-y " =

L. - . EEE wE W

AN INTERACTION ANALYSIS OF
INTERNATIONAL CRISES:

A STUDY OF THE SUEZ CRISIS
AND THE SIX DAY WAR

Dissertation for the Degree of Ph. D.
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
JAMES MICHAEL McCORMICK

1973



. "-t
LIBRARY
Michigan §‘mw
University

This is to certify that the

thesis entitled

AN INTERACTION ANALYSIS OF INTERNATIONAL
CRISES: A STUDY OF THE SUEZ CRISIS

AND THE SIX DAY WAR
presented by :

James Michael McCormick

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

Ph. D. __degree in Z)Q//f/o‘[ Scee

yaD
- Major professor ‘
/7 1]7°
Date :ru/g 5 //75
0-7639 /J

NOING BY

- &-SONY
BOOK BINDERY INC

Il LIBR2RY B.NDERS |
l $PAINGPORT, MICHIGAN
- 3 kR



TS lgsere
TES Mavicr (3%

Gred gee Crahas

Ml event /!
q-:i:a:i:nal node

W) fents datd

LYy

@ War Cris

':T;:ns

: regression ;

In Caprer



ABSTRACT

AN INTERACTION ANALYSIS OF INTELRNATIONAL CRISES:
A STUDY OF THE SUEZ CRISIS AND THE SIX DAY WAR

By

James Michael McCormick

This dissertations evaluat(s three models of international

crisis behavior with data from the Middle East subsystem. The models

examined are Graham Allison's organizational process paradigm, Charles

McClelland's event/interaction model, and a combined interaction/

organizational model. These models are operationalized through inter-

national events data from the principal nations involved in the Suez

and Six Day War Crises and then evaluated through the use of least

squares regression analysis.

In Chapter I, the basic arguments of the crisis models are

outlined. The organizational process model is grounded in the work of

organizational theorists and economists who argue that the operation of
1arge—SC31° companies are based upon set procedures of operation.

Allison contends that this process also applies to foreign policy-

mak i rg (including crisis behavior). That is, foreign policy decisions

can be conceptualized less as deliberate choices by individual political
decisionmakers and more as decisional outputs of large organizations

following standard operating procedures (SOPs). Such a decisionmaking
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James Michael McCormick

routine results in incremental changes in behavior from one period to

the next. Following this line of reasoning, a fundamental hypothesis

emerges for this crisis study: the past behavior of a nation would

best predict to the future behavior of a nation at a given time in a

crisis setting. McClelland's event/interaction model, on the other

hand, views a nation's behavior as a result of interaction patterns

between nations. That is, a nation's behavior is depicted more as a

response to the behavior of another nation than as a decisional output
of organizational routines. This formulation thus provides a second
fundamental hypothesis: the behavior received from another nation best
predicts to a nation's future behavior. Another hypothesis emerges
from McClelland's formulation. He also argues that a '"'routinization"
of behavior occurs from one crisis to the next for the same participants

and that they therefore would follow one another's behavior more closely

in the more recent crisis when compared with a previous one. Finally,

the third model evaluates the additive impact of the organizational

process and the event/interaction models upon a nation's behavior. The

general hypothesis from this model is: both the past behavior of a

nation and the received behavior of a nation predict to the future

behavior of that nation.
These hypotheses were specified somewhat in terms of the part

of the crisis that they were most likely to operate. The organizational

process model was argued to operate better in the less intense phase of

the crisis when the stress on the decisionmakers is less severe and the

orgmizational routines are more likely to be employed. The event/
interaction model was argued to operate in the more intense phase when

an immediate response to the external environment is needed. By
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James Michael McCormick

examining these propositions, one begins to address the question of when
internal dynamics give way to external dynamics in a crisis situation.
These hypotheses were then evaluated in the context of the Suez
and Six Day War Crises. In order to do this, however, two prior tasks
were necessary: (1) the specification of the time span of each crisis,

and (2) the operationalization of the crisis models. These tasks were

primarily the goals of Chapter III and IV. (Chapter II was devoted to a
brief historical sketch of the Arab-Israeli conflict,) In Chapter III,
the definitional requirements of an international crisis situation were
identified. These included both concepts from the decisionmaking level
within a nation (i.e., high threat, surprise, and short decision time)
and from the interaction level between nations (i.e., abrupt changes in
behavior). These concepts were then operationalized for the Middle East
nations involved in the crises, and the time span of each crisis was
thus established. Chapter IV was devoted to the description of the
collection and the scaling of international events data and how these
data were used to operationalize the concepts of the crisis models.

This chapter also outlined the technique of regression analysis and the
procedures for applying this technique to time-series data.

In Chapter V, the results of the data analysis for both the Sue:z
and the Six Day War Crises are reported. On balance, the data lend only
weak support to the models as general explantions of crisis behavior.
The hypotheses about the operation of the models in the phases are
partially supported. In the less intense phase, we find generally weak
support for the organizational process model except for Egypt and Israel
in the 1956 crisis. For the more intense phase, the hypothesized event/

interaction model received stronger support than for any other model in
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James Michael McCormick

any other time frame. This is especially true in the 1967 crisis where
this model (and the combined one) does well for all the nations. In
short, while these results point to some inadequacy of these models as
explanations of the entire crisis periods, the differences in the phases
to suggest that the models have some utility in these instances.
Similarly, these results point to the importance of understanding the
thresholds of international crisis behavior where internal dynamics

give way to external dynamics. Such information has important conse-
quences for future conflict management.

It is also important to note that some nations did particularly
well for these models. The behavior of Egypt and Israel tended to
follow the organizational process model in the Suez Crisis while the
Arab nations tended to follow the event/interaction model in the Six Day
War Crisis. While other nations showed some tendency to follow these
models, no nation was as successful as these nations. Such results
suggest that the models may be more applicable to certain nation-types.

Finally, McClelland's hypothesis on the '"routinization" of
behavior from one crisis to the next is generally supported. The sup-
port for this hypothesis is stronger overall for Egypt to Israel than
for Israel to Egypt. Moreover, the more intense phase shows (not un-
expectedly) the best support for this proposition.

The last chapter of the study, Chapter VI, summarizes the
research and offers a few caveats on the generalizability of the
findings. At this juncture, too, suggestions are made regarding future

research on these models of international crisis behavior.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF INTERNATIONAL CRISIS BEHAVIOR

In recent years students of international politics have wit-
nessed a great increase in the theoretical and empirical study of
international crises. A number of competing propositions concerning
international crises have been tested using various kinds of real world
and simulated data.l Charles Hermann recently inventoried some 365
crisis decisionmaking propositions drawn from studies of pre-World War
I, the Korean, and the Cuban Missile Crises.2 Similarly, Charles
McClelland and his associates have suggested (and examined empirically)
numerous propositions about internation behavior during the Berlin and
Quemoy Crises.3 In addition, several other scholars have provided
models and explanations for crisis behavior between nations.4

Despite such important and ever-expanding research efforts,
considerable work remains before a comprehensive theory of international
crisis behavior emerges.S As a step toward such a theory, this disser-
tation examines two alternate models of crisis behavior and subjects
them to empirical evaluation. These two models are the organizational
process paradigm advanced by Graham Allison and the event/interaction

model advanced by Charles McClelland.
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Each of these models focuses on competing concepts to explain
the behavior between nations at a particular time. In the present
study, each of these models is operationalized through the use of
international events data which are drawn from two well-known crises
in the Middle East. The models are evaluated through the use of least
squares regression analysis.

Before these evaluations can be made, a number of logically
prior steps need to be taken. First of all, there must be some con-
ceptualization of what international crises are and some means to
identify such situations when they occur in the world. Secondly, there
must be careful delineation of how the two models of crisis behavior
operate. These two tasks constitute the concern of the following
sections of this chapter. However, before getting too deeply involved
in these two problems, I think that it is imperative to say a brief
word about the rationale for engaging in the study of international

crises at all.

Why Study International Crises?

My justification for studying international crises is based
both in terms of normative beliefs about the world and in terms of my
concern for empirical theory construction in the social sciences. From
a normative perspective, the need to understand the crisis phenomenon
is only too sharply accentuated by the recent confrontation between the
great powers over the Congo, Berlin, Cuba, and Vietnam and by the
frequent '"local wars'" between the Arabs and Israelis or the Indians and
Pakistanis. Such conflicts kill and maim countless humans every year,

and, in addition, threaten to plunge the world into nuclear holocaust.
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A concern for the survival of mankind, then, constitutes sufficient
research imperative to secure knowledge of the particular conflict
processes that leads to such possibly heinous outcomes.

Likewise, systematic studies of international crises should be
extremely helpful for the decisionmakers of any state. If, as I assume,
states seek to avoid crisis situations, or, at least, seek to ''manage"
crises once they occur, it is essential that there be some awareness of
why crisis behavior changes and what makes it change. For it would
seem that only in this way could the competing states (or ''third
parties') adopt appropriate ''intervention strategies' to control the
extent of the conflictual behavior.

From the perspective of the social scientist, knowledge of
international crisis processes is important in any attempt to build a
general theory of international behavior. For, as Randolph Siversen
contends, ". . . without having relatively well-developed explanations
for those periods of international activity which are so critical to
the future course of events,"6 a general theory of international
politics is probably not possible. I am in essential agreement with
such an assertion. Moreover, this concern with theory construction is
closely tied to the desire for normative action. For it can be argued
that without rigorous systematic theory construction, the hope of
outlining meaningful "intervention strategies' is considerably
weakened. In short, it would appear that normative goals for the
management of international crises can best result after careful

empirical explanations of how the crisis process operates.
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The Concept of International Crisis

With such a basic normative and theoretical orientation, the
fundamental step for the investigation of international crisis behavior
is the identification of what constitutes a crisis situation between
nations. Such a task has plagued crisis researchers for some time and
has resulted in a great variety of meanings for international crisis.7
The basic problem is that the scope of the concept is ambiguous and
vague and thus makes it extremely difficult to employ widely accepted
empirical indicators. While some vagueness in the use of concepts is
necessary by the very nature of the scientific enterprise,8 excessive
amounts lead to a relativism that is self-defeating.9 In some respects,
this condition has already affected the crisis concept. For it can be
stated rather forcefully that there exists no generally accepted
definition of the concept,10 but only a vague imagery of what the
concept entails.ll

This condition should not imply that attempts have not been
made to specify the definition of a crisis. To the contrary, the
literature in international politics, and in various other disciplines,
such as economics, psychology, and sociology, are replete with examples
of the elusiveness of a common meaning for crisis.12 What does emerge
from any cursory review of these attempts is clear: the general
orientation of the observer makes considerable difference in what
constitutes a crisis situation.

In this regard, the differing orientations to the study of
international politics seemingly have had a great impact on the con-
ceptualization of international crises. To simplify considerably, the

two most widely-used kinds of analysis in the study of international
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behavior are systemic analysis and dccisionmaking,analysis.13 The

decisionmaking approach describes and explains the decision process in
a particular nation or across a set of nation by emphasizing the
organizational and psychological variables that have an impact on the
decision. Such an approach isolates the perceptions of the decision-
makers regarding other nation as a basis for making inferences and
developing generalizations about the interaction process between
nation-states. The systemic level of analysis, where the fundamental
unit dealt with is the nation-state, argues for the identification of
longitudinally observed patterns of inter-nation behavior. To
researchers with this orientation, these patterns are seen as sufficient
for describing, explaining, and predicting international behavior.

