=~ LR NPT

nSwnnn Mvn
hﬂ-
e S

N VT 2 W\ s

i ‘-\;\\_a\l‘a \'\\Ot‘\ “'“\_‘

C mmm®

1Y N

117/6-N
JoowCys UMa NNt
T TIANT r-111-1-1-10 13172




(Draft)

TRENDS OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE ARAB WORLD AND
ITS ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE CONFLICT WITH ISRAEL

by

Shimon Shamir

Prepared for the Seminar on :

"Systematic Thinking Towards Alternative Solutions of the Arab-lIsracl Conflict"

Attitude as a cognitive structure is an organization of experiences
and data with reference to an object. . It is always a part of a wider context,
functioning in accordance with its relationship to that context. Little as we
know about the mechanism of the formation and change of attitudes, their
dependence on external circumstances is an empirical fact. In the case of
a collective, il may be reasonably expected that changes in political realities,
constellations of power, public climate, orders of priorities, images of
self and others, and prevailing world-views would affect -- congruently or
incongruently -- attitudes to any relevant object. It is the purpose of this
brief paper to discern broad trends of development in the Arab world, since
the Six Day War, which have a bearing on attitudes towards the conflict with
Israel, in certain parts of Arab society. By focussing on cases of changing
attitudes, it is hoped, some insight may be gained into the makings of the

attitude itself.

i

The immediate impact of the June 1967 defeat on the Arabs could
hardly be misread. Basically, as we all know, the roots of Arab animosity
to Israel have always been dual : concrete and symbolic. Before 1067, on

the concrete leve], there were mainly the loss of territories in Palestine and



the appearance in the midst of the Arab world of an unabsorbable dynamic
force which was seen as threatening the regional supremacy of the forces of
Arabism. On the symbolic level, the confrontation with Israel became the
microcosm of that cataclysmic confrontation with the West, which underlies
the profound crisis that has been convulsing Arab-Islamic society since the
nineteenth century. For the Arabs, anguished as they were by humiliation
and dislocation, the triumphant emergence of lsrael has become a constant
reminder of their earlier historic setback, If these, indeed, are the roots
of Arab hostility to Israel then the Six Day War could only have intensified

them, for the defeat obviously aggravated matters on both levels. As the

result of the war, the Arabs were compelled to evacuate territories belonging
to both Syria and Egypt, in addition to the totality of the area of Palestine,
including the old city of Jerusalem. They lost strategic control of the Gulf

of TAgaba, of the sources of the Jordan waters, and of the Suez Canal, and
their stature in international politics has been considerably reduced. For
the majority of Arabs the symbolic implications were possibly even

graver than the concrete ones. For them, the Israeli victory shattered not
merely a military machine but a painfully acquired new self-dignity. Unlike
previous contests, this time the Arabs had confronted Israel with the might
of the Revolutionary regimes - particularly that of Nasseriam - the cherished
symbol of national regeneration and the culmination of their intensive efforts
at modernization. The Six Day war, more than ever before, exposed the
inherent weakness of Arab society and scorched its already wounded sense of
pride, A few days after the war, Layla Ballbald, a leading Lebanese novelist,
wrote : "We have been living a great lie, treachery and disgrace ... only war

A . 2
will regain for us our honour, "

Six eventful years separate us from the days when these words
were written. The sense of trauma still hangs heavily over Arab society

and is likely to remain there for many yvears to come. Yet the Arab world




itself is not that of 1967. The war precipitated, if not actually generated,
processes ol change whose bearing on attitudes towards the conflict with
Israel is not always congruent with the spirit of irreconcilable revanchism.
The exploration of these processes, it should be stated from the outset, is

not undertaken here with any spirit of undue optimism. The rejection of the
Israeli state is deeply rooted in Arab society and cannot be expected to change
but as a result of a very long process. The obstacles on the road to Middle
Eastern peace are formidable, they have been exhaustively discussed and
their overwhelming weight is fully acknowledged. Butl it is also a fact, albeit
of less common knowledge, that since the Six Day War, wvoices calling for a
serious accommodation with Israel and coming from such circles as Egyptian
intellectuals, West Bank Palestinians, Lebanese Christians, and the Jordanian
ruling élite; have often been heard. The evolvement of these new attitudes, per
se, undoubtedly deserve analysis. and the question of their political potential-
ities can be taken up at a later stage. Again what should be remembered, at
this point, is that we are not dealing with the prospects of peace settlement,
but with some Arab altitudes towards it. The following is, therefore, not a

prognosis but rather a diagnosis.

Firstly, the nature of inter-Arab relations has been transformed.
Before the S5ix Day War, radical pan-Arabism, represented by the so-called
"liberated" regimes, was a dynamic force engaged in a fierce struggle with
the regimes it termed ''reactionary.'" The struggle had been sustained up to
the eve of the June war and, indeed, it may be argued that it was this polariza-
tion of the Arab world, upon which super power competition was superimposed,
that constituted the most significant element in the pattern that precipitated

the breakdown of the status guo in June. In pre-war Arab political life,
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radical pan- Arabism, led by Nasserite Egypt, commanded the claim for
legitimacy. States like Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and Jordan, who desired to
maintain their political particularity, were constantly put on the defensive.
Although there evidently had existed elements in Arab society who maintained
some scepticism about the politics of Arabism, they were unable to articulate
them legitimately. Adherence to the programme of Arab unity, and commit-
ment to such Arab causes as the Liberation of Palestine, were like articles

of faith and any dissent bordered on heresy.

Today, the panorama of the Arab world looks quite different. The
Arab cold war has subsided. The major Arab states now counterbalance each
other in a. much more stable pattern. The Arab world has become definitely
polycentric. The position of Egypt has declined while that of countries like
Saudi Arabia has considerably consolidated. Saudi Arabia, as well as Jordan,
Tunisia and others, no longer feel a need to apologise for their policies,
The unification of the Arab world remains an article of faith but not much
more than that, and particularism, as an operational policy, is perfectly
legitimate. Jordan can afford to crush the Fedayeen and gets away with it.
It still does not have the capacity to negotiate a separate peace with Israel

but neither has it ever been so close to that capacity.

In several Arab countries a revival of local nationalist sentiment
can be discerned. It is particularly significant in Egypt where it has evident-
ly pervaded the &lite and induced the government to accommodate it by various
gestures, including the rehabilitation of the name "Egypt." Egyptianisam is
often accompanied by disenchantment with the Arabs in general, and with
the Palestinians in particular. The Arabs are frequently depicted as the
source of Egypt's troubles, who first involved her in the conflict with Israel,
and then deserted her to fight it out alone. In an interview with a Lebanese
journalist the leading Egyptian publicist, Ahmad Baha' al-Din, said that the
Arabs wanted the Egyptians to die so that they might live, I the same




interview, the Egyptian writer, Dr. Husayn Faw#l, in answer to the journal-
ist who challenged FawzT's opinion that the Palestinians should establish a
state for themselves in the West Bank, said in a furious outburst ;: This is
your attitude - you the Arabs - for you it is 'all or nothing' !3

The correlation between an active pan-Arab policy and an uncom-
promising attitude towards Israel is self-evident. Belligerency vis-a-vis
Israel is not only the natural implication of a pan-Arab policy, but also its
most effective instrument. Conversely, only a successful pan-Arab policy
can, through coordination and collaboration, create the conditions which
would make active belligerency seriously tempting. It is thus reasonable to
expect that the relative decline of pan-Arabism would have a potentially
moderating effect on the conflict. Nowhere has this been demonstrated better
than in Egypt, where the very same group of writers who are identified with
the revival of Egyptianism, recently attempted to lobby for direct negotia-
ions with Israel. According to Tawflg al-Hakim, one of the central figures
of that group, their action had been motivated by the conviction that they

were doing a great service to President Sadat. »

- e

Another development of the post-1967 period is the transformation
of the images the Arabs hold of I[sraeli society and their own, and the re-
evaluation of the regional balance of power that this entails. No longer is
Israel depicted as a grotesque puppet-state, artificially kept alive by the
Western powers and lacking any power or will of her own. As reflected in
Arab publications and corroborated by field studies, now the image of Israel
is that of a formidable garrison-state whose power is based on superior
technology, meticulous organization, a ruthless militaristic spirit, social
solidarity, resourcefulness and courage. Now it is the story of the tail that

wags the imperialistdog, and not vice versa.




At the same time, the self-image of the Arabs as a mightly giant
who only needs reawakening has dramatically deteriorated. In the wake of
the war, a literary wave of self-criticism has flooded the Arab world. In
dozens of books and hundreds of articles the origin of the "'new catastrophe"
was attributed to Arab society itself. Arab backwardness and its concomitant
inherent weaknesses, such as unrealism, verbalism, emotionalism, faction-
alism, opportunism and eclecticism, were mercilessly scrutinized. Contrary
to what might be expected, with the passage of time, this self-criticism has
become even more penetrating, at least in some sections of Arab society.
Initially, the prevailing tendency was to concentrate on the lag in such
acquired capacities as technological know-how, thus implying that rapid
recovery was feasible. However, since this recovery, as demonstrated in
the War of Attrition, has not materialized, more intrinsic inadequacies were
apprehended and pointed out., Undoubtedly, the ignominious failure of the
Fedayeen movement, on which so many Arabs had pinned their hopes for the
effective harassment of Israel and the rehabilitation of the Arab self-image,

has contributed a large share to this new outlook.

The ensuing conclusion was that the scales of power had turned in
Israel's favour and that a drastic change in this state of affairs was not in
the offing. While a few weeks before the June War an expert of a Beirut
research center could publish a book proving -- through an abundance of
facts and figures -- the military superiority of the Arabs, » now there are
Arab experts, such as Professor Zahlan of the American University of
Beirut, who specialize in studies showing the wide, and sometimes widening,
gap between Israel and the Arabs, particularly with regard to scientific and
technological capacity, which is essential for modern warfare. = Some have
even gone so far as to conclude that time, in fact, was working in favour of
Israel. This pre-occupation with the newly discovered Arab technological

lag has apparently been so widespread that one of the government controlled




papers in Egypt warned against its demoralizing consequences and demanded

the government ban it. L

To be sure, it is inconceivable that the long-held Arab conviction
that their potential resources by far exceed those of Israel has significantly
been modified. But it appears that as far as the foreseeable future is
concerned, there are hardly any expectations of a successful military
solution to the problem. Even those who support the resumption of
hostilities do 2o more out of desperation than with hope of strategic gains,
Short of that, there are options of a continued no-peace no-war situation or
of some sort of accommodation with Israel. Both options are unpalatable,
but the latter, to some Arabs, apparently less so than the former --
especially to those who realize that although the outlook for a distant future
may be brighter-- policies today are rarely formed in terms of a range
which exceeds a decade, There are two trends in Arab thought, explained
recently Ihsan 'Abd al-Quddus (the successor of Muhamad Hasanayn Haykal
as the mouthpiece of Egyptian rulers) -- the one wishes to continue the
resistance but the other demands to recognize realities and make peace

with Israel. 8

This re-evaluation of the state of the conflict is also nourished by
developments in the global scene. In the second half of the fifties and the
first of the sixties, the notion prevailed among Arabs that Arabism possess-
ed sufficient leverage in world affairs, at least in regardito their own
priority issues, to bend the powers to its will. This notion, embodied in
the doctrine and diplomacy of ""Positive Neutralism, " was solidly based on
the realities of the bi-polar cold war between the super powers. The

emergence of what was then believed to be an influential Afro-Asian bloe,




one in which the Arabs played a leading role, was considered another
source of Arab international influence. Arab regimes which skillfully
managed to manipulate the disposition of forces in the international situation,
scored great successes in mobilizing economic aid and political support.
Applying this formula to the conflict with Israel, many Arabs believed that
the Arab world possessed the capacity to mobilize increasing support for

its side while gradually neutralizing the external sources of support for
Israel -- at least to the point where an Arab defeat would become inconceiv-
able, To their mind, this had already been demonstrated in 1956-57, when
Arab international influence turned defeat into victory, compelling the
Israelis to evacuate -- promptly, totally and virtually unconditionally --

the territories they had occupied.

By the mid-sixties, partly as the result of blunders committed by
President Nasser and mainly as the result of the changing global situation,
"Positive Neutralism' had become a dead letter. This, however, was
scarcely comprehended in the Arab world. Nasser's calculations on the
eve of the war had been founded on some of the outdated premises of
"Positive Neutralism'' as was the widespread expectation after the war that,
within a short time, 1957 would repeat itself and a withdrawal would be
enforced by the international community. It took Nasser four years, the last
years of his life, to realize that in the present international circumstances
the Arabs had neither the capacity to involve the Soviets in a direct and
decisive participation on the Arab side, or the leverage to effectively

neutralize U. S, support for Israel.

This realization meant, in fact, the collapse of the Egyptian

doetrine of what they termed the "political solution.' That doctrine, 8o
eloguently articulated by Haykal, envisaged a settlement which would involve

some Arab concessions but basically would be an arrangement imposed by




the international community. This was contraposed with what they called

a ''diplomatic solution," i.e. a compromise settlement negotiated with Israel,
as Israel indeed demanded. The pillars of the "political solution" were
expected to be -- as shown by Haykal's words and Nasser's deeds -- the
following : (a) continued military attrition, backed by the concerted efforts
of a unified Arab front; (b) growing Soviet involvement and, conversely,

an "even-handed' U, S. policy exercising pressure on Israel to accept an
international solution; and (c) the political and moral support of the European
nations, the Afro-Asian world and the U, N. community in general through
its various bodies. Within the last six years, these expectations have
become fallen pillars. The decline of pan-Arabism (which also explains the
disintegration of the "Eastern Front') and the failure of the War of Attrition
(which relieved the pressure on Israel) have already been mentioned. The,
limited significance of the disposition of international factors other than the
super-powers has also been demonstrated in that period. Of supreme
importance wags the fact that the same period coincided with the emergence
of an era of unprecedented co-ordination and co-operation between the
powers of the East and the West, The likelihood of the powers playing the
game according to Arab rules has thus receded, in the early seventies,

even further than in the late sixties.

The realization of this development (which in Arab political
literature is symbolized by Nixon's trip to Moscow in May 1972) was to
many Arabs more alarming than the fact of the Israeli occupation itself.
Seen in the light of this development, the June 1967 defeat, which the Arabs
had strained to see as merely an episode, acquired, for the first time, a
dimension of decisiveness which called for a re-assessment of the Arab

position.
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That the super powers have been exercising a moderating influence
on the Arab governments is beyond doubt : they have acted in accord to
prevent the outbreak of hostilities, to localize the conflict and to narrow the
gap between the positions of the two parties, What is perhaps more relevant
to our discussion is the fact that such influence, in one form or another,
pervades the Arab public as well. Arab audiences were listening when
Rogers declared in Kuwait that the only course of action open to the Arabs
is direct negotiations. Or when Beylayev said in Beirut that the key to
solution is in the hands of the Arabs themselves, who should pay more
attention to their social development and be less preoccupied with the issue

of a direct Soviet involvement on their side.

All this cammot be unrelated, for example, to the fact that Egyptian
leaders, and the Egyptian communications media, have increased their
attacks of late on what they called "'the defeatists'" who wish for a compromise
settlement with Israel, To discredit them, the authorities usually depict
this trend as extremely to the left or the right, — but there is sufficient

evidence to suspect that a good part of it flows right down the mainstream.

3 i

If scepticism concerning the purposefulness of the present stage
of the conflict is increasing, it follows that the willingness to bear the
burden of its perpetuation must diminish. Indeed, one of the salient develop-
ments in Arab society in recent years has been the growing awareness of
the high price that the conflict exacts from the Arabs. This is particularly
noticeable in Egypt which now spends annually over 20% of its GNP on the
military machine, at the expense of vital investments in the economy. The

constant state of alert has disrupted the proper functioning of public services




and the execution of development projects. Only recently have the
authorities begun to release from service recruits who have been serving
consecutively since the war; the new recruits, now including students as

well, face the prospect of prolonged service.

A society, of course, would sacrifice much more than that, but
its members usually wish to know to what purpose. In the deliberations
of a special committee convened last year to re-examine the programme
of the Arab Socialist Union, Khalid Muhyl al-Din, himself a leftist, said
that people from the middle and affluent classes were complaining that
"Egypt spends annually E... 700 million for preparations for war and
nothing definite comes out of it." They have reached the conclusion, he
said, that Egypt must make peace (sulh) with Israel for, they say, "what
do we have to fear from peace 'P”lr;t::her leftist,Ahmad Hamriush, this
time speaking for himself, warned in an influential Egyptian weekly that war
was a great catastrophe for a developing nation, for it would halt
social progress. Peace was preferable even if, he said, "'there does not

exist a form of ideal peace which is detached from realities. s

Liberal intellectuals, such as the novelist al-Sharqawi, have
pointed out yet another area in which Arab society has been paying a high
price for the perpetuation of the conflict -- that of domestic political
life. A9 The conflict, they say, has been exploited by power-hungry rulers,
mainly military officers, to maintain their oppressive regimes. The
mobilization for the confrontation withIsrad merely supplies a convenient
excuse to trample on civil rights and c¢rush any opposition. These views
were also voiced recently by some of the students demonstrating at the
Cairo universgities. One of their banners was reported to have carried the

; s T o
inseription "Sinai Can Wait. " .




Whether these critics themselves proceed to re-evaluate their
attitude towards the conflict with Israel or not is beside the point. What
matters is the pervasiveness of their mood in society at large and the

consequences it entails.

Second thoughts on the conflict are apparent in other Arab societies
who are paying a price, albeit different in kind, such as the Lebanese
society whose integrity and stability are threatened by the activities of the
Fedayeen. The most radical reappraisals can be heard from West Bank
Palestinians -- the main sufferers from the previous rounds of the conflict,
many of whom candidly admit that they fear that another round may be fatal
for the survival of their community in this land. It is this section of Arab
society that has formulated,and at certain points in the course of the last
six years, even disseminated in the form of published pamphlets and
newspaper articles, the most pragmatic and rational concepts of peaceful

] 15
solution,

The final trend of development that should be included in this
survey is the least tangible and yet, perhaps, is the most significant : Lthe
decline of the messianic spirit in Arab life, The vision of the redemption
of Arabism and its ultimate triumph and glory -- evoked by the movement
of Nasserism, and to a lesser degree by that of the original Ba'th -~ has
inflamed the minds of Arabs everywhere and thrown their public life into
turmoil. For almost two decades Arab politice were characterized by
intensive ideological fervour and deep emotional commitment to the tenets
of the new movements. For the first time in the modern era, the Arabs
were offered a vision that referred to the roots of their anguish and

anxiety and appealed to their innermost aspirations -- and they responded
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accordingly. Needless to say it was this messianic spirit that had pumped
vitality and intensity into the animosity towards Israel, for it made the
conflict highly relevant to the lives of Arabs everywhere, even to those who
were otherwise indifferent to the concrete aspects of the conflict, This
commitment to the conflict focussed mainly on its symbolic aspects,

precisely those which are not susceptible to pragmatic solutions.

The decline of messianic Arabism could be perceived in the mid-
sixties when Nasseriem found itself at a dead end and the Ba'th movemnent
was taken over by a clique of ambitious officers. The Six Day War was,

perhaps, no more than the coup de g{'ﬁce which, for all practical purposes,

finished it off. The passing of the messianic movement is best demonstrat-
ed by the fact that the chief pretender to the role of all-Arab leader and
successor to Nasser. is no other than Col. Mu'ammar al-Qadhdhéafi whose
message (unlike his material resources) arouses only limited interest in
the Arab public.

To be sure, Sadat still swears by the name of Nasserism, and
Ba'thism is still the formal creed of both Syria and Irag, but the dynamic
radicalism has largely faded away. Sadat's basic outlook on life is distinct-
ly traditional, while both Asad of Syria and al- Bakr of Iraqg are distinguished
by their pragmatiam, More than at any period since independence, Arab
governments tend to concentrate on their domestic problems and on those

of their immediate vicinity.

This line seems to be well-suited to the prevailing mood of their
countries, Political rulers are today viewed with greater mistrust, and
ideologies arouse little enthusiasm. Some sections of Arab society have
experienced, to use Weber's conception, "a demystification of the world"

and like their counterparts in the West, suffer from alientation and a

tendency to withdraw into their own circles, or into what an Egyptian
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novelist, Husayn K&mil, called their "sacred valleys.'" It may be surmised

that they thus become less prone to the mass hysteria of Holy Wars.

® o

3

That today the Arab attitude towards Israel is not monoelithic is
thus beyond any doubt, Many questions, however, remain open. How
profound and how widely spread are the attitudinal changes which have been
effected by the trends of development described above ¥ To what extent
do they, in effect, add up to-a discernible process which would have a
significant impact on Arab-Israeli relations ? The period under discussion
is obviously too brief and the developments pointed out too embryonic to
allow any definite answer. It has already been said and should be re-
iterated that the forces working against a settlement have an overwhelming
weight today. Furthermore, the possibility of the emergence of other
developments which could affect Arab attitudes perversely should also be
taken into account. Such an effect could be produced, for example, by the
increase in the importance of Arab oil. This could give the Arabs new
leverage in international politics, relieve the economic burden of the conflict,
boost their self-econfidence and arouse fresh expectations of imposing
their will upon Israel. The most practical question is, of course, to what
extent can these developments affect, not only sections of Arab society, but
the Arab decision makers 7 What can be =aid of the situation at the present
is that if the test for a placatory altitude is an orientation towards a bargain-
ing process with the aim of achieving a bilateral settlement with Israel, then
King Husayn would probably qualify while President Sadat would not. It is
plausible that while Husayn's attitude is the result of his capacity to re-
adjust to new realities, that of Sadat's is a measure of his attachment to
outdated Nasserite terms of reference. Whether the trends of development

discussed in this paper have the capacity to induce Sadat, or his successor,




to re-evaluate their position, is again unanswerable. It may be supposed,
however, that they do affect the domestic constraints on the decision-
making process and thus they make, even today, a peace settlement with

[srael fall within the range of possible options.
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MISCOMMUNICATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND ITS IMPACT
CH THE BREAKING-OUT OF WARS

George H. Quester

Some Abstract Causes of War

Is all var caused by miscommunication? Must therc always be error or stu-
pidity on cne side or on both, for such mass destruction and homic! s to occur,

in the Middle East, or anywhere else? The humeniat might be tempied indead to

bleme &ll war on miscaleulation and faulty communication between the parties to
.i conflict, -and he can exfiract more then a few case studica from history to bear

him out. Yet at the least we would have to sort out some different kinds of mis-

calculation and miscommunication, since the direct cause of ver is indeed not al-

vays the same, since the remedies required to head var off might heve had to be

diametrically opposite., Moreover, we may discover plausible instances vwhere war

vas not in any way dependent on such human error, but rather emerged from & con-

flict of interest so deep that the two parties quite calmly and rationally pre-
ferred to settle the issue violéntly rather than peanefully.l

There can indeed be wars vhich in no way relate to any lack of wisdom or
communication, but simply reflect some enormous incompatability of life etyles,

such that neither.side is willing to offer the other any space within whien tu

maintain life. If such be the case, tne vinners of & wvar can not offer the

lusers any better terms than death or expulsion. The losers do not fight on
in false hopes of victory, but because they have no slternative proapect ore-
ferable to continued combat. This indeed may have been the case between Euro-
pean settlers in North America and the American Indlan, since the life-stylev
and economies of the éuu were enough incompatible so that many settlern would.

say "The only good Indinn is a deed Indian."




If this is the true cause of war, there will be almost no miscalculation
or miscommmnication that an outsider could relieve to restore peace, The sides
simply hate each other, in the operational sense that neither can live as it
vants to vhen the other is around. When can war be more retional than this?

When can the situation be more gloomy? Where war is the wresult of faulty com-
munication, we can at least teke solace in ‘he faect that commmicetlion micht
always be improved. When war is not based on error, how&%er, it may be more in-
evitable.

If hostility of this intensity sometimes plagues mankind with irrccoacilcble
differences, a different plegue is the false illusion of such hootility, whieh
often enough has driven netions to bettle each other neadlesaly In the wake of
a basic miscommunication. This seccond cause of \r;.r thuz may asesem more tragle
if only because violent conflict was B0 UNNeCEDSATY .

Analysts of the tension between the Soviet Union and the United States since
1945 at times have argu~d thet there was no real basis for such temsion, but
merely a set of fearful initiel impressicns which induced precautionexry counter-
moves, which then seemed on emch side to confirm the initiel impressions of hos-
tility, ete.? e have thus entered a world of communication and miscommunica-
tion here vhereby propositions can thresten to confirm themselves. An all-know=-
ing outside observer can perhaps restore peace by acquainting each party with
its adversary's true feelings, but how does one endow such a peace-maker with
the credibility to achieve this purpose, t; eliminate the mirror=image mis-
calculations that cause war?

A third kind of war may seem to resemble the war based om simple misun-
derstanding, but the imperfect information inwvolved is even more dAifficult to
remedy, and the leaders involved are hardly to be condemncd. This is besically
wvhnt is known as the "prisoners' dilemma" in game theory. What il the geographie

and strategic situation is such that whoever strikes first comes out ahead for




having done so? And what if there is no way for either side to tell in ad-
vance whether the other is striking on a path of violent hostility, until the
blow is felt? In such unhappy situations, each side may feel that it must take
the hostile road, on the correct calculation that it comes out better by doing
so, no matter what the adversary does. If the other side is double-crossing
us, ve are better off for having double-crossed him. If he is not double=-cross=
ing us, we would also be better off for having double-crossed him. Of such stuff
are many kinds of political conflict made, including wnrn.s

We can £hus easily note in 191k that neither side might have mobilized its
reserves, if only it could be sure that the other side was not mobilizing either.
Yet it is hard to condemn error when the Kaiser could not knov for certain vhat
the Czar was doing, but knew that Germany was better off mcbilized either way.
A surer means for letting each side monitor the other's day-by-day or hour-by-
hour aniions might have averted World War I, as well as some later vars, but
{f the means could not be provided, how resolutely do we wish to condemn the
"miscalculation" of the decision-makers involved?

The "prisoners' dilemma" situation therefore can not simply be blamed on
a misreading of each other's intentions by the two sides; it merely reflects
the temptations of a military situation that offers too much to the side which
{s first to take the non-cooperative road. When both sides respond to such temp-
tations, the result can be a war which i5 far worse for each side than peace.
Yet that war is unfortunately still better for each than being conquered after
a unilateral decision to pass up the offensive temptation. Miscalculation here
might be relieved by reconnaissance satellites, or by reliable neutral cbserver
missions, or by secure defensive embankments, but not by any further study of
comparative culture. War is not preferable to peace in these situations, for

the interrelationship of the two groups is not totally hostile. But deceit |-
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" preferable to trust, since the system does not verify trust, and war is the
result.

Yet these are not yet the only kinds of miscaleculation or miscommmiestieon
or ignorance relevant to war. Groundless distrust of a neighbering state can
lead to war, and so can a lack of reliable information on vhat a neighbor is
up to. Bui misplaced confidence in sn opponent's aversicn to wor can souctimes
also cause or prolong a war, Exsctly the ojoosite kind of miscalculation thus
has occurred when each side fights a war or extends a nrisii on the c:rpeetation
that the Ethur side will tire first. Here we deal egain with what can be czlled
"miscommunication” ss well es miscaleulation. If both sides expect to cut=-en~
dure the other, one must be in error, and &n outsider might serve peace by ex-
posing the error. Yet vho can really tell vhethey the Hanoi regime or the Nixon
regime has the greater endurance? To make things worse, predictions on this
question tend to be just as self-confirming as those moted in the second model
above. Being told that the other side is about to surrender mey erase cne's
owvn inclination to early surrender.’ The winning of these endurance contests
is very much like the tug-of-war, where victory goes by default to the side
that only persisted a slight smount longer. If a wise outsider could tell in
advance wvho would win the enduranc; contest, he could dispel the miscommunica-
tions and thereby spare all sides the need of actually carrying through with
the contest. Yet we do not know hovw to make such sn observer so unerringly
accurste as to be believable.

Fifth and finslly, wars can obviously occur if both sides expect to win.
One military staff must have miscaleculated when this happens, and an outsider
might have done a service for peace by dispelling such false optimism. If
Prussin vas bound to defeat France in 1870, by this logic, a British 'commen-

tator might well have advised the French to "settle out of court," to give
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Bismarck vhatever he m.duuﬂing and thus to spars all concerned the blood-
shed of the Franco-Prussien War. Yet again the ocuteider mey himeelf have dif-
ficulty in determining whose optimism was false, even if he is a ekilled mil-
itary snalyst free of the emotional pessions infecting the parvies ac‘ﬁuﬂly ip-
volved in the conflict.

This last form of violeance is chargeabls more to miscslculation than to
miscommunication; the impressions of objective militryy eirongth and coapehility
drive the tvo sides on, more than eay mutual misreading of, intemtions. /s with
the other pressures for hostility, outside edvice could avert bloodshed if only
the advice ‘H‘IH gccurate and sbsolutely credible. Wers continue to hegpen at

leart in part because noone has this quality of sdvice to glvd.
War in the Middle East

Is there indeed & particuler one of these models thet sccounts for war in
the Middle East, specifically war between Arab militery forces snd the Israsli
community? Or have several or asll of these models shown themselves, as the style
of Arab-Israseli wer hss shiftad from decade to dscade, and year to year?

Spokesmen for Zionism snd Israel have indesed been prone to account for the
war on the basis of the second model, that Arsbs have mistekenly seen hostility
in Zionism, and then foolishly began military operations vhich in turn forced
the Jewish community to .d‘.nfanﬂ itself. It is this foollshness, rather than gen-
uine conflict of interest which presumsbly explains the reluctance of Israel
to accept the return of Arsb refugees vho fled their homes in 1948, and the ex-
clusion of Moslem Arabs within Israel from service with the Isreseli Arnu' Note
i{s often made of the high standard of living of Arsbs living in Israel, end of
the possibilities of beneficial economic and social cooperation between Israel

and the Arab communities all through the region. Middle Eastern war, in this
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view, is very much thu'rtnult of miscalculation, Arab miscalculation of the
nature of peaceful coexistence with Israel.

Spokesmen for the Arab position ever since 1920 would have claimed in-
stead that the first model of hostility applied, a simple incompatibility of
life-styles between Arab Palestine and Jewish Isreel. Such scokesmen would
claim further that Zionists heve been fully awere of this incompatiuility, so
that claims of peaceful cooperation are mersly a propagenda smokescrzon uvesed to
appease outside public opinion. Areb Pelestine by this argument could never be
the same after the Jewish population had risen from 56,000 1o 700,000 and then
to two million. The Zionist determination to employ Jewish labor on land pur-
chased from Arsb landlords only proved a desire to create a Jowish community in
which Arebs would have no place. Arab Palestiniens, in this vlev, have no choice
but to carry on warfare if they wish to be Palestinians, for Iarael is determined
to keep them from ever resappearing in Puluntine.h

However much one egccepts this more pessimistic view of the nature of Arab-
Israeli conflict, it does not suffice as an explanation of Middle East wars,
if only because it can not account for the periods of peace which have been in-
terspersed with these wars. Perhaps Isrselis can indeed not accept the surren-
der of Palestinian Arabs, because to accept their surrender would be to accept
them again as near neighbors. Yet the Palestinians, and especially their Arad
patrons, have not yet been driven to so desperate a choice, as let us say, that
of the Indian tribes of Eastern North America which fell vietim to virtual
genocide.

Palestinians, and other Arabs, have had some option for peace, even if it
is a peace that gravely violates their sense of what is Just. All-out wer is
vorse than this peace, and a decision to go to var has tlus nece :sarily involved

come particular calculation from case to case, a calculation that mey yeb ex-
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hibit the further kinds of error thst we have catalogued. Even if an observer
questioned the Zionist view that coexistence offers the Arsbs extensive bang.
fits, the Ared performamce grudgingly demonstrates that the coexistence of th-
truce is pericdieally prefersble to war, When war is preferable, it is not Just
desperation thet prodded the Arebs on, but some ecalculaiion of gain.

It is good propaganda for Arebs to oveistate Lhe despeimtion of ticle posi=
tion, and the totality of the confliect cver Palestinien real estate. Couflicts
over real estate indeed msy be the most difffcult kinds of wer to edjudicete,
Walle more ﬂiliitﬂlt Israeli spokeemen occasionally echo 1;1'1‘!‘.-1 sense of irrecon-
eilable conflict, in gemeral the Israeli propsgande adventege lies in stressing
the opposite. The Arabs are thus shown es having fanatic or irrational motives
for wanting to "drive Israsl into the eea,” rathei then sny rationel motive., Yet
as long as the Palestiniens themselves have been driven into other Arsb lands
rather th;n into the sea, Arab propaganda can not convineingly rule out the op-
tion of peace either.

The remainder of this paper will thus seek to examine specific outbreaks
of var in the Middle East and the kind of error or miscommunication that con-
tributed to each case. We thus will be seeking something beyond any such "basic
error" as Arsbs misreeding the sdvantsges Ziconlsm offersd them, or siy such
"basic confliect" as would inevitaebly le'; Arebs senselapsly inte armed conflict
with Israeli. War hu. not been inevitable in the Middle Esst; the proof iz that
peace has repeatedly broken out. But conflict is not illusory at its core in
the Middle East either, any more than conflicts of 1ifé style and political style
are simply silly misperceptions.

It _will be argued through this paper that the. specific outhreak.s of vex
between Israel and the Arab powers of the Middle East must be £rr ced Lo the three

remaining models of war. Violent conflict in Palestine has several time=e aricen
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tecause the military technology or geographical situation of the moment heavily
favored taking the offensive, so that each side could be stampeded into begin-
ning a war, our third model. It has several times been prolonged because one
side hoped that the other would not have the stomach for conflict, our fourth
model. And more than anything else, conflict has finally persisted bocause both
gides have expected ultimate vlctory, when only one side couid be correct in

such expectations, by definition.

1918 - 1948

The first Middle Eastern "war" between Zionist and Areb commenced in the
weke of the Balfour Declerstion and World War I, as Arsb terrorists in the 1920's
and the 1930's sporadically sought to dissuade Jewish setilers from entering
the Palestine mandate, or to dissuade the British from allowing such settlers
to enter. This seems clearly to fall into herasement pattern of most guerilla
wars, a8 Arab forces never attempted to steke out any firm lines through which
Jews or British vould not bc sllowed to pass, but rather gsought to impose duily
costs on the Jewlsh commmity, to exhaust Zionist or British resolve.

This "war" obviously involved some costs for the Arab community also, in
the disruption of everyday life resulting from guch terror, in the wages lost in
genersl strikes, etc. On the lines of the desperstion argument, Arab spokesmen
such &8s the Grand Mufti would have claimed of course thet Arab peasants had no
choice but violence when their land was be;ing bought out from under them. Yet
reprisals by the British or by the Jewish settlers themselves were sn additional
cost that made this kind of terrorism bearable only under special assumptions.
The Arab calculation was elearly that Zionist regolve would fade. I this was

& miscalculation, perhaps it was only so because the viege of Hitler to pover

stiffened the determination of Jews to come to Palestine; oth rwise there vere




9.

indeed times in the 1920's wvhen the cutflow of Jews from the mandate exceeded
the inflaw.5 In terms of vioclence, therefore, the British mandate amounted
mainly to an endurance contest in which each side was betting that the other
would give up first.

In terms of territorial eontrel, however, a different sort of campaign wvas
on, generally non-violent, involving each side's effort to use the laws and
policies of the Mandate to tip the balance of population and land tenure in its
own favor. One could ask whether this conflict was unnecessary and the result
of misunderstanding, or whether it was & core confliet that was unavoidable even
with the bestiof information available to either side. British policy during the
Mandate has been attacked by both Jew and Arab, and often indeed seemed a hap=-
less attempt to split differences in ways which satisfied neither side. Yet
one could have defended British policy as a sincere effort to avoid a "wvar" of
land tenure and population figures, for free immigration and unrestricted land
purchase would set up the prisoners' dilemma situation wvhereby neither side
could trust the other to maintain any status guo. Unfortunately for the rela-
tions between Britain and the Jewish Agency, the needs of Jewish refugees from
Hitler now very much overshadowed the prerequisites of stable peace within
Palestine.

The presence of British armed forces until 1948 thus had several important
impacts on the nature of conflict. OSuch forces prevented either side from going
to war in hopes of military victory, or in fear of military conquest by the other
side., Military operations per se were thus limited to the terrorism of the
guerilla operations by each community, which had to be based on one side's un-
derrating the willingness of the other to bear up under a prolonged campaiprn.
Yet the very presence of British forces maintalning a lav and order may have

facilitated the processes of immigration and land purchase which drove the two
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sides to preempt and distrust each other. Could the Arab leadership really
trust Zionists vho seemed intent on estihliahing defendable posts all across
Palestine, and on bringing in large quantities of manpower from Eurorce? Could
the Jewish leadership really trust Arabs who seemed intent on squeezing Jewish
settlement into a narrow non-visble strip along the Mediterrsnean coast” Could
the British have maintained law and order and normalcy in Palestine in any way
thet mutually reassured the two communities against each other?

One need not therefore conclude that the two sides exaggerated each other's
hostility during the years of the Mandate, Perhaps each had to distrust the
other because the laws of the Mandate favored "territorial imperative" preemp-
tion. Perhaps each side underrated the other's hostility, in that Arabs thought
Jews might go away quietly, and Jews thought the same of dispossessed Arabs.

It is at least possible that the conflict emerging from such causes gen-
erated excessive fears on each side, which in turn produced further conflict.
Nocne will argue that the Middle East conflict between Israel and the Arab states
is totally devoid of mutual misunderstanding, by which either side misses the
conciliatory gestures and peace signals of the other. Rather the question must
be whether such miscommunication amounts to the root cause of conflict, as per-
baps it has been in other wars between other peoples. Between Jew and Arab ,
this kind of illusion of hostility does not seem to be the root of the problem,

If it were, such conflict would be easier to solve.

1948

The first real war between Arabs and Israelis thus broke out as British
forces were departing from the Mandate in 1948, a war going beyond the simple
terrorism of the guerrilla campaign. A militarily-unreal vorld had existed for

the last years of the Mandate, as the British Aruwrxept open the roads for either
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side, while Zionist and Arab forces staked out defenses or launched offensives
avay from the roads and from the British. Yet was war inevitable in the wake

of the British withdrawal, or was it the product of misunderstanding? Couldn't
the two communities simply have consolidated the territories they held, and then
in & defensive standoff have come to terms with each other?

War is more likely, as noted, whenever military technology favors quick
military initiatives over contemplation, whenever the offensive is a better tac-
tic than resting on one's defenses. Part of the conflict of 1948 thus simply
reflected the temptation of seizing strong points and crossroads and ammunition
dumps as they were vacated by the British. Yet another and larger part was oc-
casioned by the very pattern of land tenure that had arisen through the Mandate.
For one reason or another, Jewish settlement had not been consolidated simply
into a single contiguous mass along the Mediterranean, but had leapfrogged (ex-
ploiting the British maintenance and volicing of roads) scross much of Pelstine.
Such a pattern of settlement would tempt either ;1de to test the outcome of a
military solution. The defenses of such settlements were typically strong enough
to repulse attack. Areb forces now expected that such settlements could be elim-
inated by closing the roads which supplied them. If g0, a short var of siege
would have delivered much of Palestine into purely Areb hands. Israeli hopes of
maintaining and consolidating such settlements conversely had to be based on
an offensive superiority along the roads leading to them. When one side can
attack the established positions of the other successfully, and has good reason
to do so, war will result often enough. The 1948-49 war thus consisted basieally
of a series of Israeli offensives along the roads previously policed by the Bri-
tish, with the object of relieving individual settlements before they succumbed
to Arab siege.

The war of 1948 thus occurred importantly because, in priscners' dilemma
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fashion, the roads of Palestine were not defensible by the Arabs who lived along
them, against Israeli motorized forces seeking to open them. The war therefore
cccurred in part because Jewish settlements had been established deeply enough
into the interior to tempt the Arabs to try a blockade, and then to force the
Israeelis to seize the points of blockade.

War could perhaps have been avoided, but probably only by the kinds of
measures which would have left Israel much smaller than its boundaries under
the 1949 truce. Rigorous bans on Jewish settlement might have left Palestine
in 1947 neatly divided into two homogenous segments with no temptation for ei-
ther side to take the offensive. But wouldn't this have tempted Arab armies to
try to push the smaller Isrsel into the sea as well? Perhaps, although the vul-
nerability of places like Haifa and Tel Aviv can easily have been exaggerated
by Zionist spokesmen seeking support from the outside world, The important point
may well have to be that war-avoidance was not at the forefront of either side's
imagination in 19LT, as designs on segments of territory were more important.

The 1948 war also occurred importantly because Arabs had overestimated
their military strength as compared with the Israelis. While the outside world
often saw the Israeli community in great danger of defeat and slaughter, by Arab
armies of legendary military provess, a calmer analysis even at the outset of
Israeli independence might have concluded that the advantage was on the Jewish
side, postponed only by the need to bring in some boatlosds of modern veaponry
and military-age reinforcements. A European military technology would not be
stopped by ad hoe formations of Arab guerrillas trying to bloe the roads of
Palestine; if T. E. Lawrence's Arabs had so easily ambushed and destroyed Turk=-
izh railroad trains, it would be far less easy to stop Israell armored cars

and tanks pushing along roads.

The confused interspersing of Arab and Jewish settlements had made war
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seem appropriate to each side in 1948 and 1949, and had made var appear likely
even to the outside world. Yet the outside world's aversion to var was nonethe-
less strong, so that threats of economic sanction made it difficult for either
side to pursue open combat once the battle lines were more clearly drawn. An
avareness of this outside aversion has all along thus been ar =pert=nt rein-

forcement for any communications required for peace.

1949 - 1956

The Arabs clearly lost the 1948-1949 war, whether or not such a loss should
have been prediétnhle all along. The ensuing period did not however see the
Arab leaderships become reconciled tﬁ such & loss, and the resulting preparations
for war must thus again be examined, to see if errors and miscommunication were
plausibly the cause. Did Areb regimes again simply expect that continual harass-
ment would dissuade Jews from remaining in Israel, and would disecourage additional
1mmigratinﬁ? Did the Arabs thus exaggerate Israeli aversion to war? Or was it
the reverse, as Arab spokesmen sometimes claim, that the Arsb regimes <enuinely
feared further Israelil attempts at conquest, and were maintaining and bolstering
their defensive posture of ruaistance?T

More than this was involved. Perhaps the plight of Arab refugees from the
1949 war made peace per se unbearable, the staple of Arab propaganda. Yet, dreams
of wvietory still were integrally woven into the intrensigence of the Arab side.
We must thus ask whether it was foolish hnpés of military victory that played
the decisive role in frustrating a real peace for the Middle East. Importantly
linked to false expectations of viectory here are the notions of Justice and re-
venge. It may be that all cultures are somewhat disposed to throwing good money
aefter bad in pursuing the righting of old wrongs, but Islamic morality and Arab

culture may have accentuated this in ways that make peace more difficult. Since




1949, any Arab ruler who shoved signs of writing off old grievances and cleims
in Palestine has run the risk of assassination. If one believes that God and
the universe ordain revenge, one ipso facto comes to believe that the victory

of revenge and justice is possible. Arabs consistently have expected to win
wars against Israel since 1948, precisely because it was right and Just that
they should win, and few of their rulers can dare to question this. If Germans
can adjust to the Oder-Neise line and Mexicans can adjust to the Rio Grande bor-
der, Arabs as yet have shown no willingness to adjust to any defined boundary
with a Jewish state.

If vars may happen because both sides expect to win, with one side in fact
grossly overestimating its military competence, this is hardly uniquely present
to the Arab-Israeli conflict, What is peculiar t; the Middle East is the per-
sistence of this phenomenon. While it explaiﬁa only occasional outbursts of
var elsevhere (whereupon one side or the other "learns its lesson") it may ex-
plain war after war between the Arab states and Israel.

Perhaps the Muslim sense of revenge would in any event thus have produced
miscalculation, and thereby wars, as Arab states refused anything but temporary
peace in the Middle East. Yet some other development now served to enhance the
likelihood of war in the years after 1950. First and foremost was the rise to
power of Nasser in Egypt, who mortgaged his own political future to the need and
feasibility of revenge against Israel, and vho extended his ambitions to & union
of Arsb states. Arab expectations of military victory would not have been raised
nearly as much if President Nasser had not plausibly aspired to unifying all
the Arab states under his leadership; the prospect of Arseb unity, however il-
lusory, offered a suggestion of military competence in the future, to avenge
the victories of the past. It focussed the spotlight of attention on lnsser

and on any proFisea he had made, making it all the more difficult for him to
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back away from the revenge he had vowed.

A second development was the removal of British troops from the Suez Canal
zone, and the diminution of British influence throughout the Middle East. Since
the British had some vested interest in peace, their presence might have served
to avert misunderstandings and situations of military preemption. The third
development, of course, was the sale of Czech arms to Egypt after 1955. The
arms sales were again only in part significant because they might in raalit}
have reversed vhat otherwise would have been Israeli battlefield victories. Much
more importantly, they raised Arab popular expectations of victory, expectations
which were to put Arab states into the mood for war without putting Isreselis
into the mood for surrender.

The expanding volume of Arab terrorist attacks in the early 1250's, many
of them launched from bases in Egyptian-controlled territory, thus suggested
that a real peace in the Middle East was far away. Whether or not these by them-
selves constituted war (and one must note how large the regular volume of Is-
raell casualties stood in this pericd against the base of Israel's total ropula-
tinn},a it certainly set the stage for the war of 1956.

Neutral observers of the United Nations have many times commented bitterly
on an Israeli policy of excessive retaliation for border incidents, a policy
of "one-upmanship" which responded to each Arab guerrilla asttack with one mea-
sured to be of greater intensity. Has this merely been some sort of Israeli
brutality, or a new Israeli machismo that takes pride in outdeing the opposite
gide in violence?g

A more reasonable explanation can be found. Arab terrorism since 1949 has
be?n based on two kinds of assumption, each of which can be mistaken. One was
that Israelis might tire of being harassed and begin to abandon their None in
Palestine. More centrally such attacks might begin to demonstrate a military

prowess that portended larger-scale military campaigns to come i{n the future.
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The illusion of diminished Israeli determination, and the illusion of enhanced
Arsb military competence, are (as noted earlier) wvaluable for their own sake,
for they may indeed be self-confirming. Israeli retaliation has thus symmetric-
ally been intended to prove beyond doubt the intention to hold the territory
taken, and to discourage any expectations that Arab armies can soon defeat those
of Isreel. Armies which have just been defeated and humiliated often fignt less
well thereafter simply as & result of the embarrassment suffered, th- zale rride
wounded. A fair amount of Israeli reascning on steble relations with the Arab
states has thus really concentrated on humiliestions designed to dissipate the
Arab hope of ultimate victory. Israeli retaliations are designed less to deter
than to prove that the military balance in the Middle East has not changed.

The policy of one-upmanship can of course be challenged as worsening Arab
hostility rather than easing it. If each Israseli armored probe once eagain de-
monstrated the weaskness of an Arab army, it also constituted anocther injustice
in Arab eyes, necessitating further revenge, and perhaps thereby assuring that
in the end it must come. Questions could thus be raised on whether Israelis
were miscaleculating on the best way to reduce Arab expectations of revenge.

It also was always possible that Israelis were exaggerating Arab hostility, or
that Arabs were perceiving more Israeli hostility than really was there. Yet
the years immediately after 1949 do not support this pessibility very strongly,

again at least not as the root source of conflict.

1056

The Israeli attack in Sinai in 1956 might thus be interpreted simply as
a morale-destroying lesson for the Arab side. War in thls view was never neces-
sary except for the Arabs' persistent overoptimism about their military strenpth.

A war now to teach a lesson might reduce the frequency of the wars Iarael had to




fignt later on, because the war would replace bad informaton with good. With
British and French cooperation, a joint attack on Egypt might at least have de-
layed mny Arab expectations of & near-term victory over Israel. It might also
have substantially weakened Nasser's appeal as & pan-Arab ieader. If the Joint
operation had actually led to Nasser's removal from power in Cairo, .rab expec-
tations of victory might have been even more clearly erodpd. The war of 1956
may thus have been simply a war of military miscalculation, or on the Israeli
side, a "war to end miscalculation."”

Yet, what if there was more reality than this to Arab unity, end to the
Arab military reinforcement, especially with Soviet weapons? If time was really
running against Israel, wasn't war preferable at an earlier time rather than
a later, precisely because it would effect who wuﬁld win? Only the most optimis-
tic Israeli leader would have ruled out totally the possibilities of a success-
ful Arab military unification and mobilization within a decade or two, especi-
ally since Israel's peculier frontiers seemingly invited attack from so many
directions. If Russian military equipment could be captured and destroyed, and
strategic positions in the Sinai desert could be seized, Israeli defenses could
have been objectively reinsured for a longer time into the future.

Wes the prospect of Arab unity thus so real that Israel had to fear it,
and to try to head it off?! If so, then Arab hopes of revenge by military vie-
tory may never have been totally misfounded. A traditional balance-of-pover
analysis suggested that a state like Israel held a vested interest in maintain-
ing disunity among its neighbors. Given the ideclogical and dynastic rivalries
endemic in the Arab world, there were indeed a great number of divisions for
the Israeslis to exploit, and still are. Yet the machinations here could never
be ns open as in the traditional balance model. Catholice rulers of France could

openly consort with Turkish Moslems or Swedish Protestants, but ro Arab ruler could
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openly cooperate with the Israelis without losing his constituency and/or nis
life. Even to resist Nasser on other grounds ran the risk of revolution. Yet
this latter version raises some different question= sbout Arab miscormmunication.
If he was pursuing real Arab unity and real Arab militery strength, did Nasser
not foresee that an Israeli preemptive attack was likely <o come? Did he mis-
takenly assume that world opinion and world legitimacy would inhibit such Israeli
action? Was it just a fluke that the uproar over the nationalization of the

Suez Canal and the ensuing British and French grievances gave Israel some mil-
itary allieulin this case, and generated enough "noise’ in the system to prevent
any clear condemnation of Israeli aggression?

The war of 1956 may thus have been a war of miscommunication rather than
simple miscalculation, in that Nasser overrated Israel's commitment to peace.
Arab propaganda aside, the Egyptian support for Fedayeen attacks prior to 1956,
and therclnaing of the Suez Canal and the Straits of Tiran, did not come in an-
ticipation of an imminent new Israeli offensive intended to conquer more Arab
land. Rather such harassments of Israel were conducted on the opposite expec-
tation, that Israel would not attack, but might be worn down morally and eco-
nomically, until some day an Arab victory could come. The Israeli attack came

first.

1956-1967

At first glance, the powers that had invaded Egypt in 1956 seemed to have
gained little from their initiative, since Nasser remained in power and the in-
vading armies were all required to withdraw; territorially, Israel achieved on-
1y an cpening of the Straits of Tiran, so that the port of Elath might be used.
Yet there was a very real sipgnificunce in the United Nations Emergency Force

which had interposed itselfl between Egyptian and invading forcen in the Suez




Canal Zone and then was moved to the truce line between Israel and Egypt.
Such & force changed calculations and miscalculations on possible wars in three
important ways.

First, if there was very much mutual fear of sudden snesk attacks 1= the
system, the presence of these forces as observers and hostages could recuce this
considerably, since each side knew that the other was much less likely Llo launch
an attack while these forces were in the way. The "prisoners' dilemma’ problem
was thus eased, as each side would have an added incentive to wait and see in
a future ecrisis.

Second, this force also made it more difficult for either side to carry
on & war-of-endurence by the guerrilla-terrorist campaigns that had character-
ized this sector prior to 1956. Egypt, to be sure, could still close the Sue:z
Canal to Israeli shipping in the hope that this would handicap Israel's economice
development, but it could far less easily now dispatch Fedayeen with explosives
on the same task. The Israeli port of Elath remained open.

Third, Nasser's acceptance of these forces in his hour of need in 1956,
and subsequent tolerance of their deployment on Egyptian scil along the border,
generelly reduced Arab anticipations that h; could be the initiator of a new
military offensive against Israel. If the Middle Eastern peace problem has con-
tinually been that both sides have expected battlefield victory, any change to
discourage either side reinfatcea peace. Almost nothing could now plausibly
have discouraged Israeli military expectations enough to put the population in-
to the mood for a negotiamted surrender and evacuation to North America. But the
UH presence might have discouraged Arab expectations substantially.

Could Nasser now have maintained this position in Egypt and in the Arab
world, while reconciling himself to such lowered expectations of revenge? We

must emgain acknowledge that statesmen almost everywhere are forced to throw
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good money after bad. As long as one has not yet admitted defeat, one may
still retain a mandate, with the promise that the ultimate victorv will redeer
ell the losses and suffering endured in earlier stages. To admit defeat may

be to surrender office. This was President Johnson's problem on Vietnam:; it
was the problem of the German and British governments during World War I. With
the defeat of 1956 added to the defeat of 1949, Nasser might only with the most
estute statesmanship have been able to steer Areb attention to cther matters;
perhaps the Arab inclination toward revenge and justice is very muen stronger
then that of other populations, so that it makes such statesmenship impossible
cnce one has assumed office with & commitment to revenge.

Yet perhaps it was not impossible, given the United Nations presence. Nasser,
to be sure, tolerated the continued presence of the UNEF. This might only have
been because the outside world would have resented any Egyptian eviction of this
force, so soon after it had come to Nasser's aid. Yet it gave Nasser a ready
excuse not to resume warfare. Nasser also soft-pedalled any open discussion
of an early resumption of hostilities with Isramel. S5till, the official line
of Cairo matched that of all other Arab capitals in rejecting any acceptance
of Israel as a state with s place in the Middle East. Perhaps Israel missed
some subtle signals on the refugee question, the question to which Arab spokes-
men always return, signals that Arab hostility was not as total as the radio
broadcasts suggested. Yag the continued conflict seems based on more than such
missed signals.

If the UNEF coul&_érevent guerrilla attacks on the Sinai border, much would
depend on whether such terrorism could be avoided on other fronts. It was not.
From the Israeli pcinf of view, this may simply prove that all the Arco states
might have been intcnf all along on resuming a policy of harassment, so that

liasser's front was quiet only because of the unwanted presence of the UN force,

IIII
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Consistent with this view, the resumption of Fedayeen raids from Jorian and
Syria displayed the recurrent dreams of victory in Cairo and every other Arab
capital, egain testing the arena on wvhich great battles were to be fought in
the future. 5Simple Arab vindictiveness, or foolish Arab hopes that Israel
might still lose its nerve, presumably were again showing themselves.ln

However true this picture might be, the situation assyredly was exacerbated
by a nev form of preemptive exchange on the u:e of water resources of the upper
Jordan River. A{ter Arsb rejection of earlier plans for joint develcpment of
these resources, Israeli plans went ahead for a unilnterﬁl exploitation, to which
the Arab response was loud protest and renewed violence. If the waters of the
region had been easily divided, so that neither side could physically divert
the bulk of them to its own purposes, a bone of énntuntinn would have been elim-
inated. Nature was not so kind, and one more of the unresolved issues of the
division of Palestine thus now stirred each side into selizing the initiative
itself. Israeli physical moves on water diversion were subjected to artillery
btombardments snd guerrilla raids, vhile a counter-diversion by Lebanon produced
Isreseli air raids. Rumor spread of impending more serious Israeli retaliations
against Syria.

Could Nasser have remained free of the trap of this priscner's dilemma,
given that the UNEF had defused his front of any military preemptive tempta-
tions toward the offensive? Not if he were to continue his aspirations to
Arab leadership. Nasser had gone so far as to eriticize the Arab esecalation
of the dispute on water diversion, and*t® attack loose Arab talk advocating an
early war. Yet there was a limit to how much he could disassociate himself
from an Arab conflict with Israel and still be the Arab unifier. If lsraeli
attacks were expected cn Syria, because the Israelis seemed bellicose, or sim-

ply because the peography of watersheds was naturally egglng each side into
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further escalations, the Egyptien leader may have felt compelled to Join in.
By the logic outlined above, it was now imperative for Nasser to share the
rigsks of war borne by Syria, Lebanon and Jordan, thus to give up whatever peace
insurance was provided by the U.N. Emergency Force still interposed along the
§inai border. While this certainly does not prove a desire for Egyptian-Israeli
var, it was a conscious choice to accept an increased risk of such war. Nesser
sonly displaced the UNEF from a portion of its positiens in May of 1967, but

this caused Secretary Genersl U Thant to withdraw the entire force from the fron-
tier, It remains difricult to gauge vhatever errors of communication are thus

to account for the events of 1967. Didn't Nasser correctly measure the likeli~
hood of preemptive war between Israel and Syria? Or was he indeed overestimat-
ing the Israeli threat in the north, so that we for a change really have illusory
hostility and miscommunication scecounting for a Middle Eastern mobilization and
war? Or was he instead underestimating the likely Israeli response in the south,
guessing that Israel would not fight, and thus that Egypt would not have to
fight, as the whole Egyptian operation would merely be a charade to bolster Sy-
rian confidence in Arab strength and Nasserian leadership?

Nasser according to subsequent accounts may not have expected or wanted

3% but even a partial withdrawal would have removed

the total removal of the UNEF,
much of the preemptive first strike insurance which had existed for eleven years;
whichever way the crisis was nov to unfold, because of this first Egyptian ac-
tion it was to unfold in much more of an atmosphere of shoot-first, asik-questions-
later. It is thus possible that Nasser already felt himself further along than
his original caution would have msllowed. Yet there may now have folloved a

cascade of optimism based on previous years of hope for ultimate revenge and

vietory, a cascade whereby initial fear and caution about Israeli militance,
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in & surge of self-confidence which was to end in a most bitter and humiliating
defest . To begin, the apparent moderation and indecision of Israelil decision-
making after the UNEF expulsion all too plausibly suggested that Arab military
strength had nov at last really been enhanced enough so that the Israelis were
Feluctnnt to attack. If so, perhaps 1967 indeed came to seem the year of revenge
from Nasser's point of view, when shortly before he had been resigned to waliting
much longer for it. While Russian advice had apparently been that the Israelis
were planning to invade Syria before Egypt acted, the internal divisions of Is-
raeli party politics now may have suggested to the Soviet Eubassy in Tel Aviv,
or to Nasser more directly, that Israel was politically less resolute and mil-
itarily less strong than in 1956, and thus not in a position to invade anyone.
The simple experience of mobilizing the Egyptian army and moving it up into the
Sinai desert moreover led Nasser and his generals very plausibly to impute
greater competence to their forces now, with all their Soviet equipment. The
mobilization of forces on cither side of a cun;rontaticn runs the risk that de-
cision-makers will be overly impressed by their suddenly-collected potential,

a potential that vas not so tangible a week before, that might be gone a veek

later. A%

Nasser's following action was thus to announce that the Straits of Tiran
would be closed to shipping bound for the Israeli port of Elath. BSuch a closing
may or may not have posed serious threats to the Israeli economy, but it cast
Egypt as a serious violator of the status guo, and thus conditioned world political
opinion much more to expect and tolerate Israeli military action in response.
The outside world's disapproval of military initiastives has all along been a
reassuring and stabilizing force for peace in the Middle East. When that dis-
approval is neutralized deliberately or inadvertently, war becomes more likely.

Nosser may thus have miscalculated in not sensing how much world opinion woula
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object to a blockade of an international waterway. Even the Soviet Union,
otherwise very supportive of the Egyptian actions, made no supporting reference
to the closing of the Btraits.

The final Egyptian move was to come with the announcement of ar alliance
between Nasser's Egypt and King Hussein's Jordsn, which would place Jordanian
forces under Egyptian command for at least the length of ¥he crisis. The pros-
pect of mny Arab unity drawing together rulers who had been bitter rivals had
o alarm the Isrseli leadership at least a little, as well as conditioning the
outeide world somewhat to such alarm, and thus egain preparing it for war. The
alliance might be retionalized simply as an Aradb defensive move to pguard against
Israeli attacks after the closing of Elath. Yet an alliance with Jordan would
obviously be seen as more than this throughout the Middle East, capturing the

offensive for the Arsb side, psychologically at least, if not militarily.

