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Preface

n the early 1980s I was asked to attend an academic disgussion at the Israel

Defense Forces’ National Defense College. The participants were experi-

enced colonels and brigadier-generals who had rnnogﬁo students at this
prestigious academy either at the end of a distinguished career or on their way
to further promotion. Their discussion was lively and stimylating. It projected
tremendous sensitivity to the complexities and constraints of real life. Hence
it was truly educational and rewarding for an academic ;_S me. Yet, for all
these virtues, the discussion also reflected a certain lack of|clarity concerning
the overall landscape of Israel’s national security policy. Hrm participants were
at their best in analyzing the specifics of tactical and technical problems. But
their ability to rise above the commonplace platitudes of a social evening seemed
limited whenever it came to a macro evaluation of trends,.

Such an impression led me to make some inquiries| into the college’s
syllabus and required reading. To my astonishment, I &48«63& that there
was no authoritative text on Israel’s single most important problem. To be
sure, the wealth of literature on specific aspects of Hmnmn_.q. national security
policy was stunning—and has become even more so, But the students in what
constitutes Israel’s advanced school of national security studies—not to men-
tion ordinary students at Isracli or other universities—hac no text on which
to rely for an up-to-date evaluation of the single most important problem in
their life.

Before long, this increased awareness of a major lacung steered me toward
a search for an organizing concept in which to encase a c:ﬂﬂ&@ course and,

subsequently, a written study. The concept of national security is perceived
in Israel in almost all-encompassing terms. Hence a stu y of the Israeli ex-
perience that attempted to rely on this concept as a guide colild last for a decade
and result in a volume so large that almost no publisher would print it and
few potential readers would be able to afford it. Clearly there was a need for
a narrower concept emphasizing that part of Israel’s national security policy
wherein military tactics, strategic doctrines, and political jprocesses meet. As
I proceeded with the preliminary research, it increasingly dawned on me that
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such a tocus could be found L._ an application to the materials of the Israeli
experience of the essentially :T..e.ﬂ.mm_ concept of deterrence.

While I was still wondering about the pros and cons of such a project,
I was confronted by another Md_uoﬁmbn stimulus for pursuing this study. In
January 1982 I was invited by Professor Michael Brecher of McGill University
to prepare a paper on the 8@& of international crises for presentation at the
twelfth annual conference of the International Political Science Association
(IPSA), which took place in August of that year. Entitled “Deterrence and Crisis
in a Protracted Conflict: The %mmo of Israel,” the paper was my first written
attempt to collect my thoughts on the topic.?

Fortunately the discussants of the presentations at the panel were two
leading authorities on international relations and strategic studies: Professor
Dina Zinnes of the University fm Illinois and Professor Alexander L. George
of Stanford University. In her comments Professor Zinnes drew my attention
to the need for a broader armoﬁ_wn& and comparative framework for my specific
research on Israel. Professor O%ﬂo_.mo seemed t0 have broadly endorsed my ex-
panded interpretation of the meaning of conventional deterrence as well as my
application of this notion to &n minutiae of the Israeli experience. This en-
couraging response converged with friendly and supportive advice from Pro-
fessor Brecher—probably the &bm_n most important contributor to the study
of Israel’s experience as an intérnational actor. In a word, by the autumn of
1982 I had ample evidence that I was onto a Very promising project.

At this stage I engaged in a more sustained attempt to appraise the state
of the art of the study of 8:35%0:»_ deterrence. It did not take long to discover
that as a result of the ocﬂmamb%nm contribution of Alexander L. George and
Richard Smoke in their 1974 mnTm% of Deterrence in American Foreign Policy*
and the important integration and reappraisal of deterrence theory by Patrick
Morgan three years later,? the sensitivity of scholars to the complexities of
conventional deterrence was gr wing. It also seemed clear, however, that the
field was dominated by U.S. mnw_o_ma. who could not help being overwhelm-
ingly influenced by their nation’s concerns, cultural heritage, and recent inter-
national experience. A )

More specifically, the culture-bound nature of the study of deterrence up
to that time was reflected in four debatable underlying assumptions:

1. That deterrence is primarily a test of nerve and intelligence in the course
of brief and spasmodic crises

2. That deterrence is not a nO%EoN political process involving whole nations
t

but essentially a confrontation between two relatively small-decision-
making units

w.HrmﬁanﬂnnanEnm:% _.wﬂ:nmm mno:mvm%EBnannmoéonvognos%n
parties

4. That deterrence is an absolute phenomenon: either it ¢ bmpletely succeeds
or it completely fails.

Somewhat uncomfortable with all four assumptions, I found myself shift-
ing the emphasis in my own emerging study to the problématique of pursuing
deterrence in the long haul; to the impact of power asymmetry on the dynamics
of deterrence; to the complexities of pursuing deterrence against the background
of a lively domestic political debate; and, above all, to the Ln_mﬂ?mv sequential,
and fragile nature of deterrence. By following this path, I|may have overem-
phasized the peculiarities of the Israeli experience. Zm<mn+ro_mmmu along with
a growing community of armchair strategists who rely nxnmjm?&% on data from
Arab-Israeli wars, I remain convinced that at least some oﬁ the lessons of the
Israeli experience have a far wider application than is apparent at first glance.

Having gone through such an attempt at adapting ele rents of the general
theory of deterrence to the specific study of Israeli mﬁ.mman I then evolved my
own research design and proceeded to address the case oA Israel in detail. At
this stage I had to make two important methodological decisions. The first
related to the choice between the intensive case study approach and the exten-
sive bird’s-eye view. Since Michael Brecher had done wonders in studying Israel
through case studies,* and since I wanted to emphasize the less familiar prob-
lématique of general, long-term deterrence, my choice was the bird’s eye view
plus one illustrative case study. The main cost that this entailed was that I had
to cut many historical corners, so to speak. But as I do not see this study as
a definitive history, I am inclined to think that the Eavm“.o%m view paid off.
It shifted the emphasis to continuities and changes over ATE.” and, in doing
$0, also provided a comprehensive survey that students and less well informed
readers could use. =

My second decision related to the manner of presenting the key concepts.
There were two alternatives, one “vertical” and one :roljwnnm_.: The first was
to take each set of key questions—for instance, the @:amawn of capabilities—
and study it vertically—that is, longitudinally from 1949 to the present. I tried
this method in the first draft of this study and in a brief article that was pub-
lished in Hebrew.’ Having gone through these G%n&ﬁn:_ﬂmu however, I came
to the conclusion that it would be preferable to E&E&T the wholeness of
distinct historical periods. Hence the core of the present %Emw falls into four
“horizontal” or chronological parts (1949-56, 1957-67, 1967-73, and
1974-84), each of these parts being subdivided :<nmanm_m~= or conceptually,
Looking back at my decision, I feel confident that this method saved the study
from the misfortune of excessive fragmentation—from bgcoming an obscure
theory that only specialists would be able to comprehend.

This phase of trial and error yielded three additional journal and book
articles® and one sizable monograph,” in which I tested a yariety of ideas and
a number of alternative methods of presentation. It also resulted in—and greatly




benefited from—university courses on the topic at four different institutions:
the University of Haifa and Tel Aviv University in Israel and Georgetown Univer-
sity and the University of Maryland, College Park, in the United States. The
encounter with Israeli students was important because it forced me to find ways
of dealing in a detached and sch larly manner with a topic that for them was
provocative and charged. The encounter with U.S, students, on the other hand,
sensitized me to the needs and preferences of an uninvolved audience with lit-
tle (and often no) real background knowledge.

Indirectly I also derived an m_.#:BmmmEmEn benefit from fifteen years of ser-
vice as a regular and later a reserve staff officer with an Israel Defense Forces
(IDF) paratroop battalion, as sﬁr as from a stint as a civilian consultant with
the Planning Division of the IDF General Staff. More directly, I was greatly
assisted by the critical and perceptive comments on various drafts of the proj-
ect by Alan Dowty of Notre Dame and Haifa Universities; by Ze’ev Ma'oz of
the University of Haifa; and by Steve Gibert, Robert J. Lieber, and William
V. O’Brien of Georgetown Uni rsity.

The sustained effort SE..S:: hich a study like this is unthinkable requires
a variety of less intellectual forms|of support as well. In this respect I am greatly
indebted to the chairman and directors of the Jaffe Foundation, which pro-
vided generous and timely mcmnﬁm& assistance; to the friendly hospitality of
the chairman and members of the Government Department of Georgetown
University, who hosted me as a visiting professor during 1982-83; to the equally
friendly hospitality of the chairman and members of the Department of Govern-
ment and Politics of the Cb?nnmmrx of Maryland at College Park, where I was
a visiting professor in 1985; to David Bukai of the Research Authority of the
University of Haifa, who went but of his way to provide all the necessary
technical services; and, last but not least, to my wife, Michal, who showed

more forbearance during the various stages of this project than anyone would
be entitled to expect.

