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On the basis of in-depth interviews with Arab and Israeli elites, this study 
delineates political styles and strategies of conflict on both sides of the Middle East 
dispute, with the aim of understanding their interaction effects. Tluee conflict 
oricntations emerged for both Arabs and Israelis. Among Arabs, two arc straight- 
forward: total rejection of Israel and unambiguous acceptance. All the acceptors are 
peripheral in their Arab identity or unusual in their conhct with Israel. Through 
analysis of latent as well as manifest attitudes, a third, more intriguing orientation of 
“htent acceptance but manifest rejcction” also emerges. Among Israelis, the three 
orientations consist of annexationism (of the occupied territories), hard bargaining, 
and conciliation. Although there is potential convergence between tlie crucial Arab 
“htents” and the important Israeli “hard bargainers,” their political styles and 
conflict strategies serve to lock the proponents of these oricntations into highly 
competitive, intractable conflict. Exploration of the psychological needs, cultunl 
proccsscs, and politicll dynamics which give rise to these positions, togetllcr with 
attitudes on tlie issues, susgcst several policies that might be effective in redirecting 
the proccss toward cooperative conflict resolution, about which all parties would feel 
some sense of gain. 

T h e  purpose of tliis article is to illustrate tile utility of psycliopolitical 
approaches to international relations. By “psychopolitical,” I mean tlie 
analysis of psychological, social-psychologica1, and cultural variables as 
they affect political attitudes and behavior. Among these, I include 
national self-images, culturally influenced requirements for self-esteem, 
perceptions of other nations, beliefs about appropriate and effective ways 
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of behaving in conflict situations, attitudes toward specific issues in 
conflict, and expectations for tlie future. I focus in this article on two 
particular aspects of sucli analysis. The first entails tlie synthesis of 
conflict orienta!ions from attitudes toward issues and beliefs about 
effective Iiieans for resolving tliern. Here the aim is to assess tlie reciprocal 
effects of orientations on both sides of a dispute and to understand how 
sucli interaction can help lock tlic parties into intractable conflict. The 
second concerns the exploration of latent as well as manifest attitudes in 
order to point to ways out of sucli seemingly insoluble conflicts.’ 
Psychopolitical approaches are suggested as complements to the analysis of 
more traditionally considered variables, sucli as power capabilities and 
international systems factors. 

hlorton Deutscli (1964, 1965, 1973), in his work on conflict and its 
resolution, emphasizes that the crucial distinction for students of this 
subjcct is not between conflict and cooperation, but between the relatively 
conipctitive versus coopcrative contexts witliin which cbnflicts of interest 
occur. Such conflicts arise continuously between parties to any relation- 
ship-interpersonal, intergroup, or international. They differ with respect 
to how they are approached and resolved. Cooperative processes are 
characterized by actions which aini at mutually satisfying outcomes. In 
such a relationship, one may have tlie power to ‘‘w-in” a series of 
arguments over particular conflicts of interest. But if the other party is 
greatly dissatisfied, the first does not feel that lie has achieved his aims. 
Cooperative conflict resolution occurs when issues are resolved such that 
all parties feel at least somewhat satisfied. 

Conflicts which take place in competitive contexts are marked by 
actions which aini at maximizing one’s own gains regardless of losses to the 
other. They occur when goals are perceived such that one cannot gain 
unless the otlicr loses, or that one party’s loss is automatically another’s 

1. The application of concepts, tlicorics, and nicthods from psychology and 
rclatcd ficlds to intcrnational rclations has, until now, f o c u x d  mainly upon 
pcrccptions of the cncniy and, to a lcsscr cstcnt ,  pcrsonality factors. Much of the 
cffort has consistcd of rcscarch guidclincs and suggestions. For examples and rcvicws, 
scc Kclman (1965) and Kclmm and Bloom (1973). 
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gzin (Dmtsch, 1973: 20-22). hlutuall;. satisfying c;utcomis arc difficult or 
iinpossiblc to envision. This is the liallmark of compstitive conflict. 
Competitive resolution denotes either a sense of gain for one party and 
loss for the other or mutual dissatisfaction. 

Deutsch (1973: 29-30) suggests several differcnccs bct\vt.cn the twvo 
kinds of processes regarding open and honest versus misleading communi- 
a t ion ,  sensitivity to similarities versus differences, trusting versus suspi- 
cious attitudes, the accordance of some degree of legitimacy to each 
other’s interests versus attributions of total malignancy, and bcliefs about 
the need for collaborative versus unilateral problem-solving. According to 
these criteria, the Arab-Israeli conflict lias bccn one of the most 
competitive in international relations. There lias bcen very little research 
on the determinants of such conflict and the requirements for its 
redirection (Deutsch, 1973; Smead, 1972). This article reflects an effort in 
this regard. 

METHODOLOGY 

There have bcen several works on the relationship between psycho- 
logical or political culture variables and foreign policy within a single 
nation or on one side of a conflict (Almond, 1950; Leites, 1953, De 
Rivera, 1968; Breclier, 1972: part 11). flowever, there have bcen few 
thorough, empirical, and cross-national studies of attitudes, images, and 
perceptions on both sides of a dispute, i.e., of irirernational conflict. The 
present study is based primarily on data gathered in several hundred hours 
of depth-interviewing with 50 Arabs and 28 Israelis during 1970-1971. 
They consisted, for the most part, of people who had come to the United 
States for graduate work. Interviews were guided by a questionnaire, 
largely open-ended, designed to elicit not only opinions on particular 
issues, but also to encourage the freest possible play of associations and 
images on the Arab world, Israel, and the conflict betwvcen Tlie 
purpose of this study was to utilize intensive interviews for insight into 
attitudes and images which underlie political behavior, rather than to 
conduct a large sample survey more appropriate for statistical analysis 

2. Thc frcc association form for sornc of thc questions ~ 3 s  adoptcd froni tlic 
intcrvkw schcdulc uscd by  Harold luacs  (1962) which I I C  kindly provided when I 
first undertook tlic rcscarch on which this article is b3scd. Tlic qucstions uscd to 
ptticr the data for this articlc msy bc found in Kaplowitz ( 1973). 
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(Lane: 1962, 1970). Additional sources of data included official positions 
of Israel, the Arab states, and the Palestinian organizations, speeches by 
Arab and Israeli leaders, and secondary works on the Middle East conflict. 

The Respondents 

The primary aim in selecting respondents was to provide a wide 
spectrum of Arab and Israeli opinion for analysis. Six different conflict 
orientations and two additional possibilities emerged. I chose the most 
feasible and accessible group of respondents whose attitudes would be 
most likely to reflect those of decision-makers. They are useful sources for 
several reasons. First, almost all lived most of their lives in Israel or the 
Arab world and are products of basic and political socialization. They 
therefore reflect some general societal values and cultural orientations 
(Kelman, 1965: 588-589). Second, they comprise part of the “attentive 
public” which is relatively well-informed and articulate in matters of 
foreign policy (Almond, 1950: 136-139; Rosenau, 1961: 39-41). Third, 
they are part of a group from which, in time, many educators, civil 
servants, professionals, and perhaps policy-makers will derive (Halpern, 
1963: 56, 73; Suleiman, 1973: 483; Shaath, 1975: 14). Fourth, 
policy-makers, like the respondents for this study, are more aware of tlie 
attitudes in the outside world than is the average person in the street or 
the university student in the Arab world and Israel. 

In selecting Arab respondents, Egyptians and Palestinians were empha- 
sized, as I considered them to be the most important Arab actors. The 
ratio of Muslims to Christians was 2:l. Suleinun (1973), in h i s  random 
survey of Arabs in the United States, obtained a MuslimChristian ratio of 
3: 1 .  Of our Arab respondents, 27 were in the New York area, 15 at a large 
Midwestern university, 4 in Philadelplua, and 4 on the West Bank. The 
latter were interviewed during a short trip to the area in the summer of 
1971. Each of the three Arab conflict orientations we delineate was found 
among respondents in the hlidwest as well as on the East Coast. The 
Tepresentation of various conflict orientations was little affected by the 
presence of minorities (see Table 1). 

I did not randomly find supporters of the annexationist position among 
Israeli students. I therefore contacted representatives of Revisionist and 
Religious Zionist movements who would be expected to reflect such views. 
In Israel, during the summer of 1971, 1 also interviewed two student 
leaders of the IIerut Party, wlucli is annexationist and is the core of the 
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Likud Bloc. All other Israclis were interviewed in the New York area. 
Among Israelis, all but three respondents were of European origin, whereas 
those of hiiddlc Eastern and North African origin form about lialf tlie 
general population. At the saiiie time, the great majority of Israel’s 
political and military leadership are of European origin. In this respect 
also, tlie sample of respondents is consonant with tlic purposes of tlie 
study. 

The Interviews 

Validity of respotwcs: The most common question asked about 
interview studies is: how do you know the respondent is telling tlie truth 
(Campbell, 1966: 4-5)? How d o  you know his responses reflect his “real 
feelings?” Regarding this issue, Dexter (1970: 121), in his work on elite 
interviewing, points out that such feclings may be in flux, that informants 
may have conflicting opinions. We found some crucial anibiguities. Part of 
our purpose was to explain tlicni and to assess their implications. The 
question of hotv m e  knows whetlier a respondent is telling the truth does 
not touch upon another important and subtle task of tlie interviewer. As 
Dexter puts it: “the researcher will not ask himself, ‘How do I know if the 
informant is telling the truth?’ Instead, the researcher will ask, ‘What do 
tlic informant’s statements reveal about his feelings and perceptions?’ ” (p. 
13 1). 

Lasswell and Arora (1969: 2) suggest the difficulty of continuous 
deception in regard to their analysis of the public statements of political 
elites. Their reflections are also appropriate to the interview material on 
which this study is based: “It may bc that an elenicnt of conscious 
deception is present in inany public statements. Language, however, 
deceives the deceivcr; i t  cannot bz stripped bare of its complex relation to 
a total flow of subjectivity. Within limits, it remains an unwilling ‘mirror 
of tlie soul’.’’ 

771c qircstioti of pr iwte  iiiten’iews witlr itidividiials: Harkabi (1 971 a: 
92) has suggested that for purposes of studying the Arab-Israeli conflict or, 
by implication, any international conflict, one should pay attention to 
what individuals say in public and in groups. For it is as groups that they 
formulate political positions, and i t  is as a group, or series of groups in the 
case of Arabs, tha t  tlicy must confront tlie adversary. Policies are usually, 
though not always, made in groups; and group dynamics of various sorts 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


12941 JOURNAL OF CONFLICTRESO1,UTION 

can indeed affect their formulation (Janis, 1972). Yet, Ilarkabi (19713: 
93) lumsclf also recognizes the importance of assessing tlie impact of 
public statements made by political leaders, writers, and journalists. 
Opinions expressed individually and in private reflect this impact. They 
may also indicate possibilities for attitude chartge. In situations of highly 
intractable conflict, focusing only upon manifest and public positions 
leads necessarily to the conclusion that there is n o  way out, n o  possibility 
for conflict resolution other than total defeat of one side. Latent 
dispositions may indicate unseen possibilities. Eliciting these dispositions is 
facilitated in the context of private, individual interviews. Most impor- 
tantly, attitudes expressed individually and in private may provide 
guidelines as to what kinds of policies would be effective in producing 
change. These are the political functions served by the analysis of latent as 
well as manifcst attitudes. 

CONFLICT ORIENTATIONS OF ARABS AND ISRAELIS 

Arabs 

Overt acceptors of Israel: For Arabs, acceptance or nonacceptance of 
Israel is the most relevant dimension when assessing possibilities for 
conflict resolution. Among our respondents, one group is ready to accept 
Israel openly and unambiguously and to compromise with it. Virtually all 
of these overt acceptors, hoivcver, seemed at least somewhat peripheral in 
their Arab identity or unusual in their contact with Israel. They tended to 
be Egyptian Copts, Tunisians, Lebanese, or Palestinian West Bankers-the 
latter having bccn in direct conflict witli Israel for several years. Among 
Arab leaders, those who have unambiguously accepted Israel also tend to 
come from these groups (Hourani, 1967; Shihadeli, 1971 ; Sliamir, 1971 ; 
AlRoy, 1971: 55-56). Within the Arab world they have had relatively little 
influence in molding opinion or determining strategy regarding Israel. 
Thus, they have not significantly affected tlie nature of tlie conflict. 

