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Public Opinion
and the Middle East Conflict

By Fouad Moughrabi

Those of us who travel extensively to
lecture on the Middle East have been
struck by the willingness of most au-
diences to listen to informed, rea-
soned arguments, and by the pro-
peace sympathies of a clear majority
of the listeners. Two notable observa-
tions inevitably emerge. One is that
the generally negative notion of an
uninformed, uninterested, politically
illiterate American public is rather ex-
aggerated. The second is that a signifi-
cant gap exists between what the pub-
lic at large thinks of foreign policy
issues and what the U.S. Government
actually states as policy. This gap is as
apparent in the case of the Middle
East as it is in the cases of Nicaragua,
El Salvador and the U.S.S.R.

In the struggle to define issues and
to mobilize public support for certain
policies, government and special in-
terest groups engage in a tug of war
over the interpretation of reality. Per-
sistent efforts are made to control,
rechannel, modify and interpret the
flow of information. In some cases,
this may lead to outright censorship.
In others, such as in the great de-
mocracies, it leads to sometimes crude
and sometimes sophisticated at-
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tempts to manufacture interpretations
that suit partisan efforts.
Fortunately, the increase in levels of
methodological sophistication and in
scientific rigor has led to the produc-
tion of mountains of raw data which
can be analyzed according to the basic
rules of logic and academic integrity.
A careful look at the survey data on
the Middle East, particularly on the
Arab-Israeli conflict, reveals conclu-
sions sharply at odds with the.inter-
pretation usually preferred by pro-
Israel advocates and their supporters
in the U.S. The latter interpretation
appears to have gained such currency
over the years that it now stands as
the main myth about public percep-
tions of the Middle East and the con-
flict between the Palestinians and
Israel. Eytan Gilboa's American Public
Opinion toward Israel and the Arab-Israeli
Conflict!, a recent example, reaffirms
all the standard cliches about the
Arab-Israeli conflict and U.S. public
attitudes toward the region. Gilboa
ascribes the increase in public sym-
pathy for the Palestinians to “Presi-
dent Carter’s courting of the PLO"2
and the fact that the media allegedly
“portrayed Arafat and the PLO in a
much more favorable light, described
the Palestinians as helpless, passive
victims, and accused Israel of being
intransigent and bellicose toward the
PLO and the Palestinians.”
Nonetheless, Gilboa reassures his
readers that despite the slightly im-
proved image of the Palestinians, the
public: associates the PLO with “ex-

tremism, communism, and anti-
Americanism”; endorses Israel’s posi-
tion that “the key for negotiation and
resolution of the Palestinian problem
is recognition of Israel and her secur-
ity needs”; and because of high levels
of sympathy, supports U.S. assistance
to Israel despite a general reluctance
to approve foreign aid.*
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Syndicated columnist Philip Geye-
lin takes a less partisan look than
many public opinion specialists when
he writes the following on Decem-
ber 2, 1982 about a poll which he
commissioned:

It (the survey) shows an increasing
awareness on the part of the
American public that the old “pro-
Israel, pro-Arab” formulations
don’t work. It reflects a growing
public awareness of a legitimate
Palestinian grievance. And it sug-



About This Issue

How badly did the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon and the Pollard espionage
case hurt Israel’s image in the United
States?

Do U.S. Administration officials or
do U.S. leaders in the private sector
sympathize more with Israel than
with the Arab nations? (This finding
may come as a surprise to many.)

How many Americans favor, how
many oppose, a Palestinian homeland
on the West Bank?

How many Americans think the
U.S. should negotiate with the PLO?
This seems a particularly relevant
question in view of Senate Bill 1203
(May 14, 1987), which would make it
unlawful “to establish or maintain an
office, headquarters, premises, or
other facilities or establishments with-

gests a public sensitivity to the in-
tricacies of the so-called Arab-
Israeli struggle that may well be
running (not for the first time)
ahead of the familiar Washington
reflexes. . . . If there is a lesson in
all this, it lies less in the actual
numbers than in the evidence that
the American public is entirely
capable of absorbing the complex-
ities of the Arab-Israeli-Palestinian
conflict when it is presented, as it
rarely is from Washington, in all of
its complexity.®

The American public generally
sympathizes more with Israel than
with the Arabs, but this sympathy
does not translate into a carte blanche.
By a two-to-one majority, the Ameri-
can public approves the establishment
of an independent state for the Pal-
estinians on the West Bank and Gaza;
nearly 70 percent disapproved of
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in the jurisdiction of the United States
at the behest or direction of, or with
funds provided by the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization, or any of its
constituent groups, or any agents
thereof.”

How does U.S. public opinion com-
pare with public opinion in Europe
and in Israel?

And what does all this portend for

" USS. foreign policy in the Middle East?

Professor Moughrabi, who ad-
dresses these questions, is coeditor of
a public opinion studies series put out
by the International Center for Re-
search and Public Policy in Wash-
ington, D.C. and the Near East Cul-
tural and Educational Foundation of
Canada. Readers wishing to obtain a
list of the Center’s recent publications
may write to: Box 1311, 1900 M Street,
NW., Washington, D.C. 20036.
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Palestine Problem in International Law

Israel’s 1982 invasion of Lebanon; a
majority of the public does not feel
that Israel is trying hard enough to
achieve a peaceful settlement; a clear
majority does not favor foreign aid
even to Israel; a majority does not
think that the U.S. should send troops
in case Israel is invaded by Arab coun-
tries; and a clear majority thinks the
PLO should be involved in peace ne-
gotiations despite their generally
negative perception of the organiza-
tion and its tactics.®

In fact the American public seems
to echo the international consensus
on the manner of resolving the Pal-
estinian-Israeli problem, which may
be summed up in the following man-
ner: a peaceful settlement of the con-
flict between Israel and the Palestin-
ians in the forum of an international
conference with the participation of
the PLO; a recognition of Israel’s right
to exist in security as well as a recogni-
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tion of the rights of the Palestinians
to set up their own independent state
on the West Bank and Gaza; and with-
drawal of Israeli military forces from
the territories occupied in June 1967.7

Western European public attitudes
also reflect the international consen-
sus. So do the official positions of the
Western European governments.®

The Israeli public reflects the official
positions of the Israeli Government.
Here again, despite an increasing po-
larization of public opinion, as well as
a trend toward extremism among cer-
tain groups, there are possibilities for
significant change in the direction of
acceptance of a settlement.’

Palestinian public opinion on the
West Bank and Gaza remains strongly
supportive of the PLO and its official
positions. Most recently, public frus-
tration with the prevailing paralysis
has led to the development of hard-
ened positions.™



American Public Opinion

The Chicago Council on Foreign Rela-
tions (CCFR) has conducted through
the Gallup Organization several na-
tionwide studies of American public
attitudes on foreign policy. These in-
fluential studies appeared in 1975,
1979, 1983 and in 1987.

The latest survey polled a nation-
wide sample of 1,585 respondents
representing Americans 18 years of
age and older. Gallup conducted the
field work which involved personal,
in-home interviews, between October
30 and November 2, 1986. In addition,
Gallup surveyed a leadership sample
of 343 respondents that included
senior Government officials, mem-
bers of Congress, business and cor-
porate leaders, editors, publishers,
presidents of universities and known
foreign policy experts.

This is probably the most ambi-
tious, authoritative and responsible
study of public attitudes on a whole
range of foreign policy issues. As with
such studies, there are two basic com-
ponents: the data, which include the
figures and percentages, and a nar-
rative interpretation of these data. The
data are obviously influenced by the
questions asked (different questions
will elicit a different data set). In this
case, while the questions are neutral
enough (as they should be), the kinds
of questions reflect the concerns of the
SpOnsors.

John Rielly, Council President, re-
ports the findings in a monograph
published by the CCFR and in an ar-
ticle in Foreign Policy." Rielly says that
the Middle East is ““declining in
perceived importance. Fewer Amer-
icans consider the region one of the
country’s most important foreign-
policy problems, nor are as many will-
ing to support use of American troops
in the area. Yet Israel’s place in the
preference poll has risen in the last
four years; Israel remains one of the
top six countries where Americans
believe the country has a vital interest.
Saudi Arabia also ranks high from the
standpoint of vital interest, but it does
not rate a high place in the preference
poll. Iran is at the bottom of the list

of countries.”?

Although it is somewhat selective,
this conclusion is not inaccurate given
the data generated by the study. Nor
does it come as a surprise to anyone
who follows events closely. The Rea-
gan Administration has relegated the
issue of finding a peace settlement in
the Middle East to the back burner,
and emphasized instead side issues
like terrorism. This also has produced
benign neglect by the media who
often take their cue from the Admin-
istration on foreign-policy matters.