Mount Carmel
June 1986

Deterrence Theory and
Israeli Strategy

The Problem

Deterrence is the be all and end all of Israeli strategy. It is celebrated as a cen-
tral concept in numerous statements on national security affairs by Israeli politi-
cians, officials, intellectuals, and professional officers m_:%m. It is mentioned
ad nauseam in manuals, brochures, and orders of the day of the Israel Defense
Forces (IDF). It is, in the words of one observer, “the most commonly used”
term “of the jargon of strategic studies.” an “integral ﬁmnn_Om the vocabulary
of the public debate™; an atticle of faith; an ultimate, E___&mucﬂnm yardstick
by which performance is evaluated; the single most important rationale for
launching military operations; the organizing concept Emur.msm definitions of
situations, of goals, of achievements, and of failures. To Hu_m.nﬁ:n its perceived
depreciation, Israel went to war in 1956; launched endless “reprisals” during
the 1950s and 1960s; went to war again in 1967; escalated the war of attri-
tion on the banks of the Suiez Canal during 1968-70; seized additional parts
of the Syrian Golan plateau and of Egyptian territory in the latter stages of
the 1973 war; raided Entebbe airport in faraway Uganda; LOBV& the nuclear
reactor Osiraq near Baghdad, the capital of Iraq; mmn&mﬁnﬂ the struggle with
_

the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) in Lebanon! during the 1970s;
went into Lebanon in 1982 and withdrew from Lebanese territory in the course
of 1983-85. w

Yet, for all the fervor with which Israelis speak about'deterrence and act
in its name, many apparently have only a dim mﬁ?.nnmmao:“om what deterrence
is all about. What does it entail in the specific context in which Israel pursues
it? How does a strategy of deterrence and, most particularly, of conventional
deterrence differ from an ordinary defensive posture in terms of force struc-
ture, deployment, and military hardware? What does such a strategy entail
in terms of threat articulation? How does it affect the Jewish state’s relations
with third parties, in particular with those—both in the Middle East and
beyond—whose interests converge with Israel’s? What moi a strategy of deter-

rence boil down to in terms of the employment of force? H_vog €Very resort to

|
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i
force signal a failure of deterrence (as it no doubt would in any instance of
a resort to nuclear force), or should a strategy of conventional deterrence assume
a more flexible mnmiao: of failure and success? How does a small power such
as Israel maximize the efficacy of its general, long-term deterrence without
perilously noEwRLEmEm its ability to cope with the problem of specific deter-
rence in the nocnm"n of brief but highly dangerous crises? How does Israel’s
domestic womanL setup affect its ability to project a viable deterrence? Abéve
all, is Israel nnm:{, capable of resisting the abiding attraction of a nuclear
panacea? _r
Questions like these are difficult to answer because of the thicket of secrecy
that has shrouded HT making of Israel’s national security policy. However, Israel
is an open society|in which national security issues are openly, and often hotly,
aired in public. Oermmocgﬁ? a great deal of valuable information is available,
at least to o_uww_ﬁ«mnm with a ‘good command of the Hebrew language.
Nonetheless, it ought to be assumed as a matter of course that whereas the
bulk of the less i&onma data has already become public property, a signifi-
cant portion of %m most important information has not become available—
and most @no_umzi will not. Hence any study of Israel’s national security policy
remains, at least Tv some extent, a tentative exercise—a matter of deduction

and perhaps even lconjecture.

A second, anld perhaps far more significant, difficulty that faces anyone
attempting to E<Iamm8 Israel’s national security policy is a conceptual one.
The questions nmﬁn&:m the Jewish state that have been posed here subsume,
in their ensemble, :a wider unifying query: What is conventional deterrence?
Although the subject has been addressed in recent years by a growing number
of distinguished scholars>—although, indeed, the notion itself is, as the late
Raymond Aron once pointed out, “as old as humanity”3—it nevertheless re-
mains one of the _A_wmmﬂ developed areas of contemporary strategic theory. The
scope and nature of this lacuna were identified with characteristic perceptiveness
by Alexander L. mw,.nonm"
|

Hro:mrﬂrov m"naon omamnoﬁnanm5Eﬁnmmmmﬁn_i»monmmonwvmn_:omnnmo.:
times, theorizing about deterrence is a relatively recent phenomenon. The prob-
lem of %820.15 took on new urgency in modern times with the advent of
thermonuclear weapons and long-range delivery systems. Yet, it is surprising
how slowly deterrence theory, and even clarity about the concept, developed
after World War II. At first, deterrence was understood and conveyed in rela-
tively simple terms. The doctrine of “massive retaliation” was invented by the
Eisenhower administration in an effort to use the threat of strategic nuclear
air power to deter not only a Soviet strategy attack but a variety of lesser en-
croachments on, the Free World! Massive Retaliation, however, was subjected
to increasing criticism as Soviet capabilities grew and as its lack of relevance
to low-level nOsM,.:na was demonstrated. Accordingly, the Kennedy administra-
tion and its successors moved 10 refine deterrence strategy and to differentiate
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its requirements for different types and levels of conflict. By the late 1960s,
deterrence theory and practice were proceeding on several levels.

It is now necessary to reconceptualize the problem of deterrence somewhat
differently for different levels of conflict. These are (1) the deterrent relation-
ship of the two superpowers’ strategic forces to each other; (2) the deterrence
of local and limited conflicts; and (3) the deterrence of “sublimited” conflict
at the lower end of the spectrum of violence.

The first of these three levels has received the greatest attention in deter-
rence theory at the strategic level. . . . The quantity and quality of deterrence
theory falls off sharply and steadily for the second and third levels. Detet-
rence theory at these levels remains relatively underdeveloped and is ridden
with difficult problems both of conceptualization and methodology. Largely
because deterrence theory at the strategic level, dealing as it does with a rela-
tively simple structural situation was so much better developed, theorists were
tempted to employ the logic of strategic deterrence as the paradigm case for
thinking about deterrence in general. This has proven to be quite unsatisfac-
tory, however, for there are major differences in the problem of applying deter-
rence effectively at the second and third levels of conflict. Deterrence at those
levels is much more context-dependent than at the strategic level, i.e. it is sub-
ject to the play of many more variables that change from one situation to
another and, moreover, that are likely to be unstable over time for a particular
situation.

As a result, not only are the requirements for deterrence often more com-
plicated for the second and third levels of conflict, they are also more difficult
to identify reliably and more difficult to meet. As historical experience amply
demonstrates, conflicts at the second and third levels of violence are less eas-
ily deterred than the initiation of a strategic nuclear strike. And yet, by far
the largest volume of conflict-related developments in other parts of the world
with which U.S. foreign policy has attempted to deal lie at the lower end of
the spectrum. Many of these low-level conflicts are essentially nondeterrable,
at least by threats of military intervention, for such threats either lack credibility
or are irrelevant to these conflict situations.

What this brief review of the intellectual history of deterrence theory
highlights, therefore, is that theorists have not had much success in extending
the logic of deterrence from the simplest strategic case to the more complex
cases at the second and third levels. The problems of deterrence at these levels

cannot be squeezed into the analytical and policy framework of the logic of
strategic deterrence.*

Chronologically, deterrence theory is just about as old as the Jewish state.
Its real coming of age, so to speak, occurred in the late 1950s and early 1960s,
when Israel already had behind it a long history of ferocious conflict. Differently
stated, even if the emerging body of deterrence theory were more developed.
the fruits of such an intellectual endeavor would still have been of little im-
mediate value to the Israelis during the crucial formative years of Israeli strategy.
This is all the more so because Western thinking on conventional deterrence
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really has been as underdeveloped as George argues, whereas the Israelis have
meanwhile accumulated nearly four decades of experience.

Indeed, one] of the principal theses of this study is that, broadly speak-
ing, the Israelis have not been unsuccessful in finding answers to the ques-
tions raised earlier. Their success, however, has been more practical than in-
tellectual. Lacking any mature body of theory to draw on, skeptical of the
utility of clearly spelled-out dogtrines, and faced in quick succession with for-
midable ormzonmnm requiring immediate responses, Israeli policymakers groped
for answers m:& 1deas munnnamhnﬁm:%, haphazardly, and often inconsistently.
Gradually a set of assumptions and operational reflexes evolved, which taken
together added L_m to a discernible theory of deterrence based on conventional
weapons, ;

Impressive as this achievement may have been, however, it was not accom-
panied by a similar success in articulating and in critically evaluating the Israelis’
own actions. They may have been acting on an implicit theory, but so far they
have been slow mT spelling it out. The result is not only a glaring absence of
any direct Israeli contribution to the development of a general theory of con-
ventional mnﬂonLnnn. but also, arguably, some damage to Israel itself. The
eminently practical inclination of the authors and architects of Israel’s implicit
concept of mmanz._,mdnm has been its principal source of strength. Over the years,
however, it has also become an important source of weakness, leading to in-

tellectual inertia _mbmv inevitably, to serious fallacies, costly blunders, and en-
trenched misperceptions.