Totalists: A second group of Arabs shows no evidence of accepting 
Israel or readiness for compromise. They will not recognize Israel, they 
refuse to negotiate in any way, and they are unambiguous about the 
elimination of the Jewish state. This stance of totalism is a familiar one for 
students of tlie conflict and has, perhaps, been the most salient one for 
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Israelis as they look at the Arab world. I t  has been most clearly reflected 
in the positions of Iraq, Libya, Syria until tlie 1973 war, and the PFLP 
(Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine)-now the core of the 
“Rejection Front.” 

Lotent acceptors. The open and closed orientations toward Israel are 
straiditforwvard and familiar. hlore intriguing and complex is a third 
orientation. Those who reflect this disposition manifestly reject Israel, 
when asked directly if it is possible to compromise. But they nevertlicless 
show unnlistakable evidence of lateiitly accepting Israel and of expecting 
that i t  will continue to exist. This is a finding which can be of immense 
importance when assessing the possibilities for cooperative conflict 
resolution and the strategies most likely to bring i t  about. 

Latent acceptors can, on the surface, look very much like totalists. 
They may reject the idea of compromise: “NO, it’s not possible, there’s no 
\my.” They may t d k  about eliminating the “Zionist structure” of Israel, 
of eliminating it as a Jewish state. The interesting thing about these 
Jatents, howevcr, is that on a whole series of questions which imply 
compromise but do not directly focus upon Israel or upon issues which tap 
raw emotions, such as the effects of’ Israeli force, they respond quite 
differently from totalists. Their latent acceptance is suggested by openness 
on a variety of issues including Security Council (SC)  Resolution 242, a 
series of hypotheticrll Israeli initiatives involving reliabilitation and 
compensation for tlie more than half million Palestinian refugees living 
under Israel’s control, and the possibility of a Palestinian state alongside 
Israel. Openness on at least one of these issues was our operational 
indicator for latent acceptance. Most importantly, i t  is indicated by 
expectations for the future. 

Latents first of aU show openness on t he  crucial issue of a Palestinian 
state alortgsidc Israel. To tlie qucstion-“How would you feel if an 
independent Palestinian state were established on the West Bank and Caza 
Strip?”-a latent responds: “hly first reaction would be very happy. This 
would solve the problem. But then I would have to f i d  out what kind of 
state it is. If the Palestinians did that and were happy, I’d bc satisfied.” 

Following tlie 1973 war, the PLO began to come out in favor of 
establishing a national authority over any territory gained back from 
Israel. Thus, i t  would now be easier for Arabs to support a West Bank-Caza 
state. At the time of the interviews, however, the PLO resolutely rejected 
the idea of such a state (Fateh, 1971: 15). Indications of openness among 
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our respondents regarding a West Bank-Gaza state should be read in this 
Liglit. Totalists, by way of contrast, show no sigi of compromise: “And 
Israel still there? I’m not for that. This is an Arab land.” They declare that 
they would reject such a state, even if it were established as the result of a 
plebiscite supervised by the UN: “I’d reject that. It doesn’t satisfy my 
aspirations for Palestine. I refuse any kind of conipromise.” 

With respect to SC Resolution 242 of November 22, 1967, which calls 
for “acknowledgment of tlie sovereignty, territorial integrity and political 
indcpcndcnce of every state in the area,” a resolution rejected by Syria 
(until the 1973 war), Iraq, and the various Palestinian organizations, a 
latent declares: “If the Israelis accept it completely-but they haven’t 
accepted it and that’s why so many Arabs refuse to accept [it].” This 
response is quite different from those of the totalists who say: “No! I t  
nieans we cannot liave war any longer;” or “Sadat is hiecling in front of 
Zionist imperialism.” 

Latents also show openness regarding Israeli initiatives toward rehabili- 
htion of the Palestinian rcfugees under its control. To tlic question-“How 
wvould you react if you read in the newspaper tomorrow that Israel were 
unilaterally acting to settle the refugees on the West Bank-building 
housing, establishing industries, factories, job opportunities, new 
towns?”-a latent responds: “I would be glad, but it’s not going to happen. 
Lct them do it, but it’s unrealistic to expect that they would.” A totalist 
declares by way of contrast: “This is not tlie core of tlic problem. This is a 
side issue, a distraction.” 

Finally, latents show expectations that Israel will continue to exist. 
\Vhen asked what comes to mind when tlicy tliink of the hliddle East 50 
years from now, they tend to reveal an attitudinal set in whicli Israel has a 
place: “This is very difficult. I would say there will still be an Israel, but 
there will be an Israel and a Palestine with a peace treaty.” Totalists 
indicate quite opposite expectations: “Israel w i l l  liave been dissolved:’ or 
“There will be no Israel.” 

Now the possibility of a latent acceptance position is, by definition, 
problematic for both the political analyst and tlie statesman. Latency is 
not directly observable. One can point to evidence wtiicli suggests or hints 
at such a disposition. Openness on issues which imply compromise with 
Israel, particularly if coupled with expectations that this state wiil 
continue to exist, comprise strong evidence of latent acceptance. 

Ilarkabi (1971b: 248) suggests that Arab leaders, since the 1967 war, 
Iiave purposely used moderate or euphemistic language to coucli long- 
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TABLE 1 
Conflict Orientation Among Arabs According to 

Country and Religion 

Tolalists Laletits O w l s  Total 

Total hluslims 

Total  Christians 
Total Respondents 

hluslirns 
Copts 
Other Christians 

Palestinians (total) 

Egyptians (total) 

hluslims 
Cliristhns 

hluslims 
Christians 

Iraqis (total) 
hluslinis 
Christians 

All hluslinis 
Syrians 
Saudis 
Tunishns 
J o r h n h n s  
Kuwaitis 

Lebanese (total) 

9 

6 
1 5  
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
0 

3 
0 
3 
2 
1 
1 

16 
4 

20 

8 
6 
1 
1 

5 
5 
0 

1 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 

8 

7 
15 

6 
2 
3 
1 

5 
# 2  

3 
1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3 3  

17 
50 

1 7  
9 
5 
3 

1 3  
10 

3 

5 
1 
4 

4 
2 
2 

NOTE: As a n  be seen from the table, the proportion of hluslims and Christians on  
the totalist end of the spectrum is rouglily the =me. The overreprescntation of 
Cliristian Arabs among Igyptians, Lebanese, Iraqis, and to a slight extent among 
Palestinians docs not very much distort the quantitative distribution of orientations 
(6 totalists, 4 htents ,  and 7 overts among this group) although. interestingly, the 
proportion of totalists and overts is somewhat greater than aniong the respondents as 
a whole. The proportion of  overts is higher among Christians (7 of 17) than among 
hluslllns (8 of 30). The former finding, together with the fact tlut the other overts 
ivere found, for the tnost p ~ r t ,  aniong Tunis ins ,  Lebanese, and West Bankers, led t o  
the hypothesis that open, unambiguous acceptance of Israel tvas a position found 
only among peripheral Arabs or those in direct contact nit11 Israel. Thus, the 
proportion of minorities in the sllmple helped lead to an important hypotliesis, while 
not precluding the provision of a wide spectrum of opinion for amlysis. 
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standing totalist ~on!:. TI?? chmgc in :!:cfxic, 112 x g g x t s ,  rcxlts from tlic 
damage done to the Arab cause by extreme dcchrations. Thosc whom wc 
classify as latents, however, do  not use euphemistic language wlicn asked 
directly about accepting Israel. They rcfiisc. Only when asked about 
cxpcctations for the future, or possibilities which cntail compromisc but 
do not directly focus upon Israel, do they indicatc latent or indirect 
acceptance. Becausc they manifestly rcjccf compromise, the thought 
process here involves not so much the kind of conscious deception which 
is theoretically possible and wliicli Harkabi seems to suggest, but rather a 
more deeply rooted reluctance to admit, to others or to thernsclves, their 
cxpcctations that lsracl will continue to exist. 

Binder (1969: 10) points to the possibility of what amounts to a 
long-run tofalist position: 

The Arabs. . . arc apparently . . . flexible in compromising in  the short-run, 
but sccm to b c  quite a d a m n t  regarding thc long-run. In the short-run they are 
willing to concede tlic exirtcnce of Isracl, to grant free passage, to end their 
bclligcrcncy. and cvcn to discuss issues such 3s bi-nationalism and fcdcral 
arrangements. I n  thc long-run, howcvcr, thcir vicw of a n  adequate solution to 
thc rcfugcc problcm and their demand for an alteration of the cultural basis of 
the Israeli state susgcst an a b m a n t  rcfuul to acccpt a peaceful regional order 
which leads to cocsistcnce rathcr than to cultural and pcrliaps political 
assimilation. 

The long-run totalism to tvliicli Bindcr alludes is certainly a possible 
position for Arabs. IIowvever, the attitude of short-run flexibility and 
compromise wliicli lie describes as part of this stance does not characterize 
the Arabs I liavc classified as latents. The latter do tiot openly and directly 
indicate that they are willing to compromise with Israel, even in the short 
nln. Also, latent acceptors indicate expectatjons that Israel wi l l  continue 
to exist. Such expectations arc neither logically nor psychologically 
consistent with a long-run totalist p o ~ i t i o n . ~  

3. 1 did not attenipt, in thc rcscarcli rcportcd Iicrc, to distinguish bctwccn latent 
acccptancc and long-run totalism. Data which would hclp to  diffcrcntiatc bct\vccn 
tlicsc positions arc cspcctations about thc future. In  rcsponr  to a question o n  tlic 
Xliddlc East 50 years from now, about half tlic Arab rcspondcnts, including ovcrts, 
did not associate to Israel onc way or the otlicr. Tlicy nicntioncd arcas such 3s 

improved Iicattli, Iiiglicr standards of living, and frcatcr Arab unity. Ho\vevcr, among 
tliosc who \VCIC classificd as lalcnts or totalists and who did incntion Isracl, a11 of the 
formcr indicatcd cspcctations that it  would csist \vhilc all of tlic latter dcclarcd i t  
noiild not. Nonc of tliosc clascificd 3s latents o n  otlicr qucstions suggcstcd lsracl 
\vould not csist. ‘This findin; strcngtlicns tlic validity of tlic Iatcnt catcgory. I t  is 
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l71c possibifity of latent acceptance anlong Arab leaders: Discovering 
latent acceptance among respondents wvlio are anienable to deptli-inter- 
viewing is one tiling. Establishing it on the level of leadership is quite 
another. In this section, I extrapolate from interview data on elites and 
point to some similarity and congruence with public statements of leaders 
and with official positions of Arab states and Palestinian organizations. 

Several leaders in the Arab world have taken what appears to be a 
less-than-totalist stance towards Israel, but not one of open, unambiguous 
acceptance. It is difficult to k n o ~  whether openness on such issues as SC 
Resolution 242 or a Palestinian state alongside Israel indicates latent 
acceptance or camouflages long-run totalisni. This is all the more difficult 
as we cannot know the expectations of these leaders. Nevertheless, i t  is 
useful to indicate what kinds of data on the level of leadership can sirggesr 
latent acceptance. Following the 1967 war, both Egypt and Jordan 
accepted SC Resolution 242. However, they were not willing to negotiate 
directly with Israel. The latter regarded such willingness as a test of Arab 
intentions. hloreover, declarations which indicated Egypt’s seeming accept- 
ance of Israel werz accompanied by statements that suggested ambiguity. 
Nasser (1970: 50) spoke about Israeli withdrawal from all occupied 
territories and “tlie legitimate rights of the Palestinian people.” Since the 
latter plirase has often been interpreted by Arab leaders as requiring 
Israel’s elimination, its usage projects, and is probably meant to project, 
ambiguity to both Israelis and Arabs. 

