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Jerusalem, January 5, 1978

MAlka Shulewitz

Israel Academic Committée in the Middle East
P.0.B, 2192

JERUSALEM

Dear Malka,

Many thanks for your letter of 25 December 1977.
First of all you ought to know that I made provision in the
budget I asked for from the Ministry of Finance for quite a
hefty contribution to your funds - half a millionsIsraeli pounds,
But the whole budget remained in the air, and with my impending
pesignation, I don't know whether anything will come of it.,

I am only too well aware both of the activities of
the A,P,P,M.,E, and of the Jewish Agency. I shall do what I can
to influence whoever has to be influenced to introduce the drastic
changes that are needed in the Agency - after the Zionist Congress.
I have beaten my head against this wall time after time, and
indeed 1 shall be speaking to Mr, Dultzin about it for the
umpteenth time, on the 6th of this month.

Yours sincerely,

Shmiel Xatz
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P.0.B. 2192,
CONFIDENTIAL Jerusalem.

25th December, 1977.

Mr. Shmuel Kats

Special Advisor to the Prime
Minister on Overseas Informtion
The Prime Minister's O0ffice
JERUSALEM,

Dear Shmuel,

This letter was originally written on 13th December and I have held it
back in view of your sudden departure to the States.

I had decided not to interfere in matters connected with information
except those which affect my own limited purvue. For how long can one flog
a dead horse! If you are unable to change the status guo, how can I expect
to? There is however, one matter which I think should be brought to your
attention. The American Professors for Peace in the Middle East, not having
received what they want from the Foreign Ministry, have had tie gap in their
income amply filled by the Jewish Agency., If you had any doubts about the
tenor of their information, you should have spoken to Joakim Isaacs (Rael's
brother) before he returned to the U.S, last week, Perhaps you did. In any
case he will doubtless brief Erich about the Organisation's programme for
sabbaticalfon Geneva and Sadat. He came away as annoyed ! as I expected
him to be and as he had felt on previous occaslons. I assume that I have
the right to question good Zionist money being used not to further the Zionist
cause., My guess is that the funds came via the Department of Organisation
and Information, dominated by Mapam and Moked. In one of my few political
moves, 1 am trying to mobilize support to assure that there will be some
change in this Department after the coming Zionist Congress.

-

My feelings in this regard have been further strengthened through the
experience of a friend of mine, a Zionist leader from Britain, member of
the "35 group" and k€ Vice President of the Zionist Federation, amongst other
positions that she fills voluntarily for Israel. BShe was one of the 25 Zionist
leaders from as far afield as Australia, Wew Zealand, South Africa and the
U.8.A, to take part in a leadership course that was the responsibility of this
same Department., The programme could only be described as scandalous. If
you want further details, if you think you can do anything, let me Iknow and I
will be glad to cooperate but if not, then you can add this to the other rubblsh
in your wastepaper basket. Eithw way, please regard the contents as confidential.
I would regard the!ﬁ rrgs particularly worthy of your attention.

C

Bincerely yours,

(e
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Mr. Shmuel Latz

Special Advisor to the Irime oy (* EG_
Minister on Overseas Information L 54
The Prime Minister's Office N Frﬁ
Jerusal em. hﬁn

Uear Shmuel,

I heve been trying unsuccessfully to recoch you b, phone. I am
going to Zuglaund on the 10th October and wanted hefore leaviang to
make the main arrengements for the major activity with which we
open the academic year. It is usuelly ettended by 2-300 visiting
professors on sabbatical and their spouses. I know that I do not
have to convince you of the importance of this audience.

The morning sessions will be devoted to Zionism - its deep
Lhistorie roots - "iretz Israel in Jewish Life and Thought" and
"The Jewishness of the Jewish State". 1In the afternoon we are
hoping that the Prime Minister of Isrnel will address the audience
on the political situation and snswer questions. I know that this
is difficult to arrunge at the moment and I hope for many reasons
far more iwportant than the above that Mr. Degin will soon be back
at the helm of State - please Uod in good health.

Assuming that, could you put in a good word for us since you
know who I am and what we are doing. I need hardly add that this
would be an enormous source of satisfaction for me.

I have not written directly to Mr. Kadishai. XNot because I
doubt tlat he would deal with the matter. +Lurely because he does
not know about us. When 1 wrote expressing my views about the
Ministry of Informetion, I wrote in iny personal capacity not giving
any details about my work. That is why I thought it better to ask
you first and then I will be sure it will pet to Mr. Kadishai with
the necessary endorsement (I am sure requests are many - too many!) .

The seminer will take place at either the Hebrew University or
the Weizmann Institute - according to lir. Begin's convenience, We
would like if possible, to held it in the first half of November
(7,8,9,10,14,15,16 or 17th). The afternoon session will start at
3.15 p.m.

£

1. Hillel Srreet. Jerusalem P.O. B, 2192 .7.n 223545 ‘Sv oY 1 Yo M



We are holding up the seéminnr arrangements so that your early
reply would be greatly appreciated. llazel Dobrin will be dealing
with it in my absence.

Am enclosing a copy of my letter to Mr. Ladishai re 30th
Anniversary of the otate. As you see, but for my changing camps,
I could have avoided years in the political wilderness and been
a leading member of the Oppoesition by now!!

Best wishes.

Sincprely yours,

AR
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§" TSRATL ACADTLIC COMEITTES ON THS MTDRLS EAST
ACADTIIC THAN 1977/78

Introduction

Suggested budget for wrilten snd oral information programme reaching
a) owar 700 'wisiting scademics asnd thelr spouces anpuplly
B} follow—up on thelir return
e) follow—up.of aspproximately 5" 000 who Mnwe reiturned during the
past eight years,
Activities to be hased largely thrcugh the sonceniration en & maximum-of Tour
te Pive siubiects, eg.
< Jewigh Rights to freis
fishis of Jaws Trom drs
Solpcaust
ﬁﬂ?iﬁi L ETh =
Aral Tntcleranece of iinorities
foom to ba left for melsying information relating to epecific govornment policy
or politieal sitnation that may arvise,

Is aal-igeludive seitlerent
b Countries

Oral Inforpotion Activities 11

~day geninars in the five main areas where the visi tmrﬂ ara

soncantrated, i.e, Jerusalem, Tel Aiviv, IRehovot, Hzife, Beersheba 200,000
4 ope=day seninars - " i y " 100,,00C
iscussion gooups or sulio-visual evenings in above cenires.

in averaze ol Tive activities in each gentre 50,000

4-atady trips for ezch area; i.e. toisl of 20 . diversge cosit
I 7,000 per tyip 140,000

Specizl agtivities ag, Recertion by tha Presideni, Knecset Panel,
imncheon with top lesders 50, 000

Snocic) concentrated courses at the end oI the scalemle yead for
plcked astivists 50,000

Eeetings beiween viaitors and their fallow academies at differont
institutions] hospitality for individual puesis (usually returning

L

visitors or Jcndenice vecompmerdéd by them 5,000
Special metivities relatling to Tspacl's 304h Anbiversavy 200, 000

firitten Tnformation

Regordings snd transcripiions 10,000
Publication of new pamphlets 200, 000
Duplication of othor informstion material Trom different sources 23,000
4 degpateles of material fo vis.tors in the countirys to the malling

list ebroad and other means of Tollow-up 70,000
Bagkground material preceading seminursg and study irips 5,000

LAdministrative axpenses

Salaviesy Direstor and Publications Sditor
"'l

ler assigtent and Crgenising Segralany

Hebrew ahd Dnglish secreteries (3 positions) 180,000
Gost of 1iving allowance {apgvar. 308, ger year) 544000
302 sociel Lenafits eto., sg. National Insurance, Euployers' and
Talue Added Taxes, leave zllownnce 4,000
Acgouniant 10,000
Taleplone, poctage, stztionary, vlfice equipment @ic, 555,000

cont . fEc & w
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Adminietrativeée exnpenses C
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Rent 30, 000

expensas, "silichuyot", eic

0ffice upkeep, travel s
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Tatal 1. 500,000
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STATE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE « FREDONIA, NEW YORK 14063

Department of Psychology

August 6, 1977

Mr, Moshe Arad

Nenuty Director-General (Information)
Foreigzn Ministry

Government of Israel

Jorusalen, L3IAEL

Dear Mr, Aradi

I have recently returned from a five-week visit to Israel
and feel compelled to write you about the occasion when 1
heard Dr, Maurice M., Roumani speak on "The Case of tne Jews
from Arab Countries-A Neglected Issue"” at the Hebrew University
Forum on Monday, July 18th,

The purpose of my visit to Israel was to participate in
a two-week study mission sponsored by American Professors for
Peace in the Middle East, It was a very fine program. Ve
heard a number of leading politicians, professors, writers
who gave us a great deal of very valuable material on the
present situation in Israel. We also traveled %o places
like Kadoom, Baka E1 Gharbiya, Good Fence, and Kuneltra. The
last three weeks I spend mostly in Jerusalem visitiagg with
colleagues,

However, Dr, Roumani was the most outstandagg person I
heard speak, I feel I got the most new information and
understanding from him on such topics asi

Jews from Arab lands
Arab psyechology
Muslim religlon and Jews
It seems to me that he presented the kinds of ideas that
I have not heard forcefully expressed before by Israel in its
dealing with foreign countries and at the UN,

Last year I was chairman of a meeting where an Israell
professor was speaking., Two or three Arabs starting attacking
the Israelil position. Then, I recognized a swarthy Arab=-
appearing man, He attacked the Arab positionl He turned out
to be an Oriental Jew from Libya and he really towa into the
Arabs. Wouldn't it be ‘eally advantageous to have a man like
Roumani on the UN delegation who could give 1t back to the
Agggs on Dei Yassin etc. who could desecribe forcible conversion
ete

Oriental Jews have a great deal to offer in Foreign
affairs, I hope thelr voices will be heard in the government
and on the leacture circuit abroad,

Yo
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Dr. & Mra, Sidney Adler A8
4351 Erbes Bd, 4

Th:-llm{jﬂn:;. CA 91380 E}Eﬂﬂx}iﬁlxﬂ :

Dear Malka:

“We are very glad to hear from vou again., We had
lost your address with the previcus bill and . :
nad no way of getting it again, : e

I'm enclosing an additionsl $5.00 because T know fx

how strapped you must be with the constant ,Hg“- :
devaluation ete etec. - e
My husband and I want to take this opportunity {Efi
of tellinz you how very much you added to our i
wonderful sabbatical year in Israel. Not only e Hieny
were your activities informative and challenging, “ES“_“ng
but we very much admire you as a person of :
#nowledge and charm 1n equal doses and can think

of no one better suited to do your job (unless }j};:ig
*

-7
of course, you decide to run for prime minister! oy

=

We epent three months out of our year-long stay
trying despeqdrately to gzet Jobs in Israel so that
we could stay on another year and sae iff aliyah
WAS a pessibility for us, Alas, despite the fact
that my husband has a PhD in Enzlish and speaks
debrew fluently, he could not even land = job

in a good high school. so we zave up. This,
despite Israel's ery for Aliyah and the myth
that lish teachers have an easy time zetting
Jobs (Ifm one too, but my Hebrew is non-existant
and I only have an MA!)

b

Rt
S0 we returned and did the next beat thing, We sent).
our daughter to Kfar Blum for this year. They
have an excellent tenth grade program on the
kibbutz high school for 25 Ameriecan students. PR
Fortunately she was selected and we are thrilled vk BB I
because she really zrew to love Israel durinag our !
stay and made countless friends. She was eager to
retnrs,

I don't know if you can possibly remember us out AR
cf the many ncademics you meet. e lived in Rehovot R
but were (ebv1ouslY) not Machon Waltzman people, T
i
At any rate, we remember you and wish you all the ¢ (T
best. Ysur mtepjpal inasmeatiligep 1t coning,
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JERUSALEM. (Tel.b2558) CONFIDENTI AL
18.6,1977

Dear Dr. Hecht,

Further to our phone conversation this morning,
I am enclosing copy of a letter I received from Erlch
Isaac and which should be brought to Shmuel Katz!'
personal attention. I doubt that 1t would reach him
if I sent it to his office.

He should be aware that the situation Eriech faces
is one T tried to fight for years. Tt worsened during
the terms of office of Shlomo Argov and that superciliocus
bureaucrat, Moshe Yagar (both, by the way, did more harm
to my work than any of thelr predaeeasoras. The saddest
aspect of Eriech's letter is that three months after the
elections he does not know wham to turn to - except mel

There is little I can do. T have closed my office
for the time belng. All I have 1s an over-draft in the
bank. I have not received an agora since the start of
the current financial year on the lst April, 1977. I
had to face the same stupifdity last year and I wasted
my energy getting donations so that I could compleate
at least the modest programme I had set. myself. Fighting
the Adminlstration was, after all, a Holy Cause unto
itself. DBut now? Plus ce change, plus c'est la méme chosel

It would be a plty to give up now. However, out of
respect for your morad and , latterly, material support,
I will not do anything drastic before conasulting wyou.

As for Erich Isaac's letter, T hope that Shmuel Katz
wlll be able to give 1t hls personal attention since it
concerns enormous sums being used to send the wrong peopls
to speak to university audiences. It is also nart of a
much broader question that cannot be dealt with in a letter.

My best wishes. |

Sincalﬂly yours,

alRa~.



CorPY

Erlech Isaac
Mulligan Lane
Irvington, N.Y.1l0533

August 6, 1977

Dear Malka,

I don't know if you can help me in this matter but I want to
bring 1t to your attention. I have made my first move as one of the
numerous vice-chalrmen of the American Professorsa for Peace in the
Middle East and suggested to the office here (Lilly Chertofl) a
number of names which ought to be invited as speakers to the U.S.

I have gone over the lists of whom they had from Israel in the

past and 1t 1s pretty awful. There are a few good ones but the
majority is pretty hair-raising.

It turns out that the coice of who is invited is determined
in Israel by the Israel Universities Studies Group for M.E. Affairs
especially by Moshe Arad and Benad Avital. Fortunately they are
pretty Inefficlent and have not yet managed to send next years
academle speakers list. I have asked the oFfice here to submit
some names and hope they will. Specifically I suggested B.
Offenheimer, Yalr Sprinzak, Yehuda Blum, Reuven Yaron, Amihud
Yiasraell and Harold Flsch. But I feel that some infhuence should
be brought to bear at the Israel end (and the APPME office in
Israel 1s clearly the most unqultable address for that) .

I mentloned this matter to Shmuel Katz, but I don't know what
his poslition 1s at the mament and what hls concernj are. X am
sure his time is completely absorbed in whatever his 1s doing.
Perhaps you know in whose ears one can put the fleas. I am sure
you know the best people, both for speakers (above listing is
merely improvised and may not by any means be the best - I would
bow to your judgment) and for flea putting. Pease do.

My brother-in-law Joakim Isaacs will bring you copies of
our new pamvhlet. It is excellent if I may say so myself and I
know you will like 1t.

Best wlishes.

sgd. ERICH ISAAC
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American Professors for Peace in the Middle East

Israal liaison office /\
18 Keren Hayesod streat

Jerusalem, Israel
Telephone 34898

- 1\0N \lNovember 1977

Rivika Hadary, director

Dear Colleague,

We take great pleasure in inviting you to join us for the
firat APPME Conference in Israel of the current academic year,

The Geneva Peace Conf : Iaraseli Percepti

9:00 a,m,, Wednesday, 30 November 1977
Van Leer Foundation, Jerusalem

The agenda has been designed to deal with the issues behind
the headlines which appear daily in the media and to respond to
some of the questions raised by the conatantly shifting positions
of the various participants to "Geneva" and of their patrona,

Details of the full day schedule are enclosed.
* * * *
Planned for the future -
December 1977: "Settlement: the Varieties of Isrmeli Experience"

On-site inquiry into the current problem in its
historic perspective, (Field trip)

January 1976: ~Lot's Wife Revisited"
An examination of Israel's industrial potential,
e 1978: MWorldings of the Zionist World"

An invitation to observe the 29th Congress of tl.. -
World Zionist Urganization in session.

March 1978: ZJerusalem - The Precious Jewel"
Problematics of city planning in the day to day
setting,

You'll be receiving details on each of the' above Field Days

during the coming weeks. In the meantime, we hope you will bes able
to join us for the firat Conference on 30 llovember.

Cordially,

Pt

Helen Rivkin
HR:rec Coordinator

For a just and lasting peace between lsrael and the Arab states



9:00 a,m.

G130 a,m.

11:00 a.m.

1:15 p.m.

3:30 p.m,

American Professors for Peace in the Middle East

Israel lisison office
Hovember 1977

THE GENEVA FEACE CONFERENCE: ISRARLI PERCEPTICORS

9:00 a.m. Van Leer Foundation
Hednesday 4% Jabotinsky Street
30 November 1977 Jerusalem

Prof., Marvin Schiff, Journalism, Carleton Univ,
Conference Chairman

Prof. Daniel Elazar, Political Science, Bar Ilan & Temple Univa.
Chairman, AFFME in Israel

'h'GlGDQE

Prof, Nissan COren,
leonard Davis Inst, of International Relations, :lebrew Univ,

Geneva - Bacleground and analysis

Conference participants will divide into Interview Teams for
meetings at the offices of:

1. 'The iinistry of Foreigm Affairs

2. The Knesset Committee on Foreism Affairs and Security
3. The Opposition

4. The Prime Hinister's (Office

5. The U.S. Consul=te, Political Section

6. The Inst. for Husaian Studies, Hebrew Univ,

7. The Truman Inst., of Asian-African Studies

Lunch together &t Van Leer Institute

Leports and
Lxchange of Information and Impressions

FPlease us lmow on the enclosed posteard if you will attend, OUf
course, your hisband or wife will be most welcome.

iegistration fee is I135.00 per person; 1125,00 for members.
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American Professors for Peass !r»the Middle East

Israel liaison office —

18 Keren Hayesod street —— i nav? .\,(E
: vy oy W

Jerusalem, Israel 3 e l’lpn:

Talephona 34898 .
18 % 1877 &

From: Hivka Hadary, Director
Ep: Survey on American Public Opinion

Enowing of your interest in the sensitive
and crucial issues of Israel's image in the
United States, we thought you would like to
see the enclosed study on "American Opinion
Towards Israel and Jews" by Professors Seymour
Martin Lipset and Willism Schneider,

Dr, lipset, Professor of Political Science
and Sociology and Senior Fellow at the Hoover
Institution at Stanford University, California,
is the newly elected Rational Chairmen of AFPME,

As always, we welcome your comments,
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AMERTCAN QPINTION, TOWARDS ISRAEL AND JFWS AMERICAN PROFESSORS
FOR PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST
By Israel Liaisen Office

Seymour Martin LipEELf&nd William Schneider 18 Keren Hayesod Street
Jerusalem

Close relationships between Israel and the United States have existed since
the beginning of the Jewish state. Although the record of the United States
in support of Jewish persecutees before and during World War LI was not good,
the United States was the first country to recognize the independence of
Israel. President Truman announced recognition within 12 minutes of the
formal declaration of independence.

The ties between the two countries have, of course, not been without
strain. At times, particularly immediately before and during the Suez Crisis
and War of 1936, the United States put great pressure on [srael not to take
4 bellicose stand vis-a-vis the Arabs. The U.S. forced Israel to withdraw
from the Sinai and Gaza strip. But that period apart, it may be said that
Israel's clesest supporter and ally in the international community has been
this country.

During the 1970's, however, Israel has become increasingly isolated
in the international community, Ghe strong position of the Arabs, derivative
from their control of oil supplies and their ability to use their monies
as aid to various Third Werld countries, has led a number of countries, both
in the Third World and in Europe, which had previously been strong public
supporters of Israel, to either break diplomatic relations with 1t, or teo take
up an "even handed" policy.

Israel's position has also suffered because of its increasing identifica-
tion, among left-of-center groups in the West, Communist states, and Third
World nations, as a part of the international "have," conservative, imperialist,
or anti-revolutionary bloc led by the United States. In spite of the strength
of socialist parties (a majority in every Israeli election until 1977 which
the non-socialists won}), of labor and eollectivist institutions ( the strongest
labor federation in the world, the Histadruth, a massive producer cooperative

sector of the economy including t' » Kihbute (colloct{ve Farms), a lurvee publie



sector, and one of the most egalitarian income distributions in the
world), left-wing groups which once enthusiastically supported Israel,
now condemn it. This change in part reflects the identification of the
Arabs with the Third World, and in particular, the African bloc, sympathy
on the part of younger leftists in the West with the plight of the
Palestinian Arabs, seen as oppressed refugees, and increased antagonism
to the United States linked to the Vietnam War, which is transferred
to its allies and client states, It is contended by some that the support
and sympathy generated for Israel in reaction to the Nazi holocaust, and
its resistance to British imperialism has declined because it has had
little meaning for those who have come of age and political consiousness
since these events. Israel, particularly since its overwhelming victory
and occupation of Arab populated territories inm 1967, is seen by many,
who are disposed to sympathize with the weak, as a powerful militarist
nation able to trounce its Arab neighbors. Conversely, conservative
groupings, particularly in Western countries, presumably impressed by
Israel's military prowess and ability to defeat communist backed foes, have
become more supportive of Israel.

These changes in attitude toward Israel have had less impact on
foreign policy and public opinion in the U.S. than elsewhere. But
"less" is a comparative term and does not mean none. There is some indi-
cation that important sectors of the business community, involved in or
hoping to do business with the oil-rich Arab states, elements within
the American military impressed with the strategic importance of the
Arab countries, "New Politics" Democrats and Independents, the small radical
groupings, and the more liberal Protestant denominations, increasingly
have moved to favor a more even-handed or even a pro=Arab peosition. Such
forces, as yet, tend, for the most part, to be covert about their views on

the Middle East and have had little impact on the dominant thrust of



American Middle East policies. The United States, both administration
and Congress,remain more or less steadfast in support of Israel both
with respect to material aid and in internaticnal forums,

These comments,and almost all of the opinion data presented
in the paper, apply to the situation prior to the May 1977 Israeli
elections in which the more conservative Likud movement led by ‘a signi-
ficant plurality of the vores. The program of this movement and its
principal coalition partner, the National Relipious Party (NRP}, would

retain the territories of preindependence Palestine for Israel.