The purposelof this discussion is not, however, to investigate Israeli failures
or, indeed, to rL_ Israel’s successes. Rather, the objective is to state explicitly
the main &mBo:ﬂw of Israel’s implicit theory of conventional deterrence, to trace
principal trends J‘_ the emergence of this strategic concept, to identify the main
factors leading ta both continuity and change, and to search for clues to this
strategy’s future thrust.

With such a diachronic emphasis, this study differs somewhat from previous
investigations of similar themes, which often sought deliberately to play down
the evolutionary, mrmmnolnm_ dimension. Nevertheless, in the final analysis, the
purpose here is not so much to Q_,nrmcmﬂ the historical record as it is to underline,
illuminate, and explain through a detailed survey of the particular Israeli ex-
perience the rich complexity of a strategy of conventional deterrence in general.
The history of the Israeli quest for conventional deterrence, then, is treated
as a case study from which broader generalizations may perhaps be subsequently
deduced. Given m%n paucity of advanced theoretical work on the topic of con-
ventional deterrence, however, and given the fact that—to put it bluntly—
important parts of the theoretical groundwork of the topic have yet to be laid,
it is necessary to m“.nmmnn the discussion of the specifics of the Isracli experience

|

with a brief statement of some ‘guiding hypotheses.

n
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The Essence of Deterrence
Deterrence has been variously defined. To one scholar it is “a calculated attempt

to induce an adversary to do something, or refrain from mombm. something, by
threatening a penalty for non-compliance” To another writer it appears to be

‘a situation in which “State A seeks to prevent State B from doing Z by threaten-

ing B with unacceptable costsif it does Z.” A third definition presents deterrence
as an “inducement of another party . . . to refrain from a certain action vw means
of a threat that this action will lead the threatener . . . to inflict retaliation wm
punishment. . . . In other words, deterrence is persuading nrm mnnnmm& that his
own interest compels him to desist from committing a certain act. S

The differences between these three definitions are evidently more a mat-

ter of style and semantics than of substance. In this sense they are not unique.

Almost all definitions of the term in legions of books and articles on the topic
say more or less the same thing: to deter is to &mm.cmmq an m%ﬂ.mm% from do-
ing harm or, more broadly, to alter the m&ﬁamnwm. strategic nm_.nE:m 50 as to
make it more compatible with the deterrer’s own interests. Hr_m alteration is
normally sought by threatenting to administer a penaity. Onnmm_oawm:%. however,
deterrence is pursued in a more sophisticated manner that _uwmb&mrnw not only
a big stick, but also a sweet carrot: the attempt to shape the adversary’s calculus
relies not only on the threat of punishment, but also on an offer of rewards.

It follows, then, that the conventional variety of deterrence means the com-
bination of four necessary conditions:

1. It is a state policy. |
2. Itis designed to dissuade adversaries from committing acts deemed harm-

ful by the defender.

3. It seeks to achieve its purpose either through the threat of nwaw:aon or
through a combination of threatened retributions and promised rewards.

4. Such retribution as is threatened would be carried out by a variety of
diplomatic, economic, and psychological measures but also, above all, by
armed forces relying exclusively on conventional weapons.

To the extent that one can speak of a “common wisdom” noznnmsmnm con-
ventional deterrence, it is the acceptance of the logic of the foregoing defini-
tion but the restriction of its application to the m__”mn_@onmba yet mon.unérmn
narrow military aspects. Thus a recent study identified mraon m_ﬁﬂ.smﬂ:ﬂ ap-
proaches to the topic. The first postulates that a conventional deterrent _m.mm.
fective when defensive weapons predominate in the mnmonm_m o_n. &.6 adversaries.
Conversely, this approach suggests, mnﬁnngmn is likely to .@E _.m va.:r adver-
saries emphasize offensive weaponry. Offensive weapons, in QE,.. view, com-
bine firepower and mobility in roughly equal proportions. Defensive weapons,
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osnuooﬁsnnzmna,mnnnmmnnnvo rn at the expense of mobility. A tank is thus
an offensive weapon par nxnn:n”_.ﬂnn. whereas a field gun is a typical defensive
weapon. If the parties to a conflict rely on stationary weapons, deterrence is
likely to succeed. Conversely, % the adversaries emphasize their offensive
capabilities, deterrence is likely to fail.
The second approach to conyentional deterrence questions the contention
that weapons can be classified as either inherently offensive or defensive. In-
stead, this approach draws attention to the balance of forces between adver-
saries as the critical variable mnﬁ*amibm whether or not a conventional deter-
rent will work. Analyses falling into this category consider indicators such as
the number of tanks, soldiers, Emnnm of artillery, and aricraft in the possession
of the adversaries and proceed j_ add them up to composite, and presutably
comparable, force ratios. More moﬁvrmmmnmﬁm analyses of this type take the qual-
ity of weapons into account by w mmmrmum the relative value of different categories
of weapons as well as &mmnonoj within a given category. The main proposi-
tion on which this second approach is predicated is that “deterrence fails when
the attacker has superiority in Enm__ and arms. Conversely, deterrence is expected
to obtain when there is a rough equality in the size of the opposing forces.”
If the type-of-strategy school|(the first approach) is taken to task because
of the difficulty of classifying we pons, the balance-of-forces school (the sec-
ond approach) has been criticized for its inability to account for cases—like
Israel’s preemption of Egypt in wwmwlmb which a country possessing a far
smaller military force was not mn_ﬂm:& by its adversary’s seeming superiority.
The key to a stable conventional 422.3:8, a more recent third school argues,

must be sought in the strategic concept by which the adversaries are informed.
Broadly speaking, this argument

continues, there are three distinct types of
conventional strategic postures: blitzkrieg, attrition, and limited gains. A strategy
of blitzkrieg emphasizes moving Afn striking) power. A strategy of attrition em-
phasizes staying power. A limited-gains strategy rests on the assumption that
the optimal solution lies in the dombination of staying and moving power.

When adversaries are informed by the same strategic concept, this third

approach to the topic further oo%n:n_m, deterrence is likely to succeed. Thus,

if the parties to a conflict base their military posture on the anticipation of
a blitzkrieg or a war of attrition lor a sequence of assaults for limited gains,
they do not entertain a high nxvn”nﬁnon of making a worthwhile gain in the
:vent of war. The parties will the

fore be mutually deterred. If, however, the
adversaries adopt contrasting stra egic concepts, then deterrence is very likely
‘o fail.¢ .

Each of these contending views of conventional deterrence addresses at least
one important dimension of the problem. If adversaries spend most of their
‘esources on constructing shelters and trenches rather than on tanks, mobile
artillery, and air power, they are not very likely to initiate a war. Conversely,
f adversaries have no strategic depth and no defenses worthy of the name, and
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emphasize instead their war-winning capabilities, then 1t makes :o.mobwn.won.
either to permit its opponent the privilege of F.::nr:_m a preemptive stri n=
The parties to such a conflict are in fact locked into .Ermﬁ game nrnodwnm ca
a prisoners’ dilemma: they would avoid preemption if only they could be cer-
tain that the other party would avoid it too. Assuming that a heavy premium
is paid on preemption, however, they are inclined to suspect that their oppo-
nent would not be able to resist the temptation to preempt. ..Hro only logical
operative conclusion to which this kind of m&nc__.um 8:5. lead is that the sooner
one preempts, the safer it will be ann.u its point of Sniv,,.. . .
The type-of-strategy approach illuminates this %m&% logic when it 8:0_ nm
on an important aspect of deterrence at the medium, nonnuclear, level o
violence. Moreover, it seems equally plausible to noEnam‘”mm ﬂro. vm_mwnn-ow
forces school does, that the perceived balance of forces has a critical impact
on the calculi of countries in conflict. If the adversary appears Sn.mrnn and the
existence of a real bone of contention is taken for granted, then it makes am-
ple sense to launch a war. w. . e
Paradoxically, it also makes sense to F:Snr. a preemptive strike when the
adversary appears more powerful. Under such circumstances, a successful sur-
prise attack adds a critical increment of power, so to speak, to the weaker party.
Given the fact that conflicts breed arms races and that arms races are &A.EB_P
the prospects for a simultaneous and mutual acknowledgment of the nx_mﬂubnmn_
of a stable equilibrium are therefore dim, as are the prospects for a stable mutu
deterrence. . . -
Finally, the choice-of-strategy argument raises at least two important vou.u__.ﬂm.
first, that the real test of a conventional deterrence posture lies in its abi ity
to dissuade an opponent from resorting to less than m:..oﬁ wars of the attri-
tion and limited-gains varieties, and, second, that the choice ,,om the same strategy
by both parties to the conflict lessens the prospects of deterrence failures. ?m
the same time, however, this third approach, like the other mio.mnroo_m o
thought it criticizes, appears to oversimplify Hrn. problem of conventional anM
rence. Deriving their hypotheses from a paradigm of deterrence ﬁr.mﬁ emerge
from studies of nuclear conflicts, assuming as they do ﬂrmﬂmosébaonm_ deter-
rence “is directly linked to battlefield outcomes,” Hr.nw lead inadvertently to an
excessive fascination with the minutae of battlefield strategems and, more
broadly, to the naked display of military force. .
Such “micro” military concepts of conventional mnﬁmnno-._nn .no.,c ﬂrw topic
of some of its most essential festures. It becomes virtually indistinguishable
from that posture which, since time immemorial, has wm.oﬁ known as mom@.ymn._
Unaware as it is of the fact that deterrence, “the negative aspect of politica
power.” is “a function of the total cost-gain expectation of the party no.rw de-
terred,” the choice-of-strategy mvﬁnownrldo less .Q;S the two n.m.n__m_. &M
proaches, which it criticizes—pays only ._6 services to the political an
psychological dynamics whose interplay ultimately determines whether or not
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deterrence will obtain. It does d_on address the basic question of why states
should choose to base their natio