These two types of process analysis have produced a variety of
dimensions for understanding international politics, including a con-
sideration of the constraints and requirements of the international
system,14 the differing distribution of national attributes,15 the role
of perceptions of the decisionmakers of a nation,16 and the pattern of
behavioral outputs of the nation.l7 While such a listing is neither
exhaustive nor mutually exclusive, it does suggest the diverging impact
that those modes of analysis have had on the discipline.18

At the same time, these two modes of analysis have also
influenced crisis research; that is, there are those who either
identify the conceptual elements of an international crisis in terms
of the decisionmaking (or organizational) mode or in terms of the
interaction (or systemic) mode. This somewhat artificial separation
is evident when one surveys any of the recent writings on crises, and

is particularly obvious when one examines review articles on the
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international crisis concept. For example, reviews by James Robinson,
Oran Young, and Charles Hermann, among others, reflect this apparent
dichotomy. Robinson rather briefly outlines the various procedural

and substantive definitions of crisis and extensively reviews the
"crisis as a decision situation'" notion. He emphasized the role of the
decisionmaking unit for defining a crisis situation.19 Oran Young,

on the other hand, spends almost the entire effort in seeking to move
toward a definition of international crises from the systematic point
of view. He concentrates on the changes in the relations between
states for identifying an international crisis situation.20 Finally,
Charles Hermann offers a more balanced view of the research on inter-
national crisis and focuses on the two major directions in such
studies. Moreover, Hermann posits two general modes of conceptualizing

international crises: crises as traits or characteristics and crises
21

as_turning points. The former mode usually concentrates on the

decisionmaking process and the perceptual elements of the key decision-
makers while the latter concentrates on the interaction process and

the actual behavioral outputs of competing nation-states.

Crisis as a Decisionmaking Phenomenon

For crisis-decisionmaking researchers, such as Hermann and
Robinson, a crisis situation is defined in terms of the decisionmakers'
"definition of the situation.'" As the decisionmakers' view of the
international environment is altered by the behavior of another state
or states, a crisis situation sets in and becomes an "occasion for

22

decision." In essence, the perceptions of the decisionmakers are

crucial for identifying an international crisis for these particular
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researchers. Similarly, Charles Hermann argues that an international
crisis is "a situation that (1) threatens the high-priority goals of
the decisionmaking unit; (2) restricts the amount of time available
for response before the situation is transformed; and (3) surprises

the members of the decisionmaking unit when it occurs."23

In addition,
he reiterates that his definition is formulated from the perspective
of the decisionmakers who are experiencing the crisis: 'that is, the
situation threatens their goals, it surprises them, and it is they who
are faced with short decision time."24

At the same time, some of these researchers assert that a
number of associated perceptual changes occur in the decision unit
during a crisis situation. These changes deal mainly with a perceived
decrease in the level of bureaucratic functioning25 and a decrease in
the ability of the individual decisionmakers to cope with the stressful
situation.26

Yet for these researchers, the most common element for
identifying an international crisis situation is the increase, to some

intolerable level, of perceived threat.27

As this perception of threat
or hostility increases, the decisionmakers feel more and more compelled
to adopt suitable actions to alleviate such a condition. Numerous
empirical findings support the assertion that hostile behavior is
likely to be the result of these perceptions (and misperceptions) of

threat.zs

As a result, a "conflict spiral" is likely to set in and
possibly lead to the outbreak of war. Researchers associated with the
Stanford Studies of International Conflict and Integration have

demonstrated this common perceptual pattern in international crises

and its effects on inter-nation behavior:
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If State A either correctly or incorrectly perceives itself
threatened by State B, there is a high probability that A will
respond with threat or hostile action. As State B begins to
perceive this hostility directed toward itself, it is possible
that B, too, will behave in a hostile (and defensive) fashion.
This threatening behavior by B will convince A that its initial
perceptions were correct, and A will be inclined to increase its
hostile (and defensive) activity. Thereafter, the exchanges
between the two parties will become increasingly negative,
threatening and injurious.29

While this perceptual conceptualization seems in many ways
adequate and useful, a number of critical problems exist for specifying
the onset of an international crisis. This conceptualization does not
identify the level of perceived threat necessary for the onset of a
crisis beyond suggesting that the threat must jeopardize core values.
Nor does this specification identify the point at which a perceived
threat becomes so severe that a commitment to some decisive action is
likely to take place. In short, the linkage between the level of
perceived threat and the likelihood of inter-nation behavior is not
clear.

Also, this conceptualization does not go very far beyond the
individual decisionmaking unit for identifying the onset of a crisis
situation. That is, a "crisis'" could conceivably not exist beyond the
perceptions of the individual decisonmakers. As a result, a 'crisis"
may indeed exist within the bureaucracy, but it seems somewhat
premature to immediately classify it as an ''international crisis."
Again, what seems lacking is some precise reference to the behavior
between nations that accompanies these perceptual changes within
the decisionmaking apparatus. In addition, the access to the per-

ceptions of the decisionmakers in the bureaucracy is a severe limitation

on this crisis definition.
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Crisis as an Interaction Phenomenon

In contrast to the crisis decisionmaking approach, the inter-
action theorists tend to concentrate solely on the unique interaction
process between states for identifying the existence of an international
crisis. To these researchers, an international crisis is defined as a
situation in which a set of hostile strategic interactions occur
between two or more states and marks some significant shift from their
normal set of interactions. This conceptualiation emphasizes the change
in the behavioral patterns between nations with little or no regard
for the perceptions of the decisionmakers within a particular nation.

In this sense, then, this conceptualization belongs to the systemic
level of analysis of international politics.

Charles McClelland and his associates have defined an inter-
national crisis as "a 'change of state' in the flow of international

political action . . ."30

or, alternately, as "when . . . a succession
of extraordinary inputs begetting new outputs begettiﬁg new inputs,
etc., between competing parties passes some point in volume and
intensity, the whole phenomenon begins to be called an international
crisis."31 Closely analogous to McClelland's conceptualization is the
one advanced by Oran Young. His definition states that a crisis is a
process involving a change in behavior over some time span. Here
again this definition typifies this particular orientation:

An international crisis is a set of rapidly unfolding events which

raises the impact of destabilizing forces in the general system

or any of its subsystems substantially above 'mormal" (i.e.

average) levels and increases the likelihood of violence occurring
in the system.32
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This conceptualization also has some critical problems for
earmarking a crisis situation. The foremost difficulty occurs in
identifying the thresholds in the behaviors that mark the beginning
and end of a crisis situation. Essentially one must determine the
"normal" relationship between states before this definition of an
international crisis becomes applicable. However, because the
"anchoring'" of the "normal'" behavioral relations between states is only
beginning to be systematically researched,33 this problem is extremely

difficult to overcome at this time. In addition, even if the norm were

specified, the pattern of interactions between any pair of nations

usually does not consist of a "smooth'" curve; consequently, the
"normal' and ''abnormal'' behaviors would still be problematic. There-
fore, a certain amount of arbitrary specification of interaction
thresholds is a necessity for these researchers. Moreover, these
scholars usually cannot defend such research decisions on theoretical
grounds.34
When considered in contrast to one another, each of these
approaches to defining crises identify different indicators--one
examines perceptual elements in the decisionmaking unit, the other
examines the behavior change between nations. While they are impli-
citly related to one another (i.e., perceptual modification within the
decision unit leads to behavioral change between states lead to per-
ceptual modification) and reciprocal causation seems to occur, the task
of explicity relating them into a common definition of international

35 Rather, both major

crisis may not be entirely possible at this time.
definitional directions seems necessary but not sufficient conditions

that accompany an international crisis situation.
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Abraham Kaplan discusses such a situation when he refers to the

36

attribute space of a concept. This attribute space means the vertical

indicators or set of categories that are observational in the defining
of a given concept. While definitions in classic logic require that
necessary and sufficient conditions are strictly observed (i.e., all
conditions met) for the specification of a term, it sometimes occurs
that no one property (or fixed set of properties) seem to run through
the whole class that the term signifies.37 In this case, strict use of
the term is not applicable but may be temporally applied in that all
defining characteristics are not known or are not specified.38 However,
in such a situation, the defining conditions are treated as open set of
indicators which are conditional and probabilistic for the occurrence

of the phenomenon.39

In this sense, the earlier definitions of an
international crisis specify necessary (but not sufficient) conditions
and shall be treated in this way in this study.

An additionally important point for identifying international
crises is that neither set of conditions are relied on exclusively.
If they are, potentially serious problems in further crisis research
may arise. Specifically, a "crisis" for the decisionmaking theorists
may begin earlier (or later) in time than a '"crisis' for the inter-
action theorists merely because of the differences in their criteria.
In addition, a more fundamental difficulty may arise. It is con-
ceivable that each '"school" may study phenomena that would not be
identified as a '"crisis" by the other. For example, a 'crisis' may

occur within a nation's decision structure without the concomitant

behavioral manifestations required to mark a change in the interaction
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process between nation-states. Similarly, a '"crisis'' may appear with
the observance of "non-routine' behavior between states, although little

perceptual change may have occurred among the decisionmakers of

one or both nations. In short, it seems that both sets of necessary

conditions need to be employed in defining international crises.

In sum, an international crisis situation is defined as a
situation between two or more nations characterized by such perceptual
conditions as high threat, surprise, and short decision time and by
such behavioral conditions as a marked change in the frequency and
intensity of behavior between the competing parties. However, it needs
to be stated quite openly that the interaction conditions for a crisis
situation are more easily assessed and more reliance will be placed
upon these conditions. However, an attempt will also be made to assess

the other conditions of international crises.

Selection of the International
Crises for This Study

The criteria that were outlined to identify an international
crisis situation will be applied to the Middle East subsystem with
particular focus on the Arab-Israeli conflict. It is my intention to
delimit two popularly identified crises--the Suez Crisis and the Six
Day War Crisis--according to the 'conditions' of international crises.
While each of these situations intuitively satisfy the criteria that
constitute an international crisis, I intend, in Chapter III of the
study, to specify how these situations meet the 'conditions' of inter-
national crises. This task will be done not only by applying the
historical accounts of various Middle East scholars and the previous

empirical research of students of international politics, but it will
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also explicitly involve profiling the behavioral interactions of
selected nations to demonstrate how they satisfy the interaction
conditions.‘o

While such efforts will be undertaken, certain research design
decisions still need to be made. In particular, I refer to identifying
what nations are to be included in the analysis. Based upon prior
accounts of each crisis, the principal actors in the Suez affairs were

Egypt, Israel, Britain, and France41

while the principal actors in the
Six Day War Crisis were Egypt, Israel, Syria, and Jordan.42 Moreover,
I exclude the superpowers, the U. S. and the U. S. S. R., although they
play a part in each crisis situation. However, the analysis of their
exact role is beyond the scope of this study.

