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ABSTRACT

Governments often try to use their foreign policies to influence the choice of
who will rule in other countries. However, scholars know strikingly little about this
commonplace and consequential phenomenon, especially when it is scoped down to
the use of diplomatic tools short of force. Indeed, this lacuna is especially striking in
comparison to the voluminous literatures on other forms of international meddling
such as military intervention or coercive diplomacy for producing policy change.

This project seeks to contribute to the nascent research program on partisan
intervention by drawing on the historical record to pose tentative answers to two
pertinent research questions in the context of America’s Mideast policies. The first
topic focuses on occurrence: when are sender states likely to engage in this behavior,
and when are they less likely to do so? The second topic focuses on efficacy: when
does this policy help achieve the sender state’s objectives, and when does it fail?

This project seeks to answer these questions by drawing on Washington’s
peace process diplomacy. It uses official archives and expert interviews to
supplement the existing historiographic record, documenting America’s efforts to
bolster perceived pro-peace leaders in Israel since 1977 and among the Palestinians
since 1986. It also explores U.S. decision-making toward Iran as a shadow case for
leverage over additional study variables, along with other instances of outside
intervention into Israeli politics by European or Arab states.

It finds that the issue area of leadership selection intervention is unusually
subject to the individualistic preferences of top leaders in the sender state. Because
exceptionally blatant meddling of this sort tends to elicit a backlash, self-admitted
LSI is therefore discouraged. Instead, practitioners go to great lengths to maintain
alternative pretenses that prevent revelation of their true intentions. This
inherently complicates the task of legislative oversight, decreases points of leverage
for lobbyists or working-level bureaucrats, and magnifies these leaders’ subjective
interpretation of international circumstances. In short, LSI is intensely personal.
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Chapter .

Introduction

Contemporary diplomacy often seeks to influence the selection of who will
rule on other countries, but experts know surprisingly little about this phenomenon.
When do officials adopt this sort of policy? Under what circumstances are such
attempts likely to succeed or fail? This lacuna is especially striking in comparison to
the voluminous literatures we already have on various other forms of foreign
intervention. Yet meddling aimed at leadership selection seems in many ways to be
the most fascinating variety. This dissertation therefore benefits from some rather
juicy, scandalous subject matter.

This project is a disciplinary hybrid. It is at once a work of political analysis
and diplomatic history. Thus, it focuses on two parallel tasks: building nomothetic
knowledge about how the world works and idiographic knowledge about particular
case episodes. It seeks to establish natural laws that drive meddling behavior across
the cases while chronicling the tale of American intervention in the politics of Israel,
Palestine, and Iran. Its dual mission makes for somewhat longer reading material,
but hopefully it still retains some effectiveness at both purposes while achieving
some complementarities between them.

Because meddling in another political system’s leadership selection is
inherently controversial, officials in the sender state go to extraordinary lengths to
convey a persuasive political message while masking their true intensions behind

some plausible pretense. Often, this takes the form of endorsing favored policies as

15



a placeholder for endorsing favored politicians. However, the risk of leaks that
would strip away these pretenses leads to a deliberative process in the sender state
that is unusually secretive and close-held.

As a result, the events that are documented in this dissertation are
remarkable in terms of how much discretion is exercised by a few top political
leaders in the sender state for determining their nation’s foreign policy. While other
issue areas might be more prone to structural pressures from the international
environment or domestic political system, this kind of meddling is almost always
the domain of the president and just one or two key advisors. And their wisdom or
foibles often spell the policy’s eventual success or failure. These stories of political

intervention are not just fascinating - they go all the way to the top.

A. Definition & Conceptualization:

For the purposes of this project, I term this subject matter “leadership
selection intervention,” or LSI for short. LSI is defined as one government's efforts
to bolster or change the character of another government’s ruling coalition using
methods short of force. The term LSI is at times used interchangeably with the
descriptors “meddling” or “partisan intervention,” which are usually employed in
this particular sense.

What does this complicated concept mean? In short, I use it to refer to
instances in which a sender state tries to influence the choice of who will be in
charge in another political system. Most often, this entails the choice of who will be

the president or prime minister. Often, it also entails the selection of other cabinet
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ministries, which party will have a majority in the legislature, or which other parties
will be included in the ruling coalition? Sometimes it involves efforts to reinforce a
sitting government that is already in power or to affect the relative balance of power
within a sitting government in the target nation.

Defined as such, LSI is one subset of a broader class of behaviors for
meddling or intervention in the realm of international relations. The relationship
among these behaviors is best understood in reference to the 2x3 diagram on the
following page (Table I), where varieties of intervention are distinguished according
to two different dimensions. The first dimension entails the sender state’s objective:
is it seeking to influence the content of the target state’s policies, the character of its
government, or elements of its regime institutions? The second dimension entails
the means that the sender state uses to achieve this objective: is it using force or

employing means short of force, primarily applying the tools of diplomacy?

B. The Literature:

This framework yields a typology of foreign policy meddling that throws into
stark relief the meager amount of attention garnered by the study of LSI to date.
Nearly all of the other entries in Table I are the subject of burgeoning if not
overwrought literatures in the subfield of international relations. For instance, in
the top left box is an entry for coercive diplomacy, also known as “forceful
persuasion,” which primarily seeks to persuade another state to change its behavior
by means short of force. It may at most involve a demonstrative use of military

might but stops short of physically producing the intended result by one’s self.
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There is an enormous amount of research on this topic already, despite the fact that

marginal returns to effort in this area today are arguably quite small.1

Table I: How does LSI compare to other types of
intervention in foreign affairs?

Target of Influence:

Target State’s Target State’s Target State’s
Policies Government Regime
Institutions
Coercive *LSI* Regime Change
Diplomacy Diplomacy by Pressure
(Typel) (Type 1) (Type I11)
Denial Paramilitary Regime
Force by Brute Force Intervention Overthrow
& Coups
(Type V) (Type V) (Type Vi)

The other areas are also the subject of extensive study to date. The bottom

left box, denial by brute force, is the subject of explicit consideration by Robert

! Instances of the voluminous literature on coercive diplomacy include: Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and
Influence (Yale University Press, 1966); Alexander L. George, Forceful Persuasion: Coercive Diplomacy
as an Alternative to War (US Institute of Peace Press, 1991); Daniel Byman and Matthew Waxman, The
Dynamics of Coercion: American Foreign Policy and the Limits of Military Might (Cambridge University
Press, 2002); Robert J. Art and Patrick M. Cronin, The United States and Coercive Diplomacy (US Institute
of Peace Press, 2003); Wallace J. Thies, “Compellence Failure or Coercive Success? The Case of NATO
and Yugoslavia,” Comparative Strategy 22, no. 3 (2003): 243-267; Phil Haun, “On Death Ground: Why
Weak States Resist Great Powers, Explaining Coercion Failure in Asymmetric Interstate Conflict” (MIT
Doctoral Dissertation, 2010). For a discussion of inferential limits to the literature, see Patrick C. Bratton,
“When Is Coercion Successful?: And Why Can’t We Agree on 1t?,” Naval War College Review 58, no. 3
(Summer 2005): 99-120.
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Paper in Bombing to Win and also the implicit subject involved with much of the
literature on military force and strategic studies.?2 The bottom middle box covers
the use of force to directly and kinetically impose a new government on the target
state and is covered extensively in the literature on covert intervention.3 The
bottom right box deals with the subject of regime overthrow, a topic that came back
onto the research agenda with the George W. Bush administration’s invasion of Iraq
and endorsement of a national security strategy reliant upon the use of preventive
force in 2002.# Finally, the top right box covers regime change by sticks and carrots,
a much less prominent subject but one that has been studied nonetheless, especially

once one takes into consideration the literature on democracy promotion as well.5

? See, inter alia, Robert Anthony Pape, Bombing to Win (Cornell University Press, 1996); Robert J. Art and
Kenneth Neal Waltz, The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics (Rowman & Littlefield,
2009); Michael E. O’Hanlon, The Science of War: Defense Budgeting, Military Technology, Logistics, and
Combat Outcomes (Princeton University Press, 2009), chap. 2: Modeling Combat and Sizing Forces.

? Examples of prominent work in this area include: Gregory F. Treverton, Covert Action: The Limits of
Intervention in the Postwar World (Basic Books, 1987); Bob Woodward, Veil: The Secret Wars of the CIA,
1981-1987 (Simon and Schuster, 1987); Stephen Van Evera, “American Intervention in the Third World:
Less Would Be Better,” Security Studies 1, no. 1 (1991): 1-24; Peter J. Schraeder, “Paramilitary
Intervention,” in Intervention into the 1990s: U.S. Foreign Policy in the Third World, ed. Peter J.
Schraeder, 2nd ed. (L. Rienner Publishers, 1992), 131-152; William Blum, Killing Hope: U.S. Military and
CIA Interventions Since World War II, 2nd ed. (Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press, 2004); Stephen
Kinzer, Overthrow: America’s Century of Regime Change from Hawaii to Iraq (Macmillan, 2007).

* Christopher Hitchens, “Machiavelli in Mesopotamia,” Slate, November 7, 2002; John M. IV Owen, “The
Foreign Imposition of Domestic Institutions,” International Organization 56, no. 2 (Spring 2002): 375—
409; Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign Policy
(Brookings Institution Press, 2003); J. D Fearon and D. D Laitin, “Neotrusteeship and the Problem of Weak
States,” International Security 28, no. 4 (2004): 5—43; James Steinberg, “Preventive Force in U.S. National
Security Strategy,” Survival 47, no. 4 (Winter 2005): 55-72; Kinzer, Overthrow: America’s Century of
Regime Change from Hawaii to Iraq; Robert Litwak, Regime Change: U.S. Strategy Through the Prism of
9/11 (Johns Hopkins University Press, 2007); Patricia Sullivan and Johannes Karreth, “Determinants of
Success and Failure in Foreign Regime Maintenance Interventions,” APSA Papers 2010 (2010); Alexander
B. Downes and Jonathan Monten, “FIRCed to Be Free: Foreign-Imposed Regime Change and
Democratization,” APSA Papers 2010 (2010).

