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Introduction 

The survey findings reveal a clear paradox in how Palestinians view 
Palestinian–Israeli relations. On the one hand, trust between the two 
sides is very low, and the prevailing assessment of the current situation 
is negative. On the other hand, the possibility of future coexistence and 
peace has not been completely ruled out. 

Palestinian public opinion does not offer unconditional acceptance, but 
it does not express a final rejection of peace either. Instead, it links any 
positive change to ending the occupation, achieving justice and equal 
rights, and guaranteeing security, dignity, and freedom for both sides. 
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This paradox suggests that the Palestinian position is not based on a principled rejection of peace 
or coexistence. Rather, it reflects declining confidence in political processes that have failed to 
bring meaningful change to people’s lives. The continuation of the occupation, violence, 
settlement expansion, and the absence of a political horizon have deepened public doubts. As a 
result, acceptance of any settlement has become dependent on its ability to address the root 
causes of the conflict, achieve justice, and provide practical guarantees of rights, security, and 
freedom. 

For this reason, studying public opinion is especially important for identifying the conditions that 
could rebuild trust and transform peace from a political agreement into a viable and sustainable 
reality. 

In this context, the Palestinian Center for Public Opinion (PCPO) conducted a survey examining 
Palestinian public attitudes toward mutual trust, coexistence, and the conditions required for 
sustainable peace. The survey used Random Digit Dialing (RDD), and interviews were conducted 
through Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI), helping to improve the accuracy and 
organization of data collection. 

The study included a sample of 309 respondents from the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The 
response rate was 64%, while the statistical margin of error was ±5.57% at a 95% confidence 
level. Fieldwork was conducted between July 5 and July 18, 2026. 

Trust as the Primary Obstacle 

A total of 61.8% of respondents considered the absence of trust between Palestinians and Israelis 
to be a very major obstacle to peace, while 15.9% viewed it as a moderate obstacle. Together, 
77.7% placed the crisis of trust at the heart of the problem. 

By comparison, 8.4% regarded the absence of trust as a limited obstacle, 11.3% said it was not 
an obstacle, and 2.6% did not express an opinion. 

When participants were asked which factor was most responsible for the lack of trust, 59.9% 
selected “all of the above,” referring to the combined effects of the continuing occupation, ongoing 
violence and conflict, the absence of direct communication, and political and media incitement. 



Another 15.2% identified ongoing violence and conflict as the main factor, 10.7% selected the 
continuation of the occupation, 8.1% chose political and media incitement, and 4.2% identified 
the absence of direct communication. A further 1.9% did not express an opinion. 

These findings challenge the simplified explanation that the crisis is merely the result of 
misunderstanding between two peoples. The lack of communication is part of the problem, but it 
exists within the broader context of occupation, violence, and incitement. Trust-building therefore 
cannot be reduced to symbolic meetings or media campaigns. It requires changes in the political 
and security conditions that generate fear and inequality. 

Perceptions of the Other Side and Doubts About the Desire for 
Peace 

A majority of 54.4% described their current view of the Israeli people as negative or very negative. 
This included 18.8% who described their view as somewhat negative and 35.6% who said it was 
very negative. By contrast, 16.5% expressed varying degrees of positive views, while 29.1% 
took a neutral position. The relatively large neutral group represents an undecided space that 
could be influenced by changes in circumstances and policies. 

In addition, 52.8% believed that most Israelis do not want to live in peace with Palestinians, while 
20.1% believed that their willingness to do so is limited. This means that 72.9% expressed 
varying levels of doubt that there is sufficient Israeli willingness for peace. By comparison, 22.6% 
believed that such willingness exists to a great or moderate extent, while 4.5% did not express 
an opinion. 

Respondents’ perceptions of Palestinian society were not entirely positive either. A total of 42.1% 
believed that most Palestinians do not want to live in peace with Israelis, while 14.6% considered 
their willingness to be limited. 

In contrast, 41.1% believed that the willingness to live in peace exists to a great or moderate 
extent, while 2.3% did not express an opinion. 



These findings do not necessarily measure each respondent’s personal position on peace. 
Rather, they reflect respondents’ perceptions of the wider society. Nevertheless, they show that 
the loss of trust is no longer directed only toward the other side. It has also begun to influence 
how respondents assess the ability of both societies to move beyond the conflict. 

Lack of Communication: Important, but Not a Substitute for a 
Political Solution 

A total of 69.6% believed that the absence of direct communication greatly or somewhat 
increases misunderstanding between the two sides, while 12.9% said it increases 
misunderstanding to a limited extent. 

By comparison, 15.9% said that the absence of communication does not increase 
misunderstanding, while 1.6% did not express an opinion. 

Despite this, only 4.2% selected the absence of communication as the single factor most 
responsible for the lack of trust. 

This comparison shows that communication is important for reducing stereotypes, correcting 
misinformation, and creating space for recognizing the humanity of the other side. However, 
communication alone cannot address occupation, violence, or the denial of rights. 

Communication therefore becomes more effective when it takes place within an environment that 
offers a fair political and security horizon, rather than when it is used as a substitute for addressing 
the root causes of the conflict. 

What Could Rebuild Trust? 

When respondents were asked about the factors that could help build trust, ending violence by 
all parties ranked first at 40.8%. This was followed by reaching a political agreement at 29.5%, 
improving economic conditions at 13.3%, and increasing communication between the two 
societies at 7.4%. 



A further 5.5% selected all the factors together, while the remaining responses were distributed 
among other or multiple answers. 