While some will quarrel with such decisions--the exact length
of each crisis situation and the principal crisis actors--and some

"slippage'" is likely to occur, it might be argued that at least an

effort at systematic specification of international crises does take

place. As I said earlier, all of these concerns will be dealt with
more fully in a separate chapter; therefore, let me now turn to the
core of the study, the specification of the models that will be

evaluated in these particular crisis settings.

Two Models of International Crisis Behavior

Some explanation needs to be developed for the changes in
behavior by a nation during crisis situations. The predictors of a
nation's crisis behavior in the models under investigation are only
limited to the interaction process between the two nations. In this

connection, the focus is on two explanatory concepts in international
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politics: the past behavior of a state toward its opponent and the
received behavior from its opponent. In a sense, each of these con-
cepts represent a distinct approach to the study of international
politics. That is, the former concept is used principally by the
decisionmaking analysts while the latter concept is used chiefly by
the international system analysts. While each of these concepts has
produced a number of models of inter-nation behavior, I focus on two
existing models of international behavior which employ each of these
concepts.

In general, the purpose here is to distinguish which model is
most applicable to crisis behavior or to see if some combined model is
the best predictor of changes in crisis behavior. In a sense, then,

an attempt is made to carry out a crucial experiment on the two
43

models. That is, an evaluation of the models should allow one to
discriminate between the predictive power of the two alternative models
of crisis behavior or, perhaps, point to some more general model of
crisis performance.

The two models that I investigate are the event/interaction
model developed by Charles McClelland44 and the organizational process
paradigm proposed by Graham Allison.45 While these two models are not
the only models from the international system approach or the foreign
policy approach, they seem particularly prominent in the crisis liter-
ature and have been subjected to only minimal empirical evaluation.

To my knowledge, only Raymond Tanter has done any systematic, empirical

work on these two models. Tanter has analyzed alliance behavior in the

pre-crisis, crisis, and post-crisis periods of the Berlin conflict of
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1961 by an event/interaction, an organizational process, and a combined
interaction/organizational model of international behavior.46

While Tanter's results for alliance behavior were somewhat
disappointing, he notes a number of conceptual and methodological
problems in the Berlin study that need careful attention. Aside from
these problems, however, an important research question still remains
as to whether either model or a combined model would best predict a
nation's dyadic crisis behavior. In this light, while drawing on the
original models by McClelland and Allison and noting the work by
Tanter, I investigate the applicability of these models to Middle East

crisis behavior.

nganizational Process Paradigm

In the Essence of Decision, Graham Allison outlines three

different models of foreign policy decisionmaking and applies them in
a descriptive way to various aspects of the Cuban Missile Crisis.47

His second model, the organizational process paradigm, particularly

interests us here because it offers at least a partial explanation for
the crisis behavior between nations. In this model, interstate
behavior is conceptualized less as deliberate choices by individual
political decisionmakers and more as the decision outputs of large

48 This is not

organizations following standard patterns of behavior.
to suggest that political decisionmakers cannot substantially disturb
the organization process but only that they cannot substantially
control its behavior. Instead, these large organizations are co-

ordinated through standard operating procedures (SOPs), or established
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rules of decisionmaking, which have been previously devised and are
only applied to a given situation.49

Such a decisionmaking operation usually results in organi-
zational behavior that is little changed from one period to the next.
In fact, the SOPs provide considerable inertia to maintain the same
behavior that was previously enacted by the organization. As a result,
this decision process has been depicted as incrementalist in nature.so
This means that only small deviations from past performance occurs.
Changes are only slight and marginal in nature. Moreover, only
dramatic disturbances produce dramatic changes in organizational
response.

The theoretical underpinnings for such a model are derived in
part from the work of a number of organizational theorists and eco-

nomists. The work of Herbert Simon is especially instructive. In his

seminal book, Models of Man, Simon investigates how useful the character-

istics of human problem-solving and rational choice are to the
functioning of organizations. In particular, his examination of the
rationality assumption in individual and organizational behavior is
critical to understanding Allison's model.

While granting that the study of organizational process cannot

exist without a theory of rational choice,51

Simon takes exception to
the traditional '"comprehensive rationality' assumption of economists.
For example, it requires ''(1) generation of all possible alternatives,
(2) assessment of the probabilities of all consequences for all
relevant goals, and (3) evaluation of each set of consequences for

52

all relevant goals." Simon argues that such demands are unrealistic
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both to expect from individuals and individuals in organizations
because practical empirical limits exist on human capability.53 More-
over, such an assumption undercuts the very reason for studying organi-
zational behavior:

« « « if there were no limits to human rationality administrative
theory would be barren. It would consist of the single precept:
Always select that alternative, among those available, which will
lead to the most complete achievement of your goals. The need for
an administrative theory resides in the fact that there are
practical limits to human rationality, and that these limits are
not static, but depend upon the organizational environment in
which the individual's decision takes place.>4

Thus, some notion of rationality that takes account of these
physical and psychological limits of man's capacity is needed. This,

Simon contends, in his principle of bounded rationality:

The capability of the human mind for formulatiné and solving complex
problems is very small compared with the size of the problems whose
solution 1s required for objectively rational behavior in the real
world--or even for a reasonable approximation to such objective
rationality.>°

This principle requires the intendedly rational actor to construct a
simplified model of the real situation in order to deal with it. Such
a model employing bounded rationality introduces such theoretically
interesting concepts as ''satisficing,' '"search,'" 'uncertainty
avoidance,'" and '"repertoires." These concepts serve to rather sharply
accentuate bounded rationality from comprehensive rationality.
Satisficing refers to selecting the first alternative that meets some
minimum level of satisfaction rather than engaging in the assessment
of all alternatives. Search follows from this notion in that the
decisionmakers sequentially move to examine each alternative until
satisficing occurs. Uncertainty avoidance implies the use of alter-

native whose outcomes are highly assured rather than estimating the
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probabilities of particular choices. Repertoires outline the program
of action for certain situations in order to reduce decisionmaking
time.56

In short, Simon argues that this bounded rationality assumption
lies at the core of organization process and any theory of action by
individuals in complex situations needs to incorporate such an
assumption. Moreover, this notion has importantly influenced the
theoretical and empirical work of a large number of students of
organizational process including the work of Cyert and March,
Wildavsky, Crecine, and, of course, Allison.

In this connection, Richard Cyert and James March have recently
incorporated this bounded rationality assumption in their study of the
business firm.57 Unlike the traditional economic theories which
explain the operation of the firm in terms of the perfectly rational,
economic man in the competitive marketplace (essentially the compre-
hensive rationality assumption), Cyert and March explain the operation
of the firm in terms of its internal operations under conditions of
uncertainty and an imperfect marketplace. Three major categories
frame their theory--organizational goals, organizational expectations,
and organizational choice. These categories are related to one
another by four major concepts--quasi-resolution of conflict,
uncertainty avoidance, problemistic search, and organizational
learning. From these relational concepts, a general model of the
decision process of a firm is specified and then operationalized by
means of a computer simulation.

What results is a decision process model which rather

successfully predicts the business behavior of one department of a
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large retail department store by identifying its standard operating
procedures.58 Such a finding has general implications in that it
provides an alternative explanation to the traditional theory of the
firm, but, more importantly, for our purposes, it tends to support the
contention that organizations make decisions according to the principle
of bounded rationality.

While some may immediately argue that such a decision process
may be applicable only to organizations in the private sector, students
of governmental decisionmaking have found this not to be the case.
Rather, this so-called incrementalist model of organizational behavior
is widely recognized as a fundamental decisionmaking procedure.59
Perhaps the most important theoretical work on governmental decision-
making is Aaron Wildavsky's study of the budgeting process.60 Wildavsky
has empirically verified the existence of an incremental process--a
process very similar to the work of Simon and Cyert and March. For
example, he finds that the most important determinant of the size and
content of a fiscal year's budget is the previous fiscal year's

budget.61

Likewise, John Crecine in his study of municipal budgeting
employs a decision model from the organizational perspective. He finds
that a '"political decision process is not very much different from
other organizational behaviors."62 Crecine also reports that the
internal operations of the organization are for the most part more
critical than the external demands of the political system. In
addition, other studies on governmental operations lead to similar

conclusions about the applicability of the model to governmental

settings.63
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Using such literature as a theoretical backdrop, Allison
argues for a similar incrementalist or bounded rationality decision
model for foreign policymaking. That is, governmental activities are
treated as organizational outputs from its various subunits (e.g.,
Department of State, Department of Treasury, Department of Defense,
etc.) within the bureaucracy which are coordinated by standard
operating procedures (SOPs). Such SOPs provide programs and reper-
toires for problem-directed search to arrive at '"satisficing'" solutions
to particular problems.
In terms of the organizational outputs--the activities--the
inference is clear. Once standard procedures are operating, there
would be little change in the day to day outputs of the organizations
on a given question. As Allison argues:
If a nation performs an action of certain type today, its organi-
zational components must yesterday have been performing (or have
had established routines for performing) an action only marginally
different from today's action. At any specific point in time, t,
a government consists of an established conglomerate of organi-
zations, each with existing goals, programs and repertoires. The
characteristics of a government's action in any instance follows
from these established routines, and from the choice made by
government leaders--on the basis of information and estimates by
existing routines--among established programs. 4

In short, Allison states a fundamental proposition of this model:

""The best explanation of an organization's behavior at t is t-1. The

best prediction of an organization's behavior at t+l is t."6S

The real key to assessing the explanatory power of this model
is to uncover the organizational routines and repertoires of the
organization that produced the outputs. This is a complex and

problematic task not only from the point of access to such govern-

mental organizations but also from the point of specifying the decision
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routines, Unfortunately, such a task is beyond the scope of this
study. However, an alternative strategy for evaluating this model does
exist. This involves examining the behavioral outputs of the organi-
zation as a means of inferring the underlying organizational routines
that may be operating. For example, if the behavior is only slightly
modified from one output to the next in a given situation, one may be
able to (at least tentatively) infer that the organizational process
model is operating. In particular, one would expect that the past
behavior of an organization should predict to its future behavior from
one time period to the next.

One can only emphasize again that the behavioral indicators are
assumed to tap the underlying process that is operating within the
organization. In this sense, such notions as standard procedures,
organizational search, and organizational learning are not being
tested; rather inferences are made to these processes based on the
patterns in the behaviors that the organization emits.

Following this organizational model, a fundamental hypothesis
emerges that can be empirically investigated. That is, the past

behavior of a nation toward another nation predicts the first nation's

future behavior toward that nation. In the crises under investigation

here, for example, the past behavior of Israel toward Egypt is expected
to predict to its future behavior toward Egypt, or the past behavior of
Egypt toward Israel is expected to predict to its future behavior
toward Israel. Likewise, similar statements could be made about each
set of dyads in the crisis situations.

Up to this point it has been assumed that the organizational

process model would be readily applicable to crisis situations. But,
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as was discussed earlier, international crises are usually not

construed as normal or routine times--times when the incremental model
seems most operative. Rather crises are construed as non-routine times
in which the decisionmakers' efficiency and organizational output tend
to break down as stress increases. On the face of it, it would seem
that the standard operating procedures of the organizational process
model would tend to give way to other procedures as the crisis situation
deepens.