€——— -Whether the new government will continue to emphasize such views,
or will compromise significantly remains to be seen. Meanwhile, however,
the public abread, including the American, is exposed to the view of an
Israeli government which rejects past policies which placed primary
emphasis on securing a full-fledged peace treaty which included normal
state relations with all the Arabs and the premise that
most of the occupied territories would be part of an Arab state 1linked
to Jordon. It would seem evident the image projected by the new regime
may further weaken, perhaps greatly, support for Israel among liberal-
left opinion, while possibly strengthening it with conservative groups.
The public reaction of the Carter administration and Congressional
leaders will do much to structure the terms in which a Likud dominated
Israel ls viewed. It should be clear, therefore, that a period in Israel's
relations to America and the world has ended, while a new one is beginning.
The rules governing that new period may be quite different from the past.
In this report we report and explore the state of American publie
opinion with regard to Israel and Middle East events from the 1940s to
1977. We also deal with the extent of anti-Semitic feeling in the United

States and seek to relate attitud. 3 towards Jews to those toward the Srate



of Israel. One of the classic assumptions of the Zionist movement prior
to the creation of the State, was that the "normalizacion" of the Jewish
situation, the existence of a Jewish state, one like all other states,
would help to repularize the situation of Jews abroad. It was sugrested
that non-Jews would see their Jewish fellew citizens in a more natural
light if they could relate them to an existing nation, much as cne may
relate Polish-Americans to Poland or German-Americans to Germany. The
existence of a Jewish state presumably would also serve to challenge
sterotypes suggesting that Jews could not be or would not be farmers
or manual workers, or that they could or would not fight in the military.
Hence, it was arpued that the existence of an independent, largely Jewish
state would have the effect of weakening anti-Semitism abroad, on the
presumption that attitudes toward Israel and Diaspora Jews are interlinked.
The considerable bedy of publie opinion data dealing with the opinions
about Jews and Israel collected in the United States permits an examination
both of the sources of such sentiments, and their relationship to each
other. The data that we use are the reports from opinion polls dealing
with American attitudes towards the Middle East and Israel which hawve
been gathered since the 1%40's and the studies of attitudes towards
Jews, which have been completed since the 1930's. The results of these
studies allow us to estimate trends in both sets of opinions., In addition,
we have available for detailed analysis a rather extensive study of attitudes
towards Israel and American Jews which was collected by Louwis Harris and
Associates in December of 1947, Thar study examined the views of 3377

FH

Americans.



Attitudes towards a Jewish State and Israel: Trends, 1944-1947

In December 1944, as the war in Europe was drawing to an end, and as
the world became aware of the Holocaust, of the way in which the Germans
had tried to eliminate the entire Jewish population of Eurape, the
National Opinion Research Center of the University of Chicago (NORC)
inquired of & national sample of Americans whether they believed that the
British, who then controlled Palestine, "should do what some Jews ask
and set up a Jewish state there, or should do what some Arabs ask and
not set up a Jewish state?" NORC repeated this question a year later,
in November 1945. At both times many more Americans favored setting up
a Jewish state than opposed it, by 36 te 22 percent in December 1944,
increasing to 42 to 17 percent in November 1845, Although the percentages
giving pro-Jewish or pro-Israel responses, as compared to pro-Arab ones,
have varied over the vears, the pattern set in these first pells taken
3 to 4 years before the creation of the state of Israel, has persisted,
Many more Americans respond in support of TIsrael than of the Arabs.

Support for Jewish settlement in Palestine in the 1940s Was even stronger
than sentiment for the establishment of a Jewish state, Thus, in December
of 1945, the Gallup Poll found that 76 percent favored Jews being allowed
to settle in Palestine, while only 7 percent were opposed, In October
1947, as discussion grew concerning the future of the Palestinian mandate,
Gallup reported that 65 percent of a national sapple favored the idea that
Palestine be divided into two states-—-one for the Arabhs and the other for
the Jews--while only 10 percent opposed this solution. When the situation
reached the point of actual war, the proportions supporting the Jews declined
considerably. Six different surveys taken between February 1948 and March 1949

by NORC indicated that slightly more than a third said that they sympathized

with the Jews



in the fighting, while between 11 and 16 percent said that they Favored
the Arabs. A somewhat differently worded question asked by Roper in
September 1945 as to which side, the Jews or the Arabs has "has the most
right on its side" found 29 per cent saying the Jews and 16 percent the
Arabs,

A second pattern emerged in the early period which also has continued
down to the present, namely that Americans, while much more sympathetic
to Israel than to the Arabs, have been much less disposed to support
costly assistance to Israel, particularly the involvement of American
troops. Thus, in January 1946, only 7 percent said they favored sending
United States troops to help maintain the peace in Palestine, while 48 per-
cent disapproved. Three months later when asked whether the United States
should help England keep order in Palestine, 28 percent agreed that it
should and 61 percent said it should keep out of the situation. When the
question was put in terms of sending troops to help England keep order,
the percentage approving declined to 21 percent while those disapproving
rose to 74 percent,

American opinion was even more ambivalent during the early and
mid-fifties. NORC inquired in five surveys between 1950 and 1956 as to
how important it was "for the United States to cooperate closely with
(countries named)....." Those who chose the "very important" option for
Israel ran between 31 percent in 1950 to 34 and 35 percent in 1952-56.

The range of those who felt the same way about the Arab countries was

from 30 to 46. In two years, 1950 and 1955, the proportions of respondents
who said that it was very important to cooperate closely with the Arab
countries was greater than those saying the same for Israel. Both sides
in the Middle East conflict ranked lower in importance to Americans than
other countries, including Third World ones. Thus in 1950, 41 percent

safd that 1t wins wvery Important + coopordte elosely with Frotio, compnrod



to 34 for the Arab countries and 31 for Israel. In 1952, 42 percent
were in favor of close cooperation with Iran, while only 34 percent had
the same feeling about Israel. 1In the same survey, a majority, 55 per-
cent, chose the "very important" option for West Germany, and 26 percent
strongly backed close cooperation with Titoilst Yugoslavia. The limited
importance of Israel during the early and mid-fifties may also be seen
in the fact that NORC found that only 19 percent thought that "the United
States should supply arms to Israel at the present time" while 63 percent
were opposed,

Given the lack of clear-cut positive support for Israel, there was
good reason for supporters of the Jewish state to feel anxious about
American public opinion when the situation worsened in the mid-fifties,
leading up to the Sinai War of 1956, Egypt had intensified its anti-Israeli
policies with respect to the use of boyecott, embargo, and blockade. Egypt
had also eoncluded an arms agreement with CzechoslQvakia and a mutual
assistance pact with various Arab countries to be used against Israel.
Ultimately, Egypt launched commando raids against Israel. Until the
actual war broke out, the opinion polls indicated that most Americans did
not know which side was to blame. Pre-war surveys by NORC in 1955 and 1956
found that 5 to 10 percent were saying that Israel was responsible for the
trouble between Egypt and Israel, while 15 to 20 percent said that either
the Arabs or Epgpt was to blame., In November of 1956, following the October
29th Tsraeli invasion of the Gaza Strip and the Sinai, the proportion saying
that Israel was responsible for the conflict rose to 19 percent, while that

blaming Epypt grew to 29.

In spite of the fact that the war actually followed on an Israeli attack,
many more Americans chose to hold Egypt responsible for the conflict than Israel.
A supplementary survey by NORC indicated that those who blamed Egypt saw the con-
flict arising out of pre-conflict hostile actions by the Arabs or Fgypt, rather

than Flowling



specifically from Israel's attack. On the other hand, it should be noted
that: when asked whether "Israel was justified or not in sending arms into
Egyptian territory," 43 percent replied that Israel was not justified,
while 26 percent said that it was. Tn a Gallup survey, also taken in
November 1956, only 10 percent said that they approved of "lsrael's

"

action in Egypt," while 47 percent disapproved. It is clear that in 1956
many people who were pro-Israel did not think that Israel should have
gone to war. Israel was, of course, forced by the United States to
evacuate the territories which it had taken over. Six months after the
war, Gallup found that more Americans, 36 percent, felt that war was likely
to flare up again than though it unlikely, (34 percent.) But when asked
which side was more likely to start up renewed trouble, 33 said Egypt,
as against 26 percent saying Israel-another indication that Americans
tended to see Israel more as the victim than as the aggressor. The differ-
ences, of course, were not large.

Curiously, in the eleven year period between the Suez War of 1956
and the Six Day War of 1967, almost no one inquired as to the attitudes
of Americans toward the still unresolved Middle East conflict, Seemingly,
neither the commercial nor academic survey organizations thought that there
was much interest in or significance to the issue. Some indication that they
were right may be found in one national survey, primarily concerned with domestic
anti-Semitism,which was conducted by NORC in 1964 for a research project
at the University of California at Eerkeley.FN Two questions dealing with

the Midale East were included in this study, and revealed that a large pro-

portion of the respondents had little interest or knowledge about the conflict.

FN'The survey was used in two books, Gertude J. Selznick and Stephen Steinberg,

The Tenacity of Prejudice (New York: Harper and Row, 1969), and 5.M. Lipset and
Earl Raab, The Politics of Unreasun (New York: Harper and Row, 1970).




Thus, when asked: "Suppose there were a war between the Arab nations

and Israel. Which side do you think you would probably sympathize with?",
less than a third stated a preference-25 percent for Israel and 7 for the
Arabs. Slightly over two-fifths of those interviewed gave a "don't know"
response, whilr _8 percent said they supported neither. Even more revealing
is that fully three-quarters of all those interviewed said that they had

not "heard or read about the relations hetween the Jews in Israel and the
Arab refugees there" or, if they had heard of the issue, that

they did not know how the refugees were treated (11 percent).,

It is evident that three years before the renewed outbreak of
hostilities, there was no proundswell of sympathy for lsrael among the
American public. Tt is worth noting, however, that in 1964 support for
the Jewish state was correlated with higher educational and economic
attainments, and that hlacks were more likely to give pro-Arab responses
{ percent) than whites ( percent) in some measure because of their

lower education and economic attainments.

The Six Day War: Growth in Support for Israel

The events leading up to the Six Day War were largely a repetition
of those which preceeded the 1956 crisis. Once again, the Egyptians
escalated their efforts against Israel, blockaded the Red Sea, and publicly
made various preparations suggesting that they were about to g0 to war.
As in 1956, however, Israel initiated military action by attacking Egypt,
and again was victorious, capturing the Gaza Strip and the Sinai and also
defeating Jordon and Syria, taking all the remaining territories that had
once been Palestine, plus the Syrian Golan Heights. American public opin-
ion was much more Favorable to lsrael than in 1956 or during the inter-war
period. According to a Gallup Poll taken during the Six Day War,

48 percent saild their sympathies lay more with Israel than with the Arab



i
states as compared to only 4 percent who replied that their sympathies
lay with the Arabs. Harris' findings during the same period were 41
percent sympathetic to Israel and only 1 percent to the Arahbs.

The overwhelming expression of sympathy for Israel by those willing
to volice sentiments did not, however, extend to a willingness to use
American troops in the Middle East. When Harris inquired "Suppose the
U.5. were asked to send troops and military supplies to back the Israeld
government in the war in the Middle East. Would you favor or oppose our
sending troops and supplies to Israel?", only 24 percent supported
such an action, while 54 percent opposed it.

In the months following the Six Day War, the American public seemingly
shifted to an even more pro-Israel attitude as indicated by their answers
to the questions dealing with the future of Jerusalem. Harris found that
the percentage saying, let Israel keep control of Jerusalem increased from
10 in July to 43 in September, while those favoring the optiom of
making it an "international city" dropped from 70 te 33. On the other
hand, when asked in September whether the United States should send military
aid to Israel, send aid won cut by a slim margin, 42 percent in faver to
36 apainst, while the percentage supporting the sending of U.S. troops
dropped to 22 with the opposition mounting to 54. Clearly many Americans
continued to be reluctant to translate their sympathies with Israel into
a mandate for American military involvement in the Middle East.

The preponderant expressions of "sympathy" for Israel were not a short-
lived or temporary response to the Six Day War. A year and a half after-
wards, in February 1969, Gallup repeated the sympathy question and found a
very comparable pattern of reply: 43 percent for Israel and 4 percent for
the Arabs. Twelve months later, February 1970, the response to Gallup's
query was 38 percent for Israel and 2 percent for the Arabs. 1In August

of the same year, the Harris survey reported a breakdown of 47 to 6.
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Harris again found a similar distribution in July of 1971, 46 percent for Israel
and 7 percent for the Arabs, Thus, in the years before the Yom Kippur War, those

Americans who had opinions on the issue were overwhelmingly in favor of Israel.

Such opinions, of course, varied with education and socio-economie
status. Different surveys taken in 1967, 1969, 1870, and 1971 by Gallup and
Harris, which differentiated respondents according to their level
of education, invariably reported that those who had attended college
were much more favorable to Israel than those whose education was limited
to high school, who, in turn, were more supportive than those who had
never gone beyond grammar school. 1In 1967, Gallup's college interviewees
were 67 percent for Israel, high school respondents 45 percent, and
grade school 40 percent, In 1969, these figures read 58,43,28. 1In 1971,
they were 58,42, 31, It should be noted that the drop-off in support
for Israel among those with lesser education did not reflect increased
backing for the Arabs. Rather, it was largely a function of the fact
that many of those with less education indicated that they were uninformed
on the issue, ("don't know"). Not surprisingly, since educational and
economic achievements are correlated, data reported by Harris in 1967,

1970 and 1971 reveal that higher income was associated with sympathy for

Israel. In July 1971, for example, 53 percent of those earning 15,000

dollars or more had positive views, compared to 34 among those whose income

was under 5,000 dollars a year. As with education, however, lower attain-

ments were associated with not having an opinion on the conflict, rather than with
pro-Arab attitudes. These data supgest that effective public opinion,

therefore, was in fact much more pro-lsrael than the 8 to 1 figures for the

total population would indicate. Those individuals who were knowledgeahle

and interested in the Middle East situation were even more overwhelmingly for

Israel.
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Two other characteristics differentiating opinion on the Middle East
were religion and race. Two Gallup surveys taken in February in 1969
and 1970 found Catholiecs and blacks less supportive of Tsrael than
Protestants and whites. In the second survey, 39 percent of all Pro-
testants reported sympathizing with Israel as contrasted with 30 percent
of Catholics and 21 percent of blacks. Fully 39 percent of the Catholics
backed neither (34) or the Arabs (5). Black opinion (54 percent), however,
was more likely to be uninterested or uninformed than unsympathetic to
Israel.

1967,

Harris surveys taken inf1970 and 1971 reported similar wvariations.
White Protestants were consistently more likely to report being more
sympathetic to Israel than white Catholics, who in turn were much more
favorable than blacks. In June 1971, for example, the range of opinion
reporting pro-Israeli sentiments ran from 49 percent for the white Pro-
testants to 40 for white Catholies and 30 for blacks. The Catholics were
most disposed to indicate lack of sympathy with both sides (24), while
the blacks had a higher proportion (14 percent) Arab sympathizers than
did whites (7).

As in earlier years, the American public was much readier to express
sympathies for Israel in the abstract than to approve specific forms
of aid. In mid-1968, the Gallup Poll inquired of a sample of Americans
what the United States ought to do if a full-scale war broke out between
the Israelis and the Arabs within the next five years. Asked whether the
United States "should or should not supply arms and materials to Israel"
only 24 percent favored supplying arms as against 59 who opposed. Tt
should be noted, however, that only 3 percent favored supplying arms to
the Arabs as compared to 79 percent who were against. When the question

was posed as to whether the U.S5. should send troops te help Israel, not
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surprisingly only 9 percent favored sending troops as against 77 percent

who were opposed. A year later, Harris asked what the United States should

do if as a result of invasion Israel were "in danger of being overrun." A
plurality, 44 to 39 percent, supported aid short of military force; only

9 percent backed the sending of troops. On these questions, as on tliose deal-
ing with general sympathy, the college educated were much more likely to be
supportive of Israel. Gallup noted that 38 percent of the college educated
favored sending arms and materials compared to 15 percent of these who had not
gene beyond grammar school. Gallup was to ask three times--in 1968, 1968, and
1970--what the United States should do if full-scale war broke out in the next
Five years, Lo tliese surveys, the intervicwees were not asked to react to
specific options, but rather to volunteer responses to open-ended questions.
By far the largest percentage of respondents, ranging from 44 to 61, said that
we should “stay out of the conflict." Only one-tenth in each of these three
surveys mentioned support for any concrete form of aid.

Americans exhibited much stronger support for Israel when pollsters
questioned them about the Middle Fast issues in the context of the larger
East-West eonflict. Thus in various surveys taken in the early seventies the
proportion favering ald to Tsrael increased sharply whenever the question mentione:
the fact that Arabs were being backed by the Russians or the Communists. In 1971,
Gallup asked what action the respondent would want to see us take If lsrael were
to be attacked by "Communist-backed forees." In response to such a wording, 11
percent sald send troops, unother 44 percent, send military supplies, and only
33 said we should reluse to get Invelved. TIn 1970 and 1971, Harris also gskad
a4 number of questions livking the Arabg to Russian backing and found similar
increases in support for Tsrael. In July 1970, he asked respondents to react
to the statement: "IF it looked as though Israel were going to be taken over
by the Russians and the Arabs, the U.S. would have to do everything to save

Israel, Including geing to war." Surprisingly, precisely the same percentage,
B gLy ¥ i
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38, favored this bellicose proposal as opposed it. Six months later in
January, he inquired: '"Suppose it looked as though the Arabs, with the

help of the Russians, were going to take over Israel in the Middle East. Would
you favor or oppose sending U.S. troops to keep Israel from being taken over?"
When the question was put this way, 39 percent of the respondents favored
sending troops as compared to 44 percent who opposed it., Curifously, a repeti-
tion of this question in July 1971, just six months later, vielded a much
smaller percentage in favor of sending troops to prevent Israel from being
taken over, 25 percent, while 52 percent indicated their epposition. This
"decline'" may have resulted from the fact that in July Harris included this
question with a number of others in which the respondents were given the oppor-
tunity to support less stringent ways of aiding Israel such as "giving high-
powered anti-aircraft missiles to Israel to match the missiles Russia had

given Egypt." This question produced 39 percent in favor of giving such aid to
Israel as compared to 40 percent opposed. It also should be noted that in this
same survey, the public agreed by 61 to 26 percent with the statement '"the U.S.
has achieved little by going to war to save other countries, and in the future
should let other countries defend themselves.'" Such pacifist sentiments had
increased from 54-31 percent iIn January. Seemingly, they reflected reaction

to the Vietnam fiasco,

The Yom Kippur War

Surveys conducted during and after the Yom Kippur War in October 1973
again elicited extremely high percentages sympathizing with Israel. In a
poll taken from October 6 to 8, Gallup found that 47 percent supported
Israel, while 6 percent backed the Arab states. He reported the same distri-
bution of opinien two weeks later in a poll taken October 19 to 22. A Roper

survey carried out in November 1973 revealed 48 percent indicating that
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their sympathies were more with Israel, as compared to 7 percent supportcing
the Arab states. Just one month later, in December, Roper reported 41
percent sympathetic to Israel, 6 percent to Arab nations. Gallup's Figures
for the same months were 50 percent backing Israel as compared to 7 for the
Arabs. Some indication that there may have been more support for the Arabs
than the small percentages expressing svmpathy for them indicates was sug-
gested by the fact that a Harris poll taken shortly after the war found 24
percent in agreement with the Arab argument that they were "justified in
fighring this war to try to get back the territory Israel has occupiled since
1967," while 49 percent rejected the contention.

The predominant sympathy for Israel, however, did not translace into
overwhelming support of military or financial assistance. Thus in a poll
taken during the war by the Harris organization, a plurality, 46 percent
said that the U.5. "was right in sending planes or other milicary supplies to

Ist2l," while 34 percent thought that we should have taken an unspecified dif-
ferent course. Such pro-Israeli sentiment, however, was much greater than it
had been seven years earlier at the time of the Six Day War, when Harris found
that only 35 percent agreed that the U.S. was right to send aid, while 39 per-
cent favored a different course, Gallup and Yankelovich, however, reported
less support for aid during the Yom Kippur war. Gallup, in a poll conducted
during the war, found 37 percent endorsing "arms and materials to Israel" with
49 percent against. A retrospective question asked in March 1974 by the
Yankelovich organization inquired whether, at the time that war broke out
in the Middle East in October, the respondents had been "in faver or opposed
to the U.8, giving Israel financial aid? How about military equipment?"

The percentages for financial aid were 41 for and 43 azainst, wirtually

the same percentages as for the military aid. Again it may be noted that
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breakdowns among the respondents indicated that increased levels of education
were correlated with sympathy for Israel and with support for various
concrete forms of assistance. Thus the Yankelovich survey reported that

56 percent of college graduates favored military aid to Israel as compared

to 44 percent of those with some college, and 43 among high school gpraduates,

and only 32 of those with less than 12 grades of schooling,

Current Attitudes Toward the Middle East

Various surveys taken since the Yom Kinpur War continue to Find consid-
erable support for Israel. In July 1974, Yankelovich reported that 74
percent said that the continuance of Israel as a Jewish state is important
to our country and to people like themselves, as against 24 percent
who said it is not that important. Roper queried seven national samples at
various times from June 1974 to March 1977 asking whether people find them-
selves "more in sympathy with Israel, or more in sympathy with the Arab nations."
In all of the surveys, sympathy for the Arabs has held constant between 5
and 7 percent. Support for lsrael, on the other hand, has fluctuated between
the 36 percent and 47 percent figure. The two 1977 surveys taken in January

and March yielded 47 and 43 percent for Israel and 6 and 5 for the Arabs.

Gallup, Harris and Yankelovich also reported comparable findings for

very similar questions. Thus in 1975, Harris reported a 52 to 7 distri-
bution. Yankelovich, in January 1976, found that 56 percent said they
would identify with Israel in another war as compared to 9 percent for
the Arabs. Tn March 1977, a private poll asked a more general question,
not specifically tied to a new war, "Which side do you personally support

in the Middle East conflict...? and reported that 45 percent said Israel,
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2 percent the Arabs, 41 neither one and 12 percent not sure. Gallup
found 44 percent sympathized "more with Israel" while 8 percent backed
"the Arab nations," in a 1975 survey. In three polls taken in 1977, in
January, March und June, the results were quite similar, with Israel,
47, 43, and 44 percents, with the Arab nations, 6, 5 and 8. Seemingly,
the Israeli election results in May did not affect the consistent
reaction of the American public¢ to the two sides.