Still, the positions of Egypt and Jordan during the 1967-1972 period 
were distinctly different from those of Syria, Iraq, and the PLO on SC 
Resolution 242 and on tlic possibility of a political solution. hloreover, the 
former were the object of much criticism by the latter, wlio seemed to feel 
that the Egyptian and Jordanian positions could lead to a de facto 
settlement wit11 Israel, regardless of rhetoric about the Palestinians. They 
Seem to have reacted to  what they sensed was the possibility of latent 
acceptance of Israel, particularly on the part of Egypt, tlie leading Arab 
state. 

With the advent of Sadat to tlie presidency, Egypt appeared to be 
moving toward open recognition of Israel. In December 1971, Sadat 

iinpossiblc to know tlic cspcctations of tliosc classificd as latcnts who did not  
mcntion Israel, ono way or tlic otlicr, in associations to tlic hliddlc East SO ycars 
from now. Sonic might Iiavc proven to bc long-run totalists. In rcvicwing tlic data. 
thc tcnor of tlic rcbponscs su:;csts that scvcral of tlic latcnts might liavc fallcn into 
such 3 mtcgory liad I systematically attcmptcd to l os t  for i t .  The possibility, status, 
2nd implications of 3 long-run totalist position arc bcing nssesscd in ongoing rcscarcli. 
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(1 971: 47) responded affirniatively to  a question on whetlier he would 
“be willing to a p e  to direct negotiations for the drafting of a peace 
treaty.” I-Ic stipulated that Israel would have to “withdraw to international 
borders” and added that he would “never agree tliat the occupation of our 
land should be used as an instrument to impose conditions.” hlost 
importantly, Israel would, have to coinniit itself to withdrawal prior to any 
negotiations or peace treaty. By stressing this point and by indicating that 
Israel would liavc to begin moving in sucli a direction before any talks, 
Egypt’s position appeared lugldy tenuous to Israelis. Thus, its position was 
not quite oiie of latent acceptance, as Sadat spoke openly about the 
possibility of recognition and peace. Nevertheless, it projected enough 
ambiguity for Israeli leaders to interpret it  as the “Theory of Two 
Stages”-climination of the consequences of the “1967 agression” first 
and of the “1948 aggression” later (hleir, 1973: 455). 

Following tlie 1973 war, however, Egypt no longer demanded Israeli 
commitment to total withdrawal as a precondition for direct negotiations. 
In fact, Sadat himself suggested a Geneva Conference in which tliere would 
bc such negotiations with Israe1,’albeit in a multilateral context that would 
also include the United States and the Soviet Union. This was the first 
time that an important Arab leader openly and officially suggested 
face-to-face negotiations. Still, the Egyptian position continued to be 
accompanied by pronouncements which projected ambiguity. Foreign 
hlinister Fahmy declarcd, for example, that Israel would have to ban 
immigration for 50 years if i t  wanted peace (New York Titnes, 1974). 

Since the 1973 War some PLO leaders have intiinated that they would 
tc willing to accept a West Bank-Gaza state, at least for the time being 
(Tripartite Palzstinian-Egyptiai-Syrian Communique, 1974: 164). Yasir 
Arafat, for example, declared in tliis connection: 

I am fully confident that the revolution-after eight years of consbnt  struggle 
during which i t  encountered many cliallengcs, crises and conspiracies out  of 
which it emerged victorious-is capable of finally coming out  with a historic 
decision that would protect i ts  p i n s  and accomplishments as well as all the 
victories i t  has realized for the Palcstinian pcoplc [Los Aiigeks Times, 19733. 

At the same time, wlienever such a position is espoused, its proponents are 
always careful to point out that this is a txtical  demand and tliat tlie 
establisliment of a Palestinian entity “sliould not be a substitute for the 
historical rights but rather a step on the path of strugle leading to thou: 
rights” (Los Aiigeles Tiim.?~, 1973; Arafat, 1974b: 172). 
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One rnay question the meaning of accepting Israel in the “short run.’’ 
Tile implications of such a position and the possibility of its leading to 
coexistence seem to be feared by the Palestinian “Rejection Front” and 
tllc clearly totalist states of Iraq and Libya. Their understanding is 
reflected in their violent reaction to any hint of openness on the part of 
any Palestinian group regarding any negotiations and the setting up of a 
Palesthim state alongside Israel. In response to  the Tripartite Palestinian- 
Egyptian-Syrian Communique (1974: 164), whicli called for “an inde- 
pendent Palestinian authority to be established in the Palestinian territory 
that is liberated by political or military means,” the Popular Front for the 
Liberation of Palestine (1974: 165166) issued a statement whicli 
declared: “Tlus settlement is bcing planned by American imperialism, 
Arab reaction, and timorous persons in favour of surrender, wit11 deceptive 
gradualness.” The PFLP rhetoric is exactly like that of the totalists among 
our Arab respondents, both in tone and in substance. 

Division among the Palestinian organizations can be interpreted as 
merely a reflection of tactical differences. However, it may also be that the 
“Rejection Front” feels that,  regardless of present intentions, the 
willingness to engage in face-to-face talks and to accept a West Bank-Gaza 
entity, even for “the time being,” may well lead to de facto coexistence in 
the long run. 

Still the tone of the most recently issued political program of the PLO 
(Palestine National Council, 1974a), as well as Ararat’s speech before the 
UN (1974a), suggest a position closer to long-run totalisin than 
latent acceptance. The former advocates the establishment of a “coin- 
batant national authority” over any land regained from Israel and declares 
that the PLO will struggle against any proposal for a Palestinian entity the 
price of which is recognition or peace. Although Arafat, in his UN speech, 
characterized the idea of a Palestinian state which would replace Israel as a 

dream,” he also spoke about struggling so that this “dream may be 
fulfilled.” And he talked about Zionism “ineluctably” perishing. To the 
question-”If Israel goes back to the 1967 frontiers, and a Palestinian state 
is established on the West Bank and Gata, will that biing peace to the 
Middle East . . . are thosc the conditions for peace in the hliddle 
East?”-Arafat (1975: 8) replies: “Some of the conditions, some of the 
Zonditions.” 

As suggested, statements which would help to distinguish between 
ipenness to compromise as a tactical maneuver (camouflaging long-run 
otalisin) from such openness as indicating latent acceptance are expecta- 

6 4  
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tions that Israel will continue to exist or bcliefs that tlie price for its 
elimination, particularly in view of Israel’s reputed possession of nuclear 
weapons, would be too high. Such expectations cannot be elicited from 
speeches or written documents, altliougli they did appear in the course of 
depth-interviews with our respondents. 

Israelis 

Antmatioriists: For Israelis, the most salient issue since tlie 1967 war 
has been the occupied territories. Differences on this issue are most 
important when assessing possibilities for conflict resolution. Among 
Israelis, there are those wvho want to anncx the occupied territories, 
particularly the West Bank and Gaza Strip, no  matter what positions the 
Arab states or Palestinian organizations might take regarding peace. On the 
political level, this orientation is reflected in the positions of tlie right-wing 
Likud Bloc, part of the National Religious Party (NRP), and the Greater 
Israel Movement (Brecher, 1972: 155-156, 172-174, 179-180). In tlie 
1973 elections, Likud received.approxiniately 33% of the vote and 39 
seats in the 12O-member Knesset. The NRP received about 8% of tlie vote 
and 10  seats. Reccntly, i t  was brought into the government coalition, 
enabling the latter to increase its 1-scat majority. 

In response to probes on questions regarding absorption of tlie West 
Bank and Gaza into Israel, and the accordance of full political rights to the 
inhabitants, annexationists indicate a number of hopes, expectations, and 
beliefs ivluch would resolve for them the conflict between incorporation 
of territories containing approximately one million Arabs and the 
maintenance of Israel as a Jewish and democratic state. First, some hope 
for or expect massive immigration. Second, they belicvc that many Arabs 
would leave the territories, either because of unwillingness to live in Israel 
or because of economic incentives that could be provided. Third, some 
suggest that the high Arab birth rate is not p~r rnancn t .~  Fourth, the Arab 
population could be absorbed into the Israeli political system in tlie same 
way that about half the Israeli Arabs liave voted for thc Labor Alignment 
in the past. Fifth, Israelis would predominate, some suggest, because “tiky 
are more talented” and technologically advanced. 

4. I:riedlandcr and Goldsclieider (1974). in a dcrnopaphic study, indicatc that 
should the West Bank, Cam, and small adjoining arcas in Sinai be annexed, the Arab 
population of lsracl in 25 years would be 35-52%, depending upon birth rates and 
imrnigat ion. 
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Hard Borgui/zers: Other Israelis are open in principle regarding tlic 
occupied territories. Among these, the dominant orientation for the 
leadership and public, and also for our respondents, is one of hard 
bargaining. Those who reflect this stance have, first of all, demanded direct 
negotiations as a prerequisite to any movement away from the territorial 
status quo. Second, they believe that Israel should not put its bargaining 
cards oil the table before negotiations begin. Third, they demand tlie 
niaximum in  return for land: full peace and a formal treaty. The flavor and 
style of this approach is very much reflected in the following statement by 
one respondent: 

If they want peace, why not sign a peace treaty? There is either peace or war. 
Thcrc is no in Lxtwcen . . . I would insist on recognition.. . . Bccausc if we 
give something concretc, wc want to gct b3ck something. The only thing they 
can give us is recognition. 

Some hard bargainers would also require additional guarantees, such as 
open borders, diplomatic relations, and trade. Their style is tough, 
guarded, and cautious, stressing the maximum in quid pro quos. But unlike 
that of the annexationists, it  is open in principle. 

Tlus quid-pro-quo orientation is also reflected in attitudes on the 
question of recognizing a Palestinian people. Hard bargainers cliaracter- 
istically stress that the Palestinians should not be recognized unless and 
until they are willing to  reciprocate: “I don’t believe in . . . unilateral 
initiatives. . . . As long as the announced purpose of the Palestinians is to 
destroy Israel, there is n o  reason to recomize them.” 

On the official level, this orientation has generally been reflected in the 
positions of the Labor Party, which has always directed tlie government 
(Ben Porat, 1972). Therefore, it  is particularly important. The govcrnnient 
has precluded negotiations regarding sovereignty over Jerusalem and has 
declared that Israel would not “come down” from the Golan Heights. 
Various cabinet ministers have also suggested that Israel should retain 
control over the Gaza Strip and Sharm elSheik (hleir, 1971; Ben Porat, 
1972; Brecher, 1975: 460-462). Regarding the bulk of the occupied 
territories, however (i.e., the West Bank and Sinai), the position of the 
government has been open. The concern of hard bargainers is with security 
rather than territory per se. Tlus concern has also been reflected in the 
governnient’s preference for dealing with IIussein of Jordan regarding the 
West Bank and Gaza. He is a known entity, has proven comparatively 
moderate, and has expressed a willingness to recognize Israel. 
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Cuncifiutorics: A third group of Israelis is more conciliatory in both 
tone and tactics. They arc distinguished from the liard bargainers, first, by 
their suggestion that Israel sliould declare, prior to negotiations, tliat it  
would be willing to withdraw from all or most of tlie occupied territories 
in return for peace, or that it should at least indicate which territories it 
would be willing to relinquish. Second, they are more open to return of 
particular territories. 

