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ABSTRACT: Genuine peace between Israclis and
Palestinians requires mutual ackrnowledgment of
each people’s right 1o political expression of its na-
tional identity within the land they both claim. Ne-
gotiations must focus, therefore, on developing a for-
mula for sharing the land. Furthermore, since most
Palestinians perceive the PLO as their legitimate
representative, only it—-or some agency directly de-
riving legitimacy from {t—hay the capacity to_ne-
gotiate an agreement rhat will elicit widespread ac-
ceptance and commitment among Palestinians. In
fight of these two assumptions, the PLO leadership’s
potential readiness for peace becomes critical to the
suceess of negotiations. This article argues that the
PLO under Arafal's leadership has signaled such
readiness, and it discusses political and psychologi-
cal reasons for the continuing ambiguity and incon-
sistency of these signals. Analysis of Arafat’s cog-
nitive style and image of the enemy, as revealed in
o lengthy conversations with the author, reinforces
the hypothesis that he has the capacity and will to
negotiate an agreement with Israel, based on mutual
recognition and peacefild coexistence, {f offered nec-
essary incentives and reassurances. The article dis-
cusses methodological questions raised by the anal-
ysix and concludes with recommencdations for testing
the hypothesis derived from the analysis through the
policy process.

For a number of years, I have been actively engaged
in efforts to facilitate communication between Is-
raclis and Palestinians and to help create the con-
ditions for direct Israeli-Palestinian negotiations (cf,
Kelman, 1978, 1982). The work is part of an action
research program that utilizes social-psychological
concepts and skills in the analysis and resolution of
international conilicts. A key feature of the work is
the problem-solving workshop in conflict resolution,
a third-party approach in which representatives of
conflicting parties interact directly in the presence
and under the guidance of a group of social scientists
(cf. Burton, 1969, 1979; Kelman, 1972, 1979, Kel-
man & Cohen, 1976, 1979). My colleagues and 1

have organized such workshops with Israelis and
Palestinians at different levels of political involve-
ment. Qur first workshop, which had a primarily
educational objective, was conducted in 197!
{(Cohen, Kelman, Miller, & Smith, 1977); the most
recent workshop in this genre took place in Apnl/
May of 1982.

In connection with this action research effort,
I met with Yasser Arafat, chair of the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization (PLO), on two oceasions, The
first meeting ook place in January 1980 and the
second in December 1981, A third meeting, sched-
uled for the sccond week of June 1982, was pre-
cluded by the Isragli invasion of Lebanon on
June 6.

My meetings with Arafat were not interviews,
but conversations: I did not come prepared with a
list of questions designed to clicit and probe Arafat’s
precise positions on various issues, nor did I take
notes in the course of our discussions. Rather, on
both occasions, we engaged in an open, unstructured
exchange of ideas for two hours or so. Arafat dom-
inated the conversation, but [ contributed my
share—panrticularly in analyzing the range of polit-
ical thinking within Israel and in exploring the pos-
sible openings (on both sides) for communication
and negotiation, At each of our meetings only one
other person was present—a sentor aide who helped
to translate a word or phrase now and then and
occasionally contributed to the discussion.

I did not come away from these meetings with
any startling new revelations or definitive formula-
tions of official policy. What I gained was a concrete
sense of Arafat’s way of thinking, or cognitive style.
I was most impressed with his nondogmatic ap-
proach to problems—his ability to differentiate, his
openness to alternative views, the flexibility of his
thinking—which I saw as the psychological mani-
festations of his political pragmatism. ’

These first-hand impressions of the thinking at
the top—taken together with what { know about the
structure of the PLO, the internal divisions and po-
litical diversity within the Palestinian movement, the
prevalent views across the various Palestinian com-
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munitics, and the evolving positions of the Palestin-
tan National Council over recent years—have given
me a context for understanding the persistent, yet

confusing and ambiguous, signals from the PLO of

their readiness for a political settlement on the basis
of a two-state solution. [ am now prepared to state
the hypothesis that Arafat has the capacity and the
will to come to an agreement with Israel, calling for
mutual recognitton and peaceful coexistence, if he
1s offered the necessary incentives and reassurances.
I do not propose that this conclusion be accepted
as a proven fact, but I do believe that it 15 a hy-
pothesis well worth putting to the empirical test.
Although my discussions with Arafat were not
secret or off-the-record, I had not intended to pub-
lish reports on them, since they were informal con-
versations held in the spirit of mutual exploration,
What I learned from these discussions, however, has
become highly relevant to the current debate about
the best approach to solving the Palestinian prob-
lem, particularly in the wake of the Israeli invasion
of Lehanon. The events in Lebanon have brought
about a new fluidity 1in the role and influence of the
PLO and 1n the direction it will take. At the same
time, with the evolution of a new, more emphatic
Amecrican policy on the Palestinian issue, the ques-
tion of who can best represent the Palestinian people

in the effort to achicve a negotiated settlement of

the Israeli-Palestinian conflict takes on central sig-
pificance, Under these circumstances, [ concluded
that my impressions of the thinking of the top PLO
leadership in recent ycars and of its potential for
making peace with Isracl ought to be injected into
the debate. ’

For my fellow psychologists, T hope that my
discussion will provide a partial illustration of how
a social-psychological orientation might contribute
to policy analysis and development in international

relations. [ will not elaborate here on the nature of

our interventions and the theory of practice that
underlies them, It should become evident, however,
how certain social-psychological ideas might enrich
the analysis and, in turn, be enriched by it. Such
ideas concern the intcraction dynamics in inter-
group conflict, nationalism and national identity,
legatimacy and loyalty, the nature of attitudes and
their relationship to action, and the processes of im-
age formation and causal attribution.

This article will attempt to demonstrate why
the PLO leadership’s potential readiness to make
peace with Israel 1s of critical importance 1o the suc-
cess of any coming Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.
First, I shall address the question of what needs to
be negotiated between Isracl and the Palestinians,
I shall argue that the negotiations must search for
a formula whercby the two peoples can share his-
toric Palestine (i.e., the land west of the Jordan

River), on the assumption that there can be no gen-
uine Isracli-Palestinian peace without an acknowl-
edgment of the right of cach people to give political
¢cxpression to its national dentity within that land.
Second, 1 shall turn to the qucstion of who needs
to be negotiating, Here I shall propose that the PLO
has become the symbol and embodiment of Pales-
tinian nationhood, with a monopoly on legitimacy
in Palestinian eves, Therefore, much as one may
disapprove of its ideology or tactics, only the PLO—
or some agency that directly derives kegitimacy from
it—has the capacily to negotiate a peace agreement
with lIsrael that will gain the acceptance and com-
mitment of the majority of Palestinians, Third, |
shall argue that the PLO under Arafat’s leadership
has signaled tts readiness to make peace with Israel,
although the evidence—for reasons understandable
on political and psychological grounds—remains

ambiguous and inconsistent. Fourth——using my per-

sonal observations of Arafat’s cognitive style and his
image of the enemy as the basis for my inferences—
I shall try to show that his rcadiness to make peace
is probably genuine and merits a serious test. Finally,
I shall suggest how the central hypothesis derived
from my analysis can be put to the test through the
policy process.

