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The majority who think they are a minority:

Read the following data from the Public Opinion Survey regarding the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
and answer the following questions.

One of the most interesting findings of the survey came to light when participants were asked the following 
question: “Regardless of your personal position, do you think most Israelis support or oppose a two-state solu-
tion? 62 percent responded that they think the majority opposes and 38 percent responded that most of the 
public supports the solution. In practice, of the respondents, 52 percent, the majority of the public, supports 
the two-state solution, even in this challenging period.

Answer these questions:

1.  Studies show that people generally think that the majority of the population supports their own  
opinion (a mental bias called the “false consensus effect”). What is strange about the findings of  
the survey?

2.  How do you think the feeling that “the Israeli majority opposes a two-state solution” affects the people 
who belong to the real majority, which supports a two-state solution? Regarding their willingness to 
express opinions and their willingness to take civic action?

3.  What do you think can be done to encourage people in such a situation to become more active  
citizens, to express an opinion or to take action to advance their views?

4.  How do you feel when you think you are in the position of the minority. Does this feeling motivate  
you to take action for your own sake or to refrain from taking action?

Support and distrust of agreement

It is worth noting that although most respondents support a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 
only 33 percent of respondents to the survey believe that a solution is achievable in the foreseeable future. These 
are what we call “skeptics” in relation to the two state solution. It is not difficult to guess what causes this - from 
the rise of Hamas in Gaza, through the instability in the Arab world to the ongoing rift between the Israeli and 
Palestinian leaderships.

For these skeptics, the key question seems to be: to what extent can the Palestinians be trusted? All the se-
curity concerns associated with a political settlement have a clear common denominator: the deep distrust that 
exists among the Israeli public towards the Palestinians. Many Israelis believe that the Palestinians are not really 
interested in the agreement and do not intend to honor it. It follows that the prevailing assumption that “there 
is no Palestinian partner” and security concerns are two sides of the same coin: The Palestinians are likely to 
violate the agreement, take advantage of the new scope of action it provides them and endanger the security 
of Israeli citizens. The “Is there a partner?” question hinges on two aspects: will and ability. That is, do the Pal-
estinians really want a political agreement? And can they even meet the obligations contained in it?
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Where there is will?

Let us begin with the issue of will. Many Israelis think, based on past experience, that the Palestinian Authority 
cannot be trusted - let alone Hamas and other elements in Palestinian society. The Palestinians are perceived  
as unreliable and as those who do not want an agreement and will without hesitation break any agreement 
with Israel.

This assumption, as a counter-argument to the agreement, is weak and insufficient. It is important to un-
derstand that in all areas of life where agreements are widely used - from the political-military to the business 
- there is usually no absolute trust between the parties before signing an agreement. In fact, this is the reason 
for the existence of agreements: they are intended to bridge the lack of trust between the parties and allow 
them to cooperate - not because of the existence of trust between them but due to its absence. Had there been 
trust between the parties from the outset, there would have been no need for an agreement to regulate their 
relationship. A handshake could have been enough. After a long period of maintaining an agreement, trust 
develops, and the partners are increasingly deemed trustworthy.

Under the agreement, what brings the parties to live up to their promises is not the existing trust between 
them but the interest of each party to abide by the agreement - and the heavy prices they are likely to pay if 
they break it. The fact that Israel and the Palestinian Authority still adhere to the Oslo Accords, and maintain 
ongoing security cooperation, despite everything that has happened since their signing in the 1990s, illustrates 
this point well. This is why the security arrangements discussed in previous rounds of negotiations have always 
included many layers of collateral guarantees and supervisory and defense mechanisms, which do not depend 
on the good will of the parties.

Think and answer:

1. What leads to what, in your opinion? Does creating and maintaining agreements lead to trust, or is 
trust leading to signing agreements?

2. Do you think that the persistence of the first phase of the Oslo Accords for three decades indicates that 
it is worthwhile to move forward with the agreement or that Palestinians and Israelis cannot be trusted 
to abide by the agreements?

Willing but unable?

We now turn to the question of capability: What happens if the Palestinian Authority is interested in abiding by 
the agreement, but is unable to do so? The argument made by the opponents of the agreement in this context 
is that the authority is a corrupt, weak body and lacks strong public legitimacy. Hamas’ victory in the 2006 elec-
tions and its military takeover of the Gaza Strip a year later raise fears that a similar fate awaits the West Bank 
after Israel leaves for a two-state solution. Another argument made by those who oppose an agreement is that 
the Palestinian state will inevitably be a failed state, the very existence of which will burden Israel and the coun-
tries of the region and create serious problems, many of which exist today. In their opinion, this will be a state 
that does not function, violates the rights of its citizens and is unable to take care of their welfare. Therefore, it 
will also not be able to abide by agreements.