What is not emphasized in the in-
terpretive summary, yet runs through
the latest study, is a somewhat more
complex picture. It is true that pro-
Israel sympathy tends to be higher
among the general public and that
Israel has recouped some of its losses
since 1982 when it received high levels
of disapproval for its invasion of
Lebanon and its involvement in the
massacres of Sabra and Shatila camp
residents. However, the thermometer
ratings for different countries place
Israel in the same group as Brazil,
Poland, Saudi Arabia, South Korea,
Taiwan, France, Mexico and the
Philippines, with the strongest feel-
ings reserved for Canada, Great Bri-
tain, Germany, and Japan.

Only 33 percent of the public favor
sending U.S. troops to the Middle East
in case the Arabs invade Israel, but 57
percent of the leaders favor doing so.
The leadership sample itself is split
along interesting lines. For example,
only 32 percent of Administration of-
ficials (but 63 percent of other leaders)
sympathize more with Israel than
with the Arab nations. This wide gap
between officials and non-official
leaders is astonishing and merits fur-
ther examination.

Asked specifically about President
Reagan’s September 1, 1982 peace
plan, 45 percent of the public favored
it, 21 percent opposed it, and a sig-
nificant 34 percent indicated “don’t
know.”

Perhaps most striking is the finding
that 68 percent favor a “Palestinian
homeland on the West Bank” and on-

ly 32 percent oppose it. These figures
have not changed substantially from
the 1982 study. John Rielly under-
states these findings in the following
manner:

When a more specific question was
asked in 1986 about President
Reagan’s plan for no further Israeli
settlements on the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip, and for a homeland
for the Palestinians in these ter-
ritories, a less pro-Israel response
was given—one relatively un-
changed from 1982.3

What Rielly describes as a “less pro-
Israel response” turns out to be 68 per-
cent of the respondents. Given the
relatively high level of sympathy for
Israel, this cannot and should not be
interpreted as an anti-Israel response.
Rather, it appears to express a pro-
peace settlement (not the same as a
less pro-Israel response) which re-
cognizes that there is a legitimate
Palestinian grievance and a need for
a Palestinian “homeland.” This result
is consistent with figures obtained in
the 1982 CCFR study which shows
“an almost two-to-one margin (41 per-
cent to 21 percent) in support of a
Palestinian state.”1 Similarly, the
public in 1982 supported President
Reagan’s peace plan by a two-to-one
margin (48 percent to 22 percent).

Gallup did a follow-up study in
mid-January 1987 to see if significant
changes occurred as a result of the
Iran-Contragate scandal. The number
of respondents favoring stopping
military aid and arms sales to Israel
more than doubled from 11 percent
in October 1986 to 25 percent in Jan-
uary 1987. The 10 percent favoring de-
creasing military aid in 1986 rose to 16
percent. The 57 percent who favored
keeping aid at current levels declined
to 42 percent in the same period.?

What this adds up to is the follow-
ing proposition, namely, that a pro-
peace agenda, cognizant of the home-
lessness of the Palestinians and their
need for a state of their own in a man-
ner that does not threaten Israel’s
security may find, among the Ameri-
can public, overwhelming support.
Results of previous surveys of Amer-
ican attitudes prove this.



An Independent
Palestinian State

In 1977, Gallup began asking
respondents whether they support
the creation of an independent Pal-
estinian state. As Table 1 shows, the
number of people favoring such an
option has increased over the years.

In July 1980, Louis Harris conducted
a private poll for Edgar Bronfman, Ac-
ting President of the World Jewish
Congress. In a series of questions pre-
sented in Table 2, the results show
overwhelming support for the in-
dependent state option, a firm rejec-
tion of other scenarios and a clear split
between Jewish and non-Jewish opin-
ion on the issues.”

Question order here accounts for
the 46 percent who favor the first op-
tion. When respondents are pre-
sented other scenarios, responses
begin to differ sharply. Non-Jewish

TABLE 2

TABLE 1
Independent Palestinian
Nation (1977, 1982)

(percent)

19772 1982°
Separate Nation 3% 46
Continue as they donow 29 23

Other responses 3 =
No Opinion 32 31
Total 100 100

Question: “As you may know, one of the
major questions in the Middle East situa-
tion concerns the Palestinian people. Do
you think a separate, independent Pales-
tinian nation should be established or do
you think the Palestinians should con-
tinue to live as they do now in Israel and
the neighboring Arab nations?”

2Qctober 14-17; n=1,520
"]uly 23-26, 1982; n=1,389

Scenarios for a Peace Settlement (1980)

Israeli Annexation of

West Bank 69
Independent State® -
Demilitarized State -
West Bank part of Jordan e
Sympathy for Palestinian

(percent)
Jews Non-Jews
Favor Oppose Favor Oppose
20 46 31
- 45 33
= 35 38
- 27 39
36 71 12

homeless 49

Questions: “Having Israel tuke over permanent control of the West Bank, increas-
ing Jewish settlements there, but giving Palestinians full rights as citizens under Israeli
control.”

“Allow the Palestinians who live there to have an independent state on the West
Bank, with full voting and citizenship rights including having their own police and
military force, but with Israeli security guaranteed by the U.S. and NATO.”

“Making the West Bank a Palestinian state for those who live there, with the full
freedom for its own people and complete self-government, in which they would
have their own police force, but not allowing them to have their own army.”

“Making the West Bank part of Jordan.”

“The Palestinian people are now homeless and deserve their own independent state,
just as much as the Jews deserved a homeland after World War II.”

*Exact percentages unavailable, but Jews are opposed by 2 to 1.
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respondents reject restrictions on
Palestinian sovereignty, while Jewish
respondents consistently hold to the
view that the West Bank should be
part of Israel. General sympathy for
Palestinian homelessness is strong
among non-Jewish and Jewish re-
spondents alike, according to the
same survey. The 1982 study of both
the mass public and opinion leaders
by the Chicago Council on Foreign
Relations confirms these earlier
findings:

The proportion of the American
public favoring the creation of a
separate, independent Palestinian
nation grew from 29 percent in Oc-
tober 1977 to 41 percent in July
1982. Indeed, the 1982 figures
show an almost two-to-one margin
(41 percent to 21 percent) in sup-
port of a Palestinian state.’

A nationwide study conducted in
October 1982 by Decision/Making/In-
formation of Washington, D.C., on
behalf of the Institute of Arab Studies,
reveals similar results.” Respondents
were asked three different questions
designed to check the extent of sup-
port for an independent Palestinian
state. The results shown in Table 3
support the findings by Gallup, Har-
ris and the Chicago Council on For-
eign Relations.

Respondents were asked whether
they are willing to support the crea-
tion of an independent Palestinian
state on the basis of the 1947 U.N. Par-
tition Resolution. Fifty-five percent of
the sample feel that the Palestinians
have the right to establish such a state,
as opposed to 37 percent who don't.

President Reagan’s initiative of
September 1, 1982 was then broken
down into its various components.
Using words from the text itself,
respondents were asked if they
agreed or disagreed with the Presi-
dent’s position on these Middle East
issues. The respondents endorsed
nearly all of Reagan’s proposals by a
two-to-one margin. They disagreed
with the President on only one item,
namely, where he rules out an in-
dependent Palestinian state on the
West Bank and Gaza Strip.

A 1985 study by the Survey Re-
search Center at the University of



TABLE 3

Support for an Independent Palestinian Nation (1982)*

(percent)
Agree Disagree No Opinion Total

Palestinian state

prerequisite for peace 65 29 6 100
Palestinians to have a

state based on 1947 U.N.

Resolution 55 37 8 100
President Reagan rules out

independent Palestinian

state 33 50 17 100

Questions: “Mr. Smith feels there will be no peace in the Middle East until the
Palestinian people have self-determination and their own state on the West Bank
and in Gaza; Mr. Jones feels that a Palestinian state would be a threat to the security

* of Israel.” Those who agree with Smith are listed under “Agree” and those who agree
with Jones are listed under “Disagree.”

“In 1947, the U.S. supported a U.N. proposal for both a Palestinian state and an
Israeli state. Do you feel that Palestinians have the right to establish this state?”

“There should be no independent Palestinian state on the West Bank and in the Gaza

Strip.”
*October 6-11, 1982; n=1,020.

TABLE 4

Independent Palestinian State (1985)

(percent)
Don't
Agree Disagree Neither Know Total
Palestinian state needed
for peace 54.2 1.2 6.1 11.9 73.4
Palestinian state threat
to Israel 26.2 26.2

Question: “Next I will read two statements, and then I would like to know which
of the two you agree with the most. The first statement is:

“Peace in the Middle East will come onl
of their own on the West Bank.”

The second is:

y when the Palestinian people have a state

“A Palestinian state on the West Bank would be a threat to the security of Israel.”

Michigan (Ann Arbor) on behalf of
the International Center for Research
and Public Policy reveals a slight
decline in support for the idea of an
independent Palestinian state.2
Nevertheless, the results set out in
Table 4 still show a two-to-one major-
ity favoring such an option.