A somewhat different and more extreme question was presented earlier

by Harris, who inquired in December 1974 whether "If there were another war



17

in the Middle East and Israel were overrun by the Arabs, would you he very
upset, mildly upset, mildly pleased, or very pleased?" His findings were 4%
percent very upset, 34 percent mildly upset, 2 percent mildly pleased,

1 percent very pleased and 19 percent not sure., Another poll also touched
on similar sentiments when it inquired in March 1977 : "If Israel were
destroyed by the Arabs and ceased to exist as an independent state, would
this leave you indifferent, sorry but not personally affected, or feeling

a deep sense of personal loss?" Only 13 percent replied "indifferenc, "

27 said they would feel "a deep sense of personal loss," anc the remaining
60 indicated "sorry but not personally affected." Many of the lacter group,
however, clearly were quite pro-Israel, since 66 percent of those gueried

in the same survey agreed that "the continuation of Israel

as a Jewish state is important to our country and people like vourself,"
while only 21 percent replied "not important."

A somewhat different striking indication of the preferences of the public
was suggested by a national sample interviewed by Pat Caddell's Cambridge
Survey in the summer of 1975. He gave respondents a list of images and asked
them "Does each word apply more to the Arabs or more to the Israelis?" The

replies are given in Tahle I below.

Table I
Images of Israelis and Arabs

Does each word apply miore 1o Moreto Moreto  To borh To Dan't
the Arabs or more to the lsrzelis? fsraclis Araby cgually neiter Anew
Peaceful 11% % an M4 19%

Honest 39 ] I3 |8 25

Intelligent 34 & 26 5 21

*Like Americans” 50 ] ) i7 |

Friendly 16 ] |5 11 23

Backward b 47 i 15 i

Underdevelaped 4 47 10 10 25

Poar ai 34 g 15 At

Greedy 9 41 20 77 23

Arrogant Il 37 19 7 28

Moderate il ) |0 21 30

Develuping 3 20 g ? 3 24

Barbaric 4 38 g 23 28

Source: The Camhridge Report, Sur ser 1975, p. 180,
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There is some indication in recent surveys that Americans are more
likely to express sympathy for "the Palestinians" than for "the Arabs."
In December 1974, Harris inquired: "In the dispute between Israel and
the Palestinians, which side do you sympathize with more--Israel or the
Palestinians?" Israel lead 33 percent to 14, Harris presented respondents
with a very similar question at another place in the interview, except that
the word Arabs was substituted for Palestinians. This formulation increased
support for Israel by 20 percent, to 53, while only 7 percent expressed
sympathy for the Arabs as distinct from the 14 percent who backed the
Palestinians. Another polister in March 1977 found similar differences.
Thus a majority, 52 percent, agreed that "The Palestinians have a right
to a homeland as much as the Jews do." But only 16 percent felt the
same way about the statement "The Arabs have a strong moral case against
Israel which deserves more attention than we give it." Presumably the
term "Palestinians" involves the image of refugees or of a people denied
their claim to a nationhood. Some evidence that this is so is contained
in the two surveys. Almost as many of Harris' respon-
dents, 29 percent, agreed with the statement that"Israel has mistreated
the Palestinian refugees and that is wrong," as disagreed (30 percent) ,
while 41 percent said they were not sure or did not know. Among the 61
percent of those polled in March 1977 who had heard about the PLO, 55
percent thought "that the Palestinian refugees have legitimate claims
against Istrael," while 18 percent disagreed,

Sympathy for the Palestinians, however, does not appear to carry
over to the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). Questions posed by
surveyers in 1975, 1976 and 1977 which asked respondents to make a number
of comparative evaluations of Israel and the PLO revealed overwhelming

preference for Israel. People were asked to react geparately to a number
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of statements about each. In the most recent survey, 88 percent felt that
"ye can get along" with Israel but only 23 percent gsaid the same for the FLO.
Almost three quarters thought that we "yill not be able to get along with"
the PLO compared to a tenth feeling the same way about Israel. Four fifths
felt that the PLO was "anti-U.S." while only a tenth had comparable opinions
about Israel. Over seven-tenths believed that Israel was "democratic',
only 7 percent thought the same about the PLO. Israel has steadily
bettered 1£5 positive image , while the PLO has fallen in all the compara-
tive questions in the three studies. Similarly, American opinion, rela-
tively unsympathetic te Israel's refusal to negotiate with the PLO in 1975,
had turned more favorable by 1977.  When asked by Yankelovich whether
"Israel is doing the right thing in refusing to negotiate with PLO.Y in
January 1975, only 29 percent said Israel was right, 36 percent felt it
was wrong, while 35 percent were not sure. A year later, the responses
were slightly more positive from Israel's point of view, with 31 percent
saying right, 31 wrong, and 38 not sure, and in 1977 a pollster produced
a plurality in Israel's favor with 40 percent saying it is right in not

negotiating as compared to 21 percent who think this policy 1is wrong.

Variations in Question Wording and Response

As noted earlier, the pattern of responses to questions asked by

different surveys with respect to the character of the American involve-

ment in the Middle East has varied greatly, depending on the form of the
question, such as whether or not it identifies the opponents of Israel

with the Russians or the Communist-backed forces. 1In a six month period

between November 1974 and April 1975, Harris, Gallup and Yankalovich

percentages

reported sharply different/in favor of the U.5. sending military supplies to
Israel in five surveys. In November 1974, a Yankelovich poll found only 31 percent

in favor of the United States sending arms to Israel, while 57 percent were apgainst.

A month and a half later, Harris found that 65 percent said the Upnited States was
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right to send military supplies to Israel, as compared to 21 percent
who said it was wrong to do so. In January 1975, Yankelovich
found 45 percent in favor of military aid to Israel in response to one
question, a figure which declined to 28 percent when the question was
formulated differently in the same survey. And a Gallup poll also taken
in January found that only 16 percent supported military aid of various
types for the Jewish state, with another 7 percent urging peneral Ssupport.
Over half the respondents, 55 percent, gave Gallup interviewers responses
which were coded under the heading, "stay out of the conflict." In February,
however, Gallup found that 29 percent backed supplies to Israel, while 10
percent favored military aid to the Arabs. A couple of months later,
however, Gallup reported that 54 percent favored sending either military
supplies (42 percent) or American troops (12 percent), while only 37 percent
opposed American aid to Israel in a renewed Middle East conflagration.

Presumably, these drastic variations resulted from the very different
way the questions were formulated in the five studies. 1In January, Harris

eliciced

interviewers / a 65 percent positive response for military aid to Israel
when they asked: "As you know, the United States has sent planes, tanks,
artillery, and other weapons to arm Israel. The Russians have sent similar
military supplies for Egypt and Syria. In general, with the Russians arming
Egypt and Syria, do you think the United States is right or wrong to send
Israel the military supplies it needs?" Yankelovich found a 31 percent figure
in November in reply to a question about military aid to Israel in the con-
text of queries about a number of countries: "The United States sends
arms and military equipment to a number of foreign countries. Do you per-
sonally feel that the United States should or should not send arms to
[country A, B, C, Israel]l" His 45 percent favorable response to military
aid in January was in reply to the question: "In view of the situation in

the Middle East, do you feel that United States should increase its present
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aid to Israel, continue it at the same level as now, or cut it back."

The much lower 28 percent figure in the same survey was in response to the
question: 'Do you favor selling arms and military equipment to both Israel
and the Arabs, just Israel, just Arabs, or neither." Fourteen percent

said, "Both"; another 14 percent, "Just Israel"; and almost two thirds

(63 percent) opposed selling arms to either. Gallup's findings of 29 percent
favorable to aid to Israel and 10 percent teo the Arabs came in response to

a similar question posed in February when he asked: 'Should the U.S. supply
military aid te Israel? To the Arabs?"

Gallup's low report D%%&% perggg? %% %E%agﬁeﬁsiaeﬁanuary in reply
to an open-ended question: '"What should the United States do if a full-
scale war breaks out in the Middle East?" His high estimate of 54 occurred
in April in answer to the query: "In the event a nation is attacked by
Communist-backed forces, there are several things the United States can
do about it. What sction would you want us to take if Israel is attacked--
send American troops, or send military supplies but not send American
troops, or refuse to get involved?"

Harris also found heavy support for aid to Israel when he asked in the
January 1973 survey: "If war broke out again in the Middle East between
the Arabs and Israel, would you favor or oppose the United States continuing
to send military supplies, but not troops or personnel, to help Israel?"
Two-thirds favored continued military supplies while only 24 percent were
opposed,

These eight questions produced responses of 66 percent, 45 percent, 31
percent, 28 percent, 29 percent, 16 percent, 67 percent and 54 percent in
favor of sending or selling arms and/or troops to aid Israel. And
finally, it must be reported that a Harris survey of February 1975

found the public opposed to "selling military equipment to [all] nations"

by 53 percent to 35 percent.
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Questions seeking to find out how the American public reacted to Arab
control of oil also yielded varying results, In January
1974, they agreed, 65-20 percent, that they do not "resent being cold this winter
because this country is supporting Israel in the Middle East." Harris reported
that in four surveys, taken between October 1973 and January 1977, Americans
rejected by lopsided majorities the argument that "we need Arab oil for our gasoline.
shortage here at home, so we had better find ways to get along with the Arabs even
if that means supporting Israel less." The distributions were 58-26 percent in
October 1973, 61-23 in January 1974, 68-20 in January 1975, and 60-24 in January
1977. 1In January 1975,Harris also asked whether if the only way we could "get
Arab oil in enough quantity and at lower prices were to stop supporting Israel
with military aid, would you favor or oppose such a move by this country?" and
found that only 18 percent favored cutting off aid to get oil at lower prices,
as compared to 63 percent who opposed it.

Less support for Israel was indicated by Caddell's Cambridge Survey which found
only slightly more people, 44 percent, linking a need to be more friendly to the Arabs to get
their oil, than opposed such a policy, 40 percent, when in the summer of 1975 he
asked people their opinion of the statement "Since the Arab countries have the oil,
American policy ought to figure out ways of becoming their friends." More recently
a private poll asked respondents for a number of "possible sacrifices" which might
be involved in supporting Israel, "whether you think it's a price we should be will-
ing to pay for supporting Israel or whether it's too high a price to pay?" Only
a small plurality, 48 to 47 said that they were willing to support Israel though
"The Arabs might raise oil prices and our own economy will suffer," while a majority,
55 parcent to 41, said that the price for supporting Israel was too high if it meant
that "the Arabs might cut off our oil supplies.”" Surprisingly, given these replies,
a similar majority, 51 to 41, stated they were willing to have the U.S. support
Israel, even if it meant that "the Arah boycott of United States firms dealing

with Israel will cost Americans jobs."
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Another example of the way in which the respondents varied in answering
different formulations of what appear to be the same subject may be Found
in the Caddell findings in two polls conducted in the Fall of 1974 and the
Summer of 1975. A plurality, 44 percent in the first and 42 in the second
agreed with the statement "mmerica's support of Israel in the Mideast is the
proper policy and should be continued," compared to 26 percent who disagreed
in each. But a majority, 51 percent in both surveys also indicated they felt
that America's policy was too pro-Israel by agreeing that "smerica's policy
in the Mideast has been overly pro-Israel and should be changed to be fair
to all," while 24 percent in each disagreed. Clearly, cue words such as
continue "the proper policy" or change to "be fair to all" can give a different meaning to
what on the surface appear to be straight-forward similar questions.

Another form of the "even-handed" question asked by a New York Times-CBS

poll in April 1976, inquiring whether "in addition to military aid to
Israel, the United States should sell arms to Egypt in order to play a more
even-handed role in the Middle Eustgﬁygiléh%ﬁ percent said that it should,
while 59 percent disagreed, precisely the opposite distribution to that
reported by Caddell 9 months earlier.

As noted , the very mention of the possibility of sending U.S.
troops to the Middle East produces what 1s apparently a much lower level of
support for Israel. Thus, even though in April 1975, Gallup inquired
about possible U.S5. responses to an attack on Israel by "Communist-backed
forces," only twelve percent favored sending troops, 42 said supplies, and
37 percent that we should refuse to get involyed, The summer of the same
year, Caddell provided his respondents with only two options, favoring or
opposing the sending of troops to protect Israel, and found 24 percent for
and 57 against. Roper in asking respondents twice in 13975 and once in 1977,

what the U.S. should do in the case of a war between Israel and the Arab

countries, gave them three options, "take no sides," "support Israel with
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economic aid and arms, but without sending U.S. troops even if that should

mean Israel would be defeated," and "do whatever is necessary to preserve

and save the state of Israel, including sending U.S. troops," found that the
largest group, 50 percent in early 1975 and 42 in 1977, chose "take no sides.”
In the latter poll, 34 percent optedfor aid and arms, while 16 percent favored
sending troops. And in March 1977, when a different poll asked whether in an
effort to bring about peace in the Middle East "the United States should sign

a formal treaty with Israel promising to come to her aid with arms and troops
in case of apgression by an outside country," 26 percent favored such a commit-

ment, while 45 opposed it.

Publie Support for Isracl

The orientation of the American public with respect to the Middle Easi
crisis seems fairly clear. From the beginning of the conflict in the late
40s down to the present, many more Americans have been supportive of Israel
than of the Arab states. Most noteworthy is the fact that the percentage so
supportive reached a much higher level than in any preceeding period, at the
time of the Six Day War, when close to half of those surveyed by different
pollsters indicated sympathy for Israel. support has largely remained at
this level down to the present, despite the oil erisis which developed in
tandem with the Yom Kippur War and the apparent increase in isolationist
sentiment following on the American fiasco in Vietnam. This figure is much
higher than the 25-35 percent sympathetic to Israel in the late 1940s or
the 25 percent reported in 1964. Conversely, backing for the Arabs has
declined from the 15 percent fipure characteristic of polls taken in the
early period to the 5-7 percent ones which have been found by almost all
surveys taken from 1967 to 1977. The fears of many that as time went on,
distance from the Holocaust and from the events that led to Israel's founding,
as well as the Increase in opposition to Israel in other countries, would

lead to a decline in American synpathy for Tsrael has not occurred. Instead,
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as we have seen, support has greatly increased. It is not a residue of pity
or shame over the massacre of six million Jews that has produced support
for Israel, but rather admiration for the way in which a small democratic
nation, allied to the United States, has been able successfully to stand

that it is
of f and defeat the massive onslaughts of Arab armies. It would seem/admiration
of success that underlies the widespread American backing feor the Jewish
state during the last ten years.

It must be reiterated, however, rthat the American public has been
consistent in its feeling that the United States should not get militarily
involved in the Middle East. The percentages favoring the sending of U.S5.
troops to help Israel agalnst a communist-backed attack, or, in the extreme
case, against being overrun in a war, have rarely been above I35 percent.
Much larger proportions have opposed the sending of troops no matter what
the circumstances., Of course, decisive pluralities of the public, ranging
upwards to two thirds have, on occasion, supported the giving or sending
of military aid to Israel, particularly if Israel were threatened by a
communist-aided enemy or were at war. The increased strength of the Arabs
internatienally, and their ability to hamper the United States economically
through an oil boycoett or price increase, have apparently not served to
reduce the willingness of Americans to continue to support Israel as an ally.

The characteristics of supporters of Israel reported in the polls over
the years have also remained steady. Backing for Israel, both with respect
to sympathy and ald questions, has consistently been linked to greater
education, occupational status and income. Israel has been strongest with

the most knowledgeable and presumably most active and influential segment of

the body politic.

Issues Iin the Middle East Conflict

Some of the polls have inquired as to the public's attitude toward the major
political issue dividing Israel and its Arab neighbors since the 1967 war--the

occupied terrftories. A few week after the war, Harris reported that the public-
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disagreed by 62 to 21 percent with the proposition that Israel should withdraw
"from the Arab territory before other issues can be settled." About the same
time, Gallup asked what should be done with the land Israel had conquered. Only
15 percent favored giving all the area back as compared to 24 percent who said

that Israel should keep all the land. The largest proportion, close to half

the sample, 49 percent, said that it should keep some of the territories. 1In

July 1970, Harris again found the public rejected by 43 to 24 percent the
proposition that "Israel should give back the territory it gained from the war

of 1967." In three polls taken after the Yom Kippur War, in December 1973, June
1974 and June 1975, Roper inquired as to what Israel ought to do about the captured
regions, offering respondents four options. The reply pattern was remarkably
stable over this period. Only 6-7 percent said that Israel should give up all the
territories, regardless of circumstances. Another 25 percent in each survey favored
yielding all or most, but only "if a satisfactory treaty can be negotiated with
the Arabs that will guarantee her [Israel's] existence as a state." The proportio
saying that it is now time "for Israel to make some concessions, but it is impor-
tant that she keep whatever territory is essential for her defense," varied from
27 percent in 1973 to 30 in 1975, while 13-14 percent thought that "Israel should
keep all the territory she has won in the last two Arab-Israeli wars."

Harris and Caddell reported different response distributions to questions
which gave respondents the simple option of approving or opposing Israel's
returning the territories. In January 1975 Harris found 25 percent agreeing
and 49 percent disagreeing with the statement "Israel should give back the
territory it gained from the war of '67." Caddell, in the Fall of 1974 and
again in the Summer of 1975 asked interviewees to react to the proposition
"The Israelis ought to give up all the territory they have captured since

1

1967 if the Arabs agree to peace." Thirty-six percent agreed in both

surveys, while 36 disagreed the first time and 34 percent the second.
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Seemingly, the difference in the results of the two pells lay in the fact
that Harris did not attach any conditions to the return of the territories
while Caddell added the requirement that "the Arab states agree to peace."

Clearly, as we have seen repeatedly, different question formats ecan pro-
duce what appear to be divergent, sometimes even contradictory, results. Thus,
when a private pell inquired of a national sample in March 1977 whether cer-
tain things that have been mentioned are a major or a minor ohstacle to peace
in the Middle East, it found that 55 percent said "the Israelis' refusal to
return to pre-1967 boundaries" was a major obstacle. Conversely, a signifi-
cantly larger percentage, 73, felt that "The Arabs' refusal to recognize
Israel as an independent state" was also a major hurdle. And the same respon-
dents also told their interviewers by 45 percent to 26, that they disagreed
with the proposal that "The United States should reduce its support of Israel
unless the Israelis are willing to compromise ani give back some of the land
they took from the Arabs during the recent wars."

Two surveys taken since the victory of the Likud party in the May elections
in Israel suggest that the widespread, generally unfavorable puhlinify given
to its program of retaining the West Bank has not changed the feelings of the
American puhli; towards the territorial issue. Gallup asked a sample of 1,526
persons between June 3-6 "As a result of the 1947 war, Israel now controls
land that was formally controlled by Arab nations. What do you think Israel
should do--give back PART of this land, give back ALL of this land, or KEEP ALL
of this land?" Slightly over one-seventh, 16 percent, replied give back all,
a larger group, 24 percent, favored keeping all of the land, while over a third,
35 percent, said give back part of the territory. Roper repeated in June 1977

the same question he had asked in 1973, 1974 and 1975 discussed above. He
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reported an increase in support for Israel retaining some or all of the

territories, as indicated below.

ROPER

Israel should keep all of the terri-
tory she has won in the last two
Arab-Israeli wars., June 1277 - 16Z
June 1975 - 14
June 1974 - 13
December 1973 - 14

It is time for Israel to make some
concessions, but it 1s important that
she keep what territory 1s essential
for her defense. June 1977 - 34
June 1975 - 30
June 1974 = 31
December 1973 - 27

Israel should give up all or most of

the territory she has taken in the last

two wars, but only if a satisfactory treaty

can be negotiated with the Arabs that will

guarantee her existence as a state. June 1977 - 23
June 1373 = 25
June 1974 - 25

December 1973 - 25

The territory Israel has taken in the
last two wars did not belong to her
and she should not be allowed to keep

it under any circumstances. June 1977 = 1
June 1975 = ¥

June 1974 - 7

December 1973 - 6

Don't know June 1977 - 20

June” 1975 - 24
June 1974 - 24
December 1973 - 28
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GALLUP
Early June, 1977

Have you heard or read about the
situation in the Mid East? 86% ves

If yes:

As a result of the 1967 war, Israel now con-
trols land that was formerly controlled by Arab
nations. What do you think Israel should do--
give back part of this land, give back all of

this land, or keep all of this land? Keep all - 24%
Give back part - 35

Giwe back all - 16

No epinion = 25

It is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about the reactions of
the public to these issues. Yet, it would appear that the bulk of the
American public holds the position that Israel should give back a large
proportion of the territories in return for a just peace that will guarantee
the nation's existence, but that Israel should retain some portion of the
territory for security purposes.

The response pattern has been more consistent to queries dealing with
which side is the principal source of continued unrest and the most probably
aggressor should a new war break out. Americans have been much more dis-
posed to blame the Arabs rather than the Israelis. Thus in the Summer
of 1975, Caddell found that by three to one, 33 percent to 10, more people
said that the Arab states were more responsible than Israel for "the con-
tinuing crisis in the Middle East." Yankelovich found even more nepative
judgments concerning the role of the Arabs when in August 1975 he asked

"In the ecurrent
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situation, do you feel the Arab nations are really interested in

making peace with Israel, or do you feel that they are not interested in
making peace, but rather in destroying Israel?" Less than a fifth, 17
percent, thought the Arabs were interested in peace

while a majority, 53 percent, in the first survey and 56 in the second,

said they were out to destroy Israel. A private survey taken in March 1977
found in response to a similar query that 19 percent felt the Arabs wanted
peace and 36 percent said they were out to eliminate Israel. In line with the
replies to these questions, those interviewed in 1977, when asked which side is
"likely to be the main aggressor" if war should break out, said the Arab coun-
tries rather than Israel by 59 percent to 1l6.

