Good-Enough Governance in Palestine:
Difficult Trade-offs between Democracy, Peace and Development
Prepared and presented by: Rana Alhelsi, PhD, MBA Public Service
Email:rhalaseh@yahoo.com 

Promoting ‘good governance’ in developing or post-conflict countries has faced serious challenges which have undermined its effectiveness and has produced minimal results in many cases. Many believe that development agencies and IFIs have repeated the same mistake of ‘blue-printing’ development requirements for all countries and societies rather than identifying the uniqueness of each and thus addressing the real needs and modifying the used frameworks to suite the inherent structures of societies rather than attempt to change them (Weiss, 2000:77). The UNDP (2005) has criticized the general trends of good governance as being restricted to promoting democracy to the extent that it has alienated many of the beneficiaries and has neglected some of the main aspects of good governance which do not necessarily link directly to democracy. This reflects the ongoing debate on the link and contribution of good governance to democracy and development. Is governance an incubator for democracy and development, is it a precondition or an outcome? 

Development and/ or democracy

One of the main debates that always surface is whether democracy precedes development or vice versa. The different opinions generally boil down to the definition of development. 

Proponents of the opinions that development precedes democracy argue that “state building and economy building are logically prior to political participation and material distribution, since power sharing and welfare sharing are dependant on there being power and welfare to share” (Sorensen, 1998:66). Here, development is seen as economic growth which produces economic surplus that will be either consumed or invested. But citizens generally seek short term impact which in this case would be added welfare rather than channelling the surplus into long-term infrastructure investments. This argument then suggests that policy makers in emerging democracies will be limited to making short – medium term actions by the holding of regular elections which will distract them from long-term planning to short term political survival. 

Furthermore, it is argued that establishing economic development requires a strong and stable state. In developing countries, a democracy would further weaken the fragile political and economic structures of state and would freeze the policy process and long-term strategic planning, especially in a state which is deeply divided. Indeed, experiences suggest that most cases of economic development in the last century have occurred in an authoritarian atmosphere with a strong state control, whereas many cases of failed states have resulted from a weak state trying to implement democracy before economic development. And while some aid agencies support the democratization of developing countries prior to economic development, the experience of Europe itself suggest otherwise (Sorensen 1998, Leftwich 1993). However, proponents of this view do not suggest that precedence of development over democracy is a permanent one, but rather a priority at a certain stage (Sorensen, 1998).

The other opinion argues that there is no need for a trade-off between development and democracy. They respond to the opinion that surplus from economic growth will be consumed by a democracy if this surplus is used to developed some welfare services such as education and health, then it is human resource development which is an essential requirement for economic or industrial development (Sorensen, 1998). As for the link between economic development and state, there seems to be equal examples of authoritarian states with poor economy. Furthermore, many authoritarian regimes hijack the surplus of economic growth rather than share it with their citizens through investments. Finally, the assumption that a strong state is an authoritarian state cannot be generalised. A well-established democracy that is supported by both state and citizens produces a strong state and a predictable and safe environment for investment and economic development (Leftwich, 1993).

Formulating an opinion on this issue is not easy. It does seem that both arguments are based on data and analysis; however it is always wise to deal carefully with such complicated literature as “there has been a tendency to use empirical data … for support rather than illumination” (White, 1998:22). One of the attempts to address this complex issue is a suggestion that most countries have gone back-and-forth between degrees of democracy and authoritarian regimes. Therefore indications of economic development that are linked to regime type have to consider the fluctuations in systems and that some states are semi-democratic or semi-authoritarian (Sorensen, 1998). 
Democratisation itself “is best understood as a complex, long-term, dynamic, and open-ended process; it consists of progress towards a more rule-based, more consensual and more participatory type of politics” (Whitehead, 1998:27). This dynamic process seems to exhibit five patterns:

1- Cyclical pattern in which short lived democratic and authoritarian regimes replace each other in a pattern similar to a political-party change.

2- Second-try of democracy when it was tried but failed to fulfil the needs and challenges facing a country so it is replaced by an authoritarian regime. Eventually when the proponents of democracy get a second chance they perform better and thus form a more stable democracy.