The difference between conciliatories and hard bargainers, however, is 
also one of political style-of how to deal with the Arabs. The 
conciliatories arc less demanding in their quid pro quos, and less insistent 
on direct negotiations and on Arab coniniitnient to full and formal peace 
as conditions for moving toward some kind of settlement. They are also 
more open to unilateral recognition of the Palestinians. They are not, 
however, in favor of any unilateral w~itlidrawals.~ 

On tlic political level, various aspects of the conciliatory orientation 
liavc been reflected in tlie positions of some Labor Party leaders, tlic 
left-wing hlapam Party, and tlie hlovement for Peace and Security. Among 
tlie Labor Party leaders liavc been Abba Eban, Pinclias Sapir, Arieli Eliav, 
Yitzhak Ben-Aliaron, and, to a lesser extent, Yigal Allon, the present 
Foreign hlinister. Their positions have included suggestions tliat Israel 
should declare, prior to negotiations, it  would be willing to return most of 
the territories, pronouncements against “sweeping annexationism,” and a 
willingness to recognize a Palestinian ridit to self-determination (Ben 
Porat, 1972; Breclier, 1972, 146-149; 163-169, 285-290, 349-353; Eban, 
1975). 

The Rabin government lias also moved sornewhat away from tlie 
“pure” hard bargaining position of its predecessor. Regarding the 
Palestinians, for example, Foreign hlinister Allon ( 1  974) declared before 
tlic United Nations: 

Only a pcacc founded o n  rcspcct for tlic intcrcsts of all the Arab sbtcs, and 
also for thc nccds of the Palestinians, and also for Israel’s vib1 nccds for 
dcfcnsiblc bordcrs, can bc gcnuine, shblc and durable. . . . 

A h .  Prcsident, Isncl is cognizant of thc csistcncc of the qucstion of Palestinian 
idcntity. 

5. Anlong our Isracli rcspondcnts, 7 nr rc  classified 3s anncsationists, 12 as hard 
bxgaincrs, and 9 as conciliatorics. 
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There is a fourth orientation among Israelis which 1 label “functional 
annexationism.” Those who reflect this stance are not in favor of keeping 
the territories because of ideological or religious reasons, as is the case with 
many supporters of Lihvd and the NRP. However, they are not willing to 
relinquish them short of a total change in Arab attitudes-from leadership 
pronouncenients to the public media to  education in the schools. Because 
they do not think that the Arab world will bc ready for a “real peace” in 
the foreseeable future, they believe that Israel should concentrate on 
maximizing its security and should therefore maintain the territorial status 
quo. Two or three of the hard bargainers verged on this position. hloshe 
Dayan although his statements regarding the territories vary, has on 
occasion made declarations which reflect such an orientation (see, for 
example, Dayan, 1971: 48). 

Effects of the 1973 War on Arab and 
Israeli Conflict Orientations 

What consequences has the 1973 war had for the Arab and Israeli 
orientations delineated here? On the Arab side, the totalist orientation 
continues most clearly in Iraq, Libya, and among the Palestinian 
“Rejection Front.” Egypt appears to have been moving from latency 
toward open acceptance of Israel, although its position is by n o  means 
unambiguous. Though this change perhaps started with the advent of 
Sadat to the presidency, the Egyptian initiative in the October War and the 
image of victory, I believe, pernutted Sadat to more openly speak about 
the possibility of peace and direct negotiations. This war had the effect of 
easing some of the psychopolitical concerns about admission of defeat and 
tlie image of surrender which helped to keep repressed the acceptance of 
Israel on tlie part of Arab, and particularly Egyptian, latents (Kaplowitz, 
1975: 28-36). 

On the other hand, the increased economic power of some Arab states 
may have made the achievement of totalist goals appear more feasible. 
Changed expectations could have the effect of moving latents toward 
totalism. Sadat Hassan (1973), PLO observer a t  the UN, suggests that 
indeed he does see the constellation of world politics 3s conducive to the 
aim of eliminating Israel. II? speaks of support for the Palestinian struEle 
as “the collective will of the overwhelming majority of mankind.” IIe 
notes the rapid increase in the number of countries which have recognized 
the “inalienable rights” of Palestinians, among which he includes self- 
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determination in  the “entire homeland.” And he suggests: “New realities 
havc emerged from the recent confrontation in the hliddlc East. Tliey 
clearly indicate not only the present capabilities of  the Arab Nation, but 
the potentialities of tomorrow.’’ 

The possibility of a long-run totalist position has, indeed, emerged as  a 
major question since the 1973 war. hfany Israelis ask wlictlier tlie aim of  
even seemingly open acceptors is n o t  one of  ultimate totalism. There is 
particular concern regarding Egypt. Wliilc the  results of the 1973 war niay 
have psychologically and politically freed sonic Arabs to  move toward 
open acceptance of Israel, nothing has occurred t o  change the virtually 
mai i i i ious Arab opinion that n o  justice or legitimacy attaclics to  Israel. 
Therefore, the stimulation or reawakening of a sense that Israel can be 
eliminated could move latcnts and even overts toward totalism. The future 
evolution of Arab attitudes in the direction of open acceptance or totalism 
niay depend upon developments that could begin t o  transform the 
competitive, belligerent context of  the conflict into a more cooperative 
one versus those that  could strengthen the sense that Israel can be 
eliminated. 

On the Israeli side, the annexationist position continues among the 
Ldhud arid NRP, although these parties are n o t  monolithic in their 
attitudes regarding territory. A position which appears close t o  functional 
annexationism is reflected by Defense Minister Peres, who advocates a 
provincially autononious West Bank with Isracl retaining control of  
dsfense, fuiancc, and foreign affairs. 

The classical hard bargaining position continues t o  characterize an 
important segment of the leadership and public. This has been evidenced, 
most rcccntly, by the government’s great rcluctancc to relinquish land in 
Sinai without firm Egyptian quid pro quos in the forni of a nonbclliger- 
ericy statcmeiit, if not a pcacc treaty. At the saiiie time, the orientation of 
the government is inore one of evolving toward pcacc rather than 
deriiaiiding a variety of maximalist quid pro quos without which there can 
bc no ~iiovenieiit totmrd settlcmcnt. There is also more discussion about  
the necessity of solving the Palestinian problem. 

T I E  RECIPROCAL EFFECTS O F  I’OLITICAL STYLES 
AND STKATEGIES O F  CONFLICT 

I kiving portrayed the conflict orientation of Arabs and Israelis, we are 
now in a position to ask how they interact--what responses they elicit 
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from the other side and what kinds of processes result. The reasoning in 
this section is based on responses to questions wlucli attempted to evoke 
reactions to various hypothetical strategies and 

That totalists have mutually reinforcing effects on opposite sides of a 
conflict is not surprising. Needless to say, Israeli hard bargainers are also 
not made inore conciliatory by terrorism or declarations with overtones of 
totalism. In the Arab world, domestic political rivalries; the predominance 
of the military in Syria, Iraq, and, to a lesser extent, Egypt; and the 
dynamics of inter-Arab politics ~vhich render leaders who tend toward 
compromise vulnerable to attacks because of the humiliation and shame 
attendant upon acceptance of Israel-all enhance the disposition toward 
totalism (Kerr, 1972a, 1972b; Vatikiotis, 1972). In Israel, the Likud and 
the NRP, together with a portion of the Labor Alignment sympathetic to 
Dayan and Peres in their dispositions toward functional annexationism, 
comprise a political weight which the government must caTefully consider 
as i t  formulates policies regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

The consequences of interaction between Israeli hard bargainers and 
Arab overts might well be peace. As indicated, however, unanibiguous 
acceptance of Israel has not been a politically important position in the 
Arab world. Even now, willingness to accept Israel on the part of the most 
important Arab state, Egypt, appears clouded with ambiguity to cautious, 
hard bargaining Israelis. 

Regarding the effect of the Israeli hard bargaining orientation and 
deterrence-force-reprisals strategy on Arab totalism, we can infer, from the 
very existence of Arab latents who d o  not feel Israel is legitimate, that 
Israel has been able to convince niany Arabs of its staying power. 
However, as long as Arab acceptance remains ambiguous, tenuous, or 
sub-surface, there can be no  cooperative conflict resolution. 

Israeli Hard Bargainers and Arab Latents 

Most intriguing, therefore, are the rnutual interaction effects of the 
Israeli hard bargainers and Arab latents. The hard bargaining stance has 

6. I t  should be noted that  we a~scss  the cognitive, affective, and behavioral 
components of attitudes by verb31 bchavior, i.e., by the rcsponsc of intcrviewces. The 
bchavioral component can only be inferred. however, as ive did not observe how 
respondents act. 1 1 1  addition to the kinds of attitudes we explore, tlrcrc are also other 
mriables \vliich influence foreign policy bchavior of  a situational 2nd ciivironmcntal 
nitiirc. In thc case of the Middle East conflict, tlicsc might include supcrpotver 
pressures and rc~vxds ,  regional politics, armament levels, and economic incentives. 
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characterized Israeli governments for many years, wliile Arab latents seem 
to have included important leaders in Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and 
perhaps even in Syria and the PLO. Therefore, the interaction of these 
orient a tions is particularly impor tan t. 

The predominant Israeli style and strategy, the emphasis upon 
realpolitik, and the persuasiveness of this orientation among much of the 
leadership and public, stems from ;I perception of unremitting Arab 
hostility and a deep concern for Israel’s existence. It is reinforced by the 
memory of holocaust in Jewish history. Israeli strategy and style are the 
obverse of the Arab politics of nonrecognition: wliile the latter seeks to 
witldiold legitimacy, the former fall back upon the assumption that the 
Arab world will eventually accept what exists and what i t  cannot destroy. 
Arab nonacceptance reinforces the orientation of hard bargaining, tlie 
reliance upon force, and the reluctance to  show a more conciliatory face. 

Nevertheles, our data do suggest that a significant portion of Arabs 
latently accept Israel. The development of official Arab positions from 
1972-1975 also suggests the latency that we detected. Thus, a key 
question is: what effects may tlie Israeli hard bargaining orientation and 
strategy of conflict have had in helping to keep repressed Arab latency? 

The psychopolitical forces which have lielped to keep Arab acceptance 
latent, and the possibly reinforcing effects of Israeli style and strategy, are 
illustrated by Arab responses on a variety of issues, particularly those 
which involve the use of force and the possibility of direct negotiations- 
two issues which tap sensitive areas of emotion and pride. Thus, all 
mainstream Arabs among our respondents denied that Israel, through the 
use of force, has been able or will be able to convince the Arab world that 
it is in the Middle East to stay.7 Yet more than half suggested latent 
acceptance of Israel on other issues. 

Psychopolitical factors are indicated by the tone and content of 
responses to the question on whether force can convince the Arab world 
of Israel’s staying power. The responses in this section were all made by 
Muslim Arabs classified as latents. Two Egyptians, for example, declared: 

Not in a million years. . . . If they \vcrc fighting Germany or the United States, 
yes. But the Arabs will never acknowledge defeat. If the Israeli air force bombs 
Suez and wipes it off the map, the Arab press will say Israeli planes were hit. 

7. As indicated, a11 of the overts seemed at least somewhat peripheral in their 
Arab identity or unusual in their contact with Israel. I usc the term “mainstream 
Arabs” to refer to hfuslini Arabs other than Tunisians, Lebanese, or West Bankers. I 
did not attempt to measure, by independent mans ,  the depee of Arab identification 
among our respondents. Therefore, the terms “peripheral” and “mainstream” should 
lx understood only in the sense spccikd. 
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They put  the cliallcngc to the Arabs. Therefore thc Arabs won’t likely come to 
a dcccnt compromise. 

Similar concerns were reflected in perceptions of Israeli reprisals. An 
Egyptian and Palestinian declared that tlie aims are: “Terrorizing; [to] get 
tlie Palestinians to give up.” Conversely, some of tile most important aims 
attributed to guerrilla warfare are tlie gaining of attention and recognition 
and the instilling of pride.’ A Palestinian said: 

One of thcir aims was restoring dignity to the Palestinian pcoplc; another, 
unifying the Palestinian people; another aim was to prove to the whole world 
that there is a Palestinian problem and there is a Palestinian people existing in 
the Middle East. 