It is interesting to note that when questioned in 1975 and again in 1977:
"In the current situation, do you feel that the Israelis are doing everything
possible to achieve a peace settlement or do you feel that their attitudes
and demands are unreasonable?" in 1975, a plurality, 37 percent, felt Israel's
demands were unreasonable as contrasted to 23 percent who then said Israel
was trying to gain peace. Two years later the plurality shifted. Many
more, 39 percent, thought that Israel was doing everything to achieve peace,
while the proportion who felt that Israel's demands were unreasonable dropped
to 29 percent.

Americans remain pessimistic about the prospects for an end to the
conflict, but they have faith in Israel's ability to win a new war and to
survive, In 1975, Gallup found that 61 percent thought that "another war
between the Israelis and the Arabs is likely to occur this year." Harris
inquired in 1974, 1976 and again early in 1977: "How would you rate the
chances of working out a total peace settlement in the Middle East.,.?" and
found that the 18 percent figure for those who expected a settlement in
1974 had climbed slightly to 22 percent in 1977, while the percentage of

those with pessimistic views dropped from 73 to 65. When asked in another survey

in March 1977: "Ip the end, do yuu think that lasting peace will come to the
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Middle East?" only one third believed that it will, while 45 percent felt
that it will not, and 21 percent were unsure. In spite of their expectation
of continued conflict, the overwhelming majority said that they "personally

expect Israel as a Jewish state to exist 20 years from now," while only 9
percent did not. Twice as many, 44 percent to 21, thought that Israel is

more likely than the Arabs to win another war.

Attitudes Toward Specific Countries

The opinions of Americans toward the Middle East conflict may also
be evaluated by comparing opinions about Israel and the Arab states with
attitudes towards other countries. In January 1975, Harris asked: '"Which
countries [from a list of 12] do vou feel the U.5. has a special stake Iu
seeing that they are not overtaken militarily?" Canada led the list with
49 percent, while Israel was second with 43, and Great Britain third with
34, Backing for Arab nations on the list varied from 13 percent for Saudi-
Arabia and 10 for Egypt to 5 for Libya. Less favorable findings for Israel
were, however, reported in another Harris survey taken about the same time
which inquired: 'Suppose there was a danger of a communist takeover of
[various countries specifically named], would you favor or oppose U.S.
military invelvement, including the use of U.S. troops?" Not surprisingly,
Americans were most disposed to support the use of troops in the defense
of Canada, 65 percent in favor as against 24 percent opposed. England was
second with 52 percent faveorable and 35 percent against. The figures for
Western Europe were 42 to 44 and for Australia 39 to 45 percent. Brazil came
out just ahead of Israel with 32 percent favorable and 49 opposed, while the
figures for Israel were 31 percent willing to send troops as compared to 52
against. The countries for which support was lower than for Israel were
Japan, Taiwan, Greece, South Korea, Iran, Thailand, and India. In the case
of Greece, for example, only 26 percent favored sending troops as against 35

opposed, while for South Korea the figures were 25 to 5%3.
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Pat Caddell's Cambridge Survey organization also inquired in the
Spring of 1975 as to whether respondents felt that "we should sell weapons to"
Israel, France, India, Saudi Arabia, Chile, Iran, Mexico and Egypt. More
people were opposed to selling arms to each than endarggé?gu. Israel, however,
had the most in fr.or, 41 percent, and the least against, 43. The figures
for France were 37 percent for and and 46 con, while for Mexico, they were
38 to 45. The largest percentages against selling arms, 60, were reported for
the two Arab countries on the list, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, while slightly
over a fifth backed such ﬂé?egyeméentiment was also quite negative to pro-
viding arms for Chile, Iran and India.

Comparative evaluations of American attitudes to various nations have

recent

also been reported by the Gallup Poll, NORC, and a/private survey. Over the years.
the former has asked respondents to indicate on a ten-point scale their
opinions of various nations, ranging from very favorable down to very unfavorable.
Israel and Egypt were first included in such a survey in 1956, when only 49
percent indicated that they had a favorable opinion of Israel as contrasted to
il percent for Egypt. A much larger percentage, 68, expressed positive feel-
ings toward England and France. By 1966 favorable opinion for Israel had
climbed to 64 percent, in contrast to 46 for Egypt and 79 for Enmgland. In 1967,
at the time of the Six-Day War, 74 percent were favorable to Israel compared
to 85 percent for England, 89 percent for Australia, 74 percent for Argentina,
and 76 for Brazil. A 1976 Gallup survey found the percentage favorable to
Israel down to a still respectable 65, while Egypt's popularity stood at 49.
The corresponding figures for other countries were England 87, Holland 85,
Brazil 66, and Taiwan 55.

NORC asked respondents to evaluate eight countries on a ten-point scale
ranging from "like very much" to "dislike very much" in two national surveys

in 1974 and 1975. The results were similar to those in the Gallup poll. The



percentages favorable to Israel were 68 and 62, while for Egypt, favorability
stood at 48 and 44 percent. America's former enemy and current ally, Japan,
received slightly better ratings than Israel, 70 and 66, as did Brazil, 68
and 64. The countries closest to the U.5. culturally, Canada and England,
were judged most positively of all, 92 and 91 for Canada, and 85 and B4 for
England. The two major Communist nations were least popular, 46 and 44
favorable to Russia and 41 and 36 for China.

pollster

In March 1977, a major / asked his respondents to state with respect
to eight countries and the Palestinians whether they consider each "to be
a close friend and ally of the United States, a neutral country, or a country
which is unfriendly to the United States?" As in other surveys, more people
were positive about Canada and England, 72 and 71 percent regarded them as
friends, while only 2 to 3 percent saw them as unfriendly. Israel was third
with 48 percent saying friendly, and 8 percent, unfriendly. Egypt and Saudi
Arabia were regarded as a friend by only 12 percent, while 26 and 28 percent
identified them as unfriendly. Surprisingly, opinions about the Palestinians
were almost as negative as those for the Soviet Union and Communist China.
Only 6 percent identified the Palestinians as a friend, while 42 percent
regarded them as unfriendly.

These comparative measures of sentiment by six different polling agencies
taken between 1974 and 1977 again indicate that Americans have a much more positiwi
feeling furtgiﬁaigwpgﬁi Eﬁ?étgﬂTaihe noted that the proportion so supportive
is not as large as those for Western Europe or the English-speaking countries,

and that close to a third of those queried by NORC said that they disliked

Israel. The Arab states and the Palestinians, however, clearly have little
popularity.

Soclal Differences

Analyses of the social characteristics associated with pro-Israeli
views in reply to these questions continue to show a relationship with

increased education, income and o cupational status., The Harris January 1975
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survey found 60 percent of those who had attended college sympathetic to

Israel, compared to 51 percent for the high school educated and 47 among

those who had not gone beyond grammar school. Over half of the college

educated, 54 percent, believed that the U.5. has a special stake in seeing

that Israel is not overtaken militarily, while only 38 percent of those who

had not gone beyond high school and 30 percent of the grammar school educated

felt the same way. The 1976 Gallup national rating study indicated that 77

percent of those who had been exposed to higher education rated Israel

favorably, 62 percent of the high school population had such opinions, but

only 50 percent of those with less education felt this way. In January 1977,

Roper reported that 54 percent of those in executive and professional occcupa-

tions were sympathetic to Israel compared to 50 percent of white collar and

46 percent of blue collar. By income, the range of sympathy for Israel ran from

35 percent among those earning 18,000 dollars a year or more to 41 among

those earning less than 6,000 dollars. The March 1977 private poll found that 75

percent of college graduates regarded Israel as a friend and ally of the

United States, compared to 46 percent among those with a high school or some

college education, and but 34 percent of those with less than high school.
Sympathy for the Arabs on these and other questions varied little by socio-

economic or educational status. All groups were equally unenthusiastie, while

the less advantaged were more likely to give "don't know" responses. These

variations showed up even more clearly in the responses to Roper's queries

concerning the future of the occupied territories. As noted earlier in 1975,

only 7 percent thought that Israel should give up all the territories,

regardless of circumstances, but 11 percent of those whose education did not

go beyond grammar school took this position, compared to 7 percent for the

high school educated, and 5 percent for those who had attended college.

Caddell's questions concerning the application of different image words to the
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Israelis or Arabs generally elicited comparable patterns. Thus when asked
about the phrase "like Americans," the percentages saying that the term
applies to the Israelis rose from 37 percent for those with some grade
school, to 49 for high school graduates, 59 for college graduates and 62
percent for those who attended graduate school.

Religious and racial groupings continued to vary as in earlier surveys,
In 1974, Harris found 59 percent of white Protestants sympathetic to [srael,
as contrasted to 47 of white Catholics, and 31 of Blacks. The percentage with
pro-Arab sympathies ran from 12 percent among Blacks to 8 For white Catholics
and 5 for white Protestants. Caddell, asking a number of questions bearing
on Middle East issues in the summer of 1975, generally found Protestants
somewhat more favorable to Israel than Catholics, and whites much more than
Blacks. In January 1977, Roper noted a similar pattern, 48 percent of
whites and 34 percent of Blacks sympathized with Israel, as did 49 percent of
all Protestants and 39 of Catholics. The results of the 1976 Gallup national
ratings survey differed somewhat from previous ones. White Protestants had the
most favorable views (67 percent) of the Jewish state, but Blacks showed up
as slightly more supportive, 62 percent favorable, than white Catholies, 59
percent. The responses to Roper's questions about the future of the terri-
tories varied similarly. In 1975, Protestants were more favorable (15 percent)
to Israel's keeping all the occupied land than were Catholies (12 percent),
and whites were more favorable (15 percent) than Blacks (6 percent). Blacks
were more likely to answer "don't know" than whites, but nevertheless, the
proportion of Blacks (13 percent) who said that Israel should give up all the
territories was much greater than that of whites (6 percent). There was,

however, surprisingly little variation associated with age in these surveys.
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Elite Attitudes

These findings reperted in various surveys taken at different times
consistently showing greater support for Israel among the better educated,
the more affluent and those in executive and professional positions, suggest
that Israel has strong backing among the elite sectors--those who are more

~active politically and presumably more influential. The results of a number

of such groups
of studies/confirm this assumption. Thus, in January 1975, Harris compared

the opinions of a national sample of 3,377 persons with those of 491 "leaders,"
selected from among those who "have impact within their community.'" The
leaders' sympathies were more with Israel than the ,\rabs by a ratio of over
eleven to one, 56 to 5 percent, as contrasted with the general public's seven
and a half to one, 52 to 7. Three-quarters of the leaders favored sending
military supplies to Israel if war breaks out, a position taken by 66 percent
of the general public. When asked how they would feel if "Israel were over-
run by the Arabs," 44 percent of the general sample said "very upset" in
contrast to 65 percent of the leaders. The leaders and the public both over-
whelmingly disagreed with the statement that "we need Arab oil for our gaseline
shortage here at home, so we had better find ways to get along with the Arabs,
even if that means supporting Istael less." The leaders, however, felt this

way by a ratio of 78-15 percent, while the public took this view by a somewhat

lower one, 68-20.

A separate Harris survey conducted in December 1974 on behalf of
the Chiecago Council on Feoreign BRelations, similarly indicated that leaders are
much more effectively supportive of Israel than the general public. The 328
leaders interviewed in this survey were drawn from "Americans in leadership
positions with the greatest influence upon and knowledge about foreign rela-
tions," from the political world, government officials, business leaders,
the media and education, plus various wvoluntary associations. Both the

leadership and publie samples were given 12 hypothetieal situations, such as
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invasions of Canada or Western Europe, a Russian takeover of West Berlin,
attacks on the Dominican Republic, South Korea, India, Taiwan, and Yugoslavia,
by various adjacent Communist states, and in the case of Israel its "heing
defeated by the Arabs." 1In each case, they were asked whether they would

favor or oppose U.S. military involvement, including the use of troops.

The leaders were significantly more favorable than the general public te
American military intervention in reaction to threats to Canada, western
Europe, West Berlin, the Dominican Republic, South Korea and Israel. The
public was more supportive than the leaders of Taiwan, Yugeslavia, and

Saigon (against a major attack by North Vietnam), while there was no difference
between the two with respect to a Chinese attack on India. Specifieally,

with respect to the Middle East situation, 41 percent of the leaders were
willing to use U.S. troops to save Israel from being defeated by the Arabs,
while 44 percent were opposed; among the public 27 percent were favorable and
50 percent against. It should be noted among both leaders and public that there
was more support for military intervention to help Canada, Western Euraope,

West Berlin, and the Dominican Republic, than for Israel. Israel, however,

had more backing than South Korea, India, Taiwan, Yugoslavia and Saigon.

In response to a general question, as to what the U.S. should do "if
friendly countries are attacked," the leaders were much more favorable to
America giving military assistance than the general population. Thus, 81
percent of the leaders compared to 60 of the public favored military and
economic aid, while 34 percent of the former and 23 of the latter would also

Over a fifth of 22 percent,
send troops. Mhe public,/however, was more likely to say, "economic aid only,"
an option mentioned by only 6 percent of the leaders, while 9 percent of the
public said do "nothing," as compared to but 1 percent of the leaders. These
results suggest again that the stronger backing for aid to Israel among the

better educated and leadership groups reflects a greater willingness on their
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part for the nation's playing an activist role in international affairs,

which involves aid and military support for our allies. The public, however,
reveals a greater "reluctance actually to get involved in combat, or in

steps that could lead to combat--perhaps as an extension of aid commitments."En
The results of this survey suggest, however, that willingness te back other
countries against invasion with military assistance applies least to Asian and
Third World countries outside of the Americas, perhaps reflecting reactions

to the Vietnam War or lesser cultural identification.

Two years later, in a January 1977 survey, Roper found that fully 60
percent of the 12 percent of his respondents who were c]assified as high on a
scale of political and societal activity were sympathetic to Israel, compared
to but 47 percent in the sample as a whole. Both showed little sympathy for
the Arab cause, 6-7 percent. Similarly, those high on the activity scale
were more likely (22 percent) to support whatever measures would he necessary
to save Israel in case of war "including sending troops if that should prove
necessary" than were the public at large (16 percent). Conversely, the total
sample was much more disposed to favor the option "take no sides" than were
the active, 29 percent.

Some indication of the differences in the opinions of varying leadership

groups may be found irn an analysis of the opinions of 2656 leaders in eight

areas of American life gathered by the Washington Post and the Harvard Center

for International Affairs in 1976. This questionnaire study contained
two questions dealing with the Middle East: "The United States has a moral
obligation to prevent the destruction of Israel," and "To protect our supply

of oil, the United States should be more pro-Arab in the Middle East conflict."

t"'Juhn E. Rielly, ed., American Public Opion and U.S. Foreign Policy
(Chicago: The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1975), p. 17.
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Sixty-two percentd the leaders agreed with the first question, 24 percent
strongly, while 71 percent disagreed with the second, 27 percent strongly.
Since 7 percent of the elite strata were Jewish, over twice the proportion
of the general public, some of the greater concern for Israel among leadership
groups reflects this fact. Almost all of the Jewish members of these elite
groups (93 percent) felt that the United States is morally obligated to prevent
the distruction of Israel, a view also held, however, by a large majority,
#0 percent of the non-Jews. The eight elite groups sampled varied somewhat
among themselves. Those most favorable to Israel were the two most involved
in affecting policy and public opinion, the political and media leaders.
Fully 70 percent of the former and 67 of the latter were supportive of Israel.
The Black elite followed with 64 percent supportive, a surprising finding
given the repeated evidence from many surveys that the Black population
generally is less sympathetic to Israel than any other identifiable demographic
group. The other groups following in descending order of support for Israel
were feminists, 63 percent, intellectuals, 62, farm, 59, business, 57, and
youth, 54.

The opinions of four elite groups, professors, foreign-policy profes-

' and trade association executives have

sionals, "black grass-roots leaders,'
been explored in greater depth in various surveys. They indicate the
difficulty of locating individuals, strata, or the general public in simple
categories of pro or anti-Israel, pro or anti-aid.

A survey of a national sample of 3500 university and cecllege faculty
was conducted in the spring of 1975 by Everett Ladd and 5. M. Lipset. At
first glance, it would appear that as a group American college faculty are
among the staunchest supporters of the Jewish state in the country. A solid
majority, 57 percent of the respondents, indicated that their "sympathies

i

lie predominantly with Israel," as contrasted to the 8 percent who were pro-—

Arab, Faculty support for the Jewish state appeared to be about the same or
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slightly below the level among the college-educated generally (Harris found
them at 60 percent for Israel about the same time), but somewhat above that
reported among the general publiec where, as we have seen, pro-Israel feelings
have hovered around 45-50 percent in surveys conducted by Gallup, Harris,
Roper, and Yankelovich. Pro-Arab sentiments in the general population were
about the same low level as among the professoriate.

Strong pro-Israeli sentiments were apparent in faculty responses to a
number of other questions. An overwhelming majority, 76 percent, rejected
the Arab contention, advanced in a U.N. resclution that Israel is "a racist
and imperialist country.'" A comparably large percentage of the faculey, 77,
asserted that "Israel has a right to keep the city of Jerusalem as its capital."
Almost three-quarters, 73 percent, believed that the United States should
continue "to supply Israel with weapons and military equipment;'" 58 percent,
however, would have had us refuse "to sell arms and military equipment to
Saudi Arabia." Only 13 percent felt that "Guerrilla activities on the part of
the Palestinian Arabs are justified because there is no other way for them to
bring their grievances to the attention of the world." Yet almost two-thirds,
65 percent, approved of Israel's right "to retaliate against the Arabs when-
ever Arab guerrillas commit an act of terrorism."

The picture of an intensely pro-Israeli academe suggested by these
responses was, however, countered by the clear unwillingness of the majoricy
to have the U,§5, do little more to aid the Jewish state than send it arms and
equipment. Less than a third, 31 percent, felt that if Israel 'were threatened
with defeat" that the U.S. should help it with "air support" or "ground troops."
The proportion who believed that "If the United Nations were to vote to expel
Israel, the U.5. should withdraw from the U.N. in protest'" was comparably small,
32 percent. Almost half the professors, 46 percent, did not apree with the
statement that the "U.S. has an unquestioned moral obligation to prevent the

destruction of the state of Israel."
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As of 1975, the majority of the faculty clearly did not see Israel
as an American ally who must be protected from destruction, If the price
is U.S. involvement in fighting. In spite of their sympathies for the
beleaguered state, they favored American pressure on Israel to make major
concessions. Overall, almost two-thirds, 64 percent, believed that "The
U.$. should pursue a more neutral and even-handed policy in the Middle-
Fast." Half of the respondents agreed that "The U.S, should apply pressure
on Istael to give in more to Arab demands.” The price that the majority felt
Israel should pay was clear: 056 percent said that it should give up "most of
the territory it gained from the Arabs" in the Six Day War; 64 percent believed
that the "Arabs should be allowed to set up a separate nation of Palestine
on the West Bank of the Jordan River."

The response pattern of academe toward the Middle East conflict may
appear te be contradictory, much like that of the public. In faect, the
seeming confusion is probably typical of public reactions on most issues.
Almost all policy matters are invariably more complicated than is suggested by
the replies to any one or two questions designed to locate respondents as
positive or negative on a specific view or proposal. If issues are complicated,
if specific proposals may work under some condltiona and not under others,
there is eclearly no reason to expect or desire the public or academe to have
simple unqualified reactions.

If one looks carefully at the responses of rhe academics, it Is possible to
detect an underlying syndrome of attitudes of a large number of professors
on Middle East and foreign policy questions. On one hand, as indicated in
analyses of their opinions published elsewhere, they strongly scupht a reduction
of international tensions, supported cuts in American military expenditures,

Favored detente with the Soviet Union, and hoped that Amerlca would avaid
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foreign entanglements which might involve it in another war, limited or nnt.Fn

On the other hand, many of those who were predisposed this way remained
sympathetic to Israel, and hoped the Jewish state will survive and prosper.
The first set of preferences, however, appeared to outweigh the second.

These orientations resulted in a majority faculty opinion which wanted
the U.5. to do all it can to press the conflicting parties to make peace in
the Middle East. Hence, Ladd and Lipset found majority sentiment for a "more
neutral and even-handed policy" by the U.S5., for American pressure on Israel
"to give in more to Arab demands," for Israel to yield territory, and opposition
to American direct military intervention even if neccessary to avoid the "defeat
and destruction'" of Israel. But at the same time, a large majority remained
much more favorable to Israel than the Arabs, would supply the Jewish state
with the weapons to defend itself, while opposed to selling arms to the Arabs,
and heoped that Israel can hold on to Jerusalem. Viewed in these terms, these
responses are not inconsistent.

In considering the views of American academics to the Middle East and
other foreign poliecy matters, as of 1975, it is important to recall that
professors were the first major group in this country to turn against the
Vietnam War, even before the majority of college students did. They also
are ideologically to the left of other sectors of the non-academic
population. Evidence drawn from a variety of opinion surveys suggest that
anti-war and anti-militarist sentiments among them were accentuated during
the Vietnam War. Since academics tend to be more ideological, that is more con-
sistent in their views than other groups, it is not surprising to learn from
the Ladd-Lipset survey that more pacifist views among them are strongly
correlated with liberal social and politleal attitudes, and that left-liberal
values within academe are also associated with lessened enthusiasm for Israel,
much as they were linked to opposition to South Vietnam. In the table below,

we present the Ladd-Lipset finding of the relationship between political beliefs

Fn. Everett Ladd and S.M, Lipset. "War-Shy Professors Divided Over Middle East,
et lies of TRbwhipn Bdueraitbon,: D obes L it Iv; o
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as reflected by position on a liberalism-conservatism scale constructed from
attitude items on domestic issues with position on an Israel support scale
developed from responses to questions bearing on the Middle East. As is
evident from the data in the table, those whose attitudes placed tliem in the
most liberal quintile of the samplewere least favorable to support of the
Jewish state.