: : al security on deterrence rather than on alter-
native types of national strategy. [It has little to say about the role of alliances

in the pursuit of deterrence; mvoc* the intricate problématique of manipulating
the adversary’s behavior through the studied dissemination of threats; about
the impact of domestic politics on the style and outcome of a deterrence strategy;
about the importance of accommodative political gestures in changing the u%nm
me.m strategic calculus; or, for %;; matter, about the complexities of deter-
ring guerrillas and managing mnM.nE.n:nn in episodes dominated by naval and

air warfare. In a word, though formulated after George’s critique, just quoted,

of the state of the art, the nromnm_-owmﬂnmnnmw approach pays only scant atten-

tion to the former’s wise and wnamnvaé advice and leaves the problem of con-
ventional deterrence almost as unattended as it had been previously. What, then
is the essence of conventional mﬂﬂnunnuno.u : :

The beginning of wisdom in any attempt to comprehend conventional deter-
rence is the recognition that it is not just another word for what, since time
immemorial, has been called defense. Rather, it is a mode of behavior unto
wﬁmn_m.lm distinct, perhaps even generic, type of macrostrategic posture. It may
involve a great deal of mnnmﬂnmmn._ ilitary maneuvering, but it is not merely a
question of battlefield mﬁmﬁmmn:-mﬂn entails a complex array of decision-making
processes at a great variety of levels, but it is not merely an exercise in rational
mwn_m_on making, It is Emnwmnmv_w linked to the construction, training, equip-
ping, and displaying of military capabilities, but it is far more than the balanc-
ing of naked military forces. It mwm rather, a complex combination of all these
factors and far more. It is a state of mind, an image both of oneself and of
the adversary, a disposition, an AonmENEm concept, a conceptual beacon in
the light of which governments Tmm:in their efforts in the field of national
security. In a word, deterrence is very nearly a special form of what Sir Basil
Liddell Hart called a “grand mq_ﬁnm&é

Defining the scope of deterrence in such wide-ranging and inclusive terms
however, is not the same as EL&@E@ it with national security policy as m
whole. Critical as it may be in %n final analysis, deterrence is no more than
one part of the total field of natignal security. Although this caveat should not
be forgotten, it still remains Emcmwv_n to contend that the very choice of a deter-
rence posture has a significant bearing on a whole range of other national
choices. It impinges on the m:onmron of resources; on the structure and deploy-
ment of military force; on the mmnnmmnm of military doctrine; on the choice of
allies; on the articulation, &mmﬁa,sm&o:. and signaling to the adversary of both
accommodating inducements and assertive threats; on the preferences of when
and how force should be employed; and even on the style, texture, and pace
of the domestic political process.

In all these respects, &S.m}m“:nm is related to, but should not be confused

with, two equally distinct alternative types of international disposition—defense

and offense. The heart of the distinction between these three mutually exciusive
types lies in their fundamentally different alignment of political ends with
military means. An offensive posture should by no means|be confused with
the operational doctrine of the armed forces. Rather, it too, ike deterrence and
defense, constitutes a grand strategy, an all-embracing outlook emphasizing
an attitude toward the world at large as well as a specific military doctrine.
As the case of Nazi Germany suggests, an offensive posture starts from a fun-
damental, deep-seated dissatisfaction (whose origins may |be ideological, ir-
redentist, or both) with the prevailing international status ﬁco, at least in the
nation’s immediate international vicinity.” It therefore advocates an interna-
tional reshuffle. In turn it leads to an emphasis on a military capability with
which to carry out such a program. The ends of such a Maomnma are perva-
sively offensive, as are its choice of military means. Such MT international ac-
tor, to use the language of the choice-of-strategy approach, invests the bulk
of its resources in the construction of the largest possible blitzkrieg capability.

A defensive national posture—for instance, that of Czechoslovakia during
the interwar period—means precisely the opposite. It, too, constitutes a grand
strategy. Its ultima ratio, however, is preservative in the most f?dmmﬁnﬁm_ sense.
Based on satisfaction with the international order as it is, it would not lead
to the investment of any resources—least of all EESL\ resources—in an
endeavor to change this order.!® Therefore, it leads to a mmmh:m?n military doc-
trine with an emphasis on staying power, and not—as in the case of an offen-
sive posture—on moving (or striking) power. In the battléfield conditions of
the twentieth century, this means an emphasis on monamnmfosmu civil defense,
antiaircraft capability, and coastal defenses, and a marked preference for an-
titank capability and stationary artillery over mobile armqred “fists” combin-
ing movement and fire.

A national defensive posture as defined here is not readily distinguishable
from what Glenn H. Snyder once described (with reference to nuclear conflicts)
as “deterrence by denial”!! The main reason that the two terms are not
mutually exclusive is that the best form of deterrence is, arguably, a good
defense.1? A nation that is capable of generating sufficient military force to
envelop itself permanently within a robust defensive wall} as the Chinese ap-
parently assumed millennia ago, deters effectively by its evident ability to thwart
almost any type of conventional attack. This is, of course, an ideal type, which
does not exist in the real world of today and may have s¢ldom existed in the
past. But it seems to underline the basic conceptual difference between real
or generic deterrence, on the one hand, and a dissuading image derived from
alternative strategies (such as defense), on the other ha d.

Deterrence in its purest form, then, is fundamentally distinct from both
defense and offense. While combining elements of both ﬂima classical postures,
it constitutes a category unto itself. Informed by a basic satisfaction with the
prevailing international order, it is defensive in its o<oE.E._=m political ends. At




|

10 ¢ Deterrence %_1.305 the Bomb
_
the same time, it is o fensive in its choice of military means.!3 This somewhat
incongruous strategic-political posture is intrinsically complex, if not in the
longer term nocbnoniom:nmﬁ. Entailing as it does the simultaneous pursuit
of both an aggressive and a peace-loving international image, it inevitably leads
to charges of duplicity. It is escalatory by its very nature. It leads to tensions
with one’s allies abroad and friction with one’s political constituency at home.
In short, it is an W:G_wb.mnoﬂ posture, one that a nation adopts reluctantly only
if and when all other alternatives appear even less attractive.

In more noannn%_no_.am. deterrence is typically the strategic posture of
weaker parties. .ﬂj ogic of this hypothesis runs as follows. If nation A
(Gnomeland) faces an adversary, B (Giantland), whose war potential is per-
ceived to be mmmummnw_ ly superior, then the defending power, A, has no viable

defensive option. If nomeland deploys its forces in fortified positions along
its entire frontier, it _%m

ound to be outnumbered, outgunned, and easily over-
whelmed at almost any point along the boundary with Giantland. Confronted
with such a predica; mn, t, Gnomeland has no logical alternative but to fall back
on an inherently om_u..ﬁ?n military doctrine that stresses, and by its very nature
facilitates, vnnﬁdwﬂi ; at the very least, it calls for the allocation of offensive
force to specific theaters of operation only after the detection of Giantland’s
main effort. Given the imbalance between the weaker Gnomeland and the more
powerful Giantland,/even an offensive military doctrine may well constitute
an inadequate deterrent. Knowing this, however, does not alter the fact that
for Gnomeland, the weaker party in the conflict, an offensive military doc-
trine is more logical than a defensive one.

The contention that deterrence in its offensive form is a posture of necessity
and not of choice suggests two more important postulates. First, it is never
a question of having 3 deterrent or not having one but, rather, a matter of relative
efficacy. The realistic purpose of a strategy of conventional deterrence is not
to prevent roma:amm% together but, rather, to maximize a nation’s projection
of power in order to minimize its need to resort to force. The relation of a
nation’s deterrent to fits objective capabilities is in this sense analogous to the
relation of the productive capacity of a firm to the value of its shares on the
stock market. A ceaseless, long-term process of influence, deterrence is in-
herently given to failures. It is a relative, contextual, flimsy, nimble, and elusive
quality—a stock in a tumultuous threat exchange rather than a palpable com-
modity in a stable market.