> For research specifically on the use of economic sanctions or inducements to achieve regime change, see
elements of Richard Haass and Meghan L. O’Sullivan, Honey and Vinegar: Incentives, Sanctions, and
Foreign Policy (Brookings Institution Press, 2000); Tim Niblock, “Pariah States” & Sanctions in the
Middle East (Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002); Meghan L. O’Sullivan, Shrewd Sanctions: Statecraft and
State Sponsors of Terrorism (Brookings Institution Press, 2003); Gary Clyde Hufbauer et al., Economic
Sanctions Reconsidered [4th Edition] (Peterson Institute, 2007). For some prominent works from the
broader literature on peaceful democracy promotion, see Thomas Carothers, Aiding Democracy Abroad
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Meanwhile, the subject of leadership selection intervention - or partisan
intervention, if one prefers that term - is striking in its absence. Very few works
have sought to explore this topic in a comparative and systematic manner. One
notable exception is a 1993 book chapter by Matthew Evangelista’s in which he
traces the role of American foreign policy behavior in shaping the balance of power
between hardliners and moderates in the Soviet Union.® Another is the Lebanon
field experiment by Daniel Corstange and Nikolay Marinov in which they seek to
determine the attitudes of Lebanese voters to a series of electoral interventions by
hypothetical foreign powers.” To the best of my knowledge, these are the only two
published works in the literature thus far that attempt to evaluate generalizable
hypotheses on this issue area, and, despite their considerable merits, they certainly
leave room for additional work to be done. Further, Evangelista’s work seems to
support the idea that public opinion pressure and foreign policy lobbies are very
influential, while Nikolay and Corstange’s work emphasize the self-defeating nature
of most attempts at LSI. In both regards this study contradicts the existing
literature, limited thought it may be.

In review, there is a great deal of research that seeks to explore the dynamics
of intervention behaviors using diplomacy in international politics that seek use

influence another state’s policies or regime institutions but little research on efforts

(Carnegie Endowment, 1999); Michael Cox, G. John Ikenberry, and Takashi Inoguchi, American
Democracy Promotion (Oxford University Press, 2000); Peter J. Schraeder, Exporting Democracy (Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 2002); James Traub, The Freedom Agenda: Why America Must Spread Democracy
(Just Not the Way George Bush Did) (Macmillan, 2008).

® Matthew Evangelista, “Internal and External Constraints on Grand Strategy,” in The Domestic Bases of
Grand Strategy, ed. Richard N. Rosecrance and Arthur A. Stein (Cornell University Press, 1993), 154-178.

7 Corstange and Marinov, “Does Taking Sides Encourage Radicalization?: The US and Iranian Messages in
the 2009 Elections in Lebanon.”
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that seek to change or bolster another state’s government - the people who make

those policies and serve in those regime institutions.

C. Importance:

The reasons for this lack of attention given to LSI until now cannot be for lack
of deductive importance. The framework embodied in Table I suggests that this is
an analytically fundamental form of foreign policy behavior. Further, it is only
natural that sometimes officials in powerful countries decide that the most
promising route for achieving their goals winds through another nation’s domestic
politics. Although this practice may be a violation of national sovereignty, we
already know that such deviations from the principle of sovereignty are par for the
course in contemporary world politics.8

Nor can the lack of attention given to this type of foreign policy behavior be
justified on the basis of being a rare event. Leadership selection intervention is a
commonplace behavior in the world today. This dissertation alone documents
numerous instances of such behavior, and it is only a limited subset of the study
population. Elsewhere I have provided documentation of a range of other episodes
as well.? Yet these are still just an irregular subset of cases, based on the author’s

own particular area studies and case history knowledge.

¥ Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (Princeton University Press, 1999); David A.
Lake, Hierarchy in International Relations (Cornell University Press, 2009).

? Other notable examples not covered in this project listed with justifying source citations in a recent
conference paper: David A. Weinberg, “Hypotheses on Leadership Selection Intervention: How Great
Powers Pick Sides Abroad,” Conference Paper Presented Jointly to the International Security Sections of
the American Political Science Association and the International Studies Association (October 16, 2010).
Examples include: US-Italy (1948), US-Philippines (‘51), US-West Germany (’53), US-Japan (early Cold
War), US-Lebanon (’58), US-Italy (‘63), US-Chile (*64), South Vietnam-US (‘68), US-Chile (‘70), US-
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Nor can ignoring LSI be justified on the basis that it does not matter for the
politics of the target polity. Not all instances of LSI succeed, but some certainly do.
Further, leadership contests, including but not limited to elections, are critical
junctures during which a small outside impact can sometimes tip the balance in
deciding who will rule. Even in regimes with flexible-term electoral institutions
such as Israel, those new leaders then typically have a modicum of time in which to
imprint their preferences onto institutions and policies, which often yield increasing
returns to scale over time and change the capabilities, beliefs, and coalitions among
relevant actors. In short, because leadership contests are critical junctures, shaping
them can often leave lasting policy legacies.10

Studying leadership selection intervention also has relevance for numerous
disciplines, both within and beyond political science. It straddles the intersection
between international relations and comparative politics, while studying the
efficacy of LSI fits well with the evaluative mindset of policy studies. In addition to
these nomothetic approaches, there are significant ideographic benefits as well,

making contributions to the fields of area studies a diplomatic history.

D. Research Methods:

Because existing knowledge about LSI is so rudimentary, I seek to address

Chile (“70-3), US-Greece (*74), Iran-US (‘80), US-ROK (‘80), US-Poland (‘82-89), US-EIl Salvador (’84),
Israel/US-Iran (’86), US-Philippines (‘86), US-Haiti (‘87), US-Pakistan (‘88), US-Panama (‘89), US-
Nicaragua (‘89), US-USSR (late ’80s), US-Cambodia (°93), US-Haiti (‘94), US-Russia (‘96), Iran-Israel
(°96), PA-Israel (‘96), China-Taiwan (‘90s), US-Turkey (‘97), US-Iran (‘97-°00), EU-Austria (2000),
US/EU/Canada-Serbia (°2000), US-Serbia (2000s), US/EU-Ukraine (‘04), Russia-Ukraine (‘04), US-
Ukraine (‘04), US-Lebanon (‘05), US-Pakistan (‘07), India-Nepal (°08).

1% Paul Pierson, Politics in Time: History, Institutions, and Social Analysis (Princeton University Press,
2004); Giovanni Capoccia and R. Daniel Kelemen, “The Study of Critical Junctures: Theory, Narrative,
and Counterfactuals in Historical Institutionalism,” World Politics 59, no. 3 (April 2007): 341-369.
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research questions that are both fundamental and consequential in nature. Thus, I
focus on explaining variation in two crucial dependent variables: occurrence and
efficacy. The first research question asks why LSI occurs in some instances but not
others, even in the same bilateral relationship. The second research question asks
why LSI succeeds in some instances but not others, again, even in the same bilateral
relationship.

Of course, these are not the only two possible research questions worth
asking about LSI. For instance: what explains the sender’s choice of particular
intervention techniques over others? Do different tools entail different causal
mechanisms or different rates of efficacy? What explains the sender’s choice of LSI
over other forms of intervention? Which states are more prone to conduct LSI or to
be the recipients of it? However, for the sake of focusing my efforts, I choose to
focus only on the questions of occurrence and efficacy raised above.

In order to devise answers to these two questions, I employ qualitative
research methods, since there are considerable limitations to other techniques, such
as statistical analysis. These limitations are caused by enumerative challenges that
pose a high risk of systematic biases, including both false negative and false positive
codings. Instead, I use a deep-dive approach to data analysis, focusing heavily on
internal validity in order to ensure that my inferences about particular cases are
accurate and meaningful. Examining all possible episodes on a limited number of
directed country dyads helps mitigate the risk of certain selection biases, while
expanding the field of focus beyond a single bilateral relationship helps address

others.

23



Because LSI is such a taboo topic, practitioners frequently face incentives to
deny their actual intentions. This makes researching LSI extraordinarily challenging
both methodologically and in terms of data collection. However, good scholarship
does not shy away from important questions just because they are difficult to
answer. [ have taken substantial efforts to overcome certain data limitations by
expanding the primary source record through extensive use of archives and
interview techniques. And, where the data is ambiguous, I take great pains to report
the evidence as actually is, not as I wish it to be. Hopefully, I have done a fair job in
this regard. Data collection stops at the end of the George W. Bush administration,
in order to ensure that I am not chasing a moving target in trying to explain

developments during an ongoing presidential administration.

E. The Argument:

[ originally set out to test four rival theories for explaining the dynamics of
leadership selection intervention, and, although [ cannot speak to possible
subjective biases, I tried to give each approach a fair hearing. What I found was that
the agency of top officials in the sender state turns out to be extraordinarily
important in the realm of leadership selection intervention. This leadership-based
approach did a much, much better job at explaining the data than other approaches
that emphasized national interests, bureaucratic politics, or the preferences of
lobbyists and legislators for explaining foreign policy outcomes.

[ attribute this outcome to the controversial nature of the subject matter. If

conducted in the open, LSI would likely backfire. Thus, leaders still seek to meddle
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abroad, but they do so in a manner designed to minimize the risks of exposure from
leaks. They tend to avoid normal decision channels, operating on a strict need-to-
know basis and issuing verbal orders instead of written directives whenever
possible.