What Needs To Be Negotiated

Negotiations toward resolution of the Israeh-Pales-
tinian conflict must take it as a given that the Pal-
estinians—Uike the Israclis—arc a nation that ex-
presses itself through a national movement with its
own dynamic and its own political and social insti-
tutions. Debates about whether Palestinians are a
nation or are entitled to be a nation are as futile as
the parallel debates about the status of Jews. A group
becomes a nation when its members perceive them-
selves as such and are prepared to define their iden-
titics, to pursue their intcrests, and to make personal
sacrifices in keeping with that perception, The Pal-
¢stinians have amply demonstrated the depth and
authenticity of the perception of their own nation-
hooed. Their national movement has evolved out of
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the kinds of historical circumstances that charac-
teristically give rise to a sense of national conscious-
ness. These histornical circumstances have alse sct
the parameters of Palestinian nationalism: The Pal-
estimans’ mtense destre to achieve political inde-
pendence and national soversignty can be iraced to
their dual experience of statelessness and occupa-
tion. Their emphasis on a distinct Palestinian iden-
tity differentiated from the larger Arab identity
grows oul of the history of their treatment in the
Arab world-—the latest chapter of which was written
during the recent Israeli invasion of Lebanon, Their
insistence on national rights within historic Pales-
tine stems from their profound sensc of injustice at
having been displaced from that land and their pow-
erful need for some concrete acknowledgment of
that injustice.

Perhaps the core element of the Isracli-Pales-
tinian conflict has been the mutual denial of the
other’s national identity (Kelman, 1978). On the
Isracli side, the leaders of the Labor Party have
moved toward an explicit acknowledgment of Pal-
cstinian nationhood, Shimon Peres, for example, in
responding to Sadat’s speech to the Knesset on No-
vember 20, 1977, said; “We are aware of the exis-
tence of the Palestinian identity. Every people has
the right to decide its own identity and this dees not
depend on the authorization of another nation.” Yet
cven the Labor Party has failed to accept Palestinian
nationalism on tts own terms by continuing to rule
out Palestiman self-determination and to insist that
Palestinian identity must find its expression within
a Jordanmian context. This faillure to confront the
reality of Palestinian nationalism has paved the way
for the more extreme policies of the present govern-
ment, which are aimed at systematic denial and
suppression of Palestinian nationalism. The Leba-
non operation, with its objective of ¢liminating the
PLO as a political as well as military force, was part
of a larger strategy based on the assumption that
destruction of the PLO would enable Begin and
Sharon to find (or create) a Palestinian [eadership
on the West Bank and Gaza prepared to cooperate
with their incorporation of these territories into Is-
rael and with their version of autonomy. This strat-
cgy 1s designed to transform the Palestinians into an
cthnic Arab minority within Israel, with a limited
administrative and cultural autonomy in lieu of the
right to vote in Israell parliamentary elections. Pal-
estinians would have a choice between accepting this
arrangement or leaving the country. In Sharon’s
more ambitious vision, which includes the forced
establishment of a Palestinian state in Jordan, Pal-
estinian nationalism would be transformed into an
“East Palestinian’™ nationalism; diaspora Palestin-
tans and residents of the West Bank and Gaza who
are not content with the autonomy arrangements

would thus be given a homeland and an outlet for
their nationalist sentiments outside of Palestine #t-
sclf. Either version of the strategy negates core ele-
ments of Palestinian national identity and attcmpts
to force that identity into a shape more convenient
to Begin's and Sharon's purposes.

The Begin-Sharon strategy is designed to
achieve nothing less than the ultimate defeat of the
Palestinians—and hence of the Arabs—in the de-
cades-old Arab-Israch conflict. In view of the rela-
tive military capacities of the two sides as revealed
by the recent war in Lebanon, it is not entirely out
of the question that Israel may succecd—in the short
or even the medium run—in imposing such a defeat
on the Paicstinians and the Arab states. Nor is 1t
inevitable that Palestinian nationalism will survive
and reassert itself: there are historical instances of
nations that have in fact been transformed into eth-
nic minorities with virtuatly no prospect of national
independence (although, unlike the Palestinians,
they have generally operated in environments un-
favorable to their cause). Stll, it is not likely that

The PLO is the only representative
agency that speaks for Palestinians
as a people

Begin and Sharon will find it easy 1o play out their
scenario. The Palestinians have shown no inclina-
tion to accept the roles assigned to them. In its re-
sponse to the Lebanese invasion, the PLO has
demonstrated its resilience and its ability to wrest
political victories from military defeat. The West
Bank-Gaza population has unmistakably rejected
the Village Leagues—the only alternative ““leader-
ship” 1o the PLO that the Istaeli administration has
been able to come up with—and there i1s no indi-
cation so far that any credible West Bank-Gaza
leaders would join the autonomy talks without PLO
approval. Furthermore, despite their ambivalent and
inefiectual response to the Israeli operation in Leba-
non, it is unlikely that the Arab states, the United
States, and the international cormmunity would ac-
quiesce to the total defeat of the Palestinians, Nor
can the Israeli government count any longer on the
full support of its own population, particularly as
it becomes clearer that—with or without the PLO-—
the population in the territorics will not passively
accept perpetual Israeli rule,

Whatever degree of success Begin and Sharon
may have in imposing their solution on the West
Bank and Gaza, a plan that is widely perceived as
total defeat and subjugation of the Palestinians can-
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not serve as a basts for negotiations conducive to
stable peace in the region and to eventual reconcilia-
tion between Israel and its neighbors, If an outcome
to this historic struggle is to be achieved in which
neither party feels totaily defeated, it will be nec-
essary to find a formula whereby the two peoples—
as peoples—can share the land they both claim.
Whatever formula is negotiated, therefore, must en-
sure that the Palestinian people has a part in the
ownership of the land and an opportunity to give
political expression to its national identity within it
(Kelman, 1982). Negotiations must start from that
assumption. What needs to be negotiated is ~ow the
land can best be shared so as to satisfy the basic
concerns and aspirations of both parties—particu-
larly their quest for justice, security, and national
identity—within the context of current geopolitical,
military, diplomatic, and economic realities.

To satisfy both parties under present historical
circumstances, the negotiated formula for sharing
the land will have to be based on mutual recognition
of the other’s right to national self-determination—
a right that has already been conceded to the Pales-
tintans as well as to Israel by a strong international
consensus. If anything, the recent events in Lebanon
may have moved many Amecricans and Israelis closer
to the international consensus in favor of Palestinian
self-determination, by bringing home to them the
implications of an Israchi policy that rejects the con-
cept of Palestinian nationhood. In theory, there are
a varicty of ways in which the Palestinians might
exercise their right to self-determination, including
the establishment, by mutual consent, of a confed-
eration, federation, or other kind of union with ei-
ther Jordan or Isracl. In practice, the preferred
choice of the Palestinians is an independent West
Bank-Gaza state alongside of Isracl, although at
some stage they might well seek to confederate or
federate such a state with Jordan or concetvably with
koth Jordan and Israel.

Even if the parties acknowledge sclf-dctermi-
nation for both peoples in historic Palestine, leading
to a two-state solution, as the most practical and
desirable outcome, agreement on such a formula
can only come at the end of extensive negotiations.
Many issues will have to be resolved before the par-
ties can feel sure that the solution meets their basic
needs and concerns—issues, for example, such as
the precise borders of the two states, the future of
Jerusalem, the status of Israeli settlements on the
West Bank, resettlement and compensation for 1948
refugees, mutual security arrangements, ¢Congmic
and diplomatic relations between the two states, the
timing of Israeli withdrawal, and the details of the
transition process. Beyond grappling with such ne-
cessities, the negotiations may also provide an op-
portunity for devising a mutually beneficial pattern

of relationships between the two states, The discus-
sions in our Israeli-Palestinian problem-solving
workshop last spring demonstrated that a two-state
solution may serve as the springboard for a creative
vision of peaceful coexistence and cooperative re-
lations between the two peoples in the fand they
share. '

Who Needs To Be Negotiating

If the purpose of negotiations is to produce an agree-
ment based on mutual recognition and peacelul co-

‘existence, then jt is essential that the Palestinian rep-

resentatives in this process possess a high degree of
legitimacy in the eyes of their various constitucncies.
Only leaders enjoying such legitimacy are likely to
have the flexibility and confidence to make the
concesstons necessary 1o producing the agreement,
and the credibility to ¢licit the acceptance and com-
mitment of the majority of Palestinians to the agree-
ment thev produce. Whatever ong's feclings about
the PLO, it 1s the only Palestinian body that meets
this eniterion and therefore has the capacity to make
peace with Israel,

Palestinians—both in the West Bank and Gaza
and in the diaspora—do not see the PLO as a ter-
rorist body, In fact, they do not see the PLO as
merely an organization, military or political, but as
the symbol and embodiment of Palestinian nation-
hood. It 1s the only representative agency that speaks
for Palestinians as a people and that is widely rec-
ognized in this capacity, not only in the Arab world,
but in the international community generally. Fur-
thermore, it is the only agency that has established
a variety of national institutions—including eco-
nomic, cultural, educational, medical, and welfare
mstitutions—in Lebanon and elsewhere. As the in-
ternationally acknowledged repository for Palestin-
ian legitimacy, the PLO has a monopoly on legiti-
macy in Palestinian eyes.