However, Allison defends his model for these situations by
discussing problem-oriented search:

Where situations cannot be construed as standard, organizations
engage in search. The style of search and its stopping point are
largely determined by existing routines. Organizational search for
alternative courses of action is problem-oriented: it focuses on
the atypical comfort that must be avoided. It is simpleminded:
the neighborhood of the symptom is searched first, then the
neighborhood of the current alternative.6
Thus, while Allison asserts that some search is necessarily undertaken
in these non-normal situations, he also implies the previous alter-
native are still given considerable weight.

In discussing this model, Raymond Tanter argues a similar
point. While he states that during a conflict "the standard operating
procedures tend to give way to search process which are more likely to
respond particularly to the external environment,"67 he continues by
saying that the search process begins by examining the prior or
existing alternatives because they are close at hand and offer ease
for assessing consequences. In essence, then, the past behavior serves
as a base line against which deviations are made.

Thus, from this organizational process perspective, there seems

to be some threshold where this model would cease to operate fully and
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the nation would respond more directly to the external environment.

In a sense, then, Allison's model would seem more applicable to certain

parts of a crisis than to others. Moreover, following the reasoning

given earlier, his model would be most operative in less intense

periods of a crisis when organizational pressures are not as severe

and the '"'noise'" from the external environment is not as great.
Modifying the original hypotheses from this model, then, one

would now argue that in the less intense phase of a crisis, the past

behavior of a nation is more likely to predict to its future behavior

than in the more intense phase of a crisis. The phases of a crisis may

be non-obvious and thus will have to be determined in a somewhat
subjective fashion. While a full discussion of these phases will be
given below,68 at this juncture, one can say that they will be oper-
ationalized by the kinds and severity of behavior across the entire

crisis period.

The Event/Interaction Model

In contrast to the organizational process model which views a
nation's behavior as a result of the internal decisionmaking apparatus
within the state, the event/interaction model views a nation's behavior
as a result of interaction patterns between states. In this case, the
external environment of the nation is the critical variable. A
nation's behavior is depicted more as a response to the behavior of
another nation than as a decisional output of organizational routines.
In a sense, this model could be described as an action-reaction or
stimulus-response model of interstate behavior, but, as we shall see,

a more general learning process seems to underlie this model.
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Charles McClelland first laid the theoretical framework for
the event/interaction model in his article, '"The Acute International
Crisis."69 In this essay, he essentially argues for a system inter-
action analysis of international crisis behavior. It is his basic
contention that by dissecting the interaction pattern between nations,
one may be able to identify the numerous sequences of related acts and
that these sequences may be compared across a number of crisis situ-
ations. Put in a slightly different way, by separating and recon-
structing the sequences of events into interaction chains, the forms
and patterns of crisis behavior achieves an identifiable structure
which falls into a number of patterns. Moreover, so-called '"Richardson
effects' between nations may be identified.

In addition, McClelland contends that as nations move from one
crisis to another, definite ''routine' patterns of interaction tend to
develop between the competing states. McClelland argues that:

The interaction patterns ought to show evidence of bids countered
by kids, claims countered by claims, stalemates, standoffs, post-
ponements, and no-win, no-solution outcomes; barring upheavals in
the system or environmental innovations, the general trend should
be toward repetitions of such patterns of action but with a
decreasing volume of interaction in succeeding crisis (i.e., less
action in the mobilization and demobilization of the crisis).7°

McClelland has empirically examined a number of these propo-
sitions in his work on the Berlin and Quemoy Crises. For example, in
the Berlin study he finds some "routinization'" of behavior between the
East and the West for the years 1948-1963.71 Moreover, there seems to
be a general trend toward decreasing variety in the actions of both
East and the West and the tendency to ''couple their behavior more

72

closely." In addition, McClelland reports that the volume and

variety in the later Wall Crisis of 1961 were at a lower level than
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the Blockade Crisis of 1948.73 In other words, at least partial

support exists for his contention about the impact of succeeding
international crises.

While McClelland may be able to identify '"Richardson effects'
and the "routinization' of behavior between nations, he does not
directly address himself to the underlying assumptions that would
explain why certain interaction patterns would hold between nations.
Rather, he only explains the continuity of such patterns by referring
to the international situation and structure.74 Raymond Tanter,
however, has extended McClelland's argument and has suggested an
explanation for the sequences of event interaction patterns that may be
observed. Basically, Tanter posits that a general learning model may
account for the behavioral regularities between nations. Moreover, he
refers to behavioral psychology and socialization theory to explain the
possible similarity between interpersonal and interstate relations.

Tanter's position is that a parallel process operates between
the socialization of individuals and the socialization of nations. A
basic contention is: while the behavior of individuals often results
from a learning process, so, too, the behavior among nations will
reflect such a process. At the interpersonal level, learning, which
is the core of the socialization process,75 consists of training
individuals to engage in behavior which is consistent with the social
patterns and values of their culture. Such a process is facilitated
by offering cues for acceptable forms of behavior and employing
rewards and punishments for desirable and undesirable actions. In
addition, imitation is also an important and powerful dimension to

this learning process. This allows an individual a model of behavior
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to follow which clearly assists him in learning appropriate response
patterns.76

Extending this argument to the international system, nations
also learn to interact with other states based upon prior reinforcements
for some behaviors rather than others. Also, nations are exposed to
the imitation process by observing the behavior of other nations. 1In
this way, then, if a learning process is, in fact, operating between
nations, reciprocal interaction patterns (as McClelland contends) should
exist between nations.77

The plausibility of this learning theory argument to explain
these patterns of interaction is partly supported by a number of
students of international politics.78 They argue that nations are most
likely to recall learned behavior from the most intense phase of a
conflict and that reciprocal interactions would be greatest at that
point. For example, Oran Young has argued that such a mutually
contingent interaction process will rapidly increase as the intensity
of the conflict increases.79 More specifically, Nazli Choucri and
Robert North argue this same point in discussing their three models of
international behavior.so Their "crisis model'" in particular assumes
that a nation's involvement in a conflict is a response to the
behavior of its opponent.

The evaluation of this event/interaction model, with its under-
lying assumption about learning between nations, requires data on the
prior reinforcement schedules between states as well as the present
interaction patterns. The prior reinforcement schedules would then be
expected to predict to the present pattern of interaction. Obtaining

information on these reinforcement schedules is indeed problematic in
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that it requires considerable knowledge on a variety of dimensions of
interstate relations including the long-range interaction patterns
between various states. The identification of such reinforcement
schedules is, unfortunately, beyond the range of this inquiry. However,
as an alternative strategy for evaluating this model (and one which
Tanter sugggests), the knowledge of present interaction patterns may
be used to infer prior reinforcement patterns between states.81 That
is, if certain patterns emerge in the data, one can infer that certain
patterns of behavior were previously learned by participating states.

While such a strategy is clearly less desirable than knowing
the reinforcement schedules between states, it may, in fact, assist us
in establishing such reinforcement schedules for further research on
this model. In this sense, then, the effort here is a first-cut of a
considerably more complex problem of understanding the interaction
routines among nations. At the very least, however, it can shed some
light on the viability of the McClelland formulation for dyadic crisis
behavior.

From this strategy, then, a basic hypothesis emerges. The

behavior received from another nation is argued to predict to a

nation's future (or response) behavior. For the nations in this study,

for example, one would expect Egypt to respond to the pattern of
behavior received from Israel while Israel responds to the pattern of
behavior received from Egypt. If these patterns were to hold, one
could infer that an action--reaction process occurs between these
states, but more importantly, that a learning model seems to underlie

such behavioral regularities.82
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This hypothesis has to be specified slightly to incorporate thc
notion of crisis phases. In contrast to the hypothesis on the less
intense crisis phase where the organizational process model was not
applicable, the hypothesis from this model will be most applicable to
the more intense crisis phase. This follows from the argument that
the level of interdependence between states is increasing rapidly and
the learning behavior should be greatest during such period. Modifying

the original hypothesis, it reads as follows: in the more intense

phase of a crisis, the received behavior of a nation from its opponent

is most likely to predict to its future (or response) behavior toward

that nation.

Another important hypothesis from McClelland's formulation
would also be expected to hold here. This hypothesis would further
reflect whether the learning model is operating. Recall McClelland's
contention that the '"routinization" of behavior would increase as

particular nations go through more crisis situations. If learning were

occurring, one would expect the later crisis to be more routinized. In

the cases under study here, one would expect that the ''routinization"
of behavior would increase from the Suez Crisis to the Six Day War
Crisis. This hypothesis is capable of empirical investigation by
noting whether the behavior between participants in the Six Day War
Crisis more closely parallels one another than the behavior between

the same participants in the Suez Crisis.

A Combined Model

At this point a note of caution and reflection is in order.

Even if the hypothesized patterns are observed, and they tend to
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support either one (or both) of the models, this would not necessarily
imply that either of these models is operating. First of all, con-
siderably more collaborative evidence from a number of crisis situations
would be needed. Secondly, perhaps more direct measures of the

learning process between states and the standard operating process
within a nation may need to be developed. Thirdly, it may be the case
that these models are really not as incompatible with one another as
they seem to be on first glance; rather, they may be part of a more
comprehensive crisis model. This possibility is at least suggested by
the fact that both models deal with learning.

In this connection, by examining a model which combines the
particular dimension of each model, one may be able to suggest if the
models seem to reflect some more comprehensive model. On the other
hand, such a procedure would also help one to see if the models can
really be separately identified from one another. For example, it may
be the case that the models are indistinguishable from one another
during certain periods of crisis behavior and that they have not been
sufficiently specified to analyze them empirically.

At any rate, the examination of a combined model will also be

done here. That is, both the past behavior of a nation and the

received behavior will be used as predictors of future (or response)

behavior of a nation. In the cases here, for example, both the past

behavior of Egypt toward Israel and the received behavior of Egypt from
Israel would combine to predict to the future (or response) behavior of

Egypt toward Israel.
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In sum, the evaluation of these modcls should help us to decide
which model (if either) is operating in the crisis situations and
suggests ways that these models may need to be reconceptualized or

reevaluated.
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FOONOTLS--CHAPTER I

1h‘hile the list of crisis research is long and everexpanding,

perhaps the best bibliographies are the ones by James A. Robinson,
"Crisis Decisionmaking' in James A. Robinson (ed.), Political Science
Annual II, 1969-1970 (Indianapolis: The Bobbs, Merrill Company, Inc.,
1970), pp. 144-148 and Ole R. Holsti, Richard A. Brody, and Robert C.
North, ''The Management of International Crisis: Affect and Action in
American-Soviet Relations,'" in Dean G. Pruitt and Richard C. Snyder
(eds.), Theory and Research on the Causes of War (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), pp. 78-79.

2Charles F. Hermann, "Alternative Theories of International
Crisis Behavior,' Ohio State University, March, 1971 (mimeo).

3See, for example, Charles A. McClelland, '"Access to Berlin:
The Quantity and Variety of Events, 1948-1963,'" in J. David Singer
(ed.), Quantitative International Politics: Insights and Evidence
(New York: The Free Press, 1968), pp. 159-186; , ""The Acute
International Crisis," in Klauss Knorr and Sidney varba (eds.), The
International System: Theoretical Essays (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1961), pp. 182-204; , "The Beginning, Duration,
and Abatement of International Crises: Comparisons in Two Conflict
Arenas,'" University of Michigan, June, 1967 (mimeo); and ’
"Decisional Opportunity and Political Controversy: The Quemoy Case,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution, VI, 3 (September, 1962), 201-213.