3- Interrupted democracy is when the established regime is suspended due to drastic influences which produce an authoritarian regime that eventually loses at the ballot box. 

4- Direct transition from a stable authoritarian to a stable democratic regime that is generally brought about over a long period of time.

5- Decolonization pattern which produces a democratic system that extends from the established system during the colonization period (Huntington, 1998), assuming that colonizing country produced a stable democratic system in the first place.

And so, “of the 140 countries that hold multiparty elections, only 80—with 55% of the world’s people—are fully democratic by one measure. And 106 countries still limit important civil and political freedoms” (UNDP, 2002:2). So perhaps the existence of partial democracies suggests both democracy and development do occur simultaneously but not with the same speed or vigour. This might be reflected in the gap between democracy and development that is often observed in such contexts and to which efforts are focused on bridging. 
So where does governance fit? 

This paper argues that such a gap between development and democracy can be bridged by a framework of good governance. Whether it is good or bad, governance has become a common enough word in politics and the academia. Few discussions over development, democracy or globalisation would not include a reference to governance, and more specifically to ‘good governance’. Despite the familiarity of the word, the terms itself is sometimes ambiguous due to the different meaning intended by the various users. Some limit its domains to government; indeed governance is often used interchangeably with government, while others include state, civil society and private sector. In some cases analysis of governance modes also include influential international organisations such as the World Bank, International Monetary Fund and the United Nations. 

Weiss defines governance as “the sum of the ways that individuals and institutions, in both public and private spheres, manage their affairs” (2000:73). A more specific aim of governance is expressed by Kooiman as “all those activities of social, political and administrative actors that can be seen as purposeful efforts to guide, steer, control or manage (sectors or facets of) societies” (1993:2). Some definitions directly link governance to democracy whereby “governance comprises the traditions, institutions, and processes that determine how government decisions are made on a daily basis, and . . . help to create functioning democracies” (Sullivan et al, 2004:2). 

In fragile states undergoing transition, addressing contextual internal and external challenges and limitations of each state focuses on certain aspects of governance that become a priority in such situations. These priorities generally fall within three main categories (MDGD/UNDP 1999, GTZ 2004, IDA & IMF & WB 2002, DfID 2005):
· constituting legitimacy, 
· building effectiveness, 
· and establishing security. 
These three dimensions are illustrated in the following model of governance in fragile or transition states. 
Figure 1
A Governance Model for Fragile States adopted from Brinkerhoff (2005).
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Constituting political legitimacy is a major priority for stabilising collapsed or failing states (Grindle, 2004). In effect, this aspect “is comparable with agreeing on a new social contract” (GTZ, 2004:13) through constitutional and legal reforms and enforcing the rule of law; building confidence through state transparency and accountability and through preparing the stage for the democratisation process; distributing power horizontally and vertically while encouraging participation through partnership with civil society and the private sector.

Building effectiveness is achieved through restoring or creating of “viable state structures [through a] pragmatic approach to socio-economic governance” (GTZ, 2004:17). Such an approach entails stabilising macro-economic conditions through adopting and implementing relevant policies such taxation, fiscal and monetary regulation. This also entails satisfying the fundamental needs of the citizens through delivering basic services and investing in education, health and poverty reduction (GTZ, 2004). 

Establishing security in post-conflict areas is a fundamental requirement for maintaining achieved peace, for allowing the state to fulfil its basic tasks which is in its self an aspect of it legitimacy, and for maintaining any achievements. This requires several measures that would establish the state’s control over all security bodies and the disarmament of warlords or militant groups. But while this control would stabilise security, there is the danger of security apparatus becoming a tool of oppression by that state. Therefore there should be “a clear division of responsibilities and professional differentiation among the security forces … as well as their accountability and responsibility to the democratically legitimate organs” (GTZ, 2004:11). Furthermore, the members of the security apparatus should be trustworthy and efficient through training and capacity building.    

These three priorities were indeed the focus of promoting good governance in Palestine which leads us to the analysis of the contextual applicability of democracy, development and / or peace in Palestine.

But first a brief background of what we now call Palestine.

The Emergence of the Palestinian National Authority / Palestine

Palestine and the Palestinian National Authority are becoming increasingly synonymous; they refer to the areas in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (not recently) that came under the administration of the PNA. 