A clear majority of the respondents
link the achievement of peace in the
Middle East with the establishment of
a separate, independent Palestinian
state. Asked if they agreed strongly or

not strongly with these statements,
respondents showed the following
tendencies: Of those who agreed with
the first statement, 43.4 percent said
they agreed strongly and 56.1 percent
not so strongly. Of those who agreed
with the second statement, namely
that a Palestinian state would be a
threat to the security of Israel, a sig-
nificant 534 percent said they agreed
with it not strongly while only 45.4
percent agreed strongly. In other
words, more than half of the 26.6 per-

cent who agreed with the second
statement are not too convinced.
Thus, out of the total sample, a very
small percentage feel strongly that a
Palestinian state constitutes a threat
to the security of Israel.

The PLO
and Its Role

The manner in which the PLO has
been presented in the media has its
parallel in some public opinion
surveys conducted in the United
States over the past decade. Louis
Harris and Associates posed the
following question to a national
sample of 1,199 American adults in
March 1978:

As you know, nearly two weeks
ago PLO terrorists killed 37 people
on a bus near Tel Aviv in Israel and
wounded 82 more. As far as you
are concerned, do you feel that the
PLO terrorist attack was wrong, or
was it justified??!

Predictably, Harris obtained the
following results: 93 percent said the
PLO terrorist attack was wrong, only
2 percent said it was justified, and 5
percent were not sure. It is difficult to
see how such a question could be
used to detect a range of attitudes,
given the tremendous caution in the
professional literature about such
questioning techniques.

In August 1979, Louis Harris asked
a battery of questions on behalf of
ABC News, as shown in Table 5.2 The
first statement sets the general tone
and defines the PLO as a terrorist or-
ganization that murders athletes at
Olympic Games, and hijacks air-
planes. This statement is presented
nearly five years after the PLO of-
ficially denounced the use of terror as
an instrument of struggle. Notwith-
standing this extremely negative
definition, 48 percent agree with the
second statement, which says the U.S.
should work out a way to get along
with the PLO. The fourth statement
prejudices the question even further



TABLE 5
Attitudes toward Palestinians and PLO (1979)?

(percent)
Agree  Disagree  Not Sure  Total

PLO terrorist organization 49 37 14 100
PLO has power in the oil

countries, need to

accommodate 48 45 g 100
Palestinians, not PLO, to

be involved in peace

negotiations 61 28 11 100
PLO should be involved

in peace negotiations 34 57 9 100
U.S. right not to recognize

PLO 65 27 8 100

PLO to participate in
negotiations only after it
recognizes Israel 69 19 12 100

Statements: “The PLO is a terrorist organization that murders athletes at Olympic
Games, skyjacks planes, and should not be recognized by the U.S.”

“The PLO has some real political power with important Arab oil producing states,
and we should work out a way to get along with the PLO if we want to insure our
supply of oil from these Arab states.”

“The U.S., Egypt, and Israel should work out an arrangement in which Palestinian
Arabs, but not the PLO, are brought into Middle East peace negotiations.”

“As the most powerful force among Palestinian Arabs, the PLO should be in on any
negotiations about Gaza or the West Bank, even if the PLO are terrorists.”

“Even though they have official status in the U.N., the U.S. is right not to recognize
the PLO or talk with them until they recognize the right of Israel to exist.”

“Once the PLO has recognized Israel’s right to exist, then the U.S. should move
to include the PLO in the negotiations or the Palestinian rights to self-determination
in Gaza and on the West Bank.”

2August 21-22, 1979; n=1,201.

TABLE 6
Should the U.S. Negotiate with the PLO (1979)°
(percent)
No
Yes No Opinion Total

U.S. should negotiate with

the PLO? 59 29 12 100
U.S. should negotiate with the
PLO, even if Israel objects.? 42 45 13 100

Question: (L.A. Times) “Some people say that the United States ought not to negotiate
with the Palestinian Liberation Organization—the PLO—because they are terrorists
and they refuse to recognize the right of Israel to exist. Other people say that in
order to bring peace to the Middle East, we should be willing to talk to all parties
involved in the conflict, including the PLO. What do you think? Should the United
States negotiate with the PLO or not?”

aSeptember 9-14, 1979; n=1,453.

Question: (New York Times) “Some people say we should negotiate with the PLO
even if Israel objects. Do you think the U.S. should or should not negotiate with
the Palestinian Liberation Organization?”
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by describing the PLO as the most
powerful force among Palestinian
Arabs. The fifth statement seems to
hint to the respondents that the U.S.
should flout U.N. recognition of the
PLO and suggests PLO recognition of
Israel as a more crucial incentive. A
different phrasing of the question
along the following lines might have
elicited totally different responses:
The U.N. officially recognizes the PLO
as the representative of the Palestinian
people. Do you think the U.S. should
do the same?

Despite this attempt at placing the
PLO within a negative frame, an anal-
ysis of public opinion data reveals a
complex range of attitudes among the
U.S. public on whether the U.S.
should recognize the organization,
whether the PLO is representative of
the Palestinians and whether it
should be involved in Middle East
peace negotiations.

A Los Angeles Times (October 1, 1979)
survey captures the prevailing opin-
ion of the American public on the role
of the PLO. The L.A. Times question
and a similar New York Times question
are shown in Table 6. Both questions
phrase the issues in a responsible
manner without loading them with
key words that provoke an immediate
negative response. Furthermore, they
present the various opinions in a
forthright manner.

The results are remarkable in one
sense and understandable in another.
On the other hand, the American
public has been saturated with ex-
tremely negative information about
the PLO and the Palestinians in
general, linking them rather indis-
criminately with terrorism. The first
part of the question repeats this
already established linkage in the
public mind, namely, that the U.S.
should not negotiate with the PLO
because they are terrorists and they
refuse to recognize the right of Israel
to exist. This extremely negative im-
age, however, did not deter people
from accepting the need for the U.S.
to negotiate with the PLO in order to
bring peace to the Middle East. What
is remarkable is the fact that the
majority of respondents were willing
to hold in abeyance their entrenched
negative feelings about the PLO; what



is understandable is the fact that they
chose a policy option that favors peace
through negotiations.

Other surveys confirm this general
finding. In 1982 Gallup asked the
following question: Should the U.S.
talk directly with the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian
people? Forty-eight percent agreed, 42
percent disagreed and 10 percent ex-
pressed no opinion.?

Even when negotiating with the
PLO is coupled with Israel’s rejection,
a fairly sizeable number of respon-
dents agree that the U.S. should
negotiate with the PLO. The question
(also shown in Table 6) was posed by
a CBS News/New York Times telephone
survey of a national sample of 1,385
adults, October 29-November 3,
1979.% The survey asked those who
had heard or read anything about the
Palestine Liberation Organization if
the U.S. should or should not nego-
tiate with the PLO even if Israel ob-
jects. Interestingly, a significant 42
percent said the U.S. should negotiate
with the PLO.

Black Americans in the CBS
News/New York Times sample agreed
that the U.S. should negotiate with
the PLO by a margin of 51 percent for
and 27 percent against. The indepen-
dents agreed by a margin of 45 per-
cent for versus 42 percent against. An
October 1982 survey by Decision/
Making/Information asked a nation-
wide sample of Americans: Should
the PLO have a place at the nego-
tiating table for Middle East Peace?
Sixty-four percent agreed, 29 percent
disagreed, and 7 percent expressed no
opinion.

Questions on the PLO include two
other items: the issue of representa-
tion and the issue of official U.S.
recognition. The first deals with the
level of information about whether
the PLO represents the majority of
Palestinians; the second asks respon-
dents to commit themselves to some
extent by endorsing or refusing to en-
dorse U.S. recognition of the organiza-
tion. On both of these issues, the
general sentiment among the U.S.
public is negative, albeit not as nega-
tive as one would expect, given the
unfriendly publicity associated with
the PLO in the U.S. media.

TABLE 7
U.S. Recognition of the PLO
(1979, 1981)

1979* 1981°
(percent)
Should recognize/have
formal relations with
the PLO 255 2510
Should not 448 60.0
Not sure 29.8° 15.0
Total 100.1 100.0

Questions: *“Do you think the U.S.
Government should formally recognize
and have direct diplomatic relations with
the Palestinian Liberation Organization,
or don't you think so?”

"“Do you feel that the Government
should, or should not deal with the PLO
as the official representative of the Pal-
estinian people?”