Zog#rmnmb&nm_ this inherently enigmatic nature of deterrence, it is plausi-
ble to posit the existence of four basic degrees of deterrent efficacy: firm, stable,
vulnerable, and \E%,mm When the adversaries in a dyad—say, the United States
and the Soviet Union—rare of roughly equal strength and both possess nuclear
weapons, deterrence %m most (though by no means entirely) effective. As Robert
Jervis has pointed out, this is not a4 matter of policy but a fact: “No amount

L

of flexiblity, no degree of military Superiority at levels less than all-out war,
|
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can change the fundamental attribute of the nuclear age. Not only can each
side destroy the other if it chooses, but that outcome can grow out of conflict
even if no one wants it to. Most dilemmas of U.S. policy;” argues Jervis, “stem
from the vulnerability of its cities, not from policies which might permit the
Soviets marginal military advantage in unlikely and terribly risky contingen-
cies. Once each side can destroy the other, any crisis brings up the possibility
of this disastrous outcome!4

The awesome and overbearing influence of nuclear capabilities also operates
quite effectively (though possibly less so than in the previous case) when one
of the parties is substantially weaker (say, France versus the Soviet Union). This
is an instance of so-called limited deterrence, which (along with other factors)
has inspired the French to develop their force de dissuasion. A nuclear capability
in such a case acts as an equalizer or at least as a power multiplier. It assists
the minor adversary in narrowing the gap in power potentials through the
deployment of a massive, albeit partial, capability to punish.1$
y A third and still lesser degree of stability obtains in conflicts in which neither
party has a nuclear capability but both are roughly of the same strength (say,
India versus China before either had acquired nuclear weapons). The absence
of a nuclear capacity makes for a substantial depreciation in the stability of
mutual deterrence. Losing a war becomes an acceptable proposition, and no
move is likely to lead to irreversible consequences (except, perhaps, for the in-
dividuals who make the decision to launch the war and, certainly, for the
soldiers who lose their lives on the battlefield). In such a context, it should
be emphasized, the impact and the weight of the political, nontechnological,
and nonmilitary intangibles such as morale and domestic cohesion on the
credibility of the nation’s deterrent increases immeasurably. Whereas in nuclear
balances the mainstay of mutual deterrence is the blind and, in itself, non-
political destructive potential of weapons systems, in conventional conflicts no
amount of hardware can utterly insulate the efficacy of a deterrent from the
impact of a whole gamut of “soft” political intangibles.

To argue in this vein is not, however, to say that numbers, technology,
strategic concepts, and the like do not count. When neither party possesses
nuclear weapons, and when the parties are significantly unequal in their over-
all war-making potentials, the deterrent of Gnomeland, the weaker party, is
more likely to be less effective. It is then that reliance on an offensive posture
even though the overriding purpose is the preservation of the status quo becomes
an inescapable necessity. It is also then that an effective deterrent is difficult
to obtain. This most vulnerable fourth category is what was described earlier
as the generic or prototypical deterrence.

Moreover, the inferiority or weakness that renders deterrence, fragile as
it may be, an existential imperative, a nation’s only realistic strategic and political
posture, stems not only from objective liabilities like size and strength, but at
least as much from somewhat more idiosyncratic sources of weakness, such
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Open, pluralistic societies tend to subordinate foreign
s. Closed, totalitarian or authoritarian regimes, on the

other hand, often haye their priorities in the opposite order.!s The difference,
however, may not be so conspicuousin the course of a war or even in the course

of a crisis when war a

pears imminent. Judging by the British and Soviet ex-

periences during World War II, both open and closed societies tend to pull
themselves together inthe face of adversity. Conversely, the difference between

open and closed societies in terms of their order of priorities is underlined over

the long-run auoﬁsmh
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ility to play the system’s game of power. In all but the

most extreme situations of adversity, in other words, their potential military
power tends to be m,ﬁ ater than their actual projection of power.!”

The logical noi_ ary of this hypothesis is as follows: when an open,

pluralistic society faces a closed, authoritarian or totalitarian opponent in a

protracted conflict, a ¢ertain imbalance in actual capabilities is bound to oc-

cur, even if the ultim

e war potentials of the two parties are the same. The

result may be an Eﬁ;mcﬁm paradex: the “open” party, though more likely

by its very nature to

e satisfied with the status quo, is impelled to emphasize

an offensive Em:ﬁmn%hn_onﬁ.in (namely, deterrence); its closed, totalitarian or
1

authoritarian advers

posture. To be sure, M
w

as defined here—is
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may well be an overstatement to argue that deterrence—
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virtually a banality. The state’s founder and first prime minister, David Ben
Gurion, articulated the essence of this permanent Israeli theme shortly after
the establishment of the state. Addressing the Knesset—Israel’s unicameral
legislature—he reminded the 120 members that the Jewish state was

in fact a small island surrounded by a great Arab ocean extending over two
continents—in Asia and in North Africa, from the Taurus Mountains in south
Turkey to the Atlas Mountains on the Atlantic coast. This ocean is spread
over a contiguous area of 4 million square miles, an area larger than that of
the United States, in which 70 million people . . . most of them Arab-speaking
Moslems, live. Only four of these countries have a common border with
Isracl—Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon. These cover an area of 460,000
square miles and have a population of 29 million people, approximately fifty-
eight times the size of Israel.

Hence, he said on another occasion, “Israel has to observe with cruel clarity the fatal
difference” between itself and its “adversaries” . . .[the latter] think that they are capable
of solving the problem of Israel once and for all by total destruction . . . [Israel, for
its part] cannot and does not wish to achieve security through a military vic-
tory . . . [Israel] is incapable of eliminating millions of Arabs in the Middle East”!®

The same fundamental assumption has also been just as much of a center-
piece in the thinking of Ben Gurion’s successors and disciples. Note, for in-

stance, the following passage from Yigal Allon’s survey of Israel’s strategic
thinking:

From a demographic point of view, Israel’s two and a half million Jews [in
the 1950s] had to contend with more than a hundred million Arabs from the
Atlantic to the Persian Gulf. Geostrategically speaking, Israel was a narrow
strip of land, had its back to the sea, and was surrounded; the lands of the
enemy, by contrast, formed a sub-continent. Israel was a country desperately
poor in natural resources pitting itself against countries possessing almost in-
exhaustible natural wealth: oil, big rivers, vast areas of arable land, about half
of the world’s hydrocarbon reserves. Both in its own region and in the larger
world Israel was uniquely isolated. Apart from its bonds with world Jewry,
it had no ethnic or religious links with any other nation.?’

Statements such as this were made in the context of the 1950s, Israel’s first
decade of statehood, when the perception of isolation and vulnerability was
most acute. Later, however, in the heady atmosphere of excessive self-confidence
that prevailed in the Jewish state in the wake of the 1967 victory over the ar-
mies of Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, this theme of insurmountable inferiority lost
much of its salience. But the 1973 Yom Kippur War revived the somber mood.
Even retired Major-General Moshe Dayan, the hero of Israel’s victories in the
1956 Sinai campaign and the 1967 Six-Day War and a person who would nor-
mally underemphasize Israel’s weakness, hastened in the course of the Yom Kip-
pur War to stress Israel’s instrinsic inability to sustain the rigors of a protracted
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war. “If we do not achieve a decision” in the battlefields of Sinai and the Golan,

Dayan told his nm}gn colleagues as well as the IDF General Staff,
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our strength wi | be whittled away and we shall be left without sufficient
military force in vrn middle of the campaign. The Arabs possess great staying
power. There are 70-80 million Arabs and we are fewer than three million.
In their armies there are about one million soldiers, the USSR supplies them
with all the arms they need. They dispose of vast financial resources. Aside
from the Arab states currently fighting, the others, too—Iraq, Saudi Arabia,
etc.—are ready to join. We have turned to the United States and urgently re-
quested additional arms. But, in any case, no one will fight for us.*!

The first Likud government (1977-81) seems to have also acted on the
assumption of an innate military inferiority. The Arabs, speculated retired
Major-General Ezer Weizman—commanding officer of the Israeli Air Force
until shortly before;the 1967 war, nephew of Israel’s first president, and the

minister of defense in Menachem Begin’s first cabinet—view Israel’s victories

“as a passing episode, a temporary imperative of history. . . . We, the Israelis;’
Weizman continue

g —}
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embraced the notjon that the Arabs are mystics and that our power stems from
our rationality. But an objective examination of the circumstances and of the
numerical mmwnjm turns us into mystics and the Arabs into realists and ra-
tionalists. We argue that three million Jews can hold their own against one
hundred million Arabs. They argue that in the long run their overwhelming
quantity and fantastic wealth will give them an edge. In order to win, say the
Arabs, they don’t have to be as efficient on the battlefields as we are. It is enough
for them to be far less efficient [since} quantity will ultimately turn into qual-
ity. The Jews haye already flexed their muscles to the limit. . . . Soviet weapons,
European and same U.S. support have built Arab power; frequent wars and
an Arab belief that ultimately the wheel of fortune will turn in their favor even
if they have to jgo through fourth, fifth, sixth, endless new wars constitute
a powerful motiyation,?2

During Menachem Begin’s second Likud administration (1981-84), Israel’s
national security policy under the influence of retired Major-General Ariel
(“Arik”) Sharon initially reverted to something resembling the confidence and
assumption of regional preponderance of the immediate aftermath of the Six-
Day War. Sharon's siccessors, however, returned to the old state of mind, assum-
ing as a matter % course that Israel is inherently the weaker party in the
Arab-Israeli 85% . “In the 1967 Six-Day War;” said Moshe Arens, a leading
“hawk” who succeeded Sharon as minister of defense in February 1983,

we thought that|we obtained peace, or at least that we created the basis for
peace. Despite our tremendous desire to concentrate all our efforts, to make
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a superordinate endeavor, come what may, and terminate the problem once
and for all, make peace, disarm, reduce the defense budget, we do not have
the ability to do so. The objective situation is such that it is not in our capac-
ity to achieve what the Allies achieved in World War II: subdue the Ger-
mans. . . . The balance of forces in the area is different, We can defend
ourselves. We can cause the Arabs pain. We can destroy their armies for a while.
But solving the problem once and for all is beyond our capacity.?®

If this assortment of statements over a period of four decades demonstrates
the basic continuity of the Israeli perception of an unbridgeable inferority, it
does not in itself support the hypothesis that the Jewish state has also been
a status quo power. Indeed, establishing this proposition appears to be a far
more demanding task, since even a cursory glance at Isarel’s map underlines
the glaring gap between the United Nations’ 1947 Partition boundaries and
Israel’s borders in the 1980s. But to deduce from Israel’s variable political
geography a fundamental and determined intent to reshuffle the status quo is
to confuse afterthought with premeditation.