This decision-making environment inherently privileges discretionary
control of foreign policy behavior by top leaders in the sender state. Because formal
channels are off limits, bureaucrats cannot build winning coalitions to advocate for
their policy preferences, and they are usually unable to block such efforts because
presidents simply leave working-level officials in the dark about their true
intentions. Occasionally bureaucrats will conduct leadership selection intervention
without proper authorization from above, but such freelancing turns out to be rare
and usually requires the president to be unusually detached from issue oversight.

Under such restrictive decision-making conditions, the only way officials can
approve this sort of policy is if they are senior enough to dispense with formal
procedure, typically limiting the pool to the president and national security advisor
or secretary of state. And, because these individuals typically must not only approve
but also initiate the effort, they thrust themselves into these situations on the basis
of high resolve. This makes it quite difficult for Congress to block the president
when he does seek to pursue LSI abroad. Members of Congress rarely notice the
president’s smaller scale efforts to meddle overseas, and they are often deterred
from fighting the executive branch over more drastic interventions because he can

signal to them his determination and willingness to pursue such a fight.
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Finally, because presidents are encouraged to be so privative about their
decisions to pursue LSI, they are unusually dependent upon their own foreign policy
instincts and judgment. As a result, variation in LSI occurrence turns out to be
somewhat independent of objective international circumstances during periods
when practitioners misperceive the policy-making environment or harbor strong
feelings about their personal counterparts abroad. Subsequently, the efficacy of LSI
attempts also turns somewhat on the subjective perceptions by these leaders,
depending upon whether or not they correctly understand political dynamics and

desires within the arena of the target state.

F. Evidence for Findings:

The case histories in this project provide a broad swath of evidence about the
four theories under consideration. I find that, among this data, the most persuasive
evidence in favor of leadership theory at the expense of the three structure-based
explanations for foreign policy behavior under consideration tends to involve
episodes in which the theories offer mutually exclusive predictions, allowing us to
parse between them with the data. However, in addition to this “three-cornered
test,” assessing leadership theory against prominent rival explanations, it is also
important to do a “two-cornered test,” comparing leadership theory against the null
to demonstrate that it does a relatively sound job on its own of explaining the cases,
regardless of other prominent theories of causation.

The evidence in this regard is quite remarkable. Time and time again, a

recurring theme throughout all of the cases seems to be the importance of top
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leaders in the sender state (in this study, usually the United States) for determining
the dynamics of LSI behavior. In both cases and non-cases, the reason for
occurrence or non-occurrence of LSI can usually be traced back to the characteristic
actions of either the president or one of his most trusted aides. And, although
efficacy is subject to less degrees of freedom than efficacy (as is explained in my
theory chapter), the success or failure of attempts at LSI also seems to be heavily
impacted by leadership-related variables, especially how well American officials
seemed to understand the actual dynamics of competitive politics in the target state.
Some of the most important dynamics for determining variation in both LSI
occurrence and efficacy across the episodes seem to be: presidential passions,
personal assessments about their foreign counterparts, personal distractions they
may fact, their style of management, and even their specific beliefs about impending
leadership contests abroad.

Further, the theory stands up to a three-cornered test against the rival
explanations as well, which tend to emphasize domestic or international structural
forces at the expense of personal agency. In order to give all four theories a fair
hearing, I consider each theory in each episode along a range of seven different
observable implications in order to be meticulous and rigorous about considering
explanations other than the agency of top leaders in the sender state. Consistently,
however, the leadership-based explanation comes out ahead.

Further, a number of episodes offer particularly stark grist for falsification of
the rival theories. For example, if national interests theory were true - that is, if

states made policy in the realm of LSI solely on the basis of unitary, rational,
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objective national interests - then we should expect to see states in similar
circumstances behaving similarly. However, American policy toward Israel in 1987
and 1990 provide an excellent thought experiment in this regard. In both instances,
Washington faced similar circumstances in Israeli politics, and yet it pursued
divergent policies for reasons having to do with the subjective perceptions of the
president and secretary of state at the time.

In both instances, the United States faced with an Israeli national unity
government incorporating both the Labor Party and the Likud Party, in which Labor
endorsed a peace plan that had elicited surprising Arab support but was opposed by
the Likud. Yet in 1987, Ronald Reagan and George Shultz declined to pursue LSI,
rejecting requests for them to do so through endorsing the London Accords, since
they were not eager to get drawn into an intramural Israeli fight over the plan. Yet
in 1990, George H. W. Bush and James Baker pushed for the adoption of the so-
called Shamir Plan even after Yitzhak Shamir had abandoned the plan. They knew
that to do so would risk the end of Israel’s national unity government, and that the
NUG might be replaced by a coalition led by Labor or by one led by the Likud. These
were highly equivalent opportunities with divergent responses, and I argue in the
case histories that the reasons for the difference come down to staffing on the
American side.

The cases examined in this dissertation provide a critical test of the lobby-
legislative approach, which envisions U.S. policy as the result of dictation by lobbies
and other public interest groups, usually through their supporters in Congress. This

is because the U.S.-Israel and U.S.-Palestine relationships are instances in which
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lobby groups are seen as being especially influential. If the theory is indeed true, it
should perform particularly well in these cases. If, however, the theory cannot
perform even on its home territory, that should provide considerable reason for
skepticism about the theory’s explanatory power, at least as a model for behavior in
the specific area of leadership selection intervention.11

If the lobby-legislative perspective were true, we should expect to see very
little LSI toward Israel. This is because pro-Israel lobby has rather consistently
opposed American intervention in either Israeli or Palestinian politics, believing
that such behavior is bad for American interests and for Israeli interests. YetI find a
very high level of such behavior by the United States government over recent
decades. Under this theory one should also expect to see some other patterns of
behavior that are not borne out by the cases, including: LSI attempts being
significantly degraded by opposition from Congress, LSI attempts being
concentrated in periods of united U.S. government, and LSI being near-impossible
during the lead-up to elections in the United States. For instance, both Bush 41 and
Bill Clinton pursued especially dramatic episodes of leadership selection
intervention during years in which they were up for reelection.

Lastly, this project also rejects the bureaucratic politics approach as a model
for explaining LSI behavior. The main elements of the bureaucracy which deal with
Israeli and Palestinian politics - the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs at the
Department of State - tend to prefer frequent LSI on behalf of perceived pro-peace

moderates. And, although LSI is much more common than one would expect under

" Indeed, I do not seek to argue in this volume that foreign policy lobbies are inconsequential overall —
rather that they are unimportant in the particular dimension of LSI.
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the lobby-legislative approach, neither is it regular enough to fit the bureaucratic
approach (and, indeed, closer inspection of the case studies bears out the thesis that
this variation is due to factors in the realm of sender state leadership, not some
combination of these other, structural factors).

In fact, not only does the U.S. government engage in LSI more rarely than
working-level bureaucrats might prefer, but sometimes it intervenes in the wrong
direction relative to theory’s expectations. For example, this often takes the form of
coming down in support of Likud politicians in Israel instead of candidates from the
Labor or Kadima Parties instead. In 1983, the Reagan administration tried to
bolster Likud politican Misha Arens as a successor to Menachem Begin because he
seemed more moderate than possible alternatives; George W. Bush took steps in
advance of the 2003 Israeli elections that were designed to help then-Likud leader
Ariel Sharon win reelection.

Not only did such interventions clash with the preferences of working-level
bureaucrats in the U.S. government, but they employed techniques for achieving LSI
that were also unpopular with the bureaucracy. Bush’s support for Sharon came
mainly in the form of agreeing to delay release of the Road Map peace plan, a step
that outraged lower-level U.S. officials. In 1983, the steps used to bolster Arens
involved approval of U.S. support for Israel’s Lavi fighter jet project, which was
opposed by working level technocrats at the Defense Department (as well as the
Defense Secretary, who was overruled by Reagan) for being too costly and not an
effective weapons platform. The jet project was cancelled four years later for

exactly that reason. Again, in 1996, Bill Clinton sought to bolster Israeli politician
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Shimon Peres by approving the Nautilus laser weapon system as a possible avenue
for defending Israel from missiles; again, the aid was one of numerous steps taken
by the Clinton administration that were intended to bolster Peres in advance of an
[sraeli vote. Yet the idea had long been opposed by working-level Pentagon officials
for being ineffective on the testing field and for being far too costly. Years later, U.S.-
Israel cooperation to develop the Nautilus was cancelled for exactly the same
reasons.

In short, this evidence should make observers highly skeptical about
bureaucratic models of LSI behavior, along with the other two structural models
tested by this dissertation: national interests theory and the lobby-legislative
politics approach. Leadership theory provides a far more persuasive model of
American behavior for explaining variation in both LSI occurrence and LSI efficacy

adCross cases.

G. Plan for the Dissertation:

The remainder of this dissertation proceeds as follows: my theory chapter,
Israel cases, Palestine cases, an Iran shadow case, and conclusions. In Chapter 2, I
present competing theories about how LSI works and provide a framework for
testing them against each other. I further justify my choice of research questions,
articulate the four theories tested by this dissertation, and enumerate a list of
specific observable implications that we should expect to see under each of those
four theories. In the case studies that follow, I reprise this list of observable

implications, methodically assessing how the theories stack up in each Israeli or
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Palestinian episode according to each category observable implication. It is
painstaking work but helps ensure that all four theories get a fair and consistent
hearing throughout.

In Chapters 3 through 7 I set out to document the history of American
intervention in Israeli politics from 1977 through 2009. I give each presidential
administration since Jimmy Carter a full chapter’s worth of analysis, and I document
concurrent instances of intervention in Israeli politics by other governments
(usually Egypt, Jordan, the PA, Britain, and France) as they come up in order to aid
in boosting analytical leverage.