In the 1982 Decision/Making/Infor-
mation survey, respondents were
asked: Do you believe the PLO is the
Palestinian people’s political repre-
sentative? Only 31 percent agreed, 46
percent disagreed and 23 percent
didn’t know. The number of those
who think the PLO actually repre-
sents the views of the Palestinian
people is up considerably from 1978
when Gallup posed a similar ques-
tion: Do you think the PLO does or
does not represent the point of view
of a majority of Palestinians? “Yes, it
does,” 14 percent; “no,” 63 percent;
“no opinion,” 23 percent. (Asked of
the 77 percent of n=1,333 who were
aware of the PLO.)®

In 1981 an NBC/Associated Press
telephone survey of 1,598 Americans

TABLE 8

asked respondents whether the U.S.
should formally recognize the
Palestine Liberation Organization.
The question and the results are
shown in Table 7.% Roughly the same
figures obtained in an August 1979
Yankelovich, Skelley, and White
survey for Time magazine are as
shown in Table 8.7

In both instances, only a quarter of
the sample thought the U.S. should
recognize or have formal relations
with the PLO. In the Yankelovich 1979
survey for Time, the question differed
slightly and asked respondents if the
U.S. should deal with the PLO as the
official representative of the Palestin-
ian people. The difference between
the two surveys indicates that the
higher percentage of “not sure” in 1979
was narrowed down to nearly a half
in 1981, probably in response to the
Iranian hostage issue, while those
who thought the Government
“should not” increased by roughly the
same percentage: from 44 8 percent to
60 percent.

At the same time, however, Yan-
kelovich asked respondents whether
they think Israel is justified in refus-
ing to deal with the PLO. As Table 8
shows, a majority of respondents
think Israel is wrong in refusing to
negotiate with the PLO.?® Despite
their general feeling that the PLO
does not represent the majority of
Palestinians, and that the U.S. Gov-
vernment should not formally recog-
nize the organization, the majority of
respondents think the PLO should be
involved in peace negotiations, and
that Israel is wrong in refusing to deal
with them.

Israeli Dealing with the PLO (1979)

Israel right not to deal with PLO
Israel wrong not to deal with PLO
Not sure

No Opinion

Total

(percent)
29.8
40.9
15.9
13.3

99.9

Question: “Do you think Israel is doing the right or the wrong thing in refus-

ing the negotiate with the PLO?"



Sympathies in
the Middle East

The American public has historically
sympathized more with Israel than
with the Arab countries. Gallup has
consistently asked the same sym-
pathy question since June 1967 and
obtained the results shown in Table
9.% Israel suffered a serious decline
in sympathy among the American
public following its invasion of
Lebanon and the massacres at the
Sabra and Shatila camps. Only 32 per-
cent sympathized more with Israel, as
opposed to 28 percent sympathizing
with the Arabs. This represents the
single most dramatic drop in pro-
Israel sympathy, as well as the single
most impressive gain of pro-Arab
sympathy since 1967.

Table 10 shows the relative decline
in the Israeli position as well as the
increase in sympathy for the Palestin-
ian position.

By November 1982, however, sym-
pathy for Israel was back up to its
pre-1982 invasion levels. The Chicago
Council on Foreign Relations study
concludes that the net result of the
Lebanon episode in terms of Ameri-
can public opinion was to generate a
modest increase in sympathy for the
Palestinian and Arab causes—but
without doing any substantial
damage to public support for Israel.*
The same study reveals another in-
teresting finding:

While the public sympathized with
Israel over “the Arabs” by 48 per-
cent to 17 percent, they supported
Israel over “the Palestinians” by a
lesser margin, 40 percent to 17 per-
cent. Opinion leaders were even
more sensitive to the difference in
terminology. Their support for
Israel over ““the Arabs” (51
percent-19 percent) dropped to 42
percent for Israel over “the
Palestinians.”*

The emergence of a sympathy fac-
tor for the Palestinians is an important
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phenomenon. The facts of Palestinian
homelessness, the persistence of their
struggle and the events in Lebanon
may account for the emergence of this
factor. Regardless of the reasons for
it, the point that the American public
is more willing to sympathize with the
Palestinians than with the Arabs in
the conflict with Israel is certainly
worth further examination.

Except for hard core of roughly
20-25 percent of the public, sympathy
for Israel is what Seymour Martin

TABLE 9

Lipset calls “soft support.”3 Thus,
many of the same people who sym-
pathize with Israel oppose arm sales
toit, think the present level of U.S. aid
is too much and oppose sending U.S.
troops even if Israel were invaded by
neighboring Arab countries. Close
scrutiny of the figures reveals the
hardly unexpected fact that the ma-
jority of Americans strongly prefer
neutrality in the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Indeed, the erosion of support that
Israel suffered in the last decade has
not resulted in significant, lasting gain
for the Arab side. Instead, the neutral
category gained substantially. As
Table 11 shows, 20 percent think the
U.S. should favor Israel while an im-
pressive 70 percent think the U.S.
should favor neither side in the Arab-
Israeli conflict. This finding is further
buttressed by the clear public support

American Sympathies in the Middle East *

(percent)
Arab No
Israel Nations Neither Opinion Total
1982: September 32 28 n/a n/a 60
August 41 12 31 16 100
June 52 10 29 9 100
April-May 51 10 26 11 100
January 49 14 23 14 100
1981: July-August 44 11 34 11 100
1979: January 40 14 | 15 100
1978: November 39 13 30 18 100
September (late) 42 12 29 17 100
September (early) 41 12 29 18 100
August 4 10 33 13 100
April-May R 10 33 13 100
March 38 11 33 18 100
February 33 14 28 25 100
1977: December 44 10 27 19 100
October 46 11 21 22 100
June 44 8 28 20 100
1975: January 44 8 22 26 100
1973: December 50 7 25 18 100
October 47 6 22 25 100
1970: March 44 3 32 21 100
1969: January 50 5 28 17 100
1967: June 56 4 25 15 100

Question: “In the Middle East situation, are you sympathetic more with Israel or

more with the Arab nations?”

*Results based on those who have heard or read about events in the Middle East
(Aware Group). All of the above are telephone surveys.



of the idea that the U.S. Government
should have friendly relations with
Israel (87 percent) as well as with the
Arab governments in conflict with
Israel (86 percent).®

Sympathy for Israel seems to be a
constant value in American political

TABLE 10

culture, but it is not unconditional and
does not extend to pro-Israeli posi-
tions on all issues. A majority of
respondents thinks the present levels
of aid are excessive; a majority also
sees Israel as intransigent (not work-
ing hard enough) in the peace pro-

Shift in American Sympathy (1978, 1981, 1982)

Israeli Position
Don't

(percent)
Palestinian Position

Don't

More Less Same Know Total More Less Same Know Total

Feb. 1978 27 34 19 20
July 1981 R B S
Aug. 19822 32 41 15 12
Sept: 1982¥ 24 51 10 15

fop. wE L R 0
100 2% % 2 A i
100 28 40 18 14 100
00 39 27 15 19 100

Question: “Compared to a year ago, would you say you are more sympathetic or
less sympathetic to the Israeli/Palestinian position?”

*August 4-5, 1982; n=752,
September 22-23, 1982; n=605.

U.S. Aid to
the Region

The U.S., deeply involved in the af-
fairs of the Middle East, emerged in
the 1970’s and 1980’s as the principal
global power in the region. Significant
levels of U.S. military and economic
aid go to the Middle East, principally
to Israel and to Egypt. The U.S. has
military bases and personnel sta-
tioned in the region and has inter-
vened militarily in Lebanon.

Public sentiment on military aid
and military involvement is con-
siderably more cautious than the at-
titude of foreign policy leaders or of
the U.S. Government. “By large ma-
jorities (63 percent and 65 percent),
the American public opposed giving
military aid to other nations and
favored cutting back money spent for
that purpose, at a time when the Ad-
ministration was increasing arms
aid.”** Table 12 shows the gap be-
tween leaders and the public on

TABLE 12

cess; and a clear majority thinks that
the Palestinians have a legitimate
grievance, deserve their own state
alongside Israel, and want to see the
PLO involved in peace negotiations.

TABLE 11
U.S. Neutrality in the
Middle East (1985)*

(percent)
U.S. should favor Israel 19.7

U.S. should favor Arabs 02
U.S. should favor neither side 69.6
Don’t know 10.5

Total 100.0

Question: “In the Middle East conflict,
do you think the U.S. should favor Israel,
favor the Arab countries, or should the
U.S. not favor one side over the other?”

*Survey Research Center (1985) on
behalf of the International Center for
Research and Public Policy; n=655.

Military Aid and Arms Sales (1974, 1978, 1982)

(percent)
1974 1978 1982
Public =~ Public Leaders Public Leaders

In favor of military aid 22 29 60 28 59
In favor of military sales 35 - 67 39 68
Military aid helps security

of other nations 69 72 87 71 76
Military aid helps economy

of other nations 60 59 40 55 31
Military aid a good substi- :

tute for using U.S. troops ) 49 70 51 68
Military aid helps our

economy 31 43 75 39 69
Military aid helps prevent

communism 36 35 66 37 65
Military aid gets us too

involved in other

countries’ affairs 78 79 55 78 53
Military aid lets dictators

use power against their

own people 59 61 73 65 68

Question: “On the whole, do you favor or oppose our giving military aid to other
nations? By ‘military aid’ I mean arms and equipment, but not troops.”

