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The most comprehensive research regarding the
Israeli public's security concerns and the diplomatic
process was conducted by Professor Moshe Arian of
Tel Aviv University's Jaffee Center for Strategic
Studies. Arian has, since the 1980s, reviewed these
issues annually. The continuity and uniformity of his
research provide him a high level of reliability as a
faithful reflector of Israel's public pulse.
The following four tables bring together public
opinion regarding: Jerusalem, the Golan Heights
and a Palestinian state. They illustrate a clear
picture of a process of ongoing defeatism gnawing
away at the nation's fortitude, a process which has
even gathered momentum since the signing of the
Oslo Accords on September 13, 1993.
Table 1

Should Israel, given the current situation,
engage in negotiations with the PLO? (This question
and the others are answered either ``yes'' or ``no''; the
answers represent percentages.)
Year
Yes
No

1987
33
67

1988
34
66

1990
40
60

1991
29
71

1992
43
57

1993
52
48

1994
60
40

Until the mid-1980s, the PLO was taboo in the
eyes of most Israelis. Contact with this terror
organization was prohibited by law and undertaken
exclusively by radical leftist groups. The main
objective of the Peace For Galilee campaign of
1982 was finally to eradicate the PLO, yet, ironically,
the PLO achieved an even greater legitimacy in
Israeli circles as a result of that war, and by 1987,
despite the ban on meeting PLO members, 33% of
the public now supported contacts with it. This

figure doubled within 7 years. Data from various
sources for 1997, not yet fully analyzed, indicate that
close to 80% of the population support negotiations
with the PLO.
Table 2

Should Israel agree, as a part of a peace
agreement, that a Palestinian state be established?
Year
Yes
No

1987
21
79

1988
26
74

1990
28
72

1991
34
66

Year
Yes
No

1993
33
67

1994
37
63

1995
39
61

1996
48
52

1992
29
71

A Palestinian state, even more than the PLO
itself, was deemed until recently a mortal threat to
Israel's existence. Israel's Foreign Ministry would
distribute information pamphlets that portrayed the
Palestinian state as an Arab initiative for the
extinction of the Jewish state and as a way-station
in the PLO ``doctrine of stages'' [''Phased Plan''] that
would serve as the location for the convening of the
confrontation states in their war against Israel.
The PLO's creeping legitimization went hand in
hand with the gradual legitimacy granted to the
concept of a Palestinian state. If support in 1987 was
22%, by 1996, every second Jew in Israel supported
such an idea.
However, the most important piece of data is
not how many ``support'' but the number of those
who ``believe'' that in any case the state will be
established. By 1996, the data showed 80% agreeing
with this latter assumption. This faithfully reflects
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the field reality. That same year only 3-5% considered that the attitude of the Palestinians towards
Israel was positive. Thus, the coming to terms with a
Palestinian state, in stark opposition to the national
interest, is fatalistic testimony which seeps down
deep within the Israeli public.
Table 3

Should Israel conduct talks with the PLO on the
subject of East Jerusalem?
Year
Yes
No

1990
13
87

1993
17
83

1994
14
86

1995
15
85

1996
17
83

public opinion polls: a significant increase in change
takes place whenever newly legitimized concepts
touching on matters of fundamental disagreement
are brought up for diplomatic discussions. This is
reflected in Table 1. If the same pattern accompanies serious negotiations with the Syrians over
the Golan Heights and with the PLO over Jerusalem,
we can expect an incremental jump in public
support for withdrawing from the Golan and dividing
Jerusalem. If the rate of increase is similar to that in
Tables 1 and 2, we can expect that by the year 2000,
an overwhelming majority of Israelis will support
retreat from the Golan, with half willing to hand over
Jerusalem to the Arabs.

Table 4

Should Israel return the Golan Heights to Syria
in the framework of a peace agreement and the
establishing of security arrangements?
Year
Yes
No

1986
14
86

1992
21
79

1993
23
77

1994
24
76

1995
25
75

1996
27
73

The issues of Jerusalem and the Golan Heights
go directly to the roots of national existence.
Jerusalem is the concentration of the Jewish ethos;
the Golan Heights represents the defensive dam
over the north, protecting it from the Syrian threat.
It is not surprising then, that in these two matters
there was firm national agreement that continued
for over two decades following the Six-Day War.
Public opinion polls relating to these issues were
not undertaken, since only the radical Left, functionally traitorous, dared to go beyond the bounds
of the consensus.
Beginning in 1986, a gnawing away vis-aÁ-vis
Jerusalem began and accelerated erosion in the
connection with the Golan Heights. The first
sampling on the question of Jerusalem was
performed in 1990. Within six years, those willing
to support negotiations over East Jerusalem grew by
30%.
As for the Golan Heights, there was a doubling
of those supporting the return of the Golan to Syria,
from 14% to 27%, in the decade between 1986 and
1996.
A clear trend exists which characterizes these

A Note on Methodology

The skewing of poll results by the asking of
tendentious questions has been with us since polltaking began. It is the essence of polls commissioned by interested and ideologically committed
parties. Yet even in an attempt to be objective in his
questions a pollster like Arian is not able to avoid
being purposeful, even if he is innocent of conscious
question-skewing. His language is Israel's Orwellian
narrative in that leading questions are inseparable
from the country's spiritual experience.
For example, ``Should Israel return the Golan
Heights within the framework of a peace treaty and
the establishing of security arrangements?'', is one
thing, and another thing, at the same time. How can
Israel obtain peace after yielding up the Golan, the
sole strategic asset Israel possesses in the north,
which served Syria as a jumping-off place for the
extinction of Israel three times in the past 25 years?
Anyone who opines that it is possible to establish
``security arrangements'' following a retreat from the
Golan is returning Israel to the reality which
pertained in the early 1960s. As for ``peace'', this
term has long lost its meaning in the Israeli reality
for it has become but a brainwashing mantra in the
cynical exploitation of a public weary of wars.
The slogan, ``Returning the Golan'', in the sense
of returning a lost object to its owners, is an historic,
vulgar lie, which presumes, justifiably, that the
person being asked the question lacks all basic
knowledge of his country and people. Imagine (to
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humor ourselves) that Prof. Arian had been more
faithful to Israel's interests and the actual truth, and
phrased his question thus:
Would you be willing to hand over the
Golan Heights in exchange for an agreement
with Hafez El-Assad whose country used
them three times in 23 years to try to
destroy Israel?
The idea of handing over the Golan to the
bloody regime in Damascus is considered diplomacy
as brilliant as negotiating with the PLO. How is it
possible to negotiate peace with a terror organization which is committed, like Syria, even during the
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negotiations, to the annihilation of the Jewish state?
For this is the essence of its Covenant, its political
program, its symbol and its very name; this is the
question that Arian should have asked.
Regarding the results shown in Table 3, a
question about talking to the PLO over ``East
Jerusalem'' uses a term virtually delusional in its
defeatism. ``There is but one Jerusalem,'' to use the
well-known phrase, whose heart is the city within
the walls, the City of David, Zion, whom even cynical
prime ministers call, ``the eternal capital of Israel''.
Just to pose a question about ``East Jerusalem'' is
another sign of Israel's loss of faith.