This does not mean that the PLO 1s universally
popular among Palestinians, Yasser Arafat himself
seems to enjoy a special status as a personal symbol
of the Palestinian cause and as an authentic voice
to both traditional masses and more westernized
clites. But not all Palestinians are enthusiastic about
the PLO as an organization or about its diaspora
leadership. Some of the West Bank and Gaza elites,
for example, feel that the leadership is out of touch
with the problems of the territorics, or would prefer
leaders whose family orgins are in the West Bank
or Gaza rather than Jaffa or Haifa, or continue to
be interested in closer links with Jordan. At some
time in the future, they may well chailenge the in-
cumbents for PLO leadership or demand greater
representation in PLO councils, But they acknowl-
edge that the PLO has acquired a monopoly on le-
gittmacy and that, with the West Bank and Gaza
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under occupation, the PLO 1s the functional equiv-
alent of a government, They also scem to agree that,
under conditions of occupation, the political inter-
ests of the West Bank-Gaza population are best rep-
resented by leaders outside of the territones—npar-
ticularly since those leaders have already achieved
a high degree of international recognition,

Some [srael observers have proposcd that the
fatlurce of an alternative leadership to emerge in the
West Bank and Gazais a result of PLO intimidation.
I have no doubt that such intimidation occurs, and
to the extent that it does, 1t undermines the moral
standing of the PLO. There 1s no easy way to tease
out just how much of a role it plays in individual
decisions, but it cannot explain the widespread sup-
port for the PLO among the West Bank-Gaza
masses and elites, The attempt to account tor the
phenomenon in these terms is based on a grossly
oversimplified, unidimensional view of human mo-
tivation renuniscent of the attempt to ascribe
American support for Israel to intimidation by the
pro-Isracl labby. It 1s quite likely that fear of assas-
sination or other forms of retaliation contributes to
inhibiting local leaders from presenting themselves
as alternatives to the PLO (although evidently not
from criticizing the PLO, as some of the most ob-
vious candidates for alternative leadership have
done). But they are at least equally inhibited by their
awareness that such an attermpt would be perceived
by their constituencies as illegitimate, collaboration-
ist, and harmiul to the national cause because, for
better or worse, the PLO has preempted the right
to speak for the Palestinians, In fact, it is likely that
many local leaders who were originally and may still
be unsympathetic to the PLO now themselves willy-
nilly accept its status as the sole legitimate repre-
sentative of the Palestinian people.

Under these circumstances, it appears neither
possible nor helpful to find a substitute for the PLO
to represent the Palestinians in negotiations with
Israel. It is highly unlikelv that any credible group
of Palestinians would be prepared to enter negoti-
ations as an explicit alternative to the PLO, Even if
such alternative negotixtors could be found, their
lack of legitimacy would reduce the value of any
agreernent they would reach, since they would fack
the capacity to commit the Palestimian community
1o it. [ am not suggesting that the PLO in the precise
form in which we know it today must necessarily
be the interlocutor in every phase of an Israeli-Paics-
tinian negotialing process. It is possible that an al-
ternative leadership may develop within the PLO or
that the PLO may be restructured or redefined. It
is also possible that, at one or another stage of the
process, the PLO may find ways of transferring its
legitimacy to another agency that is especially suted
to the task at hand—such as West Bank-Gaza lead-

ers, or a government-in-¢xile, or an independent,
specially created negotiating team. In the final anal-
ysis, however, [ believe that only the PLO, or some
agency that dircetly derives legiimacy from it, has
the capacity to make peace with Israel,

If the PLO leadership were to be eliminated,
discredited, or weakened in the wake of the Lebanon
operation, it is very doubtful that an alternative
leadership in the West Bank and Gaza-—presumably
freed from the restraints imposed by the PLO—-
would readily emerge and come (0 an agrecment on
the terms offered by the Israeli government. Such
an alternative leadership might have been able to
prevall before the PLO acquired its monopoly on
legitimacy, but now it 1s too.late. An assault on the
PLO has come to mean an assault on Palestinian
nationhood, and at least for the near future, no Pa-
lestinian leaders could maintain their credibility it
they showed themselves willing to benefit from a
PLO defeat. If anything, the mood, both in the ter-
ritories and in the Palestinian diaspora, would prob-
ably be more rejectionist and Iess supportive of com-
promise. No doubt there would be some accorn-
modation in West Bank-—-Gaza communitics out of
opportunism or out of necessity, but it is not likely
that a new leadership would arise—in the territories
or in the diaspora, within or outside of the PLO—
with the will and capacity to make peace with Israel.

The Will To Make Peace

I have argued that Israchi—Palestinian peace requires
mutual recognition of the other’s national rights and
an agreement to share the land between the two
peoples—and that only the PLO has the capacity to
make that kind of peace with Israel. But is there any
evidence that the PLO has the will to do so? The
difficulties in mustering the evidence faced by those
who are convinced that the will is potentially there
are well stated by Fouad Ajanit (1982):

Over the past decade, there cinerged within the Palestinian
community . ., . support {or a historic compromise be-
tween [srachis and Palestinians. To be sure, there was some-
thing frustrating about the way this vicw was put forth,
The will to state it openly was nol there. What was said
on a given day was denied the next; what was said before
a foreign audience was denicd at home. But there was o
denving that somewhere on the horizon loomed the pos-
sibility of a different future, (p. A19)