The initial blueprint, so to speak, of the Zionist movement that begot the
state of Israel, the thoughts and dreams of its leaders, included a Jewish state
in the territory of what in the 1980s is Israel proper within the 1949 armistice
demarcation (“green”) lines, as well as the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Gilad
region in northern Jordan, the Howran in the Syrian Golan, and that part of
southern Lebanon lying south of the Awali River. Moreover, both the Achdut
Haavodah movement on the left of the Israeli political spectrum and Herut
on the right have continued to espouse this cause with very minor changes to
date.

Yet such grandiloquent dreams notwithstanding, the prestatehood Zionist
record and the record of Israel as a state reflect a persistent inclination of the
mainstream of political opinion to settle for far less than the boundaries of
the biblical Promised Land. In 1937—following a near fratricidal debate—the
Zionist movement accepted the notion of a truncated Jewish state in a marginal
part of historic Palestine. In 1947 the leadership of the Yishuv—the prestatehood
Jewish political community in Palestine—accepted the very limited and not en-
tirely logical boundaries offered by the U.N. Partition Resolution. In 1949
Israel’s government accepted the armistice demarcation lines (ADL) that resulted
from negotiations with all its neighbors. Indeed, in the course of these negotia-
tions, Israel demanded that the agreements have a political content and sug-
gested that the provisional demarcation lines, corresponding as they did to the
cease-fire lines at the end of the 1948 war, should be affixed by mutual agree-
ment as the final borders of the Jewish state.

In 1956, furthermore, Ben Gurion initially expressed a desire to maintain
Israel’s hold over some parts of the Egyptian territory that had been captured
in the Sinai campaign, but withdrew this claim a few days later. A decade later,
on June 19, 1967, a week after the Six-Day War, the National Unity cabinet
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of Prime Minister Levi Eshkol (which included both Begin’s Herut and the
Achdut Haavodah) endorsed the principle that the recently occupied territories
of the Golan and the $inai be returned to their Arab owners if and when peace
agreements were signed with them. The decision was ambiguous about the
future of the West B yrr, but it left the door ajar for negotiations concerning
this part of historic Palestine as well. Contrary to the claims of most apologists
for the Arab cause, then, the 1967 war was not launched for the purpose of
acquiring territories hut, rather, in response to a challenge that was perceived
by the Israelis themsélves in strategic and even existential terms.2*
Nevertheless, the fact that the 1967 war was followed not by negotiations
but instead by further wars, because the Arabs presented as a precondition to
negotiations the retuzn of their lost territories, gradually caused a hardening
o:mnmn:waﬂcmnm.%rm_osm-mcwwﬁmmnmHnnn:olm_&ntmommoEnn_aBnﬁm
u.
_u
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of Israeli society returned to the fore and ultimately were officially legitimized
as concrete political objectives under the Likud governments of Menachem Begin
and Yitzhak Shamir (1977-84). The latter, to be sure, returned the Sinai
peninsula—three time the size of Israel and the West Bank combined—to Egyp-
tian hands within n_m.m framework of the Camp David Peace Accords of
September 1978. However, they also extended Israeli law to the Golan and
vowed not to allow any “foreign” rule over the West Bank (“Judea and Samaria”
in official Israeli utterances ever since the Likud’s advent to power).2s

Israel, then, <<0TE never launch a war for the purpose of changing the
status quo, m_ﬂrost ﬁE_uoRm:n elements on the Israeli domestic scene would
not agree to the returm of some tertitories occupied in the course of one war
or another. Seen in ﬂ ese terms, the Jewish state clearly qualifies as being in-
herently a status quo power. This fundamental disposition runs deeper, however.
In its simplest mod.:% t is directly related to the deep-seated Israeli suspicion
that the Arabs want nothing less than the liquidation of the Jewish state. Assum-
ing this, most Hm_.mng Jews (17 percent of the citizens of Israel within the 1967
armistice lines are ?_.m“vmv have always been united in viewing the state’s ultimate
purpose as the presetvation of its existence. The status quo, then, means a
regional order in which a sovereign Jewish state continues to exist side by side
with all existing Arlab states. The precise location of specific boundaries is a
secondary issue that dan be settled in direct negotiations. What matters, in this
Israeli perception, :_T first, that Israel’s existence be accepted by its neighbors,
and, second, that no new entities—for example, a Palestinian state on the West
Bank or a Greater mvr. a consisting of present-day Syria, Lebanon, and Jordan—
be superimposed on fthe existing regional structure.

The overriding strategic problem facing Israeli policymakers from the outset
was how to preserve this status quo under conditions of abject inferority. Ben
Gurion, again, set Jr tone in this regard for decades to come. Asked in April
1949, during the N_r psset debate on the Security Service Act, why the armed
forces of the Jewish state should be called the Israel Defense Forces when its
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The person who asked the question does not distinguish between a title which
refers to foreign policy [on the one hand] and methods of warfare [on the other
hand]. The title Israel Defense Force [emphasis added] is intended to indicate
that the State of Israel has no offensive intentions against its neighbors and
that it is peace loving. But if we are attacked, we will defend ourselves in the
most efficient way, which is a blasting and dramatic offensive [carried out]
to the extent possible on enemy territory and vital centers in order to thwart
its offensive and [minimize] its ability to harm. Therefore, we shall maintain

the peace-connoting title [Israel Defense Force] and the war-winning
strategy.?’

A decade later, Yigal Allon’s analysis of the same fundamental problem
would lead him to very similar conclusions. “No modern country can surround
itself with a wall,” Allon wrote—certainly not a country with such a small
population, facing such overwhelmingly superior forces, and locked within “un-

manageably long” boundaries. A defensive posture, then, is not feasible. It
follows that

if the enemy did not intend war, it was his business not to make movements
which would justify a preemptive counterattack. If [on the other hand] he did
intend war he could not justifiably protest if his intentions are thwarted. It
could be argued, moreover, that the recognition of the right of preemptive
counterattack [would] increase the persuasive power of the defender’s deter-
rent and thereby diminish the possibility of a hostile action. For the mere posses-
sion of armaments . . . could not necessarily deter the enemy. It is the
knowledge that the defender was ready to use them, promptly and effectively—
namely his credibility—that might prevent their having to be used at all.2

Such statements by Israeli decision makers reflect their intuitive understand-
ing, distilled by rich practical experience, of the nature of conventional deter-
rence. Moreover, fully alive to the relative precariousness of the Israeli deter-
rent, on the one hand, and assuming intuitively that conventional deterrence
is a sequential, aggregative, and long-term value, on the other hand, Israeli
policymakers have tended to emphasize the cumulative nature of their own ver-
sion of deterrence. “Israel’s conflict with the Arabs,” said a former command-
ing officer of the IDF’s Officers Training Academy, “can be compared to a match
between a heavyweight and a lightweight boxer. The former has a good chance,
though not a certitude, of winning by a knockout. His lightweight opponent
knows that he has no such capability. He can only hope to win the match if
he attempts to deny a knockout to his superior rival and strives ultimately to
win by points.”?