I then proceed to the Palestine dyad in Chapters 8 through 10 in order to
explore how observations from the Israel dyad stack up in a different contextual
setting. Chapter 8 considers the era before the Oslo Accords, comparing efforts by
George Shultz and James Baker to marginalize the Palestine Liberation Organization.
Chapter 9 examines the heyday of the Oslo era and Bill Clinton’s efforts to embrace
the PLO leadership atop the newly established Palestinian Authority government.
Then, Chapter 10 considers George W. Bush’s efforts to fill the void in Palestinian
politics after Oslo’s demise by picking and choosing the Palestinian leadership.

The last empirical section of this dissertation is Chapter 11. In it, I provide a
brief longitudinal shadow case that musters existing published materials for to
outline past U.S. efforts to intervene in the domestic politics of Iran. This includes
both before and after the fall of the Shah. Since the purpose of this chapter is to
probe external validity rather than to generate theory from scratch, my coverage of

the data in these episodes is much shorter and more stylized.
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Finally, I wrap up by offering some brief conclusions in Chapter 12. I review
the dissertation’s main arguments as well as commonalities and differences across

the three dyads. I then finish by offering some lessons for both theory and policy.
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Chapter ILI.
The Theory

Why does the United States government play favorites in another nation’s
internal politics during some episodes but not others, seeking to enhance the power
of one actor or faction at the expense of others? Why does the U.S. succeed at
certain efforts yet fail at others? The core of this dissertation seeks to answer such
questions by assembling a history of U.S. efforts to promote the Middle East peace
process by meddling in the internal politics of Israel and the internal politics of the
Palestinian Authority. It therefore serves two complementary objectives:
documenting an important chapter of American diplomatic history and mapping out
the dynamics of a behavior in international relations that is empirically
commonplace but analytically neglected.

This study reaches the surprising finding that the agency of individual top
leaders in the sender state is critical for explaining outcomes in this particular issue
area. Because picking favorites is a taboo subject, officials avoid the potential costs
of exposure by using elaborate pretenses to mask their true intentions and by
developing an aversion to formal, written process to diminish the chances of leaks.
This tendency has the peculiar side effect of boosting the leeway of top political
leaders to pursue unpopular or even misguided foreign policies while mitigating
major structural forces such as bureaucratic politics, pressure from Congress and

lobbyists, or objective international interests.
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Background & Overview:

In the previous chapter, [ reviewed the literature on meddling in
international relations. I defined leadership selection intervention (LSI) as a distinct
type of meddling by which by one government attempts to bolster or change the
character of another polity’s ruling coalition using methods short of force. Further, I
demonstrated that LSI has been understudied relative to the burgeoning literatures
on other kinds of interference in foreign affairs, such as military intervention,
support for coups, or state-to-state coercion. Although LSI is a commonplace form
of behavior in contemporary international relations, we have little systematic
knowledge about it.

In this chapter, I present competing theories about how LSI works and
provide a framework for testing them against each other. In the first section below,
[ lay out two overarching research questions, each addressing puzzling variation in
a different aspect of how LSI operates: occurrence and efficacy. That is, why does
LSI occur in some instances but not others, especially within a specific bilateral
relationship? And why does LSI succeed in some of those instances but not others?

Second, [ present some competing theories that might answer these research
questions. The four theories include: national interests, lobby-legislative politics,
bureaucratic politics, and leadership theory. In this project, I argue that leadership
theory, which emphasizes individual agency, offers a more persuasive answer to
these research questions than the three structural theories (international or
domestic) against which it shall be tested.

Third, I enumerate a list of specific observable implications that we should
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expect to see under each one of the theories. By explicitly drawing out how
expectations vary across theories, | provide tangible guidelines as to which kinds of
evidence should lead us to reject the structure-based approaches in favor of agency.
Fourth, I explain why LSI is an issue area in which agency is so salient for
explaining behavior. I argue that this is due to a phenomenon I call “the paper
paradox”, by which officials balance their desire to meddle and the risks of doing so
by avoiding the formal and written channels through which government decision-
making normally takes place. When the deliberative process is driven underground,
it reduces the automaticity with which structural pressures tend to be imposed
upon policy. Instead, it falls to top leaders to determine whether and how a sender
state engages in LSI. This phenomenon applies to both LSI occurrence and LSI
efficacy, although for certain reasons it has more effect on the former than the latter.
Fifth, I describe my criteria for case selection. I explain why even a limited
number of case studies can provide valid, generalizable knowledge when selected
using the appropriate logic. [ lay out my general logic for case selection and
demonstrate why the specific cases I study fulfill these standards. Inter alia, my case
selection methods are designed to minimize selection bias; minimize erroneous case
codings (both false negatives and false positives); provide a critical, easy test for
lobby-legislative theory (which it fails); and to maximize historiographic
contributions. I also seek to assess external validity by applying the theory to cases
beyond U.S.-Israel relations. These cases include: incidental discussion of
intervention in Israeli politics by Arab or European states in Chapters 3 through 7, a

parallel study of American intervention in Palestinian politics in Chapters 8 through
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10, and a shadow case exploring U.S. intervention in Iranian politics since World
War Il in Chapter 11.

Sixth, I touch on issues of coding and measurement. Before assembling and
evaluating empirical evidence in the chapters that will follow, I therefore aim to
specify some objective standards for weighing historical evidence in theoretically
salient terms. I also conclude with a dissertation road map to provide the reader

with a clearer sense of what follows in subsequent chapters.

SECTION 1: The Research Questions

Since existing knowledge about LSI is so rudimentary, | seek to address
research questions that are fundamental, consequential, and broadly applicable in
nature. Thus, I focus on explaining variation in two specific dependent variables:
occurrence and efficacy. Below, I explain why I choose to focus on these two DVs
and provide illustrative examples to highlight puzzling variation in both categories.

Of course, these are not the only research questions worth asking about LSI.
Other unexplored topics include: what explains the sender’s choice of particular
intervention techniques over others? Do different tools entail different causal
mechanisms and different rates of efficacy? What explains the sender’s choice of LSI
over more forceful forms of intervention? When and why do sender states choose
hybrid strategies that combine or switch between these two types? Further, who
sends LSI? Only superpowers? Only democracies?

However, for purposes of rigor and concentration, this project leaves aside

direct consideration of those questions for future projects. Instead, it focuses upon
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the two DVs that I believe provide the soundest foundation for policy knowledge
and further research on the topic: occurrence and efficacy.

This study does bear on a few other topics in passing but does not focus on
them extensively. For instance, one could ask how often LSI occurs, along with how
often LSI succeeds. Based on the cases covered by this dissertation, my rough
answer to each these questions is “sometimes”. Sometimes LSI occurs during
potentially enticing circumstances for meddling abroad, and sometimes it does not.
Sometimes LSI succeeds at achieving its practitioners’ intended objectives, and
sometimes it does not. As vague as that may sound, it does provide limited support
for some theories over others. For instance, some perspectives might envision very
successful or near-constant LSI on these dyads (such as models of state clientelism,
dependencia theory, and bureaucratic politics), while others might expect LSI
occurrence or efficacy to be quite rare (such as the lobby-legislative perspective
described below).

One thing I do not seek to achieve in this study is to build a grand theory for
explaining which tools of LSI potential sender states adopt when and why.
However, the range of tools observed in this study are quite extensive. For example,
LSI can take place through public statements of praise or criticism, private electoral
advice, selectively targeted treaties or aid as well as pointed denials of such
measures to name a few. A notional taxonomy of common tools for LSI versus tools

for “harder” intervention involving physical force is provided below in Table II
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Table II:

Tools of LSI versus Tools of Intervention Using Force

Intervention
Using Force

Intervention
Short of Force

Dependent Variable #1: Occurrence

What explains variation in LSI occurrence - that is, why does LSI occur in
some instances but not others? To be fair, not everybody presumes that this is the
case. For instance, scholars who focus on concepts such as dependencia, neo-
colonialism, and superpower control of client states tend to suggest great power
intervention is a universal constant that is always taking place.! On the other hand,

if one were to judge only from neorealist IR theory or from the overt rhetoric of U.S.

! Gavan McCormack, Client State: Japan in the American Embrace (Verso, 2007); Julia Sweig, Friendly
Fire: Losing Friends and Making Enemies in the Anti-American Century (Public Affairs, 2006); Rashid
Khalidi, Resurrecting Empire: Western Footprints and America’s Perilous Path in the Middle East
(Beacon Press, 2005); Andre Gunder Frank, “The Development of Underdevelopment,” The Sustainable
Urban Development Reader (2004). For a more measured variant, see David Sylvan and Stephen Majeski,
U.S. Foreign Policy in Perspective: Clients, Enemies and Empire (Psychology Press, 2009).
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diplomats, it would seem that meddling might never take place.?

However, these assumptions are erroneous: there is clear - and sometimes
puzzling - variation in the occurrence of LSI. Throughout this project I point out
numerous instances of LSI occurrence and non-occurrence under comparable
circumstances, including on the same two-country directed dyads. For now,
however, my hope is that a single illustrative example should suffice.