PLO leaders, and particularly Arafat hunself, have
repeatedly signaled their readiness to move toward
a political accommodation with Israel. Even in the
midst of the West Beirut crisis, Arafat responded
favorably to the statement by the late Pierre Mendés-
France, the late Nahum Goldmann, and Philip
Klutznick, calling for mutual recognition between
Israel and the Palestuinian people, and granted an
interview to the Israeli editor and former Knesset
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member, Urt Aviery, in which he reaffirmed his sup-
pert for a twe-state solution. Aithough the PLO has
been clear and consistent, in recent vears, 1n its ac-
ceptance of the 1dea of a negotiated settlement lead-
ing toward a Palestinian state in part of Palestine,
it has remained ambiguous on two crucial points;
It has not unequivocaily recognized Israel’s right to
exist or indicated willingness to accept 2 West Bank-
Graza state as a permanent solution to the conflict.
While dropping many hints, Arafat has consistently
evaded a direct answer to these questions. At the
same time, some of his associates-—and on oceasion
Arafat himself—have continued to make statements
vowing that they will never recognize Israel,
Cicarly, there can be no peace agreementi—and
probably no official pegotiations toward such an
agreecment—until the Palestinian representatives
recognize [srael and accept the permanence of the
borders established by negotiation (along with re-
ciprocal assurances by Israel of its recognition of the
Palestinian people and readiness to relinquish part
of Palestine for a Palestinian homeland). As long as
Arafat and the PLO cquivocate on these points, one
cannot say with certainty that they are ready to ne-
gotiate an agreement; the evidence remains incon-
clusive. Nor can onc be certain, however, that they
are nof ready to negotiate—that the hints and signals
that they have been issuing are merely propaganda
plovs, tactical maneuvers, or efforts at obfuscation.
It goes without saying that explicit recognition of
Israel would create a radically new political and psy-
chological atmosphere, which is why many observ-
ers, who are convinced that the PLO 1s in fact ready
to negotiate an agreement, are urging Arafat to take
that step. Some ascribe his failurce to do so at this
time to a lack of imagination, of leadership quality,
ar of political wisdom. Without making a judgment
here about what Arafat should or should not be
doing, T would merely point out that cxplicit rec-
ognition of Israel is not a step that he can take easily
or casually; it entails enormous costs and risks, Ar-
afat’s situation is not comparable to that of Sadat,
whom hc 15 somctimes urged to emulate. Even for
Sadat, the trip to Jerusalem was an extremely costly
and almost transcendent political act. Yet he had
several advantages that Aratat lacks: He was consid-
erably less constrained by his domestic constitucn-
cies; he was virtually certain that his initiative would
meet with a positive response in Israel; and recog-
nition of Israel was not an existential issue for him.
Avafat’s reluctance 1o recognize Israc! and ac-
cept a West Bank-Ciaza state as o permanent so-
lution can be breadly explaingd in cost-benefit
terms, as long as we understand that his calculations
refer to perceived losses and gains not only in po-
hitical power and advantage, but also in fundamental
national nights. For Palestinians, recognition of Is-

rael amounts to relinquishing a central tenet of PLO
ideology: that the establishment of Isracl constituted
a prave injustice to the Palestinian people, which
must be undone by Palestinian recovery of their
homeland. In explicitly announcing that he recog-
nized Israel, Arafat would in effcet be telling the
Palestinian masses that this is the end of the struggle.
For many of his constituents, especially in the ref

“ugee camps, such a message would mean that at

least part of their drcam—the dream of returning
to their particutar homes, which for most of them
are in Israel proper, rather than the West Bank or
Gaza—would never be fulfilled. Because of the sharp
divisions within the Palestinian movement and the
Arab world, Arafat would become vulnerable to the
accusation that he has betrayed the national cause.
The action might precipitate an intense power strug-
gle. Even if he won that struggle, it might split the
movement and break Palestinian unity.

Araltat may well be preparcd to pay these heavy
costs, but he would have to be confident that he
would obtain commensurate benefits in return for
his concesstons. He would want assurance that at
least his minimal demands would be satisfied. In
particular, he would look for some reciprocal ree-
ognition of Palestinian rights, in order to make it
clear to his own constituencies and to the rest of the
world that recognition of Isracl and acceptance of
a West Bank—Gaza state as a permanent solution
did not constitute abandonment of the Palestinians’
own claims, Under such circumstances, he would
be able to explain to the Palestinian masses that it
was time to accept an honorable compromise and
to expect their support. e would also be 1n a good
position to neutralize his opposition or, if necessary,
to absorb a split in the movement.

The often-repeated statement that recognition
of Israel is the PLO' last card, which they cannot
give up lightly, can be understood in the light of
these cost-benefit considerations. It is not merely
that Arafat is holding on to this card until he can
get the best deal. Rather, he is afraid that if he plays
this card and receives nothing in return, the game
will be over; He will have lost both his leadership
and his cause. I would speculate that he sees rec-
ognition of Israel as not just a concession, which
can be withdrawn 1n the absence of reciprocation,
but as an irreversible act: The moment he makes the
statement, he has given away a central moral prin-
ciple—and he goes down in history as the leader
who has given away that principle. Thus, cven
though I believe he is prepared to play that card, he
s unwilling to do so until he is assured of a positive
response—and, in particular, one that sateguards the
principle that recognition of Israel throws into
doubt.

What would constitute a sufficiently positive
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response for Arafat? Fe has signaled repeatedly that
he would be prepared to recognize Istael in a context
in which Palestinian tights are simuitaneously rec-
ognized. In our first conversation, I asked him ex-
plicitly whether he would accept the concept of
mutual recognition between Israel and the Palestin-
tans, e replied that the PLO had already done so
and cited two bits of evidence: In October 1977, the
PLO endorsed the Vance-Gromyko statement, which

referred both to Israel’s right ta exist in secure bor-

ders and to the legitimate rights of the Palestinians.
Later, the PLO supporied a working paper, prepared
by the British and French UN delegations, that pro-
posed amending Resolution 242 to include reterence
tc Palestinian rights. In my second conversation
with Aratat, he spoke at length about his consistent
support, at great personal and political ¢cost, for the
Fahd proposals before, during, and after the 1981
Arab summit conference in Fez. The Fahd proposals
indirectly recognized Israel in the context of a plan
that called for Israeli withdrawal from the occupied
territories and c¢stablishment of a Palestiniuan state.
In the Arab world, the plan was clearly seen by pro-
ponents and opponents altke as acceptance of a two-
state solution. It was also known that Arafat sup-
ported the Fahd plan and played a role in its for-
mulation. He was severely criticized for that by some
PLO elements—including ofticials from his own
group, al-Fatah—and for a while his leadership po-
sition was seriously threatened. By the time I saw
him, 1n late December of 1981, he was clearly back
in control and feeling vindicated.

As stated, the Fahd proposals (or the proposals
adopted by the Arab summit conference at Fez in
September 1982) clearly cannot serve as the text of
a final agrecment that would be acceptable to Israeld,
They must be seen as merely an Arab opening po-
sition for possible negotiations, Their significance
derives net from the specific points proposed, but
from the general message that there 1s some frame-
work within which Arab recognition of Isracl be-
comes possible. For present purposes, what is tm-
portant is that Arafal endorsed these proposals, thus
signaling his readingss to recognize Israel within a
framework of mutual recognition. Furthermore,
amid all the ambiguities, Arafat seems to have been
consistent on this point, both n his public actions
and 1in his private statements. This experience sug-
gests that the U.S. government might ind Arafat
more responsive if, mnstead of asking him for uni-
lateral recognition of Israel or acceptance of Reso-
lution 242, it presented him with a broad formula
for mutual recognition—one of its own choosing
that would not be vulnerable to the criticisms which
can he directed at the Fahd proposals or other earlicr
documents.

In sum, Arafat has signaled his rcadiness to

make peace, not only in statements to various for-
gign visitors but also in politically consequential
actions—-largely in the form of endorsing proposals
that tmply recognition of Israel in a context of mu-
tual recognition. Since he has avoided explicit com-
mitments, however, one cannot conclude with cer-
tainty that the will io make peace is there, At the
same time, his refusal so far to be explicit does not
constitute conclusive evidence of a fuck ot wiil when
one considers the enormous cosis of such an action
in the absence of any tangible indication that 1t
would produce commensurate benefits by way of
Isracli or American reciprocation. Perhaps his re-
luctance to make a bold, unequivocal move is a sign,
as somc have charged, of poor leadership, but it does
not automaticatly discredit the very real signals he
has sent. These signals have been sufficiently fre-
quent, consistent, and persuasive 10 warrant more
serious Isracli and American efforts to put them to
the test than have been made so far