4For example, game theoretic model, Anatol Rapoport, Two Person

Game Theo (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1968),

apter 9; and Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1963), a mediated stimulus response model,
Robert C. North, '""Research Pluralism and the International Elephant,"
in Klaus Knorr and James Rosenau (eds.), Contending Approaches to
International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969),
PP. 218-242; and an arms race model, Lewis F. Richardson, Arms and
Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of the Causes and Origins of War
(Pittsburgh; The Boxwood Press, 1960).

SRobinson. op. cit., 1969, pp. 121-122 and Charles F. Hermann,
Crisis in Foreign Policy (Indianapolis: The Bobbs, Merrill Company,
Tnc., 1969), pp. X1x-xx.

6Randolph M. Siversen, '"Inter-Nation Conflict, Dyadic and
Mediated: Egypt, Israel and the United States, 1956-1957" (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Stanford University, 1969), p. 7.
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James A. Robinson, '"Crisis,'" International Encyclopedia of the
Social Sciences (New York: MacMillan, 1968), pp. 510-514,

8Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry (San Francisco:
Chandler Publishing Company, 1964), pp. 65-67.

9 Ibid.

1ch. Anthony J. Wiener and Herman Kahn, Crisis and Arms Control
(New York: Hudson Institute, 1962), p. 12; Oran Young, The Politics of
Force (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968), p. 6; and
Hermann, op. cit., 1969, pp. xxi and 30.

llMoreover, this '"imagery" is only the first step in concept
formation. See Paul A. Lazursfeld, "Evidence and Inference in Social
Research,'" Daedalus, LXXXVII, 4 (1958), 100-105.

12See, for example, the work by G. Caplan, "The Role of the
Social Worker in Preventive Psychiatry,' Medical Social Work, IV
(1955); Kent Miller and Ira Iscoe, '"The Concept of Crisis: Current

Status and Mental Health Implication," Human Organization, XXII (Fall,
1963), 196.

13Richard Snyder, '"A Decision-Making Approach to the Study of
Political Phenomena," in Roland Young (ed.) Approaches to the Study of
Politics (Evanston: Northwestern University gress, 1958), p. 11.

14See Richard A. Brody, '"Some Systemic Effects of the Spread of
Nuclear Weapons Technology: A Study Through Simulation of a Multi-
Nuclear Future,' The Journal of Conflict Resolution, XII (June, 1963),
663-753; Kenneth N. Waltz, '"The Stability of a Bipolar World,"
Daedalus, XCIII (Summer, 1964), 892-907; Karl W. Deutach and J. David
Singer, '"Multipolar Power Systems and International Stability,' World
Politics, XVI (April, 1964), pp. 390-406; and Stanley Hoffman, EEE.
State of War (New York: Praeger, 1965), especially chapter 1.

lsMost prominent among these researchers has been the work of
Rudolph Rummel and his DON Project. See his '"A Field Theory of Social
Action with Application to Conflict Within Nations,'" General Systems
Yearbook, X (1965), pp. 183-211; '"The Relationship Between National
Attributes and Foreign Conflict Behavior," in J. David Singer (ed.)
titative International Politics: Insights and Evidence (New York:
gﬁe Free Press, 1963), pp. 187-214; and any of the numerous research

reports from his project.
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16 . .
The researchers at the Stanford Studices of International

Conflict and Integration are widely recognized for their use of
perceptions of the decisionmakers for explaining intcrnational be-
havior. In part, see Dina A. Zinnes, Robert C. North, and Howard E.
Koch, Jr., '"Capability, Threat, and the Outbreak of War," in James N.
Rosenau (ed.) International Politics and Foreign Policy (New York:

The Free Press, 1961), pp. 469-482. Diana A. Zinnes, ''The Expression
and Perception of Hostility in Prewar Crisis: 1914,'" in J. David
Singer, op. cit., 1968, pp. 85-119; and Ole R. Holsti, Robert C. North,
and Richard A. Brody, '"Preception and Action in the 1914 Crisis," in
Ibid., pp. 123-158; and Holsti et al ., op. cit., 1969.

17In particular, see Charles A. McClelland, "Access to Berlin:

The Quantity and Variety of Events, 1948-1963,'" in J. David Singer,
(ed.), op. cit., pp. 159-186; and Gary D. Hoggard, '"Conflict
Patterns in the Interactions Among Nations," in James N. Rosenau (ed.)
International Politics and Foreign Policy, rev. ed. (New York: The
Free Press, 1969), pp. 711-724; and Edward E. Azar, '"Analysis of
International Events,'" Peace Research Reviews, IV, 1 (November, 1970).

18For more comprehensive summaries of the ''state of the dis-

cipline,'" see the excellent review pieces by K. J. Holsti, ''Retreat
From Utopia: International Relations Theory, 1945-1970,'" Canadian
Journal of Political Science, IV, 2 (June, 1971), pp. 165-177 and
Philip A. Burgess, "International Relations Theory: Prospect 1970-
1995,'" a paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Los Angeles, September 7-11, 1970 (mimeo).

19James A. Robinson, op. cit., 1968, pp. 510-514.

onoung, op. cit., pp. 6-15.

21Hermann, op. cit., pp. 21-29.

221bid., p. 29 and Robinson, 1968. op. cit., p. 51I.

2:!'Hermarm, op. cit., pp. 21-29.

241p14., p. 34.

stor example, Ole R. Holsti, in his "The 1914 Case,'" American
Political Science Review, LIX, 2 (June, 1965), pp. 365-378, finds that
during this period’ofgperceived threat, the alternatives available seem
reduced and the time for decisionmaking becoming increasingly salient.
In addition, the channels of communication tend to become faulty. For
further support of these findings, see Hermann, op. cit., chapter 7.
Moreover, in an earlier work, Charles Hermann suggests fourteen
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propositions about organizational modification during a crisis situ-
ation. See his ''Some Consequences of Crisis Which Limit the Viability
of Organizations,'" Administrative Science Quarterly, VII (June, 1963),
61-82.

26See Thomas W. Milburn, ''The Management of Crisis,'" in

Charles F. Hermann (ed.) Contemporary Research on International Crises
(forthcoming). For collaborative evidence from actual crisis experi-
ence, see Richard M. Nixon, Six Crises (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday
and Company, Inc., 1962), p. xv, and Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days
(New York: Signet Books, 1968).

27cf. Robert C. North, "Decision-Making in Crisis: An Intro-
duction,' The Journal of Conflict Resolution, VI, 4 (September, 1962),
198-199; Jan F. Triska and David D. Finley, Soviety Foreign Policy
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1968), pp. 117-118; and Wiener and
Kahn, op. cit., p. 8.

28Zinnes, et al., op. cit.; Zinnes, op. cit.; and Holsti et al.,
1968, op. cit.

29Robert C. North, Richard A. Brody, and Ole R. Holsti, ''Some

Empirical Data on the Conflict Spirla,' Papers of the Peace Research
Society (International), I (1964), p. 1.

30McClelland, op. cit., p. 159.

31Charles A. McClelland (ed.), Quemoy: An Acute International
Crisis, San Francisco International Studies Project, VII (San
Francisco: San Francisco State College, 1959), p. 39.

32Oran R. Young, The Intermediaries: Third Parties in Inter-
national Crises (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967), p. 10.
For a later definition which closely parallels this definition, see
Young, op. cit., p. 1S.

3 . .

For ongoing research on this particular phenomenon, see
Edward E. Azar, "The Analysis of Conflict Reduction in International
Relations: The Case of the Arab-Israeli Dilemma,'" The Journal of
Conflict Resolution (forthcoming).

34See, for example, the somewhat arbitrary specification of an
"international crisis'" by the use of the relative uncertainty index
at .700 by Charles McClelland in his '"Access to Berlin . . .," op.
cit., pp. 179-183.
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3SNolfram F. Handreider argues the difficulties of '"linking"

different levels of analysis in that the linkage concepts used are too
often bound to particular analytical environments. However, he does
suggest two concepts, compatibility and consensus, that may prove to
be useful linkage concepts in the future. See his '"Compatibility and
Consensus: A Proposal for the Conceptual Linkage of External and
Internal Dimensions of Foreign Policy,'" American Political Science
Review, LXI (December, 1967), 974-977.

36See Kaplan, op. cit., 1964 on the '"openess of meaning'" and

the "specification of meaning," pp. 62-78.

37

Ibid., p. 68.
381bid.
F1bid., p. 73.
40

See Chapter IV on international events data.

41Edward E. Azar, "The Dimensionality of Violent Conflict: A
Quantitative Analysis'' (a paper presented at the Peace Research
Society (International) Cambridge, Massachusetts, June, 1970; mimeo).

42Robert Burrowes with Bert Spector, ''Conflict and Cooperation
Within and Among Nations: Enumerative Profiles of Syria, Jordan and
the United Arab Republic, January 1965 to May, 1967'" (a paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the International Studies Associ-
ation, Pittsburgh, April 2-4, 1970; mimeo).

43Arthur L. Stinchcombe, Constructing Social Theories (New

York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc.), pp. 24-28.

44Charles A. McClelland, '"The Acute International Crisis," in
Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba (eds.), The International System:
Theoretical Essays (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961),
pp. 182-204.

.SGraham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1971), pp. 67-100.
Also see, Graham T. Allison, "Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile
Crisis," The American Political Science Review, LXIII, 3 (September,
1969), 689-718.
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46Raymond Tanter, '"International System and Foreign Policy
Approaches: Implications for Conflict Modelling and Management,"
World Politics (Special issue, in press, pre-publication copy,
September, 1971).

47Allison, op. cit., 1971.

®pid., p. 67.

I1pid.

SoFor the best discussions of incrementalism, see the following:
Robert A. Dahl and Charles E. Lindblom, Politics, Economics, and
Welfare (New York: Harper and Row, 1953), pp. 82-85; Charles E.
Lindblom, "The Science of Muddling Through," Public Administration
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CHAPTER I1I

THE HISTORICAL BASES OF THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

Introduction

In order to understand more fully the basis of the Middle East
crises which I shall subsequently examine, some familiarity with the
reasons for the firm committment by both the Arabs and the Jews for
Palestine is essential. This chapter attempts to provide this brief
historical resume of the rivalries between these two peoples.
Historical, cultural, and religious arguments will be advanced to
explain the underlying conflict prior to, and after the establishment
of Israel. While the discussion by necessity will be rather cursory,
it will attempt to cover the important positions advanced by the two
parties. Moreover, this chapter will also provide the background for

the delimitation of the crises in the following chapter.

The Religious and Cultural Attachment to Palestine

The land known as Palestine1 has been the focal point of
numerous conquests and reconquests in ancient and modern times.
Palestine has been under the hegemony of such diverse peoples as the
Persians, the Romans, the Christians, the Muslims, the Ottoman Turks,

and the British and the French. However, it can well be argued that
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traditional religious and cultural ties to this territory belong only
to the Arabs and the Jews.2 A brief look at the shifting control of
this territory throughout history not only buttresses this argument,
but more importantly, provides considerable insight into the reasons
for the firm commitments of both Arab and Jewish peoples for this
particular territory. At the same time, it provides an understanding

of the continuing hostility between these peoples.