When the PNA was established in 1994, it was officially called the Palestinian Interim Self Government Authority (PISGA) because it was an interim body that was supposed to prepare for the future Palestinian state. It thus formed the incubator for the emerging Palestinian state structures and system of governance. These were in turn initially defined by the various agreements that were signed between Israel and the PLO, referred to collectively as the Oslo Accords. In effect, these Accords were supposed to provide the guidelines for the interim period that should have finished in 1999 when a final settlement agreement was to have been reached. 

The pillars of the Palestinian state building process corresponded to the priorities of establishing good governance in fragile areas that were discussed earlier, i.e. constituting legitimacy, building effectiveness, and establishing security. The PNA aimed to maximise the fulfilment of these state pillars while negotiating its unstable environment, hence it designed a four-stage action plan that aimed at responding to the immediate challenges but prepared for strategic medium-long term policy planning. These stages included: 

1-
Damage control stage, 1994/5: this was the immediate action of the PNA upon its formation whereby it stabilised sectoral infrastructures that were inherited from the Israeli Civil Administration and focused on preventing further deterioration.

2-
Emergency rehabilitation stage, 1994-1996: this stage sought to support areas of priority, such as education and health, and began simultaneously with stage one.

3-
Development stage, 1997-1998: this is when the PNA effectively began to finalise and implement its developmental vision. 

4-
Strategic development: this was supposed to coincide with the end of the interim period in 1999 and the establishment of the Palestinian state, but when the Israeli attacks on the PNA infrastructure intensified in 2000/1, the PNA was back to square one of damage control and rehabilitation. 

These stages were intended to correspond to the five-year interim period at the end of which the PNA was expected to be replaced by an independent sovereign Palestinian state. But as the interim period neared its end in 1999, the PNA was exhibiting a quasi-state status which entailed two main aspects; the first was that the PNA was expected to perform certain state functions, such as public policy, and to develop state structures. Yet the ability of the PNA to pursue these two aspects was restricted due to the delay on agreeing over the essential issues, such as the status of East Jerusalem, Palestinian refugees, borders, security arrangements, natural resources and cooperation with neighbouring countries, to the final status negotiations with Israel. This led to the PNA’s incomplete sovereignty due to unknown borders, lack of independent security arrangements, and unclear definition of the population it was to govern. And this was reflected in the trade-offs that the PNA faced and consequently tarnished its governance mode.

Trade-Offs in Governance 

Implementing ‘good’ governance in developing countries is a challenge in itself as it assumes a liberal open-market approach to economic development which would produce social and political development, but the problem with this blueprinting of ‘good’ governance is that it neglects the lack of the basic ingredients in emerging states or conflict areas as in the case of the PNA where trade-offs had to be made in an attempt to balance the demands of a stagnant peace process, an intensive state building process, highly conditional aid and an ongoing conflict (Khan, 2004). These trade-offs were caused by the following dual challenges (DfID 2005, GTZ 2004):

- Responding To Immediate Needs Versus The Available Capacities: 

During the transition from conflict to post-conflict conditions, immediate needs surge, such as rebuilding infrastructure, establishing security and providing basic services which are generally expected to be supplied by the state. However, states recovering from conflict have weak capacities which do not enable them to respond to these needs sufficiently. These needs are sometimes provided by alternative parties if the state is unable to do so, including armed or extremist groups that would then acquire more legitimacy than the state. In Palestine, Islamic movements mainly Hamas were able to create alternative welfare systems that provided basic services to deprived areas in the WB&G while the PNA was neglecting them. Preventing such a condition through providing these immediate needs by the aid agencies might on the other hand create a situation of dependency whereby the target state is either unable to effectively move beyond the donor’s assistance or uses such assistance to focus its attention and available resources to other issues such as maintaining an authoritarian regime. 

In the Palestinian context, it seems futile to continue channelling funds to sustain the PNA as long as the Israeli occupation continues, as long as Israel can paralyse the PNA structures at any point and as long as peace negotiations are stumbling. It would have more productive if the same effort that was exerted at the beginning of the peace process had been exerted on Israel to effectively end the occupation and thus allow for a stable process of state building (Khan et al, 2004).