A Methodological Question

The statements that Arafat makes to various West-
ern visitors, including mysclt, are obviously subject
to distortion. Clearly, he has an interest in presenting
himself to Western audiences as moderate, How can
one determine the genuineness of his pronounce-
ments, particularly in view of the fact that in other
contexts and to different audicnces he and his as-
SOCIZLCs continud to present hard-line positions? In
keeping with the classical dynamics of intergroup
conflict, opponents of the PLO tend to dismiss Ar-
afat’s signals of readiness for compromise (if thcy
hear them at all) as totally irrelevant. They attribute
them entirely to situational causes, regarding them
as tactical and deceptive. On the other hand, they
regurd any hostile, uncompromising statements as
reflections of his true feelings, consistent with his
underlying character and with the PLOs 1declogical
commitment (as expressed in the Palestinian Na-
ttonal Covenant) to the “elimination of the Zionist
presence in Palestine,”” Such suspicions are under-
standable and justified. but to disregard, discount,
and explain away peositive signals automatically,
without a serious effort to put them to the test, is
both unrealistic and dangerous, It is unrealistic be-
cause it ignores the immense changes that have al-
rcady taken place in the Arab world and the Palestin-
1an movement over the past 15 vears (and especially
since the Egyptian-Isracli peace process) and the
possibility of further change in the face of changing
realitics and new incentives. It is dangerous because
it risks passing up an opening for peace that may
not present itself again for another generation.
There is no easy formula for determuining which
of two seemingly contradictory statcments reflects
a leader’s ““true” attitude. None of the rules that are
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somelimes proposed, based on distinctions between
public versus private statements or between state-
ments to one’s own constiluencies versus statements
to foretgn audicnces, have general applicability.
Much depends on the circumstances; for example,
a statement made to a domestic audience may at
times be more subject to instrumental considera-
tions—and hence a less rehable indicator of truc
attitudes—than a statement made to a foreign au-
dience. Furthermore, it 15 not obvious what consti-
tutes the true attitude in a political context, Is it
what leaders would most prefer, under ideal but un-
attainable circumstances, or is it what thev see as
acceptable and realistically feasible? In my own view,
it is quite possible—indecd probable—that both
Arafat’s signals of rcadiness for compromise and his
reiterations of an uncompromising stance reflect his
true attitudes,

In my numerous encounters with Palestinians
during the past decade or so, [ have been struck
again and again by the fact that, in the course of the
same conversation, they may make two kinds of
statements that sound contradictory to me and vet
appear to be cqually genuine, They may say that
nothing less than Palestinian rule over all of Pales-
tine would meet their needs and, a few sentences
later, they may indicate—without noting any incon-
sistency—that they would be satisfied with a West
Bank-Gaza state. This pattern reflects the way in
which ideological change characteristically comes
about. It does not follow the orderly process of
abandoning one set of beliefs and replacing it with
another. Rather, a new set of behiefs develops within
a different cognitive context—within a context, for
example, of what is realistically achievable as against
a context of what is historically just—and takes its
place alongside the old beliefs, Which set of beliefs
predominates at any given moment or prevails over
time depends very much on the options and oppor-
tunities available to the individual. Thus, it seems
quite plausible to me that Arafat may be genuine
in his ¢xpressions of readiness for compromise, even
though, on other occasions, he may continue to
maintain (and believe) hard-line positions.

But i1s there any independent evidence that
might help in assessing whether Arafat’s readiness
for compromise is genuine? A significant type of
evidence is provided by consequential actions that
4re consistent with his pronouncements. I would
attach special importance, therefore, to Arafat’s sup-
port of various proposals that imply mutual rec-
ognition, particularly the 1981 Fahd proposals,
which he e¢ndorsed at great personal and political
risk. It 1s also well known that Arafat has fought
hard, within PLO councils, to push for acceptance
of a political option. The steady movement in the
direction of accommeodation in the resolutions

adopted by successive Palestinian National Councils
over the years (¢f. Khalidi, 1981, p. 1060) must be
credited largely to Arafat’s efforts. These actions
cannot be dismissed as public relations gestures,
They involve intensc political struggle and have con-
crete consequences for the directions of the move-
ment and Arafat's own leadership position.

Another kind of evidence, derived from my
own conversations with Arafat, is based on analysis
of how he talks about the conflict, as distinct from
the specific positions he cspouses, What are the im-
ages of the enemy that he convevs? What are his
visions of the future? What seem to be his salient
concerns and preoccupations? My carlier expericnce
in Egypt provides a simple illustration of what I have
in mind. In December 1976, almost a vear before
President Sadat's trip to Jerusalem, my colleagucs
and I participated with a number of Egyptian social
scientists in a roundtable on “Reciprocal Images in
the Arab-Israeli Conflict.” The meetings were held
at the Al-Ahram Centre tor Political and Strategic
Studies, which is the major political rescarch orga-
nization in Egypt and has a variety of links to the
policy precess. Much that was said at these meet-
ings—and the very fact that the center’s president,
Boutros Ghali {who has sincc become Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs and & key figure in the
Egyptian-Israeli negotiations), joined with me in
organizing a meeting on this topic and with this
particular set of participants-—suggested that the
Fgyptian government was actively engaged in a pro-
cess of reexamining its policy toward Isracl, What
struck us most, however, were the repeated refer-
ences by our Egyptian colleagues to the “*postscttle-
ment period”™ and their active interest in the prob-
lems that might arise during that period. It seemed
1o us that Egyptians would not be so preoccupied
with the postsettlemnent period unless they were se-
riously thinking about a settlement. Moreover, 1t
would be difficult to pretend, repeatedly, an interest
in the postsettlement situation in the course of dis-
cussions that spread out over several days. Thus, this
kind of evidence was much more convincing than
direct statements of support for a peaceful settle-
ment, which are subject to deliberate manipuiation
for instrumental purposes.

In my conversations with Arafat, what I found
most revealing were his remarks that gave me a
glimpse of his image of Israel. A variety of attitudes
and espectations can probably be predicted from
this information, because the image of the enemy
holds a central place in the cognitive structures of
people engaged in an intense conflict {cf. Herad-
stveit, 1979). T am cspecially interested in assessing
how Arafat’s image of the encmy is structured: How
flexible and differentiated is his view of Israel? To
what extent does he perceive Israel as potentially
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open to influence and capable of change? Does he
attribute Isracl’s behavior primarily to situational
or to dispositional causes? In addition, my analysis
focuses on the specific contents of the image—on
the characteristics Arafat imputes 1o lIsrael—that
have implications for his own actions vis-d-vis Israel.
The image we have of another typically conveys
what kinds of actions toward the other we consider
possible, necessary, and desirable. For e¢xample,
from the 1images teachcers have of an unruly class in
a deprived neighborhood we can draw some infer-
ences about the way they are likely to treat the stu-
dents in that class. A teacher who sees the students
as inherently vicious because of their backgrounds
is likely to treat them in an undifferentiated way and
10 place emphasis on controlling them through clese
surveillance and punishment, whereas a teacher who
sees the students as mostly bored because of a lack
of stimulation and hence susceptible to a small num-
ber of troublemakers is likely to individualize the
students and, whenever possible, to create an envi-
ronment that provides constructive outlets for their
energies and imagination. In a similar manner, ex-
amination of Arafat’s image of the ¢nemy allows us
to infer what kinds of actions vis-d-vis Isracl he con-
templates and, in particular, whether he sees the
cnemy as someonc he can influence or only as some-
one he must defeat.

The methodological advantage of this kind of
analysis is that it focuses on cognitive style and on
the charactenistics that dominate images—outputs
that are far less manipulable than explicit statements
of policy posttion. Furthermaore, this information is
used not to infer policy positions but to understand
how leaders approach problems and to infer what
actions they are capable of taking, given the appro-
priate incentives and opportunities. The thinking
and capabilities for action in the top leadership, on
which this analysis focuses, represent significant
realities in their own right, with potential relevance
to the search for peaceful solutions.