Consider U.S. relations with Turkey in 1973-4 when Turkey elected a leftist
prime minister, Biilent Ecevit, who formed a government that advocated socialist
economic controls at home and warmer relations with the USSR abroad. This is just
the sort of event that one might expect to have elicited U.S. efforts to bring the new
Turkish government down. However, this does not appear to have taken place.3

On the other hand, in 1996-7 American policy-makers strove to undermine
Turkey’s Islamist PM Necmettin Erbakan for doing the exact same thing: advocating
worrisome but gradual domestic transformations and closer relations with sworn
American enemies. Washington’s policy during this period sought to ensure close
bilateral ties while preventing Erbakan from capitalizing on U.S. concessions, a
policy that came to be known as “Turkey an ally, Erbakan no friend”.*

Of course, this begs the question of why LSI occurred in one case but not the

? Versions of realist theory that treat states as undifferentiated black boxes inherently assume that all
matters of internal politics are either nonexistent or inconsequential for foreign policy behavior. See
Kenneth Neal Waltz, Theory of International Politics (McGraw-Hill, 1979). For an apt discussion of the
shortcomings of systemic theory with regard to internal politics of weak states, see John M. IV Owen, “The
Foreign Imposition of Domestic Institutions,” International Organization 56, no. 2 (Spring 2002): 377—
378.

3 Dankwart A. Rustow, Turkey, America’s Forgotten Ally (Council on Foreign Relations, 1987); Monteagle
Stearns, Entangled Allies: U.S. Policy Toward Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus (Council on Foreign Relations,
1992); US Department of State, “Foreign Relations of the United States, 1969-1976, Volume XXX,
Greece; Cyprus; Turkey, 1973-1976” (US Government Printing Office, 2007).

* Alan Makovsky, “How to Deal with Erbakan,” Middle East Quarterly (1997); Robert Satloff, “US Policy
Toward Islamism: A Theoretical and Operational Overview,” Council on Foreign Relations (2000).

41



other, despite circumstances seeming to justify it in both instances. My tentative
reading of the Turkish cases seems to support leadership theory, since a major
factor mitigating U.S. threat perceptions about Ecevit was a personal connection
between leaders that was lacking for Erbakan. Kissinger explains that “I had known
Ecevit since 1957, when he was a student at the Harvard International Seminar” and
recalls that Ecevit’s political outlook had been “conventional left-wing attitudes of
mainstream European intellectuals taking their lead from Parisian literary circles”.
In fact, Kissinger even comments that, “because [Ecevit’s] first passion had been
poetry, | was hoping that he would prove more flexible and sensitive to nuance than
the more traditional Turkish leaders who tended to favor trench warfare”.> I also
note numerous instances in the course of the dissertation in which observers might
have expected to see LSI yet intervention surprisingly did not occur.

[ find these instances of within-dyad variation the most puzzling because so
many country-specific factors are already held constant. This sort of fine-grained
variation is also more policy-relevant because it allows us to assess with some
specificity whether LSI is likely to occur in the context of a bilateral relationship at a
particular point in time, not just on average relative to other possible dyads. The
question of “is LSI likely by State A toward State B in the near future?” is likely to be
somewhat more informative than “are State A’s dealings with State B generally
prone to LSI?”, since the latter question can probably be estimated by a tentative
glance at the historical record. It is also more policy-relevant, a key objective for

studies that seek to produce applicable knowledge on real-world problems. Thus, as

> Henry Kissinger, Years of Renewal (Simon and Schuster, 2000), 217.
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[ address this project’s first research question - that of occurrence - I look at both
kinds of variation but place greater emphasis of explaining variation within the
context of a given bilateral relationship.

Further, although bidirectional meddling sometimes takes place (and is no
doubt more common in the U.S.-Israel relationship), for the sake of feasibility I avoid
searching for it directly. I only address two-way meddling in this project when

reciprocality occurs and is pertinent for explaining behavior by the primary sender.

Dependent Variable #2: Efficacy

In addition to studying occurrence, this project seeks to explain variation in
the efficacy of LSI, why some efforts at LSI succeed whereas others fail. This is
another dimension in which one can observe both variation and puzzling outcomes.

For instance, America and its allies sought to facilitate the defeat of Slobodan
Milosevic in the 2000 Serbian elections, and the prevailing wisdom seems to be that
these efforts succeeded. By sanctioning the ruling clique and providing aid to
political opposition groups, the international community helped skew Serbia’s vote
toward Kostunica and away from Milosevic.6 In addition to achieving success in the
narrow sense of pushing out Milosevic, these efforts can be considered a broader
policy success because they also helped advance democratization in Serbia and

bring about a more peaceful environment in the Balkans.”

 Thomas Carothers, “Ousting Foreign Strongmen: Lessons from Serbia,” Policy Brief- Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace 1, no. 5 (May 2001). Nor is this an isolated case. For a broader
approach, see Nikolay Marinov, “Do Economic Sanctions Destabilize Country Leaders?,” American
Journal of Political Science 49, no. 3 (July 2005): 564-576.

7 As I describe below in more detail, I disaggregate efficacy into categories of “narrow” and “broad”.
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However, subsequent efforts to isolate Serbian extremists have tended to fail.
Despite U.S. insistence on boycotting hardline factions, such as the Socialist Party of
Serbia and the Serbian Radical Party, these groups have not suffered as a result. If
anything, their popularity increased since the policy of non-engagement was
implemented. The SPS has played the role of a kingmaker during coalition
formation, and both parties continue to exert an influence on policy outcomes.8

This begs the broader question of why some efforts at LSI succeed while
others fail. For reasons I shall explain later, one of the reasons the Serbian episodes
differ so much in their results has to do with the relative urgency of the policy
endeavors. Leaders have much greater capacity and motivation to tip the scales
during short-term efforts (e.g. the lead-up to elections in a target state) than during
long-term efforts to change the balance of political power in a foreign society.

In sum, occurrence and efficacy comprise two types of variation that are
crucial for understanding LSI. I place greater emphasis on explaining fine-grained
(within-dyad) variation than differences across dyads, and I leave consideration of

other possible research questions aside for another date.

SECTION 2: The Theories

What sorts of theories allow us to make parsimonious predictions about the
dynamics of LSI? This section offers four prominent theories of foreign policy

behavior and tailors them to the subject matter. Three of them focus on the role of

¥ Marlene Spoerri, “US Policy Towards Ultranationalist Political Parties in Serbia: The Policy of Non-
Engagement Examined,” CEU Political Science Journal 1 (2008): 25-48.
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broad structural forces that tend to fall beyond the control of individual human
beings: national interests theory, lobby-legislative politics, and bureaucratic politics.
Meanwhile, the fourth framework - leadership theory - places greater emphasis on
the role of individual agency for explaining outcomes in international politics.

I do not include an explicitly “constructivist” or “ideational” theory in this
grouping for theory testing. Although models that emphasize normative causal
factors comprise another prominent area of international relations theory, [ do not
believe that an explicit testing of this approach is necessary for this project. To the
extent that ideational models emphasize factors that operate at the group level (i.e.
those beliefs that are intersubjective), those beliefs are either too widely shared to
explain intra-dyadic variation over time or are subsumed in the two structural
models already tested that emphasize the demands of specific institutional actors in
the sender state’s domestic context. To the extent that ideational models emphasize
individual-level beliefs that are not widely shared, these factors are subsumed with
success under the agency-based leadership theory approach.

I conclude in this study that leadership theory provides the most persuasive
answer to my research questions. However, in order to conduct as fair a test as
possible, I make sure to elaborate versions of the alternative theories that are well-

suited to within-dyad variation in leadership selection intervention.

Theory #1: National Interests Theory

The first theory I consider here focuses on international structure. The

preeminent school of thought in international relations is structural realism, also
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known as neorealism. It argues that states act on the basis of national interests,
evaluating costs and benefits in a unitary, self-interested manner.? However, [
loosen some of the strict assumptions commonly employed by neorealists to ensure
that the international structural approach is given as fair a test as possible.
However, I also seek to avoid warping its meaning so far as to loose track of its
original insight, a pitfall known as “conceptual stretching”.10

First, neorealism tends to emphasize very slow-moving factors such as
polarity and the gross balance of power.11 Instead, a more appropriate framework
for evaluating fine-grained variation in LSI would be to jettison this focus while
retaining the rationalist roots of structural realism.12 No doubt, slow-moving factors
such as polarity are worth considering, and I note opportunities to evaluate them
when possible (such as comparing pre- and post-Cold War cases). But they would
not provide a very informative basis for addressing variation within the dyads.

Second, it is important to recognize that focusing on fine-grained power
balances would not provide a very useful alternative. In fact, the balance of power

between target and sender states may be quite removed from the question of how to

 Some notable examples of realist thinking include Thucydides, “Melian Dialogues,” in Essential
Readings in World Politics, ed. Karen A. Mingst and Jack L. Snyder, trans. Suresht Bald (Norton, 2010),
2-3; Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (A. A. Knopf, 1948);
Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics (Wiley, 1957); Waltz, Theory of
International Politics; John A. Vasquez, The Power of Power Politics: From Classical Realism to
Neotraditionalism (Cambridge University Press, 1998); John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power
Politics (W. W. Norton & Company, 2001).

1" Giovanni Sartori, “Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics,” The American Political Science
Review 64, no. 4 (1970): 1033-1053; David Collier and James E. Jr. Mahon, “Conceptual ‘Stretching’
Revisited: Adapting Categories in Comparative Analysis,” The American Political Science Review 87, no.
4 (1993): 845-855.

""See especially Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics; Waltz, Theory of International
Politics; Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics (Cornell University Press, 1997).

