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The National Security and Public Opinion Project
Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies

The Project, initiated in 1984, monitors Israeli public opinion on issues related to national
security.

Since 1985 the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies has conducted opinion poils aimed at
establishing public attitudes on issues of national security. The survey presented here,
which was carried out in February 1996, focused on the continuation of the peace process
with the Palestinians and neighboring Arab states, even as terror and terrorism against
Israel continued.

In this memorandum, Professor Asher Arian, head of the Center's Project on National
Security and Public Opinion in Israel, presents the main findings of the survey, with
comparisons to the trends of past years.

Surveys undertaken and cited in this report were comprised of representative samples of the
adult Jewish population of Israel excluding individuals from kibbutzim and from the
territories.

The dates of the project’'s surveys were: (1) June 1985; (2) January 1986; (3) December 9,
1987-January 4, 1988; (4) October 1988; (5) March-October 1990; (6) March 16-31, 1991;
(7) June 1-21, 1992; (8) January 1-15, 1993; (9) January 11 - February 9, 1994; (10)
January 4 - February 7, 1995, and (11) February 1996.

Sample sizes were 1,171 in 1985; 1,172 in 1986; 1,116 in 1987; 873 in 1988; 1,251 in 1990:
1,1311in 1991; 1,182 in 1992; 1,139 in 1993; and 1,239 in 1994. Sample sizes were 1,172 in
1986, 1,116 in 1987; 873 in 1988; 1,251 in 1990; and 1,131 in 1991; 1,192 in 1992, 1,139 in
1993, 1,239 in 1994, 1,220 in 1995, and 1,201 in 1996.

All surveys were prepared, conducted and analyzed by the author; field-work through 1995
was done by the Dahaf Research Institute, and in 1996 by Modi'in Ezrachi.

Asher Arian, Project Director, is Professor of Political Science at the University of Haifa.
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Israeli Security Opinion, February 1996
Summary

The survey described here was conducted during February 1996, some three months after
the assassination of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin on November 4, 1995. A total of 1,201
face-to-face interviews generated a representative sample of the adult Jewish population,
excluding kibbutz members and residents of the territories taken in the 1967 war. The field
work was conducted by the Modi'in Ezrachi Reseach Institute.

Ninety percent of the surveys were completed by February 25, the day of the first of a series
of terrorist attacks. The survey was completed before the second attack took place.
Response rates for the two groups are described when appropriate; the demographic
composition of the 120 respondents interviewed after the first attack resembled the overall
sample.

The major conclusion is that events such as terrorist attacks have their greatest impact on
short-term policy issues and on the fortunes of leaders and political parties, but much less
on long-term policy attitudes. Attitude change is a much more gradual process.

The public mood after the assassination and before the round of terror at the end of
February 1996 was pro-Peres and pro-peace. More than 50 percent gave the government a
positive evaluation compared with 30 percent a year earlier. After the bombing, the rate fell
to 44 percent.

Two-thirds supported the Oslo accord with the PLO. A minority (43%) thought that the PLO
had the capacity to control the situation and to stop terror: that number feel by four points
after the explosion on February 25.

The sample was evenly split between those that thought the Oslo 2 accord strengthened the
security of Israel and those who thought it weakened it. In the post-bomb week of the
survey, the “harm” response jumped by seven points.

Eighty percent of the sample reported that the Rabin assassination did not change their
attitudes regarding security and politics. Twenty percent reported a shift, with twice as many
reporting a moderating shift (13%) compared with those who reported a more militant shift
(7%). After the terrorist bomb, the 80 percent no change figure remained the same, but the
remainder split @ percent more moderate, 11 percent more militant.

The mood of the country and one’s personal mood were most negatively affected by the
assassination, while chances for peace were seen to improve.

Feelings toward religious Jews in Israel seriously deteriorated, as well as a blow to the
country’s security forces.

There was evidence of the growing acceptance of the peace process. After years of
persistent suspicion on the part of the Jewish sample regarding the aspirations of the Arabs,
there was a notable erosion in the 1996 results. The extreme negative responses went
down sharply; “the Arabs want to destroy the state and kill as many Jews as they can”
response fell to 28 percent from the 1991 high of 49 percent.