The psychological needs and cultural processes which have helped to 
keep acceptance of Israel latent are most evident in attitudes toward direct 
negotiations. Not one iiiainstream Arab favored such talks. Asked about 
this issue, an Egyptian explained: “the Arabs will save face by not sitting.” 
What does it mean to “save face by not sittini?” If we are to follow the 
lead of a compatriot, it incans sparing oiicsclf Iiuniiliation: “The character 
which the Arabs have is inherited from their great-great-great grandparents. 
Ready to be killed and not to accept something wliicli could be considered 
humiliation.” This respondent gives as an an3103 on the interpersorial 
level: “3 wife’not accepting that lier husband go out with another woman 
if it beconies known.” 

These responses suggest the self-esteem requirements, as influenced by 
political culture, whicli make difficult tlie acknowledgement of defeat and 
dispose against open recognition of Israel (see also Smith, 1957: 97-165; 
Ucrger, 1962: 135-165; I’atai, 1972: 89-117; Gliddcn, 1972). If Arab 
latents have not openly or consciously accepted Israel’s existence, i n  part 
because of these particular definitions of self-esteem and pride, then it is 
likely that tlie Israeli emphasis upon strategies of force, together with tlie 
threats and reprisals necessary to sustain such strategies, has had the effect 
of helping to keep latent tlie acceptance of Israel by an important segment 
of Arab leaders and elites. Yet it is that very acceptance which is a 
prerequisite for cooperative conflict resolution and tlie lack of whicli 
reinforces Israel in its hard bargaining style and strategy. Ilence, the 
cyclical and mutually reinforcing nature of this conflict. Tlie reciprocal 

8. These are not the only aims. Xlainstreani Arabs dividc 3bOU1 equally b c t w c n  
tlicsc aims and those of a “unitary state” or “regaining Palcstinc.” 
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cffccts of Arab and Israeli political style and strategy are liigliliglited by 
the remarks of an Arab journalist (Sarili, 1969: 6-7): . 

The Israelis hare so hiimiliated the Arabs rtiilitarily, arid iti other ways, that no 
self-respectirig Arab u r i  accept the added Iiirrriilia:iori o f  itiactiori or 
stirrerider. . . . Thc lsnelis repeatedly issue warning to the Arabs about the dire 
conscquences of Arab action, and the due conscqucnces are promptly dished 
out by thc Israelis on a s a l e  much greater than thc original Arab act. “Israel 
will hit back with Seven blows for cach one she rcccivcs,” hlrs. h!cir told the 
Isracli Kncssct on July 1. this year. 

This is not mere rhetoric. In the cxpcricncc of the Arabs so far, Israel hits bxck 
seven fold times scvcn fold. 

i l m e  ,turds arid actioris of the Isaelis soictul to 11s Arabs siiperlotively 
arrogarit, provorrrtive, arid IiatefuL I f  Israel rcally wants to ncgothtc, this 
conduct will certainly not meate the necessary climatc [ihlics addcd]. 

This statement underlines the concern with humiliation and surrender; the 
salience of Israeli threat, force and reprisal; and the feedback effect on 
Arab attitudes. To mitigate this effect, the hard bargaining strategy would 
have to be supplemented and the emphasis shifted. 

I t  is possible that Arab concerns with self-esteem and pride have 
attenuated since thc October War, the successful use of the oil weapon, 
and the increased flow of wealth in the Arab world. National identities 
change, and tlic October War, 1 believe, had a relatively important effect 
on both Arab and Israeli self-images and perceptions of the other. 
However, the impact of this war remains somewhat uncertain and, as yet, 
not fully analyzed. hloreover, national identity changes usually involve 
lengthy, cumulative processes. 

It could be argued that the Israeli stance of hard bargaining and use of 
force will have the effect of eventually compelling open acceptance of 
Israel-that i t  will transform Arab totalists and latents into ovcrts. This 
assumption is frequently made by proponents of the hard bargaining 
approach (Brecher, 1972: 283). Prima facie, it might sccm like a 
reasonable assumption. If a state insists on strict, clear quid pro quos, uses 
maximum force against terrorism and in war, and projects staying power 
long enough, the adversary will eventually bc compelled to accept its 
existencc. However, the history of the Arab-Israeli conflict, as well as our 
data on conflict orientations, suggest that this assumption is questionable. 
AN of the overts among our respondents seemed peripheral in their Arab 
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identity or were unusual in their contact with Israel. There were virtually 
no  mainstream Arabs who openly, unambiguously accepted Israel. It is the 
peripheral identity or close contact w i t h  Israel’s reality and power which 
allows some to openly accept tlic state’s existence without unacceptable 
loss of self-esteem. 

Even if there is no evidence that a hard bargaining, use of force 
approach can convert Arabs into open acceptors, stiU one could argue that 
it may move totalists toward at least latent acceptance. Perhaps this is so. 
However, even if politically influential totalists in the Arab states and 
among tlie Palestinians become latents, as long 3s whatever acceptance 
there is remains on this level-and assuming that Isracl continues to want 
to live as a nation and cannot be totally defeated-the pattern of highly 
competitive, destructive conflict will continue. Thus, the possibilities for 
cooperative conflict resolution hinge, in part, upon the question: can the 
context of the dispute be changed so that latent acceptance on the part of 
Arabs becomes open recognition and Israeli concerns with security are 
eascd, thereby permitting return of lands occupied in 1967? 

THE POSSIBlLlTIES FOR COOPERATIVE 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

Analysis of the mutual effects of conflict orientations can illuminate 
some of the complexities of international bcliavior and clarify blockages to 
cooperative conflict resolution. The psychopolitical analysis employed 
here also aims at facilitating such resolution. In this regard, the data 
suggest two broad possibilities. The first would entail the creation of a 
Palestinian state, or what might be L\ Palestinian-Jordanian state, alongside 
Israel. The second would involve the creation of one state from the 
hlediterrancan to  the Jordan River encompassing Israel, the West Bank, 
‘and the Gaza Strip. The disposition of this territory and its population 
comprises the major issue of the conflict. 

A PALESTLNIAN STATE ALOXGSIDE ISRAEL 

Although our Arab respondents were not enthusiastic about a Palestin- 
ian state alongside Israel, more than half the total and almost half the 
mainstreamers were open to it, particularly if accepted by tlie Palestinians: 
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“~011ld be happy; would solve the problem; better than what there is now; 
wvoiild be the best solution; if the Palestinians accept, 0.k.” 

There were misgivings about the smallness of sucli a state and about 
compromising tlie “just riglits” of the Palestinians. Nevertheless, it  was 
seen by those who favor it as a means of enhancing Palestinian identity 
and self-esteem (see also Shaniir, 1971). A West Banker declared: 

l f  it’s going to be just 3 puppet state of some kind, I’d be against i t .  But if it’s 
based on longlasting p c x c  in which the Palestinians c3n have dignity and 
indcpcndcncc in their own affairs, with other Arab countrics, and some 
rel3tions with Transjorhn, then I’m for it. 

The openness to sucli a state was found among our respondents at a time 
\lien the PLO resolutely rejected such a notion and termed it a “Zionist 
idea.” 

For most Israelis, rclinquisliing versus keeping tlie West Bank and Caza 
Strip poses a dilemma of security versus the continuation of Israel as a 
Jewish and democratic state. The boundary of the West Bank, at one 
point, fi l ls  within 12 miles of the hlcditerranean adjacent to Israel’s most 
populated areas, wliile the Gaza Strip juts to within 35 miles of Tel Aviv. 
Hence, tlie concern with security. If these territories were to be annexed, 
however, and their populations accorded full political rights, including the 
riglit to vote in Kncsset elections, Israel would most likely lose its Jewish 
identity politically, demographically and culturally (Friedlander and 
Goldscheidcr, 1974). If they were annexed willlout according full rights, 
Israel would lose its democratic cliaracter. Willingness to undergo sucli 
transforrnations would require basic clianges i n  Israeli political culture 
with respect to values of democracy, national self-determination for all 
peoples, and Israel as a Jewish state. Such changes could not occur easily, 
nor is there any indication that Israelis desire tliem. 

Aniong lsraeli respondents, the overwhelming majority of “non-annexa- 
tionists” would accept a Palestinian state to tile cast, if rliey cozild be 
assiircd that it ir~oirld live iri peace ivitli Ismel. Soiiic would favor such a 
state becausc of their support for tlie principle of self-determination and 
their belief that it would help to fulfill a variety of political, cultural, and 
psychological needs among Palestinians, thus leading to  an Arab-lsracli 
settlcnicnt. This reasoning is most characteristic of the conciliatories (see 
also Simon, 1968). 

The hard bargainers are less concered with “riglits” and morc with 
pragmatic considerations. One such respondent replied to a question on 
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whether Israel has a ridit to the West Bank: “I would not put it in terms 
of ‘right’ because this is a very theoretical question-what is right and what 
is wrong. But I wvould say that Israel should not be in the West Bank 
because i t  is populated totally by Arabs.” Such reasoning is not disposed 
toward consideration of any degree of legitimacy in Palestinian claims. 
Nevertheless, the L b o r  Alignment which predominates in the government 
coalition and which has been characteristically hard bargaining, does 
appear willing to  return the West Bank or most of it to Jordan. 

At the Rabat Summit Conference in November 1974, however, the 
Arab states accorded to the PLO authority over any part of the West Bank 
or Caza Strip obtained from Israel. The prospect of a state dominated by 
the PLO, with its present positions and tactics, makes the security 
dilemma even more salient for Israelis. They are extremely wary of 
creating an irrendentist state with claims to all of Israel, a possibility 
regarding which hard bargainers are not disposed to take risks. While the 
PLO position has evolved regarding a West Bank-Gaza entity and is now 
different from that of the “Kejection Front,” still it understandably 
appears tenuous, at best, to Israeli hard bargainers. Hence, the essential 
bind which characterizes Arab-Israeli relations: latent, ambiguous, or 
highly tenuous acceptance of Israel on the part of important and relevant 
Arab actors locks into and reinforces the hard bargaining, use-of-force 
position among Israelis, while the latter also appears to reinforce the 
former. 

Producing Change in 3 Hostile Adversary 

How to undo such binds is one of the most irnportant contributions 
\..hich psychopolitical analysis can make to the study and practice of 
international relations. In order for the Palestinian state option to 
materialize, one prerequisite is that the context of the dispute-the 
political-psychological environment-would have to change such that 
tenuous Arab acceptance of Isracl becomes unambiguous. Deutsch (1964: 
15 1-1 52) has suggested several requirements for producing change in the 
orientation of a hostile adversary. 

First of all, there must be some motivation to change-the gains.. . from a 
hostile oricnhtion must not be so p e a t  3s to outweigh the anxieties and 
difficulties engendered by the prescnt situation. 
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Sccond, thcy niust Lx m d c  a\varc that thc espcricnced ansictics and 
difficultics arc cauully connectcd with thcir compctitivc, hostilc orientation. 

Thud, the currcnt environment niust not provide substantid justification and 
support for the continucd maintcnancc of thc dcfcnsivc. hostile oricnbtion 
appropriate in thc past: ncw espericnccs, convincingly different f rom their 
past expcricnccs, must indicate a gcnuinc interest in their well-bcing. 

Fourth, they must pcrceive that  they will gain rather than suffer, liavc lcss 
anxicty rathcr tlian niore, if they adopt  a ncw oricnhtion. 

Corisotiarice with social-psycliological tlicoris or1 attitilde arid beliavior 
cliarige: Although it is beyond the scope of this article to deal extensively 
with various social-psycliological theories relevant t o  Deutscll’s prescrip- 
tions, tliesc steps are in line with, and bring together some of the 
implications and recommendations of, several major theories of attitudinal 
and behavioral cliange. These approaches are not mutually exclusive 
(Freedman, Carlsniith, and Sears, 1970: 252). Rather, tliere are areas of 
consonance, agreement, and overlapping. 