- Producing Quick, Temporary Results Versus Focusing On Long-Term Sustainable Development: 

Citizens of countries emerging from conflict generally want to observe and feel quick results of transition and end of conflict. These quick results reflect responding to immediate needs that would stabilise this transition. But focusing on the achievement of these quick results might consume the efforts and resources of both the state and the development agencies which might undermine the capacity and focus on long-term development. This is critical since it leads to a lack of trust in the state’s capabilities and in a rise of dissatisfaction among citizens which could encourage the resurfacing of the initial causes of the conflict. 

For the Palestinians, the legacy of the Israeli occupation which left them with fragile infrastructure and low living standards, an immediate and visible improvement was a priority in order to raise public support to the peace process and the newly established PNA. But the continued Israeli aggression over burdened the PNA and the donor community financially which led to a trade-off between immediate, humanitarian assistance and long term capacity building assistance. This only dragged the donors into a vicious cycle of funding basic operations of the PNA and providing safety nets for the Palestinian society while strategic endeavours seemed to be marginalised under the continued political turbulence (Brynen, 2005). 

- Supporting Development Or Democracy?
This dilemma has been discussed earlier. Both aspects contribute to strengthening the state’s legitimacy. Yet in impoverished conditions, citizens are more concerned with the immediate response to their basic needs rather than organising an election process that would consume time and resources. On the other hand, many conflicts are ignited by the monopoly of resources by small groups and thus initiating democratic change is part of eliminating the conflict causes. 

Establishing democracy under occupation is a fundamental breach to democracy itself. Furthermore, obtaining sustainable development in Palestine under the status quo is an indirect preservation of the Israeli occupation.  

- Democracy Or Peace?
Yet again, establishing democratic governance faces another potentially competing priority, establishing peace. In some cases, establishing peace requires a curb in the democratic process. Divided societies for instance might need to postpone the power sharing until peace and development are institutionalised so that when the democratic process produces multiple partners in power, none of the competing groups can suspend the transition process. In other cases, establishing peace requires an authoritarian regime that would enforce peace agreements, especially when the terms of such peace are not acceptable by the majority of the citizens. Nonetheless, if peace is not supported by the majority of citizens, it faces the possibilities of collapsing once the democratic process has been established. 

The primary function of the PNA “was to negotiate the territorial and constitutional limits of a Palestinian quasi-state in the context of an extreme asymmetry of power and resources vis-à-vis Israel. To get anything at all, it had to demonstrate its ability to deliver security to Israel on terms determined by the latter. In turn, this meant that from the beginning, there were serious conflicts between the immediate democratic rights of the Palestinian opponents of this particular 'peace process' and the imperative of maintaining security” (Khan, 2004:43). 

Good governance in the Palestinian context:
In light of these challenges and limitations, if the model of governance for fragile states is considered in the Palestinian context, the following can be observed:

- Constituting political legitimacy: 
As a new national body that did not have the full powers of a state but had all the appearances of it, constituting political legitimacy was a priority for the PNA and therefore holding presidential and legislative elections was high on its agenda. Te first such elections were held, after some delay, in January 1996. The state structures that were formed were intended to give a clear message to all Palestinians, both supporters and opponents of the Oslo Peace Process, and to the outside world that the Palestinian governing body was committed to good governance and political transparency as the Executive Authority would be held accountable by the Legislative, whereas the Judicial Authority would perform its duties without restrictions or interferences. In effect, the PNA was attempting to distance itself from the image of the PLO which was increasingly viewed as a centralised, corrupt structure. Furthermore, since ‘the legitimacy of state institutions may be bound up with the population’s historic experience of it’ (Chesterman et al, 2005:363), the PNA had to overcome the legacy left by the Israeli Civil Administration which had been the face of the Israeli military occupation that controlled the various aspects of Palestinians lives for over three decades and represented the only state-structures that many Palestinians had ever encountered. Therefore constituting legitimacy for the PNA was not only a matter of creating symbolic structures and effective procedures but also drastically changing social perceptions. 