Still, when asked whether the signing of peace agreements with appropriate security
arrangements would mean the end of the Arab-Israel conflict, 51 percent said no, (56% after
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the terrorist bomb) compared with 59 percent in 1995, 47 percent in 1994 and 48 percent in
1993

People continued to feel very insecure about their personal safety, with 35 percent saying
they were very worried, and 43 percent worried (49% and 41% after the bombing).

The probabilities of peace and of signing a peace treaty with another Arab country remained
high even after the bomb; however, the chances of war breaking out grew.

In the total sample, 40 percent thought that the Palestinians want peace. After the bomb,
the rate jumped to 52 percent, perhaps because of the reaction of many Arabs in
condemning terrorism.

Israeli public opinion continued moving in the direction of accepting the establishment of a
Palestinian state. In this survey 48 percent agreed with the idea, compared with 39 percent
in 1995, 76 percent thought it would likely happen within the next 10 years.

The percentage that opposed retumning any of the Golan to Syria fell from the usual 50
percent in the past to 35 percent.

Israeli public opinion seemed to be more flexible toward the Palestinians as the negotiations
proceeded, despite terror and the troubled atmosphere. However, there was no moderation
of the positions regarding Jerusalem and the Arab right of return.

Thirty percent said that no Jewish settlements in the temitories should be removed, 53
percent were ready to remove those that presented a security problem, and 17 percent were
ready to remove them all immediately.

81 percent rejected the idea of relinquishing non-conventional weapons, even if peace were
achieved with Arab and Moslem countries.

45 percent agreed that the government should indemnify people injured during the intifada,
and 27 percent disagreed. An additional 28 percent volunteered (an answer not offered in
the questionnaire) that only Jews who were injured should receive compensation.

Two-thirds agreed to a defense treaty with the United States.

Asked if civil rights should be curtailed to allow the security forces to deal with intemnal
dissension in Israel, the split was almost even. Those interviewed after the bombing agreed
at a rate 15 points higher to the proposition!

There has been a steady deterioration in the level of reliance regarding statements made by

the country's leaders about security. Sixty percent rely on their statements; the figure in
1986 was 82 percent.

There has been a decrease in the percentage who think it permissible for a soldier io
disobey orders for removing Jewish settlers from the territories, from 32 percent in 1994 to
20 percent in 1996.

53 percent thought the censorship rules appropriate; more than a third (36%) wanted them
made stricter, and 11 percent thought they should be relaxed.
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The media are perceived to be responsible when reporting on security matters by 57
percent, compared with 87 percent in 1986, 51 percent in 1987, and 61 percent in 1993.

The terrorist incident had its strongest impact on the fortunes of leaders and political parties.
The Peres-Netanyahu contest for prime minister went from 55:45 for those interviewed
before the explosion, to 50:50 for those spoken to after it.

Before the bomb, the Likud was perceived as better able to secure a Jewish majonty, and
land and peace. Labor was seen as better able to bring true peace and democracy. The
parties were very close regarding their ability to achieve quiet and order.

After the bomb, the Likud surged in every category except the Jewish majority issue, in
which it already had a substantial lead. To give one example, those interviewed before the
bombing split 42:26 in favor of Labor regarding the ability to secure a true peace; after the
bombing the split was 43:38.

About half of the respondents supported the inclusion of Arab parties in the government
coalition, and half opposed it. The rate of support has grown and evidently reflects the
peace process and the experience of dealing with Arabs as political partners.
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l. The Peace Process and Terror

The Setting. The survey described here was conducted during February 1996, some three
months after the assassination of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin on November 4, 1995.

Ninety percent of the surveys were completed by February 25 when the first of a series of
suicide bombers wreaked havoc on the Israeli psyche, and rekindled the furious emotions
of the political debate regarding the peace process. At times in this report, the rate of
response of those interviewed after the first terrorist attack is presented. The 120
respondents interviewed after the first of the bloody terrorist attacks began resembled the
larger groups of respondents in terms of their demographic composition.