“On the whole, do you favor or oppose our government selling military equipment

to other nations?”

Source: Adapted from American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policy (Chicago Council

on Foreign Relations, 1983), p. 27.



issues related to military aid.®

On most of the issues, the public do
not favor aid; they think it gets the
U.S. involved in other peoples’ affairs
and do not think it helps prevent the
spread of communism.

In the 1982 Gallup survey for the
Chicago Council on Foreign Relations,
“more members of the public (33 per-
cent) wanted to decrease or stop mili-
tary aid and arms sales to Israel than
wanted to increase them (9 per-
cent).”* Furthermore, most people
oppose sending troops in case the
Arabs cut off oil to the U.S. or in case
the Arabs invade Israel, as Table 13
shows.

Most respondents, leaders and
public alike, oppose sending troops
in both situations. A good percentage
of the leaders who objected to sending
troops opted in 1978 for sending
military supplies to Saudi Arabia.

Gallup’s findings confirm the
American public’s reluctance to give
military assistance to the countries of
the Near East, and demonstrate a ma-
jority sentiment that whenever mili-
tary aid is given, it should be used for
defensive purposes only. Table 14
shows that nearly 64 percent think so,
while only 26 percent think that U.S.
weapons should be used in any way
necessary.¥

TABLE 13

U.S. Response to Crisis Situations (1978, 1982)

Crisis situation

Response

(percent)

Arabs Cut Off Qil Arabs Invade Israel

1978 1982 1978 1982

Oppose sending troops Public
Leaders
Do Nothing Public
Leaders
Try to negotiate Public
Leaders
Refuse to trade Public
Leaders
Send military supplies Public
Leaders
Send troops Public
Leaders
Don't Know Public
Leaders

64 61 78 70
71 64 69 53
5 4 14 -
1 = 2 -
34 33 38 —
37 47 27 -
12 15 D -
27 26 1 —
1 2 8 -
it 4 35 —~
36 39 22 30
29 36 31 47
12 10 15
<] 1 4 -

Question: “There has been some discussion about the circumstances that might justify
using U.S. troops in other parts of the world. I'd like to ask your opinion about several
situations. Would you favor or oppose the use of U.S. troops if . . . ”

Asked of opponents of sending U.S. troops in selected circumstances: “I am going
to read the circumstances under which you said you would oppose sending U.S.
troops. On this card are levels of U.S. involvement that might be appropriate under
these circumstances. For each situation, tell me how far you feel the U.S. should

be willing to go.”

Source: Adapted from Chicago Council on Foreign Relations (1983), p. 31.

Israeli Public Opinion

In the 1950's and early 1960's, the
Palestinians were “invisible.” When
Golda Meir said in 1970 that “there is
no such thing as Palestinians,” she
was reflecting a national consensus in
Israel and in the U.S. The Middle East
conflict remained an Arab-Israeli con-
flict, and not a Palestinian-Israeli
conflict.

The Palestinians became visible
after 1967. During the following
decade, the dispute focused on
whether or not there were Palestin-
ians, who they are and what they
want. Now the debate is over alterna-
tive solutions for a settlement. While
there is a consensus in Israel on rul-
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ing out an independent Palestinian
state in the West Bank and Gaza, the
Israeli public is divided on the issue
of what should be done with the oc-
cupied territories.

Table 15 shows only 5 percent of the
Israeli public favor “an independent
Palestinian state, with arrangements
for Israel’s security.” Only 5 percent
favor complete annexation of the ter-
ritories. However, a total of 49 percent
prefer retaining the territories. A
Smith Institute survey in September
1986 asked a nationwide sample:
“Should Israel offer the Arabs a ter-
ritorial compromise in Judea-Samar-
ia-Gaza in return for guarantees, in

peace negotiations?” Fifty-four per-
cent said no; and 37 percent said yes.
The same question, asked in February
1986, elicited a 50 percent no and a 41
percent yes.®

In July 1978, New Outlook commis-
sioned the Public Opinion Research
Institute (PORI) to survey public at-
titudes on the following questions:

1. Under what conditions, if any,
would you be ready to return the oc-
cupied territories to Arab sovereignty?
2. Do you believe that it is possible
to achieve peace without including
the Palestinians as partners to the
peace agreement?
3. What should the Palestinians do so
that Israel will accept them as partners
to the peace negotiations?
4. Would you support holding on to
most of the territories, even at the risk
of a rift with the United States?*
Table 16 shows the results for each



TABLE 14
Use of U.S. Weapons (1982)

TABLE 16
New Outlook Poll (1978)

(percent)
Defensive Anyway No

Use Only Necessary Opinion  Total

July 1982 64 26 10 100

Question: “Some people say the U.S. should require that all weapons sent by the
U.S. to Israel should be used for defensive purposes. Other people say that Israel
should be able to use these weapons in any way they feel necessary. Which point

of view comes closer to your own?”

TABLE 15
Israeli Preferences for Final Status of West Bank and Gaza
(1984)
HOLD ON (percent)
A. Annexation of the West Bank and Gaza, giving Palestinians

the same rights as Arabs in Israel 5
B. Keep things as they are now 21
C. Limited Palestinian Autonomy with Israel retaining full

control over security 23

LET GO

D. Partition of West Bank between Israel and Jordan,
with Israel controlling security from the areas it retains 23
E. Palestinian Autonomy in close association with Jordan,

with arrangements for Israel’s security

11

F. An independent Palestinian state, with arrangements for

Israel’s security

NO OPINION

5
12

“Here is a list of proposals for the final status of West Bank and Gaza Palestinians.
Of these, which one in your opinion would be the best for Israel?”

Public Opinion Research of Israel (PORI), September 1984,

Gloria Falk, “Israeli Public Opinion: Looking Toward a Palestinian Solution,” Mid-
dle East Journal 39 (3), Summer 1985, p. 256.

question: 48.9 percent indicate will-
ingness to return the occupied ter-
ritories to Arab sovereignty under cer-
tain conditions which include the
following:

a. that there would be arrangements
guaranteeing that the territories
would not be used as a base against
Israel;

b. that the Arabs would recognize
Israel’s rights to live in peace and
security;

c. thatafree flow of people and goods
across the borders be maintained.

In 1978, the number of those ready
to return the territories under certain

conditions was slightly higher than
the number of those who refuse to do
so under any conditions. By 1984, the
numbers were reversed as is shown
in Table 15, and by 1986, nearly 54 per-
cent said they object to returning the
territories in return for guarantees.
A hardening of the positions oc-
curred in the last decade, perhaps in
correlation with the increasing polar-
ization of Israeli society. As Table 17
indicates, the majority of Israelis do
not think Israel should negotiate with
the PLO even if it officially recognizes
Israel and refrains from terrorist acts.
In addition to splits along ethnic
lines, the most important division
within Israeli thinking falls along the

(percent)
Question 1:
Under no conditions at all 46.8
Under certain conditions 48.9

No answer 4.3
Question 2:
Impossible without the
Palestinians 43.7
Possible 5.2
Maybe, depends 72
Don’t know 13.9
Question 3:
Nothing, under no
conditions 39.5

Recognize Israel, and/or
abolish Covenant,

and/or stop the terror 56.4
Other conditions 0.7
No answer 3.4

Question 4:

For holding on 39.0
Depends, maybe 11.0
Against 32.8
No opinion 17.2

Source: New Outlook, September 1978,
p- 18.

lines of modernization versus under-
development. Roughly 40 percent of
the society is modernized along
Western European lines; the remain-
ing 60 percent are much less devel-
oped in terms of education, secu-
larism and levels of income. The ques-
tion here is, whether this split reflects
a similar division among the public on
issues of peace and settlement.
Gloria Falk argues that there is
“little, if any polarization, as to the
complexity of peace issues . . . ama-
jority (57 percent) of Israelis . . . hold
mixed and sometimes incompatible
views on the peace issues, suggesting
that positions are not firmly held.”
The large center, according to Falk is
“soft” and could be “malleable” if a
real settlement presents itself.*
Figures fluctuate according to
events. However, this does not explain
the rather serious differences in inter-
pretation that characterize various
narratives. The New Outlook poll cf
July 1978 was conducted in order to
strengthen the argument that there is
in the Israeli public a readiness for
peace and settlement. Akiva Orr’s in-
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TABLE 17

Israel to negotiate with PLO
if it recognizes Israel

and refrains from terrorism

(percent)
Yes No Don't
know
February 1986 <t 51 5
May 1986 42 53 5
August 1986 45 52 3
September 1986 43 52 3

“If the PLO will officially recognize Israel
and refrain from terrorist acts, should we
negotiate with it?”