"2 For the distinction between gross and fine-grained power balances, see Stephen Van Evera, Causes of
War: Power and the Roots of Conflict (Cornell University Press, 1999), 7-11, 256. See also Marc
Trachtenberg, “A ‘Wasting Asset’: American Strategy and the Shifting Nuclear Balance, 1949-1954,”
International Security 13, no. 3 (1988): 5-49.
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approach the domestic politics of others. Thus, I focus on interests instead of power
balances and loosen the neorealist presumption that domestic politics should not
matter.13
Third, I choose to boil realism down to the logic of the objective and unitary
national interest. One must ask how domestic cleavages in the target state impact
the objective interests of a unitary sender state. Specifically, the theory should
consider which political factions in the target state advocate policies that are most
(or least) advantageous to the sender’s interests and whether there is an
opportunity for the sender to support (or undermine) that faction.
Thus, for the purposes of this project, Theory #1 (national interests theory),
claims the following:
The main factor for explaining variation in the
occurrence and efficacy of LSI will be the objective
strategic interests of the unitary sender state.
Thus, states should undertake LSI according to their objective, unitary international
interests, and their success at doing so should be directly correlated with their
stakes in the outcome. Institutional or personal biases in the sender state should

not skew the timing or effectiveness of intervention.

¥ However, we should not stretch the theory too far by allowing domestic factors in the sender state to do
most of the causal lifting. Doing so would incorrectly attribute explanatory power to international structure
as opposed to domestic features of the sender state, which are covered better by the theories below. I do
not consider more flexible versions of realism such as the neoclassical approach because I believe they
would precipitate a test so weighted in favor of realism as to be uninformative. Also, these variants of
realism can explain almost any outcome and are extremely difficult to falsify as a result. For more on this
fallacy, see Michael N. Barnett, “Identity and Alliances in the Middle East,” in The Culture of National
Security, ed. Peter J. Katzenstein (Columbia University Press, 1996), 400—450; Jeffrey Legro and Andrew
Moravcsik, “Is Anybody Still a Realist?,” International Security 24, no. 2 (1999): 5-55.
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Theory #2: Lobby-Legislative Politics

Whereas realism emphasizes the pressures exerted on states by
international structures, liberalism emphasizes the importance of domestic political
forces for shaping policy outcomes.1* Different theories of liberalism emphasize
different ways in which domestic politics can shape state behavior. The second
theory I consider here is one pertinent variant of the liberal approach to IR.15

An extensive literature points to the importance of ethnic, business, or
foreign lobbies for explaining foreign policy choice. These factors are expected to be
more salient in open, established democracies as well as on issues in which interest

groups are especially well-organized.1® In addition to influencing the outcomes of

" Andrew Moravesik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics,”
International Organization 51, no. 4 (1997): 513-553.

!5 Two variants that are not tested here include arguments about democratic or commercial peace. They
hold that the key determinant of relations among states is either those states’ regime type or the nature of
commercial relations among them. However, these variants of liberalism are too slow-moving to serve as a
strong foil for leadership theory. I note the impact of these factors when looking between dyads instead of
within them but focus more on other forces. Instead, I focus on lobby groups, legislatures, and — further
below — bureaucratic preferences. For democratic peace, see Michael W. Doyle, “Liberalism and World
Politics,” The American Political Science Review 80, no. 4 (1986): 1151-1169; Zeev Maoz and Bruce
Russett, “Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace, 1946-1986,” The American Political
Science Review 87, no. 3 (1993): 624-638; John M. IV Owen, “How Liberalism Produces Democratic
Peace,” International Security 19, no. 2 (1994): 87-125. For commercial peace and economic
interdependence, see Paul A. Papayoanou, Power Ties: Economic Interdependence, Balancing, and War
(University of Michigan Press, 1999); Edward D. Mansfield and Brian Pollins, Economic Interdependence
and International Conflict: New Perspectives on an Enduring Debate (University of Michigan Press,
2003); Michael Mousseau, “The Social Market Roots of Democratic Peace,” International Security 33, no.
4 (2009): 52-86.

' See Ross Y. Koen, The China Lobby in American Politics (Octagon Books, 1974); Theodore J. Lowi,
The End of Liberalism: The Second Republic of the United States (W. W. Norton & Company, 1979);
Mancur Olson, The Rise and Decline of Nations (Yale University Press, 1982); Nicholas John Cull, Selling
War: The British Propaganda Campaign against American “Neutrality” in World War Il (Oxford
University Press, 1996); Tony Smith, Foreign Attachments: The Power of Ethnic Groups in the Making of
American Foreign Policy (Harvard University Press, 2000); Stephen Ansolabehere, John M. De
Figueiredo, and Jim M. Snyder, “Why is there so Little Money in U.S. Politics?,” The Journal of Economic
Perspectives 17, no. 1 (2003): 105-130; Lawrence R. Jacobs and Benjamin 1. Page, “Who Influences US
Foreign Policy?,” American Political Science Review 99, no. 1 (2005): 107-123; Ken Silverstein, “Their
Men in Washington: Undercover with DC’s lobbyists for hire,” Harpers 1886 (2007): 53; Trevor
Rubenzer, “Ethnic Minority Interest Group Attributes and U.S. Foreign Policy Influence: A Qualitative
Comparative Analysis,” Foreign Policy Analysis 4, no. 2 (2008): 169-185; John Newhouse, “Diplomacy,
Inc.: The Influence of Lobbies on US Foreign Policy,” Foreign Affairs 88 (2009): 73.
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international negotiations by binding the executive branch’s maneuvering space,!”
this theory also anticipates that Congress puts an indelible stamp on U.S.
diplomacy.’® And, of course, this perspective is a well-established, and hotly
contested, perspective with regard to U.S. policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict.1?
Since the influence of these groups is often greatest with regard to the
legislative branch, this variant of liberalism expects that legislatures provide the
main pathway for lobby preferences to get translated into policy choices. Under an
idealized version of the theory, we should expect legislators to mimic and adopt the
preferences of powerful lobby group. In essence, the theory expects that
government is prone to frequent “capture” by lobbyists, via the legislative branch.

At its most extreme, the theory considers presidents prisoners of their legislative

"7 Robert D. Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games,” International
Organization 42, no. 03 (1988): 427-460; Peter B. Evans, “Conclusion - Building an Integrative Approach
to International and Domestic Politics: Reflections and Projections,” in Double-Edged Diplomacy:
International Bargaining and Domestic Politics, ed. Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, and Robert D.
Putnam (University of California Press, 1993), 387—430; George W. Downs and David M. Rocke, Optimal
Imperfection?: Domestic Uncertainty and Institutions in International Relations (Princeton University
Press, 1997).

'8 James M. Lindsay, “Congress and Foreign Policy: Why the Hill Matters,” Political Science Quarterly
107, no. 4 (1992): 607-628; Randall B. Ripley and James M. Lindsay, eds., Congress Resurgent: Foreign
and Defense Policy on Capitol Hill (University of Michigan Press, 1993).

' For debates over the role and impact of the pro-Israel lobby in Washington, see Paul Findley, They Dare
to Speak Out: People and Institutions Confront Israel’s Lobby (Lawrence Hill, 1984); Steven L. Spiegel,
The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict: Making America’s Middle East Policy, from Truman to Reagan
(University of Chicago Press, 1986); Cheryl Rubenberg, Israel and the American National Interest: A
Critical Examination (University of Illinois Press, 1986); A. F. K. Organski, The 336 Billion Bargain:
Strategy and Politics in U.S. Assistance to Israel (Columbia University Press, 1991); Mitchell Geoffrey
Bard, The Water’s Edge and Beyond: Defining the Limits of Domestic Influence on United States Middle
East Policy (Transaction Publishers, 1991); Camille Mansour, Beyond Alliance: Israel in U.S. Foreign
Policy (Columbia University Press, 1994); John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Israeli Lobby,”
London Review of Books (March 10, 2006); Michael Massing, “The Storm over the Israel Lobby,” New
York Review of Books 53, no. 10 (2006); Walter Russell Mead, “Jerusalem Syndrome: Decoding the Israel
Lobby,” Foreign Affairs 86 (2007): 160; Mearsheimer and Walt, The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy
(Macmillan, 2007); Robert C. Lieberman, “The ‘Isracl Lobby’ and American Politics,” Perspectives on
Politics 7, no. 2 (January 2009): 235-257; Mearsheimer and Walt, “The Blind Man and the Elephant in the
Room: Robert Lieberman and the Israel Lobby,” Perspectives on Politics 7, no. 2 (2009): 259-273;
Lieberman, “Rejoinder to Mearsheimer and Walt,” Perspectives on Politics 7, no. 2 (February 2009): 275—
281.
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counterparts, cowed into pursuing a policy agenda designed not to offend
sensibilities of the powerful and well-organized who comprise a motivated “issue
public”.
For the purposes of this project, Theory #2 (lobby-legislative politics) claims

the following:

The main factor for explaining variation in the

occurrence and efficacy of LSI will be the aggregate

preferences of lobby groups and legislators in the

sender state.
Thus, states should undertake LSI only when lobbyists and legislators tend to desire
it, and the efficacy of LSI should be correlated with the extent to which these actors
desire intervention. As a result, lobbyists and legislators should be capable of
undermining LSI if the executive branch conducts it against their wishes. Also, if
lobbyists and legislators have an institutional bias regarding politics in the target

state, that may undermine their own ability to pursue LSI effectively.

Theory #3: Bureaucratic Politics

The other variant of liberalism tested by this dissertation focuses on
structural forces within the executive branch rather than the legislature. Theory #3
holds that policy choices tend to reflect organizational interests within and across
government agencies, with policy outcomes bubbling up from below. Individuals
and their personal beliefs are not driving causal forces because, as the old maxim
states, “where you stand depends on where you sit”.

This perspective is a long-running school of thought in political science. For

50



instance, bureaucratic autonomy is a major topic of inquiry in the subfields of
American and comparative politics.2? It also has been shown to apply to national
security affairs, including the Cuban Missile Crisis.2l Sometimes bureaucracies
appear to reign supreme, disobeying, delaying, or distorting orders from their
superiors in government. Political appointees are considered an insufficient means
by which top leaders try but fail to exert control over the permanent bureaucracy.