1967

By the end of this string of events, is it possible that Nasser could still
have wanted to avoid war? What might have started as & limited morale-building
gesture, with a hope that war could be risked but avoided, may have cascaded
into a Egyptian expectation that war now could be fought and won. The closing
of the straits and the forming of the alliance certainly were a provocation;
¢he fact that Israeli forces could not stay mobilized indefinitely was a prod.

Yet Nasser by his own calculations still did not vet need a war right handy
to come out ahead, If Israel had been considering an attack on Syrian, given
:he apenness of the frontier to the north, perhaps Nasser had prevented this
oy opening his frontier on the south by the expulsion of the UNEF, By this
move , and the Elath elosing, and the Jordanien alliance, he had further raised

Arab morale, end renewed the essentinl dreams of ultimate revenge., Militarily




25.

speaking, Egypt did not strike the first blow in 1967. Wny indeed did she not,
since all that was known about mobilization timetables and air combat suggested
that waiting had great disadvantages now, as compared toc seizing the initiative?

Since Egypt had struck all the first blows on the diplomatic front, the
world might hardly have been tolerant of an Arab military initiative also. Vari-
ous accounts suggest that the USSR was strongly cautioning Cairo against the in-
itiative, on the theory that this would bring in the United States, while an Is-
raeli initiative would conversely produce outside sympathy for the Arab side,

It may also be that Arab generals did not yet feel prepared to exploit a mili-
tary initiative, either on the ground or in the air, so that the optiocn of a
preemptive first-strike was really available only to the Israeli cnmmand.13 Yet
any Arsb initietive would surely have produced better military results than those
which emerged from the Israell surprise attack.

The Egyptian desire to wait rather than strike thus might have to be accoun-
ted to an ambivalence on the desirability of war as suggested above. Perhaps the
Israelis would not attack, whereupon the Arab side would have won a major vic-
tory by default, and could add new pressures at its leisure. Perhaps the Israelis
would strike belatedly, but would be repulsed, with great moral reinforcement
then coming to Cairo from world opinion. Nasser was not underestimating both
the likelihood and the strength of an Israeli attack.

Because he was underrating the strength, he failed to appreciate how likely
it wvas. Indeed, major victories by armies seizing the initiative tend to dis-
arm world opinion and reduce the costs. Except in France, Israel was largely
forgiven for starting the outright war of 1967, precisely because it won it so
decisively and rapidly. The negative world cpinion that the Russians and Nasse~
mey have been counting on to deter Israeli initiatives did not materimlize.

Conversely, Nasser underrated the strength of the Israeli attack because




26.

he underestimated the likelihood. The apparent indecision on Israsli military
responses to Egypt's first moves had surprised all the world, and suggested
weakness and irresolution which had not plagued Israel in the past, If Israel
now struck after the Egyptien alliance with Jordan had been ennounced, might
it not be more half-heartedly and incompetently executed than Nasser would
previously have feared?

Nasser thus might have wanted war by June of 1967, but still enly & war
he could win. A series of unchallenged initiatives would surely have been pre-
ferable to a war Egypt lost so clearly. He misread th;'likelihucd of war re-
sulting from his initiatives, as well as how that war would turn out. War hap-
pened because Egypt expected to have a good chance to win, and becsuse FEeypt
expected to see Israel give up the points at issue without war,

Nesser knew that Israel could not keep its forces mobilized indefinitely
without damaging its economy. War would thus come early, or not at all. Could
Egypt keep its forces mobilized longer? Perhaps. An Arab attack might thus
have come a month or two later, after Tsraeli soldiers had returned to their
homes. But perhaps it would not have come at all, as the world would have seen
other Arab pressures on Israel instead.

Israel's boundaries similarly suggested an offensive initiative, just as
in 1956, because there was no room for maneuver within such boundaries. Above
all, the nature of air war suggested teking the initiative for either side,
since an air force that is in the air has such a marked advantage over one still
on the ground. Nasser and his generals clearly did not anticipate the extent
to which the technology of preemptive attack could be exploited by the Israell
Alr Force. Yet they generally underestimated the gap between Israeli and Arasb
military technological competence as well.

Could Nasser have avoided war by limiting the psychological gain he was
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trying to come away with in hi: moves o: 19677 Expelling the UNEF reinforced
his claim to militance on the Arab side, and to Arab leadership, but per se
opened the possibility of hostilities. Perhaps if Nasser hed been content with
this, war might yet not have happened, but the implicit renewal of Arab dreams
of victory would have been difficult to contain. Closing the Straits of Tiran
and negotiating the pact with Jordan obviously inmcreased the risk. Could war
have been averted if the Straits had been reopened after the closing, perhaps
in response to outside pressure on Egypt? Perhaps. It was good propaganda for
Israeli spokesmen to refer to this closing as in the years before 1956, as an
"act of war," thus justifying their own following recourse to armed force. Yet
the blockade was not an act of violent hostility as the ensuing air and tank
battles were to be. Israel fired the first real shots of 1967, and fired them
very well.

As things stood, it would have been difficult for Israel to accept a
recpening of Tiran as a gift from the outside world, for the image would have
remained that Egypt had demonstrated a new military clout, as outsiders had been
required to rescue Israel. If the Israell problem is one of keeping Arabs from
assuming a military competence they do not have, only war in 1967 might have
addressed the problem. WNasser's maneuvers in the spring of 1967 were aimed at
winning Arab leadership, and in keeping alive the expectation of Arab military
strength and victories of the future. Israell maneuvers, including a var in
thelend, were 85 much intended to cast doubt on this expectation.

If Nasser perchance had not intended to begin any war in 1967, was the Is-
raeli attack significantly based on misunderstanding? Did war come because of
faulty communication from Caire? The above analysis sugmests otherwise, that

the technological temptation to strike first was Jjust too good to pass up when

the outside world would be temporarily tolerant of such an attack, while the
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military risks of any great boost for Arab morale vere unacceptable for Israel.

1967 - 1973

The impact of the Six Day War can easily enough be exaggerated, but the war
certainly produced some enormous changes in the environmental conditions relevant
to war and peace in the Middle East, and the communications problems related
thereto., Israsel's borders, after the conquest of Sinai, the West Bark and the
Golan Heights, are no leonger of a shape inherently inviting to attack. The Suez
Canal in particular_serves as moat strengthening defenses hnd reducing the risk
of & preemptive tank strike in either direction, perhaps far more than a UNEF
brigade. The humiliating defeat of Arab armies had to cast doubt on any early
Arab victories over Israel in combat.

Yet war has continued in the Middle East, in the artillery bombardments
which were carried on along the Suez Canal from 1969 into 1970, accompanied by
exchanges of air strikes, and more recently in the terrorist activities of wvari-
ous Arab terrorist groups, within Palestine and then in the last years cutside
of the Middle Esst. What calculations and conditions account for these wars?
What miscalculations and miscommunications account for them?

If the truce lines of 1967 are more stable militarily, they may be even
less acceptable politically for the Arab side. Not only has Palestine been lost,
but soil which has been unmistakably Egyptian and Syrian by all standards of
intermational law sits under Israell accupntioﬁ, with the Suez Canal itself serv-
ing as a military fortification rather than a means of commerce.

The first round of post-196T conflict is basically to be explained by our
tug-of-war model, whereby President Nasser apparently was betting that he could
impose enourh casualties on the Israecli armed forces in regular artillery bar-

rages to make Israel willing to withdraw rather than pay thic cost. Every tug-




29,

of-war involves conflicting guesses on whose endurance is greeter, with one side
by definition being guilty of miscalculation. Casualties cn the Israeli side
might only have been one or two a day, seven or ten a week, but with Isrmel's
limited population, this was functionally equivalent to 700 to 1000 & week in
the United States, a figure far above the casualty rates which taxed and ex-
ceeded American endurance in Vietnam. The Israeli response could only have been
to give in or to respond in kind., There followed therefore a series of Israeli
air raids on Egyptian artillery positions, Justifisble enough to the outside
world in that pilitary targets alone were under attack, but devastatingly costly
to Nasser in terms of high casualties among Egyptian men in uniform. The intro-
duction of Russian anti-aircraft missiles and piloted aircraft in the summer

of 1970 may have raised the costs for Israeli persistenﬁe with such air raids,
but this would tend to explain Israel's willingness for & cease-fire rather than
Egypt's; Israel after all waes already a status quo power. Egypt's acceptance

of a truce in August of 1970 thus suggests that Isrsel won this test of endur-
ance again.

The death of President Nasser clearly raised and raises hopes for peace
between Egypt and Israel, if only because the incumbent who had made B0 many
Pledges of revenge against Israel would have found it more difficult to change
the subject than a successor who is not so party to these pledges. Sadat's sub-
sequent decision to expel Soviet advisers and military personnel is all the more
significant, not so much for any change in comparative military potential, but
precisely because the act suggests to all Arabs that victory against Israel is
even further away. An Arab leader who explieitly supgests forgetting past
grievances against Zionism runs the risk of a Bourguiba, and can not survive
in most Arab states. But Sadat, in a seemingly "nationalistic" nci of ousting

6 group of obnoxious Eurcncans, has conveyed the same message. More than this
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will be required in communication between the sides, and comrunication between
Arab governments and Arab peoples, for pesce to become highly likely. But et
least the hope remains.

This brings us to the role of the continuing terrorism confronting Israelis
today all around the world. Terrorism of one sort or another has, as noted,
been a continuing part of Arab resistance to Zionilsm ever.since the 1920's. Is
it besed on the hope that Israselis will give up their hold on Palestine and
Einai? Only pertly, for if there was doubt sbout Jewish determination in the
1920's, or 1930's, there can not be very much now. Comparative casualty figures
are illuminating, of course, always comparing 2 million Isiaelis with 200 million
Americans. What if the United States had endured 100 times the Israeli desd
and wounded of 1949-1956, or 1967-19727 Would it have surrendered territory?
Probably not, if there were no other territory to retreat to. Would it have
struck out preemptively somchow, to try to terminate the harassment? But who
is there now for the Israelis to strike out against, if Palestinisn organiza-
tions are clearly operating in defiance of most Arab governments, governments
which fear Israeli retaliation enough to wish to avoid the contest of endurance.

There is little in the way of preemptive offensive advantage to explain
terrorism. In terms of casualties, ete., Al Fatah does not do so well by strik-
ing first; it would do better if it waited in prepared defensive positions for
Israeli attacks to come across the truce lines. The Arab guerrilla operations
thus almost show that the Arabs do not expect Israel to try to expand beyond
the territory it controls under the current status guo. It is precisely this
status quo that the terrorists are unwilling to tolerate. In nart this may be,
as suggested at the outset, that some Palestinian Arabs truly find the =tatus

quo so intolerable that even a battlefield death is preferable. In larger part,
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however, the campaign is premised even yet on hopes that Israel will give up

sooner or later, or that sooner or later an Arab victory must come.
Some Conclusions

How much role, then, in summation, does miscommunication play in the wars
of the Middle East? A few Arad spokesmen, and a few right-wing Israelis, would
sey that the conflict of interest is so strong that missed signals play no role
at 2ll. '"One man's meat is another man's poiscn." "One side's Palestine is
another side's lack of a national home in Palestine." Yet this would have to
make war more ineviteble than it has shown itself to be. Spesms of war in the
Middle East have been separatasd by periocds which in many ways resemble peace.,

At the same time, the Arab-Israeli conflict is surely not simply a misun-
derstanding. The optimum for the Israeli position may never be the same as the
optimum for -Arabs. What typically makes other pecples get along is not total
agreement, but an awereness that defenses are strong enough to make aggression
costly when compared to the nature of the dispute. Palestine and the land
around it, in addition to being holy territory, has unfortunately also been tank
territory, favoring offensive maneuvers in the military technology of the twen-
tieth century, and discouraging any reliance on the defense. Even the fortifi-
cations of the Golan Heights proved to be less formidable then the Maginot or
Slegfried Lines of old. Perhaps the Suez Canal moat will serve peace better,
but it has problems of its own. When the offensive advantages of a political-
military situation can be eliminated, war is almost alvays less likely.

Finally, war in the Middle East has been much due to a different kind or
missed sipnal or miscalculation, as Arabs repeatedly have guessed thnt Isramelis
would lose their will or their military strength in the end, even as the Cru-

saders succumbed in resolve and prowess after 99 years. Perhaps it will toke
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NOTES

The typology of causes of war set out here is similar to one set out in
an earlier article, "Wars Prolonged by Misunderstood Signals," Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science, November 1370,

For examples of this kind of analysis applied to the Soviet-United States
Cold War, see Charles Osgood, An Aliernative to War or Surrendsr (Urbana,
University of Illinois Press, 1962) or Erich Fromm, May Man Prevail?
(Garden City, Doubleday, 1961).

For a full theoretical discussion of the prisoners' dilemma phencmenon,
see Anatol Rapoport end Albert M. Chennah, Priscmer's Dilemma (Ann Arbor,
University of Michigan Press, 1965).

A useful historical survey of the arguments arising during the Mandate
period can be found in Christopher Sykes, Crose Foads to Israel (London,
Collins, 1965).

Sykes, op. eit., p. 111.

A good summary of the 1948 militery campaigns is presedted in Edgear
0'Ballance, The Arab-Israeli War: 1948 (London, Faber and Faber, 1956).

A fuller account of the sorting out of positions in the 1949-1956 period
can be found in Nadav Safran, From War to War (New York, Pegasus, 1969).

See Safran, op. eit., p. U5 for figures on Israeli lives lost in the period.

For an example of such criticism of Israel by a UN military officer, see
Carl Von Horn, Soldiering for Peace (New York, McCay, 1967).

See Walter Laquer, The Road to Jerusalem (New York, Macmillan, 1968) for
an extensive account of the 1956-67 period.

See Bafran, op. ecit., pp. 285-287.

This is spelled out very clearly in Saefran, op. eit., pp. 292-293.
Accounts of the 1967 war can be found in Randolph S. Churchill and Winston
S. Churchill, The Six Day War (London, Heinemann, 1967) and Michael Howard

and Robert Hunter, "Israel and the Arab World: The Crisis of 1967,"
Adelphi Papers, October 1967.
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SEMINAR: "SYSTEMATIC THINKING TOWARDS ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
OF THE ARAB-ISRAEL CONFLICT®

POWERS AND POWER IN MIDDLE EAST POLITICS

Dan A. Sesgre end Daniel Ben Yaakov

There is & question which has troubled wme every tims I
have tried to apply accepted concepta in internaticoncl relations
to the M,E. situation. The question is : why is Isxcpl oo frequen-
tly misunderstoed? Why ars wmost Israslis convinced that their
government is sincerely sseking peace and half of the world - I
do not mean' only the Areba - is convinced of the contrary? Why
doea slmoat every lsrseli believe that he has bean fighting to
survive and all of our enemism and some of our friends are con-
vinced that we have beesn fighting to conquer.

The asnewer could be that the Isramlis ares sbnormal, or
at least that they could be acting in an abnormal way in their

relation with other states, within and without the area.
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In order to say what is sbnormal and what is not, there mus%t
be same norms of Eafarqncaa. A quick perusal of the definition of
the term norm and nprmal will convince anyone of the difficulty
of finding one. In the Encyclopedia of Social Sciences, the terms
in questian simply do not exist. Webster's gives two definitions
of normal : 1) someons free from psychosis, which means that, at
least in this part of the world, nobody is normal. 2) That normal
is a "balanced, well integrated functioning organism .. within
the limits imposed by environment and in accordance with the pattern
of one's biological endowment"., Which means that evexyane can be
normal within the limits of its own madness. For the New Oxford

Dictionary a norm is Pa standard, s pattern, a model or a type".

1 defy anyone to find a common political pattern or model between
revolutionary Lybia and revolutionary Cuba, between revigionist
Russia and imperialist America, between Egypt and Japan, Canada
and the Congo. The only common denominator of all states is
sovereignty, which is one way of saying that one is different and
has the right to be so. So there are no norms by which one can
decide whether a state 1is normal or not, a cancerous growth or a
berign esrqanism. There are only conditions which allow, prevent
or mouid the existence of a political body.

These conditions may indeed have been easier to define in the

past than in the present because some of their constituting element:




were more stahle then than nhow.

geograph

T T

AR o o L e B H -!:.I"_i_-u'

- ] -

For instance,the element of

y,which for the politician and tha auldiar is essenti

ally

perceived in terms of cnmmunicntinn'and of speed related to

obstacles. Geography had remained the same for
Great and Naoplean because both measured it by
infantry and cevalry. It is now changing at th
in communication.
pawer was conceived in terms of quantity rather

cepacity. A relation which perpetuated Bismarc

potatoes are an important ingredient of foreign

Alexander the
the speed of

a-?paud of progress

Up to the development of nuclear weapons, military

than of destructive
k's principle that

policy, since without

them regiments, at least Prussian regiments,

could not march; Today

there is less emphasis on the relation batween the

quantity of

weapons and the ability to achieve deastruction.

One of the princi-

ples which made the SALT talks possible was that man- Aussian or
Amarican = cannot be killed twice. It is thus useless to carry on
the nuclear weapons race inﬁafinitaly.

But even in the paat,_fnnrms‘ of political behaviour could be
misunderstood. Viscount Melville (formerly Henry Dundas), the
moving force behind the British Navy in Pitt's time,claimed in a
speech in the House of Commons in 1B03 that the main source of
Napoleon's power were France's sugar colonies. Since then, the
whole world has been living under the political norms not of sugar

economy but of the Nationein=Arms which, thanks to the French
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revolution, has daﬁtrnyud what de Vattel (1714-1767) thought ta be
the fundamental nu;m of political life, among civilized nations.
That "regular war,as to its effects, is to be accounted just on
both sides"'’

This stands to prove thet norms change and develop historically
and that revolutions, social or scientific, make thq abnormal normal
when, to use Thomas Kuhn's language, they turn the abnormal into
a new paradingz Professor Boulding has advised the futurologist

(3

to be prepared to be surprised Martin Buber gave his own version

of this essential rule when he said "when you are driving fast on
a winding country road be prepared for what you are not prepared ﬂ:r"£4
The truﬁbla with the M.E. is that here and now everyones - even thosae
who are familiar only with camel driving - are using very fast home-
made or imported vehicles, on ‘very winding and dangerous roads. The
Israeli vehicle is, in itself, something of a novelty in the field of
political engineering. Author Amos Oz has compared it to a strong,
inelegant scooter, moving quickly through the political jem created
by the big cars of the Pnuara.. 1t has, he claims, a good chance to
arrive first at the traffic light nf-pnlitics4l But it is yet
unaware of the historical road which it will eventually choose.

That novelty should be an obstacle to legitimacy is only

natural. It took nearly 100 yearas for Holland to be recognized as

s state in Europe and a century for Italy to bacome united and a
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Mediterranean poyer. The refusal to accept the legitimate existence
of a new nation may have serious effects, like in the case of
Russia and Finland., From 1917 to 1944 the Finns were three times
obliged to fight their overwhelming powerful neighbour, Soviet
Russia, to defend their right to be independent. The last of these
wars (1939-40), in which 250,000 Finns held the Red ‘Army at bay,
convinced Hitler more than anything else that an attack on Russia
was feasible. The Russian refusal to recognize Finland's indepen-
dence - a fact which did not pose any real threat to lLeningrad -
almost brought a disaster on the Soviet state. It is difficult to
see, at least in the light of the Russian Finnish experience, the
logic of the Arabs challenging the much superior power of lsrael.
But one cannot exclude the possibility discussed by Uatikintiatﬁ
that the Arab insistence in challengingthe legitimacy of Israel
by the force of arme may uncover the inaebility of some Arab
countries to qualify as stetes. Which, in turn, raises the question
of the danger théy may face not only from the side of Israel but
from other directions as well. I am referring, for instance, to
what Binder calls the new imperial vﬁcatinn of Iraniﬁ

Let us however stick with the "abnormal™ Israeli case, When
looking at the M.E. from a geopolitical-historical point of view,
we are struck by the many similitudes of this region with the

(7

Balkans at the end of last century. In both areas we find v=st
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stretches of landﬁ?nhabitad by poor peasantsj , we find many active
minorities to whom religion serves as a criteria for national
identity; elites which are culturally ambivalent, divided between
their admiration for the West and their devotion to the mythical
image of their past; leaders who are restless and frustraced
because the ideolopgies which they uphold are as imﬁra:tical as they
are ambitious.” In the M.E, the Russians play on a combination of
pan-Arabism and socialism not differently from the way they
played on pan-=5lavism in the Balkans. What is, of course, different
is political development, After World War 1, the imperial power
in the Balkans and in central Europe was replaced by & system of
natinn-sﬁatea which soon proved unworkable. After it fell under
the blows of the Germans, it was replaced, with few exceptions, by
another mechanism : that of indirect Soviet imperial rule, quite
effective even if disrespectful of national rights. In the M.E.,
on the contrary, the defeated Turkish imperial system was not
replaced immediately by nation-state system, For almost thirty
years the vacuum was filled by France and Britain. When they
finally withdrew, in the fifties, a vacuum of power was reopened.
After a brief and unsuccessful attempt by the U.S5.A., to fill it -
I refer to the Eisenhower Doctrine and the landing of Marines on
the shores of Beyruth - the responsibility for maintaining the

stability in the darea was discreetly handed over to Nasser's Egypt,
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which looked as a new Bismarckian state to some U.S. circles
Nasser's non-alignment did, Ln.fact,.satisfy two of the Great
Powers' demands ¢ that the M.E. should not serve as an affensive
base against Russia; that western oilfields should nat come undezxr
the control of the Soviets. There were of course.pnather impoertant
interests to be promoted or defended by both blocks t freedom of
navigation %hrnugh the Suez Canal, the rights of the Christian
minoritiea, the survival of Israel, the expansion nf:thn ideological
and economic influence of the two systems. But, on the whole, the
Great Powers were satisfied with Nasser or, at.least, could not
think of a better slternative. 5o they gave Egypt the credit and
the recognition she deserved as the major power in the region, even
if such enhanced status bore no relation to the true strength of
the Nasserite regime. It was a classical example of recognition
superior to achievements, which sponer or later had to cave in.
But at the time = we know-it from the exchange of letters between
Ben Gurien end Kannedyig and what has been published of the De
Gaulle - Ben Gurion meetings in Paris - the stabilizing and
vacuum=filling role of Nasserism was considered effective enough
to exclude all need for associating Israel -to the stability-
keeping mechanism of the M.E.

The came the Six-Day War. It changed the face of the M,E. in

three ways : a) by enormously increasing the already existing
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gap of kinctic power between Israel and the Arabs; b) by radically

changing the balance of potential power between the two; c) by

roeapnning the power vacuum in the rogion,
Let me: recall verv briefly some well=known aspects nf this
change., #s far as the relation af kinetic forces is concerned,

(10

it was already clear in 1348, sven to some Arab political analystis,
that the defeat had been caused by Lhe weakness of the Arab social
system, incapable of translating potentialities into éctual strength,
rather than by military inferiority. The 1967 Arab defeat only
canfirmed the diagnhnsis and 1ts lagical corollary, namely that in
underdeveloped cnuntries the more sophisticated, the less effective
military egquipment is.

45 4n the relation of poténtial forces between Israel and the
Arabe, the 80,000 squure kilometers which the Arabs lost to Israel
in the wake of the 19567 war, are a very small portion of their
territory. But it supplied 50% of the agricultural production of
Jordan and 25% of the oil production of Egypt, at the time. The
passing of Sinai,; the West Bank and the Golan Heights under Israeli
contronl, transformed, from the defence point of view, a tnpngranhy
highly unfavnurable to Israel into one unfavourable to the Arabs.
Egypt lost the contrel and the revenues of the Suez Canal, a major
strategae ond intermational waterway,; while Israel gained the

cantrol of twa major pipelines (the Ashded-Eilath and the Trans-
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Arabian) passing through its territory. The Israeli influence
aver the Red Sea has been extended to Aden, with immediate reductive
consequences for the Russian presence in that 'area. The massive
investments required to develop its sophisticated military
industries forced Israel to step up an industrial revolution, which
had alrea.y started and put a definite end to the Zionist pyramidal
model of a state with a large number of farmers and a small number

of intsllectuals.{1ﬂﬂ

Israeli society went back de jure ,not only

de facto, to the traditional 'abnormal', inverted pyramid model -

few manual workers, many intellectuals. It was a Jewish model, but
also the prototype for a highly industrialized society. As a result,
it elicited,or at least made possible, the absorption of an increasing
number of immigrants from industrialized states, This, in turn,
activated the pace of the indusfrial revolutifn and at the same

time increased the gap between the social structure of lIsrael and
that of her neighbours. As a.result the Israeli GNP grew at an
unprecedented rate, second anly to that of Japan (10% in the last 9
years) equalling that of Egypt - and her 33 million inhabitants =~

in 1972. Foreign currency reserves tripled in 5 years = from 460
million to over 1,200 millien - and stand now proportionally

higher than those of Germany in spite of still worrisome balance

of payments deficit and continued inflation. Foreign trade almost

equais that of India; the population rate-of-increase, due to
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immigratien, has been greater than that of China (3.5%), with the
result that the Erupnrtinn of 1 Israsli to 53 Arabs in 1948 has
been reduced to 1 to 11 by 1973. A more important, economic
consequence of the 1967 war, has been the dismantling of the
barriers of economic relations with the West Bank which had been
erected in 1948, An economic unit of 4.5 millipon people, (5.5
if one considers the exchanges of the West Bank with Jordan) has
been reconstructed, At least, from the point of view of population
size, this begins to compare favourably with Switzerland (6.5
million) ais 30% larger than Norway, double that of N;w Zealnd.

The most startling statistical details come, however,from a study
of the University of Beyruth on the disproportion of science pro-
duction between Israel and the Arabs.“1 It claims that the
scientific production of 3 million Israelis is 2.4 timea greater
than that of 126 million Arabs,

Victory alone cannot explain these dramatic changes., It
only stresses the abnormalcy of the Israeli case., The norm of
victory is, in fact, Vae Victis, while in the case of lsrael it is

Vae Victoribus, Why? Certainly because of the novelty of the

Israeli power but also because of the very special type of human
energy on which Israel relies - world Jewry.
The 1967 war has certainly increased the feeling of identity

between the Diaspora and Israel and has produced a whole new
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system of cooperation channels, of which the Economic Conference

~ the idea of late Premier Levi Eshkol to create a Common Markex

>
i“

between Israel and the Diaspora - is a remarkable example.

But +these new channels could not have produced many practical
results if world Jewry had not, meanwhile, undergone, +ton, a
dramatic revelution, Contrary to what had hnpp:neﬁ'in the past,

the Jews find.themselves in this last guarter of the 20th century

in increasing control of sources of energy. They have paradoxically

reached this position of prominence partly as a consequence of their

previous social marginal situation. At the time of the first indus-

trial revalution they were not in control of any source of energy.
They did not own mines, heavy industries or vast agricultural pro-

perties. In fact, they did enter, in increasing numbers, by

vocation or necessity finids which were then considered as marginal

to political and economic power, such as university teaching,
technolegy and communication. These professions have now become
vital to development in the second science-and-technology based
industrial revalution, in which we all begin to live. The State
of lsrael is now,in any case, able to draw a great deal more from
the new energy of the Diaspora than the Zionist movement was,
nrior to 1948, Jewish power is certainly not self-oriented, as
anti-semites claim. But it is power just the same and can be

cumulative and productive.




- 12 =

All +hese factors have cnntributed teo increase manyfold the

pawer of Israel, This power, 1in turn, makes itself manifest within
a2 frame of political and ideplogical images and - as ftar as Jews

are concerned, also of long-standing prejudices - which dpo not
readily adapt themselves to the new realities of the M.E. situation.
The discrepancy between realities and perceptions exists on the
Israeli and Jewish side tno, a situation which does not facilitate
the recognition of the true significance of the emergence of Israel
in an area of both established and shifting interests. It coincides
with whot Praf. Boulding has called the shift from a system of

threat-submissipon, characteristic of the imperial colonial relatian=-

ship, inte that of threat-counterthreat system, namely deterrence
Thus, while the presence of Israoel on the West Hank may appear and

indeed be anachronistic, from the threat-submission point of view,

it may not be so from the deterrent point of view. In this con-
nection one should also take into censideration the fact that the
halance of impotence of the great powers has increased the freedom
of action of all small states and their nuisance value This is
particularly true for Israel which is a small s tate with a potential
nuclear deterrent nf iis nuwn The: transformation of a refugee

state into a power of these dimensions, within a mere 25 years,

and in a former cnlanial arca ais seometihaing which c annot be easily

perceived. it is simply tnn abnermal even in a naormless system




= 13 =
1+ is only through the study of the peculiar nature of the Israeli
power that it is possible to understand some of its performances
and see how they can fit with the interests of the great powers
and of the other states in the M.E.

There would appear to be a convergence of interests of the
great powers on two main points : a) to avoid beimg dragged into a
direct canflict by the quarrels of their respective clients b) to
keep the M.E. status-quo so that both the U,5.A, and USSR can main=-
tain their respective positions of influence. For the West, this
means to protect the flow of oil and assure the stability of pro-
western countries such as Saudi Arabia, the Gulf Emirate, Lebanon,
Jordan. .Since the U.S.A, is convinced that the maintenance of
the balance of power between Israel and her neighbours is a condi-
tion for such & stability, Ierael has, for the first time, & role
to play within the framework of the strategic interests of a great
power. For Soviet Ruassia, on the other hand, the maintenance of
the status-quo of no-peace and no-war guarantees the continuation
of her military and especially naval presence in the Mediterranean.
Thus, at least for the moment, the U.S5.A. and Soviet Russia do not
compete in tha M.E. but rather discreetly cooperate. They are
not searching for a solution of the conflict but for solutions
which could strengthen their respective positions without adding

to their responsibility (as in the case of the reopening cof the
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Suez Canal). Because of this cooperation, many people urge Iszael
to do_something, to reach an agreement with the Arabs, while the
Great Powers are, so to say, in a benevolent mood. What they
fail to perceive is that the main obstacle to an Arab Israeli
agreement is now the problem of the power vacuum created by .ho
defeat of Egypt in 1967 and the emergence of Israe. as the strongest
power in the area, There is little the Great Powers can do about it.
At best, they can use this new situation for their own banefit,
whenever possible : the Russians to justify their presence against
mounting Arab disillusionment; the Americans, by adroitly using
Israel as a kind of "praxy" to help their Arab allies when in
trouble, (as inKEZZe of the Syrian-Jordan crisis of 1971 and of
Lebanon nowl.

This situation is neither secure nor pleasant for Israel,
but it is probably the best she can get under the circumstances. It
may not lead to peace but it has given Israel time : time to consoli-
date her gains; time to promote the slow change in perceptions,
without which there is no hope that her new status will ever be
recognized., As things stand now, the gituation in the M,E. is =still
being interpreted according to political norms whi:hlnn longer fit
the realities. They are, in fact, inherited from tﬁﬂ diplomatic

system and beliefs of the first World War and which brought chaaos

in Eastern Europe. "The victors of 1918, wrote PFfafessor Carr,
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lost peace in central Europe because they continued to pirsue a
principle of political and economic disintegration in an age which
called for larger and larger units“,tTa This as, to a certain
extent, what is still happening in the M.E., that the Great Powers
cannot break the stalemate of the Israeli-Arab crisis. Havi=3 pre-
sided over the creation of Israel, they tried to soothe the Arabs
by pressing for territorial concessions an the part of Israel rather
+han promoting, as Israel demanded, the conditions in which the
Jewish state could collaborate with the Arab state in a
wider political and economic M.E framework. As for the Arabs,
they have so far spent most of their energies in inter-Arab rivalries
and in disastrous war against the only state of the region which
could have contributed to their modernization, The result has been

what New Statesman and Nation's editor,Paul Johson, has called the

paradoxical transformation of the Jewish State into the  unwilling
policeman of the H.E.“d The Arabs and the Communists call this

role a new version of Western colonialism, more hideous because it is
carried nut by what they consider to be a lackey of American imperia=-
lism. The natural, inevitable development of this situation, and this
is their norm they say, will lead to the destruction of the Zionist
state by virtue of its own anachronistic colonialist nature and of

its internal contradictions. This wview is often shared by some

friends of Israel, and by authoritative Israelis who continu= =2

think in terms of petterns of ideological and economic determinism.
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But nobody, and here again we deal with Israel's abnormalcy, has
been able to prove that Western colonialism fits the case of I=-a=l.
As & matter of fact, it cquld be claimed that the political behaviour
of Israel is inspired less Ey the U.5.A. than by the Soviet example.
Fremier Golda Meir is on record for asking why the Oder-fNeisse
border is a defensive one, while a security border on the Jordan
or at Sharm el Sheikh would be an offensive one; why everybody
understands why Russia prefers security without peace treaties,
to peace treaties without security, but such a preference becomes
inexplicable in the case of Israel. There is another pattern by
which Israeli political behaviour can be explained without having
to refer it to Western imperialism, It has been proved by historical
experience that any country, whichever its government, tends +to
develop an intransigent cnnduet when ita achievements are not
accompanied by recognition., The reasoning behind the new American
policy towards China has been based on the assumption that it was
necessary to upgrade the international status of Peking in order
to contain her, without using force. The Arab attempt to maintain
Israel in a quasi ~'pariah" status in the M.E, and in a posture
of perpetual defendant at the U.N, is certainly not contributing
to reduce the active defence mechanism of Israel and what has been
called the " Missada complex".

The Araps, of course, claim that to appease Israe' would only
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serve to give in to her imperial ambitions. What they fail to per-
ceive is that even a purely hypothetical Israeli empire would not
conform to stereotyped imperial norms. 1+ would be a hypotheticsal
wmpire which, whether one likes it or not, would always be charac-
terized by & high mornl legacy; an emplre the energy of which will
‘always be drawn more from world Jewry than from recalcitrant Arab

subjects and that, therefore, it would be Diaspora-based and not

founded upon the actions of imperial legates; an smpire, characterized

by the intrinsic snlitude of its Jewish nature. The Fanﬂ that
there are no other Jewish states in the world, is not, by itself, a
determining factor. There is alsao only one Japan oT Ireland, But
the psychﬂlcginal-histnri:al conditioning of the Jews adds immeasur=
ably to their feeling of splitude,which means that a hypothetical
Israeli or Jewish empire has little integrative power outside its
own Jewish framework, Jewish political power is fundamentally
neutral and its territorial expansion is brought about more by
reaction to external challenge than by political or ideological
vocations of its own.

A1l this should, theoretically, make Israel the natural ally
of the Arabs, not their natural enemy. So did Sir Mark Sykes
believe, together with OSir Reginalc Wingate, Col. Hogart and other
British arncnnﬁuls,t15 at the time of the Balfour Declaration. They

even bruited the idea of @ natural coalition between the Armenians,
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the Jews and the Arabs as a protection - at least for the Armenians
and the Arabs - against a recrudescence of Turkish and possibly
Iranian imperialism. 5o did King Feisal I believe and his father,
Hussein of Hedjaz - if we read the Weizmann papers cnrre:tly.l1£

But there is little chance that such dreams or hopes of Jewish
ﬁrab {and Armenian) cooperation will come true. It will not happen,
in the present M,E, political context, till political realism will
replace the political symbolism which dominates, on bath sides,
the perceptions of the policy-makers of the elites and of the massaes.

If this wview is correct, then the formula of a& balanced
solution of the crisis, based on the exchange of territories against
8 contractual peace will never work, unleas it is preceded by
provision FEr formal or informal, but clear recognition of the
rights of Israel, not enly to exist as a sovereign atate, but also

to live as a normless major political factor in a normless

international society.




SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF EXTENDED CONFLICT ON DECISION iAKFRS
STEPHEN FPHILIP COW ™ HrRusas D

The decision-making approach to the study of foreign policy tJrl.Prfiqb
and international relations, was pioneered by Richard C. Snyder and his
colleagues H. W, Bruck and Burton Sapin (Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, 1962).
The approach identifies the nation-state as the actor in international
relations, and boldly asserts tha; the best representation of the
nation-state as international actor is the decision-making group. The
event to be explained in the field of international relations becomes
the decisions of such groups.

This approach opens up the field of foreign policy to the
psychologist for it emphasizes the role of individuals and the role
of small groups as the bcus of concern. The approach is most clearly
soclal-psychological for it raises the central social psychological
questions of the relationship between social structures and persomality
and the relative weight to be given to the individual's values,
perceptions and attitudes, and the situational comstraints and boundaries
of his perceptual capacities and behavioral potentialities.

It is no surptise then that a central focus of analysts
using this paradigm has become specific decision situations, and in
particular crisis decisions. In the crisis situation we have the
co-occurrence of (1) the importance of the event to be studied;

(2) a elear focus on a group of men on one side making decisions

which are both stimulus and response to decieions being made by a
group of men on the other side. The crisis situation is the situation
of foreign policy and international relations which maximizes the
potential for locating the issues of internmational conflict in the

decisions made by decision-making actors. Other models of foreign
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policy processes, for example, an organizational process model (Alll=c-,
1971) and even more so all other events of internstional confliet,
make crisbses seem like the inevitable outcome of enormous and rather
blind organizational outcomes. Conflict, or at least crisis inm such
a mudll,.launl like the unlucky confluence of bureaucracies in different
social systems carrying out non-intentional incompatible results of
the standard operating procedures. To paraphrase Mathew Arnold we
have ignorant bureaucracies clashing by night.

The decision making models assume a bounded rationality, and
more to the point here an intentional process of decision and
consequent action that is influenced by the interplay of role defini-
tions, of individuals, and of the internal conflict and processes
within each decision-making group.

The subject of this conference--the conflicts in the Middle
East and I say conflicts advisedly, as it seems that is necessary to
analytically separate 2t least the conflicts between Israel and the
Palestinians, between Israel and Egypt, between Israel and Jordan,
between lsrael and the Soviet Unlon-——does not fit easily into a crisis-
oriented model. In particular; I have been asked to speak about the
effects of prolonged conflict on decision-makers and the best of
recent research and theory on decision-making traces the effects of
crisis on decision-makers (e.g. Zinnes, 1966; Hermann, 1963, 1969;
Holsti, 1972; Robinson, 1972; Allison, 1971).

This paper then will déscuss some of the central findings
in the analysis of crisis decision-making particularly with reference
to the effects of crisis stress on the decision making process and

the decision making group. The research on the more clinical aspects
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of the effects of stress will be only briefly discussed since there
has been little valuable work in assessing effects on e¢linical
variables of foreign policy decision makers. (Parenthetically, I
myself will be participating in a detailed study of the major clinical
psychalﬁgical and physical effects of prolonged stress on air-traffic
controllers who are constantly making critical life effecting decisions.
Some preliminary physical health studies have led to this more broad-
based research project but I will leave this for the discussion period
if there is interest.)

The question that will be central to our considerations will
be to ask what elements of the theory and research om crisis are
relevant to the much neglected study of long term conflict and its
effects on decision-makers. Finally, as 2 non-expert, but in the
spirit of this conference, I will make some speculation about the

application of these conceptual frameworks to our Middle East conflicts.

I. Crisis Decision-Making

The very concept of erisis is diffiecult te define but recent
systematic studies (e.g. Hermann, 1969) have tended to focus on three
elements: high threat, surprise, and short decision time. A reason-
able definition then might be: crisis im a situation of unanticipated
threat to important values where there is restricted decision time.

Some theorists (Schwartz, 1967, 1972) have emphasized that
threat is not only a situational variable but a perceptual variable.
It is the perception of decision-makers which determine whether any
threat situation is serious enocugh to be treated as crisis. However,
this is not %&fiicilnt. The other variables are perceptual as well.
The judgement that a decision must be made in a short time is a result
of the decision-maker's perception that some increased damage will be



Page 4

done by allowing more decision time, some damage that would be avoided
if a relatively quick decision were made. Similarly, surprise is
clearly a function of the expectations of the decision-makers as to

the relative likelihood of various kinds of events in their over-

all decision-making enviromment. Surprise comes from either a lack

of sufficient planning on the part of decision-makers or a misperception
of the nature of the other acters in the system. Furthermore, surprise
is the wvariable most likely to be greater among the general publie than
among declsion makers, since thalatter have done, presumably, more
planning of the likelihood of various events and the response to them.

We might use the example of the Israeli decision-making
process pre-June 1967. A major part of the revisionist analysis of
Israeli decislon-making of that time involves the gap between the
nature of the situation and the perception of the situation by decision-
makers. With regard to threat, there was clearly and remains today
divergent views as to the extent of threat to primary Israeli values.
and goals of the Egyptian mobilization and the removal of UNEF forces.
Without entering this controversy itself, it is important to note that
much of the political argument about the May, 1967 situation can be
seen as an argument about the relation between perception and reality.
The point is that :h:..ttiﬁiﬂzi“if“ﬁh.lyt1::11, treated except as a
perceptual process of the declsion-maker.

Even within Israel at the time there was considerable
argument as to decidion time. Theddebate as to whether a decisive action
had to be taken immediately was critical in the definition of the
gituation as one of crisis. As we shall see, it is one of the critical
elements of protracted comflict that many individual situations of
conflict occurring on a continuous basis can be defined by either
side in the conflict as of crisis proportion. And furthermore, the
definition of a situation as crisis can be an important _lwel of
decision-making in determining further escalation or deescalation of
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a conflict situation. Defining & gituation as erisis permits the
introduction of forms of decision-making and actions ch.inf?EE;f;
would not allow or make much more difficult. In this regard, for
example, crisis has allowed the suspension of civilian government and
the imposition of crisis governments abrogating civilian law or

drastically narrowing the range and size of decision-making groups.

The point is that definition of a situation as a crisis is
a critical element in prolonged conflicts where objectively similar
events may be either downgraded in significance or escalated in
importance by decision-making groups.

The May, 1967 example is also instructive with regard to
the elements of decision time and surprise. The agruments as to
whether Israel had a well-planned response and as to whether Israel
could have waited for a longer period for more negotiation before
striking at Egypt makes it clear that somehow the definition of a
situation as crisis seems to provide a legitimacy for precipitous
action, even violent action that a non-crisis situation would not
allow. One recalls, for example, the leisurely approach of the Soviet
Union in the last week of May, 1967 in the Security Council about
international shipping. There was no crisis; matters, therefore,
could be adjudicated by the international legal system. Israel,
on the other hand, defined the situation as a crisis, therefore .
requiring immediate decision-making and legitimating extraordinary acts.

These considerations lead us to add ome further element to
the three factor definition of crisis. The factor involves the chronic-
traumatic dimension of the situation. This element of perceived uniqueness
of the threat situation can operate to make a situation crisis-like
even though it may have been partially anticipated and even though the
decision time may be indeterminate. This 1is true because the importance
of crisis is not only in its antecedents but more so in its outcomes,
particularly outcomes in unusual decisions taken in response to it.
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A situation becomes a ecrisis when intended operating proce-
dures seem to be inapplicable to the situation and, therefore, a
decision must be made by those involved not only in implementing the
consequences of previous decisions, hut’lfthnn decision-making elites
invnlv-d_in policy settling itself, strategic or tactical.

The first aspect of erisis decision-making, therefore, is
the definition of the situation as a erisis. This involves a psycho-
logical mobilization end indeed a physical mobilization of key decision

units who are faced with the task of acting, in one way or the other,
but still acting. Seldom are they able to make the decision not to
decide because of this mobilization and to use Smelser's term
(Smelser, 1973) because of the development of the generalized belief
that there is a2 situation of high threat and little time to respond.

The definition of a situation as a crisis has one other imporctant
hidden assumption. Crisis suggests the possibility of response, of
undoing the negative effects of the situation. Crisis is not disaster
itself but the threat of disaster. It is essential to the crisis
situation that the response and decision-making process are seen as
eritical to the costs (and evpk) benefits) to accrue from the crisis
situation. In this sense we are in a different situation from the
kind of demoralization and disintegration which follows a natural
disaster (Wallace, 1957) and which in its initial phase is characterized
by a suspension of activity rather than a flurry of activity. A crisis
is a situation where there is some sense of efficacy on the part of the
actors that they have some choice to make; perhaps a choice of very few
alternatives, but a choice nonetheless though the decision process
may be simply one of convincing oneself that there is only one alternative

that is clearly superior to all others in its ability to reduce the
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threat or eliminate it. My own research on moral indignation has
demonstrated that the ability to attribute causal responsibility to
a single human or national actor is an important prerequisite for
moral indignation as opposed to feelings of resignation ore even sadness.
In thnlinteruitinnnl arena, the likelihood that the decision-makers
will define the situation as a crisis rather than as a disaster or
fait accompli or indeed a historical inevitability may be a function of
the perception of the capability of some concrete responses to the
situation. The occurrence of a crisis then, should not be locked on as
only a failure of the organizational system but may be an indicatiom
that the decision-makers perceive a threat situation as for the first
time amenable to some response on their part. It may be that the
frequent crises in American-Israeli relations surrounding the Rogers
Plan resulting among other things in the dissolution of the Six Day War
crisis cabinet is an indication of the emergence of the possibility of
Israeli alternative choices in relation to the United States, rather
than indication of any greater than usual disparity of views between
the two governments.

To summarize, this initial discussion of crisis definition,
both in the conceptual sense and in the situational sense is an important
element of crisis decision-making that has been underplayed in the
pre-decisional phase where a situation becomes defined as a crisis.
This definition of a situation as a crisis creates legitimacy for
departures from previous norme and practices, mobilizes decision-makers

to act in such a way that th"ffinlcy of the decision-making group 1s
affirmed and sets the stage for the atmosphere and structure ln which
deliberations will take place.
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What is the psychological state of the individual decision-
maker in a situation defined as a threat to some major aspect of natiomal
identity or security? Several references to heightened anziety seem
o

inadequate. It is worthwhile to turn, some of the soclal psychological

literature on individual stress for this puipose.

B. Individual Reaponses to Threat

There ap two studgfls in particular that I would like to focus
on. The first is a study by Janis (1958, 1969) on patients in a hospital
in the pre-surgery and post-surgery conditions. Janis fnund:?ﬁn familiar
U-shaped function of the reffition between cue and arousal (Hebb, 1958,
1963) was true as well for the relation between anticipatory fear and
post-operative adjustment. Some patients in the period before their
operation showed no fear at all. They seemed oblivious to the lﬂlﬂti;ll
serious operations that they were about te undergo. They were not
worried. In the post—operative phase these pecple felt intense resentment
against the hospital staff, refusing to cooperate with post-operative
treatment, unable to cope at all with the various discomforts they
experienced. It is no surprise that people who were yery fnnrfdi in
the pre-operative situation exhibited a high level of post-operative
anxiety and great difficulty in adjusting to their new situatiom.
However, it was the patient with moderate anticipatory fear who in the
post—operative phase had high morale, cooperated with ‘his treatment
and generally exhibited the ability to adjust well to the discomforts

and recover quickly.
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The individuals with a moderate level of anticipate¥y dnxiety
and fear were able to cope with the coming crisis by focusifif on gathering
information about threat relevant cues. They had, in the pre-opers 1ve
stage a sense of limited vulnerability as compared to the sense of
invulnerability that the low anticipatory fear patients exhibited. These
people faced with life crisis were -completely disoriented and threatened
to move to a situation of feeling totally wulnerable, constantly threatened
by an indiscriminately hostile enviromment.

For the decision-maker im a situation of unanticipated threat,
the possibility of such a shattering of the sense of trust in the
environment may be of particular concern. However, in the case of
extended conflict the matter may be more complicated.

One possibility arises out of extended conflict where there
is one side that perceives itself in clear superiority over the other
side. In this case, th2 possibility exists of a sense of total
invulnerability and even minor successful actions of the other side
may produce an exsgerated level of anxlety and a reduced ability to
cope with the real proportions of the situation. (My own sense of things
in the Israell case, and here I am speculating, is that for some Israelis
this sense of invuinerability may have existed with regard to Palestinian
terrorism against Israeli civilians?)

However, a different face of the situation presents itself
if we think of not only extended conflict but protracted conflict in the
sense understood by Mao Tse Tung (1954) and Strausg-Hupe (1959). 1In
Protracted conflict the theory is the constant harassment, maneuvering
and dlclptin; of the enemy wherein no battle until thevery last i3
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decisive. Here the psychological meaning is to gradually create a state

of total vulnerability where the enemy cannot distinguish between the
situation of threat and the situation of no threat because all cues

are potentlially threat cums. This indiscriminate sensitization
charateristic of traumatization creates a state of worrguu and lack

of trust that can make cooperation with others impossible and a constant
level of vigilant anxiety the only state of mind. Furthermore, there is
a marked decrement in performance in subsequent stress situationms.

This weakening of the discriminatory capacity between serious threat and
normal situations weakens the judgment capability seriously leading to
severe counteraction which may further escalate the situation and gain
adherenta for the practigtioners of the theory of protracted confliet.

From time to time this seems to have been a theory at least

partially upheld by Pslestinian movements. G“'Ff}l‘ :EE_:arzsgs;n:_.éxtvinq,.h.
not as a military solution but as a political tad_ﬁi;wiiintainil; the awareness
of conflict and hopefully by a process of attrition and demoralization

weakening the enemy so that thefinal blow, thoughi though it may be

decades away, will come to a weary, confused nation unable to distinguish

threat and safety and unable to trust those others who may be hllpful.l

1 It may be interesting in the discussion period to pursue this question
asking whather, indeed, there is a strong adherence to the theory of protracted
conflict smong Palestinians and asking also whether there seems to be
any evidence that the theory is working either in (a) creating the climate
for producing new adherents to the cause; (b) making the conflict live
on in political and psychological reality; adn (c) creating a state of
indiscriminate vigilence among Israelis, declsion-mekers and others.
My own sense of it is that the success is very small in this regard
largely because the implementation of the necessary techniques of terror
and psychological warfare have been only marginally successful and that
in special circumstances rather than in random situations. Random.terror
seems to me an essential aspect of the demoralization by terror and guerrilla
warfare. If it is rendom or seems random, it can be ubiquitous and, therefore,
constant vigilance is necessary. The moment that there is perceived some
respite or place of refuge (other than resignation and surren: er) from the
threat of terrorism, the full-scale constant psychological molilization can
be relaxed and the tension and angiety brokem.This ecglamstion o, appl, alio

to E-iuﬁhna Support of Pacesrimiam actiovs,
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The work of Lazarus (1962, 1964) may be of interest for those
more oriented towards individual differences in the reaction to stress.
Rather than focusing on physiological measures of stress, I would simply
point out that there are serious perceptual sets or defense mechanisms,
to use the psychoanalytic term, which can influence the response to
stress. Lazarus has shown that the susceptibility to different cognitive
sets depends on the predominant pattern of the individual. For example,
individuals, who are prone to denial, or not perceiving the threatening
aspects of the stressful situation tend to be more action-oriented:
while those tending to intellectualization or detachment from and
depersonalization of the situation are less likely to be action-oriented
but more contemplative.

Lazarus develops the idea of cognitive appraisal as a mechanism
whereby the stimulus is seen as threatening or not depending on the
individual appraisal. An important part of some of his.research has
been altering the likelihood of difficult appraisals by various pre-stress
communications to his subjects. This psychological approach of cognitive
appraisal bears a striking rtluublan:n:tn the more sociological conceptual
framework developed earlier of definition of the situation. What is
intriguing about the application of the Lazarus idea is that it suggests
some useful techniques for explaining and predicting whether a particular
decision-maker will conceive a situation as threatening or not given some
knowledge of the predominant ego defénce mechanism of that individual,

For some decision-makers, downplaying of the potential damage of a particular
outcome may reduce the perception of the situation as stressful. For

others, a more abstract interpretation involving the distancing of the threat
consequences from the self may be more effective. Analysis of hostile
communication as that by Ziones () 72) would benefit from some analysis of
the type of individual decision-makers perceiving the communicaticn n-«
variable in its perceived threatening character.

a
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C. The Decision-Making CGroup under Stress

From the point of view of the social psychologist one of the most
significant elements of stress effects on decision-making involves group
processes. Janis (1971, 1972) has coined the term group think to emphasize
the fact that under severe stress the very process of solidarity that seems
80 necessary to successful resistance to threat can become a serious .icbility
as group solidarity replaces ratiensl criticism and analysis of policy
alternatives as the central operative group process.

There is a long history of debate among social paychologists as to the
quality of decisions produced by groups, but the consemsus (in this context
one is hesitant to use the word!) is that und?r stress group decision making
tends to deteriorate. I think it might be worth pointing to some of Fhu
specific processes of the norm of group solidarity and its attendent
conformity enhancing properties.

In a classic experiment, Stanley Schachter (1951) showed how deviants
in group discussion would at first receive large amounts of communicationm
in an attempt to change the deviant's mind, to bring him or her around to
the consensus. However, when these attempts failed, the group would
gradually turn away from this individual and exclude him from the group.

This conformity-seeking element of small group behavior is exaggerated
by the crisis atmosphere. As we have seen, the threat to the group's
values or survival may be intense and there is a heightened fear that
raising doubts would crack the feeling of self-confidence and efficacy in
coping with the crisis.

Unanimity and consensus provide a feeling of greater assurance and the
confidence in the decision comes to bear a closer relatiouship to the

consensus which it commands than to its effectiveness as a decision. The
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orientation, and here Halperin and Allisom (1972) come into focus, bec.:
the management of intermal consensus rather than the decision making of
the opposing forces in conflict.

There 1s a well-worn assumption in highly solidary groups that silence
is indicative of agreement, a finding familiar to most people who have
worked with groups. Furthermore, there is a loyalty to past decisions
partly growing out of the attempt to create normaley out of crisis by fol-
lowing previous decision making patterns. Shared illusions and a special
language of communication can heighten group fealings so that the group
members perceive themselves as the full reality of the situation. Ward
Edwarde (1961, 1968) in reviewing behavioral decision making theory has
emphasized the conservative informastionm processing of the individual. The
individual tends to collect much more information than needed to deci:la.z

However, the group situstion tends to a more risky form of decision-
making., particularly in & crisis situation. Holstli (1972) and others have
shown how the volume of communication im crisis rises wvery sharply, so
much so, that Brecher (1972), among others, uses volume of communication as
a measure of both the centrality of Israel im Middle Esst politics and the
extent of crisis at different time periods. With this volume of communicatiom,
we have the possibilicty of spending all one's time, end recall that time
is severely limited or gathering of facts rather than in sesrching out a

wider range of alternative respomses. With this volume of communication it

2oguman consarvatism in processing available diagnostic information
may lead to the collection of too much informatiom when the collection
process is costly....a conservative information processor may walt too long
to respond because he is too uncertain what response is appropriate.”
Ward Edwards, Decision-making: pesychological sspects in International

Encyclopasdia of the Social Sciences, Vol. 4, p. 40.
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also becomes more possible to selectively attend to only that communica
tion which already conforms to the perception inherent in the first alter-
natives considered.

Another major effect of crisis on decision-making groups is the
constriction of authority. As the threat grows, it seems important to
gather together a small group of decision-makers who are the most powerful
and also the most deeply involved in the ecrisis. Janis and Holsti emphasize
the narrowing of the decision-making group itself. However, this is inade-
quate. A small decision-making group may be more efficient and could be
less tied to internmal and domestic bureaucratic econsiderations rather
than the national interests involved in the crisis. What is characteristic
and detrimental about the conmstriction of authority is that it includes
only those directly involved in the specific crisis area. Elements of the
top leadership assoclated with economic considerations may be left out in
favor of those involved in strictly military matters. In this way, it 1is
not only authority that in comstricted, but the range of views to be heard.

In the context of the top leader ehoosing those to be involved in the
inner circle of decision-makers, the potentisl for selecting for consensus
and for selecting out deviant attitude is compounded with the fact that
deviant attitudes are often a function of these bureaucratic roles. Persons
representing the cultural-educational-identity aspecte of a society are
likely to have different views not only for personality ressons, but because
the bureaucracies they are most closely linked with have divergent interests
from the bureaucracies associated with military, diplomatic, political or even

economic concerns. s

aThil constriction of authority and its detrimental effects on decision-
making are becoming painfully clear in the cirrent scandals of Washington. '«
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The threat to values leads to a search for consensual solidarity.
To create such consensus the coalation of the meaning and the signific. . =
of the stress situation proceeds apace. The threat becomes interpreted
not as a localized threat, (in Parsonian terms "situational facilities"),

but as a threat to central values. National security is invoked in
order to maintain the high level of solidarity.

How much do these "groupthink" processes and other negative
effects of crisis correspond to a situation of long-term conflict? The
real danger here is that the initial crisis situation will set a pattern
for between crisis conflict periods such that the need for comnsensual
solidarity and the appeal to higher values and national interests becomes
a constant alement of the political enviromment so that dominant views

and non-conformity are rejected and are not perceived as a critical

|1.mnt in the pursuit of rasdemal decision-making processes{bsi art H' L ded

by o wider cet olcrites o
I can claim no expertise in the decision-making processes of

Israel so I am sure that what will be said about it here will be treated
in that way. Brecher's (1973) detailed study of Israeli decisions
regarding German reparations point up the advantages of the parliamentary
system. for legitmizing and guaranteeing serious debate in controversial
matters. The requirement of responsibility to a cabinet with divergent
bureaucratic responsibilities and the legitimacy of opposition emerges
in this discussion., However, it alsc points to two limitations of the
Israell model: first, the fact that within the cabinet decision was so
clearly made by the top decision-maker over opposition, though perhaps
not majority opposition. Second, that on the parliamentary debate,

solidaricy of the cabinet was insisted upon. Of course, the branch of
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this solidarity was often seen by BensCuréh as an alterable act but
for the purposes of critical decision-making it seems nonetheless
essential.

The German R.np%tiona case is unusual in that it did not
directly involve the long-term conflict. An analysis of such a
decision will be important to assessing these conformist processes
as they operate on a regular basis in the Israeli system. The
constriction of authority, however, has become a problem because the
nature of extended conflict is that secrecy falls over a central

aspect of societal policy and the tendency to (girrow kitchen cabinets

Brows .
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ARMS RACES IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND SOME
ARMS CONTROL MEASURES RELATED TO THEM
by

Y. Evron

Prepared for the Seminar :

"Systematic Thinking Towards Alternative Solutions of the Arab-Israel Conflict"

The purpose of this paper is lo describe and analyse some of the
various aspects and features of the arms races in the Middle East. This will
include some of the nolitical and strategic inferences which could be drawn
from the rate and scope of these races. In addition, I shall discuss briefly
the relevant impact that bureauecratic behaviour, on the one hand, and inler-
national interactions, on the other, have on the rate and dynamism of arms
races in the Middle East. Finally, there will be a short discussion of the

relevance of some arms control measures to the Middle East.

The Middle East regional subsysteml is characterised by the follow-
ing features which have special relevance to the problem of arms races': a
high level of conflictive behaviour between the local Eu::t::rrs:2 a high level of
accumulation of arms and the development of large -- relative to local re-

sources -- armies; a high level of super-power penetration which is partly

¥ This paper is based on part of a larger study on problems of arms
races conducted at the Davies Institute of International Relations, The Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, I am grateful to Prof. Rueben Gavriel, Dr, Dan
Hurewitz and Prof. Raymond Tanter for their help and advice. The respons-
ibility for the paper is of course entirely mine. I am grateful to Mr. David

Danieli and Miss Zofnat Havshush for their helpful assistance,
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demonstrated by large-scale military aid, including the supplying of modern
weapon systems in large quantities to the local actors. The super powers,
however, are critically constrained in their ability to exert pressure on the
loecal powers. g They also find it increasingly difficult to contain the local
arms races, if they are interested in doing so -- a rare occurrence. There
have been several attempts to impose arms control measures on the region,
efforts which have met with widely varying success. But in most cases, Lhe
local actors on the Middle Eastern stage have proved able to demand and

get from the super powers Lhe arms they need, in the quantities they wish,

Because of the dependency on outside sources for the supply of the
main weapon systems, however, the local aclors remain persistently fear-
ful that the suppliers might decide to impose limitations on the supply of
arms. This fear is partly justified, since such limitations have indeed Leen
inposed in the past., Furthermore, even though a requested weapons system
is given, the decision regarding its supply is often made oriy after long anc
frequentiy frustrating negotiations. Thus a peculiar situation i= created :
on the one hand, the weapons eventually are supplied and the arms race goes
on without being contained by the super powers; on the other hand, the
anxieties of the local actors concerning their sources of supply are haighi-
ened. Thege anxieties lead to an additional motivation to accelerate the
arms race -- either by concentrating on the development of a local arms-
production capacity and /or by readiness to purchase large quantities of
veapons before they are needed, simply out of fear that at a later stage an

embargeo may be imposed and the opportunity lost,

The politico-strategic situation in the Middle East is such thar a
cluster of conflicts coexist, with many interactions among them. Ir the
"core area' of the region there has been the perennial Arab-Israel conflict:
the competition among several of the Arab couniries themselves; and lasily,

the conflict between Arab countries within the "core area' on the one hand,




and Iran and Arab countries outside the central core on the other. Two
such examples are the Egyptian-Saudi rivalry and the Iraqi-Irani conflict,
This complex situation leads to a multiple and many-sided arms race or,
rather, a series of arms races in the region. Increases in the military
capabilities of one actor -- in itself merely a reaction to one conflict --
spills over into that actor's conflict with still another adversary. This

gives an impetus to yet another arms race.