Source: Davar, October 2, 1986.

terpretation in Middle East International
defines a solution as one involving the
return of the occupied territories to
Palestinian sovereignty. Gloria Falk’s
underlying assumption is that a
settlement means a trade of territory
for peace with Jordan, not the Pales-
tinians. She suggests that an indepen-
dent Palestine state on the West Bank
and Gaza would be an extreme
option.

Once these underlying assump-
tions are spelled out, the figures and
the narrative interpretations begin to
make sense. Let us, however, look at
the data without any preconditions.

Table 18 shows results of a nation-
wide survey which asked the public
the following question: “Do you sup-
port those who act to make the Arabs
leave Judea and Samaria?” Sympathy
for Rabbi Meir Kahane's suggestion
that the Palestinians should be ex-
pelled from their homes on the West
Bank and Gaza has increased by 10
percent from February 1985 to Sep-
tember 1986. In other words, roughly
40 percent of the Israeli public now ap-
proves the extremist positions ad-
vocated by Kahane and others.

The increase in public support for
right-wing extremist positions is con-
firmed in other surveys. The Van Leer
Institute commissioned a series of
polls in 1985 which revealed that 59.3
percent of religious youth and about
50 percent of Oriental Jewish youth
expressed agreement with the opin-
ions of Meir Kahane. The September
1985 Van Leer poll discovered that 57
percent of the youth said that every
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Arab in the occupied territories who
refuses Israeli citizenship should be
expelled; 38 percent favored private
Jewish revenge associations; 42 per-
cent favored a reduction of rights of
all non-Jewish citizens; and 47 percent
said Christians and Muslims should
be prohibited from reaching senior
positions in the civil service.#!

A PORI survey in October 1985+
asked a nationwide sample whether
they are “for or against establishing an
independent Palestinian state on the
West Bank and Gaza Strip if they
recognize Israel and stop all hostile
acts.” Thirty percent opted for, 4 per-
cent said it depends, 61 percent were
against, and 5 percent had no answer.
However, when respondents were
asked “in principal, are the Palestin-
ians entitled or not entitled to a state
of their own?,” 41 percent said yes, 10
percent said it depends, 43 percent
said no, and 6 percent did not know.
The first question is specific and deals
with the issue of a separate, indepen-
dent Palestinian state on the West
Bank and Gaza. The second question
is less specific, leaving a margin of in-
terpretation to the respondents, some
of whom no doubt subscribe to the
thesis, often put forth in Israel, that
the Palestinians are entitled to a state
of their own “in Jordan” Nonetheless,
one may conclude that on the highly
specific issue of self-determination
and statehood in the West Bank there
is a body of support in Israel that
hovers around 30 percent of the pub-
lic. Opposition to this option appears
firm; however, when other scenarios
are presented, such as some form of
arrangement with Jordan, the opposi-
tion is reduced. Here again there is a
bottom line of approximately 40 per-
cent who would frown on arrange-
ments with Jordan that might lead to
total Israeli abandonment of the oc-
cupied territories.

A core of some 30 percent is willing
to accept an independent Palestinian
state on the West Bank and Gaza
under certain conditions. Another
core of 40 percent are opposed to this
as well as other scenarios (e.g. Jordan)
that might lead to Israeli withdrawal
from the territories. The remaining
30 percent are distributed in the
following way: some are undecided,

some may support a settlement if it
receives a government consensus, but
most are likely to support a hawkish
position.

TABLE 18
Expulsion of Arabs

(percent)
Yes No Don't

know

February 1985 29 68 3
May 1986 34 59 6
September 1986 38 58 4

Source: Davar, October 2, 1986.

The government in Israel enjoys
widespread support in its aggressive
policy toward the Palestinians: 67 per-
cent favor the “demolition of terrorists’
families’ houses”; 87 percent favor the
“expulsion of terrorists” who com-
mitted “terrorist acts”; and 47 percent
favor the expulsion of their families.®
Eighty-four percent of respondents
approved the air attack on the PLO
headquarters in Tunis and 64 percent
did not think the attack would have
any effect on the chances for peace
with the Arab states.

What can one conclude from all of
these figures? In Israel, the public
seems to reflect the position of its
government on the issue of the Pal-
estinians. It is willing to accept a fairly
aggressive policy toward the Pal-
estinians —the demolition of houses,
deportation of activists and long
prison terms. What also emerges,
however, is the image of a divided
society. Over time, the Palestinians
have become an internal Israeli prob-
lem and the issue will increasingly im-
pinge on the political discourse.

At the center of the debate are ques-
tions of democracy, Jewishness and
the nature of the state of Israel. How
can the state remain democratic if it

‘rules over two million Palestinians? To

keep Israel Jewish, should one expel
all the Arabs form the country? Ze'ev
Schiff, a respected defense corres-
pondent for Ha'aretz, envisions the
possibility of civil war between Jews
and Arabs.* Other commentators
talk openly about the rise of “fascism”
in Israel.®



Itis unlikely that the issue of a peace
settlement will be framed in Israel in
a manner that deals specifically with
the Palestinians, the PLO or the ques-
tion of self-determination and Pales-
tinian statehood. What is more likely
to emerge is a frame that is sellable to
the public, namely, some form of ne-
gotiation and accommodation with
Jordan. Such a frame is also consis-
tent with Israel’s long-standing defini-
tion of its strategic approach to a
resolution of the conflict—an ap-
proach that emerged in partnership
with Jordan in 1949, and remained
practically unchanged since then.

This position will find a responsive
partner in the United States and
Egypt and will probably gain a major-
ity of the Israeli public.

At the moment, the majority of the
Israeli public as well as the majority
of its establishment politicians think
that they can find a solution (pre-
ferably with Jordan) which will cir-
cumvent the PLO and the uncom-
fortable issue of Palestinian na-
tionalism. A minority of well-in-
formed intellectuals such as Yeho-
shafat Harkabi, Meir Merhav and
others do not think so.%

Canadian Public Opinion

What is most striking about Canadian
public opinion surveys on foreign
policy issues is the extremely high
proportion of respondents who ex-
press no opinion. The majority of the
public view Canada'’s role as periph-
eral. Among those who express an
opinion, however, there is a far greater
relative sympathy for the Israeli posi-
tion as compared to sympathy for the
generic “Arab” category. Nevertheless,
in 1973 a steady, albeit slow, increase
in sympathy for the Arab side began,
showing a growing public awareness
of the complexity of various claims
and the urgent need for a peaceful
settlement.

In 1982, by a majority of 54 percent
versus 17 percent (with 29 percent giv-
ing no opinion), Canadian respon-
dents agreed that there would be no
peace without a Palestinian state. By
1984, there was a decline from 54 per-
cent to 38 percent as memories of
Israel’s involvement in the Lebanon
invasion began to fade. Nevertheless,
the number of respondents who think
that a Palestinian state would be a
threat to the security of Israel in-
creased from only 17 percent in 1982
to 22.4 percent in 1984.%

As Table 19 shows, however, a sur-
prisingly large number of respon-
dents whose sympathies lie with the
Israelis see a Palestinian state as nec-
essary for peace: in 1982, this figure

was 48 percent and, in 1984, the figure
was 38.7 percent.

By and large, most Canadian re-
spondents do not think the PLO is the
political representative of the Palestin-

TABLE 19

ian people. The only exception is in
Quebec where 28 percent of respon-
dents think the PLO is the represen-
tative of the Palestinians and 19 per-
cent disagree. At the same time, how-
ever, a majority of Canadians do think
that the PLO deserves a seat at the
negotiating table although they do not
think the Canadian Government
should recognize the organization. As
Table 20 shows, 42 percent of respond-
ents agree that “the PLO should have
a place at the negotiating table for
Middle East peace.” Only 18 percent
disagree, and 40 percent express no
opinion.