The Jewish Tradition

The Jewish claim to Palestine dates from Biblical times. The
deposition of Palestine for the Jewish people was, it is argued,
originally made to Abraham in the Old Testament: "And I will give unto
thee, and to thy seed after thee, the land wherein thou art a stranger,
all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession (Genesis 17:8)."3
Such a convenant is frequently cited as the foundation of Jewish
attachment to Palestine.

Even with this Scriptural imperative, such a convenant was not
soon to be fulfilled. In particular, the Jewish right to the land of
Palestine and their occupation of this territory was seriously altered
by the Roman conquest. From about 66 A.D. to 70 A.D., the Jewish
people rebelled against the Roman occupations.4 As a result of this
rebellion, which eventually resulted in the destruction of Jerusalem,
a great number of Jews were killed and others were thrown into slavery.
But many managed to escape in what is traditionally called the
Diaspora, or Scattering, and eventually settled in every part of the

then known world from Spain to China.
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Some small Jewish communities did remain in Palestine throughout
many centuries, but it was not until the establishment of the state of
Israel in 1948 that the Jewish people were ever again to control this
territory. This great dispersion of the Jewish community did not
lessen their desire to gain (or regain) the Jewish '"homeland." As will
be demonstrated shortly, the leaders of the Zionist movement in the
late nineteenth century recalled this ancient religious imperative as

they sought to reclaim their land.

The Arab Tradition

The basis of the Arab connection with Palestine began somewhat
after the Jews. Yet, it too started as a religious attachment. In the
seventh century, Semitic tribes, motivated by Mohammed's new religion,
came from the Arabian Desert and conquered Jerusalem in 638 and Caesarea
in 640.s Palestine became part of the Muslim civilization which
eventually spread from the frontiers from China to Northern Africa.

A fundamental Muslim religious doctrine, however, provides for the
continued sacredness of the Palestinian area. It is held that
Mohammed had been transported miraculously to Jerusalem prior to the
ascent to the Seventh Heaven.6 Later, the Dome of the Rock complex,
along with the al-Aqsa Mosque, was built to commemorate Mohammed's
pilgrimage. Thus, Jerusalem has been regarded as the third most holy
city of the Islamic faith, after Mecca and Medina.

While such statements reflect the religious attachment to
Palestine by the Arabs, they do not really reflect the strong cultural
attachment to this region. A brief sketch of the historical picture

in the Middle East may clarify this attachment. First of all, the
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development of a strong Muslim Empire over a thousand year period
firmly embedded this attachment to the Palestine area. Secondly,
despite considerable occupation by other powers after the sixteenth
century, the Arabs were able to remain remarkably homogeneous in their
cultural commitments.

Under the Ummayyad family of caliphs, the religious forces of
Islam were transformed into a viable Muslim state. These Muslim caliphs
are the ones who, as political realists, often could not and did not
meet the principles of government and law as formulated by the
theologians from the holy city of Medina, but were able to establish
the needed political and social institutions of the expanding empire.7
Similarly, under the Abbasid family of caliphs (ca. 750 to 1250),
Islamic society prospered. These caliphs developed the cultural
flowering of the Muslim world. The works of the Greco-Romans, the
Iranians, and the Hindus were translated into Arabic and assimilated
into Muslim culture.8 In addition, ancient theology, jurisprudence,
philosophy, science, and the humanities were preserved in this Arab
culture and language. Thus, it is often said that the Muslim culture
reached its peak during these years of Abbasid rule with Baghdad, its
intellectual and cultural capital.’

Slowly, the Islam empire began to decline. Rivalries developed
among competing caliphs. The Seljuk Turks, hired as mercenary to
preserve the empire, began to gain independent influence. The
Crusaders from the Western world also invaded this area and controlled
various regions over a span of two hundred years (1094-1294). In

addition, the Mongols from the East and the Mamluks from the West
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(Northern Africa) began to make inroads in the region. Eventually,
the former Muslim Empire was conquered by the Ottoman Turks.lo
The impact of this Muslim civilization upon the area was clear:

its most enduringﬁresults were cultural and social. This area of the

eastern Meditteranean was to be forever identified with this Muslim or
Arab heritage. Perhaps the noted Middle East historian William Yale
most fully expresses this point and, ironically as well, identifies
the main source of opposition to this Arab culture:
Since the Arab culture of this whole area in the seventh century
it has been the Arab world of Asia irrespective of who ruled over
it. The former civilizations were in part assimilated and in part
superseded by the Arabic culture. Although important minorities
remained Christian, Arabic culture became the language of all.
Irrespective of their previous culture and of their religion and
creed the people became Arabs. Fundamentally, this situation in
no way changed until the great migration of Jews to Palestine in
the twentieth century created a Jewish enclave alien in language
and culture.ll
This argument regarding the establishment and continuance of an
Arab cultural attachment for the Middle East is no less true even with
the eventual domination of the region by the Ottoman Turks beginning
in the 1500's and the Great Powers beginning in the 1800's. In fact,
it can be cogently argued that the Ottoman rule was beneficial to the
continuance of distinct cultural ties for this region by the Arabs.
The basis for such a statement can be attributed to two main factors:
(1) the governing principle of "indirect rule'" by the Ottomans.12 and
(2) the convergence between the Ottoman and Muslim political and
cultural institutionms.
This first policy of indirect rule meant that the basic control

was left in the hands of the pashas, or provincial governors, who in

turn could allow the local families of the region semi-autonomy if
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they desired. The extent of local control depended to a considerable
degree upon the assertiveness of the pashas and the local families.
Moreover, considerable evidence supports a high degree of local
autonomy.13

Secondly, the Ottomans were not so distant from the Muslims in
religion or cultural outlook that they necessarily wanted to replace
them. Quite to the contrary, the Ottomans clung very closely to the
basic Islamic institutions in regard to religion, education, and law.
Much of Ottoman law followed the jurisprudence established by the Muslim
Arabs. In the educational area, too, Muslim traditions were elaborately

followed and supported by the Sultans and the Ottomans.14

In effect,
then, the Islamic impact was preserved because the Arabs were able to
dominate the basic institutions of socialization within the Ottoman
Empire.

With the decline of Ottoman control over its empire in the
late eighteenth century, several European Powers began to make inroads
into this Mediterranean area. At various times, Great Britain, France,
Russia, Prussia, and Austria-Hungary possessed spheres of influence in
this area. Great Britain and France, of course, were particularly
prominent in gaining hegemony over what is modern-day Egypt, Jordan,
Lebanon, Syria, and Israel. While these two nations left a great
political and cultural legacy in the region, it can equally be argued
that these very attempts to impose foreign values and beliefs on this
area sparked to no small degree the rise of Arab nationalism in the

late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Moreover, this opposition

to the European Powers seems to underscore and provide a rationale for
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opposition to the influx of Jewish immigrants and the establishment of

Israel in the middle of the twentieth century.

The Emergence of Arab and Jewish Nationalism

The Rise of Arab Nationalism

The first important effort on behalf of Arab nationalism was
led by Mohammed Ali.15 Ali rose to prominence in the early 1880's in
part as a result of the failure by Napoleon and the French to establish
hegemony over the Middle East from 1798 to 1801. The French, in an
attempt to maintain some influence in the region and not outrightly
allow British control, covertly assisted the young nationalist Ali and
his expansionist policies. Ali secured his rule over Egypt and
autonomy from the Porte and began a program of modernization under
French social and cultural influence. In addition, Ali also attempted
to expand his influence and make himself an independent force in the
region.

Angered over the lack of territory given him by the Sultan for
his part in putting down the Greek revolt, Ali turned toward the
conquest of Syria and Palestine. With the aid of his son, Ibrahim
Pasha, Ali controlled the Middle East beyond Syria to within 150 miles
of Istanbul by 1831. At this juncture, however, a bargain was struck
with the Sultan which allowed Ali to retain Crete, Egypt, Syria, Adana,
and Tursus under nominal Ottoman suzerainty if he would stop his
expansionist policies.16

Despite this apparent halt to Ali's conquests, his actions
frightened the British, who were now assisting the Sultan as well as

increasing their own role in the region. Especially serious, the
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British claimed, were Ali's actions that suggested expansion into the
British-controlled Persian Gulf and Southern Arabia. Thus, Britain's
Lord Palmerston decided that action had to be taken to stop Ali. In
July 1840, Palmerston reached an agreement with Russia, Austria,
Prussia, and the Ottoman Empire by which Ali was presented with an
ultimatum on expansion. Ali refused. Accordingly, the British and
Ottoman forces blockaded and occupied Beirut and Akka. As a result,
Ali (and his son Ibrahim Pasha) gave up their territory in the Middle
East, although Ali was allowed to maintain control over Egypt until
his death in 1849,

As a result of this Second Syrian War, Great Britain now became
the virtual watchdog of the Ottoman Empire and possessed considerable
control over the region. In fact, British influence continued to grow
until it eventually occupied Egypt in 1882. The take-over mainly
resulted from the inability of Ali's successors to stop the rising
national debt and disasterous domestic economic policies.17

British rule in Egypt (which lasted some seventy years until
1952) did begin to solve its economic problems. Sydney Fisher briefly
summarizes the results of Egyptian occupation:

Egyptian finances were straightened out; and the foreign debt,
though remained large, became manageable. Irrigation was improved
and considerable land subjected to perennial irrigation which
greatly increased yields per acre. The Delta Barrage was recon-
structed and the Aswan Dam built. As imports and exports doubled
and trebled, national income arose appreciably. . .

In technical and purely administrative services British

occupation generally brought improvements. . . .18
Despite the success of the British in improving economic life,

however, the increasing rigid and autocratic rule of the British

governors was a source of discontent for large segments of the
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population. For many people, a great internal struggle occurred over
the economic success that Western occupation had brought on the one
hand, and the cultural ambivalence and change by these same forces on
the other. One writer has nicely described these cross-pressures:

They (the residents) were daily torn between two worlds, that of

the Muslim East and that of the Christian West. 1In times of

stress they turned first to one then to the other. They maintained

their spiritual and religious affiliations with the Muslim world

of the Ottoman Empire, but they sought national advancement through

the patronage of Western Christian powers.l9

With these tensions, the rise of new spokesmen for Arab
nationalism was a rather expected phenomenon. The new movement began
rather naturally in Egypt than elsewhere in the Middle East because
here was the more serious threat to European domination. However, other
movements did gradually develop in other areas of the Palestine region,
particular in the Sanjak of Lebanon.
One new Arab nationalist movement was led by Mustapha Kamil of

Egypt. He worked endlessly to awaken national consciousness through
the founding of schools, lectures, and the establishment of a newspaper,
al-Liwa. In addition, his most important action was the creation of a

National Party (Hisb al-Watani) of Egypt.zo While his success was

limited, his efforts inspired the growth of a number of other national
parties prior to World War I in Egypt. Amont these were the People's

Party (Hizb al-Umma), the National Free Party, the Pro-Khedive Party

of Nobles, the Party of Independent Egyptians, and the Party of Young
Egyptians. All the parties shared the common cause of ending British
rule and moving toward Egyptian sovereignty and independence.