- The second priority of good governance in fragile or post-conflict areas is security.  
While the PNA attempted to achieve this balance, time and the political context did not allow it. The peace accords signed by the PLO and Israel committed the PNA to protecting the former’s security by acting against the ‘enemies of peace’. This gave freedom to the PNA political regime to act against its opposition which included its rival Islamic Resistance Movement Hamas as various clashes occurred between security forces and Hamas. The PNA security forces clashed with some leftist opposition groups who were also opposed to the Peace Process (Enderlin, 2002). The Peace Accords another counter effect; they crippled the PNA’s ability to provide security to its own population as Israel continued its military operations and incursions in the areas that were handed over to the PNA. This also undermined the political legitimacy the PNA was seeking to establish.   

- Finally, state effectiveness: 
Despite the promising pledges by donors and optimistic anticipation of Palestinian investors returning from the Diaspora to invest in the newly established PNA and the Palestinian Territories that became under its control, the reality was quite different. The PNA had developed its economic projections based on an optimistic scenario but this was shattered as early as 1996 when Israel imposed a total closure on the Palestinian autonomous areas. This nearly halted trade and labour movement between the oPT and Israel and caused the first fiscal crisis for the PNA. Furthermore, it was becoming clear that the successive peace accords with Israel had established the PNA as a client-state to Israel in which major aspects of the PNA, such as its legitimacy and ability to respond to the Palestinians’ basic needs, will ultimately be influenced by Israeli strategies (Muwatin, 2004; Murphy, 2006). 

The fulfilment of these priorities was the roadmap that the PNA followed in its preparation for an independent Palestinian state. The extent of the PNA’s success in realizing them could be detected through the PNA’s observed mode of governance. 

The Observed Mode Of Governance in Palestine

Assessing governance raises a fundamental issue; governance is a loose term that can be used to denote different approaches which are sometimes influenced by political ideologies. For instance, UNDP defines governance in terms of human development which incorporates social, economic and political development while the World Bank on the other hand deals with governance as an economic development vehicle. Being able to assess governance is therefore not a clear process as it depends on the context it is being developed in; nonetheless the World Bank developed a measurable means of surveying governance trends through aggregate governance indicators that have been complied by the World Bank since 1996
. The indicators represent both subjective and objective perceptions of governance since adopting one without the other provides an incomplete assessment of governance in an area. These dimensions consist of (Kaufmann et al, 2005:4):

a. Voice and Accountability – measures political, civil and human rights

b. Political Instability and Violence – measures the likelihood of violent threats to, or changes in, government, including terrorism

c. Government Effectiveness – measures the competence of the bureaucracy and the quality of public service delivery

d. Regulatory Burden – measures the incidence of market-unfriendly policies

e. Rule of Law – measures the quality of contract enforcement, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence

f. Control of Corruption – measures the exercise of public power for private gain, including both petty and grand corruption and state capture

The following table shows the aggregate statistical governance indicators for the West Bank and Gaza Strip from 1996 till 2007 and their rank on the governance scale as developed by Kaufmann et al (2005) for the World Bank‘s Governance Research Indicator Country Snapshot (GRICS). 
Table 1

West Bank and Gaza Strip World Bank‘s GRICS: 1996-2007.

	Voice and Accountability
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-1.28
	-1.25
	-1.08
	-0.89
	-0.65
	-1.56

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	10.1
	12.1
	17.7
	22
	30.4
	3.1

	Standard Deviation
	0.21
	0.21
	0.28
	0.38
	0.35
	0.4

	
	

	Political Stability
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-2.07
	-1.33
	-1.81
	-0.46
	0.16
	N/A

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	4.8
	10.2
	4.3
	32.1
	53.3
	N/A

	Standard Deviation
	0.34
	0.36
	0.37
	0.88
	0.69
	N/A

	
	

	Government Effectiveness
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-1.24
	-1.05
	-1
	0.47
	0.01
	N/A

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	9.5
	12.5
	12.4
	71
	59.6
	N/A

	Standard Deviation
	0.33
	0.35
	0.32
	0.7
	0.56
	N/A

	
	

	Regulatory Quality
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-1.38
	-1.02
	-0.98
	0.66
	-0.16
	N/A

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	6.8
	16.3
	16.3
	74.3
	38.6
	N/A