The, first requirement stated above-that the gains from a hostile 
orientation must not be so great as to outweigh the difficulties-is in line 
with what has been labeled stimulus-response, reinforcement, behav- 
ioristic, and learning theories of attitilde and behavior cliange (Kiesler, 
Collins, and hliller, 1969: 89-1 54; Deutsch and Krauss, 1965: 77-1 25). 
These approaches view behavior as a function of the balance between 
positive and rewarding versus negative and punishing feedbacks. They 
emphasize “rewards,” “reinforcers,” and “satisfiers” in conditioning or 
producing beliavior (Deutsch and Krauss, 1965: 70). If the gains from a 
hostile orientation outweigh the difficulties, the relevant party w i l l  be 
reinforced in his adherence to it. Conversely, if the difficulties engendered 
by the hostile orientation outwveigli the gains, i t  will  become aversive, and 
the tendency w i l l  be to drop it or to be disposed toward cliangc. Learning 
approaches tend to  emphasize the provision of positive incentives and to 
minimize conditioning via punishnient. Altliougli the latter may inhibit 
undesirable responses, i t  can also stimulate additional hostile dispositions 
without pcrnianently weakening tlie “habit strengtli,” tendency, or need 
to make tlie response (Dcutsch and Krauss, 1965: 83). 

1)eiitsch’s sclicnic is also in line with consistency theories which 
emphasize that attitudes and behavior change as the result of inconsistency 
and dissonance among beliefs, feelings, and actions (Zajonc, 1966; Elms, 
1972: 220-237; hlccuirc, 1969: 268). These theories would recomniend 
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declarations and actions dissonant with liostile enemy images. They do 
not, however, specify wliicli of many ways will be uscd to reduce 
inibalance when i t  occurs (Zimbardo and Ebbessen, 1970: 82-83; hfcGuire, 
1966: 1014). Some of the possibilities would not entail change from a 
belligerent, competitive orientation to a more cooperative, friendly one. 
For example, one can derogate the actor or communicator by deciding 
that certain changes are 3 ruse and that one’s own cautious, belligerent 
guard must be kept up. One can also fail to perceive the iriiplications of 
new, dissonant messages and behaviors. T ~ u s ,  the attempt to introduce 
dissonance by providing nc‘w experiences does not guarantee change in a 
more cooperative direction. Its effectiveness is probably enlianced if 
accompanied by other strategies. 

In this regard, Deutscli’s requirements are consonant with functional 
and psychoanalytic tlieories wliicli suggest that attitudes and behavior can 
serve a variety of needs, including protection of tlie ego from threats 
(Katz, 1960; Smith, Bruner, and White, 1956). The important implication 
is that bcliavior whicli arouxs ego-defensive hostilities should be mini- 
mized and coniplcmented by that wvluch least stimulates and aggravates 
such defensiveness. To the extent that latent but not open acceptance of 
Israel, or open compromise in the short-run but totalism in the long-run, 
are ego-defensive attitudes serving to protect against the damage to 
self-esteem attendant upon admitting defeat or acknowledging inability to 
accomplish longstanding, ideologically ingrained goals, they are particu- 
larly elicited and aggravated by tlireats to tlie ego. In this case, Israeli 
emphasis upon a strategy of deterrence, massive reprisals, and warnings 
constitutes such a threat. This “reality-oriented” strategy is ineffective in 
producing cliaiige in attitudes and behavior rooted in the dynamics of ego 
dcfensc (Kiesler, Collins, and Miller, 1969: 31 7). 

Bern (1970: 54-69) argues that attitudes follow behavior and, therefore, 
one of the ways to change attitudes is to change behavior first. This is not 
an easy prescription to apply to international relations, where producing 
behavioral cliange in an adversary is precisely the problem. However, 
Dcutsch’s scheme does call for changing liostile orientations by providing 
new experiences which are possible in situations of occupation. In this 
respect, it  is in line with B e d s  particular behavioral theory. 

Application to tlie Arab-Israeli coriflict: The requirements for pro- 
ducing cliange i n  an adversary have, in sonie respects, bcen fulfilled 
regarding tlie Palestinians in the occupied territories. They havc suffered as 
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a result of tile Tlicy seem to have been aware,judging from their 
relLlctancc to support the guerrillas, that military action would be 
unrewarding-t]lat it would bring Israeli sanctions, restrictions, and 
disrIIptions of everyday life. About whether the guerrillas can accomplish 
tlleir stated aims, our West Bank respondents said: “ I  think they are 
misinformed;” “I think it’s silly;” “They cannot win themselves,” “Wlien 1 
look at the underground in Europe.. . how they knew what they 
wanted-I think we have a long way to go.” These attitudes are in accord 
with those to w l k h  Shamir (1971: 25) on the basis of surveys and 
day-to-day contacts refers, as he suggests thatWest Bankers did not appear 
to believe in a military victory over Israel. What they have not been 
provided with are the substarifially new arid conviricirigly differretit 
experiences which might have indicated to them, as well as to the Arab 
world, a genuine Israeli interest in their well-being and in the problem of 
the Palestinians. Since the 1967 war, Israel may have been in a position to 
provide some of these experiences. This is wlicrc supplementing the hard 
bargaining style and the emphasis upon force could be effective. 

Hard bargainers have demanded extensive attituriinal and behavioral 
change in the Arab advcrnry. But their maximalist quid-pro-quo ap- 
proach-together with the cniphasis upon threat, force, and reprisals-has 
not been sufficient to provide the necessary motivation to change. While a 
hard bargaining approach niay be useful when parties to conflict have 
already agreed to discuss a settlernent and are in a negotiating position, it 
is inadequate, in and of itself, for producing change in an intensely hostile 
adversary. I t  a n  constitute a challenge to  such behavior without providing 
sufficient motivation to change. When not supplemented by substantial 
positive inducement, i t  niay also Iiavc the effect of helping to reinforce 
defensive adherence to tlie challenged positions (Deutsch, 1962: 103).9 1 
say “helping to reinforce” rather than “producing,” because such 
defensive adherence is also rooted in internally generated images and needs 
which are shapcd by Arab history, culture, and politics.*O A particular 

9. The overwhelming emplusis in the intern3tional relations literature has been 
upon negative sanctions. One exception is Baldwin (1971), who suggests the different 
consequences which might ensue from positive versus negative sanctions. George and 
Smoke (19741, in their intensive analysis of deterrence attempts, also conclude that 
there is a need for research on the role of “inducements” and “promises” as part of a 
more general theory of inter-nation influence. They recommend the supplementation 
of deterrence with inducement policies for creating and guiding change in favorable 
directions. 

10. See especially Smith (1957: 97-165); Berger (1962: 135-165); Kerr (19723, 
1972b); Vatikiotis (1972); and Kaplowitz (1975). 
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strategy of conflict on the part of another nation can azravate or mitigate 
the effects of such internal sources of behavior. IIowever, it  may also be 
that, even if Israel were able to operationalize Deutsch’s recommendations 
for a firm but cooperative strategy, this midit not be sufficient to elicit 
like responses and to transform the context of tlie conflict. Also, a 
cooperative response on the part of Arab latents, from whom i t  might be 
most expected, could hinge upon expectations and tliese are changeable. 
hloreover, latents have to take into account the totalist view, to which 
great prestige attaches and which has been the traditional Arab norm 
vis-a-vis Israel. This norm will perhaps be reinforced by recent UN General 
Assembly resolutions on  Zionism. Thus, it  may be that an outside actor 
could not provide sufficient motivation to change in a cooperative 
direction no matter what it did. 

Nevertheless, the attitudes of our respondents suggest several policy 
implications in this regard. Three possible Israeli moves go further than 
any others in eliciting favorable responses from Arabs: (1) Israeli 
recognition of a Palestinian people; (2) full rehabilitation of the Palestinian 
refugees under Israeli control; and (3) a declaration that Israel is not, in 
principle, opposed to a Palestinian state alongside of i t  but, rather, that its 
main concern is w i t h  security and whether any particular state would be 
willing to coexist in peace. 

Initiatives toward full rehabilitation of tlie Palestinian refugees go 
furthest in eliciting favorable responses. Our question on this issue was 
phrased: “HOW would you react if you read in tlie newspaper tonlorrow 
that Israel were unilaterally acting to settle the refugees on the West 
Bank-building housing, establishing industries, factories, job oppor- 
tunities, new towns, etc.?” Toward such a policy Arabs indicated 
openness: 

Vcry surpriscd . . . this nould be tlic bcginning of a cliangc in attitudcs and 
tlicrc is no indication of such 3 changc. 

This u.ould bc a good niovc. I t  would bc showing tlicy rcnlly care about thc 
rcfugecs and Palcstinhns. 

The possibilities for eliciting change through such a policy were pro- 
foundly illustrated by the reaction of an Iraqi respondent who was active 
in pro-Palestinian organizations and who indicated no sign of openness on 
any other indicator: “If  Israel could conduct such a program, to be honest 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


/30SJ 30 UHNA L OF CONI’I,IcT RESOL UTION 

\ ~ t h  you, if Israel could conduct such a program successfully, 1 think a lot 
of the heat would be released on both sides of the line.” 

About half of the more than 500,000 UN-registered refugees in the 
occupied territories are located on the West Bank and half in the Gaza 
Strip. Thus, rehabilitation would probably mean providing incentives, 
opportunities, and accomniodations on the West Bank for some of the 
refugees in the crowded Gaza Strip. Some 18% of the refugee families in 
the latter area havc already been resettled in new housing there in order to 
m k e  more room in the camps for security reasons. The kind of initiatives 
which would fulfill the requirement of indicating genuine interest in the 
v.vll-being of the others, however, would have to bc such that they would 
not likely be interpreted solely as an attempt by Israel to improve its 
security. Indeed, one requirement for producing change in a hostile 
adversary is that the stimulus situation must be distinct from others to 
which competing hostile or negative responses have been learned (Deutsch 
and Krauss, 1965: 82). Initiatives toward rehabilitation ‘and resettlement 
would clearly have to  project genuine interest in the well-being of the 
refugees. Such moves also must not have important prior conditions 
attached-which would put them in the hard-bargaining, quid-pro-quo 
a t  egory . 

Recognition of a Palestinian people would constitute a second means of 
helping to make manifest the latent acceptance of Israel: “Would be a 
break-through; I would be glad; a first step; would like it.” A West Banker 
dzclared about such recognition: 

I think i t  would bc the beginning of a new life for us, or for me in particular, 
bcuuse then OUT rights as human beings would be recognized. We would have 
a land, D country, something with which w e  could identify. 

The great majority of Israeli respondents would be very niuch in favor 
of total refugee rehabilitation. An important barrier, however, is that the 
political future of the West Bank and Gaza Strip have been uncertain. If 
these territories were to  be returned to Jordan or to a Palestinian entity, 
then a pragmatic, quid-pro-quo viewpoint would suggest that Israel do 
nothing unilaterally. As one respondent put it: “It miglit be throwing 
money away.” Official Israeli policy on the refugee problem has always 
emphasized that it could not be solved by Israel alone. If the territories 
were to become part of Israel, then pragmatic reasoning would dispose thc 
government toward doing notiling that might enhance the numbers of 
Arabs there. 
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Until now, the principal Israeli effort regarding the refugees lias bcen to 
open the labor market. Tlus policy has provided employment for more 
than 50,000 Palestinians while also benefiting Israel's economy. Israel lias 
Iiad, until now, inimedihtc rewards in terms of tranquility in the occupied 
areas and fulfilliiient of labor needs. At the saiiic time, it has not risked tlie 
initiation of projects that midit be rejected by the Palestinians (Percs, 
1970: 274-275). A quid-pro-quo orientation precludes such policies 
without a concrete return in the form of a peace treaty. 

Regarding tlie West Bank, a quid-pro-quo orientation and a concern 
with security dispose Israel toward dealing with Husscin. IIe has declared 
he would be willing to accept a Palestinian-Jordanian federation or even 
West Bank independence, if that is what the inhabitants wish. Iiowever, his 
claim to represent the West Bank Palestinians has bcen rejected by Arab 
states and the PLO. The latter has also found liis offer of provincial 
autonomy unacceptable (Palestine National Council, 1974b: 225). If a 
settlement were to be made with Husscin alone, the siiuation between 
Israel and the Palestinians could revert to what it was prior to the 1967 
wr, in which case niutually satisfying rcsolution of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict would be doubtful. 