Table II

Position of the Most Liberal and Most
Conservative Quintile on Israel Support Scale
Among Non-Jewish Faculcy

Israel Most Most
Support Seale Liberal Conservative
High 30% 675
Low 70 33

These findings indicate the possible validity, among the more ideclogical
opinion sectors,of the assumptions mentioned at the begioning of this report
that opinion on Middle East issues may be affected by the growing antagonism
of the international left to Israel with a corresponding identification with
the Palestinian cause, and the strengthening of isolationist and anti-militarist
sentiment within the United States. None of the available results of the
studies of general public feelings reported earlier, however, revealed any
consistent and significant relationships between ideclogical self-identification
("are you a liberal, moderate, or conservative'), or Republican or Democratic
party allegiance, and opinion on the Middle-East issues. The divergence
between the Ladd-Lipset findings for a sample of academies and those reported
for the public may indicate that academe holds sharply variant opinions in

this area as in others, or more likely, in our judgment, be another piece of
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evidence that professors are significantly more ideclogical, more consistent,
in their attitudes than other strata. These results, therefore, may anticipate
the way in which the public may respond in the future, should American atti-
tudes toward the Middle East begin to become subjects of controversy between
main-line conservatives and liberals, or Democrats and Republicans, develop-
ments which may follow the formation of a more hawkish government in

Israel following the May 1977 elections.

Three surveys of the opinions of Black grass-roots leaders, trade
association executives and foreign policy professionals, were conducted by
the Yankelovich organization, the first two in February and March 1975, and
the latter in March 1976. These cannot be considered random, statistically
reliable samples of the special populations from which they were drawn. Each
was small, 100 Black leaders, 50 executives, and 78 foreign policy experts.
Yankelovich, however, drew the names in a fashion designed to obtain diverse
and hopefully representative opinions.

The Blaéﬁgﬁigéfﬁiimle active in leadership roles in eleven communities
across the nation. Intensive interviews with them brought quite different

sets of attitudes from those reported for the 300 Blacks who answered

the two Middle East questions on the Washington Post leadership survey.

A summary report on the Yankelovich survey states:

About Israel, itself, the feeling is ambivalent
when not negative. The very people who think it right that
there should be a Jewish state can also think of Israel as
the aggressor. Blacks are likely to see Israel as the
enemy of the dark-skinned Arabs, who are in some sense
fellow non-whites. Israel is disliked only a little less
than China, South Africa, and the Soviet Union.fm

fn'Geraldina Rosenfield, "The Yankelovich Interviews with Black Grass-Roots

Leaders and Trade Association Professionals," The American Jewish Committes
Information and Research service, August 1975, p. 2,
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These answers to specific questions point up the lesser support or
negative sentiments which these Black leaders had towards Israel early in
1975. About one quarter of them, 23 percent, named Israel as the probable
"main aggressor' in a new Middle East war, more than the 16 percent who
mentioned the Arabs. They divided into approximately equal thirds in
response to a question on support for the PLO or Israel or neither or
not sure.

These Black leadership views coincide with the reports from the various
general public surveys reported earlier which indicate that Blacks are less
supportive of Israel and more likely to express pro-Arab views than any
sector of the white population. Seemingly, such Black sentiment is related
to identification with Arabs as Third World peoples, or possibly to their
greater degree of resentment against American Jews than is found among
whites, a matter that is discussed in a later section.

It is dicficult to interpret the sharp difference between the sentiments

reported in the Yankelovich survey and the Washington Post-Harvard CFIA study.

One possibility lies in the different set of Black leaders gampled by each. The
Post-Harvard research group largely sampled politicians and officers of eivil-
rights groups divided equally between national and local leaders, while Yankelo-
vich interviewed local community leaders. The first group, being involved in
practical politiecs, has received considerable assistance from Jewish groups.

The second, less concerned with coalition politics, may be a more accurate
reflector of community sentiment.

Yankelovich's intensive interviews with 50 professional heads of various
trade associations also revealed a community, less pro-Israel than the population
in general. They differed, however, from the Black leaders in not exhibiting any
significant pro-Arab feelings. In responding to the question who would be the
main aggressor in the Middle East, twice as many 42 percent, mentioned the Arabs

as Istael, 23 percent. '"They tak. the State of Israel's continued existence
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for granted....They feel Israel must make major territorial concessions,

they are not committed to the establishment of a Palestinian state, are opposed
to Arafat acting as head of the Palestinians, and feel Arabs must recognize
Israel as an independent Etate.”fn Their lack of enthusiasm for Israel may be
seen, however, in the fact that over half of these interviewed, 52 percent,
thought that the United States would have a different policy toward Israel,
were it not for pressure from Jewish groups, while only 28 percent disagreed
with this point of view. Basically these spokespersons for business did not
appear to be interested in the Middle Fast politically. Their main concerns
with the region were economic, particularly oil. "There is no over support for
Arab countries, but there is an eagerness to do business with the Arabs and
encourage Arab Investment in the United Etates."fn These findings coincide

with, and help explain the results of the Washington Post leadership question-

naire survey which indicated lesser support for Israel among larger samples of

business and farm leaders.

The Yankelovich sample of 78 foreign-policy experts drawn from executives
of foreign affairs groups, government and congressional staffs, media people
and academicians in New York, Washington and Cambridge ,were much more pro-
Israel than the Black and business leaders. In part, this reflects the fact
that two-fifths of them were Jewish. But almost all of the non-Jews also felt
that the U.5. should "supply military aid to Israel" although they would
limit it to not more than enough to guarantee Israel's existence. The PLO
was not regarded as a legitimate representative of the Palestinians by any one,
but many felt that "since it is the only group and we must deal with Palestinians,
the 'realistic' thing is deal with it.”frl Some further indieation that this
group was not heavily tilted towards Israel is suggested in the fact that non-

Jewish "pro-Israel respondents feel they are in the minority among their

£n. Ibid., p. 8
fm. Ihid.

fn. Geraldihe Rosenfield, "Foreign-policy Professionals on Israel and American
Jews," The American Jewish Committ.e Information and Research Services (Feb. 197 7Y
np. 13-4,
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cnlleagues."fn

These efforts at analysis of the views on Middle-East issues of diverse
elite groups of Americans point up the need to explore opinions in depth, to
the possible simplified or erroneous conclusions which may be reached by
looking at the responses to a few questions. As noted earlier, the opinions
of these groups can not be categorized simply as pro-Israel or pro-Arab.
Rather they represent a complex set of wlews, often in contradiction with one
another, involving an effort to react to alternative objectives held by the
same individual. People may be very sympathetic to the desire of Jews to
have a state of their own which is a secure refuge for the victims of persecu-
tion, while also feeling concerned about the plight of the Palestinians,
believing that it can only be resolved in a state of their own. Deep commitment
to the survival of Israel may run counter to the belief that Americans must
place primary emphasis on domestic economic self-interest, and the aveidance
of commitments that might lead to overseas military invelvements. Clearly,
except possibly among sections of the Black community and their leaders,
America's support for Israel is not basically challenged, but it is far from
the unqualified endorsement which Israeli leaders desire, and it is conditioned
on Israel's showing a willingness to actively seek to make peace with the
Arabs, a peace that would involve returning most of the territories occupied
gince June 1967, in return for her total acceptance by the Arab states and the
Palestinians as a legitimate national entity entitled to the kind of treatment
given to all other states.
Conclusions

This examination of the responses of the American public and assorted
leadership groups to Middle East issues over three decades suggests a number of

conclusions. First, and most important is the fact that among those who have

0, Ibdd.s D O
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opinions on these matters, often around 50 percent, sympathy for Israel has
always far outweighed support for the Arab cause. Second is the indication
that support for Israel cannot bgbexplained as a continued residue of feelings
of sympathy or guilt related to the Holocaust and the plight of European

Jewry during World War II. As we have seen, the proportions expressing support
for Israel have been much greater in all the surveys taken since 1967 than in
earlier ones. Conversely, the percentages voicing sympathy for the Arabs

in surveys taken from the 5ix Day War on is less than half that during the
Arab-Israeli wars in the late 1940s,

The predominently pro-Israeli anti-Arab disposition of Americans is also
expressed in a variety of polls which have asked respondents to make comparative
judgments about Israelis and Arabs, or Israel and various Arab nations. Many
more people see Israel in a positive light, as having more favorable traits,
as being more like Ameriea, or as being more friendly to the United States,
than feel positively about the Arabs. The support which the Arabs have
received from the Soviet Union and other Communist states is also clearly a
liability for them among the American public. The overwhelming majority of
Americans are anti-Communist, sentiments which extend to those backed by the
Soviets,

The polls taken since the 1973 war suggest that increased awareness of
America's dependence on Arab oil, or of the possibilities to gain economically
by doing business with the oil-rich Arab states, has not undermined support
for Israel among the general public, although it has among business executives.
It 1slquestiunabla, however, whether survey questions which inquire as to
whether people think that we should change our Middle East policy to improve
our economic relations generally or prospects to buy cheaper oil, secure
reliable responses to how Americans might react to a severe economic or
energy crisis. These questions, in effect, ask people whether they are willing

to sell out Israel for monmey or for oil, It would be surprising if Americans
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would answer, "ves,"

to such inquires and as we have seen, they do not.

More positively from the Arab perspective is the fact that questions
which describe the Middle East conflict, as ®ne between the Palestinians and
the Israelis, result in a decline in expressions of support for the Israeli
side and a sharp increase in the proportions who are pro-Palestinian as
contrasted with pro-Arab. These findings are reinforced by the evidence that
there is considerable concern for the plight of the Palestinian refupees and
support for the creation of a Palestinlan state. It may be suggested that
questions dealing with Israel and the Arabs are seen in the context of a small
nation, Israel, resisting the omslaught of the Arabworld aided by the Soviet
Union., Conversely, Israel versus the Palestinians involves for some a contest
between the militarily strong and well-teo-do Israeli state and the Palestinian
population, many of whom are poor refugees, without a state of their own.

The increase in sympathy for the Palestinians, however, does not extend
to support for the Palestine Liberation Organization or its leader Yasir
Arafat. The P.L.0., seen as a terrorist organization which would deny Israel
the right to exist, has little backing among the American public.

But if many more Americans sympathize with Israel against the Arabs, and
to a lesser but still considerable plurality, against the Palestinians as well,
that support does not extend to a willingness for the United States to get
directly involved inthe conflict. Relatively few people, rarely more than
a quarter, have been willing to send American troops to the Middle East,
even in response to questions presenting such actiom as necessary to prevent
the military annihilation of Israel, or to back it up against Soviet troops
fighting on theArab side. More surprising has been the finding in many sur-
veys that the proportion of Americans who suppeort material aid to Israel,
particularly the sending of arms, is often smaller than that endorsing such

action. Support for armed aid or financial backing to Israel most commonly

increases to a positive plurality only during war-time or other erisis perioeds.
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The reluctance to back Israel with troops or military aid should,
however, be placed in the broader context of the fact that Americans are
reluctant to do the same for any foreign nation, except possibly for theose
with whom they have had a close cultural tie, particularly the English-
speaking countries, and some western European NATO states, bordering on the
Communist world. Willingness to help Israel is generally higher than suppert
for most other allies or dependencies of the United States. The majority of
Americans, particularly in recent yvears, have been extremely reluctant to get
involved in overseas conflicts and involvements, and would very much prefer
to spend money to deal with domestic problems rather than abroad.

Finding such isolationist sentiments among the majority is hardly sur-
prising. It has long been evident that internationalist views, support for
foreign obligations, are much greater among the more educated portions
of the population, and particularly among the elite and leadership ETOUpS.

As we have seen, support for Israel increases with greater education and is
highest among the leadership strata. Not surprisingly, they are much more
likely to be knowledgeable and concerned about international problems, and to
see the need for the United States to aid those nations with which it is allied
because of common values or interests.

Given the knowledge that the support for an internationalist foreign
policy generally and for active support of Israel, in particular, lies in the
opinions of the foreign policy aware, more educated and leadership groups, it
would seem evident that a change in the views among such groups as to what
policy is in the national interest could result in a shift in Middle East
policy, whichwould not meet with serious resistence among the public, particu-
larly if it was presented in the context of measures to avoid involvement in

war.
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Our discussion of such possibilities obviously moves outside the realm
of the analysis of public or group opinion into the domain of practical poli-
tics at the governing elite level. Clearly, as has been clear in recent
months, factors such as those which affect Congressicnal views, or the pros-
pects for election or re-election of major office holders, are more important
than the opinions of the American public reflected in surveys. The intensity
of feelings of key sections of the electorate is probably of more importance
in the eyes of political leaders than the attitude of the public at large.
And here the evidence would suggest that the pro-Israeli sectors of the
electorate feel more deeply and passicnately about the Middle East than other
segments, a fact which is probably the most important datum produced by the
opinion surveys.

Anti-Semitism

The question has frequently been raised as to the relationship between
attitudes towards Jews in the United States and towards Israel. How much of
the opposition to Israel is linked to anti-Semitic feelings? For example, is
the greater antagonism to Israel by Blacks than whites related to greater
anti-Semitism found among Blacks, some of which presumably is directed against
Jews they see operating in their community. On the other hand, attitudes
towards Israel may affect the feelings of nen-Jews towards American Jews,
As we have seen, a significant segment of those who feel that the United
States' support of Israel is against American self-interest often alsc believe
that the United States takes such a position because of the power, influence or
lobbying activity of American Jews. Hence, it may be argued that negative reac-
tions to Israel will adversely affect Jews living in the United States., There
have been a number of studies of the public opinion taken from the 1930s through
the middle 70s which have inquired about attitudes towards Jews. In this section

we would like to summarize such materials before turning te an examination of
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the inter-relationship between the two sets of attitudes.
To undertake this task we are fortunate in having a book on Jews in the

Mind of America, edited by Charles Stember, which reports on various surveys

taken between the 1930s and the early 1960s™ Some of the questions in these
studies have been repeated in later years. In general, the data presented in
the Stember volume suggest that a high level of anti-Semitism existed in this
country in the 1930s which lasted through World War II. Negative feelings
towards Jews began to fall with the end of the war to the point where, by 1982,
the last year dealt with by Stember, the;?§EClined quite considerably. For
example, 42 percent felt that the Jews had too much financial power as of March
1338, a figure which rose to 46 by February 1942, and then decreased to 34
percent in March 1945, to 29 percent in February 1946 and to but 18 percent

in June 1962. Replies that Jews have too much power in politics and government
numbered 34 percent in December of 1942, 33 in March of 1945, 24 in February

of 1946, and 12 in 1962. Responses to the general question "Do you think the
Jews have too much power in the United States?" showed a similar decline: 42
percent said "too much" in March 1938, 43 percent in April 1940, 51 percent

in December 1942, 56 to 58 percent in surveys taken in 1944, 1945 and 1946,

but only 17 percent felt this way in June 1962, and in a survey taken by NORC

in October 1964, only 11 percent.

This trend, however, which seems to have bottomed out in 1964, varied up and
down in recent years. 1In January 1975 and January 1976, the Yankelovich organiza-
tion asked "In general, do you feel that [various groups] has too much power in
the United States?" 1In 1975, 37 percent said that American Jews have too much
power, a figure which dropped to 26 percent in January a year later. In March 197
& private study inquired: 'po you feel that American Jews have too much
power and influence in our country...?", the percentage saying "too much" was

even lower, 19. It should be noticed, moreover, that when Yankelovich asked

Fn., Charles Stember
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such questions about a number of groups besides Jews, that the percentage
answering "too much power" was larger for every other group except for church
interests and Zionist organizations. In January of 1975, 60 percent said
organized labor had too much power, and 63 percent felt the same way in
January 1976. The largest proportion was critical of business and the oil
companies: din January 1975, 80 percent said the oil companies had too much
power, while 78 percent thought big business had the same excessive depgree of
power. The figures a year later were almost the same: 79 percent for the
0il companies and 76 percent for big business. Over a third, 37 percent,
credited "Arab interests" with too much power in January of 1975, a proportion
that went up to 40 percent in January of 1976,

There can be little doubt that anti-Semitic attitudes declined steadily
from the late 30s and early 40s to the early 60s, as indicated by answers to
surveys which inquired how people felt about Jews as marriage partners, as
neighbors, as employees, and in colleges. Thus, the proportion saying that
colleges should limit the number of Jews they admit fell from 26 percent in
1938 to 4 percent in 1962. The percentages of those who expressed some objection
to Jewish neighbors dropped from 30 in 1950 to 8 in 1962. These who, in response

to an open-end question,listed any objectionable qualities of Jews decreased from

63 percent in 1940 to 22 percent in 1962,

More recent surveys, however, dealing with other negative steroetypes, re-
vealed higher but also declining precentages giving anti-Jewish replies, In 1964,
42 percent of non-Jewish respondents told NORC interviewers that "Jews are more
willing than others to use shady practices to get what they want." Ten years later

te pull
Harris asked a slightly different question: "Jewish businessmen will usually cry/

shady deal i
Y deal on you." and feund that 21 percent dgreed with thae statement,

NORC
5 :
eported in 1964 thar 592 Percent agreed with the Statement called "Jews stick
together too much, " But ten years later, ip 1974, Harris found 27 Percent
agreeing with the Statement "Jewg always stick to their own and never give a
Tl

outsider a break,"
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It is difficult to tell from the opinion polls to what extent negative
responses to Jews reflect anti-Semitism, or whether there are certain attitude
syndromes which apply to other groups as well. 1In October 1974, Yankelovich
inquired about perceptions of the closeness of several American groups to
their respective "homelands"--not only the connections between Jews and Israel,
but also the links of Irish, Greeks, Italians, Blacks, Poles, Germans, and
Spanish-speaking people to their "motherlands." Each respondent was asked to
choose among a number of alternatives the one that best represented his
attitude toward such ties, whether people having close ties, or not, are
good or bad for the United States. "Close ties are bad" ranged from a low of
5 percent for the Irish and the Poles to highs of 10 percent and 13 percent
for the Blacks to Africa and the Jews to Israel. The percentages saying that
close ties to a home country are good for the United States varied from 31
percent for the Irish, 30 for the Italians, and 29 for the Jews, to a low of
22 percent for Greeks, Blacks and Poles. For Germans and Spanish-speaking
people the percentages were 23 and 24. It would seem, therefore, that there
are not very serious differences in attitudes towards the overseas ties of
Jews and non-Jews.

The number who respond negatively to questions concerning the ties of
American Jews to Israel has not ingreased over the years, in spite of the
manifest support given to Israel in, during, and following the 1967 and 1973
wars. In 1964, NORC reported 30 percent agreeing with the proposition "Jews
are more loyal to Israel than to America." Ten years later, Harris repeated
the question and found 26 percent in agreement, and 43 percent rejecting it. In

and 1977,
six different surveys between 1974 /Yankelovich asked: "Do you feel that most
Jewish people in this country feel closer to the U.S. or Israel?" In the first
one, 41 percent said the United States and 34 Israel, in the sixth, the "ecloser

to the U.S." figure was 50 percent, while those saying to Israel had fallen to

27. 1In each poll, the college educated were much more likely to believe American
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Jews were closer to this country, e.g., 60 percent U.S. to 18 Israel in 1976,
than those with less education, 44 percent to U.S. and 30 to Israel.

Pat Caddell's Cambridge Survey also probed for anti-Semitic attitudes
linked to Jewish support of Israel in the Fall of 1974 and the Summer of 1975.
He asked respondents whether they agreed that "It seems that some people forget
they are Americans when they rush to defend Israel" One third, 33 percent,
agreed in both polls, as contrasted to 42-43 percent disagreeing. One third
also felt that Jews have excessive influence on Middle East issues, agreeing
in both polls that "Because of Jewish political influence in the U.S., our
government has favored Israel when we should have been fairer to the Arabs. "
Only 37-38 percent rejected the statement as wrong., Caddell's findings for this

statement were quite different from those reported by Harris in a January 1974
survey when the public disagreed by 49-25 pe?cent wi%h the statement HJeaish group

have too much political power and are forcing the U.5. government tobe tco pro-
It would be wrong to conclude that those who criticize Jewish support Israel

of Israel are necessarily anti-Semitic. Antagonism to Jewish influence on
U.5. Middle East policy is not as strong as resentment against the role of
other groups.

In four Yankelovich surveys taken from 1974 to 1977, big
business, oill companies, Arab interests, and the media were much more likely
to be credited with having "too much influence over our country's policies in
the Middle East" than American Jews or Zionist organizations. The
average of such judgments over the four-year period ran from 78 percent for the
0il companies, 68 big corporations, 51 Arab interests and the media, 41
American Jews, 37 organized labor, to 31 for Zionist organizations. Jews were
less likely than others to be blamed for domestic economic problems following
the Yom Kippur War. 1In October 1974, when Yankelovich asked "Who or what do
you feel is to blame for our economic difficulties at the present time?" 35
percent said big business, 18 labor unions, 14 percent the Arabs, 10 percent
even agreed that economists are responsible, but only 3 percent said the Jews.

When the question was given a more specific focus in 1975 in the following



—54—

terms "Some people have estimated that the national unemployment rate,
which is now around 7 percent may go as high as 10 percent in the next
few months. If unemployment should hit 10 percent, do you personally

feel that [a specific group] will be primarily responsible, partially
responsible, or not responsible for the increase in unmemployment." The
percentage selecting Jews as primarily or partially responsible was

lower than for all of the eleven other groups. Over a third,

34 percent, said big business would be primarily responsible and 45 percent
indicated partidlyresponsible, for the trade unions the figures were 27
(primarily) and 47 (partially), for the media they were 10 and 33, for the
Arab countries they were 19 and 37, for economists and college professors
they were 6 and 27, while for Jews they were 4 and 20.