Images of the Enemy

Several statements stand out in my reconstruction
of Arafat’s image of Israel, and 1 shall build my
analysis around them,

They Are Not All the Same
Early in my first conversation with Arafat, 1 gave
him my overview of the range of political thinking

within Isracl, I started out by remarking that not
much movement on the Palestinian issue¢ can be

expected from the Begin government itself. He in-

terrupted to correct me with these approximate
words: You can't say that; they are not all the same.
He was in effect chiding me for my failure to dif-
ferentiate. He then proceeded to talk about differ-

ences within the Israeli cabinet. In particular, he
described Ezer Weizman (who was Minister of De-
fense at the time) as different from the rest—as more
open, more responsive to Arab concerns—and con-
tinued to discuss the evolution of Weizman's polit-
ical views. His image of Weizman scemed to be quite
similar to that conveyed by Sadat, who had devel-
oped a great rapport with Weizman from the begin-
ning of Egyptian-Israeli negotiations. Arafat’s abil-
ity to differcntiate even among individual members
of the ruling coalition in Isrzel is particularly re-
markable when one contrasts 1t with the ideologi-
cally “correct”™ view expressed by so many other
Palestinians. For example, earlier in the same day
that I met with Arafat, 1 presented my analysis of
the range of political thinking within Israel to several
Palestinian intellectuals, One very knowledgeable
scholar was unimpressed and told me: There is no
difference between Begin and Matti Peled (a leading
Israeh advocate of an independent Palestinian state
in the West Bank and Gaza who tor several vears
has been in communication with some PLO off-
cials)—they are both Zionists.

Arafat also displaved an interest in other voices
within the Isracli political mainstream that have ex-
pressed even a limited readiness (under specially
detined circumstances) to talk with the PLO or to
accept Palestinian sovereignty. In our 1980 meeting
I mentioned that Yehoshatat Harkabi (former chief
of military intelligence and now a professor at the
Hebrew University, well-known for his analysis of
the implacable character of the PLO) had come out
in support ot the Peace Now movement and against
the Begin policies on the West Bank and Gaza. Ar-
afat’s first reponse was: That man has been telling
lics about us! When I pointed out that, in the light
of Harkabi's carlicr writings, his currcnt positions
were of particular significance, Arafat conceded that
[ was right and expressed an interest in exploring
Harkabi's ideas further.

In our 1981 meeting, Arafat showed some fa-
miliarity with and considerable appreciation of the
dissenting statements made by various Israeli main-
stream figures, including Wetzman and Harkabi
(although he still considered him anti-PLO), as well
as Aharon Yariv (another former chief of military
intelligence and now head of the Center for Strategic
Studies at Tel-Aviv University), Motta Gur (former
chief-of-staff and now a Knesset Member, repre-
senting the Labor Party), and Abba Eban ( Forcign
Minister in the Labor government). He also ex-
pressed confidence that, as circumstances changed,
[sract’s positions would change and the moderates
would prevail in Israel's internal political struggle.
Clearly, Arafat has a differentiated view of Israch
political figures, and he orders them on a scale of
preference according to the degree to which they are
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amenable to a compromise solution, He differs
markedly from those ideclogues who prefer their
adversary to be extremist rather than moderaie—
from Palestinians who prefer the Likud to Laber
for example—because the extremists unambigu-
ously confirm their view that compromise is im-
possible.

Arafat’s differenuated, nondogmatic image of
the Isracli political spectrumns 15 consistent with the
approach of someenc who is looking for potential
Israell partners in negotiation—for people he can

deal with, even if he dees not entirely agree with

them. The image that “they are all the same™ effec-
tively removes the possibility of negotiation and
compromise: Since they are all Zionists and bence
fundamentaliy at odds with our aspivations, there
is no one to talk to and nothing to talk about. By
contrast, the image that “they are not all the same™
creates an openung for negotiation and comprormise:
It envisages the possibility of identifying elements
on the other side with whom it may be possible to
establish common ground, and of entering into dia-
logue with them,

We Know There Has Been Change

In my first conversation with Arafat, I pointed out
that as a conscquence of Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem
in November 1977 there had been a great deal of
new political thinking within Israel, opening up new
possibilitics for resolving the Palestinian problem.
I deliberately introduced the point in these terms
because I knew from conversations with other
Palestinians and Arabs more generally that the ideo-
logically ““correct” responsc was to deny any pos-
stbility that the Sadat imitiative might have produced
some positive outcomes, Once again, Arafat dems-
onstrated his nondogmatic approach by simply re-
plying: Yes, we know there has been a lot of change
in Isracl. Arafat’s readiness to acknowledge change
in the enemy’s thinking is itselt sigatficant, it con-
trasts with the view of Arab ideologues that Zionism
has not changed and never will change--a view that
rules out any possibility of compromise because it
portrays the enemy as utterly implacable. Recog-
nizing the occurrence and the possibiity of change
in the enemy is a critical condition for movement
toward negotiation. There is added significance in
the fact that Arafat not only acknowledges change
in Isracl, but is willing to associate this change with
Sadat’s peace mitiative (without, of course, explicitly
endorsing Sadat’s mnitiative),

In our second conversation, which took place
after Sadat’s assassination, I made the point that the
new vision of the future which Sadat’s initiative had
evoked from many Israclis now seemed to be siip-
ping away. Again, Arafat did not contest my linking
a positive change in Israel with Sadat’s initiative. In

general, he did not convey hostility in his comments
about Egypt, and he scemed to look forward to a
future rapprochement.

Tell Them They Are Idiots

Arafat’s parting words at the end of our first con-
versation were; When you go to Isracl, iell them they
are idiots. He was harking back to an carlier part
of the conversation in which he had ¢riticized Israel
policy for its shortsightedness in linking 1ts fate so
totally to American strategie interesis in the Middle
Fast instead of trving 1o make peace with the Pales-
tinians. These comments again illustrate Arafat’s
nondogmatic approach, his image of lIsrael as
changeable, and his readiness to deal with Israel
According o the view dictated by ideological dogma,
Israel’s links to American strategic intercsts are In-
herent in its objective nature: It is, after all, a crea-
ture and outpost of Western——and particularlv
American—imperialism, and aithough it may at
times be the tail that wags the dog, its ultimate func-
tion is to serve America’s imperialist interests. Ar-
afut’s image, in sharp contrast with this ideological
view, posits an Israel that is able to make choices
rather than an Israel held captive by inevitable his-
torical imperatives. Israelis are idiots, n his view,
because they fail to recognize their ewn long-term
interests and 1o exercise the options that are avail-
able to them. The clear impication: of this view is
that 1t is possible to reasen with the Israclis on the
basis of thcir own 1nterests, that they are potentally
subiect to influence and change, and that there is
indeed something for the Israclis and the Palestini-
ans to negotiate about,

Only the PLO, or some agency
that directly derives legitimacy
from it, has the capacity to
make peace with Israel

Arafar's view differs not only {rom that of the
ideologues, but also from that of some of his fellow
pragmatists who place their emphasis almost exclu-
sively on negotiations with the United States. Their
strategy is aimed at first changing U.S. policy and
then relying on the Americans to bring the Israelis
around. Arafat himself, of course, pursues this strat-
cgy. but he also sees value in dealing directly with
Israel. His parting comment to me in {980 suggests
the view that it might, in fact, be in the mutual
interest of the Israelis and the Palestinians to work
out a deal among themselves instead of relying ex-
cessively on American brokership (a view reminis-

]
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cent of Sadat’s strategy in November 1977). The
potential openness to dealing with Isracl directly is
also reflected in the tone of Arafat’s reference to the
Israefis as “idiots,” To be sure, “idiots™ s an un-
complimentary term, but the choice of this partic-
ular uncomplimentary term and the spirit in which
it was delivered convey an attitude of impatience
and frustration rather than implacabie hostility and
rejection.