	Standard Deviation
	0.34
	0.51
	0.29
	0.96
	0.98
	N/A

	
	

	Rule of Law
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-0.84
	-0.95
	-0.32
	0.33
	1.38
	N/A

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	21.9
	19.3
	45.9
	65.8
	88.6
	N/A

	Standard Deviation
	0.28
	0.28
	0.3
	0.67
	0.56
	N/A

	
	

	Control of Corruption
	2007
	2004
	2002
	2000
	1998
	1996

	Estimate (-2.5 to + 2.5)
	-0.77
	-0.6
	-0.92
	0.79
	0.49
	N/A

	Percentile Rank (0-100)
	24.2
	34.5
	18.9
	81.2
	76.5
	N/A

	Standard Deviation
	0.23
	0.34
	0.35
	0.49
	0.49
	N/A


The scores in this Table can be explained by a close examination of the events that occurred during that period and an understanding of how seemingly unrelated events contribute to the observed trends. The scores suggest that between 1998 and 2000, government effectiveness, regulatory quality and control of corruption improved. This was mainly due to the pressures by the Palestinian community and international donors for improvements in these areas in response to the PNA's domination ‘by the old mentality of the PLO days, a mentality of Fatah domination, of tribalism, paternalism, and clientelism rather than a scientific and institutional mentality appropriate to an emerging state’ (World Bank, 2003:40) which led to its weak institutional capacity. This was a major impediment to improved performance, despite the significant investments in institutional building efforts, thus casting doubts over the effectiveness of these efforts and responsiveness to the PNA needs. 

During the same period, political stability, rule of law and voice and accountability decreased. This was caused by both the continued Israeli occupation and the PNA’s increasing tendency towards authoritarian rule. Israel’s continuous breach of the timetable for implementing withdrawals from Palestinian areas and the persistence of the Israeli occupation led to continuous clashes between Palestinians and the Israeli army. As the peace accords committed the PNA to maintain internal security and since these accords defined security needs mainly from an Israeli perspective where terrorism referred to Palestinian acts, regardless of the Israeli counter actions, the PNA found itself on various occasions in direct confrontation with the Palestinian people (Ghanem, 2001). These accords also retained Israel’s right to protect its own security needs and thus legalised its continued military operations in the areas that were stipulated to be under complete Palestinian control, that were termed Areas A, in accordance with the signed peace accords and agreements. See Appendix   2 for areas that were relinquished to the PNA according to the Oslo Accords. 

In addition, the waves of suicide bombing mainly by Hamas led to direct confrontations between the PNA/Fatah and Hamas. The PNA dealt with this situation, as a result of the Israeli pressures and also the pressures of the rising Hamas influence which threatened Fatah hegemony in the oPT, by oppressing Hamas political leaders, who were repeatedly imprisoned by the PNA security apparatus, closing down its newspapers and imposing restrictions on activities in mosques, the traditional platform for Islamic movements (Enderlin, 2002).

But this was not restricted to Islamic opposition movements; various leftist organisations, independent activists and civil society organisations experienced forms of coercion by the PNA due to their criticism of its performance. Due to the absence of rule of law, the different security forces acted independently and on many occasion without legal justification (PLC, 1997). This was a reflection of the war-lord culture that became apparent during the Second Intifada as various groups belonging to different security forces acted as loyal guards to certain individuals that were involved in turf wars (Ghanem, 2001). 

The obvious decline in these governance indicators between 2002 and 2004 reflects the eruption of the Second Intifada and the re-invasion of the Palestinian autonomous areas by Israel. Slight improvements were noted as a result of the pressures for reforms in 2002 and the release of the Road Map which resulted in the appointment of a Prime Minister. This lessened the centralisation of power by distributing some of Arafat’s powers to different ministries and government bodies and by the adoption of some of the vital laws, such as the Basic Law, that have been delayed for years. 

There were many inherent characters of the PNA which can attribute to this drastic collapse of the state-building process and the weak governance performance. Some of these internal weaknesses in the case of Palestine arose from political constraints caused by the uneven distribution of power that was centralised in a tight circle within the Palestinian political regime. This setting was replicated within the PNA leading to highly centralision in the decision-making process. On the other hand, the increasingly questionable political legitimacy of the PNA and its institutions by the Palestinian public led to lack of trust and cooperation and increased scepticism about the policy intentions of the PNA thus undermining policy impact and chances of it being participative.  