Like any survey, this one presents a snapshot of reality at a given moment in time. The
results which follow indicate how quickly certain aspects of public opinion can change, and
how stable other aspects are. The overall conclusion is that events such as the terrorist
attacks have their greatest impact on short-term policy issues and on the fortunes of
leaders and political parties, but much less on attitudes. Attitude change is a much more
gradual process.

The public mood after the assassination and before the round of terror at the end of
February 1996 was pro-Peres and pro-peace. As the terror increased, and as the election
campaign heated up (the elections were scheduled for May 29, 1996), it seemed certain
that the period of trauma, introspection and quiet mourning which followed the
assassination was a thing of the past.

The evaluation of the government improved dramatically compared to the 1995 survey.

Figure 1. Evaluation of the Government
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More than half (51%) gave the government a positive evaluation (7% very good and 43%
good) regarding the manner in which the government handled the issues the country faced.
The rest (49%) were very dissatisfied (16%) or dissatisfied (34%) with the government's
performance (see Figure 1). After the February 25 bombing, 56 percent expressed
dissatisfaction.

This number was a dramatic improvement over the 1985 survey in which only 29 percent
gave the govemment a positive evaluation. This figure was more comparable to the 1994
survey’s level of public satisfaction with the government: in 1994, 40 percent thought the
govemnment was doing a very good (6%) or good (34%) good job, compared with 80% who
were unhappy (32%) or very unhappy (28%) with its performance.

Support for the Oslo accord with the PLO rose to a very high level, with 66 percent
maintaining that position. Immediately after the first explosion, that overall level fell by
three percentage points.

in the 1995 survey, negotiating with the PLO was the majority opinion, but only by a narrow
margin, and the level of support was falling: 53 percent favored continued taiks with the
PLO, compared with 60 percent in the 1994 survey.

A growing minority (43%) thought that the PLO had the capacity to control the situation and
to stop terror. That figure fell by four points after the explosion on February 25. These rates
were an increase from the 1995 figure of 29 percent, and from the 35 percent in 1994 that
thought that the PLO was in charge.

When asked if Oslo 2, the agreement which specified the withdrawal of the Israeli Defense
Forces from the major cities of the West Bank, would contribute to the security of Israel or
would lessen it, the population was almost evenly split: 49 percent said the agreement
would add to security (8 percent add greatly, 41 percent add), and 51 percent expressed
the opinion that it would harm security (14 percent harm greatly and 37 percent harm. In
the post-bomb week of the survey, the "harm” response jumped by seven points.

The assessment of the Oslo 2 accord was only slightly affected by characteristics such as
age, education, or army service (gender made no difference). Political orientation and
religious observance are the two best predictors of the respondent's answer. (The
breakdown of the responses by demographic characteristics is presented at the end of this
report; see Table 14.)

As in the past, interest in the peace talks was extremely high, aithough at a slightly lower
rate: 78 percent of those interviewed reported being very interested (39%) or somewhat
interested (39%) in them. This was less than the 85 percent who expressed interest in the
peace process recorded in the 1993, 1994, and 1985 surveys, but the difference was not
great. Only 6 percent reported having no interest at all.
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It. The Mood

The Rabin Assassination. Respondents were asked, ‘Did the Rabin assassination
change your attitudes regarding security and politics?” Eighty percent of the sample
reported no change, twenty percent reported a shift. Of those who reported change, twice
as many reported becoming more moderate (13%) in their views than those who reported
becoming more militant (7%).

The most change, and in a conciliatory direction, was shown more by women than men, by
the young more than the old, and those of Asian-African extraction (and especially those
bom in Israel). See the details of the response patterns presented at the end of this report
(see Table 15).
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Figure 2. After the Rabin Assassination

After the terrorist bomb, the responses were subtly different. the 80 percent no change
remained the same, but the remainder split 9 percent more moderate, 11 percent more
militant. This is a good example of the limits of asking respondents to recall prior attitudes,
even if the recall period is only a few months. It may be that many were reflecting the
impact of the bombing more than they were reporting about the impact of the
assassination.