Jack Zubrzycki concludes his ex-
cellent study of Canadian public opin-
ion by showing increasing “recog-
nition of the crucial issue of a Pal-
estinian homeland,” reluctance to “de-
mand dramatic changes with respect
either to “solution or to the composi-
tion of the players,” and caution about
getting too involved, preferring a
“peripheral” role—that of a moder-
ating, diplomatic, behind-the-scenes
player."#

Canadian Opinion of Palestinian State (1982 and 1984)

(percent)
Sympathy of 11/1982 1984
Respondents No
Israel ~ Palest. Neither Opinion Israel  Palestine

No peace without

Palestinian state  48.0 87.0 61.0 40.0 38.7 70.3
Palestinian state

threatens Israel 41.0 7.0 13.0 11.0 47.1 12.5
Don't know 11.0 6.0 26.0 49.0 1349 17.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.7 100.1
TABLE 20

Canadian Opinion on PLO Participation in Peace Negotiations

All Maritimes Quebec  Ontario Prairie
Yes 42.0 33.0 51.0 38.0 43.0
No 18.0 18.0 12.0 21.0 21.0
Don’t know 40.0 49.0 37.0 41.0 36.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Question: “Should the PLO have a place at the negotiating table for Middle East

peace?”
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Western European Public Opinion

Questions about the Palestinians first
appeared in European opinion sur-
veys in 1973, corresponding to the
time when the conflict began to be
redefined from Arab-Israeli to Pal-
estinian-Israeli. In 1974, France, Italy
and Ireland voted in favor of the mo-
tion urging participation of the PLO
in U.N. deliberations, while the other
six members of the European Com-
munity abstained. In 1976, the total
Community announced that the pur-
suit of the right of the Palestinian
people to give expression to its na-
tional identity could entail a territorial
basis. And, by 1977, the nine members
issued another declaration which said
that a solution to the Middle East con-
flict would be possible if the legitimate
right of the Palestinian people to its
national identity is concretized. The
statement added that representatives
of the Palestinian people should take
part in the negotiations. In 1980,
specific mention of the PLO was
made in the Venice Declaration,
which said that the organization “will
have to be associated with the
negotiations.*?

Asked whether the Palestinians are
entitled to a state of their own, a great
majority of respondents in the
Netherlands responded in the affirm-
ative, as is shown in Table 21. And
while Greece is known in Western
Europe as a strongly pro-Arab coun-
try, both at the official and the public
levels, there is a remarkable similar-

TABLE 21
Public Opinion in
the Netherlands

Are the Palestinians entitled to
a state of their own?

Not No
Entitled entitled answer

August 1979 91
June 1982 88
18-24 years 88
25-34 years 87
35-49 years 87
50-64 years 88
65 and over 92

—
B O O 00N
W oo W U1
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ity between British and Greek public
attitudes on the Palestinian issue.
Table 22 shows response to the same
question on scenarios for a possible
settlement of the Palestinian problem.

Despite the fact that 12 percent in
Britain think of the PLO as freedom
fighters, they are nonetheless willing
to see the PLO involved in peace
negotiations. As Table 23 shows, 39

TABLE 22
British and Greek Attitudes

When the state of Israel was created in 1948, large numbers of Palestinians who lived
there became refugees and are still living in camps in other Arab countries. | want
to ask you about some suggestions for dealing with this problem, and whether or
not they would be acceptable in your opinion. Now, would it be acceptable or not
o8 ..

Britain Greece
not don't not don’t
acceptable acceptable know  acceptable acceptable know
Leave the Palestinian
refugees where they
are. 26 54 20 17 64 19

Allow the Palestinian

refugees to return;

Israel, the West Bank

and Gaza to be 55 21 23 55 22 23
divided into two

separate Jewish

and Arab states.

Allow the Palestinian

refugees to return,

and create a new

state, incorporating

Israel, the West 60 22 18 Yk 20 23
Bank, and Gaza of

which Jews and Arabs

would be citizens with

equal political and

religious rights.

*MORI Poll, August 14-17, 1982; n=1061.
*Eurodim Poll carried out in the Greater Athens area, March-April 1985,

TABLE 23
Public Opinion in Great Britain:

Do you think the PLO should be included in any future Middle East peace talks,
or not? Do you think Britain should recognize the PLO as the representative of the
Palestinian people, or not?

Yes No Don’t Know
Include PLO in peace talks 61 24 15
Recognize PLO 39 35 25

*August 14-17, 1983.



percent agree that Britain should
recognize the PLO and 36 percent
disagree. However, the British public
clearly favors the PLO's participation
in peace discussions.

In her analysis of European atti-
tudes toward the conflict, Connie de
Boer concludes that “the trend in

European public opinion is toward
neutrality”* Ms. de Boer finds that
the decline in sympathy for Israel has
not been accompanied by an increase
in pro-Arab sympathy. Most Euro-
peans prefer not to be involved in the
Arab-Israeli conflict.

Palestinian Public

Opinion

In the absence of free and open elec-
tions, public opinion surveys become,
among other indicators, an instru-
ment to gauge the trends and shifts
in Palestinian public opinion. Student
elections at the main Palestinian uni-
versities and at funerals of important
figures become occasions for the ex-
pression of political preferences.

Several public opinion surveys have
been conducted on the West Bank and
Gaza. The results give us a measure
of key indicators in the political uni-
verse of the Palestinians and their
preference.

An academic survey conducted in
January 1982 among 2,700 Palestinians
revealed that 76 percent endorsed the
idea of an independent state on the
West Bank/Gaza headed by the
PLO.! Slightly more than 1 percent
accepted the idea of autonomy as it
is advocated by Israel and the U.S.
Only 4 percent believed that the Arab
states really support the Palestinian
cause, and 42 percent said the Arab
states in general are indifferent to the
Palestinians or would be willing to
plot against them. Two percent
thought the majority (89 percent)
believed the U.S. is too biased in favor
of Israel. One percent viewed King
Hussein as the “sole representative”
of the Palestinians; 17 percent saw
him as a possible co-representative,
while 74 percent emphatically rejected
him as representing them. Only 10
percent perceived Saudi Arabia as in-
terested in seeking a solution that is
beneficial to the Palestinians. A larger
proportion, close to one-third, des-

cribed Saudi Arabia as willing to sup-
port a solution in line with U.S.
interests.

A May 1983 survey of 513 Palestin-
ians focused on relations with Jordan
in the context of the then-proposed
Jordanian-Palestinian coordination
committee. Faced with three options
regarding the future of the occupied
territories, 55 percent chose an in-
dependent Palestinian state; 27 per-
cent said they preferred a confedera-
tion with Jordan while keeping an in-
dependent status; and 11 percent
agreed to a confederation with Jordan
based on one central government.
Only 12 percent thought King Hus-
sein was sincere about wanting a solu-
tion of the Palestinian problem; 66
percent said that Hussein plots a-
gainst the Palestinians.

Asked if the Palestinians should
coordinate with Jordan or Syria in the
future, 32 percent said Jordan, 18 per-
cent favored coordinating with Syria,
while 40 percent said neither.

An April 1982 survey by Time mag-
azine revealed the following:

1. 86 percent wanted a Palestinian
state led by the PLO; 50 percent said
that Arafat should lead such a state.
2. 98 percent endorsed the idea of an
independent Palestinian state in the
West Bank and Gaza.

3. Only 0.5 percent thought the U.S.
was helpful to the Palestinians.

Al-Bayader Assiyassi, a West Bank
political weekly magazine, conducted
four surveys between 1983 and 1985.

The results confirm those obtained in
earlier surveys.

How reliable are these surveys
given the difficulty of conducting
such studies in Third World contexts
and given the special circumstances
that govern people under a military
occupation? The first surveys, con-
ducted by ‘Abd al-Sattar Qasim, a
political scientist on the West Bank,
and by Time magazine seem reliable
enough. Every effort was made to be
candid about the problems encoun-
tered, and the methodology was
clearly spelled out.

The Israeli military authorities con-
fiscated 110 interviews, arrested the
person in charge of the survey, and
held him for four days. An additional
set of 60 interviews was confiscated.
Furthermore, some interviewees
thought the interviewers were agents
of the occupation authorities. Four
hundred refused to be interviewed;
some insisted on burning the ques-
tionnaire so there would be no evi-
dence against them; some tore up the
questionnaire, claiming that it was
anti-Islamic.

The sample was large enough and
representative enough so that the
high refusal rate as well as the con-
fiscation of questionnaires did not
significantly alter the results. Ques-
tion wording appears to be relatively
neutral and question order is such
that it does not build in a bias.

A more recent public opinion poll
of the West Bank and Gaza was con-
ducted by Dr. Mohammed Shadid, a
political science professor at Al-Najah
University, and Dr. Richard Seltzer of
Howard University.” Despite minor
problems in sampling, question
wording and question order, the
survey reveals attitudes and percep-
tions which other analysts tend to
confirm: 93.5 percent of the 1,024 re-
spondents polled believe the PLO is
the sole, legitimate representative of
the Palestinian people; 71.1 percent
prefer Yasser Arafat while only 3.4 per-
cent prefer King Hussein. The United
States and King Hussein are blamed
for the breakdown in political coordi-
nation between Jordan and the PLO.

The majority of respondents (77.9
percent) prefer the establishment of
a democratic state for all inside all of
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historic Palestine. However, in the in-
terim, most (49.7 percent) would opt
for a Palestinian state in the West Bank
and Gaza. Only 6.3 percent prefer Jor-
danian sovereignty. Nearly 85 percent
say that conditions of life in the West
Bank and Gaza have become worse in

TABLE 24
Life Under Occupation (1986)

the last five years. Most respondents
have experienced some trauma under
occupation. Table 24 shows the num-
bers of individuals who have had
direct experiences with the occupa-
tion authorities.