Nonetheless, this is somewhat unsurprising since implementing good governance frameworks in post conflict areas has been facing tremendous challenges that sometimes induce a trade-off by states and aid agencies depending on the intensity of the conflict, the severity of the state’s weakness and damage to the social capital. Furthermore, it is naïve to blame the PNA solely for these weaknesses; the continued Israeli occupation, the faulty peace processes and the conditionality of aid by the donor community have contributed considerably to this deterioration.

It was difficult for Palestinian policy makers to plan developmental strategies for an unclear future because of the unstable Peace Process and vague anticipated Palestinian state. While policy makers resorted to de facto planning on the basis of finally achieving an independent sovereign Palestinian state, they still had to translate that vision into tangible steps that had to correspond to their reality. This contributed to an observed tendency towards an incremental approach in certain policies where decisions were about marginal rather than radical changes. One explanation is that the initial timetable of the Israeli - Palestinian Peace Process, which suggested a five year interim period until the final settlement issues were negotiated, was breached from an early stage. Therefore, Palestinian policy makers had to work in an environment of uncertainty. Indeed some policy options were acceptable to Palestinian decision makers on the assumption that these policies were temporary in anticipation of the final status negotiations. 

But while the vague future challenged the Palestinian policy makers in their vision of a future state, the expectation and indeed demands of the Palestinian public forced them to act as a state, at least in some local policy areas. The Palestinian public looked on the PNA as a national state body that would provide them with basic social, economic, cultural and political requirement of which they had been deprived for decades. The legitimacy of the PNA as the national state-body was directly related to the satisfaction of the Palestinian public with its performance, not only politically on the negotiations table but also in governance in areas such as schools and hospitals. These expectations were high and had to be met immediately by the PNA in its initial stages of development. However, the PNA was faced with another challenge of overcoming the legacy of the Israeli occupation which left it with very poor or non-existent infrastructures and a weak capacity for economic development thus exerting further pressures on policy makers to allocate the already scarce financial resources into limited, priority policy areas.

But there was another hidden challenge that faced the PNA which was in the social perception of ‘authority’; the Palestinian people have been under foreign rule for most of the 20th century and their relationship to the ruler and authority had always been a relationship of the oppressed with an oppressor. The PNA had to deal with this legacy as it assumed the responsibilities of the central authority that governed the public, and to some extent private, spheres of Palestinians in the oPTs. It was a difficult task especially when it was continuously competing with the Israeli occupation that actually persisted throughout this period and challenged the authority of the PNA continuously. A checkpoint at the entrance to Ramallah City, the hub of the PNA political system, for instance was enough to cripple the PNA activities. 

These Palestinian were also faced with the challenge of embarking on a new experience; Palestinians have never had a state, or state-structure, of their own. While there were many experts in the PNA from various spheres, these were mostly either from academic backgrounds or from the private sector and few had the experience of running state-structures. It was a learning experience for most PNA decision makers 

Even though these challenges could have been dealt with as opportunities for change, evidence suggests that Palestinian decision makers have generally responded to them through developing resource-based strategies rather than process-based strategies.  The PNA Ministries became reactive towards their external environment rather than being proactive, which is essential in the vital process of state-building. Evidence also suggests that in some cases, Palestinian policy makers were able to some extent to over-come these challenges but only for the immediate and short term and at the expense of long-term planning and the quality of services provided. This could be termed ‘restricted innovation’ where policy makers were forced to search for alternative solutions due to a restrictive environment and limited resources.

 Good-enough governance 

Under such circumstance good governance becomes a reflection of the context it is being implemented in. good-governance in its fully-fledged framework could not be completely achieved in Palestine, yet parts of it were. These responded to the priorities of the Palestinian state building process, the Palestinian context and the constraints of unfolding developments in the region. DfID (2005) provides an interesting term for the mode of governance which meets minimal requirements, that is ‘good enough governance’. 