Explicating the Israeli doctrine that this metaphor suggests is exceedingly
difficult because, unlike most pluralistic democracies, the Jewish state has never
had a comprehensive, integrated, and fully coherent doctrine in the form of

either a defense white paper or a comprehensive annual statement by the
minister nf defenge ta the Knacast 30 Navarthalece a rich atcnrtrmant ~f neaco
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reports, memoirs, | interviews, and analytical writings by Israeli practitioners
has already become |available to the general public. From such sources it is quite
possible to reconstruct a reasonably accurate profile of this doctrine
It starts from v hidden assumption that Arab intentions are not static but
are a product of opportunity. They change according to the vicissitudes of inter-
Arab politics; the|global context in which they take place; the dynamics of
the regional (not }.E% Arab-Israeli but also Arab-Arab and, for instance,
Arab-Iranian) arms race; and, above all, the perceived likelihood of cither pain
or gain. If Israeli policy in all its aspects succeeds in impressing on the Arabs
the diminishing likelihood of realistic opportunities to defeat the Jewish state,
then the Arabs will ultimately resign themselves to Israel’s existence.
Ostensibly the Arab world is so overwhelmingly superior that Israel does
not stand a chance. In reality, however, the Arabs are so divided that, given
a judicious manipulation by Israel, their theoretical potential will never be suc-
cessfully converted [into a corresponding power of decision on the battlefield.
Indeed, pan-Arabism, the ideology of Arab unity that, if half successful, could
confront Israel with a formidable threat, has increasingly revealed itself to be
an empty word, a charade, a delusion—a cover-up for intense competition,
rivalry, and mistrust among the Arabs themselves. Arab nation-states are emerg-
ing, and these develop their own raison d’état. Inevitably this brings them into
conflicts of interest with one another and increasingly creates tacit strands of
limited but real convergence of interest between some of them and their Jewish
adversary.
Against such a background, Israel’s survival is perceived as a realistic prop-
osition if only the Israelis play it right. They should assume that years, decades,
perhaps even centuries will have to pass before “real” peace (as among the
Benelux countries, between Canada and the United States, or among the Scan-
dinavians) will Lnoan the rule. Meanwhile Israel should do anything it can
to limit the damage. Divisions in the Arab world ought to be encouraged, in-
duced, and exploited. Allies in the Middle East and beyond who have their
own disputes wit #Hmn_,m principal adversaries should be cultivated. The Arabs
should be denied! gpportunities for surprise attacks, wars of attrition, guer-

rilla warfare, mnﬂd.n,mav economi¢ boycotts, psychological pressures, and hostile

propaganda. _

To succeed in this struggle Israel may have to resort occasionally to preven-
tive wars, preemptiye strikes, retaliations of various types and scales. The over-
riding purpose should be to project maximum power through a minimal resort
to force; the governing principle should be to accumulate strength, militarily,
economically, and psychologically; to use force sparingly, but with devastating
effect. The ultimate objective of the use of force should be not only to achieve
military results but also, above all, to erode Arab self-confidence. Gradually,
with the passage of time, the Azabs—according to this thesis—would simply
despair of their intention to unde the Jewish state. A string of brief but decisive

]

g
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encounters will simply wear down the Arab determination to persist with the
conflict. Their campaign will lose momentum. Their coalition will disintegrate,
and their war against Israel will eventually grind to a halt—not out of any love
for their Jewish neighbors, but from sheer loss of appetite for costly and un-
successful wars. As Yigal Allon once put it, “In the long term deterrence leads
to resignation and resignation—to peace3!

Restated as a theory of deterrence, this thesis essentially posits that the
combination of adroit political maneuvering and an unknown but manageable
number of Israeli battlefield victories over an unspecified but reasonable period
of time will gradually modify the Arab strategic calculus. From the expecta-
tion of a swift, cheap, and decisive victory (such as the Arabs entertained on
the eve of the 1948 and 1967 wars), the Arabs will gradually move to tacit
acceptance of the permanence of the Jewish state in their midst. Tacit accep-
tance will be following by normalization of relations (that is, frée movement
of people, commodities, and ideas across boundaries), which will ultimately
lead to peace. The empirical validity of this thesis remains to be proved even
after close to four decades of Israeli independence. There is no doubt, however,
that it is predicated on a rather compelling logic.3?

Theses and Organization of the Book

Israeli policymakers, then, have acted on explicable and shared common
premises and, for the most part, have been informed by a good intuitive
understanding of the essence of conventional deterrence. This general proposi-
tion, however, should not be confused either with unanimity or with efficacy.
In fact, Israeli strategy has often been inconsistent, erratic, even illogical. Deter-
rence has been more persistently advocated than systematically applied. Though
elevated to the status of a virtual creed, it has frequently been misapplied, with
costly repercussions for all concerned—above all for the Israelis themselves.
Nonetheless, in many respects Israel’s deterrence strategy has added up to a
spectacular success story, even if the same success could often have been achieved
at a lower price or, alternatively, if a greater success could have been obtained
for a similar investment in blood, money, and human energy.

This, in a nutshell, is the overall thesis that emerges from an evaluation of
four strategic “packages” evolved by successive Israeli governments in the course
of the periods 1949-56, 1957-67, 1967-73, and 1974-84, respectively.?
Each such package offered its own solutions to five key policy problems:

1. What military capabilities should be constructed, and how should they
be organized in relation to space?

2. Could alliances strengthen Israel’s deterrence and, if so, with what powers
and under what terms?
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3. What are Israel’s essential security margins, and to what extent this should
be reflected i the enunciation of casi belli and specified “red lines™?

4. Should Israel’s force oEEQ%EmE doctrines deliberately emphasize preemp-
tion, retaliation, and nmnm_m_uo: (both vertically—in weapon systems—and
horizontally—in space), and to what extent should they be publicly enun-

ciated in mm<H nce?
]

5. How should

he preferred strategic package be related to constraints im-

(i g
posed by domestic politics, and what should be done to ensure that the
domestic political process strengthens the nation’s deterrent?

Although in |principle all Israeli governments to date have addressed
themselves to more or less the same agenda, each government has evolved its

own peculiar mix
during the 1949~
by denial. The se

of strategic preferences. The emphasis in the first package,
6 period, was primarily defensive—namely, on deterrence

the Six-Day War,

DO _n

nd package, which evolved between the Sinai campaign and
hifted the emphasis markedly to deterrence by punishment.

The third package, adopted beween the 1967 and the 1973 wars, sought un-
successfully to ad4pt the previous package to the geostrategic configuration

that resulted from
still in force at the

the victory of 1967. Finally, the fourth package, which is
time of writing, reverted again to deterrence by punishment,

though attenuated by the bitter experience in Lebanon and by the spectacular

rise of Syria’s po

Cr.

The most impgrtant stimulus for change in each of these strategic packages

was the occurrence of a major war. This is reflected, for example, in the seesaw
movement from denial to punishment, back to denial, and then halfway back
to punishment agajn. Revisions, however, were never carried out as systemati-
nm:% as might be suggested by this analytically convenient packaging of prevail-

ing concepts. >L

almost equally important source of transition from one

package to another|was the fragmented, unstructured, incremental, occasionally

almost chaotic nature of the decision- -making process. There were, however,

important differences in this respect between governments. As long as David
Ben Gurion was mT: at the helm, Israeli strategy evolved within the parameters
of his own noB_ujnrmum:ﬁ and more or less coherent strategic-political con-

cept. To be sure, ¢

en under this grand old man, cardinal decisions were often

made incrementally. But the breadth of his strategic-political vision, his overbear-

ing stature, his subordinates’ utter personal loyalty to him, his firm insulation

of the defense est

lishment from any competing political advocacies (for which

he would be subs¢quently accused of “politicization” of the military)*—all
these ensured an gverall consistency in action and, in particular, a prudent
balance between |political ends and strategic-military means.

Under Ben Gurion’s successors, some of them his own devout disciples,
the defense establishment became more democratic (that is, more permeable
to a variety of contending advogacies), but this was achieved at the cost of the
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to come could be observed during 1954, when Ben Gurion retired to a kibbutz
*  inthe Negev Desert and his powers were divided incoherently between Moshe
Sharett (as prime minister and minister of foreign affairs); Pinchas Lavon (as
minister of defense); and, in effect, Moshe Dayan (as chief of staff of the IDF).
The damage done during this brief interlude, though substantial, was at last
controlled by Ben Gurion himself upon his return to power in February 1955.
_ Not so, however, after Ben Gurion’s final retirement from politics in 1963.
~ Levi Eshkol, Golda Meir, Moshe Dayan, Yitzhak Rabin, Menachem Begin,
.~ Ezer Weizman, Moshe Arens, Ariel Sharon, and Shimon Peres could each for
. the most part draw on an exceedingly rich practical experience, including for
some of them a long and distinguished career in the armed forces or in the
. civilian management of national security. Although some of them tended to
 articulate their opinions in the grandiloquent style of Ben Gurion, most of them
roved far less capable than Ben Gurion of striking an optimal balance among
* the five main items on the nation’s deterrence agenda.
Levi mmrwo_ on the one hand, and ?Ho:mnrna wnmi mbm Ariel Sharon,

moﬂzon inspired loss of confidence in his government, the _mnnan two had such
..m divisive impact that at moments they seemed to be driving the Israeli polity
o the verge of civil war. Golda Meir was not a great success in this sense, either;
ut her worst mistake was the mm:E..n to :oann 5 time an m<na.<<&mism gap

wv.. contrast, Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres, as prime minister and
minister of defense, respectively, cannot be blamed for any dramatic calamity.
wcn they can be faulted for having permitted the IDF to grow quantitatively
bove and beyond what the Israeli economy could conceivably bear. This was
m»:@ due to sheer panic in the aftermath of the Yom Kippur War. But it may
| also have reflected a certain failure of perception of the optimal manner in which
rn IDF should be organized, deployed, and employed.