How much anti-Semitism ig there in the United States today? This is
obviously an impossible question to answer in zbsolute terms. Surveys taken
between 1974 and 1976 do indicate that about one third of non-Jews give
anti-Semitic answers, or at least responses in which they are willing to say
that Jews differ from other groups in ways that might be interpreted to be
negative. Thus, Harris's January 1975 survey of attitudes towards Jews, to
be analyzed below, recorded 31 percent saying "Jews are irritating because
they are too aggressive," percent indicating their belief that "Most of
the slum owners are Jewish," 34 percent agreeing with the statement "When it
comes to choosing between people and money, Jews still choose money," and the
same proportion also agreeing that "Jews feel superior to other groups." 1In
polls administered in 1974, 1975 and 1976, Yankelovich reported that a third
of his sample stated that '"the election of a Jew as President would not be

good for the country.
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Perhaps the toughest question asked in a relatively recent survey designed
to tap anti-Semitic feelings was contained in the 1974 Harris survey which
inquired as to reactions to statements about the Jews made by General George
Brown, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. All respendents were first
asked: "Recently, General George Brown, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, said that if Americans suffered enough as a result of the Arab oil
boycott that they 'might get tough minded enough to stop the Jewish influence in
this country and break that lobby'. 1In general, do you tend to agree or dis-
agree with what General Brown said?". Of these respondents, 22 percent agreed
and 46 percent disagreed, while 32 percent were not sure. When non-Jews only
were then asked: '"General Brown also said that the Jews 'Own the banks and the
newspapers in this country. Just look at where the Jewish money is'. Do you
tend to agree or disagree with that statement by General Brown?", one fifth, or
20 percent, agreed, 47 percent disagreed, while 33 percent said they were not
sure. These responses may be looked at in two ways. One is that only one
Fifth agreed with these statements even when they were given the authority
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On the other hand, it may be
more important to note that less than half of the non-Jewish respondents disagreed
with the statement. Those who said they were not sure presumably included many
who thought that there was some possibility that the statement was true but
were unwilling to endorse it.

The decline in anti-Semitic attitudes reported from 1946 down to the pre-
sent could conceivably reflect the transfer of positive attitudes from the
state of Israel towards Disapora Jews, a development anticipated by some Zion-
ists. Although the existence of such a process cannot be ruled out, the evi-
dence with respect to changing attitudes toward other minorities, particularly
Blacks, argues against it. Prejudice against various minorities, Jews, Blacks,

and Orientals dropped steadily from the end of World War II on a variety of
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fgeues.; The younger cohorts and the better educated who become more
numerous each year are invariably more accepting of minuritiegﬁ As Angus
Campbell, the long-time head of the Survey Research Center of the Univer-
sity of Michigan notes, summing up data through 1970: "It cannot be doubted
that since World War II there has been a massive shift in the racial acti-
tudes of white Americans...[1]here has been a current in white attitudes,
away from the traditional belief in white's supremecy...toward a more equali-
tarian view of the races and their appropriate relatiuns.”FN
These changes in attitudes do not mean, of course, that racism
directed apgainst Blacks or anti-Semitic fFeelings have been eliminated or
that social crises cannot revitalize them. The opinion surveys clearly
indicate the persistence among many Americans of bigoted beliefs about
Blacks and Jews. The rate of improvement in attitudes toward Blacks slowed
down considerably in the late 60's and the 70's. As noted in our review of
attitudes toward Jews, some anti-Semitic stereetypes have actually increased
in strength during this latter period. The appeal of Ceorge Wallace in elee-

tions and primaries from 1964 to 1976 suggests that racism can still form

the basis for a mass political movement.

1'Ix"l-ii.ldred A. Schwartz, Trends in White Attitudes Toward Neproes ({Chicapo:
National Opinion Research Center, 1967); Paul B. Sheatsly, "White Attitudes
Toward the Negro," Daedalus, 165 (Winter 196 ) pp

FNhgnus Campbell, White Attitudes Toward Black People (Ann Arbor: Institute
for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1971), Py 159; Sandra K. Schwartz
and David C. Schwartz, "Convergence and Divergence in Political Orientations
Between Blacks and Whites: 1960-1973," Journal of Social Issues, 32, No. 2
(1976), p. 156; Louis Haris, The Anguish of Change (New York: Morton, 1973).

FNE.H. Lipset and Earl Raab, The Politics of Unreason (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1970), pp. 338-516.
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The parallel improvement in sentiments about Blacks and Jews, however,
suggest that the Eéiatence of the state of Israel has had little to do with

the ﬂgthentile Americans feel about their Jewish bretheren.

.:'r‘?n succéeQing sections of this paper, we shall attempt to analyze some
uf.the thara;teristins of those who give anti-Semitic responses. It may be
reiterated here for those who fear that attitudes towards Jews can contribute
to an anti-Semitic political movement in the future or to opposition to sup-

port for Israel, that all the data suggest that Americans are much more likely

to see other proups as the source of their difficulties.
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YOoU ARE CORDIALLY INVITED
To a Briefing by

THE HON. ANGIER BIDDLE DUKE
and

JOAN PETERS

Ambassador Duke, former Chief of Protocol for the
US State Department and former American Ambassador
to various countries, and Ms. Peters, noted journ-
alist and member of the Executive Council of the
National Committee on American Foreign Policy,
have recently returned from a visit to the Middle
East. They will lead a discussion on prospects

for Mideast peace.

This discussion promises to be a provocative and
informative one.

DATE: Monday, October 17, 1977

PLACE: Natiocnal Conference of Christians and Jews
Bldg. at 43 West 57th Street

TIME: 5:00 PM

RSVP = 688=-6474 or
UN 1-3091 - Ruth King

NOTE: This program opens our monthly Information Series.

Please respond before October 12th.

43 West 57th Street, New York, New York 10019
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Remember.

Murder screamed 11 times at Munich on September 5th, 1972.
The Killers were the P.L.O..
And we shall not forget.

The Killed were Israeli Athletes.

And we shall not forget Moshe Weinberg, Yosef Gutfreund,
Yaacov Springer, Amitzou Shapira, Joseph Romano,
David Berger, Mark Slavin, Eliezer Halfin,
Zeev Friedman, Kehat Schorr, Andre Spitzer.
Fathers, sons, brothers,

All dead.

It has been five years, but we shall not forget.

How can we forget the other innocent victims?

Jewish, Christian, Moslem, killed at other places by the P.L.O.
in their war against civilians.

26 Christian Pilgrims at Lod Airport.

24 children at Maalot.

47 persons on a Swissair Jet.

8 adults and 8 children at Kiriat Shemona.
And more and more and more links in a
brutal chain of murder and massacre.

And we shall not forget
that the P.L.O. killers go unpunished by the world.

And we shall not forget that the P.L.O. would if it could
destroy the State of Israel as it is destroying the State of Lebanon.

We believe Israel will talk, sacrifice, and negotiate
with those who recognize
the need to talk, sacrifice, and negotiate.

But we shall not forget that the P.L.O. says
Israel has no right to exist.

Would any state in the world be asked to talk _
to those who say you must die at the end of the conversation?

Israel waits for Peace.

And an end to the killing.
But while we wait, we shall not, we cannot,

we must not forget.

So, remember Munich, 1972.
Lest we re-live Munich, 1938.

Cleveland Amory, Saul Bellow, Nobel
Laureate, Robert L. Bernstein, Paddy
Chayefsky, Colleen Dewhurst, Melvyn
Douglas, Betty Friedan, Dorothy Height,
John Hersey, Bernard Malamud,
Eugene McCarthy, Bess Myerson,
Arthur Miller, Louise Nevelson, Cynthia
Qzick, Estelle Parsons, Joan Peters,
Larry Rivers, Bayard Rustin, Dore
Schary, Beverly Sills, Barbara
Tuchman, Leon Uris, Roy Wilkins,
Shelley Winters, Fred Wiseman,
Herman Wouk, and Elie Wiesel,

Dr. Christian B. Anfinsen, Nobel”
Laureate, National Institute of Health;
Prof, Julius Axelrod, Nobel Laureate,
National Institutes of Mental Health;
Prof, Max Black, Comell University;
Prof. Albert P. Blaustein, Rufgers
University; Prof. Benjamin Chinitz,
SUNY Binghamion; Prof. A. Roy
Eckardt, Lehigh University; Prof. Amitai
Etzioni, Columbia University; Prof. John
. EFlagler, University of Minnesota; Rev.
Edward H. Flannery, Our Lady of
Providence Seminary; Prof. Morton H,
Halperin, Washington, D.C.; Milton
Handler, Prafessor Emeritus, Columbia
Law School; Dr. Gerhard Herzberg, Nobel
Laureate, National Research Council of

Canada; Prof. Peter B. Kenen, Princeton
University; Prof, Milton R. Konvitz,
Cornell University; Prof. Hillel Levine,
Yale . versity; Dr. Franklin H, Littell,
Temple University; Prof. Edward
Luttwak, Washingion Center of Foreign
Policy Research; Martin Peretz (Editor,
New Republic and Professor, Harvard
University), Dr. Arnold Safer, New York
City; Prof. Harold A. Scheraga, Cornell
University; Marshall Sklare, Brandeis
University; Dr Edward Teller, Lawrence
Radiation Laboratory; Sister Rose
Thering, Seton Hall University; Prof.
Melvin Tumin, Princefon University;

Prof, Aaron Twersky, Hofstra University;

Prof, Oscar Zeichner, Professor
Emeritus, C.CN.Y.

Wiiters and Artists for Peace in the Middle East, 43 West 57th Street, New York, N.Y. 10019  Harry A. Steinberg, Director

I

3384




July, 1977 1 P P

/\merican_ Profegsorsfor Peace ilthe f\/\idd|e_East

APPME’s National Council
Elects New Officers

The 10th annual meeting of APPME’s
Mational Council took place in New
York on June 12, and was attended by
regional and chapter representatives.
Prof. Seymour Martin Lipset was elect-
ed chairman of the National Executive
Committee, The full list of officers ap-
pears below. The full list of Executive
Committee members will appear in the
next issue,

This Bulletin also includes Back-
ground Notes on the elections in lsrael,
excerpts of a briefing to the Council by
Mr. Shmuel Katz, the special representa-
tive of Israeli Prime Minister Begin, as
well as articles on the current trends in
police development in the U.S. and in
the Middle East. The Report of the out-
going chairman sums up APPME's
activities during 1976-77.

APPME Officers: 1977-78*

OFFICERS

Cleafrman

Seymour Martin Lipsel, Stanford L.

Fice Chairmen

Willinm Brinner, U, of Calif., Berkeley

John H, Bungeli, President, San Jose State L7,
Liawrence Cohen, Columbia UL

Edward W, Cox, Carpell U.

Nathian Giloeer, Harvard U

Gierirude Himmelfark, CUNY Graduite Schoal
H. Stuart Hughes, U, of Calif., La lofla
Erich Isung, CONY

Morris Jinowite, U, of Chicaga

David 8§, Londes, Harvard UL

Msgr, John M, Ocsterreicher, Seton Hall 1).
Toseph Rothschild, Columbia LU,

Raymind Tanter, U, of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Secretary

Mervin F. Verbiy, Brooklyn College
Axzocidate Secretary

Trwin Polishook, Herbert Lehman College
Frearurer

Irwin Yellowite, City College

Paxt Chatrmen

Adlen Pollsck, Yeshiva .

Seymour P, Lachman, CCNY

Michae]l Curtis, Ruotgers 1.

Herbert Callen, U, of Peansylvania
*Affiliation for ldentification parpores only,

Toward Peace in the Middle East

By Seymour

The results of the Israeli elections
demonstrate anew that politicians should
never take democratic electorates,
whether of their own country or others,
for granted. Acting on the assumption
that the Labor Alignment government
was certain to be returned at the polls,
the Carter administration had been pub-
licly pressuring Israel to make conces-
sions in advance of direct negotiations
with the Arabs at Geneva, Many ob-
servers, both Israeli and foreign, feel
that such pressures, which took the
form of statements by the President
about a Palestinian homeland and ac-
tions by administrative authorities to
weaken Israel's status as a recipient of
U.S. military assistance, played a role
in the Alignment's defeat. They were
made to appear weak, unable to deal
effectively with the Carter administra-
tion.

But if the American government mis-
read Israeli public opinion, the new Is-
raeli authoritics now face the task of
relating to an American administration
which is publicly committed to a “Pales-
tinian homeland,” an Israeli withdrawal
from almost all the territories occupied
in June 1967, and reparations for losses
suffered by Palestinian Arabs who fled
Israel., Based on statements made by
Menachem Begin, both before and af-
ter the May election, concerning Israel’s
historic rights to all the occupled terri-
tories outside of Sinai and Golan, some
anticipate a major confrontation be-
tween the Carter and Begin administra-
tions, one that may severely weaken 1s-

Dr. Lipset is APPME's newly elected MNa-
tionul Chairman, He is Professor of Political
Science and Sociology and i Senior Fellow at
the Hoover Institution ut Stanford U., Calif.

Martin Lipset

rael’s economic and military situation,
and divide Israel's supporters in this
Country.

Such a conflict, which will be against
the interests of both countries, and re-
duce the chances for peace, may occur.
Hopefully, however, the new leaders of
the two peoples who share deeply-held
common values and links of kinship,
much like America and Britain, will
continue to have a similar understand-
ing of the Middle East situation.

A peace settlement doing justice to
the rights of both sides in the conflict
must include the right of each to live
securely and legitimately under its own
sovereignty. For [srael, this involves,
above all, satisfaction of its security
need which, following on five wars, nec-
essitate. for the indefinite future, that
the only armed forces permitted on the
West Bank should be Isracli. It is also,
necessary to understand that no peace
settlement is possible that does not pro-
vide for full acceptance of Israel by her
Arab neighbors, with the full gamut of
normal diplomatic relations, trade, cul-
tural exchanges, and tourism. The Pales-
tintan Arabs, on the other hand, must
be assured of their right to live in an
economically and politically viable, pre-
dominantly Arab state which can absorb
their large population. The peace con-
ference should also deal with problems
of recompensing Arab and Jewish pop-
ulations who fled their homes.

Many American academicians view
with alarm, and feel also that large seg-
ments of the American public would re-
ject, claims by some Israeli leaders for
Israeli control of West Bank territories
for reasons other than military security.
Demands for a Palestinian state, includ-

For a just and lasting peace between |srael and the Arab states.
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New Publication

The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan
and the West Bank

A HANDBOOK
(Edited by Anne Sinai and Allen Pollack)

A factual account of Jordan and the
West Bank, and prospects for the future.

American Academic Association for
Peace in the Middle East
$6.95
Send Order with Check to:

AMERICAN ACADEMIC ASSOCIATION
FOR PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST
9 East 40th Street, New York, New York 10016

APPME members are enfifled o recelve AAAPME publications
as part of their membership benafits.

Oded Remba Memorial Fund

The President of The College of
Staten Island (C.UN.Y.) has an-
nounced the establishment of the Pro-
fessor Oded 1. Remba Memorial Fund.
This fund will provide annually for one
graduation award or scholarship to be
granted in the late professor’s name.
Professor Remba, who died suddenly on
January 6, 1977, had taught economics
at the College since 1959, Donations to
the fund should be sent to Professor
Richard Dowd or Professor Lawrence
Schwartz, Department of Economics,
Political Science and Philosophy, at the
Sunnyside campus, or to Professor Rob-
ert Carey at the St. George campus.
Checks may also be forwarded to the
APPME National Office, in care of the
Oded Remba-APPME Memorial Fund
and will be forwarded to the College.

APPME Bulletin

Saymour Martin Lipsel, Mational Chalrman
Stanford Universiy*

Lilll 5. Cherlodf, Expcutive Diractor
Anna Sinal, Ediior
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Toward Peace (cont'd.)

ing the entirety of the West Bank, Gaza,
and Israel, as recently reiterated by the
Palestine Liberation Organization, are
only intended to rule out efforts to end
the conflict, But, it must be added, pro-
posals for a fully independent Palestin-
ian state formed from the West Bank
and Gaza are unrealistic, since Israel
cannol agree to such an arrangement for
reasons of security. A mini-state of this
kind will not have the resources to
satisfy the needs of the Palestinian
Arabs, Such a state inherently must be
irridentist and a cansus belli,

The Palestinian Arabs properly desire
a workable country, one large enough to
provide homes and jobs for their entire
population, including the many hundreds

- of thousands now i Lebanon, Kuwait

and Syria. This can be accomplished by
merging the bulk of the occupied terri-
tories with Jordan, the majority of
whose citizens are also Palestinians.
Only a state sitting on both sides of the
Jordan River, with initial assistance
from the oil-rich Arab nations and the

West, can absorb the emigré popula-
tion, and usefully employ the education
and skills acquired by the many Pales-
tinian Arabs living abroad to build a
prosperous society. A nation occupying
most of the territories of the original
Palestine Mandate established by the
League of Nations after World War |
should be able to accept lIsrael as a
legitimate neighbor and agree to the
demilitarization of the geographically
small section of its country located on
the West Bank and the Gaza Sirip. By
so doing, it will reduce Isracli anxicties
about Arab weaponry and military con-
centrations located close to its major
populated areas. As a condition for
yielding political control of territories
which could be used to threaten its se-
curity, Israeli leaders in the past have
proposed the retention of a military
presence there until normal peaceful re-
lations are institutionalized.
Regardless of the public positions
concerning optimum territorial arrange-
ments taken by the two parties, APPME

does not endorse the demands of any
nation or group, Rather, it urges on both
the need to recognize that a negotiated
peace must provide security for one and
an economically viable country for the
other. Less than what each wants, and
believes that it can justify historically,
is far preferable to renewed war and ter-
rorism,

A genuine peace settlement can only
be reached through direct face-to-face
negotiations between the contending
parties, The U.S. must not interfere with
the prospects for a settlement by ap-
pearing to press one of the parties to
agree in advance to any specific terms.
By so doing, the U.S. will only impede
the bargaining process, which must in-
volve considerable give and take in the
effort to reach a satisfactory agreement.
The new lIsraeli government has indi-
cated that it is prepared to enter into
such negotiations without excluding the
possibility of any particular territorial
arrangement. The Arab parties to the
conflict should do the same,

The New Look in Israel:

The Basis of Israeli Policy

By Shmuel Katz

The policy of the new Government
will be to honor the international obli-

o gations undertaken by previous Israeli

Governments, specifically, Resolutions
242 and 338 of the UN. Security
Council. The interpretation [of 242] Lo
be given by the new Israeli Government
will be that of previous Isracli Govern-
ments, which is that the first element in
the progress toward peace will be face-
to-face negotiations between the parties,
leading to a peace treaty. Only in the
process of such face-to-face negotiations
will we discuss what we shall or shall
not be prepared to concede and only
with the other party to the dispute. This
has to be emphasized, because there is
a tendency to assume that Israel can be

Excerpled from the transcript of o Briefing
by Mr. Katz to APPME's National Couneil
meeting, June 12, 1977. The complete tran-
script is available upon request,
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denied the right of free negotiation and
can be pressed into announcing con-
cessions before those negotiations have
started. We insist on this right as an
indication of equality,

We agree to the process of negotia-
tion within the framework of Resolution
242 but insist that everybody shall
abide by this Resolution. One of the
negative aspects of some of the state-
ments that have been emanating from
the White House is that while referring
o Resolutions 242 and 338, they negate
[them]. not only by [suggesting] that
we must accept solutions before negotia-
tion but also by adding clements to
what is contained in 242, There is no
reference in 242 to a Palestiniun home-
land, and certainly the idea of a with-
drawal by Israel to the 1967 borders or
thereabouts seems lo us to be quite
contrary to the spirit of 242 and is not
mentioned there. The whole central

principle of 242 is that while it refers to
withdrawal, the degree of withdrawal
must be subject to negotiation. What we
are being presented with now is a very
sharply defined externally devised solu-
tion for a settlement. The idea that a
mere Israeli withdrawal to the [pre-
1967] linés carry in themselves the
promise of peace is a hoax. The prob-
lem we have to face is presented Lo us
by the Arab purpose, which has not
been diluted or weakened recently,
| This is the elimination of Israel.] The
PLO spells it out. They are, in effect,
the spearhead of [the] common [Arab]
purpose. It [is] the central element in
what we see as Arab intransigence; in
the Arab refusal even to talk of a peace
in the terms in which we understand
peace.

We dare not take risks that no other
people will take, which can involve us
in a last-ditch battle for the very ex-
istence of the State. Unless there is a
specific  undertaking, contained in a
regular peace treaty, attained by free
negotiation, then the underlying threat
in the Arab attitude will have to be re-
garded as remaining in being.

We [will] regard an Arab agreement

Bulletin = July, 1977



Israeli Policy (cont'd.)

lo negotiate with us and to reach a
peace (reaty with us as the result of a
realization that it is impossible to
achicve our elimination by force or by
a combination of diplomatic pressure,
as in the present phase.

SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Excerpted:

Q. [What is the] concordance be-
tween vour willingness to negotiate with-
ot any prior conditions and Mr. Begin's
Statement about the occupied territories
being the historical land of Zion?

A. We don't see any contradiction.
The Arabs say what they want to see,
Nobody suggests that they stop talking
about it, or that this disturbs the nego-
tiations for peace. [It is] another ex-
ample of the double standard that is
applied to us. The right of the Jewish
people to Palestine is something which
we have not surrendered. Nor has the
fundamental right to settle in all parts
of Western Palestine been surrendered
by anybody. I'd like some evidence that
the Arabs, before Mr. Begin's state-
ment at Kaddoum, were waiting to
make peace. Basing ourselves on our
fundamental right to settle, by not set-
tling we would be denying ourselves, in
advance, of that right. I was asked in
Washington what would happen [to our
settlements] if, as a result of a peace
treaty, Israel agreed to withdraw from
portions of the so-called West Bank.
Why should we have to dismantle these
settlements? After [the signing of] a
peace treaty, why should it then be im-
possible for Jews to live in an Arab
area just as Arabs live in a Jewis area?

Q. [Would not an Israeli incorpora-
tion of the West Bank] be against the
wishes of the Arab population and also
pose seriows problems for the social fab-
ric of Israel?

A. The Arabs are there. We have to
live with them, and we have to balance
the danger to our security which would
result from our abandoning the area.
It is a tremendous problem but it is
i lesser problem than having to defend
Tel Aviv on the borders of Kalkilya [on
the West Bank]. T don’t believe, given
a considered, wise, comprehensive pol-
icy by an Israeli Government, that the
million-odd Arabs in the area concern-
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ed would form one monolithic bloc
working against an Israeli Government,
It is possible to achieve a state of rea-
sonable coexistence. If the Jewish State
does not attract an adequate number of
immigrants, as was intended throughout
the history of the Zionist movement,
then its ultimate existence is in some
doubt. We believe that it should be pos-
sible, also, to bring about an increase
in the Jewish birth rate, which is kept
at its present low state by certain social
conditions which we hope to overcome.
[Then] we shall have a State in which
there will be a large Arab minority, but
in which it will be possible to live [to-
gether] in peace.