Definition of Arrms Races.

There are several different definitions of an arms race, Of
these, that of Colin Gray appears to be most relevant, namely : " That
there should be two or more parties perceiving themselves to be in an
adversary relationship, who are increas sing or improving their armaments
at a rapid rate and structuring their respective military postures with
a general attention to the past, current, and anticipated military and
political behaviour of the other parties, no This definition does not tackie
the causes of arms races but does however supply a general "behavioural"
description of arms races., For the purpose of this paper, two points
should be emphasised : first, Gray's definition does not sufficiently point
up the competitive character of arms races. Secondly, although Gray
is certainly right in suggesting that some phases of arms races are not
expressed in a rapid rate of growth in defence expenditure, . neverthe-
less, most races and certainly those in the Middle East are expressed

in such terms, as will be shown below,




Huntington, in his definition, placed the empktasis upon the element
of competition : "An arms race is defined as a progressive. competitive
peacetime increase in armaments by two states or coalitions of states result-
ing from conflicting purposes or mutual fears. nT Huntington's definition is
somewhat ambigious however, precisely because of his attempt to include in
it a definitive list of the -+ uses of arms races. Huntington as well as Gray,

however, overlooks 1+ defence-expenditures element as atleast an important

indicator of the rate of the arms race,

That there is a common historical phenomenon of arms races appears
a oriori to be the case. It is indeed true that the work on the theory regaruing
arms races is still limited. At the same time, however, it is one of the few
areas in the study of International Relalions where some serious attempts at
both the construction of formal models and some systematic historical works
have been undertaken, Thus, although Gra}a is correct in pointing out the
need for large scale comparative studies of arms races, he somewhal
exaggerates the shortcomings of the pre-theoretical work which has already
taken place in the field. Richardson's atiempt to develop formal modeis of
arms races, although suffering from gross oversimplification, nevertheless

- . _ 4]
remains an important theoretical advance.

The Richardson definition of arms races as thoge instances in which
there muet be an annual exponential growth in defence expenditure seems to
h1@ inapplicable to most arms races. On the other hand, most such competi-
tons do involve a rapid growth in defence expenditure over a period of time.
As will be pointed out, arms races in tihe Middle Zast go have this characrer-

istic, rapidly-growing defence expenditures.




At the same time, the exclusive concentration on defence expenditure
as the actual substance of an arms race is misleading. In the last analysis,
arms races are arms racasm -- and these are not always expressed in
defence budgets, (Decision makers react to the growth in an adversary's
actual weapons and not defence budgets.) Moreover, the annual basis of
defence budgets makes it even more difficult to decipher the mechanism of
the arms race. (For further comments of caution about the study of arms
race through an analysis of defence budgets see below,)Thus, only a model
which includes both defence budgets and the actual weapon systems acquired
as variables could s.pply a comprehensive explanation of the mechanism of

the arms race.

Notwithstanding the difficulties involved in a study of the arms race
through an analysis of defence budgets, | shall proceed however to do that,
while reminding the reader that a comprehensive study of arms races in the
Middle East should include the study of the actual arms transfers and
acquisition,

q

Safran, 3z in a pioneering study, has deall with the dynamism of Lhe
arms race in the Middle East through the method of investigating the defence
budgets of several Middle Eastern countries for the period 1950 to 1965,

He analysed the various phases of the arms race and studied the dynamics

of the overall Arab-Israeli competition through an examination of the burden
of defence on national economies. Both these objectives were achieved by

a study of the percentage of the total GNP of different countries represented
by the defence budget. There is no point in repeating Safran's findings.
Suffice it to say that one of his principal conclusions -- as far as the Arab-
Israeli arms race was concerned -- is that because of the much faster annual
growth of the Israeli GNP compared to that of Egypt (and other Arab countr
Israel was (and by inference, still is) in a position to "win' the arms race.

A second central conclusion was that the arms race between Israel and the



Arab states during the years under investigaion could be divided into four

main phases.

In this discussion | shall proceed in the following manner, First |
shall continue the Safran approach and apply it to the period 1966-70. Tnus
the two years before the 1967 war broke out and tne first four years aft.:
that war will be covered as well as the eaclier 15-year spun. Secondly, I
shall look at the arms races in the Middie Fast in terms of the annual growth
in defence expendilures. 3uch an approa:h enables us to get a better look at
the dynamism of the ra.e element in the arms acquisition process, The
survey of defence 2.penditure as a percenutage of GNP clarifies the econom,
constraint on defence expenditure, whnereas the examination of 1incremental
growth in defence budgets gives an irdication of interaction level between

the parties to the arms rarce,

l.imitations to the Approach.

There are several qualificatinns 10 the use of a defence budget as a
valid indicator in the arms race. Firstly, the arms race is primarily abou!
the process of acquisition of weapon sysiems and the size of armed forzcs.
The translation of these elements into mopetary terms is not necessarily
determined by generally agreed-upon criteria. Secondly, terms for repay-
ment of major arms deals vary. Thus arms bought and supplied i:. on-
year are sometimes paid for over a period of several years. Any spavific
arms deal therefore appears in the defence budgets only gradually, even
over a period of years, Conversely. other arms purchased are paid for in
advance. Thus a certain weapon system perhaps arrives only several vears
after the actual payments for it began. it therefore follows that defence
budgels in themselves are only partial indicators of the actual build-up of
arms on both sides, Thirdly, in a.cas such as the Middle East, which &

dependent to a large extenl on impo ts of weapon systems, changeovers
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armaments -- new systems or models -- and hence defence expenditures
depend to an extent on the available opportunities. Thus, a new arms deal
results not necessarily solely from the needs of the consumer; it also depends
to a great degree on tuc readiness and the self-interests of the supplier. It
follows that changes in cefence expenditures are not necessarily indicative of
the level of interaction between import-dependent parties to an arms race in
a way similar to the situation between self-sufficient powers. This observ-
ation would apply, however, only to the party which initiates a new phase in
the race, or a new quantitative or qualitative "jump.'" It does not apply to
the other party or parties which will respond to this new departure. Finally,
the official defence budgets of the Arab countries are, to an extent, consider-

ed to be not very reliable in any case.

As against these it could be argued that : first, notwithstanding the
"spreading" of repayments over several years, during these years there
still is a significant growth in the defence budgets which is indicative of a
certain trend; and second, even if the weapon systems per se are not always
overtly represented in the defence budgets, the need to create an infrastructure
for their absorption is clearly demonstrated in the defence budgets. Thus,
even though the payments for new weapons are spread over several or many
years, still the infrastructure expenditures will be made in the year of the
Wweapons' arrival and will be represented fully in the budget for that year.

Thus, defence budgets serve as an adequate indicator of trends over
periods of longer than one year, but accuracy as an indicator of yearly

developments is somewhat less.




The Problem of Soviet Military Aid to Egypt.

Apart from the above qualifications, there is a further major
problem when analysing the arms race through the instrument of defence
budgets of the local powers in the Middle East. Over the years, external
powers, primarily the super powers, have given extensive military aid lo
the local powers. It can be assumed that part of this aid was not represent-
ed in the defence budgets. There is a major difference here between [sraecl
on the one hand and the Arab states -- primarily Egypt but also Syria and

Irag to a much lesser extent -- on the other.

[sracl has received military aid from other states, but most of it
has been included in its annual defence budgets., West German military
aid lo Israel at the beginning of the sixties was not included in the annual
defence budgets, but in the present study - following Safran -- are added to
the lsraeli defence budgets ol that period. American military aid to lsrael,
which began in 1970, is included in Israeli defence budgets. One can surmise
thiat there has been some aid which was not so listed over the years by
Israel, bul this apparently accounts for a very small part of the overall

expenditure on defence,

In the case of Egypt, on the other hand, the situation appears to be
different. It seems that from 1965 on -- or at least during 1967-1968, and
possibly after that -- Egypt ceased to pay for a large '"slice' of Soviet
military aid. i It follows that this "'slice', or most of it, is not included
in the Egyptian annual defence budgets. Soviet military aid to Egypt during
the period 1867 through 1970 is estimated differently by various sources.
The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) has estimated such
aid at the staggering figure of 4. 5 billion dollars at {free-markel prices,

3

i.e. Western prices, for the whole of this period, 14 From this, 2 billion

dollars worth of supplies were furmshed from the 1967 War up to the end
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of 1969, and about 2.5 billion dollars during 1970 alone. However, it is
estimated that most of the latter figure was spent on weapons initially, at

least, manned by Russian personnel.

The IISS figure was widely criticised as too high. 38 The U.S. State
Department estimate of Soviet military aid to Egypt is 1. 7 billion dollars for
the period 1963-1970. B The figures of the Stockholm Institute for Peace
Research 1.’ESIPRIJ”:I are also much lower than those of the 1ISS, The question
remains, however, as to what extent this military aid should be added to the
Egyptian defence budgets before using the latter as a basis for reliable com-
parison with Israeli defence budgets. A partial solution is to add this aid to
The Egyptian defence budgets, but to deduct from the same budgets the sum
total of the huge loss incurred by the Egyptian armed forces during the 1987
War and since then. It has been estimated that the total loss to the Egyptian
armed forces due to the war was in the region of 2-2. 5 billion dollars. Another
180 Egyptian planes were shot down from the end of the Six Day War to 1971.
Furthermore the rate of accidents in the Egyptian air force is reported to be
extremely high due to the very low standards of of maintenance. 49 If these
losses are taken into account, then virtually the whole of Soviet military aid
during 1967 and 1968 only equalled the losses incurred during the war and
the period since then. i In addition, apart from the losses in equipment,
the entire structure of the Egyptian armed forces was critically crippled by
the 1967 war and the later war of attrition. Bringing the Egyptian armed
forces back to their pre-war level required substantial invaétment, a sum
almost impossible to estimate., Thus, for the purpose of this study, it is
assumed that the defence budgets as published represent the relative growth
of the Egyptian forces after 1967 - but probably not the Soviet investment in
the positioning of their forces in Egypt during 1970. It must be emphasized,

however, that further study must be carried out concerning these points.




TABLE 1

Defence Expenditure as Percentage of G. N. P.

Year Israel Egypt Syria Irag Jordan
1853 G.15 4,58 4.35 6. 62 23. 31
18954 6.67 b. 71 4, 11 6.03 19,03
1955 B. 54 4. 38 2, 19 6.38 18. 29
1956 13. 42 7. 97 6.03 6. 96 16, 86
18567 d. 68 5. 53 b. 7B 7. 18 17. 69
1958 8.28 6.11 12, 17 Ta 11 17. 88
1959 8.595 5.99 12. 36 7. 81 20, 28
1960 9,47 G.99 9.78 B. 43 18.07
1961 a.28 7.08 8. 73 8. 086 11 6:
1962 10. 48 8. 45 8. 51 8.04 14, 52
1963 10, 85 10, 898 9,59 9. 80 14, 87
1964 11.57 12,232 19, 40 10,94 13. 08
1965 11. 84 12. 59 10. 90 11. 43 11. 19
1966 10. 62 11. 76 8. 81 10. 64 11, 93
1967 16. 18 11.59 B. 55 10. 21 11.1C
1968 18. 00 12. 91 12. 42 8. 30 13. 90
1969 21, 78 16. 71 190, 32 13.14 16. 35
1870 25,31 18,11 9. 33 10.09 20, 00

1950-1965 Defence expenditure according to calendar years.

1966-1970 Defence expenditure according to financial years.
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(Another legitimate approach is to assume that the average percentage of
growth in the years 1967 and 1868, in which the relative Egyptian growth
was surprisingly limited, is similar to Lhe percentage growth during the
years 1869 and 1970 and hence, the 1967 and 1968 growth should be adjusted
upwards. This was not done in the present version of this study but will be

ardded in the revised edition. }

Analysis of Data Concermung Percenlage of Defence Expenditure in National

GNP, as Represented by Defence Budgets.

The first con-lision that emerges from consideration of Fig. 1 is
that the dynamics of arms build-up after the 1967 war are different for

different Arabcountries -

Svria : In Syria there was a significant increase in 1968 as compared to

1967, probably due to the war's outcome and the fact that a great deal of arms
and equipment was destroyed. But from thien onwards, to 1971, there was

a steady decrease in the percentage of defence expenditure compared with the
GNP. This appears to indicate a certain policy concerning Syria's list of
priorities., Obviously, the Syrian regime decided not to make the same re-
lative allocations to defence as did Egypt. Moreover, growth dropped to a
level not much higher than the rates of increase before the war., It appears,
therefore, that Syria during this period implicitly decided not to prepare for
another war against Israel. This finding correlates with the actual, as
opposed to the declared, behaviour and objectives of the Syrian regime --
namely to abandon seeking the "military solution" against Israel. The de-

clared Syrian position, of course, has consistently been very extreme,

It is also significant that even in 1970, the year of the civil war in
Jordan in which Syria played a role, there was no increase in the percentage
of GNP devoled to defence. That the Jordanian civil war did not affect

Syrian allocations for defence was probably due either to the suddenness
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and short duration of the Syrian intervention or to the lack of a genuine Syriaan
interest in the whole affair. There have been some indications that in 1972,
Syrian relative defence investment and Soviet military aid to Syria have again

been on the rise.

Irag : There had been no significant increase in the Iraqi defence budget
after the 1967 war. In fact, as compared with the GNP, there even had beer
a decline in 1968. The trend cranged in 1969, presumably because of the
intensification of the war with the Kurds. ({(An agreement was eventually
signed between Baghdad and the Kurds in March 1970. ) In any event in 14%0G
the percentage of the GNP devoted to defence reverted to approximately tue
level of the years 1964-1867. The conclusion which could be reached is that
Iraqg also apparently decided to opt out of a "military solution" to the coriiic
with Israel, or at least is not prepaving herself for such a confrontation,
Another possible cause affecting the diminishing allocation to defence is v

withdrawal of Iragi units from Jordan in 1871,

The Treaty of Cooperation signed in 1972 with the Soviet Union wiii
probably lead to a change in this trend, as it was followed by extensive
military purchases. This increase is due primarily to the situation in the
Persian Gulf and to the conflict situation which has developed over the years
between Iraq and Iran. Over the last few years Iraq has therefore become
less of a party to an Arab-Israeli arms race and more of a party Lo a local
Iragi-Irani (and to a lesser extent an Iragt-Irani-Saudi) arms race. This
conclusion has also some important theoretical and practical implications
as to the structure of the Middle Eastern subsystem and the distribution of

conflicts in it,

Jordan : In the case of Jordan we see a closer correlation between develon-
ments in the Arab-Israel conflict on the one hand and Jordanian defence

allocations on the other, than is the case regarding Syria and Iraq. In




1967 there was a significant increase in defence expenditure as compared

with the previous year, undoubtedly due to expenses incurred in the war and
the need to re-equip the armed forces, Then in 1968 and 1969 the increase
in defence expenditure continued, due to the limited military confrontation

with Israel and, probably, the need to prepare for an eventual confrontation
with the Palestinian organisations. It is, however, surprising that in 19870
itself -- when the civil war took place -- the defence expenditure as part of

Jordan's GNP declined somewhat, from 20 percent to 17. 5 percent,

Israel : The years following the war witnessed a great increase in th
Israeli defence budget, There has been, in fact, a qualitative jump in lsraeli
defence expendilure, due to a mixture of several causes : First, limited
inforriation about the extent to which Soviet military aid me rely replaced or
considerably supplemented and increased Egyptian military capabilities;
second, Lhe fact that the new Soviet shipments to Egypt involved arms of s
better qualily and of a later generation than previous Egyptian equipment;
third, that the Israeli planners were s=eking to move from an arr:s race
strategy of "marginal inferiority" (as far as guantities were concerned) %o

a position of " parity" with the Egyptian forces. Colin G ray has suggested
five types of strategies of behaviour in arms races : clear inferiority, mar
ginal inferiority, parity, marginal superiorily, clear superiority. (The
Israeli superiority in terms of organization, morale and everything cocncern-
ed with the human factor is well known and compensated for marginal
inferiority in terms of quantities of 1.-.rrfapv-:::ns.:*z1 This would mean that ihe
Israeli command, when it realised that the Egyptian forces suffered consider-
ably from the war and that Israel had achieved a more favorable position
vis-a-vis Egypt in terms of arms as compared to the pre-1867-war peric i,
was reluctant to give up this new superiority; fourth, Israel had aiso to

repair its damaged equipment and to replace that destroyed in Lize cof




fifth, because of the French arms embargo Israel had to develop a maio -
local defence industry as well as switching to arms purchases from the
United States, which are far more expensive. The effect of France's era
bargo has been very pervasive. The anxiety felt in Israel about possitle
eventual closure of [oreign sources of supply forced Israeli planners to
move quickly to purchase as early as possible items which were not, as

yet, embargoed,

Eventually the increased rate of Israeli defence expenditure was also
dictated by the worsening - zcurity situation along the borders, especiallvy
following the launching uf the war of attrition, which started in earns-t in
March-April 196% uthough the first shois took place in October 15{1),

The final cause of the increased allocations -- and the biggest isra«i! ‘ury,
in 1970 -- was the intensification of the war of attrition and the Sovits
‘imited involvement in the war. This invelvement forced Israeli rlann=rn
to consider the possibility of further Soviet military intervention, . izl
could take several different forms, and to prepare for such an evertiaal’
One of the possible scenarios discussed in Israel was the larg=-scale Sovi- |
air participation to supply a defensive urnbrella for an Zgyptiag atie st o

cross the Suez Canal.

The fear of a possible limited Soviet action against Israei proia
continued to dictate Israeli defence planning. It will probably cont'nue o 30
s0 until a complete Soviet reversal of position on the Middle East or a

complete Soviet withdrawal from the region.

Nevertheless, the end of the war of attrition and American assuran-cs
aboul the continued supply of arms to Israel have affected the rate of growth
in Israeli defence expenditures since 1970. The budget contirued o inereace
ir absolute terms, but the percenlage of the GNE assigned to deferce «os

what declined. At the same time an added rationale for the contiruato
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the arms race, or the Israeli contribution to it, is supplied by the need to
deter the Egyptians from contemplating the possibility of a renewal of
hostilities. Thus, Israeli military superiority in the Middle East is con-
sidered by Israeli planners to be an essential factor in deterring the Egypt-
ians from a new ''round” of fighting. Indeed, Israeli superiority has succeed-
ed in performing this task in the three-odd years since the ceasefire was
declared, (For a further discussion of this point see below.) The need to

maintain this superiority has dictated Israeli behaviour in the arms race.

Egypt : Egypt's defence-expenditure curve also shows a continuous growth
in the period 1967-70. This growth, however, is smaller, when compared
to the Israeli increase. The explanation of this probably lies in the large-
scale Soviet military aid extended to Egypt during this period. During 1967
and 1968, Egyptian behaviour was probably the result of the need to absorb
the Soviet military aid and bring the armed forces to their pre-1967 level.
During 1969 and 1970, after the Egyptian forces had already achieved this
objective, they were able (at least superficially) to both absorb the Soviet
military aid and also to increase in a significant way their own defence
budget. As the war of attrition was a continuing drain on Egyptian military
capabilities, the defence budget in 1969 and 1970 was also aimed at the

absorption of wartime losses,

Comparison between Israeli and Egyptian Behaviour after 1967,

Israel's very rapid annual growth in GNP allowed her to increase the
absolute allocations to defence at a much faster pace than Egypt was able to.
Thus, Safran's conclusion that Israel was "winning' the arms race became
even more a reality after 1967. Isreal's diversion to defence of a growing
part of its GNP, as compared to the Egyptian allocations, showed a deliberate

decision to maintain the position of military superiority achieved in 1967.
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Because the Israeli GNP per capita is so much higher than that of Egypt,
ability to divert resources to defence without severely crippling her economice

development is also much greater,

An Overall View.

Thus a look at the development of the arms race in the Middle Easl,
when viewed through the percentage of defence expenditure in the GNP over
the entire two decades from 1950 to 1970, supports Lthe following conclusions
a) There were three main phases to the race —- until 1955; from 1957 to
the 1967 war; from the war through 1970,

b) There was a perzistenl gradual trend of increase in the percentage of GNP
devoted to defence in Israel, Egypt, Iraq, and Syria during 1957-1965. This
gradual trend was preceded by a major "break" for Israel, Egypt and Syria --
in the years 1955 to 1857, During these three years each of these countries
gignificantly increased its defence appropriations, though the boosts occur-
red in different years : Egypt led the way in 1955 with the Czechoslovak arms
deal signed t.hat year; Israel followed in 1956 with military purchases from
France; and finally Syria joined in in 1857.

c¢) In 1965-1966 -- and especially in 1966 -- the gradual increase in the
defence budgets somewhat subsided. Thus precisely in the two years prior
to the outbreak in 1967, the Middle East arms race slowed down somewhat.
Indeed in 1966 all the participants in the arms race appeared to have reached
a certain plateau or, indeed, a point of equilibrium. One is almost tempted
to find it similar to what Richardson calls a "'stable arms race.'" A plateau,
in terms of percentages of GNP contributed to defence, means that the
participants tacitly agree to consider the economic constraint as a crucial
one in calculations about defence budgels., Interms of the actual weapon
systems acquired, it seems thal the two main contestants achieved more or

less equality, in qualitative terms, in central weapon systems. Both had




acquired by that time Mach-2 aircraft -- the Israelis flying the Mirage and
the Egyptians, the MIG-21. Both also had already received or were soon
expecting effective fighter-bomber systems in substantial numbers -- the
Israelis, the Skyhawk, and the Egyptians, the IL28, Thus, the arms race
could have become somewhat more stable in the sense that the percentag-

of GNP devoted to defence did not appear to increase. There was, of course,
one basic inherent instability, which we have already pointed out -- namely
that because of Israel's faster-growing GNP, Israel could progressivel;
contribute comparatively more financial resources to defence than Egypt
was able to do, even though both contributed a constant proportion of their
total resocurces.

d) Throughout the period, Jordan had a completely different pattern of
defence allocations as compared to GNP. From a high level at the begin~rg
of the fifties it went down to a lower level in 1965-1967, when Jordan starteo,
irmmediately after the war, to increase its defence allocations., Jordan aid,
however, join with the other participants in the race in reaching a certain
point of equilibrium in 1966,

e) The third phase of the arms race began after the war and was characier-
ised by a change in the pattern of the race., Israel took the lead with Egypt
following. But if Soviet military aid in 1970 is added as well, the Egyptians
in fact led the Israelis. Jordan has completely reversed the trend prevalent
there before the 1967 war : the percentage of GNP allocated to defence by
the Hashemite Kingdom rose in a significant manner. Iraq and Syria, how-
ever, adopted -- up to 1970 -- a different approach, Thus the participants
in the race applied differing strategies. The post-1967 phase is also character-
ised by a qualitative change as compared to previous periods, Defence
allocations increased dramatically and both Israel and Egypt attained the
position held by several medium powers (on the global-international level)

in absolute sums allocated to defence. ed




Annual Increments in Defence Budgets

The defence expenditure as percentage of GNP throws light on basic
decisions about the size of defence allocations and on the economic constraint
on the decision makers. A consideration of the annual increments in defence
budgets could, however, explain more adequately the dynamics and direction
of the -arms races, s and the process of interaction between the actors involv-
ed in the arms race. The dynamism of an arms race is not directed "purely"
by the interaction between the participating actors. There are several other
factors involved in the process : the bureaucratic behaviour of each actor --
that is, the mechanisms directing policy according to interpal organisational
procedures and logic; the effect of the behaviour of the other actors participat-
ing in the race; the strategic doctrines applied by the actors; and lastly, the

L

degree of economic constraint (which could be identified by looking at ths
relation of defence expenditure to the GNP). In the Middle East -- as in
other areas in which there is a high level of outside interference in the arms

race by external powers either supplying or, conversely, embargoing arm:

there is also the element of the behaviour of the outside interventors.

Changes in the strategic doctrines are related to the leval of irtec-
action with the other actors participating in the arms race. The relation-
ship with the outside suppliers is also part of the level of interactions betwren
the participants in the arms race and the international environment, Thus,
the first analytical distinction in a model of the arms race should incluce the
distinction between the bureaucratic-organisational behaviour level and the

.
international interaction behaviour level. &3 To use the current terminclogy,
the distinction is between the level of reaction and the level of repetilion. It
should, however, be emphasised that the level of "reaction” in this context

denotes not just a reaction to outside behaviour but also initiation of a~tions

by actor, directed at other international actors.




Tables 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are based on the following calculations :

{1) It is assumed arbitrarily that half of the defence outlays is
spent in foreign currency.
{2) This half is taken at the official exchange rates.

{(3) From the other half, the rate of local inflation is deducted.

(4) Ideally, the element of foreign currency should also be based
on the effective exchange rates. Unfortunately, however, there
is no available information about these rates in the Arab

countries,




'ABLTE 2

[SRAEL (Calendar years)

Years Defence Outlays Change Per year Defence QOutlays Percent per

(millions L. L. ) (millions 1. L.} (millions U. S, $) year change
(1) (2) local currency

1950 31.3 87.6

1951 h4. 1 + 22.8 151. 6

1952 75. 90 <} 21.4 75.5

1853 82.0 + 6.5 3. 8

1954 117. 6 + 35.6 65.3 41, (4
1955 139.0 t 21.4 T1.2 17. 69
1856 340.0 4 201.0 188. B 140, 23
1957 255.0 - 85.0 141. 7 - 24. 24
1958 279.2 1 24.2 155.1 B. 33
1958 368. 9 + 89. 7 204,89 31.99
18960 411.5 > 228. 6 228. 6 11. 38
1961 483. 6 + 72.1 268. 7 16. 87
1962 654, 2 4 170, 6 218.1 33. 78
1963 816.5 + 162, 3 272.1 24, 04
1964 1006. 1 + 189. 6 335. 4 22. B85
1965 1170. 8 4 164. 8 390.3 15. 80
1966 1375.6 + 204, 8 458, 53 16. 85
1967 1669, 9 + 204.3 543.13 21.22
1968 2332.3 662. 4 G66. 37 39.25
1969 3186. 2 + 853. 9 910. 33 36. 17
1970 4371. 6 + 1185. 4 1249.0 36.13
1971 5252.0 4 880, 4 1411. 8

(1) Sources : Safran,N. From War to War (1968), p. 133 (1850-1966).
Bank of Israel Reports (1967-1971)
{2} Official exchange rates.




VADBLIS 4

EGYI'T (Celcndar vears)

Years Defence Outlays Change per year Defence QOutlays Percent per
(millions 1..E. ) {millions L, E.) (millions U.8, $) year change

(1) local ecurrenczy

1850 l11L.E=2.87 %

1951 41,9 120. 2

14952 45.0 + 3, 1 129.1

1953 44,1 = 0.8 126.5

1954 5l.0 + 6.8 146. 4 15, 98
1955 73. 9 + 22.9 212.0 44, 97
1956 80,0 + 16.1 258. 3 21, 56
1857 78,0 = 12.0 223.8 - 13.06
1958 Ti.4 - 6.8 204. 9 -  HB.45
1959 T9.5 + 8.1 228. 1 11, 33
1960 82,3 r 12,8 264. 9 16,08
1961 106, 1 +* 13.8 1 L.E. 'E_IJ% gz g 14. 85
1962 125. 8 + 19, 7 354.7 18. 87
1963 174. 9 + 49,1 493, 2 38. 85
1964 230.0 + 8b. 1 648, 6 30, 94
18685 264, 0 + 34.0 744, 4 13, 82

I LB =230 8

1966 280, 0 + 16.0 644, 0 5. 81
1967 282.0 + 2.0 648.0 0. 71
1968 305.0 F 23.0 671.5 g, 00
1969 373. 85 o 68, 8 859, 8 22,19
1870 490. 65 + 116.8 1128, b0 30, 66

(1) Safran, N. From War to War (1969), p. 125 (1950-1964), I.B. R. D.
R T1-188, July 1971 U,A. R, T.S5. 1 (1965-1970).

Estimated expenditure inferred from expenditures in 1965 and 1967,




TABLE

<4

SYRIA (Calendar years)

Year Defence (}utlayé
(millions S, L. )

Change Per year
(millions S, L. )

Defence Outlays Percent per

(millions U. 3. §) year cliange

(1) (2) local currency
1950
1951
1852 B6. 2 23.0
1853 93.3 + 7.1 25. 7
1954 88.9 3.4 25.1 - 3.8
1955 104. 8 + 14, 9 28.3 16, 67
1956 166, 3 + Bl.5 46. 7 o4, 90
1857 160. 0 - 6,3 46, 4 = 3. T1
1958 276.8 + 116. 8 T7.4 75, 40
1959 271.3 - 5.5 75.9 -~ .85
1960 285.1 + 13.8 79,7 4. 06
1961 299,19 + 14,8 83. 8 5. 14
18962 339.7 1 40.0 01.6 13. 54
1963 374.7 + 35.0 g98.1 10. 20
1864 405, 8 + 31.1 100.0 5. 06
1965 408, 0 + 3.8 107.6 0. 85
1966 412.6 + 4. 6 107.3 1. 10
1867 448. 0 + 35. 4 116.5 g.48
1968 611. 6 + 163.6 159.0 35. 89
1968 681.0 + 689. 9 177.0 11, 41
1970 680, 6 & 0.5 176.9 = 0.7
1871 687.5 + 6.9 17B. 7

(

{1) 1952-1964 Safran N. From War to War (1969), p. 144,

1965-1869
1270-1971 1.0, F.

Bangue Centrale de Syrie (1971), p. 40.

September 24, 1969 SN/69/145 Syria

2) Free exchange rates - 1952-1965/0.26 5, 1., = 1 ¢ - 1966-1872




TADBLE 5

IRAQ (Calrndar years)

Year Defence Outlays Change Per Year Defence Outlays Percent Per
(millions 1. D.) (millions 1. D, ) (millions U. S, §) year change
(1) local currency

11.D. = 2.8%

ips2 15. 8 43. 7

1953 18.0 4. 6 53,2

11‘!:’;-’{ 20.0 | . D 56.0 5.32
1855 21.8 i 1.8 61,0 d. 86
1956 27.1 3 5,3 75.9 23, 67
1857 20,7 t 2.6 83.2 2. 36
1858 31.0 f L3 86. 8 4, 45
1059 35. 8 + 4,8 100. 2 15. 58
1960 42. 4 4 6.6 118.7 18.12
1961 44, 9 4 2. b 125. 7 5. 26
1962 48. 3 + 3.4 135, 2 7. 55
1963 58, 2 + 3.9 163.0 7,092
1964 Gd. 4 + 9.8 191.5 16, 85
1965 1.4 t 13,0 227, 8 12. 05
1066 84, 3 + 3.9 229.6 4.76
1967 83.8 - 0.5 234.6 - 0. 58
1968 82,9 0.9 232,12 - 1. 07
1969 113,11 f 30, 2 316. 7 34, 91
1970 118. 4 . 5.3 331.5 4, 59

(1) 1952-1964 Safran, N. l'rom War to War (1969), p. 150
1965-1968 Central Bank of Irag : Annual Report 1869, p. 254
1668-1971 E, 1. !, Irag No. 2 1872, p. 8.




TABLE 6
JORDAN (Calendar years)

Year Defence Outlays Change Per year Defence Qutlays Percent Per
(millions J,D.) (millions J, D,) (millions U.S, $) year change
(1) local currency
1J.D. = 2,80 8%
1950
1851
1952
1953 8,3 26,0
1954 10,2 + 0.9 28. 6 9.68
1955 10.5 + 0.3 29.5 2,94
18956 12. 8 S 2.3 35.89 21. 90
1857 13.5 1 0.7 37.7 5. 47
1958 15. 9 + 2.4 44. § 1%7.18
1959 20,1 i 4.2 06. 4 26. 41
1960 18, 1 - 1.0 53.6 4, 87
1961 18. 6 - 0.5 52.2 - 2.62
1952 18,0 4 0. 4 53.3 2.15
1963 20.86 } 1,6 a7.5 .42
1964 21.0 + 0.4 58.8 1. 84
1965 21.1 | 0,1 68. 1 5. 24
1966 22.5 I 1.4 63.0 6. 63
1967 25, 58 + 3.35 T2, 38 14,89
1968 34, 86 4 8.0 9. 8O 34, 81
1968 43.0 f d.14 120, 40 14. 45
1970 43.1 I 0.1 120.7 0.22
1971 42. 7 - 0. 4 119, 5
(1} 1953-1965 Safran, N. From War to War (19649}, p. 152,
1966-1971 : L M. F. May 13, 1070 : Rtecent Eeonomie Development, p. 13

I. B. R. D, 1969, p. 38.

Estimated expenditure,




TAGLE 7

Annual Percentage Increment of Defence Qutlays

1954-1670

Years Israel Egypt Hyria Iraq Jordan
1953 - - - - -

1954 41, 04 15. 98 - 3,80 5.32 0. 68
1855 17. 68 44, 97 16, 67 8. 86 2,94
1956 140, 23 21, 56 b4, 80 23. 57 21.90
1957 - 24.24 - 13.06 R 9. 36 5. 47
1958 B. 33 = 8. 45 io. 40 4. 45 17. 18
1959 31.99 11, 33 - 1.85 15.59 26. 41
1960 11. 38 16.08 1. 96 18, 12 - 4,97
19861 16. 97 14. 89 b. 14 5.26 - 2.62
1962 33. 75 18. 87 1%, 54 1. 95 2,15
1963 24. 04 38. 85 16, 20 T. 92 8.42
1964 22,65 30. 94 . 06 16. 95 1.94
1865 15. 80 13. 82 . 35 18,05 5,24
1966 16. 85 3. 81 1. 10 4. 76 6.63
18967 21,22 0.71 H, 48 - 0,58 14, 88
1968 39. 25 8. 00 35. 89 - 1.07 34, 81
1969 36. 17 22.19 11, 41 34, 91 14, 45

1970 36. 13 30. 66 0.7 4, 59 0.22
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This "initiative" is decided -- as has been noted above -- by changes in
strategic doctrines and by perceptions about the reliability and readiness of
outside actors Lo supply arms. But for the purpose of the present study,
only the level of interaction with (or reaction to) local actors participating
in the arms race is extensively analysed. This is done by a consideration

of the various correlations between defence expenditures of the local actors,

The level of organisational and bureaucratic behaviour (repetition) in
the arms race could be determined by considering the internal consistency in
the diversion of resources to defence expenditure. Thus, bureaucralic and
organisational behaviour could be identified through the level of inertia in the
pattern of defence allocations. This could be achieved by consideration of
the correlation between the level of expenditure in year t, and the level of

expenditure of the. same actor in year t-1.

If this was the only distinction in a model of the arms race, then the

model would appear as :
Figure 2

Country X : defence expenditure Country Y : defence expenditure
t-1 intensity of
interactions

-
|
—

intensity

of bureau-
cratic inertia

W W
Country X : defence expenditure Country Y : defence expenditure
t t

A Note About Data

Apart from the data supplied in Tables 2-7 another set of figures was

used. This last set is taken from SIPRI, The World Armaments and Disu o m-

ament Yearbook, 1972, Table 4A.8., pp. 86-87. The figures in this rable

appear to be less reliable than the data supplied in Tables 2 to 7. On the
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other hand, the SIPRI figures are given in US § at 1960 constant prices and
1960 exchange rates and thus enable us to correlate annual increments in

defence budgets in absolute sums.

Conclusions Emerging from Table 7

First, Tabie 7 substantiates all the main conclusions emerging from
Table 1. Table 1, however, shows a much more ordered pattern of gradual
development as compared to Table 7. Second, Israel is "leading" in average
annual percentage increments over the years, with Egypt following in second
place. The average incremental growth is :

Israel, 28.83%; Hgypt, 16.08%; Irag, 10.86%; Jordan, 9. 7%.
Israel's lead could be explained by its rapid annual growth in GNP (see
above) as well as by other considerations which are basically similar ‘o
those influencing the GNP growth. Third, it appears that as far as Israel is
concerned, 4 certain distinction can be drawn between the three main pheses
in the annual increments : 1954-1956; 1857-1966; 1967-1970. The first phase
is characterised principally by two "jumps," one in 1954 and a much larger
one in 1956, Indeed the 1956 increment, along with the developments in the
last three years, affects the overall average increase to a large extent. The
heavy expenditures in 18956 resulted, of course, from the Israeli- French
arms deals and Lhe Sinai campaign of that year. If this division into phases
is projected to the other contestants, then the averages for the three phases

will be as follows :
Table 8

Average annual increments (in percentages)

Country 17 years (1954-1970) 10 years (1957-1966) 4 years (1967-1970)

Israel 28. 839 15, 852 33.182
Egypt 16, 068 12. 808 15.39
Syria 13, 952 11, 362 13,827
Irag 10, 862 10. 905 9,462
Jordan 8. 691 B, 585 16,0092

* Soviet military aid not included,




A consideration of these figures will show apgain *hat a) Israel is lvadip
in percentage annual increments in all three phases (when Soviet military
ald is not included), while Egypt, Syria, and iraag follow,
order according to lthe same paltern -- that is, in all three phases these
three states rank in the same positions on the scale.

Jordan, where there was a significant jump after the 1967 war.

in a declining

The only exception is

shows a high correlation between defence expenditure and the actual st ais

situation. In the cases of Sy

developmentl. In botk counlries the difference between the averaoces in
I g

last phase are not sign. icantly different from those during the overall

seventeen years. T'us again coiresponds to the conclusions drawn frora

Table 1 (see abo.we),

The most "stable" phasc was the middle ten years.

the arms race went on but its momentum was slower, as compared will:

cther two phases,

Correlations beiween the Annual Increments of Defence Budgets

Table 9

%
Partial Correlations {percent per year)

Based on Table 7.

Israel-Egypt
[srael-Syria
Israel-lraqg
Israel-Jordan
Egypt-5yria
Egypt-Iraq
Egypt-Jordan
Syria-Irag
Svria-Jordan
Jordan-icag

4750
. 3606
. 2983
. 4181
- 4 2038
.0TaT
. 3142
- . 1039
. 2335
- . 0416

‘a and Iraq, however, there is an interesti

¥

g,

136

This again

&

During this period

g

»




lable 10

Partial Correlations (changes per year in absolute sums) .'

Israel-Egypt . 73294
[srael-Syria . 15032
[srael-lraq - .239463
lerael-Jordan -~ .011632
Egypt-Syria . 2575

Egvpt-lrag . 03089

Egypt-Jordan - . 06483

Syria-lragqg . 41433
Svria-Jordan . 08564
Irag-Jordan . 42532

+ Based on the SIFRI data.

Table 11

Multiple Corrclations of One Countr) and the Other Four Countries

(percenl per year)

Israel-other 4 . 7007
Egypt-other 4 . 0831
Syria-other 4 . 745
Irag-other 4 . 3871

Jordan-other 4 . 6342
Rased on Table 7.
The correlations in Tables 0 to 11 control for Lime,

The correlations in Table 11 demonstrate that Israel's behaviour in the
arms race could be explained by its interaction with all the other four

ountries, If partial correlations are concerned then Takle @ demonstrate=

by

that the behaviour of both Israelis and Egyptians is primarily explained




their mutual conflict situation. The Israeli-Egyptian interaction as a major
explanation for their behaviour in the arms race is mostly demonstrated by

Table 10,

Because of the differences between Tables 9 and 11, on the one hand,
and Table 10, on Lhe other, drawing further conclusions from the correlztions
should be postponed pending additional study of the data. It should, however,
be added that in all Tables, Iraq appears to be the odd man out. Her paitern
of behaviour in the arms race appears to be decided primarily by factors
which lie outside the main area of adversary relationship of the other

corntestants,

Correlations between the five countries at t and t-1 on the basis of
Table 7 have nol produced significant results, but a further study mus! be

carried put.

The Effect of BL:reaucrati(:*[}rganizatimnal Behaviour

The element of bureaucratic behaviour could be located by identifvirg
the element of repetition and inertia in the growth of defence budgets, At
the same time, the element of inertia could be identified by considering the
byplot No.1l. The length of the vectors and the angle between the vectors o
any country at t and at t-1 present the element of bureaucratic inertia. 'The
longer the vectors and the bigger the angle, the smaller is the element of
inertia, Thus, from byplot 1 it couid be concluded that the element of
inertia and repetition is the lowest in Israel. The four Arab countries are
more affected (to varying degrees) by the pressure and logic of bureaucratic-

organizational behaviour.

This means that [srael decides upon her defence allocations each year
primarily on the basis of her interactions with the other contestants in the

arms race; the behaviour of the outside suppliers; and lastly decisions
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concerning changes in strategic doctrines. (The correlation of Isracl at t
with Israel at t-1 is -. 345 whereas the correlation of Egypt at t with Egypt
at t-1 is . 422. [ correlations based on Table 7. )

Arms Races in the Middle East and War

There have been four Arab-lsraeli wars in the Middle East : in 1948-40;
in 1956: in 1967; and the war of attrition in 1969-70. The first -- the war of
Israeli Independence -- is not included in our study, which concentrates on
the other three wars. An analysis of the pattern and pace of the arms race in
the Middle East preceding these three wars supplies us with some information
regarding the question &= to what extent arms races in the Arab-lsrael reg.on
cause wars. From .l the tables presented, it clearly appears that the
lsraeli-Egyptian war of 1856 was preceded by a major ""jump' in the arms
race, a jump which occurred in the years 1955 and 1956 -- with Egypt leading
the way in 1955 (although lsrael did make a certain guantitative ''jurnp'’ in
1954) and Israel following by a major move irn 1956. This leads to the con-
clusion that this war was at least related to the arms race. Indeed this view
-- that the 1956 war was to a large extent the result of the arms race — is
substantiated by other sources as well. But this is not to say that the arms
race was the only cause of the 18956 war. The war resulted from a combina-
tion of several causes aparl from the arms race, including the mounting
violence along the borders between Israel and Egypt., and the general fear
and suspicion of the Israeli leadership concerning the intentions of the
Egyptian leadership. What happened was that the Egyptian-Czechoslovak
arms deal of 1955 created great alarm in Israel, The perception of the Israeli
decision makers was that this arms deal was the first preparatory move on
the road leading to an Egyptian war against Israel. Eventually the pressing
question for the Israeli decision makers came to be : What will be the lead

time for the absorption of the new arms by the Egyptian armed forces ?
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The Israeli preventive war that ensued was therefore a direct result of the
. i 27 = =
Israeli perceptions (or misperceptions)  of the objective of the arms deal,

coupled with the escalation along the borders.

The 1967 war came as a result of a different set of factors. The tables
presented here show that although the arms race continued up to 1967, in fact
its rate had slowed down by 1966. But two other factors did apparently
affect the war -- namely, the violence along the borders (which was in fact
on a smaller scale as compared with before the 1956 conflict) and, more
importantly, the mechanism of alliances in the Arab world itself. Egypt
felt compelled -- because of intra-Arab politics -- to aid Syria in what
appeared to the Egyptian leaders to be the imminent possibility of an Israeli
attack on that country. The Egyptian leadership acted as it did in the hope
that this move will reestablish Egyptian hegemony in the Arab World. Thus,
the process of arms accumulation in the years preceding the war does not
appear to have played an important role in the initiation of the crisis of

19617.
Formal Model of Causes of the 1956 War

arms races violence along the borders

israeli perceptions

war

A model for the 1967 war will be somewhat more complex :

Arab military alliances and guarantees violence along borders
Egyptian perceptions of self role in Arab world

Israeli perceptions of Egyptian intentions

l

crisis

|

war




The 1969-70 war of altrition was in fact the second stage of the 1967
war. The purpose of this stage being to rectify (from the Egyptian point o1
view) the situation created by the earlier war. This stage came about not
because of Egypt's will to uphold its pesition in the Arab world (whick forms
part of the mechanism of alliances and guaraniees). Nor was it the result
of prior violence along the Israeli-Egyptian ceasefire lines. (A low level of
violence persisted there during 1967-68 but il was by itself more of an inter-
mediate epilogue rather than 2 prelogue to war.) The arms race between
Israel and Egypt certainly went on and indeed underwent a major change in
the level of resources diverted to it, bul then again, it appears that this
was not the real causc of the war. 7The arms race contributed to tae war
only in one way -- o the extent that the Egyptians perceived that they had
replenished their arsenals and were again 1n a position (o mount a battle
agains! Israel, albeit a battie on a limited scale. The immediate and
central cause to the war was thereiore the element of grievance that ine
Egyptians had, gricvance on a scale much greater than at any previous
phase of the Arab-lsrael conflict.

On the basis of this briel discussion one can infer : (a) an arms race

in the Middle East did, on one occasion, serve as the main cause leading lo

a war. Thus, Milstein's conclusions (see American and Soviel Infiuence,

Balance of Power, and Arab-Israeli Violence, p. 165 and also pp. 180-162)

that "Arab and Israeli violence is generally independent of the weapons
balance between Israelis and Arabs'" is not applicable to the 1956 crisis
and war. Milstein may be right about limited aclions along the borders
but is mistaken about one full-scale war. {(b) At the same time, an arms
race as such does not appear to necessarily be conducive to war, and here
1967 serves as an example. (c) Israel initiates war when it feels that the
overall balance of power might change and in a disadvantageous way. 'The

threshold for such change 5 very low. The Egyptlians initiate war when 2




high level of perceived grievance combines with self perception of even a
limited military capability vis-a-vis Israel. The element of grievance must
be not only a general Arab one, but primarily an Egyptian one. It could be
assumed, however, that if the Egyptians will have a substantial military
superiority, the element of grievance motivanng them teo launch war against

Israel may be smaller,

Arms Races, Stability and Arms Control in the Middle East : Some

Observations

To an extent the concepis of both an arms race and of slability escape
definition. The difficulties in defining arms races have already been men-
tioned above. As for international "stability', the definition I suggest here
ig : The continuation of the structure and patierns of interaction of an inter-
national system without outbursts of major violence. This definition em-

phasises both continuity and the limitation of violence to a tolerable level.

The objective of arms control, in the last analysis, is precisely to
assure such stability within the framework of the realm of the military.
Arms control aims at the ereation of strategic stability but its real and

more fundamental objective is political stability as defined above.

The interactions between adversaries in a situation of strategic conflict
are determined by a host of faclors. Basic among them are the elements of
political grievance on the one hand and the military-strategic balance on the
other. In the Arab-Israeli region it seems to me Lhat the central strategic
(and indeed political) issue is the future relationship between Israel and
Egypt. The Palestinian problem is, of course, important in human terms
and has its effect on the course of the development of the Arab-Israel conflict
in general. However, in Realpolitik lerms, the central issue is the Israeli-
Egyptian politico-strategic relationship. This relationship will decide the

future of the core area of the Midli= East and the course of development of
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the Arab-Israel conflict in general. In passing it should be added that this
is not to say that other Arah-Israeli issues should not be tackled beforehand.
On the contrary - if one disgresses into current political issues - il appears
probable to me that a settlementl belween Israel and Jordan would be condu -

cive to an Israeli-Egyptian settlement.

o

The Israeli-Egyptian adversary relationship at present is highly unstabies
For almost the past three years an uneasy ceasefire has prevailed, under-
written by clear Israeli military superiorily, a superiority of such magnitude
that even the Egyptians realise that an attack by them will end in a devasta-
ting military defeat. Bui at the same time, the presence of the Israeli
forces along the Suez Canal, and the continued Israeli control of Sinai
creates a permancnt source of greal numiliation and grievance to the Egyp! -
tans. This source of grievance 18 much more painful to the Egyptians than
the more distant issue of the Palestimans. Thus, an Israeli-Egyptian

conflict has emerged, distinct from the general Israeli- Arab conflict.

It could be assumed, therefore, that whenever the Egyptians change
their perception about the relative power relationship between them and the
Israelis they will try and change the new territorial status quo. Anocther
possibility is that under strong pressure the Egyptian leadership might
decide to change its calculation of gains/risks involved in a military opera-
tion. The government in Cairo might come to consider that even significant
losses are worth being accepted, reasoning thatin the process of military
action the international reaction will be such as to compel Israel to moderate
its political demands. Lastly, there could be a completely irrational
Egyptian action which will ignore altogether the gains /risks calculation or,
alternatively, will consider that the gains could be measured by the ""restora-

tion of Egyptian pride" through battle -- whatever the price may be.

Moreover, as long as the sirong element of "pain' persists for the




Egyptians, there is the possibility that new developments in the technology

of war might change Egyptian perceptions about the outcome of a war wilh
Israel. Thus, for example, if the relationship between defence and offence,
which at present is heavily tipped in favour of the offensive system, wili
change and defensive systems will outbalance offensive ones, the Egyptians
might be tempted to start some variant of a war of attrition, or launch Limit-
ed small-scale commando-type operations hoping that their defensive systems

can withstand the expected massive lsraeli retaliation.

It appears therefore that only a combination of adequate Israeli deter-
rence against any Egyptian attack coupied with a diminution of the elemen:
of grievance existing at present between the lwe countries will insure a stauler
system. This would mean, on the political level, some kind of -- « the first
stage -- partial settlement along the Suez Canal which would diminish the
Egyptian grievance while at the same time not affecting the Israeli military
superiority necessary for the mainiecnance of credible deterrence against the
Egyptians. It is true that the Egyptians are concerned also aboul Isracih:
military superiority even if 1l does no! relale to the Israeli presence alovg
the Canal and in Sinai. This leads to the conclusion that both sides need
adequate mutual deterrence systems. On the other hand, there is always
a danger thal if there is any ambiguily ahout the Israeli clear superiority,
the Egyptians might interpret it as an lsraeli weakness and try to use the
opportunity to launch a military operation. Thus, a demonstrated israeli
superiority is a necessary condition for the maintenance of stabilily. ‘s
is necessary not only because of Egypl's possible misperceptions about ils
ability to defeat Israel, but also because a change in the military balance 1o
the point of Egyptian "perceived” superiority over Israel, or even equalily

with Israel might create Israeli anxieties. 'These, on their part, might 1-ad

o an Isracli preemplive strike.
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The discussion of the relation of arms races to stability must there-
fore be conducted within a wider framework, where the following elements
interact and interdepend : strategic doctrines; the perception (by both sides)
of the mutual military strength; the elemert of grievance; and lastly,
anxieties about the possibility of change in the military balance owing to

technological changes or embargoes or major arms deals.

In the past, as has been pointed out, the Middle East arms race once
served as a major cause for 2 war (in 1956) and once was irrelevant to the
war. In the next decade or so -- if Israel remains in Sinai and there i3 no
settlement -- it appears that no local arms race might lead to an objective
Egyptian superiority or even equality with Israel. Hence the race is to a
large extent irreievant to the possibility of war., It might become rclevant
only under the following conditions : if there is a major technological break-
through which will enable the Egyptians lo change their perception about the
military balance belween them and Israel (such as a change in the relation-
ship between defence and offence or the introduction of nuclear weapons);
if there is a meaningful embargo on Israel alone which might lead Israel to
suspect that her superiority might be affected; and finally, if the expenses
of arms will fundamentally increase and Egypt will obtain huge financial
resources from the Arab oil countries while the United States ends finarcial
aid to Israel. In all these circumstances there might be an Egyptian change
of perception about the relative military relationship, a change which might

lead either to an Egyptian attack or to an Israeli preemptive strike.

These scenarios donot appear to be very feasible in the next decade,
but they cannot be completely dismissed as impossible. The objective of
arins control measures in such a situation will be to limit the possibility
of developments in precisely such directions, but as long as the political
situation remains what it is. the possibility of such measures being adopted

and agreed upon is very limited if indeed it exists at all.
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At the same time, it does not appear that any of these scenarios
described above will really develop. It follows, therefore, that the con-
tinuation of the arms race along the same lines will be irrelevant 1o tae
question of stability -- simply because the superiority of one side is
assured under most circumstances., This does not mean that an arms
race between Israel and Egypt is conducive to stability, but only that in
most imaginable situations in the next decade, such a race will not bring
about a new war by itself. If war breaks out it will be because the elernent

of political grievance will ac: as the major motivation.

The continuation of the preseni arms race is, however, far from being
necessary for the convinuation of stability. In some cases -- as has been
pointed out above -- this continued competition might invoive dangers
(however remote) to stability. Furthermore, the arms race does affec:
adversely economic and social developments in the countries involved. Th=
diversion of huge sums of money to the requirements of defence hinders the
solution of pressing social problems. A limitation of the arms race is
therefore in the interests of the local powers and will not desctabilise (b

present situation provided it is carried in a more or less symmetrical way.

If a partial political solution is achievad along the Suez Canal, then -
application of arms control measures .r order to assure strategic staci. ity
will become a major concern. These must involve primarily measures
aimed at the reduction of anxieties about the threats to launch surprise
first-strikes by aircraft. These measures must refer to weapon systems,
facilities for inspection and early warning, and the development of chanrels
of communications between the adversaries. The study of such measures
should constitute a central part of any negotiations about any settiemert

between Israel and Egypt.




NOTES

(1) The concept of regional subsystems in international politics has been
discussed in a number of books and articles. For afew examples see :
Michael Brecher," International Relations and Asian Studies : The Subordinate

State System of Southern Asia, " World Politics, 15, 2, January 1963; Michael

Banks, "Systems Analysis and the Study of Regions, " International Studies

Quarterly, 13, 4, 1969; LouisJ. Cantori and Steven L. Spiegel, "International

Regions: A Comparative Approach to Five Subordinate Systems, " International

Studies Quarterly, 13, 4, December 1969. For a discussion of subsystems in

connection with problems of regional integration see Karl Keiser " The inter-
action of Regional Subsystems : Some Preliminary Notes on Recurrent

Patterns of the Role of the Super Powers'', World Politics, October 1568.

For discussions of the Middle East subsystem, see inter alia Leonard
Binder, "The Middle East As a Subordinate International System', E_*Jth.'ld
Politics, X, 3, 1958; Michael Brecher, "The Middle East Subordinate

System and its Impact on Israel's Foreign Policy', International Studies

Quarterly, 13, 2, 1969; Michael Brecher, The Foreign Policy System of
Israel (OUP, 1971), Ch. 3; Yair Evron, The Middle East : Super Powers,

Nations and War {London and New York, June 1973), Ch. 6. The concept

is used or at least implied in several other works on the Middle East.

(2) For some quantitative studies of conflictive behaviour in the Middle

East see Journal of Conflict Resolution, July 1972. See especially the

studies by Jonathan Wilkenfeld et ai; Barry M. Blechman; Robert Burrows

and Douglas Muzzio,
{(3) For a study of the strategies applied by the local powers in the Middle
East for pressure upon and threats against the super powers see inter alia

Evron, op. cit. Ch. 5.

{4) On the arms races and the process of arms acquisition in the Middle

East see inter alia Jeffrey Milstein, "Soviet and American Influences on



the Arab-Israeli Arms Race : A Quantitalive Analysiz'', Peace Researcl

Society (International) Papers, Vol, 15, 1970, pp. 6-27; Nadav Safran,

From War to War, the Arab-Israeli Confrontation 1948-67 (Pegasus, 19698),

Chs. 4 & 5; SIPRI, World Armaments and Disarmament Year Book, 1972,

pp. 70-71 and 86-88; SIPRI, The Arms Trade with the Third World, pp. 44-48

and Ch, 17, also pp. T68-781; J. Kemp, Arms and security : The Egypt-

Israel Case, Adelphi Papers No. 52 (London, 0SS, 1968); John C, Lambel:t,

"A Dynamic Model of the Arms Race in the Middle East, " General Systems,

Vol. XVI, 1971. After the bulk of this paper was written [ had the opportunity

of reading Michael Mihalka, Understanding Arms Accumulation : The Middie

East as an Example , Mimeo, to appear in Josephk Ben-Dak (ed. ) International

Conflicts : The M- .nodology of their Assessment (New York, 1973);

Milstein, "American and Soviet Influence, Balance of Power and Arab-Isracii

Violence, "

(5) "The Arms Race Phenomenon'', World Politics, October 1871, p. 40.
(6) Ibid., pp. 51-52.

(7) See Samuel P. Huntington, "Arms Races : Prerequisites and Results, "

reprinted in S, E. Mueller (ed. ) Approaches to Measurement in International

Relations, p. 15.

(8) Arms Races and their Influence Upon International Stability, with

Special Reference to the Middle East, pp. 3-4. Richardson has been

followed by others as well. Gray made an imporiant contribution to the
theory by suggesting a taxonomy of arms races; see his "The Arms Race
Phenomenon', op. cit. For the view thar indeed the study of arms races
is one of the few fields in which adequate formal models have been develop-
ed, see Oran R. Young, '""The Perils of Odysseus" in Raymond Tanter and

Richard Ullman, Theory and Practice in Internaiional Rela‘ions, pp. 183-184.




(9) See his Arms and Insecurity (London, 1360). For an elaborate and

comprehensive review and critique of Richardson's work on both the arms
races and other causes of war, see Anatol Rapoport, "Lewis F. Richard-

son's Mathematical Theory of War, " Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol 1,

No. 2. For further critique of Richardson's approach see inter alia
Raymond Tanter, "International System and Foreign Policy Approaches :

Implications for Conflict Modeling  and Management' in Tanter and
Ullman (eds. ), op. cit. , pp. 2-9; Young, op. cit., p. 184,
(10) Attempts to look at the mechanism of the arms race in the Middle

East, through the prism of the actual weapon systems acquired are : Kemp,

op. cit., Amelia C. Leiss with Geoffrey Kemp et aL Arms Transfers to

Less Developed Countries, Arms Control Project, Centre for International

Studies, MIT (mimeo, 1970); lastly, an innovative attempt to quaniify the
effectiveness of weapon systems and relale them to the Middle East arms

race was done by Mihalka, op. cit.

(11) There are however two major techrical difficulties in approaching
the arms race phenomenon in the Middle East exclusively from the point

of view of weapon systems: (a) Although the nature and characteristics of
new weapon systems introduced into the Middle East are well-known, sti.l
their actual quantities are a matter of state secrecy. There are various
approximations but no conclusive evidence about the quantities. (b) The
effectiveness of weapon systems depends to a large extent on the human
factor. A study based on the guantification of weapon systems must there-

fore include a quantification of the human factor which operates the weapons.

(12) See Safran, op. cil.

(13) See Marshal I. Goldman, Soviet i oreign Aid, (New York, 1967, p. 24

who claims that the suspension in Egyptian payments for Soviet military aue




occurred in 1965. SIPRI, The Arms Trade with the Thir<d Worsld (18%1),

p. 182, however, points out that the suspension took place only afier the
1967 war and in view of the heavy replacement needs thai the Egyptian a1
faced because of the war. President Nasser said that the Russians did no:
ask for payments for arms supplied after the 19567 War., 5ee Tines,

10,11, 1968,

(14) See the Strategic Survey, 1970 (II35, London, 1871}, p. 46

{15) According to communication from the II55, 4 May, 1773,

(16) See ibid.

{17) See Gur Ofer, The Economic Burden of Soviet Invoivement wn the

Middle East,  The Soviel and East European Research Ceplre, Heo=ow

University of Jerusalem, Research Paper Nc., 1, mitieo, April (212
Ofer relies on the State Department esimates. Gn 1ae basis of a vooar Sation
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aid in different periods. When one studies column 4 of this Takie, e
conclusion reached is that during 1968 70 all of Sovie! mi. iiary aia to 1he

Middle East went to Egypt.

(18) See The Arms Trade with the Third World, pp. 506-510.

