (Schéffner 2004: 132), in the case of translation, such features
“apply both to the source text and culture and to the target text and culture” (Schéffner
2004: 132).

The thesis has demonstrated that translation is significant to political discourse. One
example of this significance was the case of the political reactions to the Geneva Accord
which was not based on its original source text but its Hebrew translation (cf. Chapter 6.3).
As Schéaffner (2007: 135) points out, “political discourse analysis has not yet paid
sufficient attention to aspects of translation”. Such attention can “shed new light to

understanding politics” (Schiffner 2004: 138).

7.3 Future Research

The analysis of the language versions of Palestinian-Israeli peace initiatives gave raise to
numerous questions of a linguistic, ethical and political nature; it can lead off in many
different directions. In the following, a number of avenues for future research in the

discipline of Translation Studies as well as other disciplines will be suggested.

7.3.1 The Discipline of Translation Studies

In the discipline of Translation Studies, three main avenues for future research can be
suggested. The first line of inquiry concerns sociology of negotiated texts in general and
peace initiatives in particular, as products, particularly, translation reception and
consumption. This thesis provided a modest step in this direction by presenting one case of
a political debate based on one Hebrew translation of one peace initiative, the Geneva
Accord (cf. Chapter 6.3). Future research will need to expand on this case to include other
cases of reactions and debates on language versions of peace initiatives (those based on

original source texts as well as those based on other target texts, i.e. recontextualized
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translations) in different settings (e.g. parliaments, governmental meetings, blogs on the
internet, etc.) in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, Israel and internationally.

Possible research questions in this direction can include which translation is picked up to
comment on, by who, when and where, and what implications this translation has for
decision making regarding the peace process and negotiations. Analysing social and
political implications of translations will provide significant insights about reception and
consumption of these translations in their socio-political and institutional contexts and
ultimately further highlight the role translation plays in shaping public opinion in situations

of conflict.

The second line of enquiry concerns the sociology of translation agents of negotiated texts,
i.e. who the translators are and whether or not they are professionals. This builds on
existing research on positioning of translators in politically sensitive contexts, such as the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the issue of their loyalties and neutrality. In Modern
Translation Studies, the increasing amount of literature dedicated to sociological
approaches to translation is indicative of the increasing interest in the sociology of
translation (e.g. Heilbron 2000; Hermans 1999; Koskinen 2008; Simeoni 1998; Wolf
2007). However, the sociology of translators is still largely under-researched in Translation
Studies and more research is still needed in this direction.

One closely related issue to agency is ethics of translating negotiated texts. Future research
in this direction can build on existing research in this direction (e.g. Baker and Maier 2011;
Chesterman 1995, 2001; Meschonnic 2011; Nord 2001; Pym 2001) by examining ethical
issues of interest in this context for translation theory and translator training such as the
notion of authorship (i.e. negotiated texts are not the work of one author but the result of
negotiations between many parties or authors, i.e. collective authorship), ethical and
political implications of translational choices in the different language versions of such

texts and the translator(s) responsibility of such choices.

The third line of enquiry concerns sociology of translation process of negotiated texts.
Such research would focus on how these texts are translated. In other words, who
commissions these translations; whether there are any translation briefs and guidelines;

whether the translators are professionals, i.e. trained as translators; the work conditions
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under which these translations are produced; whether these translations are proofread and
edited; and who gives the final permission to publish these translations.

This thesis provided some insights about institutional settings in which some of the texts
were produced. Further research can look at the process of producing other texts in the
same or different institutional contexts. One possible way of doing that is by conducting
ethnographic studies about political institutions and their translation policies such as the
study by Koskinen (2008). This will allow first-hand information about these policies.

In conclusion, this thesis has investigated translations of peace initiatives from and into
three languages: Arabic, English and Hebrew in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian

conflict. Future studies can focus on other conflicts in the world and into other languages.

7.3.2 Other Disciplines
Peace initiatives present a rich material for further research in a number of disciplines,
notably, Political Science, Conflict Resolution, Media Studies and Genre Studies. In the

following, some venues for further research in these disciplines will be suggested.

Firstly, it could be argued that a disciplinary cooperation can take place between Conflict
Resolution and Translation Studies that would open up new ways of thinking about violent
conflict and resolving them. While conflict resolution studies tend to be constructed around
discovering causes and effects of conflicts then how to resolve them, Translation Studies
can help in showing the role translation and translators play in aggravating or resolving

such conflicts.

One important issue to Conflict Resolution is measuring public opinion polls and surveys
conducted during times of ongoing conflict in order to measure public support of certain
political formulas. The history of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is full such polls. For
example, Jacoby (2007: 34) points out that “[A]ccording to a joint survey of Palestinian
and Israeli public opinion between March 8-13, 2005, 59% of the Palestinians and 60% of
the Israelis support the Quartet’s Road Map plan compared to 35% among Palestinians and
36% among Israelis who oppose it” (Jacoby 2007: 34). This survey was conducted in
Arabic and Hebrew about a text written originally in English. It is would be interesting to
examine on the basis of what translations such support was measured and whether or not

translations differ from their source texts.
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Secondly, research on peace initiatives within the discipline of political science has largely
focused on one peace initiative, i.e. the Geneva Accord (e.g. Beilin 2004; Kardahji 2004;
Klein 2007; Lerner 2004). However, there is still no comprehensive study on all five peace
initiatives in the corpus. The aim of such a study would be comparing these initiatives by
analysing their political content, particularly with reference to the final-status issues of the
conflict (e.g. land, Palestinian refugees, Jerusalem), and investigating the role of these

initiatives not only in resolving but also in managing the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

Also, within the discipline of Political Science social narrative theory can be applied in
order to detect the development of conflict and peace narratives over the years in the Arab
world and in Israel. This could be done by comparing peace initiatives in the corpus to
others drafted before 2000, particularly the early years of the conflict. This would show for
example that particular political concepts belong to certain historical periods. Changes in
use of such political concepts then reflect changes in political positions, agendas and power
relations; how did what was not acceptable, for example, in 1948 or 1967, become

acceptable in 1988.

Thirdly, media plays a particularly significant role during times of conflict. It can be
argued that it promotes or demotes peace chances in one way or another. Many texts in the
corpus were published by different media outlets (e.g. newspapers, news agencies, online
networks, etc.). Translation played a vital role in disseminating these negotiated texts to
readers inside as well outside the Middle East. Research in the discipline of media and
journalism, as Bielsa and Bassnett (2009: 17) point out, “has focused on single language
cases, and has paid scant attention to interlingual transactions”. That is why cooperation
between Translation Studies and Media Studies can prove very useful. Such cooperation
can provide useful insights about the role media plays in times of conflict in more than one
language and in the case of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, examine both Arabic and
Hebrew. This would also allow comparative studies and capture what is happening on both

sides of the conflict.

Finally, research in Genre Studies can provide a detailed account for more systematic
categorizing for the characteristic features of peace initiatives as a genre of political texts.
This research found that vagueness and ambiguity, use of political terms, modality, and
treatment of proper names are characteristic features of peace initiatives. Future research

can refine or add to these features.
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