This approach to governance is the result of an evaluation process of the past experiences by some aid agencies working in fragile or transition states. This process was initiated in response to the weak results of the good governance initiatives by these agencies. One of the main reasons of these weak outcomes is the inability of most developing countries to sustain the conditions of good governance agenda requested by development agencies, which “is unrealistically long and growing longer over time. Among the governance reforms that “must be done” ... there is little guidance about what’s essential and what’s not” (Grindle, 2004:526). 

This led to giving priority to those components of good governance which are achievable and suitable to each state’s context. This prioritising produces ‘good enough’ governance which refers to “effective states fulfilling certain basic functions, including protecting people from harm and providing an economic framework to enable people to support themselves. It may involve practices that would not exist in an ideal government” (DfID, 2005:20) such as corruption, weak economic and institutional capacity. 

Good enough governance entails (Grindle 2004, DfID 2005):

· accepting trade-offs,

· recognising the existing institutional capacities,

· accepting the focal role of the state,

· avoiding controversial issues, 

· shifting focus from what has to be done to what would work,

· identifying the context of each state.

As such, this new approach will reduce the dilemmas facing governance in post conflict areas during the transition or stabilisation phase while establishing a stable basis for future good governance (UNDP, 1999). This is suggestive of a phased approach in which the components of governance are divided into phases that respond to the phases of recovering from conflict (GTZ, 2004). These stages are represented in the following table. 
Table 2:
phases of post-conflict recovery and governance, based on (Collier et al 2003, Vallings & Moreno-Torres, 2005, GTZ 2004)

	Time line
	Recovering stages
	Governance phases
	

	1-3 years


	Stabilisation

&

transition phase


	Improving macro-economic & political frameworks; restoring essential services; restoring security; initiating dialogue and peace building.
	enough

	4-7 years
	Transformation

&

institution building phase


	Reforms are implemented in different sectors such as political and economic structures; security and the judicial system; social safety nets and essential services and infrastructures; and the mobilisation of the social reconstruction and reconciliation processes.


	

	8-10 years
	Consolidation

phase 
	By now, reforms are well established and pursued; focus is on infrastructure and capacity building; the policy processes are developed for an effective and inclusive approach.  


	good


Conclusion:

To some extent, the observed mode of governance which was emerging in Palestine seems to support the argument for ‘good enough’ governance. However, that should not be taken as a pretext to allow certain trends to persist and become embedded in a system for the sake of protecting the overall structure. Indeed, the case of Palestine should clearly point to the shortcomings of such an approach. The trade-off between establishing good governance and maintaining the peace process mainly from its security angle has cost the Palestinians and the Middle East a tremendous price that is still being paid as evident from the deteriorating political situation and humanitarian conditions of the Palestinians. 

Certain internal reforms need to be undertaken by the PNA to overcome the observed “features of weakness [which]combine in different ways and can change over time, but include the following: state collapse, loss of territorial control, low administrative capacity, political instability, conflict, pervasive corruption, and low acceptance of the Rule of Law”. Strengthening the state structure in Palestine would therefore require tackling destabilising conditions that have led to the existing weaknesses. Among these factors are low economic performances; lack or dysfunctional basic services; and persistence of grievances and break-down of the social capital. However, overcoming these weaknesses has to be complemented with an end to existing conflicts, whether internal or external. In many cases, as in the case of Palestine, reaching a peaceful solution without addressing the root causes of the conflict leads to a fragile and temporary stability which is often reversed by renewed conflict.

As the process of state building in Palestine is also linked with a productive peace process and political transition, any assessment of stabilising and capacity building needs in the PNA cannot be isolated from the context of the continued Israeli occupation. In most cases, post-conflict transition is not a linear process, but a multifaceted and fragile process that can easily relapse at any stage. The attempts to create state-structures in the presence of foreign occupation and tremendous local and international pressures to assume state responsibilities through a quasi-state structure and in a relatively short time have not been effective. Good enough governance on the other hand proceeds in phases that respond to the emergence from conflict and would exert less pressure on the fragile structures of the PNA. But for it to be effective and to avoid the weaknesses of good governance framework, good-enough governance has to be coupled with an effective end to the conflict which means an effective end to the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories. 
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