(19) See for example, article by Mariin Miller publizked 1n Urdrap-

and reprinted in The Israeli Airforce Piblication, April 1873, pp. 27-44,

(20) According to Egyptian sources, the reequipment of the Sgypiian

forces ended by late 1968. S5ee The Arms Trade with the Third Wcric, p. 325

(21) For the "contribution' of the French embargo to Israzl's increased
appropriations for defence, see Y. Evron, "French Arms Policy in the Middis

East,'" The World Today, March 1950,

(22) For this thoughtful categorization cf the different si~ateg ¢ o, a8~ 0=
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'racing' see Gray,''The Arms Race Phenomenon, ' pp. 537-64.




(23) See IISS, The Military Balance 1972-1973,

(24) On the position that percentage annual increments in defence buidgeis
is a better indication of the arms race dynamics than are absolute levels, ses
Nazli Choucri and Robert North, "Dynamics of International Conflict : bGorme
Policy Implicatior.s of Population, Resources and Technology, " 1in Tante:

and Ullman, op. eit., p. 117 {n. 10.

{25) This distinction is of course implied by the regressioa equalion fol
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B 22.

(27) For the Israeli perceptions, see inter alia Moshe Dayan, Diary uf

the Sinai Campaign (London), p. 5.
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T S ONCEPT OF NATION SECURITY

AND THE PROSPECTS OF PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

by

D. Horowitz

Prepared for the Seminar: "Systematic Thinking Towards Alteznataive

Solutions of the Arab-Isrseli Conflict"

The prevailing Israeli concept of national security is one of
the less studied attributes of the Arab-Israeli conflict in spite of
its far reaching consequences for the prospects of war and peace 1in
the Middle East. The purpose of this paper is to examine this con=
cept from two points of view: as an almost model case of a strategic
outlook on foreign relations, and as a reflection of the constraints,
some of them external,some self imppsed, which leave Israeli decision-
makers in the realm of fureigﬁ and defente policy with very few options
to choose from.

The Israeli concept of national security is predicated on two
interrelated premises: a) that Israel has no choice but to treat the
Arab-Israeli conflict as "given" and b) that she is bound to take into
consideration her narrow margin of security deriving from lack of
geographic depth and demographic quantitive inferiority.

The rationale of operating on the basis of these premises has
been presented in different forms by different Israeli politicians,

ideologists and political commentators. -Some of them, referreu air
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this cnntext to the historical predicament of the Jewish peopls or
Israel's own expe;ienca, others to ap 'Israeli theory of Arab en-
circlement' analegous to the alleged Soviet theory of 'capital.st
encirclement'. The more pragmatic presentations were mostly based
on the logic of a 'worse case analynis!' often coupled by tiz .mpact
nf the Arabs' own statements abnout their intentions towards lsrael.
The common denominator of these different presentations of the case
for the Israeli enncept of national security has been the pessimistic
anticipgtinn of the behaviour of the other actors in the international
arena and Realpolitik evaluation of the limited ualidfty of the loose
norms of the semi-institutionalised internaticnal system.

The consequences of such an outlook for the conduct of Iarael's
foreign and defence pnlicy made this policy appear like an incarnation
of the strategic studies approach to world politics. Foreign policy
tended to become an extension of national defence policy i.e., sub-
jected to considerations deriving from involvement in a conflict per-
ceived as a struggle for survival between nation-actors with irre-
cnncilable interests,

It 18 apparently these characteristics of Israel's foreign re-
lations which account for their susceptibility to an analysais in
terms of concepts introduced by the expﬁnenta_nf the strategic studies

approach to international relations.
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Ssmﬂ of the components of the Israeli concept of national secu-
rity are worth mentioning in this context,
a) self-reliance - In its broader sense the notian of self-
reliance is rooted in the fundamental Zionist idea of self-emancipsa-

tion which inspired the Jewish colonization in Palestine siice the
eighteen-eighties. In a narrower political sense it has been pre-
sciibed by David Ben Gurion and other advocates of 'orientation on
purselves' as a guideline for the conduct of Israel's foreign and
defence policy. However,partly through the influence af Ben Gurian,
who presided over the formation of Israel's defence establishment,
and partly under the impact of imposed near-isolation in the early
fifties, the notion of self-reliance has been incorporated into the
prevailing Israeli doctrine of national security.

In spite of the bluntness of some of the slogans associated with
the nut;nn of 'self-reliance’, such as Ben Gurion's saying 'What
matters is not what the Gentiles say but what the Jews do,' the
context of Israeli references to self-reliance in matters of national
security indicate that it is taken to imply autonomy rather than
autarky. In other words, the emphasis' is put on the autonomous
self-interest of Israel as the appropriate frame of reference for
decision-making in the realm of foreign policy and national defence
Only in the specific context of war waging self-reliance appears to

acquire a connotation of autarky as in General Dayan's statemes on
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the sve nf the June HEET war 'l do not like American or British
bays to be killed here and I do not think we need them,'

The emphasis on the autonomous celf-interest of a nation-state
as an actor in a system composed of such actors is compatible with
the strategic studies approach and with such endeavours as the
application of game-theory models to the study of international
relations. An international system composed exclusively of autono=-
mous nation-state actors whose actions are consequential upon their
respective subjective utilities can be expected to lend itself
rather easily to a reductionist analysis which focuses on the
resources and strategies of the parties involved. Many of the
limitations of the analytical tools suggested by the strategic
studies school derived from the hypothetical nature of such a system.
Israel is one of the few countries whose policies often resemble
those likely to be prescribed by a strategic analyst for an actor
in such a hypnthetical system.

It is noteworthy that the similarity between the outlook of the
lsraeli decision-makers on the conflict in which their country is
involved and those of the strategic studies school is confined to
method and some basic premises. It does not, however ,embrace the
variety of specific models developed by strategic analysts in the
cnntext of the cold war, The cold war has been analysed mainly in

the framework of a bi-polar international system while the Israeli
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decision-makers ;ra fully aware of the fact that the Arab-Israeli
cnnflict is a sub-system which is open to the inputs of the wider
international system. The very presence of the super powers on the
scene of Middle Eastern politics (even though they are not inclined
tn intervene directly in an Arab-Israeli canfrontation), is suffi-
cient tn exclude any interpretation of the Arab-Israeli conflict in
terms of an interplay between two participants.

b) dormant war - The definition of the 'neither war nor peace'

conditions which prevailed in Arab-Israeli relations between 194789
and 1967 (except for the short interval of the 1956 ﬁar} as a state
of 'dormant war' is General Rabin's, In other expositions of the
Israeli approach tn national security the same idea has been ex-
pressed in other terms. Ben Gurion maintained in 1955 that the Arab
countries continue to wage war against Israel 'by different means'.
Yigal Allon argued that the Arab claim that the 1949 armistice
agreement did net imply a termination of & state nf belligerency
forces Israel tn think in terms of a 'atate of war' between herself
and the neighbnuring Arab countries. General Dayan cnnsidered what
he called 'military operations in peace-time' a legitimate instru-
ment of Israel policy-making in the particular conditions of the
Arab-Israeli conflict, and Shimon Peres, Ben Gurinon's closest
associate, argued like Allon that the rules of the game of the

Arab-Israeli cnnflict are determined by the Arab short-of-war
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belligerency approach. In fact there appeared to be a consensus
among Israseli policy-makers about the conseguences of the warlike
characteristics of the Arab-Israseli conflict even in periods of
apparent tranquillity. The dichotomic perception of war and peace
was thus alien to the Isreeli decision-makers who apparently tuok
for granted the interplay between glements of conflict and common
interest in war and peace alike, on which theoreticians of the
strategic studies school such as Thomas Schelling put such a strong
emphasis.

Israel's wars were limited wars in more than one sense since the
exercise of violence was invariably subjected to political restric=-
tipns deriving not only from the npenness of the Arab-Israeli con-
flict system but also from Israeli calculations concerning inter-
Arab politics. On the other hand lsrael had never experienced a
state of formal peace. Periods in which no hostilities took place
were invariably associated with less binding legal arrangements such
as truce, cease-fire or at the most armistice.

The impact of the non=-dichotomic perception of war and peace is
traceable in aspects of Israeli policy-making. Partial understanding
and limited co-operation with potential or actual enemies were pursued
and sometimes achieved regardless of the question whether or not

hostilities took place at the same time.
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An understanding of this kind with King Abdullah of Jordan
accounts for some of the restrictions impused by the Israeli govern-
ment on the Israeli field-commanders in the later stages of the 1548
War.

The precarious cease-fire conditions after the 1967 war also
provided many examples of co-operative activities carried out alang-
side limited hostilities. Recurrent clashes along the Jordan Valley
did not prevent the implementation of the 'open bridges' policy and
the production and transportation of oil in the Gulf u# Suez by both
Israel and Egypt had mot been interrupted by the 1969-70 War of
Attrition, In fact the post-1967 war was paradoxically craracterised
uy an increase in both the exercise of violence and the partial co-
operation between Israel and her hostile neighbours compared with the
pre-1967 war period.

One of the factors which facilitated the increased partial co-
operation after the 1967 war was the opening of new channels of com-
munication as a result of the Israeli occupation of the West Bank of
Jordan. The West Bank elite, and ina later period also visitors from
Arab countries who came through the open bridges, provided Israel and
the Arab countries, Jordan in particular, with an additional channel
for indirect communications. However, the availability of new channels
of communication did not change the basic characteristics of the war-

like state of communications between the parties to the confli-’,
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The only level on which direct and overt communication between
nfficial represenatives of Israel and the Arab countries has evec:
taken place was that of the Mixed Armistice Commissions which
ceased to play an active role before the 1967 war. On other
levels communications were either indirect or overt or both. In
addition to messages delivered through official and ‘unofficial
emissaries, some of these self-appointed, there were on several
nccasions secret direct contacts between official representatives
of Israel and the Arab cnuntries. BHut even after the 155? war
when some of the covert direct contacts involved political leaders
of high rank, such communications were only complementary to the
continuous process of 'tacit bargaining' and conveyance of inten-
tions through actions in the 5chelling sense. Israeli military
reprisals, for example,were presented by Israeli decision-makers
as a means of conveying messages to the Arsb countries about the
threshold of Israeli restraint. In fact the whole policy of re-
prisals had been in essence an exercise in tacit bargaining on the
rules of the game of the Arab-Ilsraeli conflict involving conveyance
of messages through action in expectafinn for a desirable response.
But perhaps the most daring Israeli exercise of tacit bar-
gaining was General Dayan's attempt in the cnurse of the 1970
War of Attrition to delineate a line which would delimit both the
i

range of Israeli air attacks on military targets in Egypt and ‘' :

area of direct Soviet intervention in the air war.
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This attempt to convey Israel's intentions to the Soviet
Gavernment culminated in an act of brinkmanship in the form of
shooting down four Soviet-piloted Mig 21 aircraft. The tacit
bargaining continued after the 1970 cease-fire came into effect
and the Soviets moved their missile batteries forward. The Suez
Canal itself has been apparently accepted as the line east of which
'Soviet involvement' is regarded by the Israelis as constituting
'Sgviet intervention'.

It is notewnrthy that the practice of tacit bargaining remained
associated with the conditions of unresolved conflict in the state
of either active or dormant war., The official Israeli prescription
for the résolution of the conflict has been direct negotiations,
Tacit bargaining, mesdiation and covert unofficial contacts were
not considered sufficiently binding to provide for a lasting
settlement. Like other manifestations of the non-dichotomic per=-
ception of war and peace the substitutes for direct and overt com-
munication provided the Israeli decision-makers with a limited
degree of manceuverability within the framework of the constraint
of the dormant war assumption. But neither tacit bargaining nor
such options as the exercise of violence in short-of-war conditions
or the pursuit of partial co-operation alongside the use of force
were expected to compensate for the conditioning effect of the

assumed state of war, whether active or dormant.
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Consequent upon such an assumption is the subjection of
foreign policy to considerations of national security. The
thwarting of the supposed Arab gonal defined by a leading Is:iaeli
strategic analyst as 'politicide' hos bean given priority in the
conduct of Israel's foreign relations ovar the promotion of the
Israeli official goal of a peace treaty with the Arab countries,

This order of priorities slso had an impact on the time span
serving as a frame of reference for Israeli decision-makers. Except

in the case of the decision ta embark on a programme of nuclear

development national security considerations implied short and
medium-term policy while the pursuit of reconcilistion with the
Arab countries tended to require long-term policies often involving
taking security risks in the short run. Worth mentioning in this
context are the Israeli positions concerning the refugee problem
and Arab unity. In both issues the Israeli attitude was affected
by tne immediate security implications of the return of the refugees
and of advancement towards Arab unity, rather than by the long-term
prospects of relaxation of tensions deriving from the pressure of
the refugee problem and from the competition among the Arab states
in expressions of hostility towards Israesl.

The same order of priorities also accounts for the Israeli
rejection, after the 1967 war, of proposals for a settlement which

did not satisfy the demand for 'secure borders'.
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The preponderance of national security considerations also
explains the decisive role played by arms purchases in Israel's
respective relations with France, Germany and the U.5.A. But
 sbove all it was demonstrated in Isru-1's readiness to initiate
a8 preventive war in 1956 rather than allowing the balance of power
to be tipped against her. The 1967 war, on the other hand, had been
conceived by the Israelis as a pre-emptive strike aiming at depriving
the Egyptians of the ability to exploit the military advantages
created by their d?liherate and unilateral departure anm the tacit
rules of the game which maintained the short-of-war level of conflict.
Yet in spite of the differences between the two wars they were both
consistent with the dormant war assumption which implies among other
things an expectation for a rapid transition from short-of-war con-
ditions te those of full scale hostilities. Israeli political and
military leaders repeatedly emphasised the high probability of such
& contingency which the whole Israeli system of emergency mobili-

zation is geared to meet.

c) Controlled exercise of violence -The controlled exercise of violence

is the essence of the conduct of limited military operations. As a
consequence of their experiences in the limited war of 194B-49 and
the pre-independence struggle of the Jewish military organizatiaons
against the British authorities, the Israseli defence establishment

had been predisposed to think in terms of a restricted exerciee of
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force aiming at the attainment of limited and politically condi-
tinned objectives, This pradiﬂpnsitinﬁ paved the way for the adop-
tion af the policy of reprisals in the early fifties. Some border
incidents in which regular army units u=re involved on both sides
and an increased terrorist infiltration from the neighbouring
cruntries induced the Israeli government and army command to adopt
a twofold strategy aiming at responding to two different challenges
referred to by the Israelis as 'Basic security' and 'Current secu-
rity' respectively. The problem of 'basic security' wa; that of
the threat of a full scale war which might put Israel's existence
in peril, The problem of current security on the other hand was
that of limited violent provocation not necessarily carried out by
the official military forces of the neighbouring Arab countries.

The Israeli response to the bzsic security challenge was a
defence posture based on the combination of a core of standing army
(composed of both professionals and conscripts) and a much larger
well-trained and available at short notice reserve force based on
the concept of a 'nation in arms' i.e., a nation whose civilians
are, -as one of the Israel Army Chiefs of Staff once put it,
'spldiers on an annual eleven months leave.' The answer to the
‘current security' had been the adoption of a strategy of controlled

retaliation involving a restricted application of limited force.
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The require;Lnts of Basic security and Current security were
competing with ane another for the scarce resources of manpower arnd
finance and the Israeli Government and General Staff were reso.ute
in their insistence on an order of priorities which would prevent
their army from becoming virtually border police. Thus, lacking the
necessary reserves for cnntaining infiltration effﬁctiuely by
defensive means, the Israeli defence planners turned to more offen-
sive measures which did not aim at sealing the border but rather at
'putting a high price on our blood' as Genersl Dayan had put it.
This Israeli version of 'graduated response' in a non-nuclear en-
vironment had been contrived in order to resolve a specific dilemma
rooted in the lecal conditions, but it had much in common with the
conceptual framework within which such notians as tegcalation’,
‘continuum of violence' and 'graduated response have evolved.

The rationale of the Israeli violent response to hostile acti-
vities instigated by the Arab countries or at best carried out from
their territory was thus rooted in the expectation that the damage
inflicted by the reprisals will convey & warning about the cost of
similar provocations in the future. The Arab countries were expected
to be deterred from initiating proveocations or alternatively com=
pelled to restrain other actors such as terrorist groups and
guerrilla organizations operating from their territory or crossing

through it. The Israeli assumption at least in the early fifi =s
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had been that the aim of the reprisals can be achieved without
triggering a chain reaction of mutual retaliatory actions. The
asssumption that military operations are controllable and that
escalation can be checked led to attempts by the political level
to control military operations to the extent of restriectinrg tnc
number of enemy casualties allowed in particular operations. Such
attempts were not always-au::dsaful and some reprisals such as
Kibia on October 15th 1953 and Kinneret on December 13th 1955,
exceeded the limits anticipated by the political decision-mskers,

The problem of control was threefold. (a) It had & political
aspect which had been at the root of some of the most bitter
controversies in both the Jewish community in Palestine before the
establishment of the State of Israel and in Israel during the 1948
war., The national institutions of the Jewish community in Palestine
controlled the largest underground military organization = the
Haganah - but their authority had been undermined by the activities
of splinter military nrganiiatiﬂna who operated against the British
authorities, It had thus been one of Ben Gurion's main concerns
after the establishment of the State to secure the absolute political
control of the government over the military. The remains of the
splinter organizations were dissolved after the 'Altalena affair'
and even the separate command of a loyal elite force - the Palmach -

had been abolished since Ben Gurion feared that it might develoo
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into a potential tentre for a cadre of officers inspired by a leir -

wing kibbutz movement. (b) The second aspect of the problem of

coantrol was institutional: how to prevent deviations fraom the
decision-makers' intentions in the process of planning and imple=
mentation of military operations? Supervision procedures arnd

discipline were the standard answer but the fampus 'Lavon affair’

of 1954 as well as some of the operations during the 1956 Sinai

campaign indiﬂgtud that the Israeli procedures of control were not always
fully adequate. (c) The third and most complicated aspect of tha
problem of contrel was its relational context, i.e., the depondence

on the enemies' response, The conduct of limited military operations

is conditioned on the correct anticipation of the enemy's behaviour

and a failure in this respect is apt to lead to unintended escalation.
Moreover, the Israeli experience of the mid-fifties showed that the
possibilities of different assessments of the enemy's expected response
might render the political and institutional controls useless. The bio=-
grapher of Moshe Dayan, for example, describes how jin his capacity

as Chief of Staff in 1955-56 he advocated the conduct eof small

reprisals anticipating a chain reaction of mutual escalation which

would lead to a 'preventive war ' which was not scught by the

government who authorised these operations. Thus, the objectives

of the reprisals were raised from the level of current security to

the level of basic security without defying the political and
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institutional controls but also without the government being fully
aware of the change. Since the mid-fifties there were considerab.e
improvements in the channels of communication between the Government
and the different component bodies of the Israeli defence estahlish-
ment and the quality of intelligence data now available to the
Israeli government makes a repetition of the mid-fifties situation
most unlikely. But the controlability of limited military operations

is still dependent to a considerable extent on the predictability

of the enemies' behavipur.

d) Deterrence and compellence - The awareness that military
force can be an effective instrument of policy-making without being
actually n;ercised is consequent upon the non-dichotomic perception
of war and peace, This awareness on the part of the exponents aof
strategic studies led to Herman Kahn's distinction between 'force'
and 'violence' as well as to the introduction of such terms as de-
terrence and compellence to the vocabulary of the study of inter-
national relations.

In Israel, the term deterrence is the most commonly usea of
all the jargon of strategic studies exéept perhaps 'escalatiaon'
after the June 1967 war. It has become an integral part of the
vocabulary of public debate since the adoption in the early sixties
of the idea of deterrence as a major component of an Israeli SETrategy

aiming at consolidating the post-1956 war status quo bot: ir 1__'ns
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of territory and 'current security'. This adoption of the concept
of deterrence by the Israeli defence establishment in the sixties
can be at least in part attributed to the influence of the American
school of strategic studies. ' Yet the idea of utilizing military
power without actuslly exercising it had already been famil.ar
to the Israeli political leaders before Israel becam= an independent
state. Indeed, the dominant political elite of the pre-independence
Jewish cnmmuniéy in Palestine, namely that of the Zionist Laboux
movement, had developed a political strategy that without excluding
the possible use of force put an emphasis on the atteinment of
political objectives by means of accumulation of power rather than
by its actual application. Moreover, the line of argument pursued
by some of the Labour movement leaders in the course of the debate
with the extreme right wing of the Zionist movement corresponds to
the logic embodied in such concepts as deterrence and compellence.
Moshe Shertok (Sharett), who was later to become the first Foreign
Minister of Israel, had even referred in 1946 to the deterrent
"Power" of 'political defence' which works like physical defence
and thereby 'paves the way for peace.'.

Hence, he emphasized 'the political impact of powsr' as dies=-
tinct from decision through actual application of power,

The preference for 'political defence' was not shared by all

Sharett's colleagues but 'activists' and 'anti-activists’ (the
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lsramli esquivalehts of 'hawks' and ‘doves') alike were conscious
of the potentialities of an unexercised power and it was the more
activist Ben Gurion who authorised the successful attempt to
decide the shapes of the eastern border of Israel in 1949 by
threatening to use force rather than actually using it.

The manner in which the Israelis then conveyed their inten-
tions to the Jordeanians by a deployment of trocps while the bar-
gaining prnaess in Rhodes continuad makes the circumstances in
which the 1949 Israeli-Jordanian armistice agraement had been
signed lonk like a text book example of an exercise in compellence
in the Schelling sense.

The threat to activate Israel's military superiority over
Jordan continued to play the role of an effective Israeli instru-
ment of policy-making. But since the signing of the 1549 armistice
the Israeli attitude was essentially that of a status quo power
and thus the threat was used in the form of deterrence rather than
compellence. The repeated israeli warnings that an Israeli action
can be expected to ensus from a change in the status quo in Jordan
is an example of the manner in which the Israelis operated.

The complexity of the circumstances made the effective
exercise of deterrence conditional on its subtlety. In most cases
there were actors other than the Jordanian regime itself who were

expected to be dissuaded from changing the 'status quo'. In fact,
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a change in the status quo which would induce the Israelis to act
was most likely to involve a toppling down of the Jordanian regime
In addition to it, too explicit warnings could invite an international
diplomatic response which could undermirs the credibility of tha
Israeli threats., In these circumstances the Israeli decisian-
makers tended to present their warnings in vague turﬁs avaiding
a clear definition of the conditions which amount to a violation
of the status quo as well as an unequivocal commitment to specific
response to such a violation. The credibility af the Israeli
threats was thus dependent on the realization that Israel would not
tolerate any change in the status quo which might rsult in the
deployment of non-Jordanian trnops on the West Bank. Hence, in this,
as in other cases, it was the strategic rationale of the Israeli
warnings which appacently made them credible,

The independence of Jordan was not the only vital Israeli
interest which had been vulnerable to short-of-war violations of the
status quo. Thus, the period between the 1956 and 1967 wars was
characterized by an extension of the strategy of deterrence in order
to secure such interests. Thus, the violation of the fresdom of
navigation in the Straits of Tiran was declared as constituting
a casus belli, Additional cesus belli were included in lists sSug=-
gested by senior Israeli politicians invnlved in the formation of

national defence policy such as Allon and Peres, Unaofficial as
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they were these li;tl were consistent with the Israeli strategy
of deterrence as & method of defending vulnerable Israeli interests
considered vital to the country's security. Ona of the conao-
quences of the adoption of & strategy of dsterrcnce in & noi-
nuclear environment had been the crestion of a new potential
casue belli. The effectiveness of the lsraeli doterrent woa
dependent on 8 rather shaky credibility which in the ahscnce of a
'balance of terror' could be undermined by thes ostensible
quantitive superiority of leraml's snemies in mmen and mquipmant
coupled with the inclination towards smlf-dalusion often attributaed
to the Arabs,

Sensitivity to what Grneral Dayen called ths 'Arab avaluation
of Israel's power'thus became an important consideration in thea
conduct of Ierael's defence policy. It affected the scaope of the
lsraeli respahsa to Arab ections regarded ss provocative and
strengthened the Israeli commitment to the defence of wvital
interests declared aes casus belli. An swareness on the part of one
of Abdul Nasser's close associates ng the implicetions of this
Israeli attitude was demonstrated in the course of tha May 1967
crisis. ‘'lsrael cannot accept or remain indifferent to what has
taken place,' wrote the editor of Al Ahearam, Hascnayn Haykal, an
May 26th 19673 'It is not the matter of the Gulf of Agaba

but something bigger:t it is the whole philosophy and ls+ael's
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security.' Thus Aa predicted that 'Israel must resort to arms . '
Several statements made by members of the Israeli general staff
who ratired from the Army after the war indicatcud that their
rating of the credibility issue among the considarations which
induced lsrael to resort to arms had not been much differcr. from
Haykal's. 'We had always said that if our powsr to detnr fails,
gur power to determine will be put to tho test' said tha 1967
War Chief of Staff, Generasl Rabin, epitomizing thoir argumant.
His words reflected the awaraness on the part of the Israeli
defence establishment of the limitations of the strategy of de-
terrence in a non-nuclear environment. 1t was, however, assumed
by them that the 'power to deter' is dependent on the 'power to

determine' or rather on the Arab belimf in its effectiveness.

e) Balance of power - The assumption that the 'power to deter’
was dependent on the 'power to determine' implied a pursuit of a
favourable military balance. The Israeli position has been that in
order to maintain & deterrent stance Israel needed not only a
defansive capability but an offensive one as well., The deterrence
strategy has been adopted as an Israeli answer to the challenge
created by the lopsidedness of the conflict system which gave the
Arab countries the strategic initiative menabling them to tip the
balance of power in their favour without actually resorting -c

= 1

force. In this respect it could be (and indeed was) presan
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as an essentially defensive strategy. But on the operational
level its implication was an offensive disposition which required
a pursuit of military superiority which would provide not only
for containing the enemy but alse for defeaiing him,

The apparent weak spots of Israel's strategic pasture and
her inclinatien towards the adoption of an nffensiué military
strategy had been a source of confusion in Israel iisclf after
the 1948 war, At that time there were still two schaols of
military thought in Israel, one of them advocating an offensive
military strategy, the other a strategy of counter-attack following
an absorption of the enemy's first strike. The latter school
attached ﬁnra importance to the political implications of the
military doctrine and thus preferred a strategy which would spare
Israel the need to decide on pre-emptive war whenever its basic
security was in peril. The considerations which resulted in da=-
ciding the issue in favour of the offensive school were rooted
in Israel's narrow security margin and lack of strategic depth.

It was claimed that Israel cannot absorb an enemy's attack
since she has no territory that can be temporarily sacrificed and
not enough men to be spared for territorial defence. In addition,
the offensive strategy was in tune with the prospect of a short war
which was both anticipated (since the world powers were expected to

intervene) and considered desirable (since Israel, whose milits.,
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capacity was dependent on the reserves system,cnuld hardly endure
a long period of mobilization without her economy being paralyzed),
The adoption of an offensive doctrine on the basic security level
coincided with the application of a corresponding offensive doctrine
on the current level in the form of repraisals, [t was also cssociated
‘with 'deterritorialization' of the Israel Army's infantry reserve
brigades which made them mnbiiﬁ and available for deployment anywhere
in the country.

The pursuit of a military balance of power which would enable
Israel to conduct offensive military operations preceded the adoption
of a doctrine of deterrence which in the Israeli context implied a
reliance on- the deterrent effect of military superiority to secure
not only the territorial integrity of the country but also vital
interests such as the 'status quo' in Jordan and the freedom of
navigation in the Straits of Tiran. The existence of potential
triggers of war in the form of manifest casus belli made military
equality between Israel and her Arab neighbours seem in Israeli
eyes not only militarily insufficient but also politically dangerous.
In these conditions the Arab countries and above all Egypt needed
only a sound defensive capability in order to violate the status
quo in one or more of Israel's weak spots and get away with 1it.

The threat to see such a viplation as a casus belli appsared thus

to be meaningful only in conditions of an Israeli military superiority.
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Caonsequently, in thair bid for sophisticated military equipment
from the western powers, the Israeli officials repeatedly argued
that denial of such equipment in the form of partial gualitative
or quantitive embargo might undermine peace and stability in the
Middle East rather than strengthening them.

The different conceptions of 'sufficiency' with regard to the
military balance of power which were often at the root of diffrrances
of opinion between Israeli and American officials cast light on ene
of the fundamental causes of instability inherent in tﬁ: nre=-1967
war Arab-Israeli conflict systam: Israel pursued military superio-
rity in order to make up for the Arab countries' potential strategic
advantage, but such superiority, once attained, could be us=2d for
more than deterrence. No cquilibrium could be struck which would
enable both parties to defend themselves asgainst ones another without
giving either an advantage which could be used for offensive purposes.
Consequently, in the absence of a clear point of optimum setability,
the military balance of power by itself could not be relied upon to
provide against the precariousness of the state of 'neither war nor
peace'. Military equality which implies that a confrontation is
likely tn end in a stalemate meant potential Arab advantage deriving
from the vulnerability of vital Israeli security interests to a
'short-nf-war' Arab unilateral action. 0On the other hand,an

Israeli military superiority which thraugh its deterrent effect
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annuls the pntantinf Arab advantage meant an [sraeli effective

advantage, i.e., an advantage which more than outweighed the Arab

one, In other words a military balance which satisfied the re-

quirements of the deterrent component «f the Israeli concept of

national security was bound to provids lsrael also with the capacity

for waging a preventive or pre-emptive anticipatoxry war.

f) Preventive war and pre-emptive (anticipatozv) '~r -~ The

introduction of the time factor into the Arab-Israeli halonce of
power equation might in certain conditions provide a motive far an
Israeli initiated preventive war. The 'dormant war' asaumption and
Israel's narrow margin of security imply that the Israelis could

not remain indifferent to a situation in which time was aon the Arab
countries' side in terms of the military balance of power. Thus,
since the signing of the 1949 aimistice agreements the probability
of war started by Israel has been directly cnrrélﬂtud with projected
changes in the power ratio. between Israel and her neighbours, Egypt
in particular.

This implication of an Israeli assessment that militarily time
is on the side of the Arabs was demonstrated after the Egyptian-
Soviet arms deal in September 1955, The idea of preventive war
was openly discussed in Israel during the Septembar 1955-0October
1956 period and Prime Minister David Ben Gurion found it necessary

to reject the idea in public speeches. Yet he himself histed at
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such a possibility in his secret talks with Robert Anderson,
President Eisenhower's special envoy, which were made public by
Ben Gurion himself 15 years later. Ben Gurion wes also aware that
the then lsrael Army's Chief of 5taff, General Dayan, recomarnded
an Israeli large scale military offensive, However, it was Ben
Gurien's eventual conversion to the idea of a preventive military
operation against Egypt which paved the way to Israel's participa-
tion in the co-ordinated 'Sinai' and 'Suez' ventures. : An authori-
tative Israeli source later described 'the main and mast salient
objective of the Israeli government' in the Sinai campaign as 'the
defeat of the Egyptian army in Sinai ... in order to prevent a grim
possibility of a war betwsen Israel and Egypt when Iasrael will be
weak and isolated while Egypt is stronger ...’

The role of the time factor in the cnntext of the Arab- Israseli
balance of military power had been a controversial issue within the
Israeli defence establishment after the 1956 war., The pre-war
prevailing view that time is on the side of Isreel's enemies was
still held by policy-makers such as the Deputy Minister of Dafence,
Shimon Peres, But it was increasingly challenged by army officers
who claimed that the introduction of modern but non-nuclear war
technology tended to increase rather than decrease the role played
by the qualitative human factor in warfare, The latter view bacame

the basis for Israel's strategic planning in the sixti=ss under Levi
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Eshkol as Prime Hin;atur and Minister of Defence and General Rabin
as the Israel Army's Chief of Staff. Its adoption had far-reachaing
consequences for Israsel's foreign policy and national defence, In
the field of defence planning, it implied a priority for the
strengthening of lIsrael's capability to wage a conventioenal war
over the development of an Israel 'nuclear option' ﬁn which Ban
Gurion and Peres had put a stronger emphasis,compared with Fahkol
and Allon, the strategic expert in Eshkol's cabinet, Thqﬂ. the way
wae also paved for a new bid for arms from the U.5.A. which, unlike
France, had been committed to a policy of non=proliferation of
nuclear weapons and was thus interested in exercising scme control
aver Israel's advancement towards the attainment of nuclear capabhi-
lity.

In the broader sphere of political strategy the assessment that
time was on the side of lsrael meant that so long as the development
of the Israeli army was not impaired by the embargoes aon the sale of
sophisticated weapons, aircraft in particular, she could afferd to
act as a status quo power without putting her existence in peril,

In this context, unlike in those of the allocation of scarce re-
sources and the choice between 'European' and '"American' political
'orientations' there was a basic agreement between the advocates of
an emphasis on the developpment of nuclear action and the advocates

of priority for attainment of conventional military supecioritys
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both aimed at :nnagiidating the territorial and political status
quo., Thus Israel's foreign policy between the 1956 and 1967 war
was essentially in tune with the U.S5.A., policy of maintaining
stability in the Middle East in conditions of an unresnlved Arab-
Israeli conflict.

An Israeli preventive war was therefore no longer 'on the
cards' in the post=1956 war peried. Yet an Israeli-initiated war
was s8till possible in response tu a 'short-of-war' violetion of the
status quo by an Areb country in one of Israel's weak ﬁénta. A
deployment of non-Jordanian troops in the West Bank or concentras=
tions of Egyptian forces in Sinai could change the balance of power
in the s;nau that lsrael's standing army would nnt.bu able to cope
with a surprise attack unlcss the reserves were mobilized. In such
a contingency the likely scenario in the framework of the Israeli
concept of national security was: Mobilization first and if the
'status guo nntt; could not be restored soon, pre-emptive strike
later, The Israelis were confronted with such a situation twice,
In February 1960 when three Egyptian divisions moved into Sinai
the crisis was resolved by a partial }s:nzli mobilization and
withdrawal of the Egyptian troops fellowing international diplo-
matic intervention. In May=June 1967 the combined effect of
threatening concentrations of Egyptian troops in Sinai and the

closure of the Straits of Tiran induced the Israeli governmert to
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decide on a pre-emptive strike. The difference between the 1956
'preventive war' and the 1967 'pre-emptive war' was in the Israeli
estimate of the time factor in the context of the putential threat
to Israel's national security. In 1956 the Israeli estimate was
that the absorptien of the new Soviet equipment by the Egyptian
army faquirad several months, In 1967 it had been #stimatﬁd that
the transformation of the Egyptian dsployment into an offansive

one could be a matter of hours, and though an Egyptian fiint strike
was not expected to result in an Isrseli defeat, it could dany
Israel a decisive victory as well as substantially increasing

the human and material cost of war for Israel.

ThuE; the usage of 'pru-emptive war' and 'preventive war' in
reference to Israel's national security connotes not only different
time perspectives of an anticipated enemy's attack but also a
different Israeli evaluatjon of the staus quo. In the case of

pre-emptive war éhu Israeli initiested confrontation was most likely
to mnsue from an Arab violation of the status quo which could en=
danger Israel's national security. In the cese of preventive war

an anticipated change in the balance of power which would induce
Israml to initiate & military confrontation was unlikely to involve
an immediate threat to tha territorial or political status quo.

Both conceptione, however, became less relevant to Isra=l's

national security a5 a consequence of the extra margin of security
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gained by the outcome of the June 1967 war. The post-uar ce=sc-
fire line unlike tha former armistice line providsd lsrael with the
capacity to absorb an encmy's first strike withnit her rsserves
bsing already mobilized and committsd to & dasfenniva array.

Isra=sl's senior officers and military commentators ropeatedly
amphasized two aspects of the posi-war military ﬂi{uutiun; the
defensibility -of the cease-fire lines slong the Suecz and ihe
Jordan Valley and the extended eesrly warning.againat nic attacks
from airfields in Egypt. The political censequuncss of tho Isxaeli
desire to retain ths security advantages deriving from s ivategic
depth has been the demand for secure bordexs which eccoxding to
Israel's ?nruign Ministar, Abba Eban, ars bordera 'which can be
defended without a pre-emptive initietive.' The stratagic dupih
gained by the occupation of Sinai and the West Bank enabled Israeli
military planners to think in defansive terms and envisage & situ=-
ation in which lsrael will absorb an enemy's attack without trying
to anticipate it by striking first. This new option of avoiding
pre-emptive action had considerable influsnce on tho lsraeli response
to the threat of direct Soviet milltafy intervention., lsracli
decision-makers had to taske into comsideration the assumption that
the credibility of the Soviet Union as Egypt's sily was undarmined
by her defeat in 1967 and by the failure of the attempts to exest

pressure on lsrael to accept a settlement which would d prive her
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af the strategic advantages gained in the war, Israeli leaders
such as General Dayan were inclined to adopt the viesw that there
was a limit to Soviet tolerance of Egyptian defeats. Consequontly
they rejected the idea of major offersive operations west of tle
Sumz Canal suggested by Israel 'hawke' such as the former head of
the qtuff branch G.H.[., General E. Weizman.

The atratﬁﬁic approach recommended by Weizman was essentially
an application of the preventive war strategy to the peot=1967
war period context. It was based on the assumption thet Israel's
own actions have little effect if any on the probsbility of Soviet
intervention which is in this view dependent on the availability
of an adequate logistic infra-structure in Egypt and the deterrent
effect of the U.S5.A. political and military presence in the Madi-
terranean. 0On the other hand, thes afficial Israeli position has
been based on the assumption that both thes degree of Soviet inter-
vention and the response to it on the part of the U.S.A., were
likely ﬁn be affected by Israel's own actions. This assumption led
the Israeli government to adopt & twofold strategy vis-3-vis the
Soviet Union. On the one hand, the Israeli government wes prapared
to concede to those Soviet threats which amounted to an exercise
of deterrence aiming at maintnining the status quo. On the other
hand, the Soviet attempts at a compellence aiming at changing the

status quo were met with firm resistance which wes demoniitrated in
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the shooting down of 4 Mig 21 aircraft with their Soviet pilots.

Thus, the attainment of strategic depth as a result of the
June 1967 war provided for a qualified dsparture from the doctrine
asspciated with the name of David Ben Gurion, according to which
the Israeli army will never fight the military forces of a major
power, The readinees to think in terms of a possible limited
miliﬁary confrdantation with Soviet forces indicated that this
doctrine was not considered by Israeli decision-makexzs ac binding
any longer. Such flexibility with regard to strategic doctrinca
associated with Ben Gurion's national leadership had alrzady been
demonstrated by the Iesrseli leaders in 1967 when they had decided
on pre—ampéiuu war regardlecis of another of Ben bLurion's doctrines
according to which Israel shnuld not go to war unless she secured
in advance the political support of a major power caepable of
supplying her with military =quipment when thes war was over. Yet
it is notewnrthy tﬁnt post-war Israeli strategy has been based on
a clear distinction between Soviet involvement in the defance of
Egyptian-held territory on the ane hand, and Sovimt offensive
intervention an the other, and that the readiness to fight Soviet
forces was confined to the latter case. It is not without signi-
ficance in this respect that the Israeli government had called a
halt to air raids on military targets deep in Egyptian torritory

when Soviet pilots became involved in the attempts te intercept
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the lsraeli aircraft. The public debate in Israel which followed
this decision showed that unlike some of their critics the Israeli
decision-makers were still inclined to confine tha application of
an Israseli offensive military strategy to the Arcb-Israeli conflict,
The threat of massive Soviet intervention on the other hand has
been conceived essentially as a political issue with global strategic

implications to which the prescription of self-reliance hardly applies,

nclusionss

The analysis of lsraeli policy decisions in the realm of
foreign policy and national defence and the attitudes of Israeli
decision-makers reflected in their public statements, indicate the
conditioning effect of a common and enduring pattern of strategic
thinking. Since this pattern has never been given a formal institu-
tionalized sanction the aumeﬁﬁat weak notion of a concept (of national
security) appears to be more suitable for its definition than the
stronger notion of doctrine.

The derivation of a generalized ideal type such as the lsraelis'
'concept of national security' from thatuarinuu aveilable sources
and the identification of its components is a procedure inunluing'
methodological shortcomings which are apt to produce some bias
resulting from the sacrifice of rigour in pursuit of meaningful

insights. Thus, the interpretation of Israel's foreign and defence
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policy in terms of axprnuailing Israeli concept of natiunal sETUrLty
tends to overemphasize the manifestations of consensues and caontinaity
in Israeli politics while underemphasizing the manifestations of
dissensus and change, MNevertheless the study of lsraeli decision-
making and public debate reveals an order of priorities and _.ercep=
tion of foreign and defence policy issues sufficiently consistent
and coherent to justify the attempt to construct an ideal type of
the Israeli concept of national security. The examination of the
components of this concept suggests that it has many featuces in
common with the concepts developed by the post Woxrld lar 11 aschoel
of strategic studies,

1« It is strategically-oriented in the sense that it saeks
to attain national goals in &n international environment character-
ized by a struggle between antagonistic or at least competing
interests of nation-state actors.

2. It is based on a non=dichotomic perception of peace and
war and thus provides for limited war as well as for the utilization.
of viplence in peacetime,

3. 1t is inclined towards 'worse case analysis' and hence
towards the pursuit of the broadest possible margin of security.

4, It is 'power politics qriantad in the sense that it does
not prescribe compliance, on moral or legal grounds, with the lpose
rules of the game associated with the attempts to institutiona’ ize

world politics.
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As a consequence of these common denominators of the Israel:
concept of national security, and the strategic studies approach,
such notions as 'deterrence', 'compellence', 'escalation', 'pre-
ventive war' and 'pre-emptive strike' couuld be essily applicd lo
the Israeli situation and incorporsted into the Lody of loreeli
strategic thought. However, correspondence h&twuﬂﬁ'the Isracli
cnnéapt of national security and the idemss origirated In thz work
of the strategic studies, theoreticians fall short of rcidering
them identical. The Israeli concept of national security is the
product of relational thinking in the context of an acute Aresb-
Israeli conflict rather than s derivation from an abstrmct percep-
tion of the nature of inte:national politics, consequently its
crystallization was associated with the adoption uf specific strate-
gies in response to specific nationsl security problems.

In this respect it is possible to distinguish three periods
which correspond te three phases in the development of the Israeli
concept of national security: 4i. the 1949 armistice - 1956 war
period; 4ii. the 1957 withdrawal - 1967 war peried; 4iii. the post-
war period.

Period i - was characterized by ambiguity about the requirements of
national security which derived from a lack of consensus regarding
major political issues: (a) the effect of time on the balance of

power, (b) the exercise of force in peacetims, (c) the c7fensi.e
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versus 'absorption followed by counter-attack' strategies, (d) the
acceptance of the territorial status quﬁ, (e) the acceptance of tne
prevailing 'rules of the game' of the conflict, i.e., the political
status quo.
Period i; - was characterized by crystallization of the concept of
national security. Its consequences with regard to the above-
mantinnad issues were: (a) an effort teo retain military superiority
so that time will remain on Israsel's side, (b) limited and contrhlled
exercise of force in peacetime subjected to political Cﬂ;atraints,
(c) an offensive strategy of pre-emptive strike if and when deter-
rence fails, (d) an ac:uptuhce of the territorial status as sstia-
Fa:tn}y. {s} an acceptance of the political status quo including
rules of the game whose violation is considered a casus belli.
Peripd iii - is characterized by partial transformatipn of the
Israeli concept of national security (although not of its besic
premises) and a renewed public debate an some of the major strategic
issues: (a) the impact of time on the balance of power is a contro-
versial issue but only in the context of the threat of Soviet inter-
vention, (b) limited exercise of fnrce'nuhjectad to political con-
siderations is considered legitimate and useful, (c) a revival of the
‘absorption first' strategy in conditions of strategic depth and a

threat of Soviet intervention, (d) embiguity regarding the shape of

the secure borders which should replace the territorial 'atatus nuo!
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is a controversial\ issue following recurrent changes in (e)
the rules of the game as a result of 'big powers' involvement in
the conflict.
The renewed public debate on strategic i=suno after tho June
1967 war indicated thet the prevailing Israeli concept of national
security could net nny-lunga: secure consensus among Israeli poli=-
tical and military leaders on foreign and defence policy. Ths
pramotion of consensus can be seen as one of the latent functions
of the lsraeli concept of national security. In this respect the
post=1967 war situation exposed some of its shortcomings,
Three such shortcomings are worth mentioning in this context:

1. The :nncupt-nf national security did nnt_prﬂuida for con=
sensus on the shape of 'secure borders'., The rejection of the
territorial 'status quo ante' as strategically inadequate and the
official admission that the new status quo excesds the minimum re-
quirements of 'secure borders' left the Israeli decision-makers
without a clear, salient and easily conveyable map of 'secure bor-
ders' which could provide a focus for the crystellization of con=-
sensus, In these circumstances the political consideraticns involved
in the apparently strategic issue had come to the surface.

2, The concept of national security did not provide for con=-
sensus on the strategic response to the threat of Soviet interven=

tion. The concept of national security evolved in the relaticr=sl
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context of thu'irahqlur-ali conflict where strategic issues could
be reduced to military considerations. The Soviet invelvement andg

[

the increased dependence on American support made such a simple re-

-

duction imposseible,

3. The coencept of national security did not provide for can-
sensus about the requirements of a peace settlement and the.way to
achieve such & Blttllg;nt. Being the prudunt'nf a conflict regarded
es givan, it could hlrdiy contribute tn the promntion nﬂ consensus

on a strateqgy uimEnﬁ at its resolution,
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focus upon political differences and upon perceptions of the likeli-
hood that the adversary(ies) might decide upon a roadtest of the
military balance, would yield a title different from that appointed

for thies paper. Instead, one would be investigating the influence of
international (in)stability upon arms races. The distinction is im=-
portant. A priori, am arms race should be both symptom and cause of
international instability, but the tune and balance of the discussion

is not unaffected by which end of the lens one chooses to lock through.a

In pursuit of understanding, simplificatic. 18 essential, Indeed,
the very richness of historical detail that the case study provides is
the enemy of general cumpr-hanaian.# Unfortunately, with respect to the
analysis of arms races, there is as Yet an inadequate complexity im the
extant literature for ome to be at all confident that the rejected de-
tail is only marginal or of background significance. Fortunately feor
this paper, the arms competition(s) in the Middle East has been studied
more extensively, both as an arms race and in terms of the weapons
transactions involved - for reasons that are discussed below = than has
2'most any other arms rac. in history. Students of internmational rela=
tions who, in the mainstream of contemporary American international
relations scholarship, aspire to the building of a systematic theory of
arms races, have yet to provide sufficient pre-theoretical analysis for
one even to discern very clearly the healthy emergence of what is termed
""the taxonomic fallaey". This last statement requires some explanation.
There are many possible meanings that may be attached to the term thnorx:s-
a useful rigorous definition has been provided by Oran Young in these

words:

"A theory is a set of general statements such that: (1) some of
the statements (the assumptions or premises) logically imply the
others (the theorems), and (2) the theorems can be cast in the
form of falsifieble predictive statements about the real world,"

An earlier stage in the theory-building process would be when
scholars had explored their subject matter to tha point where at least
thers was a general consensus as to the identity of relevant variables or
variable clusters. Listings of logically unmanageable factors that are
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'probably relevant' would be the building blocks for a future predictive
theory. Fallacy is to be attached to taxonomic only when scholare be=
lieve that in the essentially unrelated menus of relevant variables

they have provided anything of much explanatory value.?

The relevance of the above comments to the central concern of this
paper is obvious if one states the desirable path of procedure in juxta=-
poeition to the feasible, Ideally, it would be convenient to have begun
by outlining the body of general arms race analytical wisdom, and then
to have progressed by applying this general wisdom (possidly, only of
powerful prepositions, or of questions that have been found to be most
useful, in a heuristic sense, in the analysis of other arms races) to
the variety of races in and tangentisl to the Middle East. This is not
poseible, Superficlially, the uast.ﬁigornus strain of arms race analysis
has been that conducted by Lewis Fry Richardson and his fnllnwars.9
Even the modest claims made for the value of the mathematical stimulus=-
response models of the conflict theoriste are probably nxceuaira.l
This ie not a defence of innumeracy smong analysts, it is simply a comment
to the effect that the reduction of actual (and not a hypothetic 'typical’)
bistorical arms races into the terms manipulable by modern mathematical
statistics would, on the evidence available, seem to be an attempt to run
before we are able even to crawl. The tight stimulus-reaponse, or action-
reaction, assumption that is beloved of mathematical theorists flies
in the face of known internal considerations, and is particularly in-
appropriate in a context such as that of the Middle East wherein there
ie a major constraint provided by the willingness or otherwise of the
external armes supplier to provide the means of military sustenance.

Unfortunately, the so-called British traditiom in international
relations offers scarcely more enlightenment on the 'what do we know
about arms races?' front than does its allegedly-American euuntarpnrt.ll
John C. Lambelet has commented to the effect that:

"Thus, as of this writing (1968-1969), and at least to this writer's

knowledge, there seems to have been no effort to use the methods of
modern mathematic statistice for a confrontation of t&nory and ob-
served data in the context of a specific arms race," 2
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Dr, Lambelet need not have been so restrictive. Regardless of
methodological instrument, there are published, extant, no case studies
of particular historical arms races that have betrayed consistent in-
terest in the arms race nature of the subject under l:aainntinn.13
The term arms race is a popular one for inclusion in a book or article
title, but no seriocus interest in the arms race phcnomenon is to be pre-

umed from such usage.

Whether or not a general theory of arrs races will ever be possible
may be left for hietory to decide, In the short term, for anm approach
to reasonably confident anawers to be given in respomse to the title
of this paper, one vital development is required. A body of scholars
must engage in the comparative analysis of arms races, That is to may,
the population baee of events for analysis must be identifled and each

14

race must be analysed with attention given to an identical set of questions.

This orientation of research is vory close to the minimum definition of
the '"scientific' provided by James Hoaenlu.15 However, the kind of ana-
lytical discipline required of scholars for the building of a set of
'"known to be useful' guestions is most difficult of attainment (As
Rosenau himself unwittingly demonstrated in his very loose editorship

of Linkage Polities) .15

Implicit in the above comments is a belief that has yet to be demon-
strated to be valid. Namely, that an arms rmce is an arms race - that
arms races, in different periods, between different adversaries, and
involving the il?roruuant and amassing of very different weapon systems,
do indeed cnnﬁ*ﬂyuta a single class of eovents in internatjonal relations,
An exploration of this potentially troublesome qunutionf tekes one to
the heart of methodological and substantive differences in ambition be=-
tween most students of international relations and most students of
hintnr:.l? Also, substantive differences of opinion over what has changed
in the conduct of international relations during the last one hundred
Years are brought to light, It ims the opinion of this writer that arms
races from the 1840's to the 1970's may usefully be viewed as enjoying
sufficient similarities - certainly with respect to motivations, internal




debates, and domestic and external consequences = that ome framework

of analysie should suffice for a.ll.:l'B In the World Politics of October
1671, this autbor suggested one overarching framework, in the form of a
aet of taxonomies, by which arms races could be 'cracked open' for in=-

vuatigatinﬂ.lg In a more recent long paper, & {framework for investiga-
tion of "the rationalea for arms racing" has been providdd.za
ing to map explicitly the region of why actors feel the 'urge to compete'
(or to renew a competition), - and of the Lationales offered, the follow=-

In scek-

ing propositions were suggested (they are here abbreviated for conven~-
jence): deterrence; defence; diplomacy; the 'functional' threat; vewted
interests; repu%ntiun1 and technology. This is really an opening shot
across the bows of aspiring arms race analysts, Varlations upoan the
seven broad, non=-exclusive categories of arms race justification iden-
tified above are certainly peossible. What is important, if understanding
is to advance, is that the transnational (barely) body of arma race
analysts cemmunicate extensively with each other and that they fine-hone
agreed-upon frameworks for investigation., This is beginning to ocecur. #

At present, there is no good reason for pessimism on the score of
bhistorical comparability, To cite Jjust one, admittedly prominent, example,
the similarities between Anglo-American-Japaness (and French and Italiam)
competition in the period 1917-1935, and contemporary Soviet-American
competition are co-palling.aa Unfortunately, it is rare for a scholar
to be equally competent in the vagaries of cnnt-uﬁ%r-ry 0.M.E. analysis
and in the no less esoteric tradeoffs of an earlier era involving capital
ship quality, tonnage and island fortification r:l.jhtu.eu This argument
pertaine to the fact that much contemporary scholdrship in strategic

23

studies, as in international relations, suffera frém 2 lack of historical
depth., If one is concermed with the development of a genulnely additive
wisdom on arms race behaviour, the shortage of numbers in the posi-war
population of possible events does caast some doubts over the worth of the
strategic gemeralities that are retailed as the rz

t.Lnl!.EE

ﬁvealnd wisdom of our

{

To date, the historical evidence of arms race activity is so
scattered, that useful anecdotal employment may be made of it by any

{

{
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'scholar' in eearech of some supporting historical ballast for a policy
prescriptive argument. A major study of arme control agreements in the
inter-war period offered, among its conclusions, the following delight-
ful, if unhelpful, sentence:

"Perhaps the truest statement that can be made about the inter-war
arme control pacts is that, singly or collectively, they can be
used to provide historical precedent for nearly any sophisticated
argument ome chooses to advance"., 26

The authores then proceeded, by their cheice of a gnerally favourable
interpretation of the cost-benefit consequences of inter-war arms control
agreements, to demomstrate the truth of their stnt!!unt.z? What is poas=
ible, but what would secem to have eluded the authors as a potentially
powerful explanation, is not so much that history is smbivalent, but
rather that the framework adopted for enquiry was of an unduly undiscip-
lined character. This is not necessarily to suggest shat a more 'scien-
tific' assault would have revealed the truth about (for example) the
geins and losses to international peace and security of the Washingtom
Treaty rigiue, but rather that the kind and quality of information
yielded by an enquiry is not unrelated to the pertinence and systematie
nature of the gquestions asked.

The stress laid in this paper upon the need for discipline in emquiry
iz not an attempt to deny the variety of historical experience. A most
appropriate initial response to the title of the paper would be 'to which
arms race do yom refer?', and 'what do you understand by international
Stability?'. OGranted the inescapable distinctiveness of each historical
event, it is etill incumbent upon the social scientist to =earch for
regularities. If none are to be faund.‘sn be it. However, that cannot

fairly be presumed in the absence of even an exploratory ussault.aﬁ

Above, I commented upon the fact that in contrast to other weapons
competitions, the rivalry between Israel and its Arab neighbours has en=-
Joyed unprecedented, and fairly even-handed, attention by Western analysts.
From the point of view of the comparative analysis of arms races, these
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studies leave much to be deairad.ag But, as examples of a willingness

to look at the total arms race system, some of these analyses are dis-
tinctive in the literature of strategic studies/international ralntiunu.3ﬂ
Unlike his more 'scientific', or historically-minded brethren in other
regions of intermational relations, the strategic analyst has, typically,
been seeking to promote one value of outstanding importince - namely,

the national security of the United Stntes.31 The immediacy of this
legitimate, if sometimes implieit concern, has promoted the elevation of
the term arms race, agd of one of = small number of .powerful theories

of arms race workings, to a front place ahead of a disciplined and in-

depth analysis of the phenomenon under discussion.

In short, general arms race analysis has been invoked in the aid of
poliey preatription.ja This would be entirely legitimate had the general
arme race analysis in fact reflected a disciplined and sophisticated
study of many arms races over time. Alas, this has mot been the case.
The American strategic aviary of hawks, doves, et al., has freely in=-
voked various models suppnsedly explanatory of arms race behaviour, while
in fact they reflected no‘hing more solid than the {1l1-substantiated con-
victions and the good intentions of the policy advocate, Taking their
lead from the articulate 'muscular liberal' arms control community, the
American and many foreign presses have disseminated misinformation on
the workings and cost/benefit of arms racing. The stimulus and instan-
taneous response mechanism that was assumed for the sake of comvenience
by Lewie Fry Ri:hardncn,53 has become - with some obeisance paid to the
fact of 'lagged' reaction times - the arms control litany of today.
Despite the shelf-loads of books and monographs on defence policy and
arms control, the Soviet-American arms race has yet to be studied sys-
tematically as an arms racn.jk The "arms race' dimension to Soviet and
American defence interactions came to the fore in articles and congress-
ional testimony in 1969 - in response to the felt need to add some
theoretical weight to arguments intended to condemn or to defend the
ABM. The mainstream of American arms control advocates condemned the

e bl meiTU Rl AL O F 35
Sentinel and Safeguard ABM proposals u:lgarﬁuhnlarly basis whataoswer,




- -

Mirror-image assumptions of the adversary were retailed to a gullible
press and a 'willing to be convinced' group of liberal Senmators. Simi-
larly grounded in Western, and particularly American, experience, the
pendulum has now swung, to some degree, away from the rational strategic
actor model that still holds sway in American arms control citadels,
Instead, we are instructed to be sensitive to the organisational pro-
cesses and to the bureaucratic politics that actually 'crank out' defence
dacisians.jﬁ Unfortunately, as Gallagher and Spielmann have demonstra-
ted convineingly, the bureaucratic politics paradipgm is. every bit as
ethnocentric as was the unduly rational actor model that it seeks to
supplement (if not raplncu).s? Soviet bureaucracy is not American
bureaucracy. The political system, the political culture, and - very
often - the personal authority and personality of top leaders muat some-
how be built into one's increasingly complex model of how and why the
arms race 'works' the way that it dt.'aia."35

The comments offered above reflect nothing more than that contem-
porary strategic s;?ﬂﬁﬁf&«;{fuémur. contentiously) the leading tdg; of
international rllatiunstfre overwbdmingly American in authorship, It
is not here implied that American scholars are uniquely guilty of ethno=-
centricty. Nometheless, scholars of the American 'style' in foreign
policy have had and will have a field day with the serried ranks ef
the arms control faithful - assuming a very mechanistic ritual of arms
race action and reaction, and assuming that 'big' and complex govern=-
ment is 'big' and complex government, regardless of the nature of the

political syutul.hu

The vice of the value of American or -British national security that
has so diminished the worth of analyses of Soviet-American competition,
has become a virtue (with some qualification) when tramposed to the races
in the Middle East region. Analyses of the quality represented by J,C,
Hurewitz or Gecffrey Kemp for Arab-Israeli rivalry are not to be found
for the Soviet-American cumpotition.#l With an 'interest' founded
fundementally in the security of the United States and Great BEritain,
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these scholars are wedded to the defence interests of neither Arab nor
Tsraeli. To recite a platitude, analysts in the United Statee and

Great Britain are interested in a stable peace in the Middle East region.
From this 'good of the regional system' as a whole perspective, to the
potential annoyance of Israeli and Arab friends, analysis of a far higher
quality is produced than is that stimulated by the felt need to promote
so-operative and/or effective competitive behaviour via\i vis the Soviet
Union. The persuasive fallacies that have paralysed the innovative
intelligence of Western defence and arms control analysts in their ad-
vocacy of particular short-term measures for the conduct of Soviet-
American strategic relations, are irrelevant (with some due qualification)

when it comes to the analysis of arms races in the Middle East r-gion.hz

Some cautionmary words must be advanced concerning the often baneful
influence of arma control perspectives upon national policy and upon the
difficulties of arms race definitionm,

Tn; much has probably been made of the promise of arms control over
the past fifteen :-nra.hj The notion that arms control could discipline
usefully the armament inventory acquisition policies of states in acute
political conflict has been accorded, in the United States and Great
Britain at least, too easy an acceptance. Sensible national defence
policies should require no arms control discipline, while - to cite the
Ameriecan experience with SALT I - the idea that arms control can sclve
problems left by inadequate national polieies is simply quixﬂtid.kk It
would seem that every generation is doomed to need to relearn the lessons
of the past, To cite the American SALT experience again, 1t weuld be
tantamount to heresy to suggest - in ihn context of the Harverd-M.I.T.
arms control seminar - that to Soviet leaders arms control is viewed,
not as a unique opportunity for co-operative behaviour for the improved
joint management of the central strategic balance, but rather as an
opportunity for the waging of gs&&&icnl utruggll.u5 Arms controllers,
and there are many analysts who/define themselves as such, have a vested
interest in arms control. This point ie relevant to this paper in that
'the arms race', or regional arms races (to the extent that they are dis-
tinguiuhad}hﬁ are often perceived as unmitigated evila, To demonstrate
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thst this is not necessarily the case is one of the tasks of the mors
bgianced scholar.