They Are .fira"ogam Because They Are Stupid

It became clear in my second conversation with
Arafat that the term “‘idiots,” which had dominated
his image of Isracl in the first conversation, was not
just an cpithet he had chosen at random, FHe again
stressed the same characteristic, this time asking me
10 tell the Israclis that they were stupid, The issue
arose particulariy in a discussion of new opportu-
nities for peace that now existed but that might be
lost if the parties failed to take advantage of them,
The Israclis are stupid, he said, because they are
allowing these opportunitics to slip away. An inter-
asting exchange between Arafat and his aide ensued
at this point. His aide added that the Israchs were
arrogant, but Arafat insisted that they werc stupid.
His aide then proposed the compromuse that they
were stupid because they were arrogant, but Arafat
replicd: No, they are arrogant because they are
stupid.

What can we make of Aratat’s insistence on the
primacy of stupidity in his image of the [sraelis?
From the tone and context of the remark, 11 seemed
clear that he was not thinking of stupidity as a ge-
netically based, unalterable condition. On the con-
trary, the statement again points to Arafat’s image
of Israelis as people who are not beyond redemption,
as people who have the capacity 1o choose, who are
potentially subject to influence and change. The con-
trast between arrogance and stupidity as the domi-
nant theme in the image is particularly instructive,
in that it suggests a major difference in the kind of
interaction with the enemy that the image antici-
pates. If the Israelis’ central flaw is arrogance, there
is Iittle you can do other than expressing moral in-
dignation and waiting for the chance to humiliate
them and cut them down to size. If their central flaw
is stupidity, however, then you can reason with them
on the basis of their selt-interest and enter into ne-
gotiation with them. Thus, Arafat’s insistence on the
primacy of stupidity in his image of the enemy sug-
gests that he thinks of the Israchs as people with
whom he can deal and is prepared to deal in the
pursuit of mutual mnterests.

We Know Who You dre

in asking me to tell the israehs that they were stupid
because they were lelting an opportunity for peace

slip away, Arafat seemed to be inviting the Israelis
to enter into direct communication with him. The
message was even clearer when he asked me to tell
the Israelis that they were idiots beeause they were
associating themselves so closely with American
strategic interests instead of making peace with the
Palestinians. As [ have already pointed out, this
statement implies that it may be more advantageous
to both sides to work out a deal among themselves
than to rely entirely on American intercession. Ar-
afat also remarked, in our second conversation, that
prior Israeii recognition of Palestinian rights was not
an issue for him: When you sit down to negotiate,
vou are automatically recognizing cach other.

Arafat's perception and treatment of me pro-
vide further evidence suggestive of an interest in
dealing directly with Israelis. It was clear from the
beginning that my own emphasis was on promoting
Isracli-Palestinian communication, Al one point in
our second conversation, as we were exploring the
possibility of Israeli--Palestinian meetings, 1 became
concerned that Aratat might wrongly conclude I was
conveying a message trom some of the Israelis whosc
names were ruentioned. [ therefore sard that I hoped
he understood the status of what 1 was proposing:
[ was speaking only for myself, and I had no idea
how the relevant Israelis would react to my propos-
als. Arafat assured me that he understood 1 was not
there as anyone’s representative and he went on to
say: We know very well who you are; we know that
yvour only interest is in the welfare of both the Isracli
and the Palestinian peoples. Clearly, he did not sce
me as a protagonist of the PLO or a potential convert
to it he understood and accepted my commitment
to Israel, Nor did he treat me as a representative of
the Amernican Jewish community, although he det-
initely spoke to me as an American Jew, He seemed
to see me, correctly, as someone trying to enact a |
third-party role, with a particular interest in pro-
moting direct Israeli-Palestimian communication,
The fact that he received me warmly (especially on
my second visity and volunieered that I would be
welcome back at any time suggests his active interest
in the process that I was trying to advance.

I specifically introduced the question of whether
Arafat would be willing to meet with politically -
fluential Israelis, if I were able to arrange such a
meeting. He replied that he himself could not do so
at that time because of his circumstances, but that
others could participate in such meetings on his be-
half. I considered it premature to press him on pre-
cisely whom he had in mind-—whether he was think-
ing, for example, about PLO officials, members of
the Palestintan National Council, or respected pri-
vate individuals—because T had not vet explored the
responsiveness to this idea among potential Isracli
pariicipants. It was clear, however, that he was open
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to the idea; he entertained it in quite specific terms,
and he encouraged me 10 pursue it in Israel. He
expressed an intercst in following up on this dis-
cussion after I had an opportunity to test Israeli
reactions. As we ended the meeting, even Arafat’s
atde—who In earlier conversations with me had not
shown much interest in Isracli-Palestinian meetings
and had tried to persuade me instead to promote
discussions between Palestinians and American
Jews—seemed to sense Arafat’s positive response
and remarked that my proposal was extremely in-
teresting.

We Can Live in Peace

In our first conversation, Aratat spoke about the
history of good relations between Jews and Arabs
in pre-Mandatory Palestine as evidence that peace-
ful coexistence between Israelis and Palestinians was
possible for the [uture. At one point he told me that,
while reading the Torah recently, he had come across
the story of David, who was given refuge in his flight
from King Saul by the Palestinians and lved among
them for some time. {In Arabic, the word for the
biblical Philistines is identical with the word for the
modern Palestinians.) That he would cite this story
as an instance of peaceful coexistence is surprising,
in vigw of the fact that the young David's major
ctaim to fame was his prowess as a slayer of Phil-
istines. Perhaps the point of this story was that the
modern Palestinians too were willing to forget the
bloody past and to accept the Israclis in their midst,

In our second conversation, it was much clearer
that Arafat’s image of living in peace referred not
only to Jews and Arabs (within, let us say, a secular
demociatic state), but to an Israeli and a Palestinian
state. He told me directly that there was no question
about his readiness for peaceful coexistence with
Israel, but that he could not say so explicitly until
he was offered something concrete in return. More
important, the image of the future that he conveved
in at least two of his remarks secmed to anticipate
a relationship of peaceful coexistence between [sracl
and us neighbors. Thus, Arafat cited favorably an
article by Abba Eban {1980), in which he proposcd
a solution modeled after the Benelux union, In this
article, Eban envisions a sovereign Palestinian state,
based in parts of the West Bank and in the Gaza
Strip, that is integraied into a community with Israel
and Jordan. T am not sure whether Arafat would
agree with all of the details of the Eban proposal,
but he clearly approved of the Benelux concept, pro-
posing to amend it only by including Lebanon as
the fourth pariner in the community, At another
point in the conversation, Arafat noted that a set-
tlement of the conflict would enhance Isracl’s eco-
nomic position by giving it access 1o the area’s pe-
troleum wealth, He seemed to be envisioning a post-

settlernent situation in which Israel was engaged in
trade relations with the Arab world.