These priorities suggest a clear sequence: first, reduce fear and violence; second, establish a 
fair political foundation; and third, expand economic interests and channels of communication. 

In addition, 70.6% selected ending settlement expansion as one of the steps that could improve 
conditions and strengthen the prospects for peace and stability. This indicates that trust-building 
is also linked to stopping changes on the ground that undermine the possibility of a political 
solution. 

Security, Dignity, and Freedom: Peace Cannot Be Built on 
Incomplete Rights 

A total of 80.6% agreed that lasting peace cannot be achieved without guaranteeing security, 
dignity, and freedom for both Palestinians and Israelis. This included 48.2% who strongly agreed 
and 32.4% who agreed. 

By comparison, 17.8% disagreed to varying degrees, while 1.6% did not express an opinion. 

The result shows that, from a Palestinian perspective, acceptable peace cannot be based on 
providing security for one side while depriving the other of its rights. In the public consciousness, 
peace is also linked to a balance between security, normal life, freedom of movement, and dignity. 

The main message is that rights and stability must advance together, and that one should not be 
achieved at the expense of the other. 

The Factors Required for Sustainable Peace 

When participants were asked to identify the most important factor for achieving sustainable 
peace, 53.1% selected all the proposed factors together: ending the occupation, achieving 
security for both sides, promoting economic development, building mutual trust, and mutually 
recognizing national rights. 



Ending the occupation alone ranked second at 26.9%, followed by achieving security for both 
sides at 7.8%, mutual recognition of national rights at 5.8%, building mutual trust at 3.6%, and 
economic development at 2.3%. A further 0.6% did not express an opinion. 

These results reflect an understanding that sustainable peace cannot be achieved through a 
single measure. It requires a political foundation that addresses the occupation and national 
rights, reciprocal security arrangements, a viable economy, and a social process that deals with 
the accumulated effects of fear and hostility. 

Possible Coexistence Is Not Coexistence without Justice 

A total of 68.9%, or approximately 69.0%, agreed that Palestinians and Israelis could coexist in 
the future if justice and equal rights were guaranteed for both sides. This included 29.8% who 
strongly agreed and 39.2% who agreed. 

By contrast, 29.1% disagreed to varying degrees, while 1.9% did not express an opinion. 

Furthermore, 26.9% believed that normal relations between the two peoples would definitely 
improve if a fair political agreement guaranteeing Palestinian rights were reached. Another 19.4% 
said relations could improve to some extent, while 31.4% said this might happen. 

Together, the positive and conditionally possible responses reached 77.7%, compared with 
21.0% who ruled out improvement and 1.3% who did not express an opinion. 

The central message is clear: negative attitudes toward the current situation do not amount to a 
permanent rejection of coexistence. Rather, they reflect opposition to a form of coexistence based 
on the continuation of occupation or unequal rights. 

When a fair agreement is proposed—one that changes the reality on the ground and guarantees 
rights—considerable space remains for relations to improve over time. 

 

 



What Is the Best Guarantee of Long-Term Peace? 

A total of 44.3% selected ending the occupation and establishing an independent Palestinian 
state as the best guarantee of long-term peace. 

Another 32.7% selected all the proposed guarantees together, including ending the occupation, 
reciprocal security arrangements, joint economic development, and trust-building and 
communication. 

By comparison, 8.1% selected joint economic development, 7.1% chose reciprocal security 
arrangements, and 6.5% selected trust-building and communication. A further 1.3% did not 
express an opinion. 

The result gives clear priority to a political solution based on ending the occupation and 
establishing a Palestinian state. At the same time, it does not reduce peace to this political 
dimension alone. 

The fact that nearly one-third of the sample selected all the guarantees reflects an awareness 
that statehood and sovereignty also require security, a viable economy, and social relations that 
help consolidate peace rather than merely formalize it through an agreement. 

A Political Agreement Is the Beginning of the Peace Process, Not 
Its End 

A total of 80.9% agreed that genuine peace cannot be achieved through political agreements 
alone, but also requires trust and mutual respect between the Palestinian and Israeli peoples. 

This included 36.6% who strongly agreed and 44.3% who agreed. By comparison, 17.2% 
disagreed to varying degrees, while 1.9% did not express an opinion. 

This finding does not diminish the importance of a political agreement. Rather, it places such an 
agreement at the beginning of the peace building process. 



An agreement can change governing rules, institutions, and legal relationships. However, turning 
it into genuine peace requires citizens to feel that their rights, security, and dignity are protected 
and that their daily lives have changed. 

Peace also requires institutions and channels of communication that can help address 
disagreements and prevent them from once again becoming cycles of violence. 

Conclusion 

As reflected in the findings, sustainable peace is neither a separate security arrangement nor a 
project of social coexistence that ignores politics. It is a comprehensive formula that begins with 
ending the occupation and recognizing rights, guarantees security, dignity, and freedom, stops 
violence and settlement expansion, and then builds trust through communication, shared 
interests, and development. 

The depth of the current crisis of trust does not mean that peace is impossible. Rather, it shows 
that any settlement that fails to change the reality on the ground or achieve justice will continue 
to lack credibility. 

Nevertheless, the possibility of coexistence and improved relations remains open if a fair political 
agreement is reached—one that ends violence and settlement expansion and produces 
meaningful improvements in people’s lives. 

Sustainable peace cannot be achieved through the signing of agreements alone. It also requires 
trust, mutual respect, development, and shared interests so that peace can move from a political 
agreement to a viable and lasting reality. 
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