Circle the items that you or any member of your immediate family have experienced:

(percent)

(a) Political arrest 47.5
(b) Beatings, physical abuse, or threats 50.7
(c) Harassment or direct insults at Israeli

Military check points 55.7
(d) Property or land confiscation 22.8
(e) Ban on travel abroad 34.1
(f) Curfew 74.2
(g) Demolition or sealing of homes 17.6
(h) Deportation or town arrest 15:7
(i) Fines by Military Courts 37.6
() I have not experienced any of the above 6.3

Source: Al-Fajr Newspaper, September 8, 1986,

Conclusion

By the late 1970’s an international con-
sensus appears to have emerged on
the question of how to resolve the
Palestine problem. The conflict is now
viewed as one that pits the Palestin-
ians against the state of Israel, with
the Palestinian side as the aggrieved
party, homeless and in need of a state
of its own. There is substantial sup-
port for a settlement based on an in-
ternational conference where all the
parties, including the PLO, meet to
discuss the conflict. Most publics do
not perceive an independent Palestin-
ian state as a threat to the security of
Israel.

American public opinion appears to
reflect this international consensus.
Israel does enjoy a good measure of
sympathy; however, the U.S. public is
unwilling to offer Israel uncritical sup-
port. At times when U.S. interests in
the region are in conflict with Israel’s
objectives, the public is willing to
distance itself from Israel.

Recently conducted studies indicate
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that a majority of Americans favor
negotiations with the PLO, and think
Israel should make concessions by
returning most of the territory oc-
cupied in June 1967. The results of a
June 3, 1987 Los Angeles Times nation-
wide survey of 2,317 adults reveal that
Americans hold a mixed view of the
government of Israel—37 percent
favorable, 30 percent unfavorable and
33 percent not sure. Fifty percent of
respondents agree that “in order to
bring peace to the Middle East, we
(the U.S.) should be willing to talk to
all parties involved in the conflict, in-
cluding the PLO.” The vast majority
of respondents (61 percent) say that
Israel should return at least some of
the territory occupied in June 1967 as
a condition for peace. Only 21 percent
of those interviewed think Israel
should keep all of the occupied
territories.

A CBS News/New York Times poll
released April 11, 1987 reveals that for
many Americans, the Pollard spy case

is a non-issue. The majority do not
think that the case will result in lasting
damage to the relationship between
the United States and Israel. The ma-
jority of respondents were more angry
than embarrassed by the case. How-
ever, only 33 percent felt the U.S.
should take some action against Israel
because of its involvement in the spy
case.

The vast majority of respondents
(69 percent) feel that Israel suggested
the sale of arms to Iran in order to
“help themselves” rather than to
“help the U.S.” By a two-to-one
margin, Americans also feel that Israel
has not cooperated enough with
American investigations in Iranian
arms sales.

Needless to say, the attitude of the
public seems to be sharply at odds
with the stated positions of the U.S.
Government. The latter reflects a
narrow, very determined pro-Israel
constituency which finds ready sup-
port in Congress and within the
Administration.

The public in Western Europe is
more in tune with the international
consensus. This is also reflected more
accurately in the official positions of
the various European governments.
In Canada, both government and
public are in agreement, preferring a
neutral, behind-the-scenes diplo-
matic stance that is consistent with
Canada’s history.

The Israeli public reflects the intran-
sigent positions of its government.
Significant portions appear to be
moving toward a more hawkish po-
sition, agreeing with Rabbi Meir
Kahane’s open calls for the expulsion
of the Palestinian population. How-
ever, a significant portion of the public
is willing to endorse the terms of the
international consensus and others
may swing in this direction if a gov-
ernment consensus on the issue
materializes.

The Palestinian public in the West
Bank and Gaza supports the PLO and
Arafat’s leadership and continues to
insist on the right of self-determin-
ation and the establishment of a sep-
arate, independent state. The Palestin-
ians offer negligible support to King
Hussein and reject tutelage by any
other Arab government.
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through Begin, Blum, and Rostow.
In their first chapter the Mallisons
carefully dissect the Balfour Declara-
tion, providing an original historical
and juridical analysis that nullifies the
document’s commonly accepted in-
terpretation as laying the foundation
for a Zionist state in Palestine. Rather
they demonstrate that the safeguard
clauses protecting Palestinian rights in
the Declaration transcend the “view”
that “favors” a national home for Jews.
Equally important, the Mallisons il-
lustrate the juridical and humanistic
fallacies in the “Jewish people” na-
tionality claims. They correctly point
out that the “Jewish people” concept
is for the purpose of separating Jews
from all other human persons in the
family of man as well as in public law;
and that “Zionism is based upon an
acceptance of anti-Semitism now and
has been so based since its inception
in 1897 (p. 79) The treatment of this
sensitive issue is particularly useful.
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The analysis of Zionism’s “Jewish
people” postulate leads to an equally
significant analysis of the relationship
between international Zionist organi-
zations and the Israeli state. The Mal-
lisons clearly show that the constitu-
tional framework of the World Zionist
Organization (WZO) and its various
subsidiary bodies such as the Jewish
Agency and the Jewish National Fund
are linked to the Israeli Government
S0 as to constitute a single Zionist/
Israeli sovereign entity.

In another chapter the Mallisons ex-
amine Palestine rights in international
law and demonstrate conclusively
that “the Palestinians, without dis-
tinction as to religion, were a people
de facto as the inhabitants of the coun-
try named Palestine long before the
twentieth century. . . ” (p. 189), and
as such possess the right of return, the
right not to be deported, national
rights as a people and the right to self-
determination. The book meticulous-
ly documents that these rights are
firmly established in customary law
and have been reaffirmed in consis-
tent resolutions of the United Nations
General Assembly.

In later chapters the Mallisons an-
alyze the juridical status of Jerusalem,
Israeli settlements in the occupied ter-
ritories, and the 1982 Israeli invasion
of Lebanon. These analyses confirm
with striking irony that Israel, which
owes its international legitimacy to
U.N. Resolution 181, treats all other
United Nations resolutions (including
aspects of 181 which have not ac-
corded with its objectives) with
cavalier disregard. Similarly, Israel ig-
nores the basic principles of cus-
tomary and treaty international law,
and the U.N. Charter. The Mallisons
show conclusively that there is no
basis in religious claims, history or law
for Israeli sovereignty over Jerusalem;
that the Geneva Civilians Convention
of 1949 is applicable in all of the ter-
ritories occupied by Israel since 1967
and Israeli settlements in these ter-
ritories are in violation of the Conven-
tion as well as of the customary law
of belligerent occupation as it was
developed in the nineteenth century
and codified in the Hague Regula-
tions of 1907; and that Israel’s war in
Lebanon constituted massive viola-
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tions of the law of armed conflict.
In a powerful and convincing con-
cluding chapter the Mallisons argue
that the solution to the Palestine ques-
tion resides in the basic elements of
United Nations Resolution 181 that
provided for the partition of Palestine
into two states, one Jewish and one
Arab. “The central feature of the two-
state solution for Palestine is that it is
based on fundamental legal principles
which have not been varied since the
adoption of the Palestine Partition
Resolution of 1947 (p. 417) The
Mallisons recognize that this repre-
sents a significant “compromise in the
sense that the Palestinian people’s un-
doubted right to self-determination as
the overwhelming majority of the
population of the country in 1947 has
now been limited by the introduction
of Israeli self-determination within
Palestine.” (p. 417) Nevertheless they
see the two-state compromise—a
compromise that has been accepted
by the PLO, the Arab states, the Euro-
pean Economic Community, indeed
the entire international community
excepting Israel and the U.S.~as the
most viable solution to the ongoing
Palestine/Israel conflict with its in-
herent potential for global disorder
and nuclear catastrophe. They further

argue that to enforce the legal prin-
ciples involved in the international
consensus it will be necessary to im-
pose sanctions on Israel. The Mal-
lisons refute arguments against an
“imposed settlement,” pointing out
that those who oppose it are the same
people who sustain the military set-
tlement presently imposed by Israel
on the Palestinians. The solution
through the application of law will
bring peace and the maximum attain-
able justice to Israelis and Palestinians
alike. “The alternative to enforcement
of the law is to accept an international
system based upon the use of military
power outside the law” (p. 424)
The Palestine Problem in International
Law and World Order is a superb work
of enlightenment compounded of
thoroughgoing research, assiduous
logic, astute insights, and a compel-
ling sense of justice and humanism.
It should be read by all who are in-
terested in the question of Palestine.

Cheryl A. Rubenberg, associate professor
of political science, Florida International
University, is the author of Israel and
the American National Interest: A
Critical Examination, University of Il-
linois Press, 1986.
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