. Moreover, the decline in Israeli mﬂmﬁm_n thinking was paradoxically ac-
¢ elerated, perhaps even created, by the rise in influence over policymaking of
Hrl _.u ofessional soldiers and national security bureaucrats. Under Ben Gurion the
influence of so-called micro military thinking over macro, grand strategic policies
\was relatively limited. Ben Gurion’s immediate successor, Levi Eshkol, however,
imm far less capable of acting as a political devil’s advocate against technical
..mau._. nmmnﬁc&_% tactical military advice. The result was that professional,

| technical, micro military definitions of situations and choices of responses had
,m m_m?.ovo_.nonmﬁ influence over the policies of his government.

- Golda Meir, Eshkol’s successor as prime minister, fell into the same trap.

IQ. own minister of defense, Moshe Dayan, was, to be sure, a far more so-
* phisticated political-strategic thinker than were Eshkol’s aides. Contrary to
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his image as m_u unruly and brusque warrior, however, Dayan proved strangely

passive, almos

fatalistic, whenever his better strategic-political judgment was

incompatible y
Consequently,

ith the views of the domineering, but unimaginative, Mrs. Meir,
Meir’s views, which were greatly influenced by the advocacies

of such militar

technocrats as Generals Bar-Lev and Elazar, ultimately prevailed.

With ij._s.m advent to the prime ministership, this process, whereby able
military and civilian experts were promoted to their level of declining com-

petence, Humn_.ﬁm its peak. For the next three years (1974-77), Israel’s national

security was e
|
been overwhel

R

trusted to a leading ministerial team whose apprenticeship had
ingly within the military and civilian bureaucracies. Yesterday’s

outstanding technocrats of national security thus became today’s somewhat

less impressive

policymakers.

Menachem Begin seemed, during his first two years in office, to have pushed

the pendulum

back to the Ben Gurion model. Here at last, or so it seemed,

Wwas a prime

inister with a broader vision, who would be able to strike a

more promisir,

s balance between the political-strategic macro and the military-

tactical micro| approaches. Such hopes, however, were dashed even before the
end of Begin’s first term. In his fourth year in office, national security was vir-

tually the monopoly of the chief of staff, Rafael Eitan, one of the bravest, yet

also one of arT

most simpleminded soldiers in Israel’s history. Then, in 1982,

Eitan was mcvww&nmn& to Sharon, a person whose pretense as a grand strategist
had proved mmm_ in excess of his actual competence in this sphere.

Sharon’s ﬁ_mﬂnu in disgrace from the Ministry of Defense in February 1983
brought mvoﬁ wro nomination of Arens, the very epitome of the national secur-
ity nnoraonnmﬁ.h\w?nm the elections of 1984, Arens was replaced by Yitzhak

Rabin, this tim

as minister of defense in a government headed by Shimon Peres.

The noﬁisaw_, of this pattern, whereby military and managerial experts were
placed at the apex of national security decision making, was thus maintained.
In retrospect it appears that the cumulative consequences of this decline

in strategic visi
Gurion were

on, political wisdom, and leadership since the departure of Ben

smal. Deterrence became identified exclusively with the denial

to the adversary of any territorial gains and with a tactical war-winning capa-

bility (kouch
deterrence—

hakbraa in Hebrew). The subtler political dimensions of
d, in particular, the impact of Israeli action on Arab motiva-

tion and the v
domestic conse
increasingly ov
of keeping abre
determinatior
1567 war.
What adde

intellectual qu

ple which power multipliers such as alliances, casi belli, and
nsus play in the cultivation and maintenance of deterrence was—
erlooked. The problem at hand was perceived as primarily one
ast of the arms race with the Arabs and holding on with dogged
to the bulk of the territory that the IDF had captured in the

d impetus to this process, above and beyond the decline in the
ality of strategic-political leadership, was the ever-deepening

domestic schism. The Israeli national security machinery, ar all its levels, is a

il

e
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microcosmic reflection of Israeli society. When the latter enjoyed a high degree
of consensus, the performance of the IDF reflected that consensus accurately.
But when Israel became increasingly divided by a schism between territorial max-
imalists and minimalists, between messianic dreamers who overlooked the needs
of the present and cynical pragmatists who neglected the longer-term implica-
tions of their actions altogether, between supporters of the war in Lebanon and
opponents of this war, the IDF could not be insulated. The result was an inci-
pient and diffuse, yet nevertheless significant, perversion of strategic-political
thinking by ideological, bureaucratic, and even sheer personal preferences.

The growing poverty of Israeli strategy led some observers to the conclu-
sion that Israel’s conventional deterrence had become a chimera. “Can one really
talk about Israeli deterrence?” One prominent Israeli scholar asked shortly after
the Yom Kippur War.

After all, the term [deterrence] is borrowed from the world of nuclear powers,
which have the capacity for mutual destruction, which, owing to the glaring
asymmetry between Israel and the Arabs, does not pertain to the Arab~Israeli
conflict, Moreover, one should not overlook the fact that Israel’s deterence
has never survived longer than was required for the Arabs to build capabilities
which would be adequate to overcome their fears born out of their latest defeat.
In this sense, Arab defeats proved to be more of a stimulus for further wars.
Thus [it may be argued] under the psychological conditions generated by the
asymmetry in resources in which the Arabs have such a clear edge {(above all
in their own eyes), it seems that conceptualizing Israeli strategy in terms of
conventional deterrence is more misleading than helpful .3’

It did not take very long for such views to be extended to their seemingly
logical conclusion: Israel has no alternative but to disclose a nuclear option
and, in fact, to turn nuclear devices from weapons of last resort to an integral
part of the “normal” order of battle. Moshe Dayan muttered something to this
effect in the immediate aftermath of the Yom Kippur War, when he and most
Israelis were still recovering from the shockwaves of this “earthquake.”3¢ Nor
was it long before Dayan’s cryptic comments were echoed in academe.” By
1982 the thesis that Israel should “go public with the bomb” had given rise
to a well-documented and elegantly argued book-length study. Unperturbed
by the fact that throughout the West a massive movement for a nuclear freeze
was fast gaining respectability, this study advocated openly and unreservedly
that Israel should introduce an explicit nuclear strategy to buttress its
presumably failing conventional deterrence.3®

Whether or not Israel’s disclosure of a nuclear strategy has already become
pertinent depends, in the final anlaysis, on an evaluation of its conventional
deterrence. If a detailed reappraisal, such as in the present study, were to lead
to the conclusion that Israel’s conventional deterrence has already outlived its
usefulness, the inescapable implication would be that a nuclear deterrent has
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|
become the| only alternative. But this is not the main finding of this study.
Although the discussion \%rmﬁ follows is critical of many aspects of Israel’s
strategic noswcnr it also _wm&m to an unequivocal rejection of the notion that
the Jewish state should Jﬂomznn nuclear weapons into its regular strategic
arsenal. Isragl’s conventional deterrence has not always been optimal, and often
it was substantially weakened by ill-advised Israeli policies. It still remains viable,
however, and it can be reinforced further by steps that are within Israel’s capacity.
These theses emerge WSE a discussion of the four observed strategic
packages. CHapter 2 of this book focuses on the 1949-56 period, the formative
years in <<Enr the ground nwc_nm of Israeli strategic-military doctrine took shape.
Chapter 3 mznmcnm the mommn further against the background of the 1957-67
decade, the era in which Israel’s concept of conventional deterrence was first
consciously _m rticulated. Chapter 4 traces the conceptual, strategic, and political
dynamics that caused the pendulum to swing back to an essentially defen-
sive/denial posture during _m..rn 1967-73 period. Chapter 5 discusses the partial
shift back to something nammmsvznm deterrence by punishment. Finally, chapter
6 reassembles the various strands of the analysis and addresses the question of

whether or not an Israeli bw_.u.n_omn strategy is inevitable in the foreseeable future.

Period
Strategic Package

n_.
1949 - 1956
L}

Issue Area

1957 - 1967 1967 - 1973 1974 - 1984

Capabilities and
Force Structure

Threats

Alliances

Force Employment !
Predispositions |

The Domestic il
Political Backdrop I

OQutcome: The
Prevailing Strategic
Package _

Figure 1-1. The Organization of the Study
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Even though some of the titles may suggest otherwise, the mmgmm remains
~ the same throughout the discussion: every part begins—as figure 1-1 Ecmﬁmﬂnm..l
. with the topic of capabilities and force structure and then moves on to the topics
~ of alliances, threats, force-employment dispositions, and the relevant moﬂoﬂ_n
; &r:ﬁom_ backdrop. Hence, whereas in its ensemble the study tells the history
~ of Israeli strategy, separately its component parts constitute comparable case
~ studies. This methodology facilitates a modest attempt in nrmm.ﬂﬂ.. 7, the .mEu_
chapter of the book, to draw from the examination of the ~m.nmn__ experience
~ some broader theoretical thoughts about the nature of conventional deterrence,