Regarding Israeli recognition of a Palestinian people, a quid-proquo 
orientation also prevails. Among our respondents, all annexationists were 
opposed, while most conciliatories were in favor of sucli recognition by 
Israel. The hard bargaining majority, however, took a characteristic 
position: most opposed recognition unless and until there is reciprocation 
in the form of clear Palestinian acceptance of Israel. However, even if there 
is latent acceptance among Palestinians, as suggested by our data, the 
psychological, political, and cultural forces which keep such attitudes 
latent preclude open recognition. Again, we observe the double-bind 
created by the interaction effects of tlie Israeli hard bargauiing and Arab 
latent orientations. 

A UNITARY STATE 

Virtually all the Israeli respondents rejected the idea of a unitary 
Palestinian state from the Jordan River to the hlediterrancan because it 
would deny them self-determination. But a significant minority of 
one-third did not reject this idea in principle. The refusal of annexationists 
in this regard is not surprising. However, several non-annexationists also 
found i t  difficult to reject the idea of one state in principle. Their most 
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usual response \vas that this is not a sincere and not a salutary idea, 
given the way in whicli the world is organized: 

I think it’s not serious and tliereforc not justified. ( I f  they arc lionest and 
serious, is i t  a justified demand?] Theoretically yes, reality-wise no. 
!Iypotlictic;llly, if thcrc are no more national values, no more national feelings, 
if that \\’ere tlic caw, for what would we need a Jewish state? 

hlost of the Israelis who say they favor one state in this area via 
annexation, or who suggest they could live with such a state, indicated 
that they assimie it would reniain Jewish deniograpliically, culturally, and 
politically; otherwise, it would not be able to fulfill the needs for which i t  
was created. Thus, it  is doubtful that they would continue to favor 
annexation, despite the ideological and religious bases of the position, if 
their expectations did not seem to be materializing. The Israeli governrnent 
has not annexed any of the occupied territories with the exception of East 
Jerusdeni, nor has it, until now, permitted any extensive settlement on the 
West Bank. 

Almost all mainstream Arabs are in favor of the PLO idea of a unitary 
Palestinian state-“a progressive, democratic and non-sectarian Palestine in 
wvliich Christian, hloslern and Jew will  worship, work, live peacefully and 
enjoy equal ridits” (Fateh, 1971). Their aspirations regarding the 
cliaracter of this state, however, differ greatly from those of Israelis who 
favor one state. First of all, the new Palestine, as they conceive it, would 
be both uninational and Arab. I t  would not be a binational state, and 
Israelis would not be recognized as a nationality. Although our respond- 
ents indicated some difficulty with the notion that Israelis would be 
merged into a Palestinian identity, that is the conception they tried to 
articulate. Israelis would become Palestinians of the Jewish faith. These 
ideas are consonant with the ideology of Fateli and tlie PFLP (Fateli, 
1971 ; PFLP, 1971). 

The intention is also to have a state whicli would be demographically 
Arab. Immigration laws will reinforce tlie Arab cliaracter of the new 
Palestine. There wi l l  be no JA\V of Return for Jews. On tlic contrary, 
ininiigration will be restricted to Palestinians for “a transitional period” 
(Fateh, 1971: 20). Arabs also expect that many Jews would leave. First of 
all, as one respondent put i t ,  “the foreign people-Germans, Russians, and 
Americans-would leave.” hloreover, it was suggested that many Oriental 
Jews would like to return to the Arab countries. Again, these attitudes are 
in line with PLO doctrine (Fateli, 1971: 21). 
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The majority of our Arab respondents were, not surprisingly, against 
the establislinient of a unitary state via Israeli annexation: “Full political 
ridits arc not something you give from above.” Nevertheless, a third of the 
mainstream Arabs would accept such a state via annexation, if the Arab 
inhabitants of tlie West Bank and Gaza Strip were given full rights. Their 
reasoning is clear: “If I thought they meant it, then there’s notliirig called 
Israel.. . . It  means Israel is not a Jewish state:It would change basically.” 

Thus, the conceptions of Arabs and Israelis who favor one state in the 
area of Israel, the West Bank, and the Gaza Strip differ greatly. Therefore, 
despite the convcrgencc among sonic Arabs and Israelis on the idea of one 
state, tlicrc is considerable doubt as to whether such a state would lead to 
cooperative conflict resolution. 

OTHER POSSIBILITIES 

There are other possibilities regarding tlic West Bank and Caza Strip, 
althougli it  is also doubtful that any of them would lead to cooperative 
conflict resolution. First-and this is the scenario most discussed-Israel 
could grant sonic kind of administrative or provincial autonomy to these 
areas. They would not be sovereign, nor would they be part of Israel in the 
sense that their inhabitants would have the right to participate fully in the 
political system, including t he  right to vote in national elections. In view 
of increasing Palestiniari national consciousness, it  is doubtful that such an 
arrangement, in and of itself, would prove even minimally satisfyin, 0 over 
the long run. 

Second, Israel could annex tlie territories without offering full political 
rights, thus creating 3 vassal population. Such a development would be 
fundamentally dissonant with Israeli political culture. Nor do any Israeli 
groups project ideologies which would render such a situation palatable. 
hienahem Begin (1971: 336), for example, head of tlie Likud Bloc, calls 
for annexation with the granting of citizenship to all who apply. 

Third, tlic status quo could continue indefinitely with the conflict 
eventually obsolescing. Tlus, however, would require fundamental clianges 
in Israeli, Arab, and Palestinian values and feelings. Israelis would have to 
accept indefiiitely what would amount to a de facto colony, while the 
Arab states and the Palestinians would have to acquiesce. Neither the 
history of the conflict nor present attitudes suggest such a development. 
Among our Arab respondents, even the most conciliatory would be 
unwilling to accept this scenario. Obsolescence of hostility and distrust 
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over time is a possibility. However, for such attitude changes to lead to 
cooperative conflict rcsolution, there would also have to be changes in the 
territorial and/or political status quo-bringing 11s back again to the 
possibilities we have suggested. 

Fourth, the Wcst Bank and perhaps Gaza could revert to Jordan. In 
order for such a scenario to lead to coopcrativc conflict resolution, the 
Palestinian people would have to feel that thcy wcrc ablc to achieve 
self-determination and an acceptable national identity within such an 
entity. Indeed, a West BankIEast Bank federation could become a 
Palestinian state, politically and symbolically. Tlus area is already 
Palestinian demographically. Hoivcver, the IIashemite Kingdom has proven 
much more resilient than many cxpcctcd. In any case, i t  is questionable 
~vhctlicr cooperative conflict resolution could takc place regarding the 
Palestinian issiic, as long as the state to the east of Isracl werc a Jordanian 
entity politically and symbolically, cven if such a state includcd a returned 
Wcst Bank. Such, after all, was tlic situation frorii 1948-1 967. It  is possible 
that a Palestinian-Jordanian federation could fulfill Palestinian needs for 
self-detcrniination. However, Palestinian hostility toward Hussein, the 
PLO rejection of Husxin’s plan for provincial autonomy, and the Arab 
states’ rcjection of Jordanian authority over a returned West Bank liavc 
rendered cooperative conflict resolution via this scenario less probable, at 
least in the near future. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Wc liave attenipted to illustrate the utility of psycliopolitical analysis 
for understanding and coopcrativcly resolving seemingly intractable 
intcrnational conflicts. The delineation of conflict orientations on both 
sides of a dispute facilitates analysis of their intcraction effects. This may 
indicate how partics can get locked into conflicts as well as suggest ways 
out. In order to assess the possibilities for coopcrativc conflict rcsolution 
in such disputes,it is also useful to explore latent dispositions in addition to 
manifest attitudes. Where compromise seems to bc rcjectcd in principle, 
psychological needs and cultural pattcriis not evident to the casual 
observer may be involved. Techniques of dcpth-interviewing which 
encourage tlie free play of associations, thoughts, and ininges can Iiclp to 
tap these sources. Their illumination facilitates analysis of policies wvliich 
might be cffcctive in undoing binds and redirecting intractable conflict 
processes. 
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We found two straightforward Arab orientations toward Israel-open 
acceptance and total rejection. We also discovered a11 intriguing and 
possibly crucial third orientation involving manifest rejection but latent 
acccptancc. Analysis of responses indicated some of the psychopolitical 
needs and cultural processes that help to stirnulate repression and denial of 
acce p t a ncc. 

Aniong Israelis, we found orientations of totalism, hard bargaining, and 
conciliation. Particularly important are the locking-in and mutuaUy 
reinforcing effects of the Israeli hard bargaining and Arab latent positions. 
The hard bargainers require unambiguous acceptance of Israel as a 
precondition for moving toward a settlcrnent wliich would involve 
witlidrawal from occupied territories. They also empliasize deterrence, 
threat, and the use of force, both in verbal behavior and in action policy, 
in order to enliance Israel's security and to convince the Arab world that 
Israel is tliere to stay. 

The refusal of Arab latents to recognize Israel openly,%owever, derives 
from a variety of cultural pat terns and requirements for self-esteem which 
include concerns with humiliation, adriiission of defeat, images of 
surrender, and face-to-face negotiations. These concerns arc exacerbated 
by lack of S U C C ~ S S  against a small state located in the midst of the Arab 
world. The repressio~i of acceptance 011 the part of latents seenis to be 
reinforced by the Israeli hard bargaining orientation and emphasis upon 
threat and force. Conversely, the Arab refusal to accept Israel reinforces 
tlie hard bargaining position wliicli emphasizes caution, displays of 
strength, and predisposes against showing a conciliatory face. 

From both Arab and Israeli data on the various issues of the conflict, 
we suggested a nuniber of policies that have sonie potential for breaking 
out of this bind. Thesc include Israeli recognition of a Palestinian people; 
efforts at total rehabilitation of the Palestinian refugees under Israeli 
control; and declarations that Israel's main concern with the Arab state to 
tlic cast is whetlier it is willing to coexist, and that Israel is not in principle 
opposed to a Palestinian state. Since recognition of the PLO by the Arab 
states as the sole representative of the Palestinian people and the invitation 
of PLO observers to the UN, any official Israeli declaration regarding a 
Palestinian state or recognition of a Palestinian people might be perceived 
as pertaining to the PLO. We have indicated the problematic nature of the 
PLO's position and pointed out that in their official statements they 
declare their long-run aim is totalism. The Israeli govcrnnicnt is ernpliatic 
about not according legitimacy to tlie PLO tinder tliesc conditions. Still, it 
is possible to distinguish between the accordance of legitimacy to sonie 
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Palestinian claims-which would be en tailed in statements regarding a 
Palestinian people .and state-from recognition of the PLO or Israeli 
acquiescence in the setting up of a PLO state. lotal rehabilitation of the 
Palestinian refugees, the single most effective move in eliciting favorable 
attitudes from our Arab rcspondcnts, could clearly be directed toward 
these Palestinians and not toward the PLO. Such moves would not 
nccessarily have any decisive effects at the nionient of this writing and in 
the present context, wherc the PLO and the Arab states at the UN are 
emphasizing the illegitimacy of Israel. IIowever, they may be poten tially 
uscful. 

Attitudes toward territorial issues indicated some possibilities for 
convergence. One would entail the crcation of a unitary state from the 
Jordan River to the Mediterranean, which has been suggested by both 
Palestinian organizations and Israeli annexationists. Since Arab and Israeli 
aspirations regarding the character of such a state differ greatly, however, 
this development would hold the potential for continued conflict and 
instability, fulfilling neither Isracli nor Palestinian needs. A second 
scenario would entail the creation of a Palestinian or Palestinian-Jordanian 
state alongside Israel. In this regard, there is convergence between the 
crucial Arab latents and the Israeli hard bargaincrs. This would not 
preclude continued conflict, but it is a scenario which holds a possibility 
for cooperative conflict resolution. 

REFERENCES 

ALLON, Y. (1974) “Address to the U.N. General Assembly.” Extracts in Jeruulem 
Post Weekly (October 6):  8. 