While this nationalist fervor was perhaps greatest in Egypt,

an area of direct foreign occupation, a number of Arab movements were



#lyping |
e

»uaan Ared

% Rtoran

Rservance
'.‘afs.s, AN

WA vas ¢

'-L‘:u_g“ it

|
Direvent
Xtaned ¢,

W estad g

dre fede



48

developing in the rest of the Ottoman territories as well. The
Ottoman Arab Fraternity arose in 1908 which had as its aim "to defend
the Ottoman constitution, promote the welfare of Arabs and foster the
observance of Arab customs."21 As this society was suppressed by the
Turks, a number of secret Arab societies quickly arose. The '"Literary
Club" was the first secret forum for this growing Arab consciousness.
Although it overtly disavowed political activities, "it was impossible
to prevent Arabs . . . from discussing political philosophy as it
pertained to the Arab situation."22 The Ottoman Decentralization party
was established in 1912 with its aim to organize the Ottoman Empire on
a more federal basis. 1It, too, had affiliates throughout the Middle
East. The Al-Fatat society and the al-Abd (Covenant) were the strongest
Arab forces in these early years of the twentieth century.z3 They
rejected the idea of any integration within the Ottoman Empire of Turks
and Arabs and, instead, demanded full Arab freedom and independence.
Concomitant with the growth of these nationalist groups,
Hussein, a descendant of Mohammed, was appointed Sherif of Mecca
(Custodian of the Holy Places of Islam) by the 'Young Turk'" rulers who
had gained control of the Ottoman Empire. Hussein, however, was not
content to assume this idle office but was to set out to gain political
control and to thurst himself into a position of leadership in the
Arab world for the next decades. In particular, he set out to establish
contacts with these nationalist leaders and begin to coordinate their
efforts. More importantly, perhaps, he began to communicate with the

British over their position if an Arab revolt broke out against the

Turks.
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The British position toward such action was negative as they
continued to support their traditional ally, the Ottoman Turks.
However, the situation changed rather drastically as Turkey entered
World War I on the side of Germany. As a result, Hussein was able to
extract from the British representative, Sir Henry McMahon, a commit-
ment for Arab independence in the region if the Arab peoples were able
to bring pressure to bear on Turkey.24 The Arab revolt of 1916 did
that very thing and was considered instrumental in protecting the
British flank in the region.

Within a few months of agreeing to these Arab demands after the
world war, British did two things which were to retard Arab independence
and continue to fuel the flames of Arab nationalism. Firstly, Britain
negotiated the Sykes-Picot Agreement which called for the partitioning
the Arab world into British and French spheres of influence. Lebanon
and Syria were to go to France; Iraq and Jordan to Britain, with
Palestine under an international regime.25 Only the Arabian Peninsula
would apparently be left for the agreement negotiated with Hussein.
This arrangement was nowhere near the arrangement Hussein thought he
had negotiated.26 Secondly, Britain issued the controversial Balfour
Declaration in November 1917 regarding Palestine. This document (which
will be discussed below) gave British support for a Jewish homeland in
Palestine and further inflamed Arab nationalism.

In short, Arab nationalism was a potent force in the Middle
East by the 1920's in spite (or perhaps because) of these recent
setbacks. In addition, the emergence of a competing people for

territory which they had long claimed only served to increase this
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sense of nationalism. Moreover, these two nationalisms were to clash

in a very short time.

The Rise of Jewish Nationalism

The Jewish interest in establishing a national homeland was
kindled by traditional yearnings (since the Diaspora) for a unitied
Jewish land, but more importantly by the suffering and persecution
endured by the Jewish people in Furope from the early 1880's. The
focal point for this homeland eventually became Palestine, a region
commanding Jewish allegiance from earlier centuries of religious and
cultural experiences. A brief account of the growth of Jewish
nationalism, and the support it gathered, is instructive for under-
standing the severity of the later clashes with the Arabs over
Palestine.

In 1897 Theordor Herzl formed the First Zionist Congress with
the intent of re-establishing a Jewish national home. At this Congress,
a resolution was passed favoring such a home in Palestine. Herzl
attempted to persuade the Ottoman government to allow him to charter a
Jewish settlement in the Holy Land, but this attempt was unsuccessful.27
Through other channels--particularly the British--Herzl was able to
obtain an autonomous territory in Uganda in British East Africa for
the Jew. However, the Zionist Congress, dissatisfied with such a
proposal, refused this offer by a majority that consisted mainly of
Russian Zionists. For this latter group, the only true Jewish
national home was Palestine.

With this refusal to accept Uganda, the Zionist movement was

splintered, but the Eastern (Russian) Jews were persistent in pressing
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for a Palestinian homeland.28 Toward the end of World War I when the
continued British dominance in the Middle East seemed likely, the
Zionist movement, led by Chaim Weizmann, was able to extract the
Balfour declaration from the British. This declaration issued on
November 2, 1917 became the ultimate foundation of Great Power support
for Jewish settlement in Palestine. In part, it said:
His Majesty's Government views with favor the establishment in
Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish people, and will use
their best endeavors to facilitate the achievement of this object,
it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may
prejudice the civil and religious rights of the existing non-Jewish
communities in Palestine or the rights and political status
enjoyed in any other country.?29
Armed with this declaration, Weizmann attempted to assuage any
fears of Jewish domination in Palestine. In fact, Weizmann visited
Prince Feisal in Palestine and reached a basis accord on the immi-
gration into the area. In part, the accord stated the following:
In the establishment of the Constitution and Administration of
Palestine, all such measures shall be adopted as will afford the
fullest guarantees for carying into effect the British Government's
Declaration of November 2, 1917 (the Balfour Declaration).
All necessary measures shall be taken to encourage and stimulate
immigration of Jews into Palestine on a large scale, and as quickly
as possible to settle Jewish immigrants upon the land through
closer settlement and intensive cultivation of the soil. 1In
taking such measures the Arab peasant and tenant farmers shall be
protected in their ri§hts and shall be assisted in forward their
economic development.-0
Unfortunately, the apparent intent of the declaration and the accord
was to be a source of contention in succeeding decades in Palestine.
Also, the apparent compromise that was reached was soon to be dis-
carded by both sides.

Another international action offered further support for

Jewish nationalism and for the establishment of a homeland in
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Palestine. At the Paris Peace Conference at the end of World War I,
Great Britain was granted a League of Nations Mandate over Palestine.
The mandate allowed, at the expense of the Arabs, that the Balfour
Declaration be implemented. This action was adopted despite contrary
recommendations of the Arabs to the King-Crane Commissions in 1919.31
Moreover, this action also led to the early demonstrations and clashes
between Arabs and the Jews in Palestine and signaled the years of

;
turmoil and struggle under the British Mandate.>"

Competing Nationalisms: The Arab-
Jewish Struggle for Palestine,
1922-1948

From the beginning of the Mandate, Britain was plagued by the
competing national fervor of the Arab and Jewish peoples. While the
struggle between these two peoples focused on the fundamental issue of
Arab and Jewish rights in Palestine, it also encompassed at least three
other issues: (1) the number of Jewish immigrants allowed into
Palestine; (2) the distribution of land holdings there; and (3) the
general economic conditions of the Jews and the Arabs. These other
issues, while separate, clearly fuel the political struggle, and they
demonstrate that the conflict was socio-cultural and economic as well
as political in nature. Moreover, the failure of the British (and the
Arabs and the Jews) to deal with or resolve these issues ultimately led
to United Nations partition of Palestine and the establishment of
Israel in 1948.

The fundamental issue concerned Jewish and Arab goals and
intentions in Palestine. Was Palestine to be merely a Jewish cultural

center, or was it to be Jewish state? Or, conversely, was Palestine
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to be an Arab state with a Jewish minority? 1In addition, were the
intentions of the Jews and the Arabs such that they could accommodate
one another, or were the goals do diametrically opposed that no
accommodation was possible?

In the early years of Jewish immigration, some accommodation
was attempted with varying degrees of success.33 However, by the time
of the Mandate, Arab leaders were sufficiently convinced of Jewish
intentions that they were resultant to cooperate in any way. These
leaders were certain that the Jews wanted to establish a position of
strength through economic and political organization in order to
eventually obtain majority status. As a result, the Arabs refused to
cooperate in joint Arab-Jewish governing councils suggested by the
British in the 1920's. (The Jews, of course, were quite willingly
throughout this period to engage in accommodation to improve their
bargaining position.) As long as the Jews were represented, the Arabs
felt that legitimacy was granted the Jewish position in Palestine.34
Moreover, this Arab non-cooperation was to increase over the years and
become increasingly intransigent. For example, the Arabs rejected
outright numerous plans by the British and the United Nations for
compromising the Palestine problem. This action stemmed largely from
their continued belief in the illegitimacy of Jewish rights in
Palestine.

The number of Jewish immigrants to Palestine was a constant
source of conflict between the Arabs and the Jews during this Mandate
period. Along with the number of immigrants, the amount of land that

these immigrants would control exacerbated the conflict. In essence,
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these two problems are closely related and can be discussed in the
same context.

The immigration of Jewish settlers to Palestine increased
rather steadily through the 1930's and then (after the rise of Hitler)
rather sharply through 1946. The increase in immigrants obviously
enhanced the Jewish socio-cultural homogeneity in Palestine and allowed
them to reach a position of considerable influence in the area.

Such immigration frightened the Arabs. They feared the Jewish
population would virtually engulf the country. As one Arab sheikh
testified before a British commission: ''There remains nothing for the
Arabs in this country except to die or leave the country."35 In
addition, according to one Middle East historian, the Jewish immigration
aroused considerable uneasiness among the Palestinian Arabs for more
fundamental reasons:

The Palestinian Arabs who had tolerated (and despised) the local
Jews were genuinely afraid of the aggressive new immigrants who
seemed to belong to an altogether different breed. They resented
them for the same reasons that substantial mass immigration has
always and everywhere produced tension: peasants were afraid of
change, shopkeepers and professional men feared competition,
religious dignitaries, whether Christian or Muslim, were anything
but friendly towards the Jews for traditional, doctrinal reasons.30

While the increase in Jewish immigration deepen the gulf between
the Arabs and Jews, it also moved the Arabs to cooperate more fully
with one another. A Supreme Arab Committee (later known as the Arab
Higher Committee) was established and included both Arab Christians
and Muslims from the region. The Palestinian Arabs also began to

obtain substantial outside assistance from the Arab nationalist

movement. Finally, concerted Arab actions, such as the Arab uprisings
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Table 1.--Number of Jewish Immigrants to Palestine from 1919-1946.

1919 1,800
1922 8,700
1931 4,100
1936 66,500
1939 29,600
1942 4,200
1946 18,800

Source: Fred J. Khouri, The Arab-Israeli Dilemma (Syracuse, 1968),
p. 377.

Table 2.--Population Distribution in Palestine from 1919-1946.