Thus far, the definitional quibbles attendant upon usage of the
term arme race have been eschewed. Arms race is ons of thoee terms that
invites such comment, as 'l know one when I see one'. Thus, the excep=

"tion taken to other scholar's definitions tends to relate to the marzinal
event, More to the point perhaps, theexception which this author would
take to every arms race definition that he has seen is that they all in=-

.clude in the definition that which remains to be proven. The following
are two examples of attempts at arms race definition:

"The term 'arms race' is used to describe a situation where twc or

more countries increase their armaments in respomse to increases in
the other country's arms, because of the threat they believe to be
involved". 47

This definition ie vulnerable on the grounds of, rational actor
fallacies; action-reaction assumptions; insufficient breadth of imagina=-
tion concerning the'urge to compete', and; & lack of attention to the
rapidity of inventory improvement (arms race)., Or, one might consider

the following:

"If one wants to restore some useful meaning to the term 'arms
race' it should be confined to referring to the acgquisition of arms

by adversary states that are intended to alter the relative Enwer

relationship between or among them", talics in e origina

The weaknesses in this definitiom are, the exclusive inter-state
focus; the rational actor fallacy; the fact that arms race actors may

race, because of imperfect knowledge, or in order to retain the same
relative power position., This author sees no good reason to alter the
definition that he offered in the World Politics of October 1971,

"there should be two or more parties perceiving themselves to be
in an adversary relationship, who are increasingor improving
their armaments at a rapid rate and structuring their respective
military postures with & general attention to the past, current,
and anticipated military and political behaviour of the other
parties." 49

This defipition ie far from immune to analytical assault, but it
does avoid some of the more heinous definitiomal crimes. ‘




International Stability: Platitude and De . sable Value

International stability is a term that enmcourages the often mis-
leading distinction between inter and intra-state pul:l.tica,5G while it
may seduce the unwary author into an analysis that is laden with unex-

amined value assumptions,

For a definition containing only an inescapable minimimum of
difficulties, one may assert that internstional stability refers to »
condition in the relations between state-actors that is ‘expected to
endure. Stability, from this perspective, is value neutral. One claims
neither that it is desirable nor undesirable. Furthermore, the enduring
relations may be those between a hegemonial Power and its dependents,
Stability, like its associated term order, is sompatible with - indeed,
may well require - some measure of violence (latent and npplied].51
More pessimistically, one might argue that stability (and order) rests
upon prudent general acceptance of a particular international hierarchy of
actora.52 All actors are not equal., To pursue this line of argument,
stability end order would be threatened were the old adage to be ignored -
that 'Great Powers are greater than Small Powers', with both the rights
and the duties appropriate to the necessity for their effective function=-
ing as actors in the extant international system. Hiatory offers ambig-
uous lessons, but a very fair case can be made for the proposition that
when a Great Power, or an 'essential national actor' in the language of
balance of power th-aristu,ﬁj is not permitted to defend what it con-
siders to be its vital interests, it is very likely to feel entitled to
take extreme unilateral measures that will put the entire international
system at risk. Austria-Hungary in the early years of this century is

an obvious example of this phenomenon.

Since the subject matter of international relations is dynamie, and
since stable-unstable is a spectrum of possible conditions - at any par-
ticular point in time being open to very divergent interpretation - it is
clear that international stability is a term to be employed only with the
utmost caution. A stable situation is not one wherein there are no
challenges to the status quo. Similarly, a stable situation is not oue
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wherein there are no crises, wars, terrorist activities or coups d'etat.

Syrian and Iraql governments may come and go, but the pattern of Arab-
Israeli relations may remain essentially unchanged. A search for semantic
precieion in this area may be likened to a group of earnest Jesuits,
debating how many Ba'athists of a particular persuasion are able to

dance on the turret of a T-5Sk4,

Broad-brush characterisation, or caricature, of a pattern of inter=-
national relations tends to be unhelpful. International stability is of
a piece with bipolar and multipelar, in that one central idea is con-
veyed, but none of the dctail.55 By the very minimal, and admittedly
very atate-centri¢.56 definition provided above, international stability
muet be threatened by any development, in elther the external or the
domestic situations of the actors, that threatems to overturn the major
pillars of contemporary perceived reality. Arms rivalry, as a direct
derivative of competing political claims, obviously qualifies as one
potential source of international instability. Whether or not such in-
stability is a 'good' or a 'bad thing' ie a matter for each individual
to decide with respect to the specific details of place, participants
and time.”" The armes rivalries potentially significant for stability
in the Middle East offer & bewildering challenge to the arms race analyst.,
Taking J.C. Hurewitz's broad understanding of the Middle East raginn58 -
as extending from Morcecce to Pakistan - the range of distinct and over=-
lapping races is indeed formidable. Also, to the depalr of the analyst -
and, yet again vindicating Hegel's pessimism over the utility of the
philosopher - Middle East politics are so volatile that analysis by

s5till photography will capture a present that is already pﬂﬂtaﬁg

The races most obviously potentially subversive of that elusive

guality, stability, are those between the Super Powers, between Israel

and her neighbours (particularly Egypt, Jordan and Syria, in major key =
with some qualification due in the case of Jordan; and with Iraq in minor
key) - with the complication of financial support for the front line Arab
Powers by the better endowed rear-echelon oil-rich (and due to become much
more rich]eo states = notably, Libya, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia; between

the Arab states themselves (Morocco-Algeria; Egypt-Saudi Arabia): and be=-

tween an Arab state and another regional Power (Iraq-Iranj Syxin-Turkey].ﬁl
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If we conceive of the Middle East as a system, the distinc. arz:s
racss (and possible arms races) within the systex do not ccmyrise neat
sub-systems. The weapons acgquired in onepoclitical context, may be em-
nloyaole in another {purhapﬂ to the despair of the external arme supplier,
with his neat end use requiramunta}.ﬁa Furthermore, the pentaggnnal
power balancing act conceived of recent years in the White Hnﬁﬁa base-
ment and expressed in a very peripatetic United Stat«s diplomacy, is not
without Bignifinannesgor the attempted menagement of Middle East affairs

by tha Super Powers.

Wdith respect to Israel and Egypt, the United Statea and the Soviet
Union are more akin to captive giants than they are to aspiring hege-
monial Fowers, feeding their c¢lients with military morsels as considera=-
tions of Super Fower Grdsspolitik would seem to indicate toc be appropriate.
In the “iddle East today, to be an arms client is not to be a client
state.bh There are both gains and losses teo international stability in-

herent in this very limited contrel by the Super Pﬂwuru.ﬁ5

In the+tit1a ef this section the author employed the word "platitude".
This usage was intended to reiind readers that an improbable gathering of
Isrzeli and Arab notables would undoubtedly achieve mnanimity on the
question of the desirability of international stability. However, if the
essential supplementary gquestion were put to our imaginary meeting of -
‘identify the characteristics of a stable Middle East', some very diver-

gent responses would be forthcoming.

i1t could be argued that permamens, enduring though the present pattern
of Arab-Israeli relations would seem to be-based essentially upon
Isrsel's existing and expected to be continuing military superiority - the
precsznt context is unstable in that all of the more important of Israel's
nlgﬂfhﬂur& (and beyond), plus many of the people currently go;grnad by
the cstate of Isrsel, reject the legitimacy of the status quo. Whether
or not this political fact constitutes international stability is a matter
of choice of definition. Since, for the forseeable future, Israel is
going to continue to enjoy the benefits of conventional military super-
ierity, eince unconventional hostile action is no more than a: expensive




£
annnynnce.”? and since Israel's nuclear option could be invoked ;krlifly

. , )
short notice to redress any impending conventional military imbalance = =
it is a little difficult to see how the current power relationships in
the Middle Fast can be labelled anything other than stable, or enduring.

Barring some very drastic shifts in Super Power policies, some
,quite improbable measure of new Arab military competcuce, or some egually
improbable Israeli incompetence - a major war in the Middle Eaet every
ten years (for as many decades ahead as ous feels bold enough to j:-o-
‘nouaee upon) could end in only one result - Israeli rictari;lg In the
very long terr this may not be true, but for the very long term no pre-
diction is worth.the paper upon which it is written. That the above en-
during condition is undesirable is beyond dispute. To be a 'garrison
democracy‘sg, unable to relax its defence endeavours, ie expensive mnd
diverting of Israel's scarce rannurces.?ﬂ it ie foolish for the Arabd
etates and peoples, because they cannot win - and it is dangerous for the
world community, for there is always a small (if immeasurable) possibility
of a Middle East conflict having a catalytic effect upon Super Power

military iuthrnctiona.?l

Stability, like order, is not synonymous with peace. Feace has many
poesible meanings, but it is useful in this context to understand a peace=-
ful kiddle East to be one wherein, not merely would there be no erganised
violence (of inter-state or transnational varieties), but wherein every
actor felt that its legitimate interests were compatible with tﬂ§}33&§§nn1
political structure. Given the exisfting zero-sum character of the
ialestinian Arab-Israeli conflict - i.e. only onme of us can hold Falestine -
it is clear that for the forseeable future, stability, rather than peace,
is th=s most reasonable condition for which interested external parties

are able to work.

The above comments reflect the political judgment and not the ultimate
< valu=s ¢f the author, It is tempting to assert that a particular stable
order cannot endure unless it is founded upon a recognition of the core
valuee of all interested parties - in other words, unless the order is

compatible with justice (as defined by those affected by the rarticular
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enduring order). A baow may be made to this line of argument by claiming
that the particular order currently and forseeably holding sway in the
Middle East would be more stable were more parties to the enduring central

arab=Israeli confliet to have a stake in the endurance of the existinzr

rattern of relatinnn.?z However, over the long tersm, ideas of vhat is

just or unjust - on all sides - are subject to alteration. This is not
to argue that if only Israel will hold i=placably to the gains =¥ Tune

1967, the inter-state and transnational conflicts will wither away.

With some profit one might enguire as to who is interested in inter=-
national stability in the Middle East region? A stable internaticnal con=-
text, from the perspective of one particular actor, would be one wherein
there would be little incentive for the taking of unilateral initiatives
in order to change the existing patter of relationshipe. In the Israeli
case, this need not mean that Israel is satisfied with the existing
state of 'no-war, no-peace', but rather that every alternative to present
policies might seem to promise negative returns. The spending on defence
of the hlghast percentage of GNF of any country in the Hbrld..?3 the dimin-
ishing sympathy of traditional external friends, the relatively high cas=-
ualties suffered as a consequence of forward deployment in Sinai, on the
Golan Eeights and on the West Bank - all of these may seem worth paying
for the benefit of immediate national security. An international stability
that included the notion of 'justice for all' is fairly heavily discounted
by povernments as being a desirable future situatiom, but ome for which
little should be paid in the short to medium-term future. A government
is in the business of protecting the vital national interests of its own
society, as the first if not necessarily the last call upon its energies.
This may sound like a very Hobbesian world view. The extent to which
short-term vigilance may be relaked in the interest of future harmony
must depend upon the nature of the ambitions of one's identifiable adver=-
saries and the degree to which co-operative behaviour is believed to be

likely to induce reciprocal actionm abarnd.?h

The term 'stable' is securely placed near the top of tia list ol
good words in the lexicolh of very many Western analysts, S‘ability tends
to be associated, naturally enough, with the status quo - or, at least,
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with only 'orderly' uhanga.?5 Western, and particularly American, social
scientists have often - either expeitly, or more often, implieitly -
argued as though they knew what was best for other peuple.?5 Homilies

to the effect that violent change is the path to tyramnny, or that Western-
style economic development wlll be 'good for you! (and for us}??. have
foundered upon the rocks of values and cultures seemingly impe.vicus to
the logic of impeccable Western political, economic and military scholar=
ships.?s With the very distinct feeling that the Middle East is a grave=
y;¥?>fnr the good intentione of outsiders, this author is very lonthe
indeed to step into the mire of prescription for the principals in local

conflict.

For a Palestinian refugee, as for a Syrian or Egyptian politican
whose political (at the least) life depends upon his 'doing something'
about Israel, it is difficult to see the attraction of an international
stability that is founded upon the present de facto political boundaries
in the Middle East. Similarly, it is difficult to see how an laraeli
could be much attracted to any condition of international stability other
than the present one of secure borders (if a large insecure, alien,

Arab population), given the daily-repeated "total' objectives of Arab
politicians. ‘'Justice' for many Arabs could mean simply less secure
borders, an encouragement to Arab extremists to capitalise upon the ebb

tide of Israeli withdrawal, and no external guarantees in which any con-

fidence could be plauud.?g

Arms snd Stability: The Negative Aspects

The author's personal values are not being slipped by an analytical
beckdoor into the titles of this and the ‘succeeding section. Inter=
national stability in th;éc uuctioniil employed to refer to rather more
than just a continuation of one particular pattern of relations. Since
chanme is a law of life, it is here assumed that stability should refer
te the endurance of the major features of an international structure that
is capable of accommodating the vital interssts of the most relevant
parties - as they define tham.aﬂ This redefinition does not contradict
the analysis in the previous section: the more iignurmm. minimal defini-
fion of stability as referring simply to the persistence of a particular
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gtructure of relations should alsoc be kept in mind, The difficulty with
that simple definition is that it requires an analyst to judge arms race
activity as being negative or poeitive in its effects - solely with
reference to 1ts probable consequences for an alteration in existing power

relations., That would provide far too narrow a focus.

Furthermore, the -uthur{faruursp-acntul change and presumes that
inter-actor relations may be viewed as a non-zero-sum as well as, on
occcasions, -.i-rn-lul game, Hence, for the succeass of inter-actor bar-
gaining procedures, formal or tacit, it is very likely (certainly in the
Arab=Israeli case) that each party is going to have to settle for some=-
thing less than ite maximum demands.

Value judgments are not here eschewed. It is assumed that war and
a near-permanent garrison state condition are undesirable, These assump-
tiones are not beyond challenge. However, as will be argusd below, war and
near-total mobllisation in the expectation of war are, from time to time,
easily defensible as essential activities. If we borrow from Lenin, it
must be admitted that war very often is the "midwife of revolutioa", im
the same way that revolution is very oftem the midwife of tyranny. In
the same way that many Palesiinian terroristes would not view war as a
negative outcome of the overlapping arms races in the Middle East (and
of the political antagonisms upon which they are founded), so there may
be some Israelis who see some positive aspects to a state of protracted
national uit;u.sz ‘Secial integration, the control of youth, a high value
placed upon public service - if not self-sacrifice - and, less happily,
a continuation of personal influence = all of these should be the result

of a continuing and undeniable grave external threat.

The negative conseguences of arms racing really require little ana-
lguiu.aj What is particularly unsatisfactory about much of the popular
and academic comment upon these consequences, is that commentators tend
to ignore the distinction betweem true (in all cases) statements, and
statements of probabllity or tendency. For any sctor in an arms race
system (the word actor is employed not so as to appeasa the gods of
Politica)l Science Jargon, but rather to aveid the presumption that states
are the Pnl: parties to arms races), the following are consecguences that

l
\
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one aay fairly deem to be negative. It is granted that they, or zome of

them, may alsc be necessary evils.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Quantitative and/or qualitative arsenal improvement, if conducted
in such a manner that normal replacement is not the explanation.ak
and 1f conducted in a context of mutual adversary identification,
may promote the very dangers that it was designed to alleviate,

The national security managers may acquire undue influence over
peliey in an arms race context. As a consmequence, foreign policy
may be militarised as the decision-making ;lita comee to focus more
and more upon the military instrument as the solution to Breign

policy prublms.a5

The opportunity costs of energetic srms racing may be very high in-
deed. The costs of an arms race are obviously multimensional: to

to cite a few, financial, human and material resources expended upon
weaponry and 'natiocnal security' more broadly, are resources not ex-

pended for the meximisation of other values.

ie a somewhat vague category, one should mention societal damage.
This catch-all concept may include such feafures as the abrogation of
human rights, a widespread condition of fear, anxiety, apathy and
possibly cynicism. The human consequences attaching to the economic
opportunity cost dategory are also relevant. Housing, domestic
energy supplies, wdlfare - all may have to be subordinated to the

neads of defence.

Tinally, inherent in the idea of an nrn; race is the notion of &
rapid change in some if not all aspects of the weapons inventory.

The ability of human beings, 1Jt;rgnniantinnn1 context (often as an
added source of constraint upon adaptnbility}s?, to absorb the mean-
iag and poseibilities inherent in new technolopies, is limited.BEI
Succinctly, in an arms race situation, decieion-makers (and even the
military operators) may not fully comprehend the military machine that
i5 available - still less may they understand the likely military and




diplomatic consequences of an interaction of two or more such dynamic
military machines in the test of hattlt.ag There are unsystematic
lags between ideas, policy and technology. Generalisation is not

possible, save at an unhelpful level of near-platitudu.gﬁ

The capa-
city of societies to absorb and plan for the useful employment of a
very dynamic military technology is as variegated.as are their, more

senerally, capacities for collective antion.gl

Unlike the positive feature of an arrms race ( a form of words that is
widely regarded as heretical, or even deplorable - am though one were en=
dorsingpollution), the five categories of possible costs to stability
cited above have been analysed, if not repeated in the form of an arms con=-
trol credo, almost ad nauseam. Familiarity should not breed contempt.

IT it is granted that some arms race activity 1s necessary, in the
sense that all of the alternative policies seem likely to prove to be
even more costly (war, surrender, benign neglect/faith in providence),
then it should alsec be granted that the task of the responsible analyst
should not be defined almost solely in conscience terms (reminding decision-
makers that war, and all esssociated phenomena are etilsl,ga rather should
he seek to minimise the nagt;;va aspects that ares to uom!.- degree inergdicable

from an arms race landscape.

Qur 'responsible analyst' is a somewhat vacuous creature unless one is
very specific concerning why the relevant actor is rlcini. While all men

# 1
? may be expected to;'lgrut that the

everywhere of a rutian‘tclst of mind
damage that may be wrought by an arms race upon a society, an economy and
a political system should be minimised, and while all may agree that the
hazards of war through accident or miscalculation should be reduced where
pasaih1a95 - not all would agree that the statements coatained in (1) to
(5) above were a fair summation of their cost categoriee. Ethnocentricity

and special interests beset us all.

All arms races, crises and wars are pot the product of inadvertence,
bad luck, irresponsibility, etc. - they all can be delibirate.acts of puliﬂ??
Hence, one may not deliberately initiate an arms race, in th%unnac of

the issuing of an unambiguous challenge to nonputeg? - after 211, who wayld
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not prefer @pe rivals not to respond? - but ore may acquire _ras for the

express purpose of seeking to extract political concessione and, should
that fsil, of submitting the dynamic military balance to the road test

of war, This might usefully be conceived of as a process of 'offensive!
arming, The likelihood of arms race, crisis, and war are all accepted

as probable international outcomes, tolerable becauss one expects to be
victorious and to gain spoils more than commensurats with the costs in-
curred. These ideas of the deliberste waging of an arms race, possibly

of the deliberate initiation of an acute erisis, and certainly, should they
eccur, of the conduct of arms control negotiations in the spirit of im-
tense political struggle, sit uneasily upon the heads of the mainstream of

the Jestern arms control community. The incisive executive session testi-
mony of William van Cleave before the Jackson Subcommittee attosts to (as
one example) the very great differences of approach and prebably of pur-
pose that separated the Soviet and American negotiating teams at SALT I.98

If an actor ies racing because it seeks political gains upon which
very great value is deemed to rest, then (1) to (5) above appear in a
very different light. The 'tensions' that may erupt inte wioclence
will be negative only if they propel one into a war for which one is as yet
net fully prepared (thinkingz of Egypt in the Spring of 195?}.99 War it-
sell may have very few, if any, negative connotations. It may be believed
to be necessary (i.,e. there is no other way to expel the Israelis, "bag
and baggage") - at some point - and the values at stake may be incapable
of satisfaction short of organised violence: for example, national (or
ethnic) honour to remove the stain of past defeats, or personal political

security,

Also, much of what to a Westerner might appear as societal damage,
aight “.;:]%1 “:-E_;".*n{ Fﬂfg?ﬂfﬂ. Pakistan or India for examples, - pass muster as
necesearytgocial mobilisation, Such mobilisation could require the en-
vouragement of hatred of the enemy/adversary, leading to near hysteria at
identified elights to the national interest/honour. The fear and anxiety
that the political context of an arms race may encourage = to be reflected
in hatred, zenophobia, demands for vengeance - should not summarily be

dismissed by Western analysts as a dimension of arms race pathology.
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<~ It depends upon one's values. After all,jingoiem and war-hysteria
are not that far removed in time from the contemporary politiecal games

played by the Western Puwaru.loﬂ As Graham Allison has reminded us,

"where you stand depends on where you sit".lul Oxford common rooms or

the Harvard Faculty Club may not be the best loci for the acquisition

of an understanding of why Arabs and Israelis are lesé interested in pro=

noting a Western-value-laden notion of regiomal stability, than they are
nnga

in righting perceived existing l!ﬂ'lﬁ?nn safeguarding the national

security. One need not applaud, but, at the l3ast, one must sdel to

comprehend.

Arms acquisition policies are rarsly unambiguous as indices of poli-
tical intentions. A necat conceptual distinction betwsen a "true" arms
race, that is one allegedly propelled by external cnnsideratiuna,lﬂz
and a (presumably) false arms race, that is one conducted aluost entirely
with domestic bureaucratic or domestic dissident considerations in mind,
is not very helpful. Arms acquired for one purpose are not infrequently
capable of being employed for other purposes. Past attempts to identify
'offensive' as opposed to 'defensive' weapons, or (as in the case of
Great Britain and South Africa) weapons for external ms opposed to in-
ternal use, have faltered under the weight of the milti-task flexibility
proifered by modern technology. This is not to deny the worth of, the
distinction altogether. Soviet arms supply to Egypt would certaiply
seem to have been informed by a determination to withold from the arms
client the means for a blitzkrieg nuccua.ln}

An appreciation of anthropomorphic fallacies rarely yields comfort
to an arms race analyst. In other words, he is aware that the United
States or Israel or the Soviet Union are shorthand terms for those often
unknown procedures and individuals that - by due and ecactimes devious
procedures - decide upon arms policy. But, arms race motivation is al-
ways complex, while different political systems, structures of govern-

ment and geopolitical interests render the reconstruction of others'
decision processes a hazardous course. One reasons back from the deploy-
ment of 313 Soviet 'heavy' ICBM's, to Hhat?ln#

Arms race systems differ profoundly in terms of their structure and
also in terms of the reasonable alternatives believed to be open to the
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adversary(ies). In the Soviet-American context, one may fear war by
accident, war through an inldnqugy of central political contrel, but
scarcely war by miscalculation and,esen less likely - a war by caleculatioen
The tensions promoted by armament in the Soviet-American example, clearly
should be somewhat more tenuous than those promogted by arms in the
Arab-lsraeli case, The endurance of war as an instrument of policy has
been affirmed in Arab-Israeli relations three times in twenty-Iive years,
organised violence at lower levels has been almost continuous, aud one
side (to oversimplify) constamntly reaffirme its intention te ciush the
other. Furthermore, the hardware ref.ients for a etable military balance
{defined, in this context, as a situation wherein all parties prefer to
go second) are fundsmentally different in the Arab-Israsli and the Soviet-
American competitions., The present and foreseeabls Arab-Isra2li military
(APERLLLENSED §
balance is one -jprﬂ:tn*ftng "the reciprocal fear of surprise asttack" that
was so eloquently dissected in the RAND vulnerability studies of the
1950'5.1D6 Maintaining a quantitative (and even in scme rospects a quali-
tative) military balance in the Middle East has little meaning for

stability, so long as he who strikes firast stands an excellent chance of

uinning.lc?

To restate, arms races may be waged by parties who expect to have to
fight each other (i.e. Israel and her Arab nieghbours; the United States
and Japan, 1918-1922; France and Germany before 1914), and also - and
this points to the multi-dimensionality of arms race motivation - between
parties that have little expectation of war (Great Britain and the United
States, 1918-1930; Great Britain and Germany, 1898-1912, these examples
and the dates are highly debateable).’

In the Arab-Ilsraeli case, tn%.un—n_ujur war (instability, in the sense
of an expectation that the entire structure of present regional relations
might be violently overthrown in a very short time span) analysis is
vastly complicated by the 'two-tiered' structure of the race. The mys-
terious processes by which armaments provoke 'tcnuion'ln9 which provoke
ever=more frenetic arming which ete.... to the point of war, should be,
toc some degree, controllable by the upper tier of the arms race. The arms
suppliers, in this instance, have no interest in the securing by their
clients of military victories (at least, in the Soviet-Egyptien/Syrian cas

105
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of definitive military victory). However, they do have a continuing
interest in the denial of victory to the client of the rival Super Pow-rflla
For an understanding of the lagged action and reaction process whereby
Egypt and Ierael proceeded in twenty years from World War II surplus
stocks to, respectively, MIG 21 C/Ds and S8A-38, ard to F-4Z's there is
no alternative to an appreciation of the different, if sometimes comple-
mentary, political motivations driving surplier and cliant.lll

In graphical form, it is often demonstrated that were it uot for the
factor of cost, many arms races could proceed almost inderinitely.llz
Beyond a point where diminishing merginal returns are perceived to set in,
the opportunity cost of each succeeding, and militarily less significant,
urit should become more stnrk.ll} Actors do not spend themselves into
economic ruin trhough arms racing., All arms races have a qualitative di-
mension that serves to undercut the worth of amassing ever-greater quanti-
ties of one particular generation of ﬂQﬁipﬂﬁﬂt.llh while = even in the
most hostile of political environments - maximisation of defensive capa-
bility ageainst the enemy, Z£ rarely has other than a relative top priority
call upon the treasury. This is no cause for rejoicing. The damage
done to domestic mocieties and to the more co-operative strains in inter-
national relations might be considerably less were actors less able to
sustain an arms race than has in fact proved to be the case.115

If we assume that the burdens of arms racing are assumed only for the
most serious and legitimate of political motives (which is not necessarily
the cese) - namely, that core national values are believed to rest upon
the cutcome - it would be analytically satisfying if close correlation
could be reported between 'believed to be uniquely favourable' states of
military imbalance (or expected imminent imbalance in the favour of the
other side) and decisioms for trial by combat, Wars occur according to
no such rational strategic logic. Certainly in the Arab-Israeli cases,
it is very difficult to see a clear relationship between perceptions of
the military balance and the decisions for war of 1948, 1956 and 196?.11&
Sadat's putative identification of 1971 as "the year of decision" may
Lhave been more directly related to anticipated (falsely) arsenal improve-
ment. To the despair of 'scientific! analysis, wars like arms races, are
motivated, caused and precipitated by a host of factors.
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In times of perceived foreign danger, wiih the alnﬁment of armaments
oy neighbours taken as one very important index of the scale of that
danger,ll? it is natural that the managers of, spokesmen for and operators
of the military establishment (perhaps, more broadly, the national security
establishment) should be the men of the hour, the Guardians entrusted with
the keys of the kingdom. In & climate of public opinion wherein 'i-:tiomal
security' is a much-venerated value, and one that would seem - in the
recent past - to have been well-served by prompt military acticn, it ie
uot difficult to see how men (and thel:> arguuents) of other ps z:ions
concerning the relative weight to be placed upon the variowsinstruments
of foreign pelicy, should be ignored - or, at least, 'placed in ressrve'.
This is a general rather than a specifie truth, The degree of attention
accorded the spokesmen for ffirmgl arms racing and/or wilitary sction
should depend upon the margins of safety believed to nbtnin,llE There is
ao presumption here that the advocates of (in the Isracli case) the pur=-
chase of more Phantom F-4E's, or of massive retaliation raids against
guerrilla training areas are slways in error. However, to the extent
(and it is a very, very uncertain extent) to which an arus race sustains
and legitimises the advocacy of military solutions to short (and beyond)
term problems, to that uncertain extent may one dimension of the cost of
an arms race be said to lie in the denial of weight to arguments calling
for less violent policy mnrea.llg Individuals, bureaucracies and states
are, in important respects, the captives of their past successes., If
the problem has been immediate national insecurity, and if mildtary
action has always, at least for a time, solved that problem, it is not
difficult to see the kind of inhibitions that would attend any determined

move Yo shift policy action from cne instrument to &nathur.lac

The sédlf-sustaining nature of a very heavily, and apparently
successful, militarised foreign policy is clear. After all, in the laét
resort self-help is a fundmmental rule of intsrnational politics. Neo
daus ex machina, and not even the Sixth Fleet, can be relied upon to save
the state. Military insecurity is reduced by winning the arms race, and
by periodic bursts of successful military action, However, as the after-
math of the 1967 June war has demonstrated, the long term banes of Israeldi
insecurity remain - if anything, they have been exaggerated by the scale

of the Israeli vintary.lal There is no anti-Israeli animus in these
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comments, simply the reflection that actors would seem, for very under=
standable reasons, to continue to pursue lines of policy that have solved
problems for them in the past. It is appreciated that policy makers al-
ways exist in the short term, and that undue concern for long term
stability - defined as in the opening of this section - of the Middle
Bast region, could result in one's short or medium-term demise.

Stability, in the sense of the persistence of extant relationships,
nay be ensured by the disciplinary effect of vigorous arms race manage-
ment. Deterrent and diplomatic weight, and defensive potential, may
enabls one to evade the posaible costs of taking some risks in the direction
of appeasement (or just settlement). The cost of a sustainable arms race
remains, of uourunﬁ;h in the Middle Eastern example e the continued il-
legitimacy (in Arab eyes) of the international order that is thus stabil-
ised. To repeat, the arms race is not the villain of the piacﬁ,:lf there
be villainy it lies in the unwillingness of both sides to ompromise their
maximum political demands. To restate the chain of reasoning above;
political incompatibilities promote the arms race (and military action),
which lends -suthority to those bearing most obviously the mantle of
national =ecurity around ‘heir shoulders. These men, understandably,
tend to advocate that the tried and true, and least risky (in the short
term) instrument of state policy continue to be accorded first place in
the orchestration of measures for the national defence,

Arms and Stability: The Positive Aspects

Whether a stable international order be identified solely as one-
that endures, or whether it be taken to include such normative additives
as justice and a very low level of inter and intraastate vialancqlaz-
though it may be noted that crusaders for their conception of 'right'
tend to be insensitive to the 'necessary' casualties thereby incurred -
the relevance of armaments is all too easily apparent. Since, as the
writers of textbocks on international politics are fond of telling us, the
international arena is, in important respects, precisely thntlz3 - an arena,
net a sezinar, or a town meeting, or a court of law - there is no way in
which arms in the hands of others may be countered save through prudential
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armacests in one's own hands. A crude notliom of an Hobbesian external
world in contradistinetion to domestic societies characterised by the

rule of law, the legitimacy of political authority, and the monopoly

on the use of legitimate violence (absolved inm the more pleasing term,
force) is of course s vast nvernimplificntion.lzn The threat and/or the
use of force does not characterise the majority of inter-state inter-
actions that comprise an important dimension of international ralationa,lzﬁ
while there are many societies for which the legitimacy of power-holders
\or of the character of the political system itself), the rule of law,
and a state monopoly on the instruments of cnerciaﬁ shoyld be viewed as
little more than phrases from an alien text—bank.lzﬁ Indeed, a promising
case could be made for the proposition that in the light of scholarship
in the aress of transnational rulatiun-.lz? bureaucratic pelitics and
political system analyses, 1nternnt§§ﬂﬁ} relations - as an aspiring dis-

¢ipline - were better buried. We efe left, simply, with Eolitic..lza

Regardless of the analyses and occasional excesses of tough minded
‘reslists' determined to vindicate the traditional state-centrie,
'inturnatiun:l life is dangerous', perspective upon their subject,
or of trans-national relations analysts determined to ddmonstrate how
porous are the frontiers of states, and how multifarious are the actors
in “nternational relations, the fact remains that - save only for absolute
pacifists -~ the application of force, on the behalf of interests retail-
able ss vital, is still accepted as the legitimate ultima ratio of actors
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in international relations.

A5 Michsel Howard has eloquently argued, the application of pure
coercion is, for most actors, a policy expedient of declining legitimacy.
Ti arms be sanctified for the generally accepted ends that they should
serve, then - ipso facto - so may an arms race, nscause the same ends

130

may be well served omly by a prudent attention to inter-actor military

balance and imbalance,

The generally negative connotations of the term arms race may in good
part be ascribed tc the popular misconception that arms races are futile
or possibly self-defeating. A further popular notion that is widely held
is to the effect that the harder that you race the more insecure you




-27=

berama.1§1 This nonsense proposition has delighted many U.S. Scunitors
of recent years. In no sense is this author casting a genersl benedic-
tion over all (or even most) arms race activity. However, there is a
difference between avhypothesis and a demonstrable social science truth.
Arms races may be waged for good and (to the taxpayers and the national
security managers) sufficient ro;:on.;lﬁz indeed, for the same taeic
reasons why nearly all states maintain armed forcni?i ;?urthtruura,
competitive armament need not be self-defeating. Arms races can be and
have been 'm:tl:l.:l"?"I+ There ie no law of international politics which states
that all arms race victories will prove to be only temporary. Even if
there were such a law, many actors may be willing to sﬁttla for =ome
immediate security, ephemeral though it could prove. Also, arms race
victory should not necessarily be defined in terms of an ability to pre-
vail in war. Many different arms race 'state of balance' objectives are

roasible.

The arms race futility strain of reasconing is fuelled by the notion
that each actor requires only sufficient armaments, a quantity to be de-
termined by a unique national arithmetic exercise., Certain magical
numbers, usually based upon some calculation (mot entirely of a military
siralegic character), do certainly enjoy a protracted grip upon the popu=-
lar imagination. One thinks of the 70 cruisers demsnded by the Royal
Navy at the time of the London Conference of 195&.135 of the 15 capital
ship requirement that has endured in the U.S., Navy, despite changes in
technology and ldvtrlarr.135 or of the 105 and, later, 70 Group demands
of the USAAF in the 1940's. More recently, the 400 0.M.E. requirement
for the United States' assured destruction mission is a good example of
the useful basis for argument of a familiar number, that - in this in-
stance at least - may readily be supported by one form of annlyuia.137
The case of the 105 Group figure cited above ls a lesa defensible one.

"... the planners selected a large figure which seemed to have some
high-level War Department support and used that as the stawting
point in the planning process." 138

Unfortunately, in the real world 'what we require' may not be ascer-
tainable by reference sclely to absolute nationmal requirements. Apart
from possible debate as to the military validity of the claimed




'regquirements', an arms race is rarely a matter of defence alone. A
strategic arsenal may lend needed diplomatie wajght,l}g may have a role
to play in a strictly domestic hubris ('we are only happy when we are
first'), and - more to the point - it may be believed %o be important to
look equal. In short, an arms race may, in part, be a race in appear-

B.Il{:!!s..lmrl This is not to be despised. After all, armaments .re supposed |

to bave political meaning.

Frominent and amalytically defensible figures for a suflicicacy of
ICEM's or of capital ships are economically attractive, are apps. ling teo
those who see an arme race as a mubtually defemting spiral of tight sctiem
and reaction, but they may pave the road to mnational if nol intsvnatiomal
catastrophe should the adversary not be playing the arme race game gulded
by a familiar legic. This is no counsel of despalr, no~ 2n r . pertion of
the inevitability of "the armes race ms usual', one ¢an - i Lar a&ll = asuek
to persuade the adversary to accept a common set of rulos.t > However, one
does have to grant the posaibility that if the adversary is apparently not
susceptible to asweet strateglc reason, the only way to foreclose upon the
possibility that he may try to road test his larger (if militarily in-
significant) arsenal for political advantage, is to match him missile for
missile, The crudeness an? lack of sophistication of this argument - apart
from its expense and general undesirability - have contributed to itas being

rejected by the mainstream of the contemporary trans-national arms control

cnmmunitr¢1#a

The followlng are five areas of Justification, in terms of which it
should be admitted that a race may contribute to international stability.
The particular meaning tc be ascribed to stability need not here be
identified.

(1) An arms race may be an expensive but non-lethal substitute for war,
while frequent assessment of the relative standing of the ¢competitors
may serve as a functional substitute fdr tar acute international
crisis. Thus, an arms race may be more the|, in the conventional plirase,
‘an -:prclnitn of pnlitianl conflict'y it may also merve as tha chosen
instrument for ltrngzll.l 3 Tacitly or formally, the winner of the
race (or of one round of a protracted race) may be ac orded his

L
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spnilu.lkk This line of thought is somewhat akim to the idea that
accurate psephology could substitute for the expense and ritual of
elections. This idea of an arms race as a functional substitute
for war does of course run directly counter to Western arms control
theory. It may be no less valid for that. Arme race activity is
one means by which states may balance power., A dynamic military
equilibrium, sustained by two or more states of domparable wealth
and/or motivation, could result in a condition of protracted stale-
mate, HNelither side might 'win' the race.

An arms race may be seen as providing time for conflict resclution
(or at least amelioration) processes to work. It is true that one
could argue that a continuing arms race, occasicnally slowing to a
walk or even a crawl, keeps alive the hope of victory in war tomorrow.
On the other hand, so long ae all parties to a conflict are per-
suadeé& that arms inventory improvement will yield a better outcome
should war come tomorrow, barring accidents there will be no war
today. In a context of profound - and possibly irreconcileable (in
the short and medium terms) - political differences, a continuation
of a no-war condition may be a very considerable achievement. This
argument certainly lacke many attractive features, but its relevance
may be seen not just in the contemporary Middle East, but also in
the debates over prevéntive war that surfaced in the United States
from 1949 until 1954 (at leaat}.lhﬁ Even when most analytical con=-
tenders agreed that war with the Soviet Union was extremely likely,
a decision to '"wage it now' would be a decision transforming a very

likely future into a certain present.

Not all conflicts should be expected to wither away in the
forseeable future. For political, though not military comparison,
the Arab-Israeli conflict would seem to be like the sectarian con-
fliet in Northern Ireland, or the difficulties posed for Canada by
the French 'fact'. These are conditions to be lived with and amel-
iorated where possible, rather than problems to be solved by an in-

renious diplnnauy.lkﬁ Scometimes one must settle for just 'keeping
the lid on'. 1In th! Middle East case, it would seem to be unfortunate
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but a fact that a protracted arms competition is a feature of that
particular condition. To the extent that the competition encourages
hopes for victory tomeorrow, and thus diminishes the incentives to
fight today, it may be said to contribute to one definition of
international stnbility.l#?

An arms race may be seen as one mechanism by whieh the internaticnal
political system accommodates a rapidly changing military technoloegy
with minimum disturbance, 3Sernard Brodie has made this point with
particular reference to the changes in maritime technology ln the
second half of the Nineteenth Ganturr.lha In an era wherein the
differentials between the levels of military effectiveness of rapidly
succeeding generations of technology are very great, the stability of
a particular international hierarchy would be endangered were not all
essential actors to race at approximately the same speed (or, were
not each essential mctor to enjoy close political links with such a
racer). More particularly, inadequate racing activity by status quo
Powers (or by Powers that have a very substantial stake in the endur-
ance or stability of the existing order) may, by default, yield the
game to a Power aspiring to hcgnmony.lhg To a greater or lesser ex-
tent, all races are gualitative ones. Product improvement in atrate-
glc weaponry may well be futile in the sense that the expenditure of
billions of dollars may yield no greater security than was enjoyed

at the outset, However, the consequence of righteous self-abnegation
with respect to the research and development engine of the arms race
may not promote co-operative bthuviaur.lEn Indeed, given the competi-
tive essence of many internaticnal political relationships and civen
the extreme difficulty of monitoring weapons development before they
reach the prototype stage for testing, a decision not to absorb new
technologies could be a decision for disaster, This is no prescrip-
tion for '"technological superiority', the margin for a technological

lag consistent with national safety might be quite cnnsidarahle.151

Une of the most compelling rationalfdes for racing activity is the
possibility that one might actually have to fight., If it be granted
that a condition identifiable as international stability is not
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necessarily incompatible with war, this argument is difficult te
raaist.lﬁz With respect to particular sctors, the defending state
may lack confidence in the rationality of some decision mak-ra.ls}
Rephrased, one could =ay that the logic of cthers may prove diffi-

cult to unravel or to predict. Regardlese of the outcome of war games,
informed by the most reliable of strategic intelligence, how confid=-
ent are Ieraelis that Sndi'{ar bis successor) will not decide upon,
or feel that he has no better alternative other than war in the very
near future? What he ought or ought not to do is beside the point.
Similarly, how confident can Egyptians feel that Israeli forces will
not be unleashed in great strength across the Suez Canal - undoubted-
ly for limited purposes - in the near future? 1f war (to use the
old fashioned term, with its connotations of formal declaration,
withdrawal of diplomatic personnel and distinctiveness from pre and
postwar peace) is believed to be a very likely future, and if the
means of effective defence are either to hand or are obtainable (at
a price) to race hard may well be compatible with every definition
of stability. Pre-emption may be invited, and - by the same logic -
may be attractive, but deterrence might also be the result.

(5) An arms race may be the one non-lethal instrument by means of which
status quo Powers are able to prevent change which seems to them to
be undesirable, From an American perspective, to supply lsrael with
most of the advanced arms that are requested, is to ensure a continu-
ation of the extant Israeli superiority of military pnw-r.lﬁh The
present condition of the Middle East is very/B8tisfactory from an
American point of view, but it would seem toc be preferable to}%Sat
probable obvious lltaﬂiatirns.155, For the United States to be genuine-
1y even-handed in Israel's troubles with her neighbours might result

in (A) Israel exercising her nuclear option,155 or (B) Israel's

defeat, if acute advanced equipment starvation set in, and if no

nuclear compensation were sciught. The conditions, currently frozen,

that are working to undermine the present stability, are not allevia-

ted by this policy of ensuring Israel's conventional superiority,

but this is probably viewed in Washington as & case of adoprting the

best of a set of poor policy options.
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There 1s a school of arms race thought in the United States which
adheres to the notion that any condition short of unambiguous Americgan
#trategic superiority over the Soviet Union is in fact a condition of
infuriuritr.lﬁ? It is claimed that the imbalance between the respective
political drives for hegemony or influence of the Super Powers, in a con-
text of consicerable Soviet geo-political advantage (the interior lines
of a Heartland Power), plus the Soviet superiority in many categories of
general purpose forces - all amount to the fact that a rliificntinn of
ttrategic parity ii a political victory for the Soviet Union of great
nagnitude. According to this logie, the abllity of the United States to
influence rerional actors in the Middle East - and the Soviet Union over

Middle Eastern issues - ought to decline.

For better or worse, no 'ordering' Power is able, today, to freeze
its conception of a stable international structure, The global reach aym-
bolised by forward naval deployment, and the World Power status affirmed
through an identification of not incredible interests around the gElobe,
are really close to irrelevant in terms of the scope for manipulatien by
latter day Metternichs in Moscow and Washington, Even in an arrangement
approximating that of a condaniniuu.lEa the Super Powers would be hard put
to it to discipline 'parochial' and de-stabllising elements in Europe,
the Middle East and elsewhere, With societies, world-wide, in varying
degrees of ferment, even the installation of Soviet-American proconsuls,
with the avparatus of coercion to hand, would be unlikely to ensure that
the Soviet-American conception of a stable world order would pernist.lﬁg

These remarks sceptical of the likely achievements of even a benign
concominial Superpowermanship should not be taken to imply that strategic
preponderance through energetic racing has no utility. The influence
sttained over specific close rivals might be most salutary (for the in;
dursnce of the superior Power's conception of behaviour conducive to
stability), while the influence thereby attained in other regions might
prove marginal - as suggested above = but still worth haring.lsa At the
very least the machinations of a rival, adhering to a very different

definition of a stable order, might be precluded or disciplined.

In seeking to strike a balance between the negative and pnuuiblT
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positive consequences of arms races for international stability, the need

to counter the conventionally very negative views of arms racing may

appear to induce missionary enthusiasm on the part of the analyst. Converts
for arms races are not here being sought. Indeed, as noted earlier, many

of the arguments employed in this section would be deemed by most “estern
defence/arme control experts to be beyond the pale of their analytical

161
exbrace.

Arms Haces and Stability in the Middle East

With reepect to some arms races it is not implausible to argue that
regardless of the political antagonisms which initially catalysed compe-
tition, hﬂyoﬁd a certain point the race moved into a vhase of self-sus-
tained growth. Beyond this goint the arms are not merely expressions of
political distaste, they are, in themselves, providing vositive feedback
for those domestic fears that originally sparked the raca.lﬁa Periods of
d:tente may thues be threatened by the not ineredible threat analyses con-
ducted by the domestic threat-analysing establishment. Better relations
and a larger stick may not in theory be uppnued,lﬁj but in practice the
pace and character of the military preparations of an identified potential
eneny do, not unnaturally, tend to be taken as one index of his political
intuntinns.lﬁ# This belief that deeds speak louder than words, or 'dis-
count the rhetoric and the gestures and note the rate of missile silo
construction', often reflects a rather naf%ve faith in the dubious proposi-
tien th;§5th' facts of a developing military capability speak for them-

selves,

An 'arms and instability' spiral model does not fit easily upon the
nistory of Middle Eastern politics since 1948. Israel has been under=-
standably fearful of losing the arms race, precisely because of the apparently
unlimited nature of some Arab ambitions. A very dynamic military balance
must promote an acute anxiety state because, should the race be lost (or
should many important Arabs believe that Israel is temporarily behind), then
political aspiration would be translateable through military action inte
political fact. The arms race between Israel and her neighbours has not

\
created new Arab policy goals vie a vis Iuraul.165 The determination to
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throw Israelis into the Mediterranean pre-dates the arms race.

One is here pointing to the obvious asymmetry of stakes in the con-
flict, The worst that can happen, from the Arab point of view (barring
the possibility of an Israel, facing imminent defeat, choosing to flex
some nuclear nuuclaa)lﬁ? is that lsrael remains as an unpleasan: reminder
of their military impotence. For Israsel there can be no military solution
to her security problems. Geography, demography, local Arab sentiment,
public opinion abroad, Super Power interest, all indicate the truth of
this statement., To the extent that one might term fhe likely future
condition of international relations in the Middle East unstable, this
instability would seem to spring from the irreconcileability of actor
interests. The Arab-Israeli arms race is no autonomous villain, dragging
the regional system toward an Armaggeddon by its own apolitical momentum.
This is not to say that the Arab-Israeli and some inter-Arab races are not
causes as well as symptoms of a deep-rooted regional instability. Clearly,
a grave military imbalance in favour of Egypt (either with or without the
assistance of sister members of the Arab League) would pose the very real
possibility of a fundemental change in intra-regional relations.

The point of the above paragraphs was to emphasise that competitive
military procurement in the Middle East region has not "taken=-off" from
limited political goals. It is difficult to escape the implicationms of
the argument that the present arms imbalance in Arab-Israeli relations
ensures 2 regional stability of the immobilisme variety, while the regional
bases of a notion of stability that 1ncorporate:_gugi‘$$|as as justice

= .
anc a 'shared conception of a legitimate ;Egtr'Lﬁnr cannct be admitted to

g#xist) in anywhere near adequate strcngth.lﬁa

The principal implication of the above argument for Americen arms
supply policy is that really there is no sensible alternative to the
present White House determination to sustain some measure of Israeli
sonventional military superiority. The instability thus encouraged
(continued frustration of 'just' Palestinian demands, continued embaras-
sment to Arab governments), is clearly preferable toc the instability that
pight well result from a far more restrictive arms supply policy. A Despite
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the compelling logic that argues for a continuation of the present arms
race with respect to the Middle East region, Western analysts continue
to search for a middle (in the absence of better alternatives) ground for
(above all) Amariunnlﬁg diplomatic manceuvring that would permit a
greater measure of Super Power control, and - perhaps - a lesser degree
of Super Power involvement should major intnr-&tata viclence recur in
the region. For example, in 1971, Robert Hunter wrote as follows:

"Playing flexible middleman, not becoming frozen into an unequivocal,
partisan position, is the best American role", 170

Alas, "the best" is rarely attainable., Hunter was arguing that a
pro-Israeli stance should not be sustained in the mistaken belief that
it was synonymcue with an anti-Soviet stanca.l?l while a reflexive anti-
Soviet stance in the Middle East would be incompatible with the interests
of the United States. A further quotation from Hunter is illustrative
of an analysis toward which this author feels considerable sympathy, yet
which nonetheless fails to grasp the central problem pertaining to peace
and conflict in the region. We are advised that

"If the Soviet Union were sedure in its legitimacy as a major
outside power in the Middle East, it could develop a greater

sense of shared responsibility for stability in the region

and feel less need to secure its position with force deployments -
deployments h‘ﬁ& have their own expansionist momentum," {Elph:uil
added/ 172 '™

Stability is not defined in the article, yet it is because Soviet'
and many Arab conceptions of a atable order in the Middle East differ,
that Scviet inrluence in Egypt was so drastically (if possibly temporarily)
reduced in July 19?2.1?3 Hunter's analyesis was really addressed to the
wirong problem. Soviet and American conceptione of stability in the
region nruh?ut distinguishable by any unbridgeable principles. On the
basis of E.f: Security Council Resolution 342,1?. the Super Fowers, if
not the 'Big Four', should certainly be able to deviese a compromise
package that accorded with a sufficient number of adT gf their int-rutua'?5
Unfortunately, as M.HE. Haykal's analyses in Al Ahram have exposed all teo
clearly, the region is not capable of being stabilised by Great Power
.grn-munt.l?s More to the pnintq.ptrhlpsldtnpitn the extant single-arms




supplier dependence of the principals to the local conflict, there
¢learly is no effective way in which the arms suppliers are abtle to zove
their clients away from political positions jdentified as intransigent

and/or irrasponaible.l?T

Some of the political simplifications that have Dbeen employed in this
paper thus far must now be exposed. In the face of a widespread identifica-
tion ~f impending 'Israeli aggression', it is true that brother Arabs
rally to the cause., But, if one is seeking to identify a condition of
Middle East politics that would be compatible with the legitimate in=-
tereats of most of the actors in the region,lﬁg such a condition is not
toe difficult to isolate. Politicians live in a short term world and do
what ctaney must, The continued existence of the state of Israel may be
an affront to Arab dignity and a constant reminder of past humiliationms.
However, it should not be forgottem that the existence ef Israel does
have its positive sides also for many Arab politiciams. To be specific:

~= opposition to Israel is the one slogan/policy upon which all Arabs
are able to agree (though they diffdr over the means, and the timing
of application of the weans)j

-~ Tsrael performs a classical external threat function for some
Arab countries beset by domestic ;‘;{“‘pblms incapable of short-term
solution (excitement, dashing leadership possibilities, suppression
of opposition voices etc., are all provided and/or facilitated by

Israel's convenient presence);

~= The alternatives to the state of Israel should be distinctly um-
attractive to Egyptians, Syriams, Libyans and Jordanians. An Arab
Socialist Republic of FPalestine would have the most serious border
problems, it would pose a challenge to all existing Arab leaderships,
snd it would be sitting on an industrial and scientific agricultural
Lase unique to the Middle East (if they survived the war, that is).
Farhaps this writer is unduly ecynical, but the one thing worse than
the presence of the state of Israel for politicians in Egypt, Syria
et al., would be the demise of the state., This, of course, is a

devious example of rational actor analysis that may be irrelevant,
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1
“Ven over the long term, to the actual behaviour of Arabs, 73

Regardless of the above, the Arab states are at present locked into
a context of dapparently remorselecos military confrontation with Israel.
In this eituation, no measure of attempted arme race management by the
prineipal 8upplying Powers seems likely to promise superior pay offs (ip
terms of their not totally incompatible notions of regional stability)
than do the present supply policies. So long as the local principals to
"he confliet are unable to act upon a tolerably commen concection of a
Etable regional order, then so long musc each party arm compeliti-ely for
a further war that could erupt at any time. A state of constipation in
the arms supply channels, perhaps enforced by the Big Four, would certainly
have major repereussions upon the central rerional arms race, but those

forner suprlying countries,

The Arab-Israeli arms race would no longer be characterised by such
dramatic and prominent 7oves as the purchase and/or gift of F=4E's or
MIG-21 C/D's, but the race would still be on in the areas of repair and
mainten;ncu‘ rapidity of mobilisation, combat efficiency, strategic and
tactical ideas, the local production of military goods, and the search
for new external arm: aup;liera.lgo Israel's superior "capacity for
¢ollective action" and her advanced state of industrial development should
encure that - for the forseeable future at least - a total choking-off of
external arms supplies from major supuliers would contribute only te the
8tatus quo. Thesge comments must be considered in conjunction with an appre-
ciation of facters relevant to future Ieraseli insecurity other than the
Pessibility of an unfavourable shift in the inter-state military balance.

Israel is a Jewish islang in an Arab sea.lal Even within Israel 4t-
self, the demographic fact of an extant and rapidly growing non-Jewish
petential fifth column is one source of mockery for the apparent security
gained in June 196?.182

In the Middle East the United States would like to be friends with
everrbedy, an 'honest sroker', influential and respected by all parties.
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Thie is not possible, because, in the last resort, Israel's dem_-e
{?osaihly in a context of nuclear abandon) is generally appreciated to
b;—unucceptnble, from the viewpoint of American policy. This certainiy
is a fact today, but - as David Watt has indicatec - a hardheaded
American reappraisal of their interests, could yield a different judgment|

The demise or imminent demise of Israel would be scarcely less em-
barassing to the Soviet Union than it would be to the United States. In
the face of serious American measures to brake the Middle East aras rac%
and induce some mellowing in Israell policy, the Soviet Union might be
tempted to seek to ensure that the flow of necessary advanced arms to
Israel continued (though not in the form that camouflaged military assis-
tance tock iﬁ 1956 and 19674). Gratitude is no more prevalent or enduring
a feature of inter-state politics than it is of inter-paruanalIrnlatinns.
Indeed, the very acknowledgment that (for example) "Soviet arms and
training made our victory possible'", would clearly detract from the glory
attendant upon a defeat of Israel, Furthermore, the need for continuing
Soviet assistance would be very, very sharply reduced, as would be the
need to endure Soviet high-handedness. Thus, for Soviet policy, Israel's
continued existence is strongly duuirnble.lall When Sadat was informed
(we may fairly presume) in Moscow in October 1971 that 1971 was not going
to be "the year of decision', there is no need to place a great deal of
emphasis upon the effects of Soviet considerations of its relations with
the United States.1o>

Since it would seem to be necessary for the Super Powers to continue
to supply arms to their regional clients (neither Super Fower wishing to
disavow its somewhat tenuous measure of local influence), since the vital
interests of no local society, save for- that identifiable as a politically
and geographically fractured Arab Palestinian one, are at stake in the
present conflict - there is a great deal to be said in favour of a pru-
dentially madulntodlaﬁ arme competition that ensures Israel's conventional
military superiority. It is diffieult te aveid the conclusion that be-
cause it has most at stake, Israel must be eccorded the diplomatic freedom
of manceuvre granted by military Buperinrity.ls? It is far from c-rtain

that well-meaning attempts by arms race managers external to the Middle
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East deliberately to increase Il:raeli ::c.ings of insecurity in the Lope
of increasing her diplomatic flexibility would have the desired rvsults.
The interests as opposed to the aspirations and rhetoric of Egyptian,

188

Syrian and Jordanian politicians would not seem, in the long-term at
least, to be incompatible with those of Iarael.la? The only losers

must be those Palestinians who believe, and are encouraged to believe

by Arab politicians, that the name of the central Hidﬁle Eastern politieal
game is 'who gets Palestine'. As stated earlier, all are not equal in
international puliticu.lgn A stable international order in the Middle

East is incompatible with any serious measure of appeasement of those
Arab Palestinians who demand that they be granted political ascendancy in

Falestine. EHolding no brief for Israeli interests, and believing that
a stable international order could but be strengthened by the provision
of justice for all (by their own definitions), this author is compelled
by the evidence to reach the above somewhat unwelcome conclusion,

Colin S. Gray
March 1973 University of British Columbia.
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FOOTNOTES

On the prospective benefits of arms race theorising see F,Z, Chase,
"The Relevance of Arms Race Theory to Arms Control", General Systems,
Vol.XIII (1968), pp.91-98; J. David Singer, "The Outcome of Arms
Races: A Folicy Problem and a Research Approach",in Froceedings of
the International Peace Research Association Third General Confcrence
(Assen,Neths.: Van Gorcum, 1970), pp.l137-146.

See the author's "The Arms Race is About Politics", Foreign Policy,
No.9 (winter 1972-73), pp.117-129.

Note the brief comments by the editor in John Mueller, ed., Approaches
to Measurement in International Relationa (New York: Appleton~Century-

Crnf‘hﬂ. 1969}‘ PP- 11-"'12-

Oran R. Young, "The Ferils of Odysseus: On Constructing Theories of
International Relations", in Raymond Tanter and Richard H. Ullman,

eds., Theory and Policy in International Relations (Princeton: Princeton

University Press, 1972), p.196,

See Eugene J. Meehan, The Theory and Method of Political Eci'ncivcant
(Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey Fress, 1965), PP.127-168; and, in the best /
introductory work on international politiecs, Patrick M. Morgan,
fheories and Approaches to International Politics: What Are We to
Think? (San m'ie, Cal.: Consensus, 1972), pp.18-19,

"The Perils of Odyssems', p,180,

Ibide, p.198, This is a slight expansion of Young's argument,
'Heuristic' means simply that the approach or proposition so des-
cribed has value for the new lines of investigation that it suggests

might be useful,

For Richardson's writings see Arms and Insecurity (London: Stevens
and Soms, 1960); and Statistics of Deadly Quarrels (London: Stevens
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12.

13,

14,

15.
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and Sons, 1960)., An example of post-Richardsonian mathematical
arms race analysis is Paul Smoker, "Fear in the Arms Race: ~
Mathematical Study", in James N. Rosenau, ed., International
Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory
(New York: The Free Press, 1969), pp.573-582.

For an example of such claims see Michael Nicholson, Conflict

Analysis (London: The English Universities Press, 1970), pp.121-139.
"Phe thorough investigation of arms races from a scientific point of
view is still in its infancy, and this chapter has the standing of

a pediatrician's report to the general public on the infant's progrees;
happily, the progmoesis for a useful and healthy life for the theory

seems excellent". F.1l39.

See Hedley Bull, "International Relations as an Academie Pursuit",
Australian Outlook, Vol.26, Ne.3 (December 1972), pp.255-256

particularly.

WA Dynamic Model of the Arms Race in the Middle East, 1953-1965",
General Systems, Vol.XVI (1971), p.1l45.

Although, as stated earlier, the Middle East has suffered less neg-
lect than have other regional or inter-regional arenas of arms
rivalry. See my "Social Science and the Arms Race' The Bulletin of
the Atomie Scientists, forthcoming.

For a near self-parodying example (with respect to a different class
of international eventam) of a work that is crammed full of dazzling
insights, aad that is based upon ﬁeep historicel immersion, Yet
which auchqus the scientific approach in favour of anecdote, see
Coral Zell, The Conventions of Crisis: A Study im Diplomatic Manage-
ment (London: Oxford University Press, 1971). See particularly

footnote 4 on p.b.

"Moral Fervor, Systematic Analysis, and Scientific Consciousness in
Foreign Policy Research'", in Rosenau, The Scientific Study of Foreigm
Policy (New York: The Free Press, 1971), Pp.23=65.




- 7
Ly

17.

18.

20,

-F3.