Q. American opinion is based on cer-
tain  fundamenial conceptions  about
American ideals and values that Amer-
icans see Israel as also standing for. The
large majority of Americans with apinion
would view [an Israeli annexation of
the West Bank] as a moral olitrage,
[Arab spokesmen] have been saving,
why not try peace? I don't think if your
Government offered to give back every
inch, that the Araby would agree at the
present time to recognize Israel and to
exchange normal relations and the like.
But in this context, the image will de-
velop that Israel is the intransigent
party. The case for Israel, Americans
believe, is a moral [one). And {f that
moral case is lost, Israel’s position in
the United States iy lost. [Can) Israel
get along [without] the U187

A. Ten years ago, we did not occupy
or control any territory. But we had to
fight a war nevertheless, The Arab ele-
ment which claims this homelessness
has been engaged, in one way or an-
other, since 1948 in a campaign in
phases to render ws homeless. That is
the problem. The PLO makes it plain
that they regard the whole of Palestine,
on both sides of the Jordan, as their
homeland. So they have a homeland
across the Jordan. They are not a home-
less people. [In 1947] the Jewish people
[agreed] that it was possible to cut up
the country, hand over the central area
of Western Palestine and remain in the
restricted confines of the partitioned
state, or as amended by the War of In-
dependence. But [the Arabs] were not
interested then in establishing a state;

they were interested then in destroying
ours. And this remains their interest.

Q. Is [your government| prepared to
take the consequences of the failure of
American popular support?

A. [No political party in Israel] is
prepared to accept the idea that Israel
must withdraw to something like the
1967 borders. If we fail [to convince
them|, we will have to say to the Amer-
ican Government that it is our house
which is in danger, we expect you to
defer to us on this guestion. [If the U.S.
continues to insist], we [must be pre-
pared] to reduce our dependence on the
L5,

Q. I would like you to confirm vow
statement that in a peace settlement,
Jewish settlers can live under Arab sov-
ereignty in certain areas — fe., that
certain  parts of the historic Jewish
homeland can  be given up. The
Likud platform, and some of Mr.
Begin's staterments, suggest that the
Palestinians will be entitled to equal
status, but not to any kind of national
rights. Is this your government's posi-
tion?

-~

A. Your description [of my state-
ment] is correct. We have to find the
solvent between what we would like,
and what we think is ours, and what
may be possible in the context of peace.
The formula of a solution of the prob-
lem of the Palestinians within a Jordan-
ian context is something that I can also o
accept, with the exception that as far as
the Palestinian homeland idea is con-
cerned, it must be contained on the
other side of the Jordan or within what-
ever Jordanian state continues. We will
not negotiate with the PLO. We shall
negotiate with the states with whom we
are at war. And in this context, that is
Jordan. If, after we conclude a peace
treaty with Jordan, the leader of that
state [becomes] Mr. Arafat, we cannot
control that. If you agree that the area
inhabited almost entirely by Arabs in
Western Palestine should be handed
over, you will then he faced with a
further problem. You may have Galilee
or the Little Triangle in question where
there is also predominantly an Arab
population. One has to warn against
that danger to those who think that it
is a simple problem of drawing a line.

3



The Elections in Israel: Background Notes

FINAL RESULTS OF ELECTIONS TO ISRAEL'S NINTH KNESSET MAY 17, 1977
Popular Vol Met Gain Mel
()t or Knesset Seats Gain
=T S Luoss = = or
Sign 1977 1973 (%) 1977 1973 Loss
ELIGIBLE VOTERS 2,236,293 2037478
VOTES CAST (%) 1,771,726 (70.2) 1,601,098 (78.6)
INVALID BALLOTS (%) 23906 (L.3) 34,243 (2.1)
KEY FOR KNESSET SEAT 14,173 12,451
THE GOVERNMENT COALITION
LIKUL nn 583,075 (334 473,309 (30.2) +(3.2) 43 319 +4
NATIONAL RELIGIOUS PARTY 3 160,787 (9.2) 130,349 (8.3) (0.9 12 10 i-2
AGUDAT YISRAEL 3 58652 (3.4) 60012 (3.8) +1.0) 4 ] -1
POALEl AGUDAT YISRAEL . | 23956 (L4) 1 4-1
SHLOMZION (Ariel Sharon) 12 33947 (1.9 2 +2
FLATTO-SHARON? wa 35,049 (2. | +1
OPPOSITION PARTIES
LABOR ALIGNMENT nHN 430,023 (24.6) 621,183 (39.6) —{ 15} 32 51 —19
DEMOCRATIC MOVEMENT o 202,265 (11.6) 15 =15
FOR CHANGE
DEMOCRATIC FRONT EOR q 79,733 (4.8) 53,353 (3.4 (1.2} 5 4 +1
PEACE AND EQUALITY
(Rakah, Communists and
Black Panthers)
SHELLI (Maked-1973) v 27,281 (1.4) 20147 (1.4) +(0.2) 2 | +1
INDEPENDENT LIBERALS b 21,277 (1.2 56560 (3.6) —{(2.4) | 4 -3
CITIZENS RIGHTS Eo 20,621 (1.2) 35023 (2.7) —(1.0) i 3 =
UNITED ARAB LIST By 24,185 (1.4) 39012 {2.5) —{1.1} | 3 —2
{Arab Lists-1973)

Source: Jerusalem Post Weekly, May 31, 1977,

ATION, KACH (Rabbi Kahane), WOMEN'S PARTY, ARAR

1. The percentages are culculated on the basis of the tatal vole
given 1o parties with more than the 15 minimum required for partici-
pation in the distribution of seats. Eleven purties, with a total of 5.2%
of the popular vote, received less than this minimum in the 1973 elec-
tions. Nine lists received less than the 1% minimum in the 1977 elec-
tions, These were; HOFESH (Black Panthers), THE NEW GENER-

¥

tributed,

REFOEM MOVEMENT, BEIT YISRAEL ( Yemeniles), COEXIST-
ENCE WITH JUSTICE (Arab List), ZIONIST PANTHERS, and
SOCIALIST RENEWAL (Mordecai Ben Porat).

2. Flatto-Sharon was entitled to 2, bul received only | seat Because
his was the only name on his list. The surplus of votes was redis-

Analysis:
The Alignment lost 200,000 votes, main-
ly to the Democratic Movemenl for

Change, a party with a very similar phil-
osophy. Because of Israel's proportional
representation system, however, none of
Labor's current leadership lost their seats.

Likud registered a gain of only four
Kpesset seats. It also, however, has the
support of Shlomzion, Flatto-Sharon and
Moshe Dayan,

The Israeli electorate gave its vote (o a
spread of non-Socialist parties. As has al-
ways been the case in Israeli politics, no
single party won a majority of the Knes-
set's 120 seats. The 1977 election results
showed again that a coalition, rather than
a single-party government, is still the
necessary pattern,

Likud won a mandate to govern Israel,

but it did not recéive a mandate to imple-
ment its whole platform. On the issue of
the territories, for example, polls taken by
Israel’s respected Institute for Applied
Social Research have shown time after
time that only 30% of Israelis want to
annex the West Bank as a matter of prin-
ciple. Some two-thirds are willing to give
up territory as part of a negotiated peace
settlement—if they can be reassured that
the settlement will be iron-clad,

The Main Parties:

Likud: Established September 1973,
Likud is a federation of three main po-
litical parties which represent differing
trends in the Zionist movement. It con-
stitutes a mon-Socialist coalition with a
wide range of differing and sometimes dis-
parate views on economic, social and poli-
tical issues. Likud's main elements are:

a) Herut (T'nu'at HaHerut, or Free-
dom Movement) founded by freun Tz'vai
Letwmi, a pre-independence underground
military organization,* in 1948 after the
Irgun’s dissolution. Based on the Revision-
ist ideology of Vladimir Jabotinsky, the
party aims at the unification of the Land
of Israel within its historic houndaries and
the promulgation of a written constitution.
It favors mass immigration and a self-
supporting national economy based on
private enterprise. Herut entered into a

*Linlike the PLO, which was created as o
terrorist organization and whose targets are
civilians, Trgun's activities were lmited to
retaliation pgainst specific Arab attacks and
the struggle sgainst the British Mandatory
Authorities on the military level. A major ac-
tivity was the organization of Aliva Bet (ille-
gal immigration).
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The Elections (cont'd.)

parliamentary and electoral bloc with
the Liberal Party (Gush Herui-Liberalim,
known as Gahal) in 1965, Begin, former
head of the Irgun, is chairman of Herut's
Central Committee, Affiliated with Herut
is Ahdur Yisrael, an antonomous religious
association, Herut has 15 Knessel seats,

b) The Liberal Party was established
as a result of a merger between the Gen-
eral Zionist Party and the Progressive
Party in 1961. While acknowledging the
importance of a united trade union move-
ment (Histadrut), the party calls for
equality of status for private initiative and
greater consideration for the professional
and middle classes, limitation of govern-
ment intervention in ¢conomic affairs and
a more equitable distribution of the tax
burden. When the party merged with
Herut, a minority withdrew to form the
fndependent Liberal Party,

The National Religious Party (Mafdal),
Likud’s coalition pariner, was established

in 1955. Its aim is to restore religious
values, It initinted the establishment of the
Chief Rabbinate for Israel, which is the
highest authority on Jewish religious mat-
ters. including all those pertaining 1o
personal status, Ha'poel Hamizrahi | Re-
ligious Worker) is its lahor wing. The
N.R.P. believes in Jewish historical rights
to the whole of Palestine and Jewish settle-
ment on the West Bank. Although not all
its members support the fundamentalist
Gush Emunim, the Gush is supported by
Zvulun Hammer, the new Minister of Fd-
ucation.

Agudar Yisrael (World Organization of
Orthodox Jews), Likud's other coulition
partner, was founded in 1912 and was
originally opposed to political Zionism,
believing that the nation should he gov-
erned only by religious law and that any
attempt to achieve political independence
before the coming of the Messiah was
heretical. Po'alei Agudar Yisrael is its

orthodox religious workers' wing.

The Alignment (Ma'arah) is a political
bloc formed in 1969, It consists of the
[srael Labor Party, Mapam (United Work-
ers’ Party), a Marxist Socialist-Zionist
party, and Ahduth Ha'avedah (United
Labor), a moderate leftist Zionist-Social-
ist party. The Alignment favors direct
peace negotiations and withdrawal from
occupied territories to agreed, recognized
and secure borders, but not the pre-1967
borders,

The Demaocratic Movement for Change,
headed by Yigal Yadin, was established
in 1976, Most of its leadership stems from
labor. The party adds the demand for
radical electoral reform to its socialist
platform, It is against the annexation of
the West Bank and believes that settle-
ment in that area is only justified for
security reasons, much along the Allon
Flan of establishing defensive paramilitary
settlements on the Jordan River,

APPME Study Mission Visits the Confrontation States

An APPME Study Mission led by
Prof. Fred Gottheil (U, of Chicago—
Urbana) visited Egypt, Syria, Jordan
and lsrael, May 28-June 15.

In Egypt, the group was invited to
Cairo University, where Profs. Gottheil
and Alan Dowty (U, of Notre Dame)
participated in a symposium with Profs.
Butros Ghali of the Dept, of Political
Science and Mahmoud Khairy Issa,
Dean of the Department of Economics.
Much of the discussion centered about
a paper by Alouph Hareven, of Tel
Aviv University’s Shiloah Center for
Middle Eastern Studies, on “Egypt’s
Concept of Peace,” with which the
Egyptian academicians were familiar.

In general, several members of the
APPME group reported, discussions in
Egypt with top officials and with acad-
emicians and technocrats at Egypt's
highest ranking Center for Political and
Strategic Studies—Al Ahram Founda-
tion, revealed little change in Egypt’s
current public positions. There was
general expectation that the U, 8. could
be persuaded to pressure Israel, repeti-
tion of the demands for an Israeli with-
drawal and return to the pre-1967
borders and for recognition of the (un-
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defined) “rights of the Palestinians.”
Egypt's dire economic situation was
soberly recognized. Egypt's consequent
need for peace—and negotiations with-
in the Geneva format—was widely re-
iterated. Egyptians seem now to be
aware that Israel cannot be eliminated
by war. If, as some of them suggested.
Egyptians are seeking ways of “accom-
modating” Israel into the (Arab) Mid-
dle East setting, the impression left
was that this may be a new twist
in the old concept: Isracl must be
“absorbed,” “Arabized,” by peaceful
means since its climination by force of
arms is impossible. The change in
Isracl’s government was not considered
an obstacle to peace.

An informal meeting at Damascus
University (authorized by Syria's For-
cign Ministry—this authorization must
be received before Syria’s academicians
can receive colleagues from abroad)
elicited an intensive discussion. The
Syrians professed that their country was
ready for a settlement on the basis of
Resolution 242, but with insistence on
an Israeli withdrawal from all the occu-
pied territories (prior to a settlement)
and recognition of “the rights of the

Palestinians,” spelling a PLO-run West
Bank State and a return of the Arab
refugees to Israel—a formula, which the
group pointed out, that in fact denles
Israel's right to exist,

In Jordan, individuals met informally
with colleagues at Amman University
and with several top officials, The gen-
cral impression was that Jordan is proud =
ol its economic development—achieved
within the last ten years—and without
the West Bank, but that a Jordainian
link with the West Bank was the desired
goal,

In an Israel still stunned by the elec-
tion results, the group heard a wide
range of views. Likud’s Arie Dulzin
suggested that “everything was nego-
tiahle."

The APPME Mission’s general im-
pression was that although the Arabs
are still not ready for genuine accept-
ance of Israel’s right to exist, or for di-
rect negotiations outside the Geneva
framework, continuing discussions be-
tween U.S. and Arab and Israeli aca-
demicians can play an important part
in the arduous process of achieving
peace in the Middle East.



Trends in U.S. Foreign Policy

A Look at the Brookings Report

By Harold M. Waller

Well-informed observers who seek
clues to the unfolding of Administra-
tion thinking have been carefully ex-
amining a 26-page and somewhat ob-
scure report, Toward Peace in the Mid-
dle East, published in December 1975
by a special study group organized un-
der the auspices of the Brookings Insti-
tution, The group consisted of 16 law-
yers, educators, and businessmen, all

¢ of them with somé expertise or special

interest in the Middle East, Care was
taken to ensure that the group consisted
of some people who were pro-Arab,
some who were pro-Isracl and some
who were not identified with ecither side.
Many in the group had national or in-
ternational reputations. The report de-
rives ils greatest significance from the
fact that two of its members now oc-
cupy key posts in the Carter Adminis-
tration. These are Zbigniew Brzezinski,
the President’s adviser on national se-
curity affairs, and William Quandt, who
is in charge of the Middle East desk of
the National Security Council staff. It
is reasonable to assume, therefore, that
the President is being advised along the
lines indicated in the Report.

The Brookings Report contains little
L0

at is new, but it clearly and concisely
outlines the major elements of a final
and comprehensive settlement based on
principles that the participants believe
the parties to the dispute could and
would accept. Its major innovation is
the concept of stages of implementation
of the agreement, a process that could
last for many years, perhaps decades.
The hope is that such a delay would
allow time for all wounds to heal and
for the causes of the conflict to wither
away. Judging from his statements dur-
ing his first few months in office, it is
quite clear that President Carter has
been heavily influenced by the Report's

Dr. Waller is Associale Professor of Poli-
tical Science al MeGill University. He is car-
rently working on a book on energy policy.
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reasoning and that he has adopted it
in essence as his Middle East policy
or at least as a viable proposal that can
be put to the Arabs and the Israelis.

The Report's Basic Principles

The Report is predicated on the be-
lief that the consequences of further
war in the area would be so serious that
the United States must make an active
and concerted effort to bring about a
settlement. A second assumption is that
further step-by-step negotiations are not
likely to prove fruitful. Therefore, ef-
forts should be directed toward a com-
prehensive  settlement, without which
the danger of war would be very great.
The members of the group were con-
vinced that the propitious time had come
to act, not least because the “Arab
states bordering Israel have all publicly
recognized its existence and indicated a
willingness, under very specific condi-
tions, to negotiate a permanent settle-
ment” (p. 7).

Thus the entire report rests on the
acceptance of the notion that the Arabs
genuinely recognize Israel’s existence,
after 29 years of stubborn refusal to do
so, along with a corresponding belief
that Israel is now willing to trade terri-
tory for the genuine peace that the Arabs
will contract,

But if cither of these two conditions
is not met, the kind of settlement en-
visioned by the Brookings group be-
comes impossible. A skeptical Isracli
might ask the group how the Arab states
can simultaneously recognize both Is-
racl and the PLO—an organization that
lays claim to Israel's territory and that
is officially and ideologically committed
to lsrael's destruction. This is the nub
of the problem. If Israel is going to be
persuaded that it can afford to withdraw
from territories now occupied by virtue
of the 1967 war, the Israclis must also
be firmly convinced that the Arabs have,
in fact, given up their oft-proclaimed
hope of eradicating their country. If

they are not so convinced, the process,
no matter how long it takes, makes no
sense. Only if there is a reasonable hope
that genuine peace will come and can
be maintained after many years of trad-
ing pieces of land for pieces of peace
can acceptance of the package be justi-
fied.

The basic recommendation of the
Brookings group is that Israel withdraw
to the pre-1967 boundaries “with only
such modifications as might be mutually
accepted” (p. 12), in exchange for
“binding commitments by the Arab
states to a stable peace” (p. 4), accom-
panicd by “normal international and
regional political and economic rela-
tions” (p. 2). The achievement of
these reciprocal goals would progress
through defined stages over a period of
many years, with each party relaining
the right to suspend its own schedule if
the other side fails to uphold a part of
the bargain. The Report contains three
other ¢lements of a settlement: 1) self-
determination for the Palestinians if
they recognize lsracl’s sovereignty and
territorial integrity; 2) the notion of
peace as outlined in the Report; 3) in-
lernational guarantees and principles to
ensure free access to and circulation
within Jerusalem.*

In a sense, the Report is simply an-
other formulation of U.N. Security
Council Resolution 242: it involves a
trade-off of peace and security for terri-
tory. However, it improves significantly
on the U.N. formula by introducing the
concept of staged implementation—a
recognition of the suspicions and in-
securitics that abound in the Middle
East. This is a welcome step forward
but, on the other hand, the report also
glosses over some formidable obstacles.

The first is that the concessions are
imbalanced: normalization of relations
can always be reversed, but return of
lerritory cannot. This iy an inherent
ffaw in the report and a serious one. In
order to compensate for the imbalance
in the concessions to be made, the Arabs
have to demonstrate in advance of for-
mal agreement that there have been
fundamental and far-reaching changes

*The group could not, apparently, agree on

# recommendation regarding the political
status of Jerusalem.
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Brookings Report (cont'd.)

in their attitudes toward Israel and to-
ward the legitimacy of its existence as
a Jewish state in the Middle East. The
more doubts the Arabs raise by their
actions, the more difficult it is for Isracl
to believe that things have really
changed. In 1975, even as the Brookings
group was preparing its Report, the
Arabs were forcing the infamous “Zion-
ism as racism” resolution through the
U.N. The intensity of these anti-Israel
political activities has not been reduced
subsequently. The 1976 Habitat Con-
ference in Vancouver was used as a
forum to attack Israel. At the UN,,
two General Assembly resolutions that
relate to the “Zionism as racism” reso-
lution have been passed. Rencwed ac-
tion against Israel was taken at the re-
cent WHO Assembly at Geneva on the
pretext of concern for the health condi-
tions of the Arab population of the West
Bank. In 1974, the ILO was pressured
to initiate investigation of the situation
of workers in the occupied territories
(dropped by the ILO's Executive Coun-
cil in March 1977). The scene was
given further emphasis earlier this year
in the Cairo Declaration of the Aflro-
Arab Summit meeting. In the diplomatic
sphere, at least one Arab country has
broken relations with Portugal because
it upgraded its relationship with Israel.
And the Spanish king was dissuaded
from meeting with the World Jewish
Congress leadership by severe pressure
from the Arab states. But the continu-
ing fundamental hostility to Israel is
best illustrated by the unchanged PLO
position after its National Council meet-
ing in March, and President Sadat’s
continuing reluctance to even contem-
plate a genuine peace, as evidenced by
his statements in Washington this April,
such as that peace was not for this
generation, elc.

Another problem is the Israelis’ need
to think through their position on terri-
tories before negotiations can be pro-
ductive. In 1967 the Israelis genuinely
saw the territorics as a bargaining chip.

Apart from national and historic at-
tachments, the ten-year stalemate has
given lsrael an appreciation of the se-
curity value of these territorics. The
Arabs have never been willing to con-
template an Israeli annexation of any
portion of these territories as part of a
settlement, The United States is not
likely to countenance major permanent
additions to Israel, although it may be
sympathetic to certain adjustments for
security reasons. Hence both parties to
the conflict must make some treassess-
ments of their own positions before
serious negotiations can begin.

Of all the many problems, the Pales-
tinian problem is the most complex.
The PLO's Palestine National Council
meeting in March emphatically con-
veyed the message that the PLO’s ob-
jective has not changed. Statements by
various PLO spokesmen over the years
have been unambiguously hostile to the
idea of Israel as a permanent presence
in the Middle East. The PLO's suitabil-
ity as a participant in a settlement must
therefore be questioned. In addition, the
Report is too quick to accept a distine-
tion between the Palestinians and the
Jordanians—and this gives rise to their
concept of a separate Palestinian state
on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

Many Israelis have pointed out that a
separate Palestinian state would not
solve the Palestinian problem; it would
only exacerbate it and almost guarantee
irredentism. It must be pointed out that
the standard formula of creating a Pales-
tinian state on the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip is in fact an open invitation
to conflict. Dividing territory in this
volatile area does not make for a prom-
ising arrangement.

It is to the credit of the Brookings
group that they did recommend a Jor-
danian federation as an alternative,
They also correctly raised the question
of whether the PLO can in fact repre-
sent the Palestinian Arabs, most of
whom already live in what was British
Mandatory Palestine, while the PLO

draws its strength from the refugee
camps in Lebanon and elsewhere. It is
true that some form of Palestinian co-
operation and participation is essential
for a successful settlement, but the prob-
lem is that this may not be politically
achievable, The PLO cannot accept the
concept of peace with Israel—and ac-
ceptance of Israel is a cornerstone of
the Brookings approach—while it can
prevent moderate Palestinian represen-
tatives from participating in peace talks.