Israeli Security Opinion, February 1996 - 9

The mood of the country and one’s personal mood were most negatively affected by the
assassination: 60 percent reported feeling that the national mood had soured, 4 percent
thought that it improved, and 37 percent feit that it had not changed (see Figure 2). The
chances for peace were seen to improve as a result of the assassination more than
anything else about which the sample was asked: 38 percent felt that the chances for
peace had grown, and 9 percent thought that they had lessened, with 53 percent reporting
no change.

Feelings toward religious Jews in Israel seriously deteriorated, with a third of the
respondents reporting that, compared to three percent who felt better about them, and 63
percent who felt no change. Interestingly, this pattern was only partially replicated
regarding feelings toward the settlers in the territories. For that case, 15 percent reported a
changed negative orientation, while 9 percent said they felt better about them, and 76
percent reported no change.

The assassination was obviously a biow to the country’s security forces and to the
democratic system. The public’s perception was much more critical of the security forces
than of the resiliency of Israeli democracy: 23 percent said that their opinion of the security
forces had been lowered because of the assassination, compared with 8 percent whose
opinion was improved, and 69 percent who reported no change. Regarding the strength of
Israeli democracy, 20 percent thought that it had been weakened, 15 that it had been
strengthened, and 66 percent who saw no change.
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Assessment of the Arabs. The samples in this project have been asked regularly to
characterize their assessment of the aspirations of the Arabs. The response most often
chosen over the years was that the Arabs uitimately wanted to conquer Israel and to
destroy a large portion of the Jewish population. After years of persistent suspicion on the
part of the Jewish sample regarding those aspirations, there was a notable erosion in the
results of the February 1996 survey (see Figure 3).

The array of responses for 1996 was quite different compared with those of eartier years:
of the ten surveys which contained the question, this was the lowest percentage (28%) that
said that the Arabs were out to destroy the state of Israel and to Kill the Jews of the country,
compared to a high of 49 percent who gave that response in 1991. That array was not
altered after the terrorist bomb.

The largest response in 1996 was that the Arabs wanted to regain all the territories lost in
the 1967 war: 35 percent chose that compared with 26 percent in 1895, 33 percent in
1994. An additional 24 percent in 1996 (25% in 1995, 23% in 1994) thought the Arabs
“only” wanted to conquer Israel; 13 percent said that the Arabs wanted back some of the
territories (12% in both 1994 and 1995).
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Figure 3. Arab Aspirations
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Another measure of the growing acceptance of the peace process was the increase in the
proportion of respondents that differentiated among the views of various Palestinians,
rather than seeing them as an undifferentiated enemy. The public was asked whether
Palestinians had a variety of opinions about the relations they desired with Israel, or
whether they all basically thought the same thing.

In 1996, 71 percent of the Israeli Jews interviewed in this survey replied that among Arabs
there are a variety of opinions regarding israel, compared to 60 percent in 1995. But of the
remaining portion of the sample, 8 quarter of the sample (more than a third in 1995)
reported that Palestinians are all alike in their aspirations about Israel's future - and that
their blueprint is negative. Only four percent (in both 1995 and 1996) thought of
Palestinians as sharing positive orientations regarding Israel. After the bombing, the ratio
was 70:28:2.

Another measure of the impact of the period's events on the public mood is the response to
the question of whether the signing of peace agreements with appropriate security
arrangements would mean the end of the Arab-Israel conflict. In 1996, 51 percent said no,
(56% after the terrorist bomb) compared with 59 percent in 1995, 47 percent in 1994 and
48 percent in 1993.

To the question about whether one wanted to stay in Israel in the long run, 93 percent
answered in the affirmative (and 96% after the bombing). This very high level of desire to
remain in Israel has been consistent over the years.

People continued reporting that they felt very insecure about their personal safety, as they
had in previous surveys. The rate of concemn that they or members of their family would
be injured by terrorist action for 1993 through 1996 is presented in Table 1. After the
bombing the rates jumped to 49 percent very worried, 41 percent worried, 9 percent not
worried, and 1 percent not worried at all.

Table 1. Concem for Personal Safety

1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996

Very worried 48% | 37% | 46% | 35%
Worried 36% | 39% | 39% | 43%
Not worried at ail 13% | 18% | 13% | 17%

Not worried 2% 6% 2% 5%









































