ALMOND, G.  (1950) The American People and Foreign Policy. New York: Ilarcourt, 
Brace. 

AIROY. G. C. (1971) “Patterns of hostility,” in G.  C. AlRoy (ed.) Attitudes Toward 
Jewish Statehood in the Arab World. New York: American Academic Association 
for Peace in the hliddle East. 

AKAFAT, Y. (1975) Interview on “Fa= the Nation,” CBS television broadcast, 
September 7. 

_ _ _  (19743) “Address to the U.N. General Assembly.” New York Times (November 

__- (1974b) Interview with Rose el-Yousef, Cairo, October 21. Excerpts in J.  of 
14): 22-23. 

Palestine Studies 4 (\Vinter 1975): 172-175. 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


Kaploit’itz PSYCIIOPOLITICAL DIhlENSIONS /31S/ 

I]ALD\YIN, D. (1971) “The power of positive Qnctions.” World Politics 24 
(Octobcr): 19-38. 

BEGIN, hl. (1971) “An address a t  the Herut Party convention, 1968” in I. T. 
N u m m i ,  D. R u d ~ s k y ,  and A. 1. Katsli (cds.) Israel Tlirougli the Eyes of Its 
Leaders. Tel Aviv: hleorot. 

BEhI, D. (1970) Beliefs, Attitudes, and Human Affairs. Belmont, Calif.: Brooks/Cole. 
BEN PORAT. Y. (1972) “Future of the territories.” New hliddle East (December): 

UEKGER, hl. (1962) The Arab World Today. New York: Doubleday. 
BINDER, L. et 31. (1969) Conference o n  American Options in the hliddlc East (at 

UCLA, May 21, 1968). New York: American Academic Association for Peace in 
the Middle East. 

BRECHEK, M. (1975) Decisions in Israel’s Foreign Policy. New Haven: Yale Univ. 
Press. 

-- - (1972) The Foreign Policy System of Israel. New Haven: Yale Univ. Press. 
CAMPBELL, D. (1966) “Factors relevant to the validity of experiments in social 

settings,” in C. W. Backman and P. 1‘. Secord [cds.] Problems in Social 
Psychology. New York: hlcCraw-Hill. 

DAYAN, h.1. (1971) “Speech to the Labor Party convention,” hliddle East (hkiy): 

DE RIVERA. J. (1968) T h e  Psychological Dimension of Foreign Policy. Columbus, 

DEUTSCII, hl. (1973) The Resolution of Conflict: Constructive and Destructive 

--- (1965) “Conflict and its resolution.” Prepared for the annual meeting of the 

--- (1964) “Producing change in an adversary,” in R. Fislier (ed.) International 

--- (1962) “Psychological alternatives to  war.”J. of  Social Issues 28, 2: 97-1 19. 
--- and R. hl. KRAUSS (1965) Theories in Social Psycliology. New York: Bask 

DEXTER, A. L (1970) Elite and Specialized Interviewing. Evanston, 111.: North- 

EBAN, A. (1975) “interview." New Outlook 18, 6 (September): 5-10. 
ELhlS, A. C. (1972) Social Psychology and Social Relevance. Boston: Little, Drown. 
1:atcli (1971) Tonards a Democratic State in  P~lest ice .  Washington, D.C.: hliddlc 

IREEDMAN, J., J. hi. CARLShlITH, and D. 0. SEARS (1970) Social Psychology. 

FRIEDLANDER, D. and G. GOLDSCIIEIDER (1974) “Peace and the demogaphic  

GEORGE, A. L. and R. SMOKE (1974) Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: 

GLIDDEN, 11. (1972) “The Arab world.” Amer. J. of Psychiatry 128: 984-988. 
IIALPERN, hl. (1963) The Politics of Social Cliangc in  the hliddlc E3st and North 

12-14. 

46-48. 

Ohio: Charles hlcrrill. 

Procesrs. New Haven: Y ~ l e  Univ. Press. 

American Psychological Association. 

Conflict and Behavioral Science. New York: Basic Books. 

nook.  

western Univ. Press. 

East Research and Information Project. 

Englcwood Cliffs, N.1.: Pren lice-Hall. 

future of Israel.” J. of Conflict Resolution 13 (September): 486-501. 

Theory and Practice. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Africa- Princcton, N.J.: Princcton Univ. Press. 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


[316] JOURNAL OF CONEILICI‘RESOLUTfO~V 

HARKADI, Y. (19713) “Arab ideology of the conflict,” in G .  C. AlRoy (ed.) 
Attitudes Toward Jewish Statehood in the  Arab \!‘orld. New York: Amcricm 
Academic Association for Peace in  the Middle East. 

--- (1971b) “Ending the Arab-Israeli conflict,” in 31. Curtis (ed.) Pcoplc and 
Politics in the hliddlc East. New Drunswick, N.1.: Transaction Books. 

IIASSAN, S. (1973) “Statement t o  the U.N. Spccial Political Committee.” November 
1 2  

IIOURANI, C. (1967) “Towards a hliddle East dialogue.” Encounter 30 (February): 
3- 14. 

ISAACS, H. (1962) Images of  Asia: American Views of China and India. New York: 

JANIS, I. (1372) Victims of Groupthink. Boston: Iloughton hlifflin. 
UPLO\VITZ, N. (1975) “Psychopolitical dimensions of international relations: the 

casc of the Middle East conflict.” University of California a t  Los Angeles, Political 
Sciencc Dept. (mimeo) 

-__ (1973) “Attitudes of Arab and Israeli students in tlie United States rcgxding 
the Arab-Israeli dispute: a psychopolitical study of international conflict.” P1i.D. 
disscrtation, Columbia University. 

KATZ, D. (1960) “The functional approach to the  study of attitudes.” Public 
Opinion Q. 24: 163-204. 

UESLER, C. A., 1J. E. COLLINS, and N. MILLER (1969) Attitude Change: A 
Critical Analysis of Theoretical Approaches. New York: John  Wilcy. 

KELAIAN, 11. C (1965) “Socid-psychological approaches to  the study of inter- 
national relations: definition of scope,” in H. C. Kelman (cd.) lnternational 
Behavior. New York: Holt, Rinchart 8; Winston. 

-__ and A. H. BLOOAI ( 1  973) “Assurnptive frameworks in international politics,” 
in J. Knutson (ed.) Handbook of Political Psychology. San lrancisco: Josscy-Bass. 

E R R ,  hl. (1972a) “Regional Arab politics and the conflict with Israel,” in P. Y. 
IIammond and S. Alexander (cds.) Political Dynamics in  the Middle East. New 
York: Elscvicr. 

--_ (1972b) “The United Arab Republic: the domestic, political, and economic 
background of foreign policy,” in P. Y. Hammond and S .  Alesander (eds.) 
Political Dynamics in the Middle East. New York: Elscvicr. 

Capricorn. 

LANE, R. (1970) Political Thinking and Consciousness. Chica,oo: hlarkham. 
--_ (1962) Politic31 Ideology. New York: Free Press. 
LASSWELL, IL and A R O I U ,  S. (1969) Political Communication. h’ew York: IIolt, 

LEITES, N. (1953) A Study of Bolshevism. Ncw York: Free Press. 
Los AngelesTimcs (1973) November 1: Part I ,  7. 
AlcCUIRE, W. J. (1969) “Tlie nature of attitudes and attitude changc,” in C .  

Lindzey and E. Aronson (eds.) The  IIandbook of Social Psychology, Vol. 111 
(second ed.). Rmding, hfass.: Addison-Wesley. 

___  (1966) “The current status of cognitive consistency theories,” in S .  Feldman 
(ed.) Cognitive Consistency. New York: A a d e m i c  Press. 

BIEIR, G. (1973) “Israel in Search of Lasting Peace.’’ Foreign Affairs 51 (April): 
447461. 

--- (1971) “Intervicw.” Ncw Middle East (April): 4546.  

Rinehart &Winston. 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


Kaploititr /PSYCIlOPOLITICAL DIhlEiVSIONS 131 71 

NASSER, A. (1970) “Speech to the Congress of  tlie Arab Socialist Union, July 23, 

New York Times (1974) December 14: 1. 
Palestine National Council (19743) “Political programme for the present stage of the 

Palestine Liberation Organization,” Cairo, J u n c  9, in J. of Palestine Studies 3 
(Su~niner): 224. 

--- (1974b) “Political statement,” Cairo, Junc  9, in J. of Palcstinc Studies 3 
(Summer): 225. 

PATAI, R (1972) The Arab hlind. New York: Scribncrs. 
PERES, S. (1970) David’s Sling. New York: Random IIouse. 
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine [ PFLP] (1974) “Statement,” issued in 

Beirut, September 2G; published in al-Hadaf, September 28. Excerpts in J. of 
Palestinc Studies 4 (Winter 1975): 165-170. 

_-- (1971) “A Strategy for tlic Liberation of Palestine,” in Documents of the 
Palestinian Resistance hlovement. New York: Pathfinder Press. 

KOSENAU, J. (1961) Public Opinion and Foreign Policy. New York: Random 
Housc. 

SADAT, A. (1971) “Interview with Arnaud d e  Borchgave.” News\r.eck (December 
13): 47. 

SARI11 (pseud.] (1969) “Frankly speaking.” New hliddle East (August): 5-7. 
SlIAATlI, N. A. (1975) “Pdcstinian human resources.” New Outlook 18 (hlay- 

June): 12-17. 
S l IMlIR,  S. (1971) “Tlic myth of Arab intransigence,” in S. Avincri (ed.) Israel and 

Uie Palestinians. New York: St. hlartin’s. 
SIIIIIADEH, A. (1971) ‘ T h e  Palestinian demand is  for peace. justice and an end to 

bittcrncss-the initiative is with Israel-the tinie to negotiate is now.” New hliddlc 
East (August): 2@22. 

SIMON, A. (1968) “We can’t do without justice.” New Outlook 11 (September): 

SMEAD, A. (1972) “Cooperation and competition,” in L S. Wrightsman e t  al., 

SXIITII, hl. B., J. S. BRUNEK, and R. \Ir. WIIITE (1956) Opinions and Personality. 

SMTII ,  W. C. (1957) Islam in hlodern History. New York: hlentor. 
SULElhlAN, hl. W. (1973) “Attitudes of the Arab elite towxd Palestine and Israel.” 

Amcr. Pol. Sci. Rev. 6 7  (June): 482-489. 
Tripartite Palestinian-Egyptian-Syrian Communique (1974) Issued in Cairo, Septcm- 

bcr 21. Esmrpts  in J .  of Palestine Studies 4 (Winter 1975): 164-165. 
VATIKIOTIS, P. J. (1972) “The Politics of thc Fertile Crescent,” in 1’. Y. IIammond 

and S. Alesander (eds.) Political Dymmics of the hliddle East. New York: 
Elscvic I. 

Z N O N C ,  R. B. (1966) “Balance, congruity and dissonance,” in hl. Jahoda and N. 
\\’men (eds.) Attitudes. Baltimore: Penguin Books. 

ZlhlBARD0, P. and E. B. EBBESEN (1970) Influencing Attitudes and Changing 
Bchvior. Reading: hlass.: Addison-\!‘eslcy. 

1970.” Extracts in New hliddle East (August): 4 7 4 8 .  

41-45. 

Social Psychology in the Seventies. Bclmont, Calif.: Brooks/Colc. 

New York: John  Wiley. 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


1316'1 JOURNAL OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

h'oel Kaplorvitz is Lecticrer iti the Political Science Departttiettt at the 
Utiiversiiy of CaliJorriia, LOS Arigeles. Ile received Iris P1i.D. froni Cohcnibia 
Utiiversity iri 1973, d iere  he coriipleted a disserfalion on psycliopolitical 
aspects of the Middle East conflict, foctisitig 011 attitudes atid ittiages of Arabs 
arid Israelis, He is working 011 the iritegatiori of psychology and international 
relations, arid on a critique of cirrreiit IR theories atid ttietliods froin ilcis 
perspective. 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/