Although the Jerusalem problem
proved to be too much for the Brook-
ings group to tackle, the Report's cri-
teria for any solution are nevertheless
useful in stimulating further thinking.
Beyond that, it seems reasonable to be-
lieve that if evervthing else can be”
worked out, a solution to the Jerusalem
issue will also become possible.

If Israel really is prepared to with-
draw, and if the Arabs really do want
peace, the Brookings Report would be
a useful contribution that points the
way—despite its undertone that a set-
tement may have to be imposed if
nothing else works, Many of the Re-
port'’s suggested elements of a settle-
ment require careful examination, such
as the nature of international and uni-
lateral guarantees, of which the Israelis
are justifiably suspicious, and the form
that Palestinian  self - determination
would take.

The most serious obstacle remains
Isracli suspicion that the present call

"

for negotiations for a settlement is really (W

part of a subtle, long-range Arab strat-
egy and that this strategy is still aimed
at the elimination of Israel. Such fears
must be allayed if Israel is to take the
risks inherent in territorial concessions.
They cannot be allayed unless there is
a fundamental change in attitudes with-
in the Arab world.

If there is some evidence that such a
change may have begun, it is not con-
clusive. In fact there continues to be
much evidence that this change is still
far off,

APPME members travelling abroad this
supmer can asyist, and be assisted by the
MNational Office. If you will discuss vour
travel plans with Natalie Goldman or Han-

nah Hopfer you will receive excellent ad-
vice and aid in planning itineraries and
purchasing airfliht tickets,

Chrganizations similar 10 APPME are

heing formed in many countries. If you
meet colleagues abroad who are interested
in such activity, please refer them to s,
or give ux their names on your return.
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The P.L.O. Position

Report on the Palestine National
Council Meeting in Cairo

By Dan Schueftan

The convening of the Palestine Na-
tional Council's Thirteenth Session in
Cairo, March 12-20, 1977 had aroused
various expectations. In view of
the PLO' dependence on the Arab
world, its international status — and its
extremist stand on Israel — many ob-
servers had predicted that a major turn
would come out of the meeting. This

-t did not happen. PLO policy lines were
-carefully modified, but its thirteenth
session took only another significant
turn among many in the PLO'S recent
history.

The ebb in the organization’s fortunes
since its great political victory at Rabat
in 1974 and its acceptance at the UN,
was very clearly reflected at the meet-
ing. But the Lebanese civil war has
placed the PLOs last semi-autonomous
base bordering on Tsracl under the di-
reet control of Syria, and this has left
the PLO's national leadership with only
a limited and precarious freedom of
maneuver in the inter-Arab arena. The
organization has been placed at the
mercy, to a large degree, of its potential
adversaries. It accused Egypt of treach-
ery because of the Egypi-Isracl interim

Agreement of September 1975, It was
crushed by Syria in Lebanon. Jordan's
attitude to the organization derives from
the Hashemite view that it is a potential
danger to the regime’s very existence.
Saudi Arabia is determined to defeat
any step the PLO might take that could
disturb that state’s very comfortable po-
gition in the Arab world.

The PLO' chief concern, therefore,
was how to prevent the Arab states
(always on the alert for such an appor-
tunity) from using this ebb in its for-
tunes to establish complete custodian-
ship over it. Syria had to be prevented
from incorporating Palestine into its
concept of a “Greater Syria” (of Syria,

Dr, Schueftan is a Research Associate af
the Shiloah Center for Middle Eastern and
African Studies at Tel Aviv University,

Lebanon, Jordan and Palestine). Jor-
dan, which has been threatening to take
over the PLO from the inside, had to be
stopped from demonstrating (as Syria’s
new ally) the futility of the Rabat reso-
lution. Egypt had to be prevented from
taking control of a proposed Palestinian
“government in exile” and from tying
the PLO too closely to the American-
sponsored political initiative for a Mid-
dle East settiement. Saudi Arabia had
to be prevented from using its funds, its
key position in the inter-Arab system
and its potential influence on America's
attitude to the PLO, to esiablish too
strong a hold over this organization.

Meost of the expectations for the
Caire Conference, however, were fo-
cused on the attitude the PLO would
adopt toward the renewed Middle East
political initiative,

PLO sources had let the word out
several months before the Council's
meeting that a breakthrough was to be
expected which might go as far as to
include an amendment to the PLO con-
stitution — The National Charter —
purging it of its explicit commitment to
the extermination of Israel. These
sources (supported by some Western and
some Israeli observers and politicians
who advocate the incorporation of the
PLO in the Middle East peace efforts)
argued that the PLO mainstream leader-
ship had arrived at the conclusion that
the time had come to “talk business.”
A departure was expected from the
“empty rhetoric” about the destruction
of Israel — a slogan that by now is only
a mere political ritual. There was to be
a realistic, though cautious, suggestion
of de facto coexistence between an in-
dependent Palestinian state and Israel.

The Council's Political Declaration
How far were these expectations jus-
tified?

Three new clements in the Council's
Political Declaration deserve special at-

tention. The establishment of an inde-

pendent Palestinian state is mentioned
(Clause 11) for the first time without
any explicit addendum that this state
should embrace all of Palestine. In a
clear reference to the Geneva Confer-
ence (Clause 15) the resolution stresses
the right of the PLO to independent at-
tendance at forums where the Pales-
tinian question and the “Arab-Zionist
confliet™ are discussed. For the first
time, too, the significance of the contact
with “progressive,” “anti-Zionist™ Jew-
ish forces in Tsrael and abroad is recog-
nized (Clause 14).

These clauses appear, at first sight,
to be gquite encouraging. Yet a closer
look at the official resolutions at this
session  suggests that hopes of PLO
moderation and a PLO departure from
the maxim of the extermination of Is-
ragl were premature,

The Political Declaration begins with
a renewed emphasis on the validity of
the Palestine National Covenant —
which calls for the establishment of a
Palestinian state on the ruins of Isracl,
It reaffirms the previous National Coun-
cil's resolutions. (The last, held in June
1974, outlined the step-by-step process
by which this objective could be at-
tained: the establishment of the PLO
on the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip
was to be the first stage.) It goes on to
outline the parameters of the struggle
against Zionist “‘racism” and “occupa-
tion.” Tt clearly implies, to those fam-
iliar with PLO political terminology,
that the annihilation of Israel is the
final objective, though it does not spell
this out. The declaration rejects Secur-
ity Council Resolution 242 and affirms
the PLO's determination to continue
the armed and political struggle to
achieve the Palestinians’ (unspecified)
“inalienable national rights.” Tt calls
for the escalation of armed and polit-
ical struggle in the “occupied territory”
in order to “defeat and liquidate the oc-
cupation” without specifying whether
“the part of Palestine occupied before
1948" (as Israel is referred to in the
resolutions of the Council’s Cultural
Committee) is included in what should
be liquidated,

In what is probably a reference to the
American formula calling on the PLO
to recognize Israel’'s existence before
the PLO can be accepted as a party to
the peace-making process, the Council
“affirms the PLO's stand which rejects
all types of American capitulationist
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PNC Meeting (cont'd.)

settlement and all liquidationist proj-
ects.” It calls upon the PLO “to abort
any settlement achieved at the expense
of the firm national rights of our peo-
ple.” In another clause, calling for Arab
solidarity in the “struggle against Im-
perialism and Zionism” and for the
“liberation of all the occupied Arab
areas,” the nature of these rights is de-
picted as precluding the termination of
the conflict with Isracl (sulh) or recog-
nition of Israel.

The clause calling for the establish-
ment of an independent Palestinian state
describes this objective as part of the
“struggle to regain the national rights”
of the (above mentioned) Palestinian
people together with “their right to re-
turn.” (The concept of “return” is a well
established euphemism that has been
used for some three decades to describe
the “re-establishment™ of the Palestin-
ian people in its “usurped homeland™
on the ruins of Israel.)

A special clause hails the struggle
against Zionism “in its capacity as one
form of racism as well as against its
aggressive practices.” On contacts with
“progressive” and “democratic™ Jewish
forces, the Declaration stresses that
these could be, by defintion — as the
extensive Palestinian literature on this
subject suggests — only with those
“struggling against Zionism as a doc-
trine and a practice.” These “progres-
sive™ Israeli Jews are termed *. . , Jew-
ish forces inside . . . the occupied home-
land.”

The Declaration confirms the PLO's
right “to participate independently and
on an equal footing in all the confer-
ences and international forums con-
cerned with the Palestine issue and the
Arab-Zionist conflict with a view to
achieving our inalienable national rights
as approved by the UL.N. General As-

sembly in 1974, namely in Resolution
3236,

Rejecting Security Council Resolu-
tion 242 — which, with Security Coun-
cil Resolution 338, forms the basis for
the Geneva Convention — the Council
refers to General Assembly Resolution
3236. This resolution recognized the
PLO as the representative of the Pales-
tinian people and its “inalienable right”
to self-determination, independence and
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sovereignty in Palestine, including the
“right to return to their homes and
property from which they have been
displaced and uprooted,” and the “right
of the Palestinian people to regain its
rights by all means in accordance with
the purposes and principles of the U.N.
Charter.” (This resolution was adopted
by 89 votes to 8. The U.S. and Israel
voted against the resolution. There were
37 abstentions,)

The PLO Position Restated

The Final Communiqué issued at the
conclusion of the Thirteenth Session
makes the PLO position quite clear.
The Council “draws world attention to
the great danger threatening . . . the
world at large, because of the Zionist
entity’s persistence in occupying Pales-
tine” (i.e., Israel proper, the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip, Sinai and the Go-
lan). It “asserts the adherence to the
PLO's strategic objective to liberate
Palestine from the racist Zionist occu-
pation so that it will become a home for
the Palestinian people.” It also elabor-
ates the familiar concept of a “demo-
cratic” Palestinian-Arab state to be es-
tablished instead of Isracl. In an inter-
esting revelation, the Final Commu-
nigué also notes that the elimination of
the Jewish state would constitute “the
correct solution to . . . the Jewish prob-
lem in Europe” and to “one of the con-
sequences of the age of European co-
lonialism.”

Furthermore, the Final Communigué
adds, the PLO stipulates that Jews may
remain in an Arab Palestine — if they
consent to “live in peace” and to “cast
aside the racist-Zionist identity.” It dis-
linguishes between Zionism and “every
Jew’s right to live in dignity in his home-
land.” The Council notes that the PLO
“will work together with the Arab states
to find ways for the implementation of
this right with regard to the Jews of the
Arab homeland [i.e., those now living
in the state of Israel] who wish to return
to the countries of their homeland.” *

*Article 6 of the PLO National Covenant
{see column 3) stipulates that only ceriain—
vaguely specified—categories of Jews will ba
recognized as Palestinians. The rest are aliens
who have no right 1o live in Palestine and
must leave,

All this hardly demonstrates that the
PLO feels it must modify its positions in
order to become a partner to the peace-
making process, or the interest — or
the ability — of Egypt and other Arab
states to force the PLO into this direc-
tion, The ideological and political com-
mitment to destroy Israel which the
PLO represents is still very much in
force.

Observers have concloded that the
extremists won the upper hand at the
Thirteenth Session of the Palestinian
Mational Council, This is true. What is
not true is that the moderates lost. The
view of the extremist mainstream, which
constitutes the vast majority of the
Council’s members, prevailed. Its con-
cept of the extermination of Israel in
stages was adopted. The even more ex-
tremist minority — the “Rejection
Front,” particularly the Popular Front
for the Liberation of Palestine, which
advocates the destruction of the State
of Israel in one single stage — were
those who lost out.

The “moderates” have vet to prove
their very existence, let alone their po-
litical potential.

R
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The PLO National Covenant*

Excerpts from the Covenant's 33 articles:

[Article 2] Palestine with its boundaries
that existed at the time of the British man-
date is an integral regional unit.! I

[Article 4] The Palestinian personality
is an innate, persistent characteristic that
does not disappear, and it is transferred
from fathers to sons . . .

[Article 6] Jews who were living perma-
nently in Palestine until the beginning of
the Zionist invasion will be considered
Palestinians.

[Article 9] Armed struggle is the only
way to liberate Palestine and is therefore

a strategy and not tactics. . . .

*PLO leaders have reiterated thal they will
not change the Covenant and that a change
in any of its articles is oul of the guestion.
Mo changes were made at the Thinecnth
Session of the Palestine Mational Council.

1. This included present-day Jordan. (Ed.)
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Report of the OQutgoing President
National Executive Committee

of APPME’s

The tenth anniversary of the Six Day
War occurred this June and accordingly
this is the tenth annual meeting of the
Mational Council of APPME. Our very
first act ten years ago was a publication
—an ad signed by over one thousand
academicians and inserted in the New
York Times. Our activities have ex-
panded enormously in this decade.

Distribution of the publications of the
American Academic Association for
Peace in the Middle East has remained
a cornerstone of our program. Initially
circulated to less than 500 professors,
circulation of the various publications
is now well above 15,000,

Middle East Review is distributed
beyond our own membership by the
Transaction Periodicals Consortium, In
this year 4 Book Review section and a
“Letters to the Editor™ page have been
added. The volume of advertising has
substantially increased, primarily by
publishers of books and other journals.

In the Area Handbook series, the
volume on The Syrian Arab Republic
was purchased by libraries, embassies
and various international agencies as
well as by individuals. A similar recep-
tion is expected for the forthcoming
Handbook on The Hashemite Kingdom

& of Jordan and the West Bank.

The APPME Bulletin has been re-
designed. The March 1977 issue was
particularly noteworthy, as it antici-
pated and raised the issues posed by
the imminent independence of the terri-
tory of Afars and Issas dominating the
Straits of Bab-el-Mandeb.

AAAPME's Editorial Advisory Board
suffered its most unhappy year with
the death of its Chairman, Prof. Oded
Remba, who was our friend and col-
league and & member of the national
leadership, totally devoted to service in
both APPME and AAAPME. We shall
not easily replace him in any of his sev-
eral functions, and we mourn his tragic-
ally early death,

Our program on Middle East Studies
in Secondary Education has developed
largely within the last year, under the
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chairmanship of Prof, Seymour Lach-
man, staffed by Rita Lefkort. A wvery
successiul two-day seminar for curricu-
lum specialists and social science teach-
ers was held in November 1976, and
in July some 55 curriculum specialists
and educators from high schools across
the country will participate in a study
program at Tel Aviv University, under
our auspices. Curriculum syllabi are be-
ing writtén, an inventory of existing
curricular material is being assembled,
and interim resource packets are being
planned.

Another new initiative, on the verge
of its first trial, is through our Jerusalem
office. In addition to our continuing pro-
grams of APPME study missions (coor-
dinated by Prof, Irwin Yellowitz), and
of field missions for academics on sab-
batical leaves at Israeli universities, we
are about to launch a program of field
missions for academics attending pro-
fessional conferences in lsrael. Our first
experiment is with two international
physics conferences to be held in Au-
gust at the Technion in Haifa. The mis-
sion has been listed prominently in the
official conference brochures sent w
physicists throughout the world, to-
gether with a description of the nature
and purposes of APPME. In this way
we hope to reach an entirely new aca-
demic target group not necessarily pre-
disposed 1o a concern with Middle East
issues, and to reach them at a dramatic
place and time when their interest most
clectively may be engaged.

Lilli Chertofl and Ruth Levine have
visited a number of congressional aides
in Washington to introduce our organ-
ization to them and to advise them of
the service we can render and of the
talent we can mobilize. An experienced
legislative aide, who attended one of
our Executive Committee meetings, of-
fered detailed advice on the techniques
of effective input, and pledged his con-
tinuing advice and help, as have several
other congressional aides. Several of
pur active members have offered their
good offices in this program. We are
beginning the development of a roster of

substantive experts willing to write shorl
informational papers or to testify at
Congressional hearings under our aegis,
We must also mobilize local interaction
with congressmen throughout the coun-
try by our members, and we must simul-
tancously provide them with guidelines
for appropriate restraints and techniques
for such interactions, In this project we
shall call heavily on the help of all of
you on the National Council.

Yet another newly-undertaken pro-
ject is a survey of the presence and im-
pact of petrodollars on LLS. campuses,
The project is a low-profile undertak-
ing, collating preliminary data to pro-
vide a basis for decision as to possible
further action. The survey is being con-
ducted by Drora Kass.

New grant possibilities for support of
research are being explored. Three gen-
eral areas are under discussion, They
deal with High School Curriculum De-
velopment, with the Historical Record
of the 1948 Partition, and translations
of pertinent material from Hebrew and
Arabic.

On the international scene, this year
has seen the replication of counterpart
organizations in other countries; initi-
ated by Prof. Allen Pollack. Our Cana-
dian counterpart had already been firmly
established, first under Prof. lrwin Cot-
ler and now under Prof. Harry Crowe.
Australian Professors for Peace in the
Middle East held its first National Con-
ference this year, and the Aedgling Japa-
nese group mounted its first study mis-
sion to Israel. The Japanese mission, an
Australian mission, two Canadiagn mis-
sions, one francophone and one anglo-
phone, and our own American mission
converged this December in Israel for
a collective conference and for a great
deal of mutually helpful informal inter-
action,

A major share of all the projects that
| have described is attributable to Lilli
Chertoff. 1 view her installation as per-
haps the most important innovation of
the year and the best puarantee of our
continued success, | end this vear of
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President’s Report (cont'd.)

working with her in admiration of her,
not only as a superb Director, but as a
thoroughly magnificent woman.

Our organizational activities have
been greatly strengthened this year by
the outstanding efforts of Prof. Mervin
Verbit, with the staff assistance of Ar-
thur Freierman. Prof. Verbit has or-
ganized and nurtured a network of 200
campus representatives, providing us
with a key organizational structure for
national action programs arising from
our various projects. This structure is
closely integrated with our regional offi-
ces, in which there have been some nota-
ble changes this year as well, We have
regional organizations in Boston, under
Prof. Roy Feldman; in San Francisco,
under Prof. Ed Epstein; in southern
California, under Prof. Sidney Wolpert,
and in Chicago, under Prof. I, Farber,
Prof. Fred Gottheil this year assumed
the Midwest leadership, held so long
and ably by Prof. Alex Ringer. Prof.
Bernard Stern has energetically organ-
ized the Philadelphia area, and Prof.
Joseph Rothschild has led the New York
section. I am also pleased to report that
Prof. Benjamin Nimer of the Dept. of

Political Science at George Washington
University has just accepted leadership
of the Washington, D.C. area. We thank
his predecessor, Prof. Harvey Lieber,
for his devoted service.

Our Speakers’ Bureau, led by Prof,
Irwin Yellowitz and directed by Han-
nah Hopfer has been active and effec-
tive. I certainly do not take Prof. Mich-
acl Curtis’ continuing program of panel
discussions for granted. This growing
program has continually increased our
academic visibility and credibility, vital
to all our other projects.

Work in the Committee for an Effec-
tive UNESCO and on the spread of
politicization to other U.N. international
agencies continues, under the able di-
rection of Ruth Levine, The most recent
action was in response to the adoption
ol a resolution condemning Israel’s prac-
tices in the administered territories by
a special committee of the World Health
Organization's General Assembly in
Geneva last May. The Committee circu-
lated a letter by Dr. Julius Axelrod,
head of the Medical Committee for a
Non-Political WHO 1w Dr. Halfdan
Mahler, Director-General of WHO in

Geneva, protesting politicization of this
organization.

With this meeting 1 shall step down
as President of the National Executive
Committee. I have learned far more
than I have taught and I have discovered
o what an enormous extenl we are
indebted 1o a superb staff. T want to
thank Natalie Goldman, our office man-
ager, for her able help in smoothing the
Lransition process between executive di-
rectors, and Shirley Kalb, whose skillful
support of all our public ventures has
been facilitated through the Project De-
velopment Department. [ want particu-
larly to recognize Myma Hamada's
continuous  dedicated service with us
since our very inception. \

None of the founders of APPME
had hoped for a tenth anniversary and
we even now yearn for a period when
our dissolution will be appropriate. But
like Myrna, 1 pledge my services to
APPME in whatever role I may be use-
ful, as T am sure each of you does, until
that happy time of peace in the Middle

East. Herbert Callen
Prof of Physics
U. of Pennsylvania

Miller Grant Underwrites Jordan Handbook

A generous grant by Mrs. Benjamin
Miller of Philadelphia in memory of her
husband, the late Dr. Benjamin F.
Miller, a founding member and officer
of APPME, has made possible the pub-
lication of AAAPME's The Hasliemite
Kingdom of Jordan and the West Bank.
Judith Miller is an active member of
APPME's Executive Committee,

The late Dr, Miller was the author of
125 medical research papers and of 12
medical books for the layman. His book,
The Complete Medical Guide ({Simon
and Schuster), first published in 1956,
became a Book of the Month Club
selection and is in its third revised
printing. A fourth revised printing is
now being prepared, Three of his books
were published posthumously: Encvelo-
paedia and Dictionary of Medicine and
Nursing, Preventive Medicine (which
has become a classic in the field) and
Ereedom From Heart Attacks.

Dr. Miller also wrote poetry. A col-
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lection of his poems will be published
by the Countway Library of Harvard
Medical School later this year.

Dr. Miller, who received his degree
in chemical engineering from MIT, was
also a graduate of and a Lecturer at
Harvard Medical School and later Sen-
ior Physician at its Peter Bent Brigham
Hospital. His career included teaching
positions at the Rockefeller Institute,
Chicago U, Medical School and George
Washington U. He was Director of the
May Institute of Medical Research in
Cincinnati (1954-62) and joined the
faculty of the U. of Pennsylvania Med-
ical School in 1962 where he taught
and also conducted research in arteri-
osclerosis unti]l his death in June 1971,

Among other honors, Dr. Miller was
the recipient of the Francis Amory
Award in 1962 for pioneering work on
kidney transplants at Peter Bent Brig-
ham Hospital,

MIDDLE EAST REVIEW

Vol. 1X, No. 4 Summer, 1977

discusses

1967-1977: A Ten-Year
Perspective of the
Arab-lsraeli Conflict
* The War
* The U.N.
* The Occupied Territories
* The Soviet Union

* The Military Implications
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