 While it is possible to understand these concerns, it is important to note that these security concerns stem 
mainly from a tendency to project the reality we know today onto a completely different reality, which will be 
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in the future. There is no reason to assume that an independent Palestinian state will act within the framework 
of an agreement like a terrorist organization that took over land under Israeli control without an agreement.

Furthermore, the very comparison of a withdrawal within the framework of an agreement to the withdrawal 
from the Gaza Strip ignores a fundamental parameter: in 2005, Israel made unilateral moves that did not include 
any restraint, control or surveillance mechanisms from the IDF, while Palestinians made no commitments of their 
own. In addition, these moves were not backed by any kind of international guarantee. The events of the last 
twenty years show that one-sided moves of this kind are perceived, at least in the Middle East, as expressions of 
weakness and eventually strengthen radical factors.

When discussing a future agreement with the Palestinians, it is more appropriate to examine the peace 
agreement between Israel and Egypt. This agreement, under which Israel made the largest territorial withdrawal 
since its inception, has proven itself over the years: peace on the country’s most hostile border has been steadily 
maintained for forty years. And this is true not only of Egypt. All peace agreements signed by Israel are based 
on the common interests of all parties. This is why the agreement with Jordan has also been maintained over 
time despite crises in relations between them. This is also the reason for believing that an agreement reached 
between Israel and the Palestinian Authority - which will stem, as stated, from the common interests of both 
parties - will be built on solid ground. This stability will be achieved thanks to the structure of the agreement: its 
implementation will be long, multi-stage and gradual and will be based on mechanisms that will ensure that the 
breach of the agreements will be unprofitable for both parties.

Think and answer:

1. to which example should the “two-state solution” be compared? Do you think the resolution of the 
conflict by an agreement to establish two states and exit from Judea and Samaria is more similar to the 
resolution of the conflict with Egypt and the withdrawal from Sinai or to the unilateral withdrawal from 
Gaza in the “disengagement”?

2.  Do you think that a two-state solution will lead to similar results as those of the withdrawal from Sinai 
or to those of the disengagement from Gaza?

Having more to lose

It is important to understand that an agreement that will lead to the establishment of a Palestinian state will 
give the new state many benefits - economic, political and symbolic. Naturally, it will have - literally - much more 
to lose compared to the past. Violation of the agreement with Israel will inevitably have the potential for enor-
mous damage, and this will be the main incentive to honor it. It is likely that such a situation will also inspire 
in Palestinians hope and willingness for long-term change and a desire to realize the potential inherent in their 
new state. It is difficult to imagine such a situation in the current conditions, given the political stalemate and 
the Palestinian Authority being a sub-state entity with no horizon of hope and change. In case of an agreement, 
Palestinians will literally have much more to lose compared to the past. The Palestinian interest is in improving 
the situation of the population in the West Bank. The path of violence does not lead there, as many Palestinians 
have experienced firsthand, and the Palestinian Authority understands this well.

In addition, it is likely that an agreement with the Palestinian Authority will contribute to strengthening the 
internal arena at the expense of Hamas. Past cases show that peoples have a tendency to follow the decisions 
of their leaders. The Palestinian leadership has been guaranteeing independence for many years, and it can be 
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estimated that to the extent that it finally succeeds in delivering for its people, public support for it will increase 
significantly. In this sense, an Israeli-Palestinian agreement is likely to skew Palestinian public opinion in favor of 
the leadership and weaken opposition to it.

Think and answer:

1.  Do you think an agreement that will lead to the establishment of a Palestinian state will give Palestinian 
citizens benefits and hope for the future and will cause them to stay away from violence so as not to 
lose these benefits? Or will the establishment of a state arouse in the Palestinian people and leaders a 
desire to achieve more, and they will resort to violence?

2.  Will the establishment of a Palestinian state under an agreement strengthen the Palestinian Authority 
against Hamas, or will it lead to the rise of Hamas and the violation of the agreement?

Edited based on Einav, O (2021) Israel’s Security in a Two-State Reality. Molad - the Center for the Renewal 
of Israeli Democracy.  Retrieved from the world wide web April 20 2021 from http://www.molad.org/images/
upload/files/twostatesecurity_ENG_Final.pdf

Final assignment:

Discuss between you and write a policy statement of one paragraph on the question:

Should Israel trust the Palestinian authority and proceed to an agreement to implement a two state  
solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict or should Israel continue to administer the territories of Judea 
and Samaria under military rule?
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This lesson is part of a joint research project on sources of mutual distrust between Palestinians and Israelis, 
funded by the European Union.