(New York: The Free Press, 1969). Writing in 1971, Rosenau was
honest enough to state that: "The failure of the linkage stratepy
doubtless stemmed from several sources, not the least of which was

my own failure to provide any theoretical substance to the 144 types
of linkage that formed the basis of the strategy. Since it rro-

vokes new thought and empirical research, erroneous theory - even
far-fetched theory - is preferable to no theory..." /fn Frea w,

Riggs, ed., International Studies: Fresent Status and Future Prospects
(Philadelphia: The Americean Academy of Political and Social Secience,
October 1971), p-231=7 It 18 difficult to improve on the following
comment: ",, analysts whose theoretical explorations come to grief
are likely to print the results anyway on the grounds that the

results have heuristie value, You get to read a lot of bad theory
that way". Morgan, Theories and Approaches to International Polities,

P 19&

For an analysis that is beth profoundly sceptical of the relevance

of pre-nuclear arms race experience, 31:_sh$¢h-ﬂu!i‘!ﬁf*ﬂ!tiiﬁtin

"The Arms Race and Some of its Hazards", Daedalus, Vol.89 (Fall
1960), pp.764-778, Also see my "Social Science and the Arms Race",

FPending the completion of comparative, cross-historical etudies of
arms races, this statement must stand solely as the author's opinioen =
although it is based upon much historical reading informed by a
concern for the development of races qua races,

"The Arms Race Fhenomenon", Horld'Falitina, Vol.XXIV, Heo.l (Oetober
1971), »p.39-79,

Colin 5. Gray, "The Urge to Compete: Rationales for Arms Racing",
unpublished paper (Vancouver: University of British Columbia,
January 1973),
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21, For example, the work of Dr. Dieter Senghaas at the Hessiache
St4ftung Friedens-Jund Konfliktsforschung in Frankfurt is clesely
allied to work in North America that is om the frontier of arms

race analysis.

22, See Hedley Bull, Strategic Arms Limitation: Tho Precadent of the

Washington and London Naval Treaties (Chicago: University of Chicago,
Center for Poliecy Study, Occasional Paper, 1971); Donald Watt,
"Historical Light on SALT: Parallels with Inter-War Naval Arms

Control", The Round Table, fo.2ks (Janusry 1972), pp.29=35.

2%, O,M.E. stands for "one megaton equivaleat"., The capability to
inflict surface damage of a warhead force of a certain sise is
calculable by reducing the various yields of the weapons into a
single O.M,E, figure (The O.M.E. of a pnuclear warhead is calculated
in terms of the § power of the yleld). See Ian Bellany, "The
Essential Arithmetic of Deterrence”, Journal of the Royal United
Services Institute for Defence Studies, Vol.118, No.4 (March 1973),
pp.28-3h,

24, See Valerie C. Oray, Anglo-American Naval Rivalry 1916-1922 end The
Issue of 'Parity' at the Washington Conferenca, unpublished M.A.

dissertation (Toronto: University of Toremto, Department of History,
Hl! 19?2) .

25. The criticism of the more 'scientific' scholars of international
relations to the effect that their more traditional colleagues pick
and choose examples (anmecdotal evidence) for the illustration of
their arguments are very much to the point. See Singer, "The Out-
come of Arms Races"; and the same suthor for a more sweeping in-
dictment, in "The B'hlviﬁirnl Scisnce Approach to International
Relations: Payoff and Prospects", in Rosenau, ed., International

Politics and Foreign Policy, pp.65=69.

26Richard D. Burns and Donald Urquidi, Disarmement in Perspective: An
Analysis of Selected Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements Between

the World Wars, 1919-1939, Vol,IV, Conclusions, ACDA/RS-55
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28.

29.

30.
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‘Washingten, D.C.: U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, July

1968), p.l.

The arguments in ibid. make interesting reading when considered in
juxtaposition with the judgments offered in Donald Watt, "The
Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935: An Interim Judgment", The
Journal of Modern History, Vol.XXVIII, No.2 (June 1956), partic-
vlarly pp.165=166. The differences between these two works would
seem to stem essentially from the different values placed upon
arms control (almost) as an end in itself by the eauthors.

See Singer, "The Cutcome of Arms Races".

The 'arme trade' literature that began to emerge in the middle
1960's isi}iﬁ% informative concerning most aspects of arms acquisi-
tion by Middle Fastern states. However, a persistent fault in this
literature is for the essential nuts and bolte of weapon system

and transfer detail to serve apparently to paralyse systematic
assatlt upon the Middle East arms races as regions of enquiry. This
iine of thinking has been very well expressed in Geoffrey Eump‘a'
review of the SIPRI volume, The Arms Trade With the Third Werld.

S5ee Orbis, Vol.XVI, No.3 (Fall 1972), pp.809-816.

Qutetanding examples are J.C. Hurewitz, Middle Fast Politics: The
Militery Dimension (New York: Praeger, 1969), pp.438-488; and the
cnntfibutiona by Geoffrey Kemp and by Lincoln Bloomfield and Amelia
Leiss in J.C. Hurewits, ed., Soviet-American Rivalry in the Middle

EZast (New York: Praeger, 1969), pp.21-54. The author has also
nenefited greatly from a reading of the papers prepared by J.C.
Hurewitz and Geoffirey Kemp for the Conference on Comparative Defense
“eliey, U.S5. Air Force Academy (Colorado Springs), 7-9th February,

"2%3., Respectively, these papers are entitled "Weapons Acquisition:
Israel and Egypt", and "Israel and Egypt: Military Force Posture
1ie67=1972",

See my "What RAND Hath Wrought", Foreign Policy, No.4 (Fall 1971),
pp.lll-lagu




324

33

3k,

35.

-F G-

The confidence with which many arms control analysts have approached
their task is an example of self-delusion. The most blatant example
of academic over-confidence may be located in George W. Rathjens,
"The Dynamica of the Arms Race", Scientific American, Vol.220,

No.4 (April 1969), particularly p.24. Persuasive arguments for a
greater caution in prog;E;E;nay be located in Johan J. Holst,
Comparative U.S, and Soviet Deployments, Doctrines, and Arms
Limitation (Chicago: University of Chicage, Center for Policy

Study, Occasional Paper, 1971); Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet Naval
Interaction with the United States end its Influence on Saviet
Naval Development (Santa Monica: RAND Corp., P=4913, October 1972);
and, above all, in Matthew P, Gallagher and Karl F. Spielmann, Jr.,

Soviet Decision-Making for Defense: A Critique of U.S., Perspectives
on the Arms Race (New Jork: Praeger, 1972), pp.3-16.

See my "Tt Arms Race Phenomenon", pp.lk9-52.

The 'stability of the system' or 'control of the arms race' perspec=-
tive was certainly prominent in the armes control literature of the
early 1960's; while the very simple action-reaction arms race model
that has captivated many was popularised in very authoritative

form by former U.S. Secretary of Defense, Robert McNemara. To date
there is no book length study of "arms races in international
politice" (or in national politics- which is just as important) - a
deplorable fact which this author is now seeking to correct. -Sileosed-

-1;,-Ehil is one of the few judgments in this paper with respect to

which the facts do 'speak for themselves'., Readers inclined to the
opinion that this author is exaggerating are hereby challenged to
search the open literature for studies of the arms race phenomenon.

The reaction-proneness (in the direction of offensive offsetting
actions) of a basically American arms race adversary was just pre-
sumed. On the atromg possibility that a defence~defence race was
just as probable as the allegedly futile defence-offence possibility,

see Michael M. May, Strategic Arms Technology and Doctrine under
Arms Limitation Agreements (Princeton: Princeton University, Center of
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International Studies, Research Monograph 1o0.37, Cctober 1972),

particularly pp.l18-20.

The "organisational process" and "bureaucratic politics" literature
is a growing one, See Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Ex-

plaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little Brown, 1°71);

Morton H. Halperin, Eureaucratic Politiecs and Forei Folicy, un=

published manuscript (Washingtom, D.C,: Brookinga Institution,
April 1972); and Grahem T. Allisen and Morton H, Halperin, "Bureau=-
cratic Politice: A Paradigm and Some Policy Implications", in Tanter

and Ullman, eds., Theur: and Folicy in International Relations,

P]h“u-'??t

To restate, there is a certain functional similarity between the old
and now unfashionable notion that 'billiard ball' states 'pursue
their interests', and the proposition that buresucrats contend for
the spoile of influence - and the more tangible referente of in-
fluence. DBoth ideas cast some light upon what is often termed
foreign policy behaviour, but neither is alone,adequate as a dominant
conceptual lens, while both need to be ;;;;;;:ﬁ with a close attention
to the political system and culture whose interests are pursued and
whose bureaucrats play games, Soviet-.-Decision-Making for Defense.

The idea that there might be national arms racing styles - akin to
foreign and defence policy and war-waging styleas - has yet to be
accorded more than the most glancing of analytical attention. At
rresent, the limited amount of folklore available concerning arms
race styles were best forgotten. The oft-cited alleged defensive-
mindedness of the Soviet Union flies in the face of revealed Soviet
strategic dodtrine. American arms controllers over the past decade
have tended to see the Eﬂtiet devotion to large-scale air defences,
to some ABM defences and to civil defence, as axamples of a lack of
strategic sophistication. If the defemsive-mindedness notion had
been taken very seriously in the United States, the action-reaction
logic of a defence-offence arms race could hardly have been invoked

to condemn American ASM programmes to perdition.
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On strategic studies in the United States, see the acute analysis
in Yehezkel Bror, Crazy States: A Counterconventiocnal Strategic
I'roblem (Lexington, Mass.: Heath Lexington, 1971), particularly
1-21. Also see the incisive analysis of the American national
style in Stanley Hoffmann, Gullivigs Troubles: Or the Setting of

American Foreign Policy (New York: MeGraw-4ill, 1968), pp.ok=175,

American arms race experience is exactly that, American arms race
experience. It is not synonymous with arms race experience writ

large.

See the' works cited in fn.%0. Also to be noted is Geoffrey Kemp,

Arms and Security: The Egypt-Israel Case, Adelphi Papers, No,52

(London: Institute for Strategic Studies, October 1958),

Superficially, it might be argued that the American arms contreol
community ought surely to be able to analyse the system as a whole
without fear or favour. The fact remains that arms control, in a
domestic context, ie an interest - and the representatives of this
interest must perforce advocate strongly in a fairly hostile en-
vironment, Given the required team solidarity of official spokes=-
men, it is guite legitimate for arms controllers to seek to demon-
strate (for Ex&mpla)fig:dﬂﬁﬁzciaﬂ there are in the Safeguard ABM,
However, such an adversary stance detracts from balanced analysis.

A superb overview of much of the arms control experience of the

1960's may be located im Eliszabeth Young, A Farewell to Arms Control?

(London: Penguin, 1972).

This is, admittedly, a very contentious line of argument,. Tre

SALT experience may be approached through the following sources:
U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Military Implica-
tions of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile

Systems and the Interim Arreement on Limitation of Stratepic Offensive

Arms, Eearings, 92nd Cong. 2nd Sees.(Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Sovernment Printing Office, 1972); and the very useful collection of
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47,
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essays in William R, Kintner and Robert L., Pfaltzgraff, Jr., eds,,

SALT: Implications for Arms Conmtrol in the 1970's (Pittsburgh:

Tniversity of Pittsburgh Press, 1973).

See Johan J. Holst, The Russians and "Safeguard", (Croton-on-Fudson,
liew York: Hudson Institute, HI-=1176/4-P, April 18th, 1969), particu=
larly p.3-l; and U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Government

Operations, Subcommittee on National Security and lnternational
Operations, International Negotiation, The Chapging American-~Soviet
Strategic Balance: Some Political Implications, Memorandum by Uri
Ra'anan, 92nd Cong. 2nd Sess. (Washington ,D.C.: U.S, Govarnment
Printing Office, March 10th, 1972).

Some analysts will persist in identifying all defence expenditure,
everywhere, with some mysterious - but believed to be self-evident -
"global arms race'. One prominent example of a study indulging in
this form of misleading shorthand is the Report of the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, Economic and Social Consequences of

of the Armaments Race and its Extremely Harmful Effects on World
Peace and Security, A/2469 (New York: U.N. Seneral Assembly, Cctober

z2nd, 1971).

licholson, Conflict Analysis, p.l2l.

lincoln F. Bloomfield and Amelia C, Leiss, "Armas Transfers and
Arms Control", in Hurewitz, ed., Soviet-American Rivalry in the

Middle-East, p.43.

"The Arms Race Phenomenon", p.koO,

The principal 'findingg' (which may be too exalted a term) of a

major excursion into 'systematic history' was that "there tends to
be a correlation between international instability and the domestic
insecurity of elites". Richard i, Rosecrance, Action and Reaction

in World Politics: International Systems in Ferspective (Boston:
Little, Brown, 1963), p.304,
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3ee Michael Howard, "™ilitary Power and Internatiomal Crder", in

Howard, Studies in War and Peace (London: Temple Smith, 1970),
Pprlga-au-

An enlightening discussion of this issue may be found in Hedley Bull,
"World Order and the Super Powers", in Carsten Holbraad, ed.,

Super Powers and World Order (Canberra: Australian Kational University
Press, 1971), pp.l&#0-154,

The most illuminating treatment of the conceptual vagaries of 'the
balance of power' remains, Martin Wight, "The Balance of Power", in
verbert Butterfield and Martin Wight, eds., Diplomatic Investigationa:
Essays ‘in the Theory of International Politics (London: Allen and
Unwin, 1966), pp.l49-175.

A very articulate recent defence of this position is Paul W. Schroeder,
"World War I as Galloping Gertie: A Reply to Joachim Remak", The
Journal of Modern History, Vol.hhk, No.3 (September 1972), pp.319-345,

Ro;ncranue's identification of five stable (or "equilibrial") and
four unstable (or "disequilibrial") international systems since 1740
raises as many questions as it answers., Action and Reaction in
“orld Politics. The discernment of bipolar and multipolar perieds in
international politics since 1945 also is a very umnsatisfactory ex-
ercise. See Alastair Buchan, "The End of Bipolarity", in East Asia
and the World System, Part I: The Supqriinurs and the Context,
Adelphi Papers, No.91 (London: Intnrnntianal Institute for Strategic
Studies, November 1972), pp.21-30.

On state-centricity in international political analysis see George
liodelski, Principles of World Politics (New York: The Free Press,

19‘?2] [ P'_D‘-l-l?n

Cne's conception of a 'just' international order may well conflict
with one's conception of actions appropriate to & stable inter-
national order in the short and medium terms. A similar dilemma is
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apprarent in the international peace movement., To some scholars, peace
research as an applied social science reguires more than the very slow
dissemination of knowledge concerning the scientific basis of a peace=-
ful world = it requires commitment and action on behalf of just causes,
See Alan G, Newcombe and Hanna Newcombe, "Appreoaches to Peace Research",

in Alternative Approaches to Peace Research, Psace Research Reviews,

VY0l.IV, No.k (February 1972), particularly pp.7-1l.

Middle Bast Politics, p.VIII.

A number of ‘area specialists' in international relations seem to be=-
lleve that wisdom and 'hot from the prese' news are nearly synonymous,
It is the task of journalists te etrive to uncover the detalls of the
day, academice should not seek to compete in this endeavour.

60,5ee John C. Campbell and Helen Caruso, The West and the Middle East

61.

62,

63.

(New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1972), pp.h49-52.

This author is far from convinced that the military interactions of
Morocco-Algeria, Egypt-Saudi-Arabia, Iraq-Iran, Syria-Turkey, and = on
the periphery - Fakistan-India, may sensibly be labelled as arms races.
For an interesting statistical exercise in linear regreasion employing
the conventional instrument of defence expenditures see Emile Benoit,
et al., Effect of Defense on Developing FEconomies, Vol.II (Cambridge,
Mass.: M,I.T., Center for International Studids, C/71-6a, 1971), p.168,

Un end-use contrels see John Stanley and Maurice Pearton, The Inter-
national Trade in Arms (Londen: Chatto and Windus, 1972), pp.38=47.

For a devastating critique of the Nixon-Kissinger 'S5-Power Concert'
idea, see Stanley Hoffmann, "Weighing the Balance of Power", Foreign
Affairs, Veol.50, No.& (July 1972), pp.618-643, 1In 1969, for example,
the White House certainly encouraged the belief that co-operative

Soviet behaviour towards a Middle East settlement was crucially linked
te the initiation and likely success of strategic arms limitation talks.
A'proper respect' for fE:ﬁ%zﬁitimata interests of other Great Powers

is a theme of policy 1:.Q!-snneuhnt at odd#n with the former notion of
'keeping the Soviet Union out of (or uxpalling thmﬁ? the Middle East.'
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64, Both Egypt and Israel must be sensitive to the expressed prefe.<nces
of their major arms suppliers, but - in the last resort - each is able
(and indeed the leaderships are under considerable domestic/regional
pressure) to defy and/or punish its arms principal with some assurance
that national security is not thereby likely to be very seriously
endangered.

65. The Arab-Israeli conflict cannot be orchestrated by the Super Powers
in the interest of their bilateral détente. Also, Eoviet-American
global competition for influence is but very imperfectly reflected in
the balance of power in the Arab-Isrseli region.

66, For discussion of & stable order thetinclude notions of legitimacy and
justice see Martin Wight, "Western Values in Internatiomal Relations",

in Butterfield and Wight, eds., Diplomatic Investigations, pp.102-111;
and Henry A. Kiseinger, A World Restored, Europe After Napoleon: The

Politics of Conservatism in a Revolutionary Age (New York: Grosset
and Dunlap, 1964), pp.1-6.

67. On the expense of the annoyance, with particular attention to the per-
sonnel drain on Isramel represented by grutruct131;33;§111. operations
and by the 1969-1970 "war of attrition", see Kemp, "Israel and Egypt:
Military Forece Posture 1967-1972". For a statement of - in most respects -
well-justified Israell confidence vis B vis the 'unconventional' threat
see T, Harkabi, Fedayeen Action and Arab Strategy, Adelphi PIE!TI.
No.53 (London: Institute for Strategic Studies, December 1968).

68, The best treatment of Israel as a nuclear threshold Power remains
George H. Quester, "Israel and the NFI", Survival, Vol.XI, No.1lO
(October 1969), pp.317-323. Surprisingly little of valus has been
added by the extensive writings of Fuad Jabber., See Israel and Nuclear
Adeapons: Present Option and Future Strategies (London: Chatto and

dindus, 1971); and Israel's Nuclear Option and U.S. Arms Control

Policies (Santa Monica, Cal.: Southern California Arms Control and
Foreign Policy Seminar, February 1972). Far more incisive is J. Bowyer
Bell, "Israel's Nuelear Option", The Middle East Jourmal, Vol.26,

No.4% (Autumn 1972), pp.379-388,
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To borrow from Hurewitz, Middle East Politics, Ped57.

See Benoit, Effect of Defense on Developing Economies, Vol.lIl, pp.
379-392, and Summary, Vol.I, pp.31-32,

Cne fairly standard scenario would have the U.S. EthLFleut sheooting
its way through a screen of vessels of the Soviet Mediterranea:s flo-
tilla in order to rescue an Israel about to fall. A wide variety of
imaginative alternatives is not difficult to envisage.

Rosecrance has written that: "An international syctem is conceivad to
‘be stable if its outcomes fall within limits generally 'accepted' by
the major participants in the system., All elites do not have to be
'satisfied' with all the outcomes". (Emphasis in the original), Action
and Reaction in World Politics, p.231. A variety of possible Israeli=-
Arab Palestinian arrangements are conceivable that should satisfy at
least the nininu:ncaéﬁnﬂd-? wa.ﬂ%;:ﬁ::ii and Judea, for example,
could be autonomous Arab entities within Israel, linked to Jordan, ete.
A stable Middle East does not rest upon the very unlikely poseibility
that those extreme elements within the various Palestinian liberation
organisations who thrive upon (depend uponl) instability in the Middle
East, might be wooed to a compromise solution. See Stephen Oren,
"Ieraeli Politics and the West Bank", Yorldview, Vol.16, Ne.2 (February

1973), pp.28=34,

The Military Balance, 1972-1973 (London: Internstional Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1972), pp.70=71.

These points have been dramatically summarised in the terse language

of Richard Falk, when he wrote: "Try talking to an Arab or Israeli

about the importance of World Order!™ This Endangered Plasnet: Prospects
and Proposals for Human Survival (New York: Vintage, 1972, first publ.
1971), p.sl.

For a gloriously Wectern illustration of this point see Samuel F,
Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven, Conn,:
Tale University Press, 1968),
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lot infrequently, commentators tend to view military expenditures in
Third World (an oversimplifying, misleading and vaguely insulting
usage) countries as symptomatic of waste. All too rarely are attempts
made to relate the weapons acquired to the reasonableness (from whose
point of view?) of the motivationas for acquisition. For very brief
comment upon this phenomenon see the author's "Traffic Control Ior
the Arme Trade?™ Foreign Poliey, No.6 (Soring 1972), PP.155, 168-169,
Dok \WE TRos el of
Fairly recent appreciation th“tﬂf 'developed' 'Third World' poses an
apparently politically intractable conflict between the values of jus-
tice and order, has prﬁnqﬂttd some attempt to 'square the circle'. The
scological consequences of 700 million Blus affluent Chinese could be
profound indeed. If the Planet Earth cannot sustain an affluent majority,
the implications are politically most unpalaﬁggbla. See Falk, This
Endangered Planet, pp.1-36; and F.H. Knelman, "What Happened at
Stockholm", International Journal, Vol.XXVIII, No.l (Winter 1972-3),

pr EB—LF';-

The sociology of 'scholarship' is an unpopular area of concern. The
'leading edge' of scholarship in international relations has undoubtedly
been American over the past twenty years. The bias innocently result-
ing from a Super Fower conceptual lens does mar the general validity

of propositions developed by Amerigcan social scientista. Baving

taught introductory courses in international politics and etrategic
studies in Canadian institutions, this author is poseibly oversensit:ve
to the limited utility of an international relations literature that

is dominated by Americanm and Sritish authors,

On the question of "guarantees" see Alan Dowty, "The Application of
International Guarantees to the Egypt-Israeli Conflict: A Review of
the Literature", The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol.XVI, No2
(June 1972), pp.253-267.

This formulation allows for the poesibility that some extremist Arab
Palestinian and lsraeli pro-annexationist factions might have to be
suppressed/ignored in the interests of regional stability,
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This is, of course, no revelation. The vroblem is how can an lsraeli
coalition government satisfy the moderate annexationist (or 'sefure
frontiers' - as a rallying slogan) support upon which it must depend,
at the same time that insecure Arab governments are able to agree to
some limited loss of Arab lands lost in 1967 (or really, if the agree=-
ment is formal, since 1947!). The Jehad against Israsl called for

by President al-Qaddafi of Libya is clearly s pertinent inhibitor of
President Sadat's freedom of political action, Libya enjoys the posi-
tions of being both financially independent end alsc sigunificantly
'tless at risk' to Israeli counteraction than 4is Egynt (er Jordan or

Syrie)

Many problems of sccial integration within Israel could well be aggra-
vated, or - more fairly - be granted their full due, were the "garrison
state" to lose its rationales for eternal unrelenting military vigi=-
lance., TFor negative comments upon the very close-knit and somewhat
sélf-perpetuating nature of Israel's national security managerial elite
éee Jabber, Israel and Nuclear Weapons. Also see Hurewitz, Middle

East Politics, pp.357-378.

The economic, socilal and human costs of arms racing receive only ;hi
minimal treatment q,&ﬁw because they are both obvious and because they
are most adequately covered in the Report of the Secretary-General,

Economic and Social Consequences of the Armaments Race...

See Bloomfield and Leiss, "Arms Transfers and Arms Contrel", pp.lUl-=b4,

A persuasive and sophisticated development of this theme may be dis-
ay =Lt .

cupsed in Alexander George, "The Development of Doctrine and Strategy",
in George, ot al., The limits of Coercive Diplomacy: Laos, Cuba,

Vietnam (Boston: lLittle, Brown, 1971), pp.l=35.

See Arnold Wolfers, "National Security as an Ambiecuous Symbol", in
Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration: Eesays on International Politics

(Baltimore: Johns Hopkine Press, 19262), pp.l47-165.
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'lustitutional absorption capacity' clearly cannot be studied in near=
isolation, because 'the environment' - constituting other institutions,
political masters, and domestic society - are all vitally relevant

to the costs or benefits of idea and/or weapon system adoption. See

my "Strategic ldeas and Defence Policy: The Organisational Nexus",

in Martin H.A. Edmonds and Roger Beaumont, eds., Horizons of War
(London and Lexington, Ky.: Macmillan and University of Bentucky Press,
forthcoming 1973).

Uongervative attitudes and personal/institutional interest may cochere

to stifle innovation - or adaptation to innovation.

In terms of political ecology, although the Royal Kavy - by 1914 = had
grasped very clearly the operational limitations attendant upon a
naval context fraught with minefields, submarines and destroyer=-
torpedo boats, the general public still, apparently, expected imminent
naval victories in the Nelsonian tradition. 'Distant blockade' and
the destruction of individual German commerce raiders was not quite
what the attentive public of British Sea Power understood by the gain-

e o ARt &
inngI Command of the Sea.

The interaction and precedence of ideas, policy and technology have
never been examined systematically. The common logic of technology

to which Roman Kolkowicz has referred /Kolkowicz, et al., The Soviet
Union and Arms Control: A Superpower Dilemma (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Press, 1970), pp.}ﬁ-}?:?mny be a common logle of politics. In the
words of Michael Howard: "It is not in the nature of great powers to
acquiesce in the monopoly by their rivals of a major military weapon,
if they are in a position to acquire it themselvea." Howard, Studies

in wWar and Peace, p.1l49,

The term "capacity for collective action" is borrowed from Raymond
Aroun, Peace and War: A Theory of Internationsl Relations (New York:
loubleday, 1966), pp.47=70,

See Anatol Rapoport, Strategy and Conscience (New York: Schocken, 1964),
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93, It could be argued that the comstructive ineider is fatally ichibited
from seeking answers to basic questions pertaiming to the legitimacy
of the defence structure that he serves. Writing of the proper defence
attitude of the foreign policy analyst toward the machinery of state,
James Eayrs has written: "He must also stay out of the consulting
business. A mind whose function it is to keep watch on itself /Eayrs'

definition of an intellectual/cannot functiom properly whe rtad
out to epecial pleaders," Right and Wrong in Foreiym Pc Towvontos

Dniversity of Toromto Press, 1966), p.57.

94, leare understood to mean a man who, over the long term will maximise
bis values in the light of a careful consideration given to prospec-

tive costs and benefitas.

95, O©On this problem see Kahn, "The Arms Race and Some of Its Hazards";
Fred Charles Iklf, "Can Nuclear Deterrence Last Out the Century?"
Foreign Affairs, Vel.51, ¥o.2 (January 1973), pp.267-285; and, for the
complete studﬂk&_;_n Nuclear Deterrence “ast Out the Century? (Senta
Monica; Southern California Arms Control end Foreign Folicy Seminar,

January 1973); Joel larus, Nuclear Weapons Safety and the Common
Defense (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1967).

o6, On the notion that crises may be not scts of gods, nor the produc ts
of mismanagement (unilateral, bilateral or multilateral), but rather
may be created as deliberate acts of policy see Dror, Crazy States, p.8.

97, On arms race initiation see Samuel P, Huntington, "Arms Races: gre=-
requisites and Results", in Carl J. Friedrich and Seymour E. Harris,
eds., Public Policy, 1958 (Cambridge, Mess.: Harvard University,
Graduate School of Public Administration, 1958), pp.54-65.

98, U.Z. Congress, Senate, Committee on Government Opsrations, Subcommittee
on liational Security and International Operations, International
Negotiation§, Hearings, testimony of William R. wan Cleave, 92nd Conge, Lat
Seeond- Sess, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govermment Printing Office,

July 25th, 1972), pp.199=-246. A nnntrnrgl though far less autboritative
view, because he was not privy to the SALTﬁnagutiatiuna, is "inlter C.

Clemene, Jr., "The USSR and the Arms Race", Worldview, Vol.1l6, Ne.2
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(February 1973), pp.40=47,

The story of 'how war came' in June 1967 has been very well told -

with the usual limitations that must sttend recent history and analysis
of the most sensitive region of intra-govermnmental debate. See

Hichael Howard and Robert Hunter, Israel and the Aral World: The

Crisis of 1967, Adelphi Papers, No.4l (“ondon: Institute for Strategic
Studies, Uctober 1967); and Walter Laqueur, The Road to War: The

Urigin and Aftermath of the Arab-Israeli Conflict., 1967-8 (Loudon:
Penguin, 1969, first publ, 1968).

On the contribution of super-patrioctic sentiments to = psychological
preparation for holocaust see Michael Howard, "Reflections on the

First World War", in Howard, Studies in War and Feace, pp.99-109.

Essence of Decision, p.176,

For this usage see Nicholson, Conflict Analysis, p.l122,

This ié not to argue either that (A) a successful Egyptian surprise
attack is an impossibility, or that (B) the Soviet Uniom has been par=-
seimonicus in its replenishment (and updating) of Arab arsenals since
1967. Basic data on Soviet arms supplies to the Middle East since

P Teftnd PeVomwa B

1967 may be located in the annual publicatioms of theL;nstitute for

Strategic Studies of London - The Military Balance, and Btrnt-ge

Survey. A useful analysis of Soviet military aid policy may be located
in Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, The Arms Trade
With the Third World (New York: Humanities Press, 1971), pp.180-21k,

Also see Stanley and Pearton, The International Trade in Arms, pp.194-209.
See Gallagher and Spielmann, Soviet Daciuian-ﬂnkinﬁ for Defense,

Pp.11-14,

The "wargasm" of Rung 44 is not here implied., Fears of an uncontrellable
slide down to Rung 44 (perhaps a better mixed metaphor than the idea

of an escalation ladder, with its connotations of deliberation and
calculated contrel) certainly ought to inhibit the deliberate initiation
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of a process of interacting acts of violence that could lead to the
insanity of mutual eivilian hostage execution en masse.,

For example, see Albert J, Wohlstetter, et al., Protecting U.S.
Fower to Strike Back in the 1950's and 1960's (Santa Monica: RAND
Corp., R=290, lst September, 1956).

Farticularly eloquent on this point is Stanley and Pearton, The
International Trade in Arms, pp.l194-209,

That the German Naval Law of 1898 was an opening bid in a naval race
with Great Britain is now very clear. See Jonathan Steinberg,
Yesterday's Deterrent: Tirptiz and the . Birth of the German Bultle

Fleet (London: Macdonald, 1965). What is equally clear is that the
British Admiralty'e first tentative threat identification of the

German Navy as the principal future danger was not reflected in Fritish
naval policy until late 1904-1905. See Arthur J. Marder, The Anatomy

of British Sea Power: A History of British Naval Policy in the Pre=-

Dreadnought Era, 1880-1905 (Hamden, Conn.: Hamden, 1964, first publ,
1940), pp.4bh, 495, S43-545,

S5ee J. David Singer, "Threat Perception and the Armament-Tension
Dilemma", The Journal of Conflict Reaolution, Vel.ll, No.l (Marech
1958] L] FP-?G-lﬁﬁ.

The recurrent defeat of clients certainly ensures the continuing need
for upper-tier military supplies. But it also serves to emphafsise
the lack of congruity between the political goals of fhk® supplier and
#lient (and the differential between their risk-taking propensities),
while it yields some prestige spin-off to the victor's client, in that
ite equipment secured the victory.

No attempt will be made here to duplicate the excellent analysis in
Hurewitz, Middle East Folitics, pp.457-488. In the writings of
Hurewitz and Kemp, the races in the Middle East region have found
their Boswells.

In the writinge of Lewia Fry Richardson, an unstable arms race is one




113

114,

115.

116.

117

-F20-

‘0 which defence expenditures rise exponentially. Arms and Insecurity,
pp.74=75. Also see Nicholson, Conflict Analysis, pp.121-139.

This economic logic is most clearly illustrated by reference to the
divination of the assured destruction requirement (in terms of 0.M.E.'s)
of the United States vis & vis the Soviet Union. Arsenal size and
character may (by one rational actor hypothesis) be deemed to have
been determined by the facts of Soviet demographic and industrial dis=-
tribution, with conservative allowances made for expected 'dagrada-
tion' factors (such as: missile unavailability, 1‘unuh and in=flight
mission aborts, active and paseive defences = and enemy first strike
decimation). In practice, some of the anti-ABM advocates in the
United States have argued a case that essentially rests upon a law of
‘increasing negative marginal returns'. The greater your ABM deploy-
ment, the higher your costs (in all respects) are likely to be.

Huntington, "Arms Races: Pre-requisites and Results", pp.65-79.

The reverse of this argument cannot be igmored. Namely, that the
ability to sustain a dynamic military equilibrium through arms racing
may preclude decision makers from being attracted to a preventive

war option.

Briefly summarised; war in 1948 was the product of the declaration of
Israel's statehoodj war in 1956 was geared to an Anglo-French time-
table; while war in 1967 occurred apparently because Nasser waa
riding a tiger of Arab opinion from which he could not diamount.

In the case of Israel at least, competitive arming cennot deliberately
be eschewed, in the context of a perceived disturbing index of ad-
versary intention, in the hope that the arms race game need not be
played. Restated, if a state wishes not to race, it may perceive

an arms race challenge, yet behave as though the challenge had not been
affered., The conseaquences for Israel of such deliberate esovhisticated
neglect could prove fatal. For a theopetical foruulatiga of this case

see Robert Jervis, The Logic of Images in International ielations
(Princeton: Princeton ﬂnivurdlty Press, 1970), 93.192-193:
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This need not be the case., Confident identification of degrees of
extant danger may be expected to be rare, particularly in countries

that have lived, very heavily, by the sword.

With respect to Israel's reprisal, defensive and deterrent strikes
across its borders, see Barrf M. Blechmen, "The Impact of Israel's
Reprisals on Eahntia&r of the Bordering Arab Nations Directed at
Israel", The Journal of Conflict Resoclution, Vol.XVI, No2 (June 1972),

pp |15‘5-151.

Specifically, an official focus upon negative sanctions may drive
out any sustained consideration of the possible benefits to be de-
rived from the proffering of positive sanctions.

This judgment refers to the facts that Arab demands for revanche
have both inﬁr&nuud ingitrid'nur and in lepgitimecy, while Israel has
o ERlEhS

also nequirud gSﬂ 000 additional Arabs to be administered, (A= T‘;x““jﬂ
k\ﬁﬁﬂ -ijuq -Jtﬂ-qk\u \}ﬂwuﬂh5+~p w~> \4 Etl “J‘“\.T%““\{\

The most penetrating discussion of the real and fallacious tensions
between the values of 'order' and 'justice' is Hedley Bull, "Order

vs. Justice in International Soviety", Political Studies, Vol.XIX,

No.3 (September 1971), pp.269-283,

See Modelski, Principles of World Polities, p.2. For a very pessimistic
Jgﬂihﬁhtpf the nature of inter-state relations see Falk, This
Endangered Planet, pp.37-92.

A very clear statement of the traditionally perceived differences be=
tween the domestic and international contexts is George Modelski,
"The Fromise of Geocentric Politics", World Politics, Vel.XXII, No.k
(July 1970), p.617.

A useful taxonomy of relations of influence is offered in Knlggf g
Helsti, "The Concept of Power in the Study of International Relationa",
in Robert Pfliggraff, Jr., ed., Politics and the Internationel System
(Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1969), particularly pp.l46-148,
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The variety of real-world political experience confounds the sense
in the sub=-diseiplinary boundary lines drawn around 'international
relations', 'comparative politics’ and 'political development'.

Transpational relations have been rediscovered with appropriate aca-
demic fanfare, and duly celebrated in the excellent collection of
essays, Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph 5. Nye, eds., "Transnational
Relations and World Pelities", International Organieation, Vel XXV,
No.3 (Summer 1971). Allegedly, the 'high security'. politics focus
of the 'realist' school of internatiomal relationg scholarship has

promoted n-diu&in for transnational interactions.

This line of argument has suggested itself to many scholars, but -
ac yet - mone have braved the wrath of their academilc peer Eroups

and proceeded to explore the full ramifications of it.

A very competent treatment of the mature of inter-state politics is
John W. Spanier, Games Nations Play {London: Nelson, 1972), pp.?-ﬁl-

"Ihe Relevance of Traditional Strategy", Foreign Affairs, Vol.51,

No.2 (January 1973), particularly pp.253-255. For a comprehansive
discussion, see Klaus Kpmorr, On the Uses of Military Power in the

Nuclear Age (Princeton: Princeton University Fress, 1966).

Herbert F. York, "Military Technology and National Security",
Scientific American, Vol.221, No.2 (August 1969), p.29.

See my "The Urge to Compete: Rationales for Arms Racing".

The- best treatment of this subject remains James Eayrs, "Fature
foles for the Armed Forces of Canada", Behind the Headlines, Vol.
XXVIII, Nos.l-2 (April 1969).

See Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea FPower, pe27h. France was out=-
raced by Great Britain. It would be a mistake to conceive of arms
races as rare events in international politics, waged for a few years

only - with desperate choices expected and anticipated. Great Powers,
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Pres ™
Super Fowera;k?ngiunnl rivals should be expected to maintain a careful

watch over the building programmes of their international status
reference group. Thus, an armes race or a series of parallel races,
may be sustained for a very considerable period - at times more re-
sembling a walk or a crawl than a race, 8imilarly, a race may fade
away, a result perhaps appropriate to an interactiom process that re-
flected pormal Great Power politice and that had been pursued in an
occasionally fairly desultory fashion. See ibid., p.426, External
'pacers' of domestic defence endeavour are ndminiatr;tivt conven=
iences. The 'fixing' upon Germany as Britain's naval rival (a process
completed by 1905), was as natural as was the 'fixing' upon the United
States after the German High Seas Fleet was eliminated as a 'pacer'.

See Stephen Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars, l: The Period of

Anglo-American Antagonism, 1919-1929 (London: Collins, 1968), p.558.

The Washington Navel Arme Limitation Treaty (1922) provided for both
the United States and Great Britain retaining 15 capital ships - to
be reached by 1941, The persistence of a figure in the 14-16 range
for caplital ships - in this case for attack aircraft carriers - into
the 1960's and 1970's would be deemed little short of remarkable were
one wedded to the notion that 'the strategically rational' was the
only area to which ome should look for explanation,

See Alain C. Enthoven and K, Wayne Smith, How Much is Enough? Shaping
the Defense Program, 1961-1969 (New York: Harper and Row, 1971),

PP« EG'?-EUB.

Perry McCoy Smith, The Air Force Plans for Peace, 1943-1945 (Baltimore:
Johns Eupkin?, 1970), p.62.
Tresh
As a committee of the U.S5. House of Representatives was told in 1015,
a navy on the scale previously advocated would not be adequate''to

give due weight to the diplomatic remonstrancesof the United States
in peace..." Admiral Badger, quoted in Harold and Margaret Sprout,

Toward a New Order of Sea Power: Americanm Naval Policy arnd the
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World Scene, 1918-1922 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1943,
first publ. 1940), p.S56.

Prior to the signing of the SALT I agreements (May 26th, 1972) at least,
Fresident Nixon would seem txf;éﬁernltn an approximation of this vosi-
tion. U.S. ForuiEE_Poliu; for the 1970's: The Emerging Structure of
Peace, Report to the Congress (Washingtom, D.C.: February 9th, 1672),
p.53. For a reasonable critical view of SALT I with respect to the
'appearances' question see Williasm R. Kintner and Robart L. Pfaltzgraff,
Jr., "Asseseing the Moscow SALT Agreements", Orbis, Vol.XVI, No2

(Summer 1972), particularly p.35. If mutual assured destruction capa=
bilities are the touchstone of a stable strategic balance, then a
parity in military apprearances is a strategic absurdity, given the
demographic and industrial distribution differences between the two

Super Powers.

There is some evidence to suggest that well-intentioned American
officials and arms control experts approached SALT in the spirit of
academic enquiry. SALT was to be a protracted strategic seminar in
which both sidds would seek after truth in the realm of deterrence
theory. To be clear in one's own mind as to one's strategic objec-
tives and as to the gineral characber of an acceptable agreement should
be more important than the question of "negotiability". On this and
related matters see U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Government
Operations, Subcommittee on National Security and International

Operationa, International ﬂcgntintiun!. Hearings, testimony of

William R. van Cleave, particularly, pp.200-206,

The proposition (until very recently widely regarded as a revealed
truth) that strategic power, beyond a level adequate for assured
destruction, has no political meaning, is now beginning to be chal-
lenged., At the véry least there is a growing appreciation that the
possible political implications of militafy imbalance are worthy of
renewed consideration., See Kintner and éfultzgraff. eds., SALT:
Strategic Implications for Arms Contro) in the 1970's, p.381. The
still-orthodox apolitical wisdom on sfrategic imbalance may be appro-

ached in Joseph I. Coffey, Strategic/Power and National Securit
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsbur 191.'«:!.3[.{;lr

VA
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To spend 23,9% (estimate for Israel]) of GNP on defence should be comn-

siderably less costly than would be a short war possibly not made to

order, That is, if struggle there must be.

The benefits of limited or definitive arms race victory have yet to
be systematically analysed. Such an endeavour would have to consider
the following: influence abroad, popularity at home, the value of
feelings of enhanced security.

See George Quester, Nuclear Diplomacy: The Tirst Twenty=Five Yaars
(Kew York: Dumellen, 1970), pp.67-69; and Bernard Brodle, Stratezy
in the Missile Age (Princetom: Princeton University Press, 1959),
Pp.229-248,

In the tradition of 'the difficult we do today, the imposaible we do
tomorrow', well meaning Americam social scientists (and officials)
have often seemed to their foreign friends to place undue confidence
in the tractability of political, social and economic problems to
aﬁ?ifl and diplomatic engineering. 'Rogers plans', no less than Mr.
Erie Johnston's plans (back in 1955) for the equitable division of
the Jordan's waters, hrve foundered upon the political parameters of
distrust and hatred,

This is the 'enduring structure of existing relationa' definitien.

As Jobhn Spanier has indicated, a definition such as this ies & stan-
dard system framework one (theory is too elevated a term to append

to system), "Stability, from the systemic point of view, may be def-
ined as the probability that the system will retain its principal
features..." The remainder of the definition is open to question:
for example.. "that nc nation will attain dominance'", (but Israel

is dominant). Games Nations Play, p.125.

Sea Power in the Machine Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1941), pp.252-257.

See Coral Bell, Conventions of Crisis: A Study in Diplematic Management
(London: Oxford Univereity Press, 1971), pp.6&-69,
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A slackening of the qualitative pace may be perceived not as = sophis-
ticated bid for a more stable strategic system, but rather as an
index of a decline in relative technologically innovative skills - :o
be exploited. ,

Arguments for forces 'good enough' for the support of fairly unambitious
political goals, naturally run afoul both of the 'future combat con=
siderations' interest of the users (that is, the militery men), and of
the national 'autarkic' characteristics ;f arms race dynamics. GSpeecif=-
ically, leaving aside bureaucratic interests, every weapon will suggest
its own counterweapon (ICEM's spawn ABM's; tanks spawn anti-tank
weapons etc.). Thus, the research and development community of a

racing state is very inclined to run a qualitative arms race with it-
£Y OF Tk

self, Snjﬂhnuretsrj-ﬁeneral aimihn_unixcd—ﬂu¢¢nnn,]Ecnnumic and

Social Consequences of the Armaments Race..., P.13.

In the defimition of stability/BF°YsR%%spanier (fn,147), stability
was held to be incompatible with major war. This is reasonable,
since wars are rarely as brief or militarily decisive as was-=- say -
that between Israel and her neighbours in 1967, So long as a major
war in a region can have only one outcome (i.e, ILsraeli vietory),
that must serve to reaffirm the status quo, it is not clear why such
a war should be incompatible with one definition of stability. The
remote possibility of an Israelil defeat would be an appropriamte re-
Jjoinder in defence of Spanier's position.

See Dror, Crazy States.

The United States has also felt compelled to continue supplying arms
to her traditional regional clients kplrtiaularly to Iran and to

Saudi Arabia) - both to foreclose upon Soviet military aid diplomacy,
and to strengthen the leadership of those countries against those
regional rivals that are under some measure of Soviet influence. More
generally, arms to 'moderate' Middle Eastern states other than Israel
does preserve at least the appearance of scme degree of American even=-
handedness in regional conflicts. See SIFRI, The Arms Trade With the
Third World, pp.l161-164,
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See Nixon, U,S5, Foreign Policy for the 1970's: The Emerging otructure
of Peace, pp.46=48, The costs to the United States of maintiining

Israel's military superiority are not light ones, but the cost of
an Israeli defeat would be far greater.

Jabber, Israsl's Nuclear Option and U.5, Arns Control Policies,

‘p’p-ll'{}-h'ln

An excellent example of this viewprint is U.5. Congress, Senate,
Committee on Government Operations, Subcommittiee on National Sz2curity

and International Operations, The Changing American-Soviet Strategic

Balance, .Memorandum, by Ra'anan.

See Carsten Holbraad, "Condominium and Concert", inm Holbraad, ed.,
Super Powers and World Ordes, pp.l=24.

Hedley Bull has made the interesting argument "that any world order
has to have its special custodians and quarantors, that no world order
is possible that is not the preferred order of some group of states".
"World Order and the Super Powers", pp.153-154. While there is un-
doubtedly a kernel of iruth in Bull's argument, this author believes
that Bull exaggerates the ordering potential of the Super Powers

(as the legatees of the former Great Powers), and he wonders guis
custodiet ipsos custodes? To the extent that they balance each other,
in dynemie fashion, they may - as Bull allows - contribute signifi-
cantly to disorder.

The argument that Soviet leaders would like to disengage from most of
their Middle Eastern entanglements is not very persuasive to this
author. 3Soviet eambitions and difficulties in the Middle East have
been extensively analysed. Ses Robert E. Hunter, The Soviet Dilemma
in the Middle East, Part I: Problems of Committment, Adelphi Papers,
No.59 (London: Institute for Strategic Studies, September 1969);
Robert E., Hunter, The Soviet Dilemma in the Middle Fast, Part II,

Cil and the Persian Gulf, Adelphi Papers, No.60 (London: Institute
for Strategic Studies, October 1969); Walter Lagueur, The Strupgle
for the Middle East: The Soviet Union and the Middle E st, 1958-68
(London: Penguin, 1972, first publ, 1969); A.5, Becker and A.L, Horelick,
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Soviet Policy in the Middle East (Santa Monica: R:ND Corp., --3504-FF,
September 1970); and Aaron S, Klieman, Soviet Russia and the Middle
East (Baltimore: Johns Hopkine Press, 1970); John C. Campbell,
"Moscow's Purposes", Problems of Communism, Vol.XXI, No.5 (Septemier-
October 1972), pp.40=54.

For a very rare exception to this generality see U/5, Congress, louse
of Representatives, Committee on Foreism Affaira, Subcommittee on
National Security Policy and Scieu.ific Developments, Nationz" Security

Policy and the Changing World Power Alignment, Hearing-Symposium,
LER 7
92nd Goqg.-ﬂl1rt S8ess. (Washingten, D.C.: U.S, Government Printing

Office, 1972), Professor Samuel P. Huntington, p.108,

Thus, in de facto allience, the defence community in each arms racing
state provides the rationales for the continued budgetary health for
the others. There is a large body of 'mad momentum' literature, pur-
perting to demonstrate how an uncontrolled technology dictates con=-
tinued expenditures upon futile parallel arms race spirals. This
literature is 11{5;11 to prepare a defence community somewhat im-
perfectly for negotiations with an adversary who does not believe that
bis technoleogy is out of control, nor that the state of military bal-
ance is without political meaning. As an example of 'the arms race
itself (duly reified) is the danger' opinion, Herbert York has written
thae: "The technologlcal side of the arma race has a life of its own,
almost independent of policy and politics," Race to Oblivion: A
Participant's View of the Arms Race (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1970), p.180.

If it would appear that the adversary is prone to accept the oppor-
tunities for influence granted it by default or miscalculation =
rather than that one is dealing with an adversary with a flexible
masterplan for the attinment of a politically expleitable measure

of strateglic superiority - then better relations should attend a con=-
text of military strength, not one marked by the provision ol sig-
nals and indices (in the form of a unilateral slackening of the prace
of military endeavour) of goodwill, In an arms race system, & new
deployment venture cannot automatically be precumed tc be likely to
induce greater hostility. The adversary might appreciate that, Ior
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example, (A) an ABM was being deployed because it was a sensible
thing to do, or (B) an ABM was being deployed as a 'bargaining chip'
for arms control negotiations. Even an apparent arms race over-
reaction to an anticipated political or military action could en-
courage "better relations", in that it might offer vital evidence for
those more moderate lcadaruf@ﬁghare seeldng to arpue that enerpgetic
military and political competition will be self-defepting,

The massive Soviet deployment of air defence systems and personnel

to Egypt in the Spring and early Summer of 1970 (fdllowinrs lsraeli
deep penetration raids over the Nile valley in response to Nasser's
"war of nttritinnd)uua widely interpreted to be a2 move both vital

to the health of Soviet-Eryptian relations, and also intended to en-
hance Soviet influence in Egypt. Had general war erupted in the
region prior to the very substantial Soviet withdrawal in July 1972,
it is certain that the Soviet air defence system would have vastly
complicated the Iaraeli task of attaining early air superiority.
However, the sir defence system wae generally seen as a defensive
move, in terms of ite intended effect upon Israell-Egyptian relations.
With the defence of Egypt essentially in Soviet hands, and with the
Soviet Union betraying no desires for a renewal of the 1967 war,
Sadat's dreams of revanche were clearly dependent for their fulfilment
upon Soviet acquiescence. See Strategic Survey, 1970, pp.46-50.

The continuing debate over the political and strategic intentions

that underlie the expansion and forward deployment of Soviet maritime
capabilities is illustrative of the smbiguity of the facts of hard-
ware and deployment. On this particular area of analytical contention
see Michael McoCwire, ed., Soviet Naval Developments: Capability and
Context (Halifax, Nova Scotia: Dalhousie University, Dalbousie
Maritime Workshop, 1973),

The political basis for the arms race was the Arab appreciation (and
Israel's appreciation of that appreciation) that only through the
securing of a large inventory of modern wearons could the military
verdict of 1948 be reversed.




167.

. 169,

170.

171.

172.

173,

174,

=F30-
See Bell, "Israel's Nuclear Option". To pursue Fell's argument that
the most likely targets of lﬁf Israsli nuclear capahility would lie
in the Soviet Union and not in Egypt, Israel's credibility problsm.
would centre far more upon capability than they would upon willpower.
Knowing that Ia;ga!iﬂad everything te lose, and appreciating the
ruthless quality of amny Ipraeli sctions in the pact, the Soviet Union
would have every reason tol.seek to discipline Arab excess.

The following words of Hedley Bull are very much to the point:

"When then, demands for justice are put forward in the absence of a
consensus within ipternational society as to what justice invelves
{ﬂhat would be a Just order in the Middle East? stable because
founded upon a sufficient conlcnlun:?, the prospect is opened up that
the consensus that doss exist about order or minimum coexietence will
be undone. The question then has to be faced whether order or justice
should have priority". "Order vs. Justice in International Society",

p.282.

The Middle Eastern roles, interests and activities of other Western
Powers are well set out in Campbell apd Caruso, The West and the
Middle East, pp.l4=25, 3040, 52-71.

"In the Middle In the i4iddle East", Forei Policy, No.5 (Winter
19?1-?E } L] Fi 1}?-

Ibid., p.139; and Campbell and Caruso, The 'Weat and the Middle East,
P.29.

"In the Middle In the Middle East", p.l45.

Excellent brief analyses of Soviet=Egyptian differences are Shlomo

Slonim, "Egypt's Conflict of Alliances", The World Today, Vol.25,

No.3 (Mareh 1972), pp.l24-132; and Anthony McDermott, "Sadat and the
Soviet Union", The World Today, Vol.28, No.9 (September 1972), pp.4O4=410,

Unanimously adopted on 22nd November, 1967. For conflicting views of
the poeeibility of Soviet~Aperican cooperation for a regional settlement
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sse Charles Yost, "Iarael and the Arabs", Survival, Vol.XI, No.6
(June 1969), pp.180-186 (the optimistic view); and Bernard Lewis,
"Conflict in the Middle East", Survival, Vol.XIII, Ne.6 (Tune 1971,
pp.192-198 (an implacably pessimistic view).

Bynter explores very well the problems for American policy, and the
challenge to now=-traditional attitudes, attendant upon a Super FPower
'deal' that must incorporate American recognition of Soviet ‘'rights!'
in the region. "In the Middle In the Middle East",

See M.H. Haykal, "Boviet 1#3: and Egypt", Survival, Vol.XIV, No.5
(September-0October, 19?2}.‘3p.231m235.

The sad tale of multilateral and bilateral diplomacy from 1967 until
the-prtnunt day betrays frenetic activity but no progress. The scle
exception to this point being the adoption of U.S, Secretsary of

State Rogera' cease fire proposal for the Suez Canal area as of 7th
August, 1970, The terms of the cease fire were abrogated immediately
by Egypt and the Soviet Union, For the small change of proposal,

' counter-proposal and Super Power frustration, sse the issues of

Strategic Survey since 1967,

These legitimate interests must include a commitment to a particular
international order. This order, to endure, must be upheld - by force
if necessary - by the consensual Powers., Deviant actors determined

to overturn a particular, generally tolerable order, must be dis-
ciplined.

For an analysis of Arab attitudes towards Israel, that offers little
hope of a short to medium term nallouing tremd setting in, see
Daniel Beradstreit, "Arab Demands and Desirea in the Conflict with
the State of Israel'", Cooperation and Confliect, 2 (1971), pp.115=135.
This article makes the poeint that a high conflict level with Israel
does not promote social cohesion in Jordan and Lebanon.

Excellent detailed analysis of the relative self-help abilities and
potentials of Israel and Egypt may be located in Kemp, "Isramel and
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Egypt: Military Force Poature, 1967-1972", On the variety and compe=~
tence of noa Buper Power arms suppliers see Geoffrey Kemy, "Arme

Traffic and Third Werld Oonfliots", lpterpatienal Copeflistion,
No.%77 (Marsh 1970), pp.l8s21,

Thinking ﬂélilrllil-ﬂﬂii!i Btates linkage no doubt, Haykal nas ex=
preassed hinnulf thus! "The piese of land ceeupied by Israel looks
1ike an eirerafé sarrier stuck o the Bastern shore of the Meditere
ranean." "Boviet &%ﬂl and Bgypt", p.23R.

;R.u.\. v AW\ n
Ierascl '::Ln:d'&&ﬂtgiﬂ non=Jowish inhabvitante in Juse 1967. Thg
demographia preblem is the Woat Bonk with dts 600,000 Arabs. Te
safoguard the Jewishness of Israel, a floedtide of Jewish immigrants
is required. The ealy poel of petential immigrants of adequate sime
is the Jeowish cemmunity in the Soviet Unien.

"Four More Tears = Of What?" Joreign Poldgy, Ne.§ (Wimter 1872.73),
7. 1‘""1" ]

A necessity would e too strong & term, besauss it would imply that
the Soviet Usion had truly vitel interests at stake in, and by means
of, the Middle Bast. The rogien is scertainly not a distant play-
pround offoving oppertunities for Sovies advemturinmg = with expend-
able pawns. However, the core values of Boviet sosioty are clearly
sesure fros much horm by evests in the Middls Bast (save emly for
the very, vory uslikely event of & general confliod being eatalyeed
by regienal asters).

See Slenim, "Egypt's Oenfldet ef Alliances', partisulariy pps 128129,
The Soviet leaders were suffisiently insensitive as 6 aanounde
Nixen's fortnceming visit to Meseew, while Badat was 8till in Mosoow
(Osteber 10=12¢h, 1971), Binee Badat had gone %o Moscow, LR the eyes
of many Arabs, in erder te finaliso the details ef the imminent day of
reckoning with Isrnel, hardly anything eould hlvi baen more oaloulated
to weaken Sadat's standing a--ng his activist piil in Lidya, dyria,

the Suden asd Algesia.
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Particularly by the Super Powers. One can hardly expect Ecypt and
Israel to ask for less than what they believe the traffic will bear.

In effect, of course, this means the right to insist (and make the
insistence stick) upon no withdrawals prior to a final political
settlement.

'Holier than thou' denunciatioms of Israeli instransigence cnd un-
reasonableness do read a little oddly when they come frow ..hulars

¢f a country that has chosen to adopt very extensive understandings
of the geographic domains of its vital security interests. A typical
statement may be located in Campbell and Caruso, The West and the
Middle Esst, p.58. In this instance, lsraeli policies are described
as "rigid" (which, ontpresumes, is 'bad').

But, as critics of the 'realist' school of international politics
never tire of indicating, states do not have a fixed list cf ascer-
tainable 'interests' (beyond the unhelpful platitudes of peace,
Justice, security ete.), or real interests that would be pursued if
nnlykpnlitiailna could be educated as to their importance. History
is replete with sxamples of governments ignoring what a fair minded
commentator (particularly ome enjoying the benefits of twenty-twenty
hindeight) would identify as national interesta.

Inequality, or conditions of dominance and hegemony sanctified by the
acknowledged existence of an international hierarchy, could be held to
be necessary for the maintenance of a stable international order.

See Bull, "World Order and the Super Powers", pp.l42-146. The con-
clusions in the text above are very close to those reached by Senator
Frank Church in U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations,

Report on Study Mission to Israel, August 22-27th, 1972, 92nd Coang. L*~}

feeond Sess, (Washington, D.C.: U.S., Government Printing Office,

September 1972). As the Senator wrote: "If peace is to come to the

Kiddle East, it must be based on acceptance of the fact that Isrsel

I
Hn;:thl b~day war. It is an illusion that the clock can be turned
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back and Iarsel made to aoccept former boundaries which, in her view,
offer insufficient security. The Arabs omanot regain at the bargain-
ing table what they uwldrﬁ:ld on the battlefield." P.l2. The
"Recommendationa™ on pp.l2-13 are emimently sensible ones.

- — D .
e -
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"THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM IN THE EIGHTIES:
MODELS OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE"
By Kenneth E. Boulding
University of Colorado
(Seminar on ""The Ways Towards Peace in the Middle-East, "
Jerusalem, Israel, May 27-31, 1973)

Prediction is a dangerous occupation, especially in social
systems, which are subject to irreducible uncertainties and random
shocks. Indeed, I suggest that every prediction, like cigarette packages,
should contain a warning: ''Believing in this prediction may be injurious
to vour health.' Nevertheless, images of the future are necessary to
guide our present behavior, simply because decisions are always
about the future and never about the past; so in spite of the dangers,
some attempts must be made. In social systems, however, we have to
remember that, while it is important to make projections, it is also
important not to believe them too much. The best advice, indeed, one
can give to anybody thinking of the future -is "Prepare to be surprised. "

The international system is particularly full of surprises. The
random element in it is much stronger than it is, say, in the economic
system, where decisions may be distributed among very large numbers

of people, and hence may be statistically predictable. In the international




system the number of actors is small, power is concentrated,

decisions themselves are subject to strong random influences, and

the processes by which powerful roles are filled with individuals mav

be even more random. The international system, therefore, is particularly
prone to superstition, which might be defined as the perception of

order where, in fact, there is none, and the attempt to impose a

perceptual order on sequences of essentially random events.

A special form of superstition to which the international
system is particularly subject might be called ''overlearning." The
actual occurrence of a somewhat improbable event always leads to a
great overestimation of its probability, at least in the immediately
following future. Thus, in the years following a great but improbable
natural disaster, like the thousand year flood, the event is vivid in
the minds of the people who have experienced it and their estimates
of reality may be distorted thereby. Hitler, for instance, may well
have been a "thousand year flood" in the international system, that is,
a rather improbable event which actually happened. There are signs
indeed that many people in the international system overlearned from
this event.

It may be true, also, that "underlearning'' is just as likely as
overlearning and may be even more dangerous. This arises from the

fact that small probabilities tend to pass below the threshold of
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awareness and become, in effect, equated with zero. This effect indeed
may not be irrational, and it may have certain selective advantages.

1f we worry too much about disasters of low probability, we may become
neurotic and unable to operate within the range of the normal prooabilities
of life. On the other hand, the problem of how to create a sufficient

and rational awareness of large dangers with low probability is a real
one for social organizauon. Institutions as apparently as diverse as
political constitutions, flood plain zoning, and religious belief may
arise out of this problem. The survival of the Jews, for instance,
surely one of the most extraordinary and improbable events of human
history, may be in large measure the result of the ability of Jewish
religion to produce unusually rational adaptations to disaster.