Policy Implications

A number of other observers who have spoken di-
rectly with Arafat have come away with impressions
similar to my own—which contrast sharply, of
course, with the general image of Arafat, at least
among Americans. What I have tried to add to the
descriptions by other observers is a more systematic
attempt to anchor my impressions in some of
Arafat’s specific statements and actions, with spectal
emphasis on his image of the enemy. By focusing
on his cognitive stvle and on the qualitative features
that seem to dominate his image of Isracl—along
with consequential actions that he has already
taken—! have tricd to infer the kinds of interactions
with Israc! that he anticipates and rmight be prepared
10 ¢ngage in, _

It would be dangerous to attach much weight
to an inference derived from any single remark or
gesture. However, the cumulative impressions drawn
from a series of statements in the course of two
lengthy conversations, when placed in a broader in-
formaticonal context, merit serious attention as we
evolve new policies toward the PLO and the Pales-
tinian problem in the wake of the Lebanon crisis.
From my encounters, Arafat emerges as a leader
who is flexible, open, and nondogmatic in his think-
ing. He has a differentiated image of the Israeli po-
litical spectrum; he looks within that spectrum for
leaders with whom it may be possible to negotiate
and to achieve a compromise, and he concludes that,
indeed, such leaders are to be found. In other words,
he seems to believe that there is someone to talk to
and something to talk about. He tends to attribute
Isracli behavior in part to situational rather than
entirely to dispositional causes. Thus, he sees Israelis
as capable of choosing and fecls that one can reason
with them on the basis of their own scif-interest, He
recognizes that change has occurred—partly in re-
sponse to Sadat’s political initiatives—and percetves
Israel as subject to influence and capable of further
change. In short, his image of Israel suggests that he
is open to negotiation and that he s looking tor
[sraelts with whom he can conduct a dialogue in the
pursuit of mutual interests. He conveys an interest
in communicating dircetly with Israelis to find com-
mon ground. Finally, his image of the future scems
consistent with a vision of peaceful cocxistence
based on mutual recognition,

The portrait [ have drawn suggests that Arafat
would be a good negotiating partner for an Isracli
leadership that is genuinely interested in a peaceful
and fair resolution of the conflict with the Palestin-
1ans. [ believe this is so. At the same time, [ am
acutely aware of both the limitations of my evidence
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and the reasons for caution, 1 therefore present my
conclusion merely as a hypothesis—but one that
definitely deserves to be put to the test, first through
a process of communication and pre-negotiation,
and eventually through the policy process itself. If
my assessment of Arafat's thinking and his asso-
clated actions proves to be correct, it tells us a great
deal, not only about the man and his potential, but
also about the movement and its potential. Whatever
cne may think about the PLO and its numerous and
often contradictory tendencies, it is significant that
the man who has risen to the top of uts leadership
and managed to maintain his position for so many
years has cvolved the style of thinking and record
of action that I have described. It is also significant
for the future that this man has a good chance of
retaining his leadership position now that the PLO
has withdrawn trom Lebanon-—provided he receives
outside encouragement and political support and is
able 1o demonstrate the effectivencss of the political
option he has been pursuing,

This last proviso i1s of crucial importance.
Whatever Arafat’s inclinations, his movement has
always been divided and he has never had a com-
pletely free hand to pursue the political course. In
many respects, his constraints may be tighter in the
coming months. The loss of Beirut as the PLO's
center of operations has made 1t more difficult for
Arafat to exercise control over the various factions
in the PLO. Moreover, the recent events have no
doubt radicalized many Palestinians. The chances,
therefore, that Arafat can pain the support of various
Palestinian leaders and constituencies for the kinds
of concessions necessary to enter into negotiations
with Israel and to bring them to a satisfactory con-
clusion will depend, more than ever, on his ability
to obtain something in return. Thus, if Arafat’s ca-
pacity and will to make peace with [srael 1s to be
put to a realistic test, he must have visible assurances
that the concessions he makes will receive significant
reciprocation from Israel and the United States.

United States policy can play a crucial role in
providing a meaningful test of Arafat’s will and ca-
pacity to negotiate a settlement. The policy shift
announced by President Reagan in his national ad-
dress of September 1, 1982, represents a promising
step in that direction. By giving priority to “the le-
gitimate rights of the Palestinian people™ and by
clearly spelling out the American interpretation of
U.N. Resolution 242 and of the Camp David agree-

" ments, the President has significantly increased Ara-
fat’s incentive to make concessions, The restatement
of U.S, positions to the effect that the withdrawal
provision of Resolution 242 applies to the West
Bank and Gaza, that Israch annexation or perma-
nent control of these territories is inconsistent with
peace, that the purpose of the {ransition period is

the “transfer of domestic authority from Israel to
the Palestinian inhabitants of the West Bank and
Gaza,” and that settlement activity in the territorics
should be halted immediately, makes it clear that
the U.S. government envisages a solution based on
sharing of the land between the two peoples. To pro-
mote direct Israeli-Palestinian negotiations of the
precise formula for sharing the land, however, the
U.S., government ought to take several additional
steps.

First, it should give more thoughtful consid-
erittion 1o the nature of Palestinian nationalism and
the role of the PLO as the accepted representative
of that nationalism. Thus, the categorical dismissal
of an indecpendent Palestinian state in the Reagan
address was neither necessary nor helpful to Israch-
Palestinian negotiations, although it made the Pres-
ident’s proposals more acceptable to many Israelis
and Americans, [t should be left to the negotiation
process 1o discover whether it is possible to devise
a plan for an ndependent Palestinian state—per-
haps in some form of association with Jordan and/
or Isracl—that is consistent with Israel’s security
concerns. By ruling out this option tn advance, we
are depriving the Palestinians of the hope they need
as an incentive Lo engage in negotiations, and we are
making it difficult for the PLO to support and thus
legitimize such ncgotiations.

Second, the U.S, government must begin to talk
directly with the PLO leadership. There is no need
1o recognize the PLO formally at this point or to
enter into official negotiations; thus, the U.S. would
still be adhering to Kissinger's pledge of no recog-
nition/no negotiation until the PLO recognizes Is-
rael, Without direct communication, however, it is
almost impossible to find out what 1t would take for
the PLO to recognize Isracl or to accept U.N. Res-
olution 242, as the U.S, government 1s demanding.
Through direct communication, it will become pos-
sible to formulate appropriate tests of the genuine-
ness of Arafat’s signals of readiness for peace and
of his ability to mobilize internal support for steps
toward peace.

Third, the U.S, government must find ways of
encouraging the pursuit of a political option within
the PLO. To that end, it should strengthen the pro-
ponents of a political solution within PLO councils
by helping Arafat and his associates maintain their
political standing and credibility as they direct their
efforts toward a negotiated settlement. Direct com-
munication with PLO leaders would be onc way of
demonstrating that their pursuit of a political option
bears fruit. Another way would be active U.S, re-
sponsiveness to actions and gestures through which
Arafat appears to be signaling his interest in nego-
tiation and accommoadation.

Finally, the U.S. government should encourage
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efforts at direct communication between politically
influential Palestinians and Israelis. In the final anal-
ysis, Jordan cannot stand in for the Palcstinians, nor
can the Unrited States stand in for Israel. Although
they may be difficult to arrange at this time, direct
talks at some level are an essential step on the road
to negotiations. They should be deliberately geared
toward setting a pre-negotiation process into mo-
tion.! Tnitially they would almost certainly have to
be carried out at an unofficial level but through a
series of successive approximations, they may even-
tually bring in quasi-official representatives desig-
nated by the relevant decision makers. The U.S. gov-
ernment can make a creative contribution here by
promoting what has been called “track-two diplo-
macy” {Davidson & Montville, 1981-82),

Both Israeli and American policies at this crit-
ical juncture will set the future course of the Pales-
tinian movement and of its conflict with Isracl: They
will determine whether the PLO's readiness for
peace, signated by Arafat, will be fully explored and
exploited, or whether a violent, bitter conflict be-
tween an increasingly repressive Israeli government
and an increasingly rejectionist PLO will destroy the
hopes of the next generation. Policymakers who are
truly interested 1n a peaceful settlement of the con-
flict, instead of tryving to wish away the realities of
Palestinian nationalism and to look for alternative
{(more compliant) Palestinian representatives, need
to approach the PLO with a more open mind: They
must entertain very seriously the possibility that the
PLO, under Arafat’s leadership, may be the most
credible, legitimate, and willing partner for peace
negotiations that is available 1o Israel. They need to
test this possibility by presenting the PLO with pro-
posals, based on reciprocity, that have a real poten-
tial for acceptability to the Palestinians—nproposals,
for example, that call on Palestinians to recognize
Israel within a context of muival recognition or to

commit themselves to peaceful coexistence within
a context of selt-determination for both peoples in
historic Palestine.
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