Total

Arab Moslem Arab Christian Non-Jewish Pop. Jews % Jews
1919 515,000 62,500 577,500 65,300 10.2
1922 590,890 73,024 663,914 83,794 11.2
1931 759,952 90,607 850,559 175,006 17.1
1937 876,947 109,769 986,716 386,084 28.1
1939 848,933 114,624 963,557 424,373 30.6
1942 987,985 126, 344 1,114,329 478,449 30.0
1946 1,143,336 145,060 1,288,396 608,225 32.1

Source: Calculated from The Statesman's Yearbook, 1920-1948 by this
writer.
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of 1936, were undertaken to demonstrate their uncasiness with the
British and the Jews over this immigration issue.

As the immigration increased, so also did the land purchases
and land holdings of the Jews in Palestine. While accurate estimates
of land holdings are difficult to obtain, even some possibly biased
evidence gives support to the general trend. Other evidence, as well,
suggest a similar conclusion regarding the increase in Jewish land
holdings. For example, consider the stipulation placed on Jewish land
purchases: '". . . according to the constitution of the Jewish National
Fund, land once acquired could never be resold to Arabs, nor could
Arabs be employed on such land."37 Also some argued that the amount
of land held by the Jews was less critical than the kind of land
(i.e., the most fertile fields) held by them. Needless to say, such
increases in Jewish land holdings increased the anger and contempt of
the Arabs.

At the same time, the general economic condition of the
Palestinian Arabs was also declining in relation to the Jewish immi-
grants. This fact, in effect, summarizes the results of increasing
Jewish control of the land and resources of Palestine., While the exact
economic condition of Jews versus Arabs is a point of considerable
controversy among many analysts, one writer has stated the point of
contention nicely:

If some Arabs suffered as a result of Jewish settlement the number
of those who benefitted directly or indirectly was certainly
greater. True, if Arab living standards improved, the Jewish

settlers were still much better off, and the emergence of
prosperous colonies must have caused considerably envy.38
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Thus, while the overall Arab conditions increased, the latter part of
the quote is the crucial point: the relative position of the Arabs
vis-a-vis the Jews made for the economic conflict between the groups.:’)9
Therefore, while it is often pointed out that the Arab wages were

twice or three times as high in Palestine as in Syria or Iraq, the
relative Arab wages when compared with Jewish workers were considerably
less.

While these issues inflamed the Arab-Jewish political struggle,
numerous attempts by Britain to control the degree of immigration and
land purchases were relatively unsuccessful. These efforts dated from
the recommendations of the Shaw and Hope-Simpson Royal commissions in

40

1929 and 1930 to the controversial White Paper of 1939. The White

Paper was thought to be a workable compromise to the Palestine
problem. It provided for political accommodation and also dealt with
the economic and social issues between the Jews and the Arabs.

Specifically, the White Paper called for the end of British rule in

ten years and the establishment of an independent Palestine ruled by
both Jews and Arabs. It also provided for the limiting of Jewish
immigration at 75,000 over the next five years and severely restricted
land purchases.

Neither side, however, was satisfied with the White Paper.

The Arabs feared a breach of promise on the part of the British as had
occurred so often in the past. Also, the recommendation called for
granting legitimacy to the Jews in Palestine. The Jews, on the other
hand, were even more outraged by the British plan. They feared that

Palestine would become an Arab state with a suffering Jewish
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minority.41 In short, although immigration did drop for a time (see
Table 1) the British plan lacked consensus on both sides, and the
division between the parties was greater after the plan than before.
The British were not yet ready to give up their effort to find
a satisfactory solution to the Palestinian question. After World War
II, the British and the Americans cooperated on a plan for Palestine,

the Morrison-Grady Plan.42

The Jews again rejected it outright while
the Arabs were again non-commital. Finally, as a last resort, the
British called the London Conference of 1946. Britain invited the
Arab governments of the region, the Arab Higher Committee, and the
Jewish Agency to participate. While the Arab nations accepted the
invitation, the major competitiors in Palestine were reluctant to
attend. Intially then the conference was postponed until January 1947
to give each side time to assess its position. When the Arabs again
failed to appear and the Jews met only informally with the British in
January 1947, the British government offered one final proposal again
involving a partition of the Palestinian territory. But both parties
rejected it. Thus the British formally requested the Secretary
General of the United Nations to handle the Palestine question in
April 1947,

Upon receiving the request for UN action, the General Assembly
established the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP)
to investigate the situation. The UNSCOP held four meetings in New
York, thirty-four in Jerusalem, two in Beirut, and twelve in Gencva.43

In addition, investigations were also held in Germany and Austria on

the plight of the European Jews. During these hearings, the Jewish
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Agency testified, but the Arab Higher Committee was not willing to
appear before UNSCOP.

When the UNSCOP reported back to the General Assembly, two
major strategies for handling the Palestine question emerged. A
majority of UNSCOP members proposed a plan of partition with an
economic union to be formed between the partitioned states. Palestine
was to be divided into an Arab state, a Jewish state, and an independent
Jerusalem under UN Trusteeship. A minority plan for Palestine
provided for a federal union consisting of autonomous Arab and Jewish
states.

The Arabs reacted by calling the plans, "absurd, impracticable,
and unjust."44 They threatened to '"fight to the last man' to defend
their position of assuring that Palestine remained Arab. The Jews, on
the other hand, seemed satisfied with the majority plan in that it did
guarantee a separate Jewish state. When the General Assembly met in
September 1947 and received the report of UNSCOP and the reaction of
the Jews and the Arabs, they decided to further investigate the
question of Palestine. An ad hoc committee was set up. The proposals
that they came up with were remarkably similar to the ones advanced by
UNSCOP. The partition proposal (the majority proposal by UNSCOP) was
recommended by the ad hoc committee, and it was passed by the General
Assembly on November 29, 1947 by a vote of 33-13 with 10 absentions.45

According to the General Assembly resolution, the British
mandate over Palestine would end, at the latest, by August 1, 1948,
and the separate Arab and Jewish states would come into existence no

6

later than October 1, 1948.4 In reality, however, the British

formally ended their mandate on May 14, 1948, and the Jewish Agency
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proclaimed the state of Israel on the same day. Within hours after
the Jewish leaders proclaimed the state of Israel, military units from
Jordan, Syria, Egypt, Lebanon, and Iraq began an open assault upon
Israel. The Israeli forces retaliated successfully and after some
heavy fighting began to take territory that was to be assigned to the
Palestinian Arabs under the UN partition plan. By the end of 1948,
Israel now controlled over 30 per cent more territory than had been
assigned to the Jewish state by the UN partition plan.

From January to July 1949, the UN, principly through the work
of Ralph Bunche, negotiated armistice agreements between Israel and the
Arab states--Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, and Syria.47 Moreover, the
Palestinian Arab state which was called for under the 1947 UN resolution
regarding Palestine was never established. Instead Jordan's King
Abdullah annexed the West Bank, including the Western sector of
Jerusalem. Egypt assumed protectorate control over the Gaza Strip.
Israel, as was stated earlier, absorbed the Negev, parts of Galilee,
and the other sectors of the City of Jerusalem.

This, then, concludes the brief sketch of the historical
setting from which the research is taken. Unfortunately, this does not
end the fundamental differences that exist between the Arabs and the
Jews. These conflicts continue to this very day. The focus of this
research, then, is to examine empirically two recent high points in
the conflict between these parties, namely the Suez and the Six Day
War periods. Moreover, it is the intent to evaluate the usefulness
of the two models of international crisis behavior (from Chapter I),
and the implications of each, as partial explanations of the conflict

process between the Arabs and the Israelis.
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To accomplish these tasks, I shall first examine empirically
whether the Suez and Six Day War periods satisfy the criteria for
international crises that were set down earlier and, if so, to delimit
the parameters of the crises. Also I will, at the same time, say a
brief word about the advantages and limitations of case studies for
theory construction in international politics. In succeeding chapters,
I shall proceed to the operationalization and evaluation of the models
of crisis behavior. Finally, I shall conclude with a summary of the

findings and the implications for conflict management in international

politics.
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FOOTNOTES--CHAPTER T1

The boundaries of Palestine remain somewhat vague, but I am
roughly referring to the region extending from Gaza and Bir es Saba in
the south to Acre, Nazareth, and Galilee in the North.

2

It is, of course, true that the Christians have religious ties

to Palestine, but they have never made the socio-cultural claims to the
region like the Jews and the Arabs.

Moreover, the sense of nationalism
has been restricted to only these two groups of people.

Harry B. Ellis, The Dilemma of Israel (Washington, D.C:
American Enterprise Institute, 1970), p. 9.

41bid.

3Ibid.

61bid.

Sydney Nettleton Fisher, The Middle East: A History (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1970), pp. 69-70, 77-81.

81bid., pp. 83-87.

Ibid., p. 86.

George E. Kirk, A Short History of the Middle East (New York
Frederick A. Praeger, 1964), pp. 50-56.

11

William Yale, The Near East: A Modern History (Ann Arbor:
The University of Michigan Press, 1958), p. 188.

12

This "indirect rule' is consistent with the millet system
which was institutionalized in part to reduce religious strife within
the empire. Good discussions of these systems may be found in the
following: Albert H. Hourani, Syria and Lebanon: A Political Essay
(London: Oxford University Press, 1946); Yale, op. cit.; Fisher,
op. cit., and Kirk, op. cit.

ISSee, for example, Kirk, op. cit., pp. 59-63; Fisher, op. cit.;
and Yale, op. cit.
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14Perhaps Fisher, op. cit., pp. 208-215 has the clearest and

best discussion of these institutional arrangements.

ISA number of Middle East scholars earmark the Ali emergence
as the beginning of Arab nationalism. See, in part, Edward Atiyah,
The Arabs (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1955), pp. 73-78; Fisher,
op. cit., pp. 279-293; Kirk, op. cit., pp. 98ff.

16Fisher, op. cit., pp. 282-283; Kirk, op. cit., pp. 78-81.

17Robert 0. Collins and Robert Tignor, Egypt and the Sudan

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), p. 62; Kirk,
op. cit., pp. 107-112.

18¢isher, op. cit., p. 291.

19Christina P. Harris, Nationalism and Revolution in Egypt:
The Role of the Moslem Brotherhood (lhe Hague: Mouton and Company,
1964), p. 66.

201pi4., pp. 69-73.

21Fisher, op. cit., p. 353.

221p3id., p. 354.

23Aliyah, op. cit., p. 88.

241pid., p. 94.

stisher, op. cit., p. 370.

26Aliyah, op. cit., p. 94.

27Fred J. Khouri, The Arab-Israeli Dilemma (Syracuse: Syracuse

University Press, 1968), pp. 3-4; Ellis, op. cit., pp. 12-14.

281144,

29Ralph H. Magnus (ed.), Documents on the Middle East

(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1969), p. 27.
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3OChaim Weizmann, Trial and Error (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1949), p. 247.

31Aliyah, op. cit., p. 104.

32See Walter Laqueur, A History of Zionism (New York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, 1972), pp. 211-221 for a discussion of these
early clashes between the Arabs and the Jews.

331bid., pp. 224-255.

34Khouri, op. cit., pp. 17-19.

35Quoted in Laqueur, op. cit., p. 245 from the Report of the
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