In social systems another element in the predictive process
which sometimes takes on great importance is v:rha.t might be called
feed forward." This is the effect of images of the future on the future
itself. The future of social systems is by no means independent of
our knowledge and beliefs about them. There is a marked contrast
here with celestial mechanics, where man's ability to predict the future
of the movements of the solar system has no effect whatever, as far
as we know, on the movements themselves. Social systems, however,
have a strong teleological element in them in the sense that behavior

{s directed towards a present image of a future condition. The extreme
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case is that of the self-justified prediction, in which a given prediction
actually brings about the future that it predicts. The famous example
of shouting ""Fire' in the crowded theatre is a prediction of disaster
which is almost certain to fulfill itself. If ¢ prestigious analyst
predicts a rise in the stock market, his prediction may very well
create the rise itself, In the international system, pre-ictions of war
often bring about the war which is predicted, Cases of cumplete
self-fulfillment are, of course, very rare. But it is by no means
uncommon for predictions to increase the probability of the future
which they predict,

At the other end of the scale are self-correcting prophecies.
One of the most famous examples of this is that of Jonah, who predicted
the destruction of Ninevan if it did not repent, whereupon it did repent
and was not destroved, somewhat, it seems, to Jonah's annoyance.
The prediction of a coming energy shortage, if it is believed, will
almost certainly spur activity and direct research and exploration
towards the discovery of new energy sources so that the shortage
may be averted. Prediction of a depression may produce the development
of institutions and legislation which will help to prevent it. There
is a good deal of evidence that the discovery of the hog cycle, that
is, a fairly regular cyclical fluctuation in the output of the price of

hogs in many countries, led to its elimination. The fact that ther:
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was practically no business cycle in the United States in the 1960's

led some economists, perhaps too optimistically, to judge that we now
understood so much about the cycle that it could be eliminated. A
correct diagnosis of disease may cure it.

A critical question which is of particularly groat importance
for the future of the international system is that of the circumstances
under which prophecies are seli-fulfilling or are self-correcting.
Thus, a prediction of future war may create an arms race which will
end in the predicted war, In the international system this indeed
seems to have been the commonest response. On the other hand, if
there are what might be called "therapeutic patterns’ available, an
awareness of the high probability of future war might set in motion
processes to diminish that probability, through for,instance, cultural
exchange, a search for the settlement of disputes, exploration of
negotiating and mediating machinery, a deliberate shift in national
images and national interegts toward mutual compatability, and so on.
A good example of this i the Khruschev Doctrine of peaceful coexistence,
which was a deliberate unilateral attempt to reduce the probability of
war between the Soviet Union and the United States, and which so far,
at least, has béen very successful. By contrast, Hitler's image of
a Germany surrounded by implacable enemies was self-fulfilling. It

is not easy to specify all the circumstances which can turn a self-fulfilling




prophecy into a self-correcting one, but certainly one of the major
differences is whether the image of the future is that of an inevitable
fate, or whether it includes possibilities of correction.

The parallel with therapy in the medical profession, particularly
in the treatment of mental illness, may be illuminating here. The
neurotic personality suffers almost inevitably from self-fulfilling
prophecies. If a man believes that everybody else is ms enemy, he
will tend to act in such a way as to fulfill this prediction. The business
of the therapist is to create images of alternative futures and alternative
modes of behavior, whether this is done by psychoanalytic exhortation
or by operant conditioning. Whatever the therapeutic theory, the
practic-e always involves some kind of widening of agendas and the
development of images of alternative and presumably preferable
futures. Unfortunately, the therapeutic treatment of the international
system is in its infancy and the behavior of nation states shows every
sign of mental ill health. It is not beyond reasonable expectation,
however, that the concept of international therapy will develop, and
perhaps we can see the beginnings of a profession of international
therapists even at present. This is not to claim, of course, that
therapy is always successful. It has been said, indeed, that even the
medical profession only began doing more good than harm at a date

within living memory. The search for therapy, however, is the




beginning of some kind of wisdom. Bad doctors may be worse than no
doctors, a condition which is by no means unknown in the international
system, but surely good doctors are not only better than bad doctors,
but should be better than no doctors!

With these considerations in mind, let us now turn to the
.nternational system itself, and examine the nature of some of 1ts
dynamic processes to see if there is any hope of therapy.

The principal actors of the international system are the 150
or so sovereign states. One should also include in the principal actors
the international governmental organizations, for instance, the United
Nations and its various agencies, There are also large numbers of
subsidiary actors, particularly the INGO's, the international
nﬂngwternman'l:al organizations, and also the international corporations,
some of which are larger, at least in terms of their economic product,
than most of the national states themselves, Furthermore, the national
states cannot be regarded as wholly homogeneous from the point of
view of the international system, for internal processes within the
national state may change it from the point of view of its behavior in
the international system. An internal shift of political power or a
ghift of the national image may result from primarily internal causes,
but may have large consequences in international behavior.

One should probably also add to the international system the
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colonies and territories, many of which are incipient nations, which are
attached to the sovereignty of some nation, but which are in some
sense separate and often have potential sovereignty of their own. The
nation states themselves are very diverse. They range.in size all the
way from super powers to mini-nations, from the 750 million people
of China to the 100, 000 people of the Maldive Islands, They are
grouped regionally and ideologically, culturally and linguistically,
and by relatinnships of friendship or enmity. They differ greatly in
their accessibility, geographical, political, and economic.

As with all social systems, the relationships among the
actors of the international system fall into three broad categories--
threat relationships, exchange relationships, and integrative
relationships. Threat is a far more important relationship in the
international system than it is in any other subset of the total social
system, although the extent of the significance of the threat relationship
differs markedly between different pairs or clusters of nations, The
threat relationship, however, is one of considerable complexity,
Unlike the exchange relationship, it is often very hard to identify and
measure, as its major significance is in subjective belief and credibility
rather than in objective capability, Capability (objective capacity to
carry out threats) and credibility (belief that threats will under given

circumstances be carried out) are by no means unrelated, but the




relationship is often surprisingly loose.

A threat may be said to exist when the behavior of one actor
is modified because of an expectation that, in the absence of modification,
the threatener will be able to produce undesirable conscquences to the
threatened. Several elements in this situation make identification
difficult, One is the fact that it is often very hard to tell how behavior
has been modified, We can never directly observe what would have
been the behavior in the absence of the threat. All we can observe is
change of behavior, and we can never be sure how far this is due to
a change in threat and how far it is due to other things. Another
difficulty is that perceptions of threat may vary substantially between
the threatener and the threatened, and there is very little machinery
in the international system, or in another social system involving
threat, for bringing these different perceptions into conformity. A
threatener may not even perceive that he is being threatening at all.
He may not perceive any behavior modification on the part of the
threatened, whereas the threatened party may be highly conscious of
threat because he is comparing his actual behavior with what he might
otherwise have done, which is, of course, unknown to the threatener.
It is not surprising that a system of this kind is full of misunderstandings
and what might be called "perverse dynamics, " that is, dynamic

processes which make everybody worse off.
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There are several modes of the threat relationship and a
critical problem of the dynamics of the international system is the
stability of these various modes. One important mode is threat-
submission, in which the threatened party modifies his behavior
sufficiently to avoid the carrying out of the threat by the threatener,
This modification may not correspond to the modification ostensibly
desired by the threatener, but the cost of the threatener carrying out
the threat ca.n be taken into consideration by the threatened party in
considering how far to modify his behavior. For this reason, there is
always a considerable element of bluff in threat systems. We see this
even in such a classic threat-submission system as slavery. The
slave-owner, in effect, says to the slave, ""You work for me, or I will
kill you." Under these circumstances, the slave can work as little as
possible, knowing that if the slave owner kills him he will no longer
have a slave, so the cost of carrying out the threat is severe to the
threatener. This is probably why slavery has always been a relatively
inefficient mode of social organization. In the international system,
also, the cost of carrying out threat is often so great that the effectiveness
of the threat system depends a great dehnl on the linking of threat to
integrative relationships, as we shall see, The United States experience
in Vietnam shows, indeed, how ineffective an enormous threat system

is, when it is costly to the threatener to carry out the threats and is




not tied into some system of legitimacy.

The threat-submission system is characteristic of Liuperial-
colonial relationships, or of relationships of dominance. It has a
certain tendency, however, to shift into a system of threat-counterthreat,
that is, deterrence. The threat system begins when one party says to
another "Either you do something that I want, or I will do something
that you don't want. ' It passes into deterrence when the threatened
party also achieves some threat credibility and says, in effect, "If
you do something that I don't want, I will do something that you don't
want.' The whole balance of power theory indeed is a theory of
deterrence, It supposes a system of relatively equal nation states,
none of which is dominant over the others, but each of which is restrained
from the carrying out of threats by the fear that it will be subject to
counterthreat. It is often not possible, historically, to distinguish
between an original threat and a counterthreat. Usually by the time a
system of deterrence is in operation, the historical question of "Who
started it?'" is no longer interesting, and under a system of this kind,
the parties soon become highly symmetrical.

Another possible reaction to threat is that of avoidance, and,
although this is only possible to a very limited degree in the international
system, it is a very important response to personal threat, as indeed

the whole history of migration shows. The whole process of putting «
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suitable distance between one's self and a threatener is a very ancient
numan institution. It rests on the fundamental principle that the
capability of threat is a declining function of the distance of the threatener
from the threatened. This is the famous principle of "the further, the
weaker,'" One can, indeed, interpret the foundation of Israel, in part,
.5 a move to increase the distance between the Jews and their possible
(hreateners, just as, indeed, the New England pilg:im fathers put
distance between them and their persecutors. On the national scale,
this response is much less possible, particularly in the light of the
decline of the cost of transport and the consequent shrinkage of the
socially significant earth, There is now visibly no place to go.

_ It is still possible, however, to put social distance between a
nation and its possible threateners--Japan in the Tokugawa period is
a good example, so perhaps is Burma in the last twenty years. Thus,
even though a nation cannot pick up and flee in a physical sense, it can
up to a point withdraw from the international system, particularly if
its geographical position is favorable. This strategy was easier for
the Swedes, for instance, than it has been for the Czechs, simply
because the Swedes live in a corner of the globe that is not very much
on the way to anywhere, whereas the Czechs have the misfortune, like
the Belgians, to live in an international throughway, and are constantly

getting run over as a result.
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The stability c:f these three forms of response to threat is
a very important element in the dynamics of the systemi., A threat-
submission system may be fairly stable as long as it is accepted by
both the parties, and as long as the threatener maintains the credibility
of his threat and the threatened are unable to bring to bear any
counterthreat. South Africa perhaps is a case in point; in its internal
relations it is a very efficient police state, and as long as the Afrikaaners,
in particular, retain their morale and sense of internal legitimacy,
this society is likely to be almost deplorably stable, [t has often been
remarked that it is not the balance of power, but the imbalance of
power that makes for stability, as in the case of the Roman Empire.
The threat-submis=zion relationship, however, does seem to be subject
to long-run erosion. The threatener, however successful he isin
enforcing submission, is in a weak position in the integrative system.
Because he is hated by those who submit to him, he frequently comes
to hate himself, and that is usually the end of him, for the threat
system cannot be sustained unless it is internally legitimated, Historically,
then, all threat-submission systems have eventually come to an end,
either through a decline in the auhmissﬁeneaa of the submitter, or
a decline in the morale and credibility of the threatener.

Deterrence systems, likewise, while they may be stable in

the short run, are always unstable in the long run. There can be no
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such thing as stable deterrence if a long enough period of time is taken,
The reason for this is simple--if deterrence were permanently stable,
it would cease to deter. For deterrence to be F'uermanentlg.- stable means
that the probability of the threats being carried out is zero, If this
were so, this would be the same as their not existing, and the whole
system would disintegrate. There is a possibility, however, that as
a deterrence system decays it may be replaced by an'integrative
structure which eventually makes the threat and the threat capability
unnecessary.

The faith in nuclear deterrence is perhaps one of the greatest
long-run dangers to the human race. A system of this kind must
always contain at least a small probability of failure, that is, of the
threats being carried out. In the case of the nuclear weapon, this
means that the international system as at present constituted contains
a small, but finite probability of almost total disaster, perhaps of
irrecoverable disaster. As long as the present international system
continues, the human race is under an indeterminant sentence of
death. Therefore, one must regard a system of deterrence as essentially
an opportunity to use the temporary atahili't}r which it provides to get
rid of it, and to replace it with an integrative system.

Even the threat-avoidance system is subject to erosion just

like the others. There seems to be an irreversible tendency in the
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world to diminish the cost of transport and reduce effective distances.
This is true even of social distance. Even the most determined efforts
at isolation seem eventually to break down in the face of the clamor of
a tiny and still shrinking earth, One has to conclude therefore that
no threat system, unless perhaps it is deeply embedded in a close
integrative structure, and perhaps not even then, is ultimately capable
of stability. And, indeed, itis a very important question today as
to whether the diminution of the role of the threat system is not a
necessity for human survival.

The exchange system, which involves such things as trade,
negotiation, and bargaining, grows up along side the threat system
and seems to have a much larger horizon. Its impact on the international
system, however, is curiously peripheral. International trade is
simply that subset of the total volume of exchange relationships which
happens to cross national frontiers. It is, of course, affected and
distorted by the existence of national states because of national currencies,
tariffs, quotas, exchange restrictions, and the like. National states,
however, modify the structure of international trade, but they do not
create it, and they may not even modify it as much as they think., If
there were no nation states and the world were a single country, there
would, of course, be no international trade. The kinds of regional

specialization and the flows of the total system of exchange would
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undoubtedly be somewhat different from what they are now. But it

is hard to believe that they would be radically different, except perhaps
in respect to the division of the world into a socialist camp and a
capitalist sector, which does interfere severely with trade across

the boundary of the two camps.

Empires and communities of all kinds tend to channel trade
within them and diminish the flow of trade across their boundaries.
Thus, if it were not for the existence of the socialist camp, Poland
would undoubtedly trade more with the West and less with the East
than it does now. But even if the world were a single country, what
18 now Poland would almost certainly export hams and would import
bananas. Furthermore, the world structure of trade is so flexible,
and for every particular channel of trade there are so many alternatives,
that conflicts about trade are rarely important as a source of international
conflict and war, as a number of recent studies have suggested,

The development of a quantitative approach to economie
history has revealed that political domination and empire rarely
produce much in the way of economic benefits for the conqueror or
the imperial power, mainly because the costs of a threat system to
the threatener are frequently likely to outweigh the benefits in
"tribute." The disintegration of empires in the second half of the

twentieth century is a reflection, in part, of the belated recognition




on the part of the former imperial powers that empire simpl, @l

not pay, If proof of this were needed, one has only tc look at
Portugal--with the largest empire and the lowest por capita 1nco..

in Europe! This is not to deny, of course, that empire pays some
groups in the imperial power. The group that is benefited, however,
is usually very small and its capacity to pull the wool over the v ;s
of the rest of the people shows, like so many other th.ngs, a consiant
tendency to erosion.

Another aspect of the exchange system which impinges on
the international system is deferred exchange or investment. Inter-
national flows of capital may have a profound effect on the international
s_vs{em, especially in so far as threats may be invoked to enforce,
or to try to enforce, the fulfillment of international long-term
contracts, as, for instance, in payments on a loan. Capital flows
are certainly more modified by the structure of the international
system than are trade flows., Under a single world capitalist
government the flow of capital between regions would certainly be
considerably different from what it is now, even though it would
undoubtedly still flow from rich areas, where capital is plentiful,
to poor areas, where it is scarce. The monopolization of capital
in socialist states, however, and the substitution of political decisior-

for economic, undoubtedly diminishes the total flow of capital, &auu




markedly changes its direction. The receipt of foreign investment

may also create internal strains within a country, which may ultima

lead to revolution and to a change in its international posture.

International capital is in some sense a hostage, and countries, 1L

individuals, are not above the occasional temptation to enjoy te:

advantages by destroying their credit ratings. It is a curious pa.-.

that, from the point of view of foreign investment, domination often

benefit!; the dominated. Thus, India was able to borrow at 5 1/2

per cent in the nineteenth century on the London money market, terms

which would make the less developed countries green with envy

today. Furthermore, the more unstable and uncertain the political

regime of a country, the higher the rate of interest or profit it will

have to pay on any foreign investments to counteract for uncertainty.
One point where economics and the exchange economy impinges

more and more on the international system is in the conflicts within

nations between the claims of the civilian economy and the claims

of the military. In any society that has reasonably full employment,

any increase in the military must be paid for by a diminution in the

civilian economy, either public or private. Where, as in many

countries, there is a rough conventional ceiling on the proportion

of gross national product which goes to government, the conflict is

particularly acute, because then any increase in the malitary usuai,
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must be paid for by diminution in the civilian government produ
which often includes such high priority things as education, hea'®!
welfare, and so on. The rise of the "welfare state' wlicn has ¢
with the democratization of government, has created constant ir
pressure in a great many countries to diminish its external influcns
which is usually exercised through the military, and to expand the
civilian economy.

* The traditional international system of the eighteenth ceuiuw
was a system in which the decision-makers were usually not respons.oll
to, or even for, the bulk of the people in their own countries, and
were able to play their little games without much consideration of
the effects on the majority of the people. This kind of system has been
eroded by the development of democratic governments committed
to the use of government authority or internal welfare, This conflict
between internal welfare and external power indeed may be one of the
most significant long-run dynamic effects on the international systermi.
It is certainly very largely responsible for the abandonment of empire
by, for instance, Britain, France, Belgium, and the Netherlands.

It may be responsible, also, for the profound shift in the internation:!
posture of the United States which seems to be coming about as .
result of the Vietnam War, even though this absorbed a relativel"

small proportion of the American gross national produc.., The




international system is increasingly perceived as a pathological and
expensive part of the total world social system, and the willingness
to support it seems to be subject to long-run decline,

The third great dynamic process of the social system, which
is the development of an integrative structure of relationships, 1
much harder to define and to measure, but in the long-run it probably
dominates all other elements in the system. Integrative relationships
are those which involve legitimacy, the recognition of status, the
development of personal identity, the acknowledgment of community,
the development of benevolence or malevolence, and the growth or
decline of trust, a concern for system maintenance as over against
''winning or losing, " and similar social parameters.

The integrative system provides the framework within which
both the threat and the exchange system develop. A threat which
is regarded as illegitimate, such as that of the bandit, may organize
a temporary social system, but is incapable of organizing permanent
relationships or organizations. Similarly, exchange cannot develop
unless it is regarded as legitimate. Trading with the enemy has
always been regarded as of doubtful propriety. There must, therefore,
be at least non-enmity if exchange is to develop, though it does not
necessarily mean there has to be a strong sense of commumty or

identification. Seen in this light, the national state represents one




stage, sometimes very useful, sometimes destructive, in the long
slow, irregular, but nevertheless persistent, development of a worl:
integrative structure. The international organizations, small an
weak as they now are (It is a shocking reflection, for instance, th
all the international agencies put together are not much bigger tha:
the Ford Foundation!), have a lot more legitimacy than their size
warrants, and it is a legitimacy which is drawn {from the future, 1n
the sense that these organizations foreshadow, however imperfectly,
the more unified world to come. This is not to say that reversals
of this process are impossible, They have indeed taken place in the
past and they may very well take place in the future. Nevertheless,
thesé reversals of the general integrative movement into smaller,

if often more intense, nationalisms, racism, and sectarianisms, are
only a backwash and an undertow. The tide that advances is the tide
of increasing integration and unification.

There is indeed a danger in this movement as well as a promise,
Unification may mean equilibrium, which may mean stagnation--the
end of the long dramatic process of human evolution in a dull stationary
state. It may well be, indeed, that one of the greatest problems of
the human race in the centuries to come will be the preservation of
peculiarities, variety, and ecological complexity. We are already

witnessing an alarming destruction of biological species on the earti
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as a result of the disappearance of isolated ecosystems and the

development of a single unified ecosystem of the whole earth, in which

the dodo and the moa, and perhaps the condor and the blue whale,

will be unable to survive. We are likewise seeing a uniform superculture

of airplanes, automobiles, electric power and steelframe
powerful

shoeboxes,/international styles in clothing, music, art, and literature,

which are overwhelming the cultural islands of traditienal society,

so that the Tea ceremony and the Bar Mitzvah, the Irish wake and

the Hopi katchina doll will all suffer the fate of the dodo. One fears

that everything that is ''counter, original, spare, strange, ¥ will

be washed away in the great gray uniformity of the world superculture,

To avoid this, we must value variety for its own sake and develop a

movement of all humanity in the defense of each other's pecularities.

I have called my ideal society a ''mosaic society, ' perhaps in both

senses of the word., ''Life, like a dome of many-colored glass,

stains the white radiance of eternity' says Shelley in Adonais. Sol

see world society as a great mosaic picture of many pieces of

different colors held together within a framework of law and mutual

respect. This framework is ''mosaic' in the second sense--more

L
Gerard Manley Hopkins, Poems, Second Edition, p. 30.




permissive of variety perhaps than the grez. law maker of Israel
would have wished, but still justified by intimations of eternal law
and eternal truth, however hard these may be to find.

What, then, in the light of all this discussion, can we sav
about the international system in the next twenty years? The safcst
thing, of course, is to say nothing. If1 had been writing this in
1953, 1 think I would have said then that the chances of our getting to
1973 without disaster were very slimmn. At that time I think I would
have predicted that by 1973 the world would be failing to recover
from a devastating nuclear war, most of the world cities would have
been destroyed, radioactivity would have made life impossible over
luée areas, and that the very existence of the human race was
threatened. That prediction, fortunately, would have been wrong.

In 1973 there seems to be a much smaller chance of nuclear war than
there was in 1953: the whole international system is more stable at
the moment of writing in February. Therc is no overt international
war going on anywhere in the world, although there is some civil
war, some sporadic violence, and still a strong sense of threat.

I think it most likely that we will get to 1983 without a major
war, that the relations between the United States and the Soviet Union
will settle down very much as they settled down in the nineteenth

century between the United States and the British, to an uneasy, but
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increasingly stable, peaceful coexistence. There are still man;
parts of the world where revolutions of varicus kinds could preak
out, Nevertheless, the improved relations of the Unitea States " il
China, and the strained, if tolerant, relations with Chile, sugges
that ideological considerations are no longer as important as then
used to be, and that we are becoming reconciled to a kind ot law of
political irony--everything turns out to be its opposite and nothing
is what we think.

It is ironic, for instance, that the American Revolution
produced an increasingly monarchical society in the United States,
even though it is true that the monarch is elected and temporary,
and produced a much more truly republican form of government in
Great Britain. It is ironic that the Russian Revolution produced a1
gigantic state corporation, far larger, more impersonal, and more
monopolistic than General Motors, and produced a subserviant
working class, pushed around by an increasingly bourgeois Communist
Party. The Chinese Revolution produced an emperor, sustained by
the loftiest arts of Madison Avenue-type persuasion. The Gandhian
Revolution produced an India which is a depressing carbon copy of a
nineteenth-century European power, even with Queen Victoria at its
helm! The sense of irony, however, produces apathy, and even

though maybe it is apathy that we need to produce peace, apathy is




always vulnerable to the nonapathetic, It seems not un reasonable,

however, to look forward to a world slowly settling down after ..

unusual disturbances of the last two hundred years, SO that perhaps,

to quote Tennyson, ''The kindly earth will slumber, lapped in

universal law. "

On the other hand, there is always the possibility of upsets

The international system is a bit like an earthquake system--it
accumulates increasing strain, until finally there 18 some sort of
break., Strain can result from many Sources. In the past it has
frequently resulted from what 1 have called "overtakes, " that is,
where one nation overtakes another in the power hierarchy. This
is frequently associated with differential changes in the gross
national product. Even though this is only one of the elements of
national power, it is the one that seems capable of most continuous
growth, Itis not unreasonable, for instance, to interpret the
Napoleonic War in Europe as the overtaking of France by Britain;
the war of 1870 as the overtaking of France by Germany,; the war of
1014 as the overtaking of Britain by Germany and the overtaking o:
everybody by the United States, of which the war of 1939 was only a
continuation, with the additional complication of Japan overtaking
Europe.

Looking at the next twenty years, it seems unlikely that




there will be dramatic changes in the international pecking order,
with the possible exception of Japan. The Soviet Union is not goin:
to overtake the United States, China is not going to overtake anvbo -
and Japan, fortunately, has profited so well from defeat that it seemis
te have made a pretty fundamental decision to be Swedish and to
abstain from the international power game, to which its GNP .. gk
entitle it. A possible uncertainty in the situation is a United Curope,
which would certainly represent a much larger GNP than the Soviet
Union, but hopefully would have learned a lesson that a Drang nach
Osten does not pay. While, therefore, we may see local political
seismic events of considerable magnitude, the world system may
well have entered a period of relative stability.

I have argued elsewhere, indeed, that we may be close to,
or may even have passed, the watershed of a very fundamental change
in the international system. The sort of system we have had in the
last 150 years has had slowly growing islands of stable peace, like
North America and Scandinavia, embedded in a matrix of unstable
peace in the general system. These islands of stable peace have had
a tendency to grow, and we may no.w be facing a system in which
the figure becomes the ground, and in which we have a world system
of stable peace with islands of unstable peace. These islands, of

course, may be quite large, like Africa, the Middle East, or Aszia,
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but they will essentially be islands and the central system will hold
firm in peace.

Of the places where strains may increase to the point of an
international or internal political earthquake, Africa certainly seems
like a good candidate. Nevertheless, it now has less internal war
than it has _had for a very long time, with the end of the war in the
Sudan., South Africa represents a potential strain point with the
unpleasant prospect that if the status quo is disturbed, it may go
very much the other way from what the Black African nations would
wish, and we might find a militant South Africa dominating the whole
southern half of the continent. Portugal and the Portuguese colonies
are an anachronism and this, too, is a potential source of international
strain, A great deal could happen in the southern half of Africa,
however, without involving the rest of the world very much.

Another possible source of shock would be the Soviet Union,
which, again, is an anachronism almost like Portugal, It is, after
all, the old Czarist empire; it is almost certainly a great drain on
the Russians, and it is a source of real cognitive dissonance, If
Poland can be an independent country, why not Lithuania or Latvia
or Usbekistan, all of which are more ancient countries than Russia?
The Russian-Chinese relationship is another source of danger, again,

because of the essential imperial character of the Soviet Union.
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The boundary between Russia and China cuts acrose a good many
cultural units and is a legacy of the high-water mark of Czarist
expansion. The Chinese certainly are not building bombshelters
in Peking for fear of either the Americans or the Japanese. While
their fear of the Russians seems rather paranocic to Westerners,
who have rather got used to the Russians, the Chinese-Russian
border, at least, represents a kind of San Andreas fault of the world
political system, along which earthquakes can certainly be expected,
Southeast Asia, with its heterngen:?us countries, can likewise expect
to be at least a source of aftershocks for a long time, though the
dreadful experience of Vietnam may scare it into stability, especially
now that the Pakistan division has been accomplished.

The other great earthquake center is, of course, Israel.
Like White South Africa, it is an enclave of the great world superculture
in an environment of struggling traditional societies. The Arab
countries, of course, are very far from uniform. Egypt trembles
on the edge of a Malthusian disaster, which may well be speeded up
by the ecological disaster of the Aswaml Dam, The oil-rich countries,
however, are in a very different position, mostly rather sparsely
populated and sitting on large reserves of a natural resource which
may well become increasingly scarce and expensive. In the absence

of internal revolution in these countries, which would seem at the




moment improbable, unless Yemen is a straw in the wind, most of
these countries will accumulate larger and larger riches in the hands
of a very small governing class, Socialist revolutions indeed might
not change this situation much, except to change the name and
personnel of the governing class. The internal pressures to redistribute
these new riches may not be very strong and the temptation to use
them for international adventures may therefore be large. In the
absence of any real breakthroughs in nuclear fusion, the price of oil
may rise spectacularly by the end of the century and the Arab ruling
class may well find itself, if it invests wisely, with a very substantial
slice of the capital of the United States and Europe. At the same

time their countries will not really have modernized. This is a very
uncomfortable prospect.

The really critical question in the Middle East is whether
any growth of the integrative structure is possible. At the moment
the Middle East probably has the highest levels of malevolence of
any part of the world. This malevolence presents extreme dangers,
particularly in the light of the probable proliferation of nuclear
weapons. Continued reliance on the level of the threat system which
now exists would seem a recipe for eventual total and irreversible
disaster. Very serious thought must be given, therefore, to the

sources of this malevolence and what can be done to diminish it.
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The fact that it may be based much more on symbolic injury than on
real economic injury makes it all the more difficult to handle, and

how far economic policies on the part of Israel, for insiance,
compensation of displaced Palestinians, would improve matters is
very hard to say. The prospects at the moment do not look very

good and the appalling persistence of ancient animosities, generation
after generation, is all too vividly illustrated in Northern Ireland,
which is a model that is very frightening. What seems most important
at the present time is to take the existence of malevolence seriously,
to study irts sources and its myths, and to develop a plan for diminishing
it. Under these circumstances, the expectations of disaster may be
self-correcting rather than self-justifying. One hopes indeed for a
new Jonah, the Jonah of Ninevah, not of the whale, to turn away by

a successful call to repentance, the almost unimaginable nuclear

disaster which threatens the Middle East in the next generation.
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B. Theoretic Model.

4. There is a widespread tendency to assume that "irrationality' leads

to wars, while "'rationality" results in peace. More sophisticated theories
reject so simple a view of reality, substituting for it more complex models
which recognize a variety of relations between ''rationality”, fanatism, war
and peace. Nevertheless, many available models tend towards oversimplifica-
tion. In particular, they lack suitable concept packages which can aérve to
explicate the multiple dimensions of reality and to construct models sufficiently
isomorphic with reality to serve behavioral and prescriptive study, and which,
at the same time, are compact enough to be operational and at least qualitative-
1y exercisable. To overcome these weaknesses within the limited domain

of this paper, 1 propose the following concepts as building stones for my

model :

Goals : The policy goals of the multiactors, as resulting from the
aggregative policymaking process, whatever its dominant mode may be.
Reducing multidimensional and dynamic non-linear veclors to a simple
dichotomy, 1 classify these goals as "aggressive' or "non-aggressive, ' in

respect to defined other multiactors.

Values on violence : This concept refers to the acceptability of
violence by the multiactors as a legitimate tool for achieving their values.
For more careful analysis, violence must be subdivided into different levels
and forms, ranging from conventional warfare to terror, nuclear war,
genocide, etc. But, for a first cut at the problem, 1 am using a binary
nominal scale, regarding violence as either "acceptable' or "unacceptable"
to defined m_ulti.an::tar (again, after aggregation of their policy values through

their policymaking tmnodes), in respect to other defined multiactors.

Instrumentality : This concept refers to instrumental-rationality in

the strict sense of the term, namely the extent to whicli means are picked

!




on the basis of a kind of benefit-cost calculus, Again, adopting a highly
oversimplified binary classification, I distinguish for the purposes of this
paper between ''yes instrumental' and "non-instrumental." For more
advanced analysis, different degrees of instrumentality in respect to various
decision situations must be cunstde;:'ed, as well as the difference between

"subjective' instrumentality, (. g. as seen by the multiactor) and "objective"

instrumentality.

Capacity image : This concept refers to the image by a multiactor
(r ;ain, aggregated through different processes) of his capacity to achieve
his goals through violence. ''Yes' means that the multiactor tends to hold
the opinion that he can achieve his goals through violence, and that violence
is the most efficient means for achieving his goals. ''No' means that the
multiactor is of the opinion that he cannot achieve his goals through Violence
or that violence is an inefficient means for achieving the goals. More advanc-
ed analysis must distinguish here between shorter-range and longer-range
views of capacity; should examine the variables creating capacity images;

and introduce risk-preferences and lotlery-values as a critical element of

capacity images.

5. Most conventional terms can be translated into the proposed terms,

as follows :

"Reasonablenesgs' is a culture-bound term. In Western cultures,

especially among peace-supporting scholars, ''reasonableness' implies

non-aggressive goals and rejection of violent or a main policy instrument.

""Rationality' is either used loosely, or referring to ''reasonableness’,
or strictly, as referring to "instrumentality, " or as referring to an undef-
ined mix between these two. (Mannheim and other scholars distinguish
explicitly between instrumental-rationality and substantive-rationality; but

most strategic literature ignores this essential distinction).



"Fanatism' refers to some combination of aggressive goals, acceptance

and even liking for violence as a policy instrument and non- instrumentability.

(For a sub-classification of fanatism by defined dimensions, see Crazy

States, op. cit.)

6. The dangers of oversimplification involved in binary classification

must be emphasized, Keeping this warning in mind, I propose the following

simple concept package for building the model, as explained above.

Values on .
Goals Violence Instrumentality Capacity Image
Aggressive rejected yes yes
Non-aggressive accepted no no
Ts Our simple model is now constructed by taking all the combinations

of these concepts and examining what combinations result in propensity to

war (again, yesor no)-

Goals

(1) Aggressive

(2) Aggressive

(3) Aggressive

(4) Aggressive

(5) Aggressive

(6) Aggressive

(7) Aggressive

(8) Aggressive

(9) Non-aggressive
(10) Non-aggressive
(11) Non-aggressive
(12) Non-aggressive
(13) Non-aggressive
(14) Non-aggressive

(15) Non-aggressive

Viusson  iustrementalty  CjPatty  Proeouety
rejected yes yes no
rejected yes no no
rejected no yes yes or no
rejectable no no yes or no
acceptable yes yes yes
acceptable yes no no
acceptable no yes yes or no
acceptable no no yes or no
rejected yes yes no
rejected yes no no
rejected no yes ves or no
rejected no no yes or no
acceptable yes yes no
acceptable yes no no
acceptable no yes yes or no
acceptable no no yes or no

(16) Non-aggressive




8. This oversimplified model leads to the following suggestive findings:
a. In a number of cases, non-instrumentalily may result in war,
namely in those cases where instrumentality results in no propensity
to war, while non-instrumentality may result (yes or no) in war.

This is the situation in cases 3, 4, 8, 11, 12, 15 and 186.

b. In one case, non-instrumentality may prevent war, namely in the
case where instrumentality resulls in yes propensity to war, while
non-instrumentality may result (yes or no) in no war. This is the
situation in case 7, This is the case where instrumental decisions,

under the defined conditions, would lead to war.

g, Using more colloguial terminology : Usually, ''rationality' reduces
the probability of war, though in a particular case rationality increases the
latter : When goals are aggressive ('unreasonable" in colloguial Western
terminology), violence is accepted and the image exists that war will deliver
the desired goods -- then irrationality may prevent the instrumental conclus-

ion that war is preferable.

When goals are non-aggressive, violence is rejected or the capacity
image is that war will not efficiently deliver the goods -- then rationality will

reduce the probability of war, while irrationality will increase 1it.

10. The often made assertion that increased rationality (strictly defined)
will always reduce war probability is, therefore, not universally correct.
Neither is it correct that increasing rationality (assuming that policy instru-
ments exist to achieve such an aim) is always a preferable way to reduce
probability of war. Rather, ways to reduce probability of war include :

a. Changing goals from aggressive to non-aggressive;

b. changing values on violence from accei::-tance to rejection;

c. changing capacity image from viewing war as efficient to viewing

it inefficient (either by making war ineffectiveor providing




alternative, more effective means);

d., usually increasing rationality, but sometimes decreasing it.

11. Somewhat to compensate for the oversimplicity of the above model
and its implications, let me consider in short two complications :

a. The interactive nature of adversary systems must be taken into
account. Mutually expected behavior influences behavior, which in turn
shapes expectations, and so on. Situations exist where behavior, that. is
non-instrumental from the point of view of each multiactor, will result in
betler payoffs to the adversaries themselves, or where enforcement by an
external multiactor operating in the interest of the adversaries is preferable
to autonomous, rational decision making by the multiactors themselves.
This is the case in situations approximating the Prisoner's Dilleman, with a

payoff matrix such as :

5,5 ‘ 20, 0

0,20 | 15,15

In other situations, mutual images determine behavior, as illustrated

in situations approximating the Bell Game, namely :

=4

15, 15 | 10,0

0, 10 | 5, 5

b. The goal of preventing defeat needs separate consideration,
Faced with a situation where a multiactor expects to be attacked, preventive
or preemptive was may become probable, as well as -- under some conditions -~
coercive war directed at reducing danger by enforcing peace, This situation
can be analyzed in detail by a model analogue in its basics to the model
presented above, Even though relevant, under some assumptions, to the

Middle East situation, I am leaving this case for detailed analye:s in the
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revised version of the paper. This is a very important situation which should
be born in mind. Mutual deterrence is a special case which belongs, in pari,

to this category.

12. Up till now I handled the case of war initiation or intensification. The
gituation becomes different in parts when war termination is considered.
Here, inter alia, sunk costs must be taken into account, whether in the form
of political feasability, organizational inertia, economic interests etc. Even
more complex is the situation when no binary choice of the nature of yes /no
w=. initiation or yes/no war termination is faced. When conflicts tak‘ei multi-
imensional forms with many possible combinations of different pattefﬁs of
conflict behavior -- then modelling becomes much more difficult and perhaps,
in respect to some facts and with present knowledge and tools, nearly im-
possible. This is just the case in respect to the Middle East, where choices
war /no war take a much more complex and multiple form. Therefure: the
proposed model can perhaps serve as a useful metaphnr for handling some
agpects of the Middle East situation, but should not be regarded as havmg
high isomorphism with the Middle East situation as ; whole. But, taking the
present state of the art of strategic analysis, metaphors (e. g., part-models

of suggestive power) present often one of the preferable methodological tools.

13. Recognizing the partial nature and oversimplified characteristics of
the proposed model, I therefore regard it nevertheless as a helpful tool for
analyzing some concrete situations, even in its present rudimentary form .
This impression can be tested by application of the model to parts of the

Middle East situation.

c. Application to Middle East.

14. Trying to insert the Middle East conflict parameters into the model
presented above, the following picture may approximate reality sufficient

to serve as a starting point for explorative discussion :




Multiactor

Goals

Values or

Instrumen-

Violence tability
(Inited Arab i
Republic aggressive accepted Yes-No
Hastismite aggressive ccepted Yes
Kingdom e g e .
[.ibya aggressive accepted No
TXLFarNe aggressive accepted No
“‘alestinians L4 chake o
Israel aggressive accepted for
defence Yes
rejected for
coercion
15.

nhservations are in order :

Capacity
Image

Resulling
War Proponents

No

Mo

Yes-No

Yes-No

Yes

-- "aggression'' is treated as seen by the adversary.

Some war pro-
bability

No war proba-
bility

Some war pro-
bability

Some war pro-
bability

Defensive war
probability if
endangered;
Coercive war
improbable

To explain the parameters inserted into the model, the following

-- external actors, such as the U.S.A, and the U.S.5.'R., are treated

as operating via the internal actors, e.g., through influencing

their capacily image and their instrumentality.

- the model deals with the probability of war, in the sense of higher

levels of violence,
move towards peace --

includes additional variables,

Propensity to reduce levels of tension, e.g.,

require a more elaborale model which

-- the cost of non-intensification of war are not explicitly treated in

the present version of the application.

16 Again, the oversimplifications require treating the application as a

suggestive metaphor rather than an isomorphic model,

Nevertheless,

| think




suggestive conclusions can be derived from it. These conclusions are of
two kinds : Predictive and prescriptive. Predictively, the model indicates
possible war intensifications. Prescriptively, the model provides some
pointers for possible action to reduce war propensity. In particualr, the
following tentative conclusions an;:! guidelines can be mentioned :

a. Fanatism in the sense of aggressive goals, acceptance of violea-

ee and non-instrumentality -- is undoubtedly a main factor increasing war

probability in the Middle East.

b. Given aggressive values and acé’eptance of violence, rationality
helps in reducing war probability only as long as the capacity image is
negative. Therefore, keeping the capacity image negative, constitutes a main

way to reduce war propensity assuming instrumentality, aggressive values and
acceptance of violence. Similarly increasing instrumentality is a main way

to reduce war propensity, given a negative capacity image.

¢. Given low instrumentality and the absence of policy instruments
to influence this variable, a negative capacity image cannot be relied upon
to prevent war. Therefore, for instance, a deterrence strategy is in-

adequate for the Middle East as a tool for war prevention.

17, If more complex issues are considered, the analysis must become
more elaborate, Thus, consideration of war termination or of nuclear
confrontation in the Middle East requires further development of the model
and of its application. But, in general, [ regard the approach presented
in this paper as a useful one for analyzing conflicts, including the Middle
East situation. If the model stands the test of initial application to simple
situations, then further elaboration and application with more complex
parameters will become justified. The present version of the paper is
designed to check the usefulness of the model by presenting it in outline ani
subjecting it in its more rudimentary form to professional examinaltion and

criticism.




THE FUTURE OF ISRAL-ARAB STRATEGIC RELATIONS :
FOUR TENTATIVE SCENARIOS. 1

by

Yehezkel Dror

Prepared for the Seminar :

"Systematic Thinking Towards Alternative Solutions of the Arab-Israel Conflict"

1. These scenarios constitute preliminary hypothesis within a study on
alternative Israel- Arab futures, which in turn is part of a broader study

by the author on alternative Israeli futures.

This paper was published, with some changes, in Israeli Magazine
Vol. V., No.6, 1973, pp. 22-25 (copyright).




When dealing with predictions, we must beware the mistaken human
tendency of viewing t‘he future as a simple continuation of the present or of
reading into it the fulfillment of our hopes. Especially when dealing with so
complex a problem as Israel-Arab relations, it is necessary to take into
account the many variables which will shape the future, including some
'impurtant ones outside the Middle East itself (such as relations between
the U.S.A. and the U.S.S5. R.) and some accidental ones (such g8 the life
span of individual leaders and the personal characteristics of their
successors). Therefore, unless we engage in dangerous oversimplification,
it is necessary to present the future in terms of alternative possibilities,
With the help of sophisticated, modern prediction methods, it is sometimes
possible to allocate probabilities or at least to identify critical factors which
influence the future in the direction of one or another defined possibility,
One of the fipst phases of any prediction must, therefore, always include
alternative futures, which in turn can serve as a basis for more sophisticat-
ed forecasting and for purposeful human endeavor aiming at increasing the
chances of those alternatives which we prefer, and at reducing the chances

of those which we dislike.

In order to present some of the alternative futures of Israel-Arab
relations, 1 will use a methodology developed in modern strategic studies,
namely scenarios. A scenario is a description by stages of the evolution
of a situation from the present into an alternative future. A scenario
should show us how any future can be realized, with special attention paid

to the consistency of the changes predicted,

Elaboration of main alternative scenarios for Israel-Arab relations,

is a complex job requiring thorough discussion of multiple assumptions.

2. See Yehezkel Dror, Ventures in Policy Sciences (N. Y. : American
Elsevier, 1971), Chapter 5. -
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In this short article, I will present some main ideas taken from a longer
study of mine. To show the great variations in possible futures of lsrael-
Arab relations, I will present four scenarios dealing with main prototype
situations : Scenario No. 1 presents the possibility of peace resulting irom
decisions by the Middle Eastern countries themselves; Scenario No. /
explores the possibility of peace resulting from Big Power dictate; Scenario
No. 3 presens p?rpetual:ed status quo; Scenario No. 4 deals with the ur.-
pleasant but not impossible case of total war in the Middle East with glohal

involvement,

For convenience, the scenarios are presented in the form of consecut-
ive text. But they should be read as presenting parallel and muriasily 1nter-
dependent developments and actions by various multiactors, ; The basic
matrix on which the scenario textual description is based, can be presented

as follows :

Israel Arab Countries Palestinians USA USSR Other Count-
' ries

1875-1980
1980-1990
1990-2000

This matrix will be further elaborated during more advanced phases

of the study.

Scenario No. 1 : Real Peace Resulting from Decisions of Middle Eastern

Countries.

1975-1580.
Israel. The '"doves'' gain political power, with anti-annexation politicians
occupying most cabinet positions and the annexationist parties losing an un-

expectedly large number of seats in the Knesset. Public and elite opiniong

3, On the concept ''multiactor' which I prefer to the misleadirg ' -=m
"actor', see Yehezkel Dror, Crazy States : A Counterconventiona, Strategic
Problem, Lexington, Mass : Heath Lexington, 1871), p. XIV.
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support a partial settlement. The Israeli Army succeeds in weapons
development programs, increasing sense of strategic securily even w.'L
some withdrawal, Large immigration from U.S.S. R. guccessfully azsorced,
also adding to senée of internal challenge and strategic security. Improvec
relations with U.S.8. R. and other countries reinforces sense of oplimisiic
hope for possible peaceful settlement. Partial settlements with Egypt and

Jordan signed,

Arab countries. In Egypt, a strong, charismatic leader becomes president,

He proposes putting main emphasis on socio-economic development of Egypt,
playing down the importance of conflict with Israel. He declares himsclf
ready to "try out Israeli good will" by agreeing on partial settlement, as a
first step towards an "'eventual settlement. " Under U.S. auspices, a with-
drawal of Israeli troops to about 30 miles from the Suez Canal is arranged,
with only some Egyptian police crossing the canal : the canal is reopened to
shipping, with Israeli ships carrying some flag of convenience passing
through the canal undisturbed. The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan follows
Egypt and signs an "interim settlement, " more or less in accord with the
Allon Plan (i. e., Israeli military control over the West Bank with strong-
points along the Jordan River; some border adjustments; full Jordanian
civil control over the West Bank, including local police). The Jerusalem
issue is left open, with Arab inhabitants holding double citizenship, Other
Arab countries condemn these moves, but internal doubts about their policy

begin to assert themselves.

Palestinians. A new leadership asserts that a settlement with Israel is the

only way for national survival. They reach an accommodation with Jordan,
accepting shared power and the conception of a Jordan-Palestine federation.
Extreme elements are either absorbed or repressed. (In Europe, repression
is accomplished with the tacit cooperation of Egyptian and Israeli secret
services.) The partial settlements are received enthusiastically, combining

the advantages of political sovereignty and economic cooperation with Israel.




U.S.A. Success .in arranging Egyptian-Israeli partial settlement strengthens
determination to let the Middle Eastern countries try and solve their own
problems, Continuing military aid to Israel is combined with massive
economic aid to Egypt and Jordan. As part of further improving relations
with the U.S.S.R., that country is given credit for helping.to defusc lhe
Middle East.

U.S.S.R. A strong reaction against ""adventurism' in the Middle East takes
place, with some turnover in those responsible for the policy. Diplomatic
relations with Israel are renewed together with the opening of the Suez Canal,
Large immigration to Israel is permitted, at the same time as good trade
relations with the U. S, A. help in strongly improving internal economiec

situation.

Other Countries. Most countries strongly support the new trend in the

Middle East, As part of its rapprochement policy, China avoids any aggress-
ive action in the Middle East. The Afro-Asian U.N. Bloc passes a resolution
in the General Assembly congratulating the Middle Eastern countries and

asks them to "continue their efforts to achieve real peace, "
1980-1090.

The trend continues. Israel, Egypt and Jordan-Palestine sign a
"Settlement Document'' in parallel procedures, providing for continuing with-
drawal of Israel from Sinai and the West Bank by stages, with demilitariza-
tion and some border adjustments. At the same time, Egypt and Israel
publicly announce reduction of their defense budgets by 25%, with further
cuts promised for the coming years. Syria in a sudden move, joins the
agreement, leasing parts of the Golan Heights to Israel for 89 years, and
demilitarizing, under international control, other parts of the Golan Heights
from which Israel withdraws. A Jordanian-Palestiman Commission 1s Dul

in charge of the Moslem Holy Places in Jerusalem, with its cv'n flag flying




over the locations. Intense trade between Israel and Jordan-Falestine
develops, including informal sightseeing tours by lsraelis to Jordan. On a
global scale, international tension decreases in other areas as well, while

interest in the Middle East as a political issue diminishes.

1980-2000.

A formal peace treaty is signed between Israel and Egypt and between
Israel and Jordan-Palestine, with full establishment of normal relations.
Lebanon formally accedes to the treaty, with Syria "accepting the rew status
quo.' The Nobel Peace Prize is given collectively to the governments of
Israel, Egypt and Jordan-Palestine. FPreparations are under way for the
establishment of a Middle East Common Market, Defense budgets continue
to go down in the Middle Eastern countries. Global trends continue towards

reduced tension, with international attention focusing on problems in Africa

and South America.

Scenario No. 2: Real Peace Resulting from Big Power Dictate.

1875 - 1980.

U.S.A. and U.S,S.R. America and the Soviet Union reach full agreement

to enforce settlement on Middle East with stages of Israeli withdrawal from
Sinai, some changes on the Jordanian and Syrian borders, international re-
pression of Arab extremists, and assurance of Israeli security through de-
militarization of Sinai, the Golan and West Bank. Israeli sovereignty over
Jerusalem recognized, on condition of Israeli-Jordanian condominium over
Holy Places. To enforce settlement a joint U.S.A.-U.S.8. R. naval task
force is assembled in the Mediterranean and a full blockade - including
freezing of all Arab and Israeli assets abroad - is threatened. As
positive incentives, intense economic aid is promised, with the U S.3. R,

adding that large emigration of Jews from the U.S.S. R. would he permitted



Israel and the Arab countries. American and Soviet action received with

shock, but some opinions are expressed that ""this 1s the only hope for
peace.' Big Power pressure brings Israel and Arabs to sign an intertm
agreement including more or less the same provisions as the partial agree-

mernts in Scenario No. 1.

Palestinians. American and Soviet aclion received as the last of ali evils

A new leadership emerges which supports a positive settlement with Israel,
with the Palestinian issue being solved by a federation with Jordan. Dxtremist
groups disappear following successful police actions in Europe, enzouraged

by the U.S. A, and U.S. S, R.

Other countries. Most European countries support the Big Power moves, as

do some Third World countries. China verbally condemns the moves, but

does not interfere.

1980-1890.

Following positive experience with the partial settlements forced on
the Middle East by the Big Powers, the Middle Eastern countries themselves
begin to like the arrangement. lﬁformal contacts develop, leading to a locally
initiated agreement to move on towards a real settlement. A strong motive
for doing so is a common feeling of anger at American and Soviet interference
and a desire to be rid of Big Power control. Movement towards a real peace
based on local agreement begins to gain momentum, developments proceeding
along lines parallel to Scenario No. 1. The Big Powers welcome this move-
ment, diverting their main attention to other international trouble spots,

especially in Africa and South America.
1990-2000.

Similar to Sceanrio No. 1.




Scenario No., 3 : Status Quo Perpetuated.

1875-1980.

Israel, Israeli political and public opinion adopts the position that the status
quo is the best settlement that Israel can achieve, in view-of Arab reiccton
of peace with secure borders, increasing radicalization of Arab countries
and intense Big Power competition in the Middle East. Large invesimeocnts
in defense combine with significant immigration to generate belief that Israe.
can easily maintain status quo and that annexation of territorics 1s essentlai
for absorption of immigrants and to provide strategic areas needed for new
Israeli weapon systems, Arab terror perceived as prool that .-Qr abs do no*

really want peace.

Arab countrmes, Arab political and public opinion continues to believe that

only war can get back the territories from Israel. At the same time, it is
realized that a social-technical revolution is necessary before Israel can be
militarily challenged. Therefore, while individual terrorist groups are

supported, was is deferred "until we are ready."

Palestinians. In the Israeli-occupied territories, economic prosperily goes

hand in hand with political apathy and a small number of low-intensity
sabotage acts. I[n Europe, Arab terrorists are active, but with little suecceas,

because of Israeli and local countermeasures.

U.S.A., U.5.5, R. and other countries. International relat.ons continue un-

changed, with competition between the varipus blocs combined with derermina-
tion not to permit a serious armed conflict, The U.5,A. and U, 5,5, R.
support, respectively, lsrael and the Arab states, with an intormal balance

of armaments being preserved, preventing the Arabs from gelting weapons

which they regard as necessary lo attack Israel successfully




1980-2000.

Continuation of first stage, with intermittment, limited conflicis on

Israel-Arab borders, which do not change the situation.

Secnario No. 4 : Total War in the Middlr East with Global Involvement.

1375-1880.

Israel. Increased Arab talk of a sudden attack on Israel and intensified
Russian involvement result in agreement in Israel that war is imminent. All

resources are invested in defense, including development of nuclear weapons.

Arab countries. Extremist leaders gain power in Egypt and Jordan. The

U.S.S.R., fearing the lose of its influence in the Middle East, supports these
regimes. War rhetoric increased with the slogan : "Finish off the Israeli

cancer once and for all." All resources are invested in the military and a
common Middle Eastern Arab Command is set up, which controls all Arab

armed forces.

Palestinians. Extremists gain the upper hand. Passive mass resistance in

the Israeli-occupied territories result in repressive measures, further
encouraging extremists. Some dramatic terrorist successes agitate public

opinion and polarize positions,

U.S.A. Military assistance to Israel continues at accelerated rate, At the
same time, internal problems preoccupy the leadership, creating the impress-

ion abroad that the U,S. A. really has no endurance for external action.

U.S5,S. R. Following an internal struggle, the leadership decides 1o prove
that its Middle Eastern policy was correct by helping the Arabs to gain a
limited success, Attack weapons are provided, and Arab airfields and
naval facilities are very much enlarged. Soviet-Chinese competition furiaer

pushes the U.S5.S, R. to prove its toughness in the Middle Eas-,




Other countries. Failure by the U. N. to achieve any impact on the Middle

East result in condemnation of Israel by the Communist-Arab-Asian bloc,
and a call for sanctions. This is regarded by the Arab countries and the

U.S.S. R, as legitimization for decisive anti-Israel action.
1983.

U,S.5.R., Decides to support limited Arab action againel Israel, 07 nely to
provide air cover for the Arab armies over Sinai. A large number of
Mig-23 are mpved to Arab airfields around Israel and the U. 5.5, R, de-
clares that it will support military action to recover occupied territories.
Russian planes piloted by Russians interfere actively in fighling over Sinal
providing strong air support to invading Arab forces. Rusgsian planes with
unidentified pilots attack military and civil targets in Israel, including

Dimona nuclear reactor.

Arab countries. Arab troops cross into Sinai and attack on the Syrian

border. Libyan aircrafts and troops participate in attack. All oil exports
from Arab countries to Wesatern countries are stopped, with an ultimatum

to refrain from aiding Israel.

Palestinians. Widespread terror attack around the world succeed in some

spectacular killings. Attempts ﬁl‘. sabotage in Israel and occupied territory

fail,

Israel, Israeli initial counterattacks in Sinai are beaten back with heavy
losses to Israel airforce fighting against great numbers of well trained
Russian pilots. All other Arab attacks beaten back. Israel accuses Soviet
Union of direct intervention and threatens suicidal war including use of
"unconventional means which will destroy Arab countries and cause terrible
damage to U.S, S, R. " unless the Soviet Union immediately withdraws all its
forces. In Israel the choice is reviewed as either achieving total viclory or

being completely destroyed.



U.S.A. Declares national emergency, activates nuclear alert and puts ' s
Mediterranean forces on battle stations, while approaching Ieraeli cor”l
Speaking with Soviet leaders on red line, U,S, A, President demands

immediate action to stop war.

Other countries. European countries declare various degrees of rational

emergency. United Nations bodies stairt debate on situation.

WITHIN TWO DAYS :

Possibility A. Both the U.S.S.R. and then the U.5, A. withdra
their forces, leaving Israel and the Arab countries to fight it out, resulting

in overwhelming Israeli victory and peace ceoercion.

Possibility B. The U.S.S.R. and the U.S5. A, agree’to s{op the

fighting, with the reestablishment of an uneasy status guo.

Possibility C. By design or accident, some nuclear wespons are
used, leading to limited or general nuclear war. Most of the Middle East

is completely destroyed.

The different variations of the final phase in Scenario No. 4 illustrate
the multiplicity of possible permutations. In addition, the following main varia-

tions among many can be mentioned :

variation 1, Beginning as in Scenario No. 1 but with a sudden break-
down, the Arabs try a sudden attack on Israel, and limited or local war

breaks out.

Variation 2. Beginning as in Scenario No. 2, with Israel determined
to resist the Big Powers, The U.S.A. and the U.S.8.R. give up their
attemnpt, or cooperation between them breaks down, or open conflicl be-
tween [srael and blockading forces leads to various forms of war in the

Middle East.




Variation 3. Beginning as in Scenario No. 3, status quo breaks
down because of Arab action. The U, S.5. R, intervenes to save the Arat
countries, leading to a general war, or Arab countries lose, with rerwn
to status quo or an Israeli invasion in depth of some Arab couniries, foilow-
ed by either a peace imposed by Israel or various forms of internar

Soviet intervention.

Additional scenarios can deal with other possibilities, such as a

balance of terror following introduction of nuclear weapons. Bul I think the

scenarios and their variations presented above are sufficient ro achieve the
objective of this short paper, namely to encourage debates and sitmulate

research or alternative futures of Arab-lsraeli strategic re.alions.







SEMINAR: "SYSTEMATIC THINKING TOWARDS ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
OF THE ARAB-ISRAEL CONFLICT™

Background Material for Professor R. Lapidoth's Lecture

UN RESOLUTION 242

Ever since the Security Council of the United Nations passed
Resolution 242 an the solution of the Middle East crisis (22
November 1967), it has been the object of so much controversy that
a close examination of its aims and provisions seems called for.

The resolution was drafted in response to an urgent United Arab
Republic (UAR) request (7 November 1967) for an early meeting of the
Security Council 'to consider the dangerous situation prevailing in
the Middle East as a result of the persistence of Israel not to with-
draw its armed forces from all the territories which it occupied as

the result of the lsrael aggression committed against the United

$

Arab Republic, Jordam and Syria en 5 June 1967'. In answer to this

request, the Security Council was duly convened and debated the
crisis in its sessions of 9, 13, 15, 16, 20 and 22 November.

In its deliberations, the Security Council could fall back on
two draft resolutions, one jointly submitted by India, Mali and
Nigeria, the other prepared by the United States. In the course of
the discussions, two further draft resolutions were submitted, one
by Great Britain (16 November) and another by the USSR (20 November).
In the end enly the British resolution was put teo the vote, and was

carried unanimously. Representing a compromise between the various

The author is associate professor of Internation 1l Law at the
Hebrew University, Jerusalem.
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drafts, it was, as so often happens in such cases, somewhat vagus
and imprecise; indeed, the slight ambiguity of its wording may
well have been the reason it proved acceptable to all members of

the Security Council. The resolution as passed reads:

'The Security Council, .

Expressing its continuing concern with the'grave situation in
the HiddlelEﬂBt,

Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory
by war and the need to work for a just and lasting peace in which
every state in the area can live in security,

Emphasizing further that all member states in their acceptance
of the Charter of the UN have undertaken a commitment to act in
accordance with Article 2 of the Charter,

(1) Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles requires
the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East
which should include the application of both the following
principlesi

(i) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories
occupied in the recent conflict;

(i1) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and
respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, terri-
torial integrity and political independence of every state
in. the area and their right to live in peace within secure
and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of
force;

(2) Affirms further the necessity

(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through international

waterways in the area;

(b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee probl=m;

(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolabili- s ana poii-




tical independence of every state in the area through

measures including the establishment of demilitarized

zones;

(3) Requests the Secretary General to designate a Special
Representative to proceed to the Middle East to establish and
maintain contacts with the states concerned in order to promote
agreement and assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted
settlement in accordance with the provisions and principles in
this resolution;

(4) Requests the Secretary General to report to the Security
Council on the progress of the efforts of the Special Represen=-

tative as soon as possible,’

Before analysing the details of the resolution, it is imperative
to decide whether it is a 'recommendation' for the peaceful solution
of conflicts as dealt with in Chapter VI of the UN. Charter, or
whether it represents a 'binding decision' which the Security Council
can, according to Chapter VII of the Charter, impose when con-
fronted with 'threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts
of aggression'. Although it has not been expressly stated under
which heading of the Charter the resolution was eventually passed,
the preceding debates make it quite clear that it was envisaged
as a 'recommendation'. Lord Caradon, the British representative,
was guite explicit on this point when he remarked that the Security
Council's non=-permanent members 'agree that we should act within
the provisions of Chapter VI of the Charter'., Arthur Goldberg, the
American representative, also stated that the Council was unanimously
agreed on proceeding with this matter in accordance with Chapter VI

of the Ehartur.2
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The Nigerian delegate, Mr. Abedo, put the matter most succinctly
when he remarkedi

'I1t may be that at some time in the future the Security Council
will feel that the situation in the Middle East regquires action under
Chapter VII. 5Speaking for my country, I hope that stage will not be
reached. We hope that a decision under Chapter VI, such as ws recom-
mend, will be complied with genuinely by both parties so tha: thesre
will be no question of anybody asking for action under Chapter VII
of the Ehartar'.3

The caontents of the resolution also seem to indicate that it was
adopted under the provisions set out in Chapter VI, for the majority
of its demands merely constitute & framework, & list of general prin-
ciples which can become operative only after detailed and specific
measures have been agreed ﬁpnn. Moreover, the resolution explicitly
entrusts a Specisl Representative with the task of assisting the
parties concerned to arrive at a settlement in keeping with its own
conciliatory spirit., Had the intention been to impose a 'binding
decision', agreement between the parties would not have been one of
its major preaoccupations. -

Fimally the guestion arises whether it is possible to differen-
tiate between the first and the second part of the resolution and to
arqgque that the requirements under article 1 demanding lsrael's
withdrawal and an end to belligerency, etc. constitute a Security
Council order, while the proposals under article 2 relating to
freedom of navigation, territorial inviolability, etc. represent
merely 'recommendations'. Such an inf&rpratatinn would appear
rather far-fetched. Firstly, the resolution is an organic whole,
and there is nothing to warrant the assumption that its various
parts have different legal status. Furthermore, such an interpre-

tation would run counter to that part of article 1 which states:
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'The Security Council , . . affirms that the fulfilment of the
Charter principles requires the establishment of a Just and lasting
peace in the Middle East which should include the application of both
the following principles', The use of the ward should clearly
indicates that the clause represents a 'recommendation', Again,
under paragraph ii, article 1 speaks of 'secure and recognized
boundaries', evidently pPresupposing agreement as to where they
should run; hence, even the first article of the resolution cannot
possibly qualify as a Security Council order. Again, under article
3 the Specisl Representative is enjoined to 'promote agreement and
assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement in
accordance with the provisiens and principles in thas resnlution’.
The principles mentioned refer to the first part of the resolution,
and their status cannot differ from that of those listed in the
second part; it follows, therefore, that both parts represent
'recommendations' for the peaceful settlement of the conflict.

To conclude, both the wording of the resolution and the debates
preceding it provide convincing proof that the Security Council caon=
ceived it as a 'recommendation'.

Before and after it was passed, the resolution waes subjected
to different and contradictory interpretations by various nstional
delegations, some of whom even tried to persuade its author, Lord
Caradon, to consent to minor textual alterations. He invariably
refused to consider any modification or to associate himself with
any specific interpretation:

‘e + «I would say /If7 is a balanced whole. To add to it or to
detract from it would destroy the balance and also destroy the
wide measure of agreement we have achieved together. It must be
considered as a whole and as it stands, 1 suggest that we have
reached the stage when most, if not all, of us want the resolution,

the whole resoclution and nothing but the :.-sersln:n].n.ﬂc,:i.lzzun.'Jlll
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Lord Caradon's statement suggests that the resolution should
be scrutinized by itself in the light of the UN Charter, without
reference to the various interpretations it received from different
delegations.

The resnlution's preamble immediately raises the question
whether the introductory passage, stressing the 'inadmissibility
of the acquisition of territory by war', means that, in the opinion
of the Security Council, Israel's retention of the ‘territories
occupied in 1967 is illegal. To answer this question, it is neces-
sary to draw attention to the fundamental difference between mili-
tary occupation and the acquisition of a territory's sovereignty.
The former does not entail any change in a territory's national
status, although it does give the occupier certain rights until
peace has been concluded. Mere military occupation of the land does
not, however, confer any legal title to sovereignty. The right teo
military ‘occupation has been considerably restricted by the prohi-
bition of the use of force, and can nowadays only be claimed when,

as in the case of self-defence, a recourse to arms is lawful., The

General Assembly's Declaration on Principles of International Law
concernin iendly Relations and Co-gperatign between States of

24 October 1970 upheld the legality of military occupation provided

the force used to establish it was not in contravention of the
UN Charter.

The passage in the Security Council reselutien thus dencunces
'the acquisition of territory by war,' but does not pronounce on
its occupation under the circumstances of 1967. It is revealing
to compare the finally accepted version with the formulation used
in the draft presented by India, Mali and Nigeria. There the
relevant passage reads: 'Occupation or acquisition of territory

by military conquest is inadmissible under the Charter of the
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United Natiuns'.5 It is, therefore, of some significance that the
preamble of the version finally accepted, while reiterating the
injunction against the acquisition of territory, refrains from
commenting on its military occupation, Conseguently, it cannpt be
argued that the Security Council regarded Israel's presence in these
territories as illegal. As an act of self-defence, their military
accupation was and continues to be legitimate until a peace treaty
is signed.

Any other interpretation of the passage, suggﬂ;ting, for example,
that it was imntended to denounce any military occupation, contradicts
not only its wording but also the established rules of international
law. Its form, its place in the preamble rather than in the body of
the respolution, and- 'a comparison with the subsequent passages clearly
indicate its concern with the implementation of existing norms rather
than with the creation of new ones,

The third paragraph of the preamble is also of a merely declara-
tory nature. It emphasizes that member states 'have undertaken a
commitment to act in accordance with Article 2 of the Charter', which,
as will be remembered, spzlls out the principles on which the UN is
founded. Three of them have a particular bearing on the Arab-lsraeli
conflict., The first concerns the 'sovereignty equality' of all
member states. Even though it does not follow that all members
must therefore automatically extend full diplomatic recognition to
each other, the Arab attitude towards Isrsel, adopted at the Khartoum
Conference (1.9.1967), of 'no peace, no recognition and no negotia-
tions', seems hardly in keeping with this principle. Nor, for that
matter, are Arab threats to annihilate Israel; they also are in
complete breach of paragraphs 3 and 4, which enjoin members 'to
settle their international disputes by peaceful means . . .' and
ttg refrain in their international relations from the threat or use

of force'.




In article 1 of the resolution, the Security Council insists
that, in order to establish a just and lasting peace in accordance
with Charter principles, Israel must withdraw her armed forces f-aor
pccupied territories while her opponents must end the state of
belligerency against Israel and acknowledge her territorial integrity
and political independence.

While these two preconditions for a just and l-sting pesace can
be examined separately, they are nevertheless intecrdependent. The
interpretation of the passage relating to Israel's withdrawal pre=-
sents some difficulties, owing to discrepancies in the French and
English versions of the resolution. In this context, it should be
recalled that in 1967 French and English were thu_pnly working
languages of the Security Council, slthough Russian, Spanish and
Chinese were also official languages of the United Nations. While
the English text speaks of 'withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from

territories occupied in the recent conflict', the French translation

envisages 'retrait des forces armées isrdeliennesdes territoires
occupés lors du récent conflit'. These divergencies, it must be

pointed out, constitute not two different interpretations of the
text, but are in fact two different versions of the resolution
itself, The English text is identical with the original version of
the British draft on which the resplution was based; it also
appears in the American draft which, however, was not voted upon.
The French is in line with the draft resolution jointly submitted
by India, Mali and Nigeria, and also with that of the USSR, neither
of which were put to the vote.

The guestion therefore arises whether the resolution enjoins
the withdrawal of Israel's armed forces from &ll occupied territories
as the French version apparently implies; or only from 'territories

occupied in the recent conflict', as stipulated in the English To-mu=
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lation., The latter interpretation, it seems, is the correct one,
since the wording of the English version already figured in the
British draft which became the text of the resolution. Despits e
fact that French and English enjoy equal status at the UN, the
English version ought in this instance to take precedence ir accor-
dance with the well established rul: in interrational law thas the
interpretation of multilingual texts should be based on thz warking
language in which they were negotiated and draftad.h Moreover, since
article 1 mentions, together with the withdrawel, 'the establishment
of secure and recognized boundaries', it can only be inferred that
military forces should retire to new and mutually agreead borders,
This interpretation would also conform to a recognized rule in
international law which permits the occupation of territories to
continue until a peace treaty defines their status. In this con-
text, the emphasis in article 2, paragraph C of the resolution on
the need.to establish demilitarized zones in order to guarantee

the 'territorial inviolability' of every state in the area is also
of some significance. Tnis would harﬁly seem necessary if the
resplution was merely aiming at a complete withdrawal to the
frontiers as they existed before 4 June 1967. The attitude taken

by the UN lends additional weight to these arguments, for the
General Assmebly (4.7.67) rejected various Afro-Asian, South
American and Russian motions, and the Security Council also rejected
a8 similar Soviet-sponsored initiative (13/14.7.67), nganding the
complete withdrawal of Israeli forces.

An analysis of the text therefore appears to indicate that the
resolution envisaged a withdrawal of Israeli forces to new and
mutually agreed frontiers, .

The second principle laid down in.?rtiglg 1 of the resnolution

is more complex: termination of all states of belligerency ard
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recognition of the right of every State in the area to live in
peace within recognized boundaries. As to the termination of
belligerency, it will be remembered that, since its inception in
1948, the Arab countries have claimed belligerent status vis-3-vis
Israel, using it as a justification for closing the Suez Canal and
the Straits of Tiran to Isrsel shipping. Such a contention is
legally untenable and also contravenes the UN Charter, Since, but
for a few specified exceptions, the Charter forbids resort to war,
member states may not declare or maintain a state of war between
each other, and therefore cannot claim special rights deriving
from a prutén:u of belligerency, particularly after the cessation
of all active hostilities. Article 1 therefore enjoins the Arab
states to withdraw any claim under this head.

With its insistence on the 'acknowledgement of the sovereignty
« + sterritorial integrity and political independence of every
State in the area'| the resolution aims at the recegnition of Israel
by all countries in the region. The Arab states have so far refused
to recognize Israel, and the Security Council stresses the need for
an end to non-recognition.

The passage emphasizing the 'right to livye in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries' embodies a;ﬁrinciplu already re-
ferred to when discussing troop withdrawal. ﬁIt centres on the
demarcation of new boundaries which, if thej are to be reciprocally
recognized, must be the result of an agresnﬁnt. Obviously, even
though the Security Council has not listed:iham, complex legal,
political, strategic, economic, demugraphi} and historical conai-
derations will have to be taken into accoyht in drawing up new

[ |
frontiers, J

To sum upt article 1 of the rpsulu$JWrinsists on an Israeli
withdrawal to new and freely agreeg bnundaries, the termination of

any state of belligerency and the recognjtion by all parties of
|

4 1
I
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gach other's independence and statehood. The last two demands are
addressed, though implicitly, at the Arab states.

In article 2, the Security Council emphasizes the need to
achieve three important objectives: freedom of navigation through
international waterways in the area; solution of the refugee
problem; and guarantees of territorial inviolability - objectives
which could in fact provide the headings for an eventuasl peace
settlement. Each of them raises a number of legal and political
issues which can only be putlined here,

The resolution mentions freedom of navigation through inter-
national waterways in the area without, however, naming them. In
fact, they are the Straits of Tiran and of Bsb-al-Mandeb, as well
as the Suez Canal. The two straits are natural maritime straits,
and therefore fall under Article 16, paragraph 4 of the 1958 Geneva
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone which pro=-
vides: 'There shall be no suspension of the innocent passage of
foreign ships through Straits which are used for international
navigation between one part of the high seas and another part of
the high seas or the territorial sea of a foreign state.' Up to
now, free passage through the Strait of Bab-al-Mandeb had never
been seriously challenged. As to the Straits of Tiran, the Arab
states have tried to justify their closure to Israeli shipping on
various grounds. The Gulf of Aqaba, it was argued, constituted an
'internal sea', or a 'historic bay'. Alternatively, it was main-
tained that the right to free passage can only be invoked in times
of peace and did not apply to Israeli shipping, in view of the
Arab state of belligerency. Another argument was that Israel was
not a legitimate riparian state bordering on the Gulf of Agaba,
since her presence there derived only from an armistice agreement
which does not confer sovereignty; besides, it was alleged that

her entry into Elath in March 1949 was in breach of the armist:ce
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concluded with Egypt on 24 February 1949,

None of these arguments make legal sensej the Gulf of Agaba
is not an internal sea since it has a natural outlet to the hagh
sea and adjoins several countries; nor has it been internationally
recognized as & 'historic bay'. HAs already explained, no UN member
state can claim special rights sgainst another on the grounds of
belligerency. Finally, lsrael's presence in Elath is perfectly
legitimate, having been established before the conclusion of the
Israeli-Jordanian armistice of 3 April 1949, whach left the town
in Iﬁrﬂﬂll hands and which is the agreement relevant for this zone.
Israel's savarulgnty over this region as well as over the rest of
her territory has in fact been recognized by the majority of States.

The Suez Canal is an artificial waterway and as such subject
to a different régime, Canals, unless specific agresments to the
contrary have been concluded, are subject to the exclusive juris-
diction of the country through which they run.T This applies,
for instance, to the Canal of Corinth which, being part and parcel
of Greece, can be closed by her to foreign shipping. The Suez
Canal, however (like the Panama and Kile Canals) is not subject
to this general rule since 1its use and asccessibility was agreed
upon, under the 1888 Constantinople Convention, by Austro-Hungary,
France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, The Netherlands, Russia,
Spain, and the Ottoman Empire., The Convention laid down the
rules governing the passage through the Canal, the following being
the most importants

1. Free passage without distinction of flag at all times,
even in time of war.

5. This applies to 'every vessel of commerce or of war',
not excepting warships of belligerents. In wartime, however,
belligerents must not disembark or embark troops, munitions

or materials of war within the Canal and its pcrts of sccess,.
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3. Neutralization of the Canal.
4, Egypt's right to secure by her own forces her defence and
the maintenance of public order without interfering with the

free use aof the Canal.

In defending the closure of the Canal to Israeli shipping, the
UAR used four arguments: that Israel was not a signatory to the
Constantinople Convention; that a state of war existed betwe=n tne
UAR and Israel; +that the UAR had a right to act ih self-defence,
snd in defence of the Canal. Again, these arguments are either
legally untenable or irrelevant.

To answer them one by one: Israel, even thought not a signa-
tory, is entitled to invoke the Constantinople Canvention because
it belongs to that group of treaties which create new rights for the
benefit of the international community; no UN member can legally
be at war with another member nation; the UAR's claim to act in
defence of herself and of the Canal does not give her the right to
hinder the passage of ships through it (Article 11 of the Constan=-
tinople Convention).

In view of the fact that the freedom of passage through the
Straits of Tiran and the Suez Canal formed one of the points at
issue between Israel and the Arab states, the Security Council
demanded that this issue should be resolved by mutual agreement in
the peace settlement. The wording of the resolution seems to recog-
nize a right of unimpeded passage through these waterways, the pro-
posed settlement having only to guarantee its practice and imple=-
mentation.

Ore of the thorniest Middle Eastern problems is that of the
Arab refugees who fled to neighbouring countries in the course of
the 1948 War of Independence and the Six Day War. In emphasizina

the need for a 'just settlement’, hnwﬁuur, the Security Counci!
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failed to intimate what it would regard as a just solution.

The issue has humanitarian and political aspects. O0On the
humanitarian level, UNRWA (United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East) was set up and financed by
voluntary contributions of member states in order to provide emer-
gency assistance for the refugees. Politically, however, since they
serve an exceedingly useful purpose in anti-Israel propagands, the
Arab states are somewhat reluctant to consider political solutions.
In December 1948, the General Assembly decided to create a special
Conciliation Commission to take steps 'to assist the governments
and authorities concerned to achieve a final settlemant of all
guestions outstanding between tham'.E The refugees are among the
problems mentioned in the resolution; article 11 suggests that
'refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at peace with
their neighbours should be permitted to do so at the earliest
practicable date, and that compensation should be paid for the pro-
perty nf+thnsu choosing not to return, and for loss of or damage
to property which, under principles of international law or in equity,
should be made good by .he governments or authorities responsible'.
For many years this article has been quoted both inside and outside
the United Nations, accusing Israel by implication of having
flouted one of its provisions. However, it muet be realized that
this = like most resplutions passed by the General Assembly - is
merely a recommendation. Nor must it be forgotten that it advocated
the return only of those refugees willing to live peaceably among
their neighbours; the disinclination of most Arab refugees to live
in peace in an Israeli environment is, however, well-known. More-
over, Article 11 is only one item in a complex package, and it is
quite inadmissible to single it out and demand that it should be

observed separately.
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Among the many UN resolutions on Arab refugees passed after
the Six Day War, that adopted by the Security Council (14.6.1967)
is particularly important. It asked Isrsel to facilitate the
return of civilians who had fled from the battle area. The General
Assembly, congratulating the Security Council on its initiative,
used its wording in its own resolutions of July 1967, December 1968,
and recalled it again in December 1969, 1970 and 1971. The Security
Council's resolution of 22 November 1967 emphasjized the need for
a 'just settlement' of the refugee problem withnﬁt, however, refer-
ring to the General Assembly's 1948 recommendations. The just
solution the Security Council had in mind provided, ne doubt, for
the return of some Arsb refugees, compensation for those unwilling
to go back, and their resettlement in the underpopulated areas of
the Arab world, as well as compensation for Jews forced to flee
from Arab countries.

FFrugruph C of article 2 of the Security Council's Resolution
demands adequate safeguards to guarantee 'the inviolability and
political independence of every state in the area'. These guaran=-
tees should, no doubt, spply to the new 'secure and recognized
boundaries' to be established., It suggests the setting up of de=
militarized zones, one of the commonly used methods of keeping the
peace and preventing border clashes., A demilitarized zone, according
to one standard unrk,g is 'a territory in which by agreement the
state exercising jurisdiction forgoes, for the duratiﬁn of the
agreement and in accordance with its terms, the right to use it
for fortifications or other militnfy installations, or for the
stationing of troops'. The exact extent of these prohibitions
is specifically laid down in the agreements covering each case.
Best=known among them are perhaps the demilitarization of the
Antarctic (Washington Convention 1959), and the partial demilita-

rization of Outer Space (1967), as well as the numergus demilitarized
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zones created after the World Wars. Several international water-
ways like the Suez Canal and the Magellan Streits have also been
demilitarized under special agreements.

It maf be assumed that eventually demilitarized zones will be
created in order to guarantee the tranquility of some frontiers
in the area, But in drawing up the regimes of these zones, due
attention should be given to the bitter expkrience gained in the
demilitarized zones created in 1949 by the armiaiica agreements
on Israel's borders with Egypt and Syria. Although this is not
the place to analyse the reasons for that failure, it must be
stressed that the terms under which the proposed demilitarized zones
are to function must be so drafted as to preclude any repetition
of the old controversies and incidents.

Among other means of safeguarding the frontiers, the conclu-
sion of a nnn-ugfeaainn pact has been mentioned, as well as the
5tatinﬁing of UN peace-keeping forces in the frontier regions.

Here too the lessons of the recent past have to be fully learnt,

so that such a force - if installed - does not find itself in the
same predicament as in 1967, when the UAR successfully insisted on
its immediate withdrawal at the precise moment its presence was most
urgently required.

Another suggestion was that the new frontiers should be jointly
guaranteed by the Great Powers or by the Security Council. Such
guarantees, although not unknown to international law, are in
Israel's experience, not always reliable, For, notwithstanding
the tripartite declaration of 25 May 1950 in which Britain, France
and the USA guaranteed the armistice lines, two of the signatories
denounced their undertaking on the eve of the Six Day War when

Israel's survival was at stake.
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To sum up, article 2 of the Security Council's resolution
outlines certain issuest free passage through the Suez Canal, the
Straits of Tiran and Bab-al-Mandeb; the eguitable solution to the
refugee problem; frontiers safeguarded either by Great Power
guarantees, demilitarized zones, or peace-keeping forces, which
must be resolved by the peace trealy.

Article 3 of the resolution requests the Secretary Gene-al
to despatch a 'Special Representative' to the Middle East in order
'to establish and maintain contacts with the States concerned', and
to assist them in achieving an accepted peace. The Secretary
General has entrusted this mission to Dr. Gunnar Jarring who, it
must be noted, is to act, according to the Security Council resolu-
tion, as the special representative of the Secretary General. He
is therefore not a representative of the Security Council itself,
and in this respect his status and mission differ from that of
Count Folke Bernadotte, whom the General Assembly appointed as a
mediator in 1948, and who was the representative of the Security
Council and the General Assembly. Dr. Jarring's powers do not
extend bayond the use of his good offices to promote direct nego-
tistions between the parties concerned, who should themselves reach
an agreed peace settlement: whereas the UN mediator of 1948 was an
active negotiator, fully entitled to make suggestions and present
proposals for the resolution of the conflict.

Finally, article 4 requests the Secretary Eeneral to keep
the Security Council informed about the progress of his represen=
tative's endeavours. .

The principles enshrined in the Eacur#iy Council's Resolution
242 form a 'package', an indiwvisible whulﬁf Its various recomman=
dations and suggestions are interlinked ?ﬁd interdependent, and
at no point support the contention that a withdrawal of Israeli
forces is the necessary and intended préraquiaite for the implemen=

tation of any of its other pruviainns.k
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(FIRST DRAFT)

SEMINAR: "SYSTEMATIC THINKING TOWARDS ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

OF THE ARAB-ISRAEL CONFLICT"

Some Implications of the Changing Power

w
Ratigs between Egypt and Israel

BE. Sheffer

On the one hand a new symmetry has been established between
the Super Powers' positions in the Middle Esst. 0On the other hand
Egypt and Israel, which are still the most important factors in the
core Middle East, have reached a situation of marked asymmetry in
their power wvalues, The main focus of this paper will be directed
at drawing out some of the implications which emerge from such a
new set of relationships between all four of the two pairs of states
invalved (The United States, the Soviet Union, Egypt and Israel.)
Considering the implications, three fundamental guestions will be
asked - (i) are the trends which have led to the present set of

relationship reversible? (ii) given the present trend, can or

-

This paper is based on a detailed historical analysis of these
processes that has been jointly prepared by Dr. N, Mandel and the
present author and which will be published separately. In more
than one sense the present paper is the product of that work.
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should the Super Powers actually reach a meaningful lsvel of coope:

leading to attempts at solving the Arab<Israeli conflict?; s=nd
(iii) in the changed global environment how can the regipnal states
turn their predicament - essentially of being small states -« to
their advantage?

Put differently, our approach will be to start from the point
that at present the two tiered Arab-Israeli conflict (e.g. Arab
states vs. Israsel, and some Palestinian segments vs, Israel) is
basically a complex "non zero sum" conflict among regional states.
Each of these states is supported by various regional and/or extra-
regional factors. However, because of rapid shifts in the composi-
tion of these supporting factors (or in the intensity of their
support), each of the states, plus their supporting factors, form
loose coalitions. The behaviour of each small state towards its
adversaries and towards its more permanent supporters, then becomes
one of the focal points of the analysis. Another focal point is

Super Power - small states relationships,
i ¢

Three features of the current reshuffle of the internatiaonal
system are also particularly relevant to our central theme, The
first is that the two established Super Powers are mnving towards
a possibility of employing cnoperative strategies vis-3-vis various

international problems. The second is that asdditional powers are

ation
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striving tn reach the apex of the international system., The third
is that the two established Super Powers are moving away from a
strategy of p:nte:ting their foreign interests in certain areas
through massive presences abroad. A move towards the use of
protégés or allies, as guardians of interests, is apparently the
United States' intention not only in Snuth East Asia, but also in
the Middle East. More interesting, the Soviet Union seems to be
in a process of adopting a similar main strategy in the Middle East as well,
i I11
Different conceptions among global powers about the nature of
domestic and international politics produce different foreign policy
and strategic doctrines. These doctrines may be expected to result
in different strategies and tactics towards specific issue areas or
problems. However, it is striking that the United States and Russia
(and, one could add, Great Britain before them) despite fundamental
differences in temperament, basic values, idenlogies and conceptions
about international politics = have followed a basically similar
"pattern of Presence" in the Middle East in recent years, They have
also followed each other by deliberately modifying their strategies
and tactics towards the states in the region.
Before proceeding to examine the similarities in the Super
Fowers' present positions and their implications, some inherent

similarities in the objectives and reasoning behind the Supers |
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actual policies in the recent past, which led to their present
postures, call for brief mention in view of our guestions regarding
the probability of the reversibility of the pattern.

First, for example, as the Johnson administration's decisions
regarding arms supply to Israel, and as the Soviet Union's swift
reaction to Sadat's demands for the withdrawal of their forces may
indicate, both Powers adopted and modified their policies and strats-
gies in the region as a result of complex calculations and not merely
by dint of circumstemces, This point may leook banal, but in our
minds it implies that the cumulative effect of past decisions -
and the lessons drawn from them by the Powers - are such that while
they will continue to make deliberate decisions, these decisions
are not likgly to lead to a return to strategies already employed
and proved unsatifactory.

Another implication of this ocbservation is that there may
pccur a time lag between the final stages of the implementation
of one strategy or policy, and the move to a different strategy or
policy, and to their implementation, Its coreollary is that it pro-
vides small states with opportunities to pressurize, or persuade
the Super Powers to take a course preferable to them, or to prepare
to resist unfavourable decisions. This, of cnurse, would depend
on the small state's capability to accurately gauge the intentions

of a Super Power.
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The second inherent similarity in the reasoning behind
the Powers' decisions towards the region, concerns the post-
penetration patterns of their involvement and commitments.,

According to the prevailing rules of the global and regional
game, the United States and the Soviet Union were confronted, after
the phase of penetrating the region, with a choice, for practical
purposes, between just two feasible strategies : (i) that of
establishing massive presence to protect their interests; and
(ii) that of using protégés for that purpose.

Indeed until now, alternative strategies of either diwviding
the region into mutually recognized spheres of influence, one
wholly based on intensive economic penetration or one of unilateral
complete withdrawal, were apparently considered politically un-
feasible. The question in the case of a stable détente between
the United States and the Soviet Union, is whether each or both
Super Powers may consider such options. If spo, @ decision in any
such direction would mean a new trend in the Middle East with far-
reaching implicatiaons.

The third similarity in the Super Powers' mpode of thinking 1is
that the shift from one of the two feasible strategies tec the other
depended on the order of priority which the Super Fower attached to

its wvarious interests in the region,
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The Super Powers' interest in the Middle East was never sclely

restricted to the region's geostrategic importance or to its oil.

There were always four closely interwoven clusters of interests

which the Supers weighed when determining their desiderata in the

region

*

The Diplomatic/Political Cluster - which includes inter alis

regional states' diplomatic support for the Supers' interests

in international and regional arenas and organizations,; the
frustration of penetration by other hpstile or competing powers,
or of other power drive to a hegemony.

The Economic Cluster - which includes commerce (even though the

Middle East hes still to achieve its purported potential as a
market); investments (both of foreign investors in projects
in the region, and of regional states in externsl banking,
industrial and investment enterprises) and finally, of course,
the oil factor.

Ihe Gegstrategic Cluster = the region's geographical location

in relation to the flank of Europe, the Spoviet Union, the
Persian Gulf and the Indian Subcaontinent lends it importance.

The Cultural/Religious Cluster - the region remains a market for

the Powers' cultural "exports"; and it alsc contains the centres

of two important religions (Islam and Judaism),
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Again with the changes of the internstional system and of the
postures adopted by the Super Powers, certain interests which in
the recent past seemed to have been subordinated to the geocstrategic
or to the (pil) economic clusters and caused anslysts to dismiss
them &s unimportant, may be moved up in the ladder of priorities.

Thus, for instance, in a multipolar peaceful ladder system the
diplomatic/political cluster may acguire new impanrtance. The in-
vestment element of the economic cluster has already begome a major
concern of the United States and the West, Acquiring markets for
reqular commerce is one af the chief targets of both Germany and
Japan. The effects of a concerted Jewish action are felt by both
the United States and the Soviet Union governments,as the issue of
free Jewish emigration has been tied to questions related to the
bilateral economic relations of these powers., Finally, the energy
crisis will produce a certsin far-reaching effect on both the small
states and the Super Powers.

The order of priority which the Super Powers accorded to their
various interests in the Middle East, altered agsinst the background
of their domestic and glebal eonditions, but significantly also as
a result of the behaviour of regiaonal states.

The development to the present situation has been parallel
for both of the Powers. Without going into historical details

{covered in our separate paper) the phases for each power may Lo
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summed up as follows: (1) The United States - (a) penetration

during an assertive phase in its foreign policy (from the height
of the Cold War onwards) by use of high-profile political presence,
and Britain as a front runner. (b) Attempts at esstablishing
massive military presences in view of wider strategic needs and

in erder to consolidate geains made during phase (a). () Con-
temporaneously, with phase (b) attempts teo "reorganize" the area
primarily by regienal pacts. (d) In view of the limited success,
if not failure, of phase (c), reliance on pro-Western stable
regional protégés most vividly through Israel, whose power valus
was reassessed, and through Iran.

(2) The Soviet Union - (a) penetration during a powerful reactive
phase in their foreign policy, by exploiting small anti-western states
in need of external support such as Syria and later Egypt. (b)
cautious and slow-moving shift to massive military presences in
order to consolidate gains made during phase (a), for instance in
Egypts; and (c) in view of the high risks flowing from (b), a
desire (now apparently on the way to realization) to rely on
regional protégés, most vividly through Syris and Iragq.

Thus, currently the United States and the Soviet Unien
find themselves in almost completely symmetrical positiaons re-
garding the region as a whole and regarding certain states in 1t

respectively. The underlying assumptions here are then that on
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the one hand the Soviet Union has gradually relaxed her assertiveness
towards the region, without lesing her inherent interest in it, and
that on the other hand, the United States is still very much involved
in the region's pelitics, maintaining and probably alspo increasing
its level of interest. Thus the Soviet Union is now not on the
offensive and the United States is now not primarily the balancing
power., Moreover, it seems as if the United States is even more
committed to certain states (and not only to Israel) than the Soviet
Union., Furthermore, the United States seems to be inclined towards
political and diplomatic ativities with Egypt in addition to lsrael.

One further similarity is that both Super Powers share a pro-
blem of controlling their Middle Eastern protégés. This looms
large in the light of a number of possible, or actual, developments
on each of the following dimensions : the instability characterizing
regional interstates relations (possible uncontrolled escalation
of the conflict); attempts of penetration by the new emerging
Super Powers (Japan and China) or other powers (Germany and France);
and the Super Powers'own bilatersl relations with other regional
states (e,g. America and Saudi Arabia or Russia and Algeria); and
the grading up in the importance of certain factors in the Middle
East.

The control of the Middle Eastern protégés is a difficult

matter. This is not only because the Super Powers are not in a
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position to coerce the small states either by threats of force,
or threats concerning arms supplies or economic aid. It is diffi-
cult to control them because of their distinctive festures as small

states which are invnlved in a protracted conflict.

IV

At this point some brief general remarks should be made about
semall states. It is facile and indeed unhelpful to say, as some do,
that a small state is one which, in relation to others, is not
large or medium=sized (no matter whether the yardsticks are simply
the size of territory, population, GNP, or more sophisticated
indicators such as scientific and technical capabilities, =tc.)
Moreover, it reveals little about the nature of the small state
itself to view it in terms of the increment in power wvalue it adds
= or does not add to bigger ones or wider alliances in certain
circumstances.

It is rather essential to focus on the intrinsic nature of
the small state itself in order to understand its behaviour. We
would therefore suggest that the small state's distinctive features
lie in a special configuration of its "structural" and "behavioural"
gelements and in its high degree of dependence on its various
external environments., This configuration in small states is

different from that of medium-sized or big states.
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In aggregate the =small state's own components are likely
to be inadequate for the solution of the major problems confronting
it as an ongoing political entity. Hence it is forced into a
marked rdegree of dependence on the external environment. From
the small state's view=point the "dilemma of dependence"™ an the
extarnal =nvironment is expressed in terms of how to find the
optimum balance between maintaining its political independence
and receiving of sufficient external help to overcome its inade-
quacies., ﬁhi%ta in that delicate balance will determine the
degree nf Super Power readiness to support it as well as the
manner which the small state will adopt in its relstions to other
powers or states.

The territpnrial size pf a small state, the size of 1ts
population and its posture may distort perceptions of its true
power quotient. It has taken the Super Powers almost two decades
to recognize the asymmetry regarding Egypt and Israel, For Egypt
tried with some success after the 1952 coup d'etat to behave like
a medium-sized power, but by the mid=-1960's, was exposed as a
stata nf rnuestionable power walue. Israel, on the other hand,
behaved fFrom her establishment as a small state which, asgsin by
the mid-1960's has come to act as a medium-sized power in certain

areas, It is, however, still guestionable whether Eqypt and Isrsgel
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have themselves fully recognized the implications of these dis-

tinctions, And this is probably now the crux of the Middle Eastern

canflict.

In a sense it was "natural" for Egyvpt to think of herself as
a medium-sized power in 1952, when the present reqime came to power
With its vast territory and its large population, she could not
prima facie regard herself as small by global standards, and
especially within the Arab World where she was undoubtedly the
mast powerful state., But today, to illustrate ane point, Egqypt
is in the position of having failed to balance her dependence on
external markets and her political independence,

In aggregate, Egypt's limited military operative capability,
her failures in pursuing foreign policies aimed at achieving long
range policies, her low rate of scientific and technological
development, her unsuccessful modernization and slow economic
growth have in fact reduced Egypt's power value to that of a small
state. As the regime's failures have become discernible and its
dependence an the Soviet Union, Europe or on other Arab States
(ironically, also on micro-states) indistinguishable, it has
become difficult to continue to pursue previous policies for yet
another reasan. Domestic guestions, including that of the "dilemma

of dependence", have begun to loom large, and may oblige the
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Egyptians to revise their perceptions of their country's size and,
in turn, of her goals,capabilities and behaviour, particularly in
her external affairs.

Over the same period Israel's development has been the
opposite of Egypt's. In the early years of the State, Israel's
awareness of her smallness was scute. Her small territory,
population and her vulnerable borders prevented her from accurately
conceiving of her real power potential Nor was her self-image
enhanced by the external environment., Both regional and global
factors did not really accept that lsrael would become a permanent
element in the international system, whatever the merits of her
case for existence might be.

However, Israsel's awareness of her smallness has diminished
over time, This process culminated with the Six-Day War in 1967
and its consequences, As is well accepted, Israel's power value
has increased many times., In all spheres - territorially, milaitarily,
economically, palitically and socially - Israel has been transformed.
But more importantly, from our point of view, [srael's sense of
dependence on the external environment did not increase in pro-
portion with her cultivation of her foreign markets - and this
for several reasons, all the opposite of the Egyptian case,
mutatis mutandis., First, as a result of her external connections,

the predominant feeling in Israel gradually turned into being less
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isolated, not more dependent. Second, Israel was successful in
creating her external markets differentially, and with the mainimum
of Super Power penetration. Third, there had been a tendency
towards segregation in decision-making, thus blurring Israel's
general awareness of its sggregate inadequacy (although not
necessarily reducing the urge for "self sufficiency” st all costs).

In contrast to Egypt, the net result of these developmerts
(which have multiplier as well as cumulative effects) is that
Israel's behaviour pattern in certain areas has b=en changed into
one approximating to that of a power far larger than one of Israsl's
specific gravity. Thus, Israel has been flexing her new muscles and
demonstrated that in the present international system a small state
can possess the power not only to withstand efforts to have Super
Power designs imposed upon it, but can alse bring about modifica=-
tions in Super Power strategies,

The changed pattern of power relatianships bestween Egypt and
Israel seems clear. It is one of Eqypt growing steadily weaker,
facing an Israel growing steadily stronger. And in the same way
as one can ask whether the trends in the Super Powers' pattern
are reversible, one can ask whether the trends at the lower tier
- between Egypt and Israel - are likely to change. Our estimate
is that they will not, and that the asymmetry will become more

pronounced.
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This assumption, together with the assumption that the symmetry
in the relationships between the Super Powers in the region will
continue, form the basis for the next part of this paper. It
addresses itself to the implications of the present position as
we have presented it.

Before proceeding, three wider assumptions, connected with
the global system, which will function as parameters on the
behaviour of all the actors in our two=-tiered relationship, must
be recalled. They are:=-

(i) the broad détente between Americe and Russia will be
extended;

(ii) China, Japan and Europe will vigorously promote their
economic and/or political interests;

(iii) the energy crisis will be aggravated.

VI
The implications can be discussed on five interrelated levels:-
(i) Egyptian and Israeli domestic affairs;
{ii) regional interstate relations;
(iii) relations between the regional states and the Super Powers
and/or other extraregional powers;
(iv) relations between the Super Powers and other extraregional
powers; and
(v) mutual relations between the Super Powers over the Middle

EEBt .
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There are at least two major implications on the level of the

Egyptian _and Isrseli domestic affairs. The first is that regardless

of global conditions affecting each of these states, and regardless
of the defence or foreign policies that their governments may adopt,
the full realization of the changes in their power raties is bound
to induce wide sections of the popilations in both countries to
demand desegregration of the important decision areas. That is to
say, the public will tend to exert pressures on the political elites
to consider foreign and defence policies not in isolation, but in
relation to social, economic and domestic political issues. These
pressures may create new dilemmas for the policy-making elites,
which will in turn influence their future decisions regarding the
guestions of dependence on external markets, as well as their
relations with their adversaries.

The second implicetiaon is that when that asymmetry becomes
very clear, the internal polarization of the politically aware
segments of the popilation may increase. This is already evident
in Israel where its newly recognized power has had a polarizing
mffect on the public in a manner that cuts across the traditional
political lines.

(ii) While there are similarities in the implications of the

situation on the domestic level, the implicatigns gn the level

of attitudes towards regional interstate relations may assume
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differmnt characteristics in respect of each gide, Isrtael is capable
of choosing between two feasible alternative active policies (apart
from a decision to maintain the status guo, which may become less
probably in view of the growing internal polarization). One active
policy is that of annexation of the occupied territories, and the
ather a more "aggressive" policy towards partial or interim settle-
ment which may cost Israel a withdrawal from parts of Sinai, (and
other occupied territories]).

Egypt seems bound,unless there is & radical change in her
attitudes or unless she launches a "crazy" strategy like the
use of nuclear weapons or total withdrawal,which are both of low
probability and should be discussed at length separately,)to opt
for maintaining of the regional political gtatus guo, as she is
likely to lose out if she chooses gither to attack Israel or to
agree to negotiate., Although in these circumstances, a strong
isplationist tendency may develop in Egypt, it is also canceivable
that in the meantime she may try to promote federative ideas in an
attempt to establish some form of union with other Arab countries
which may compensate it for her own inadeguacies. However, parti=-
cularly in view of the energy crisis, such a move to stabilize her
coalition is not likely to be enthusiastically accepted by oil-
producing Arab states, on whom she is heavily dependent. The
possibility that Egypt may be able to establish and use her own

system of protégés has of course been considerably re¢ duced. Un
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the other hand, Israel will be able to pursue more confidently her
shadowy role as the protecting power for the weaker Arab states on

her borders.

(iii) On_the level of the relations between the regignal states

and the Super Powers and/or other extra regignal Powers - the

incressing power value of Israel and the new posture of the two

established Super Powers, reduces to zero any probability that
any Super Power or any other extraregional power, would seriously
consider a long range strategy aimed at eliminating Israel (or
Egypt).

Regarding the Super Powers, the phases of their experience
in the region are likely to indicate to them that it is both extremely
difficult and unprofitable to attempt to "reorganize" the area or
to aim at establisring defence pacts. 0On the contrary, the energy
crisis which has led the Dil Producing Countries to establish an
Inrganizatiun of their own will probably induce the Super Powers to
aim at dealing separately with the various regional states and
to emncourage local nationalism - & policy that Israel would un-
doubtedly support.

Only the Soviet Union, which is cautiously supporting the
weaker side of the pair ((Egypt), may more seriously attempt to
approach the stronger side of the pair (Isra=l). By this the

Russians may acquire new leverage on their other protégés. It is




unlikely that the United States would go out of its way to under-
take full support of the weaker side of the Middle Eastern pair

in view of its gains through supporting Israel For what might be
labelled as a "counter domino theory" had been workea agn the ground
to the satisfaction of the United States. This "theory" would

imply that pnce a significant American "piece! holds up, other
"pnimsces" will hold up too; the process has a "carry forward effect”
and so additional gains may be forthcoming,as the recent cases of
Sudan, Yemen, some of the Trucial States, and Jordan may indicate.

A possible gualification which seems reasonable to suggest is that
the United States may consider a reduction in its support for Israel
on the assumption that (i) an alternative "key" domina (e.g. Iran)
can be firmly erected and (ii) Israel will master enough capabili-
ties for meost contingencies,

A reductien in the commitment or the support of & Super Power
towards its protégé, which nevertheless is still in reed of depan-
dence on outside sources for its continued exXistence s8s 3N 4ANCGE
political unit, may induce that state to seek Support Trom néw SOUTCES
The changes in the international system, and particularly the emer-
gence of new rich powers, would facilitate the regional states
gndeavours in this direction - this especially in view af thes energy
crisis, and European and Japanese purchases of Middle Eastern pil

These countries are also anxious to encourage economic relations,
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including arms sales onapure commercial basis. Such developments

would impinge on trends at the next level.

On the level of the relatipns between the Supers and ogther

extraregional powers - again the game would be complicated. But
its most probable features are those of tension on the one hand,
between the United States and Europe and Japan, and on the other
hand between Russia and China and Europe.

The ceuse for this tension and a source of complication is
that these countries may make serious bids for influence on the
protégés of the two established Super Powers (V) on the fifth level,

that of mutual relastions between the two established Super Powers

gver the Middle East, and particularly as regards Egypt and Israel;j

it seems that basically each of them has three feasible courses of
action , two involve cooperation and the third is uncooperative:
they can either (i) attempt to maintain the status guo, (ii) try

to push their protégés towards spome kind of an interim or partial
settlement, (iii) determine their own objectives and pursue them
without paying much attention to conflicting or competing forces

The adoption of the third strategy has a low probability in view

of our parameters. Pursuing the first would increase the risk of
other powers' penetration and of independent Egyptian or Israeli
action., Promoting a process towards a settlement without specifying

ultimate goals and without drastically changing their commitments
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to their respective protégés, or dividing the area into spheres
of influence may turn out te be their bes+ middle range policy
in this situation,

Summing up these implications, the outcomes for both of our
pairs of actors appear to be as follows: (whose symmetrical interest
in the region will continue because of a new ordering of the
priorities.)

"

As regards the Supers' interests, their most feasible strategy
would seem to be to work in parallel towards some processes which
may eventually lead to an interim or partial settlement of the
Egypt-Israel conflict. But in so doing, the cooperation or coinci=-
dence of interest between the Supers will probably not be emphasized,
in order to avoid weakening their standing in relation to their
respective protégés and/or facilitating the entry of other competing
extrearegional powers. Such a strategy may have a stabilizing effect
on the Middle Eastern system.

As regards the regional, their asymmetrical power relationship
will continue. However, changes in their attitudes towards solving
the conflict between themselves will not be immediate, given the
time lag between the realities of the growing asymmetry and the
recognition of its full implications. Ultimately Egypt may revise
her self-image and modify her assessment of her foreign policy

options accordingly. Likewise Israel may recognize that in view
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of her growing power value she also enjoys a wider series of
foreign policy options, including the possibility of influencing

the Super Powers directly. But as of now, Egypt will apparently

stick to the policy of maintaining the political status guo in
the region (since any alternative by her present lights is less
desired), while Israel can chopose between a variety of active
choices (provided that the growing domestic polarization does not
lead to & continuation of a totally non-active foreign policy)

If indeed the international system will be that of stable peace
with islands of unstable peace, the Middle East will continue to

be one of these unstable islands.
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OBSTACLES IN THE WAY OF THE ARAB-ISRAEL SETTLEMENT
by
Y. Harkabi

Prepared for the Seminar :

"Systematic Thinking Towards Alternative Solutions of the Arab-Israel Conflict"

It is easy to construct models on how the Arab-Israel conflict may
be resolved but, it is more difficult to contrive how to put history on the
rails of such models and induce it to move submissively in the right direction.
Political scientists, historians and specialists in international relations may
prescribe methods to end this conflict, based on generalizing from analogies
with other conflicts as if there are commercial patent medicaments for
conflicts and as if wisdom distilled from their learning is sufficient to ordain
them as general practitioners and healers, absolving them from the need to
learn the specifics of this conflict. Some hasten to offer detailed prognosis
without tarrying on diagnosis, as if it were only a superfluous technical

detail.

In this paper I shall undertake the unpleasant task of describing
some of the specific difficulties lying in the way of settling this conflict,
some of the factors that contribute to its obduracy. These factors are not
necessarily insurmountable and they do not enjoin eternity on the conflict.
They may someday disappear. However, as long as they are in force they
constitute components of paramount importance in their influence on the
developments of the conflict and its resolution. They are gordian knots which

have to be cut.

This paper is limited to an analysis of the present situation and does

not at all involve policy recommendations. It does not pretend to preach to




any of the protagonists what their position should be or criticize them.,
Criticism is levelled only in cases of refusal to see the outcome of such

positions.

The Gap Between the Contestants.

As a result of the Six Day War there has been a move from the Arab
side towards acceptance of Israel. If the gap was somehow closed from the
Arab side, Israel's demands for territorial changes, notwithstanding their

justification, have enlarged the gap.

I have discerned four schools of thought among the Arabs on the

conflict (Gesher, December, 1972) :

a) Peace school. Those who would like to conclude a peace agree-

ment and liquidate the conflict.

b) Tactical school. Thses Arabs advocate announcing acceptance of

the 242 resolution as a public relations gesture, for the Arabs,
they reason, do not run the rigk of having to pay the penalty of
such acceptance by recognizing Israel and concluding peace with
her, since Israel cannot allow herself to accept the resolution and
will obstruct its implementation.

¢) Strategic schools. These desire that the 242 resolution would be

implemented, but do not consider that a peace settlement will
terminate the conflict. In the long run, coexistence between
Israel and the Arabs is impossible. Thus, the conflict will re-
erupt. However, implementation of the 242 resolution will
improve the Arab position.

d) Rejecting any settlement. These argue that the Arabs will close

the technological gap which gave victory to Israel. The guantitative
factor is constant, while the gualitative variable can be changed.

Numbers will ultimately prevail, provided the conflict continues to

blaze.
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My guess is that the center of gravity among the Arabs lies with the

second school.

The spectrum of positions in Israel ranges from holding to the present
lines to, at most, readiness to return to the 1949-1967 lines. Motivation
varies from emotional , historical religious considerations to the more
pragmatic considerations of security. One cannot belittle the importance
of religious nationalist vindication that the anxieties on the eve of the war
the sudden alleviation of victory, and the frustrations the aftermath gave
rise to. However when the chips are down it seems to me security
considerations will predominate. The central majority of Israeli public
opinion and, what is more important, the governmental position calls for

gignificant changes in the boundaries as dictated by security considerations.

Israel's sensitivity to its security stems not only from the urge to en-
sure its existence but also to ensure the continuance of its ''success story."
Other states may exist if they are not successful., But Israel's success is
imperative for its existence. This, at least, is the conviction of both
its leaders and many of its people., who believe that otherwise it will not attract
the necessary immigration and capital. No doubt this is a weakness which
may one day pass. One can criticize it and even ridicule or condemn it.

However, for the present, it is an operative factor of utmost importance.

Moderate Arabs demand Israeli withdrawal to the 1949-1967 lines. They
consider that such withdrawal from the present lines is not a concession
for which they have to pay in territorial terms, but simply a fulfillment
of an international injunction for which Israel will be handsomely remuner-
ated by the sheer conclusion of a peace agreement. They deny any justi-

fication for satisfying Israel's security sensitivities.

If all the Arabs were moderates, perhaps Israel's security vindication

could be more limited. But the fact that there are important extremist circles




and states who call for Israel's liquidation will loom heavily on any settle-
ment with a moderate state. Israel will not be able to treat a settlement

with one of its neighbours as if it had been made with all of them.

The gap between the contestants can be seen in the following examples:
The claim to the Golan seems natural and gelf-explanatory to most
Israelis, even the moderates -- at least the strip of the Golan heights domina-
ting the settlements in the Hula valley. The Syrians , if they came around
to agree to a settlement with Israel, may consider the Golan rise as the only
obstacle on the road to Damascus. It is unthinkable that Syria will be ready
to give up the Golan when it changes its present mood of absolute rejection of
a peace settlement. Egypt, too, as an ally of Syria, cannot reach a settle-

mernt that returns Sinai but not the Golan.

Jerusalem is a very difficult bone of contention. The position which
commands a wide consensus in Israel, i.e., united Jerusalem under Israel

sovereignity, is unac-eptable to Jordan and the other Arab states.

These are a few examples of the gap between Israel and the Arab

states,

Many doves in Israel deceive themselves if they think that peace
can be achieved on their terms. The Israel hawks feast on a corpse which

the doves have slaughtered.

The settlement which may at present be tolerable to some Arab
circles is not acceptable to most moderates in Israel. This hard fact should

not be swept under any carpet.

It is always self-comforting to dismiss positions that upset expect-
ations on the grounds that they are only opening positions, and that a compro-
mise will be struck mostly by the rivals' retreat. Such hopes may be self
defeating. Thus, negotiations between the rivals may not only be beneficial by

closing the gaps, but may be destructive, as both sides will realize the width
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of the gap, which may make them even more intransigent. Negotiations that

fail may be more harmful than no negotiations,

The Structure of the Conflict

Most conflicts have been between two entities, be they two states, or,
two coalitions. The structure of this conflict is rather unusual : One entity -
the State of Israel, against a multiplicity of entities - the Arab states and the
Palestinians. This structure produces paradoxical results. In times of war
it makes it difficult for the Arabs to coordinate their action, and thus efficiency
is impaired. It makes it difficult to achieve peace, as there will always be

extremist factors who would oppose peace and incite against it.

The conflict is a burden only to a minority of the Arab states - the
states contiguous to Israel and the Palestinians. The rest, and especially
such states as Algeria, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Irag, even derive benefits
from the continuation of the conflict as a means of diverting internal dis-
content. The conflict serves, for some states, as a safeguard against
attempts by other states (like Egypt) to foment revolution. The states who
have no interest in the termination of the conflict, though they are not directly
involved in the conflict, exercise pressure on the other states not to make
peace and they are ready to subsidize the conflict as long as it does not run

wild and jeopardize their interests, such as oil.

It is hardly thinkable that Egypt can reach a settlement with Israel
against the opposition of Libya and Syria. In fact, Egypt, in the Treaty of
Federations, accepted the obligation that important issues like peace, war
and sovereignity (territory) should be determined by a unanimous vote of the
three presidents. Syria and Libya may tolerate a settlement with Israel only
if it will be transitory and prejudicial to Israel's interests. However, such

an eventuality will be opposed by Israel.




Arab tolerance of a protracted conflict.

A small state beaten by a big one will tend to resign itself to the results
of the showdown as a final verdict of history. A big state defeated by 2 small
one may tend to rebel. Despite their disunity and violence , the Arabs consider
themselves as constituting a communality, greater than Israel in area , man-
power, resources, religion, allies and supporters and the justice of their
cause. History, many believe, will eventually vindicate their cause and the
balance of power will be reversed. Israel's victories, though impressive, are
not such that they leave no alternatives but to seek peace. The Arabs can

absorb defeats.

The Arabs can sustain the stance of no peace and no war from a long time.
Furthermore, the U, N. and the big powers shield them from pressure to
choose between these alternatives. The present world-order not only contributes

to the resolution of conflicts, but their perpetuation as well.

For most Arab actors the present situation of no solution is not at all
intolerable, so that they may not feel a compulsion to opt for a settlement.
True, for Egypt the termination of the present situation has become an
obsession, though to a great extent artificial . Golan is not less important to
Syria than Sinai to Egypt. Still, Syria is not preoccupied with '"the battle
to regain the lost territories’ as Egypt is. Egypt may try to lower the importance
of Sinai in national priorities, i.e. , act deliberately to Golanize (alias

Taiwanize) Sinai and thus allow for the present situation to go on,

The West Bank is a Jordanian desideratum, though with some ambiguities,
as the Jordanian establishment may fear that its return would strengthen the
Palestinian element and endanger the Jordanian domination. Jordan may fear

to make peace alone in the teeth of the opposition of the other Arab States.



The Palestinians.

The Palestinians constitute a difficult hurdle in any settlement ol tne
conflict, It will be superfluous to repeat my analysis and argumentation
which appeared in the Gesher article and the article : '"The Problem of the

Palestinians. "

The Palestinians in the West Bank are not a political, autonomous
factor with whom a settlement can be achieved. At most, in the present stage
they may be Israel's partners in practical (not political) arrangements which
in a cumulative way may assume political significance. The debate on the
West Bank is inconsequential if the problem of means is not treated along
with aims. In the present stage of deadlock, these areas are more than
"Shtahim Muhzakim'' - they are, regrettably, '"Shtahim Mahzikim." The
problem is not whether it is desirable to annex them, but also how to dispense

with them.

The contradiction between Israel and the P, L. O. is antagonistic.
The clash is on the idea of Jewish statehood, whatever its size, which Israel
does not give up and they do not agree to, They define the ''solution of the
Palestinian Problem' or "the restoration of Palestinian rights" in a fashion
which is not compatible with the existence of the State of Israel. Despite

their failures they constitute a hard core of irredentism.

Radicalization in Arab Societies.

Arab societies are in the throes of a grave crisis which is political,
social and cultural at the same time - a general malaise. All expectations
of political, social and cultural achievements have been disappointed. Internal
disintegration, alienation, nihilism, a feeling of collective nothingness are
rife. As a prominent poet bewailed, ""'we are consumers of civilization not

its producers,' This malaise drives Arabs to look for a remeuy in a total




prevolution and towards radicalization which is evident in the young generzation.

(A. Hottinger, "The Depth of Arab Radicalism", Foreign Affairs, April 1973;

and my own analysis in Arab Lessons from their Defeat, "Am Oved', Tel-Aviv,

1969.) Frustration begets greater radicalization in a vicious circle.

Hottinger sees radicalization taking one direction towards the left,
which he evaluates will sweep the conservative regimes and subvert them.
It seems to me that radicalization may take a polarized form of social anti-
Islamic radicalization and Islamic plus social radicalization epitomized by

Qadhafi.

In fact, the conflict has recently been more counter-revolutionary
than revolutionary, as the external emergency it produces diverts attention
and pressure for internal change. However, for both brands of radicalization,
the conflict and the hostility to Israel are important weapons. For lack of a
proletariat with class consciousness and revolutionary peasantry, many left
radicals, in their realization that they cannot engineer a revolution on the
Marxist or Maoist models, pin their hopes that the conflict, by the heat it
generates, will usher in the revolutionary situation. Thus, they need the
conflict outside of the narrower confines of Jews versus Arabs,as a main
agent and a catalyst of salvation. Furthermore, their opposition to Israel is
vehement as they consider that the struggle against her is of class nature as
well, between Arab toilers and Israel, which is by nature bourgeois, represent-
ing the forces of imperialism and foreign domination. A good socialist Israel,

they explain, is a contradiction in terms.

Islamic radicalization injects new life into the caustic anti-Jewish
elements in Islam and for it,the conflict serves as a means to galvanize the

Arabs under the banner of Islam and Arabism.

Internal developments in Arab society are an important component in

any evaluation of the factors which affect the Arab-Israel contiict. Radical-
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ization may give rise to countervailing forces. Yet, balancing the possible
eventualities, it seems that these trends, even if not culminating in revoluti~n,
may produce instability which in itself is not conducive to a conciliatory nood

needed for a settlement of the conflict.

The Depth of the Conflict

Though the conflict is originally political as a contention over land, it
has spilled over into cultural, psychological , ideological fields. The great
efforts by Arabs to ideologize the conflict has consolidated and reinforced their
position. The Arab position in the conflict is not limited to the political ,
diplomatic level, but has seeped into the national level and is now enshrined
in national writs and included in the educational system. True, Israel is not
the sole concern of the Arabs, yet they have forged their national thought on
the anvil of the conflict to a greater extent than could have been expected,
Thus, a real change towards permanent. as distinct from transitory, acceptance
of coexistence with Israel is not a diplomatic or political act, but a national

transformation; not a change of a norm but of a value.

Frequent descriptions that extreme steps taken by Arab leaders were
meant to satisfy a public pressure or were motivated by their urge for
popularity imply that hostility against Israel is popular, as only by manipulating

a popular symbol can one achieve popularity.

Changing Arab demonological imagery of Israel. though important in itself,
does not necessarily impinge on their political stance. Arabs did not reject
Israel because of depraved imagery of the Jewish hatred. They first and fore-
most rejected Israel and that influenced their emotions and conceptions of Israel
and the Jews. Thus, a change in the imagery of Israel, starting in the West
Bank and spreading elsewhere by Arab visitors, does not affect the political
position, for example, of Libya or Egypt. It does not touch upon the nub of
the conflict. If , previously, Arabs complained that "'nasty Jews usurped

the land'' they, at most, may now concede that 'nice Jews usurped the land."
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The real grievance of usurping is not modulated by the cognitive dissonance

between the goodness of the perpetrators and the evilness of their act.

The Six Day War has perhaps persuaded most Arabs that the liquida-
tion of Israel is not on the order of the day. It has not convinced many of

them that this hope had to be given up altogether. Postponing the achievement

of such an objective may eschatologize it and eventually deprive it of practical

importance. This is only a possibility but by no means a necessity. Further-
more, this is not the way that the "second school, " who considers a settlement
as transitory, sees it. There is no evidence that their pronouncements about
the continuation of the conflict after the settlement are only a public relations

device to throw dust in the eyes of their detractors.

The Arab posgition may change in the future. In the last scores of
years, Arab ideology was a better guide to the main thrust of Arab behaviour
than diplomatic exchanges. Diplomatic transactions, seemingly portending
a change in the Arab position, were like ripples on the main tide of Arab
rejection of Israel which their ideology portrayed and which did not affect
the mainstream. Repeatedly, it transpired that the change was only verbal.
Chancelleries and diplomats (including Israelis) were reluctant to acknowledge
it, presumably as it seemed downgrading to their art. Historians and
Political Scientists too may be fascinated by the episodical day-dreams of
"ifs.' History then hinges on a grotesque procession of missed opportunities.
Arab leaders' faint and mostly ambiguous expression of a change in their
position are then described to be like the momentary opening of the skies at
Pentecost (Shavuot) midnight which lapses unless instantaneously seized
upon. However, the texture of basic trends in history is woven of cords of
social forces rather than the flimsy cobweb of fleeting spasms in

individuals.




= 1] =
1 do not claim at all that Israeli diplomacy has always been wise and
adept. Unfortunately, I came to the sour conclusion that, even had it been
a paragon of wisdom, it would not have changed basically the substance of
the Arab stand. Only those who are intoxicated with their own wisdom con-
sider that the rival cannot withstand the overwhelming effect of their

persuasiveness.

lL.et us acknowledge that Arab rejection of Israel is not only an ex-
pression of malice. People express their human quality by rebelling against

what they consider unjust. It is the grandeur of man to sometimes say No.

I do not imply that diplomacy is of no importance. Far from it.
But it seems that diplomacy follows changes in reality more than it creates

them. The change in the Arab position has started and will hopefully continue.

It does not mean that change is unilateral on their side, excluding us.
L.et us postpone the blowing of the horn for the Messiah's arrival to the time

when he really comes.

The tragedy of the conflict, from the Israeli side, lies in the fact that
deep feeling of injustice the Arabs harbour induced an extremely pugnacious
obdurate position on their side. In its turn, it may produce an extreme
unconsidering nationalistic position on the Israeli side. Symmetry will be
achieved to Israel's moral loss. That too will produce a grave obstacle
to peace. The way to combat such developments is not by facile prescriptions
of solutions, nor lighthearted prognostications of imminent peace which
will court disappointments and hardening of the position, but spreading better
knowledge on the realities of the conflict. The alternatives in this conflict
were never so-called optimism versus pessimism, but sober description
versus cavalier misleadings. Understanding the tragedy of this conflict,
with all its inconveniences, is the first line of defence against the

deformation, moral, social and political, that the conflict may cause,