This claim is not necessarily as extreme as it may sound; even presidents
themselves have sometimes given credence it. For instance, Truman reportedly
predicted that his successor Eisenhower would be shocked to discover the
impotence of the presidency at enforcing compliance from the bureaucracy: “he’ll sit
here and he’ll say ‘Do this! Do that!” And nothing will happen. Poor Ike - it won’t be
a bit like the Army. He'll find it very frustrating”.22 This perspective has also been
applied to studies of America’s approach to the Arab-Israeli conflict.23

Thus, for the purposes of this project, Theory #3 (bureaucratic politics)

claims the following:

2 Ezra N. Suleiman, Politics, Power, and Bureaucracy in France: The Administrative Elite (Princeton
University Press, 1974); William A. Niskanen, Bureaucracy & Representative Government (Aldine,
Atherton, 1971); Chalmers A. Johnson, MITI and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial Policy,
1925-1975 (Stanford University Press, 1982); Daniel P. Carpenter, The Forging of Bureaucratic Autonomy:
Reputations, Networks, and Policy Innovation in Executive Agencies, 1862-1928 (Princeton University
Press, 2001).

2l Graham T. Allison, “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,” American Political Science
Review 63, no. 3 (September 1969): 689-718; Graham T. Allison and Philip Zelikow, Essence of Decision.
Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Longman, 1999); Morton H. Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and
Foreign Policy (Brookings Institution Press, 1974); Amy B. Zegart, Flawed by Design: The Evolution of
the CIA, JCS, and NSC (Stanford University Press, 1999).

22 Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential Power: The Politics of Leadership (Wiley, 1960), 9 — emphasis is in
the original.

2 See, for instance, Robert D. Kaplan, Arabists: The Romance of an American Elite (Simon and Schuster,
1995); Mitchell Bard, The Arab Lobby: The Invisible Alliance That Undermines America’s Interests in the
Middle East (Harper, 2010).
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The main factor for explaining variation in the

occurrence and efficacy of LSI will be aggregate

organizational preferences of the sender state’s

permanent bureaucracy.
Thus, states should undertake LSI only when bureaucrats tend to prefer such a
foreign policy. The efficacy of these attempts should depend upon the intensity with
which these officials want intervention to occur, and bureaucratic freelancing
without senior approval should probably occur rather frequently. Also, if

bureaucrats have an institutional bias regarding politics in the target state, that may

undermine their ability to pursue LSI effectively.

Theory #4: Leadership Theory

Whereas the three theories discussed above emphasize vast and impersonal
structural forces, leadership theory holds that the main determinants of political
outcomes are the contingent choices of key individuals.?* Leadership of this sort
tends to be underemphasized in political science because it conflicts with the basic
tenet that political behaviors are systematic in nature. As Keohane explains,
political leadership is “a leading example of a subject that is understudied (relative
to its importance) because it does not respond to our methodological toolbox”.2>

The fact that leadership is emphasized so much in other fields such as

business, science, and sports suggests that political scientists may be missing

By key individuals I mean the president or prime minister of a polity and, at most, perhaps one or two of
trusted national security aides.

» Robert O. Keohane, “Disciplinary Schizophrenia: Implications for Graduate Education in Political
Science,” Qualitative Methods: Newsletter of the American Political Science Association, Organized
Section on Qualitative Methods 1, no. 1 (Spring 2003): 10.
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something important when they aver that leaders “do not matter”.26 Researchers
who oppose the study of individuals in politics raise two main objections, neither of
which are persuasive in their severe forms. First, they object that individuals are
too idiosyncratic to study in a systematic manner. However, as Byman and Pollack
demonstrate, leaders can shape political outcomes under predictable circumstances
and in ways that are generalizable beyond particular cases or individuals.2”

Second, some researchers object to studying leaders because they anticipate
that the forces of structure should be large enough to outweigh the contribution of
individuals. However, Samuels shows that leaders in countries facing comparable
obstacles often “stretch the constraints of structure,” making stark policy choices
that change the course of political development and leave behind a distinctive
legacy.28 Also, Mukunda demonstrates that unusual “outlier leaders” who sidestep
domestic institutions for leadership selection often are less reliable and therefore
make brash or innovative policy choices that differ from the preferences of other
potential candidates who have been more thoroughly vetted.2?

Sometimes, one may not even need to be an outlier leader for individual traits
to have an impact on policy outcomes. In her recent book Leaders at War, Elizabeth
Saunders offers extensive evidence that presidents’ decisions about where and how

to undertake military intervention have been strongly conditioned by their long-

%6 Gautam Mukunda, “The Paths of Glory: Structure, Selection, and Leaders” (MIT Dissertation, 2010).

2" Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack, “Let Us Now Praise Great Men: Bringing the Statesman Back
In,” International Security 25, no. 4 (2001): 107-146.

® Richard J. Samuels, Machiavelli’s Children: Leaders and Their Legacies in Italy and Japan (Cornell
University Press, 2005).

2 Mukunda, “The Paths of Glory: Structure, Selection, and Leaders.”
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standing personal beliefs about the sources of security threats.30 In addition to
beliefs, individuals’ personal relationships, styles, and skills may also shape their
behavior relative to how other individuals might have acted in similar positions.

In the general sense, leadership theory emphasizes the importance of a
president’s beliefs, priorities, and approach to decision-making for explaining
political outcomes. Sometimes a leader’s top few lieutenants also leave a personal
stamp on policy, but decisions should occur in a top-down manner rather than
bottom-up, and causal stories must be told in terms of individuals, not institutions.
This perspective has also been applied systematically to explain American foreign
policy with regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict.3!

Thus, for the purposes of this project, Theory #4 (leadership theory) claims
the following:

The main factor for explaining variation in the

occurrence and efficacy of LSI will be the subjective

perceptions and behaviors of key leaders, especially the

sender polity’s head of government.
Thus, states should pursue LSI only when their top political leaders desire it. The
efficacy of those attempts should depend upon two factors: the intensity with which
those actors desire intervention and their personal understanding of political

dynamics in the target state.

% Elizabeth N. Saunders, Leaders at War: How Presidents Shape Military Interventions (Cornell
University Press, 2011).

31 Most notably, see William B. Quandt, Decade of Decisions: American Policy Toward the Arab-Israeli
Conflict, 1967-1976 (University of California Press, 1977); Steven L. Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli
Conflict: Making America’s Middle East Policy, from Truman to Reagan (University of Chicago Press,
1986); Aaron David Miller, The Much Too Promised Land: America’s Elusive Search for Arab-Israeli
Peace (Bantam Books, 2008).
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SECTION 3: Observable Implications

In this section I consider the range of observable implications that one might
expect to see under each of the theories discussed above. This provides the reader
with explicit, consistent criteria with which to assess how empirical data supports
or contradicts the various theories.3? [ focus especially on observable implications
that are mutually exclusive so as to help distinguish not just between any given
theory and the null hypothesis but also between rival theories.33

Below, | enumerate seven areas in which patterns of behavior seem pertinent
for distinguishing observable implications of the theories. Those categories are: (1)
perceptions of sender interests, (2) perceptions of close contests abroad; (3)
patterns of domestic debate; (4) cycles of domestic power; (5) bureaucratic
freelancing; (6) consistency of message in foreign policy; and (7) the suitability of
that message. The first two categories focus on occurrence, and the last two focus
on efficacy. The three in between are closer to auxiliary phenomena what we should
expect to observe alongside variation in those two dependent variables if one or

another particular theory is correct.

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests

One factor that should impact patterns of LSI is whether a leadership contest

32 Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Cornell University Press, 1997),
104.

3 This is akin to Lakatos’s distinction between two- and three-cornered theory testing. See Imre Lakatos,
“Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes,” in Criticism and the Growth of
Knowledge, ed. Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1970).
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in the target state is seen as consequential for the interests of the sender. Each of
the four theories poses different predictions regarding how sender interests are
likely to shape the incidence of LSI throughout the cases. For instance, if Theory #1
(national interests theory) is true, sender interests should be objectively given.
Barring some sort of extraordinary constraint, if the sender’s interests are at stake,
we should observe meddling occuring. If they are not at stake, meddling should not
occur. And states should not “miss opportunities” for pursuing LSI.

Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) expects sender interests to be
viewed through the prism of Congress and relevant lobbies. Thus, if there is a
systematic bias to their perceptions about particular bilateral relationships, we
should expect that bias to be reflected in LSI occurrence. In the core cases for this
project, lobbies and Congress tend to downplay the value of contests in the target
state because they see Israeli leaders on both sides of the aisle as trustworthy and
good for U.S. interests but Palestinian leaders of all stripes as untrustworthy and
bad for U.S. interests.

This fits with the empirical record over the years. As will be explored in
more detail in the chapters that follow, AIPAC officials have typically sought to argue
that right-wing Israeli leaders are just as good for U.S. interests as their left-wing

rivals and that there is no such thing as an influential, moderate Palestinian.34

3 A plethora of examples jump out upon reading AIPAC’s long-running weekly bulletin, Near East
Report. Some older examples vis-a-vis Israel include the following: “Israeli Elections,” Near East Report
21, no. 21 (May 25, 1977); “Near East Report,” Near East Report 22, no. 13 (March 29, 1978); “Editorial:
Israel’s Permanent Interests,” Near East Report 25, no. 4 (January 23, 1981); “Editorial: The Elections in
Israel,” Near East Report, no. 25 (July 3, 1981): 27; “Editorial: The Consensus,” Near East Report 27, no.
2 (January 14, 1983); “Editorial: Begin’s Decision,” Near East Report 27, no. 35 (September 2, 1983);
“Editorial: The Consensus”; “Editorial: What Do They Want?,” Near East Report 30, no. 28 (July 21,
1986); “Dine: Unity to Meet Challenges (Excerpts Form the Address of AIPAC Executive Director
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Because these actors tend to oppose American support for purportedly pro-peace
leaders in either Israel or Palestine, LSI should be infrequent on both dyads if
Theory #2 is correct.

Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) expects occurrence to be
driven by perceptions within the bureaucracy. If bureaucrats have an outlook of in
the target state that is biased in a certain direction, we should expect to observe a
similar swing in rates of LSI occurrence. In the cases examined by this dissertation,
the bureaucracy - exemplified by the State Department’s Bureau for Near Eastern
Affairs - tends to see a deep, persistent, and meaningful difference between rival
factions in the target polities. Thus, we should see very frequent LSI attempts
toward both Israel and the PA.

Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects perceptions to vary based upon the
subjective beliefs of individual leaders. Two types of beliefs may matter: general
beliefs about the target polity or specific beliefs about individual counterparts. For
instance, if leaders hold intense, general beliefs about the urgency of Palestinian
self-determination and Israeli flexibility in the peace process, we should observe
them attempt LSI toward the PA and Israel at much higher rates. Similarly, the
sender state should be more inclined to engage in LSI when its leaders believe that
their counterparts in the target are either genuine partners in need of support or

disingenuous obstacles to be pushed out of the way.

Thomas Dine),” Near East Report 32, no. 21 (May 23, 1988); “Peace Takes Precedence,” Near East Report
34, no. 2 (January 8, 1990); “Shamir Stands Firm,” Near East Report 34, no. 8 (February 19, 1990); “What
Next?,” Near East Report 34, no. 12 (March 19, 1990). Some examples from the Palestinian case include:
“Sadat’s Reversals,” Near East Report 21, no. 1 (January 5, 1977); 1. L. Kenen, “Converting the Enemy,”
Near East Report 21, no. 2 (January 12, 1977); “Editorial: What Do They Want?,” Near East Report 30,
no. 28 (July 21, 1986); “The Peace Agenda: The Palestinians,” Near East Report 35, no. 40 (October 7,
1991); “No Concessions to the PLO,” Near East Report 35, no. 48 (December 2, 1991).
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2. Perceptions of Close Contests

Perceptions of a close contest in the target state should serve as an additional
relevant factor. Potential senders should exert political capital to shape a leadership
contest in the target only when they perceive a possible contest in the offing for
which the outcome is reasonably up for grabs. However, the theories differ with
regard to how they predict this will play out in practice.

Theory #1 (national interests theory) emphasizes the importance of
objective information and national interests. Thus, we should expect sender states
to make decisions about meddling on the basis of all information available about
objective political trends in the target state at that time. If, however, senders do not
undertake LSI on the basis of rationally updated estimations about the likelihood of
a close contest, then that would be seem to contradict the theory. Barring some sort
of objective intelligence failure, LSI should be more likely to occur when an actual
leadership contest is brewing in the target polity.

The domestic structural approaches (theories 2 and 3) do not appear to offer
clear predictions on this variable, but Theory #4 (leadership theory) does. This is
because top leaders have very limited time and attention. This means that they are
more likely to perceive an impending close contest if they care enough about the
target state and its internal politics to be paying attention in a proactive manner.
Alternatively, they should be less inclined to perceive close contests when facing
extraordinary exogenous distractions that pull their attention in other directions.

Furthermore, their subjective personal biases may lead them to either over- or
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under-perceive close leadership contests that are emerging in the target state. If
Theory #4 is correct, we should also expect to observe rates of LSI increase when
leaders have already manifested a strong, personal interest in the internal politics of
the target state and to decrease when they are overwhelmed by immediate

distractions such as a war or a political scandal.3>

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate

The various theories should also lead us to anticipate different patterns of
debate within the sender government when making choices about LSI. Although
Theory #1 (national interests theory) is agnostic about this sort of intra-
governmental policy debate, the other theories offer distinct and often falsifiable
predictions.

For instance, the domestic structure arguments would be supported if
lobbies, Congress, and the bureaucracy tend to be both informed and influential
when important decisions about LSI are being made. However, if top leaders are
able to undertake LSI while leaving members of Congress and the bureaucracy in
the dark, that would seem to support Theory #4 (leadership theory) and contradict
Theories 2 and 3 (the lobby-legislative and bureaucratic politics approaches,

respectively).

4. Cycles of Domestic Power

* NB Cases of war could also be consonant with national interests theory if that war changes the sender
state’s immediate, objective interests vis-a-vis the internal politics of the target state. However, distractions
that do not change the strategic interests of the sender are not likely to be consonant with Theory #1.
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To the extent that structural forces are salient factors, we should expect them
to be especially preponderant under certain circumstances, providing us with an
easy test for domestic structural theories and a comparatively hard test for
leadership theory. If Theory #1 (national interests theory) is correct that objective
international interests are a crucial factor, these dynamics should be especially
pronounced during periods of war or otherwise high threat in the region. However,
this overlaps with the distraction-by-war clause above, making it somewhat difficult
to tell which theory is doing the causal lifting under these circumstances.

If Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) is correct that lobbies and
Congress are driving forces for LSI, their powers should be preponderant during
periods of divided government because the executive is at greater risk of being
overruled. Second, they should be especially influential leading up to most sender
state elections - or at least presidential ones - since leaders in that state are more
accountable to public pressures during these periods.3¢

If Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) is correct and executive
agencies are the most salient factors, their influence should be even greater at the
start of a president’s term. This is because political appointees, though seen as
somewhat weak under this framework, are one of the president’s few means of
imposing oversight on the bureaucracy. Before political appointees are in place, if
anything the head of state should be even weaker relative to the bureaucracy.

However, if we observe even sporadic instances in which an engaged

3% For similar arguments about domestic political pressure and its effect on foreign policy behavior, see
Kurt Taylor Gaubatz, “Election Cycles and War,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 35, no. 2 (1991): 212;
Miroslav Nincic, Democracy and Foreign Policy: The Fallacy of Political Realism (Columbia University
Press, 1992).
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president overcomes domestic structural pressures during these expected periods
of dominant structural power, that would provide unusually strong evidence in
favor of leadership theory than would have been the case under ordinary

circumstances.

5. Bureaucratic Freelancing

Sometimes LSI may be deliberated and carried out without official approval
by executive officials below the level of the president. These instances of
unauthorized behavior provide us with another point of leverage over the data. In
the first cut, this phenomenon indicates an upper limit on the scope of presidential
power. If such behavior appears to be especially frequent, that would provide
strong support for the bureaucratic politics approach.3” Thus, it is worth noting
whether the overall frequency of such behavior is relatively high or low.

It is also important to consider whether the distribution of these instances is
spread uniformlly across administrations or is concentrated only under presidents
noted for their lax managerial styles and approach to oversight on bilateral relations
with the target state.38 The former would provide evidence for Theory #3 (the
bureaucratic politics approach), but the latter would provide support for Theory #4
(leadership theory), suggesting that the president control is a prior causal factor -

meaning that he or she must first cede control before other forces come into the

37 1t is also worth keeping an open mind toward the possibility of legislative freelancing by key leaders of
Congress in a manner that is distinct from systematic legislative preferences.

¥ For a discussion of how presidential styles of management may impact foreign policy decision-making,
see Alexander L. George, Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effective Use of Information
and Advice (Westview Press, 1980).
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equation.

6. Consistency of Message

The main pathway by which LSI succeeds or fails is communicative in nature.
Although practitioners maintain the pretense that they are not seeking to affect
leadership selection in the target polity, they simultaneously strive to communicate
a message abroad that happens to make the protégé faction look more appealing.
When LSI succeeds, it is because the sender state’s actions have persuaded swing
voters or elite stake-holders to shift their allegiance. Usually, this involves acting in
a manner that validates the campaign narrative of one political faction at the
expense of its rivals. Therefore, one feature that should make LSI more effective
would be when messaging is consistent and clear.3® In this regard, domestic
structural forces seem most relevant in their capacity to undermine an episode of
LSI once it is underway by contradicting official messaging.

Because Theory #1 (the national interests approach) emphasizes the causal
importance of international forces over domestic ones, it expects that mixed
messages should not be a serious impediment to success and that messaging should
stay consistent so long as geopolitical interests remain the same. Domestic failures

to arrive at a common message would be evidence at odds with the international

3 This is somewhat analogous to the extant concept in the literature on “signaling” in international
relations, except that the target audience is not so much foreign policy-makers but rather members of the
selectorate in the target state who determine the result of leadership contests. For some exemplary materials
in the literature on signalling, see James D. Fearon, “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of
International Disputes,” American Political Science Review (September 1994): 577-592; James Morrow,
“The Strategic Setting of Choices: Signaling, Commitment and Negotiation,” in Strategic Choice and
International Relations, ed. David A. Lake and Robert Powell (Princeton University Press, 1999), 1-38;
Kenneth A. Schultz, Democracy and Coercive Diplomacy (Cambridge University Press, 2001).
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structural approach.

Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) anticipates that legislators and
lobbyists should be well-positioned to undermine attempts at LSI by the executive.
By providing observers in the target state with contradictory signals, they can
undermine the president’s message abroad. Under this theory, efficacy should be
low whenever lobbyists and legislators hold preferences that clash with the
president’s posture toward politics in the target state.#0

According to Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach), one would
expect to observe LSI efforts failing when they encounter resistance deep within the
bureaucracy and to observe them succeeding when these organizational
preferences align behind meddling abroad. In short, LSI efficacy should depend
upon achieving bureaucratic consensus in favor of meddling.

Like national interests theory, Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects that
domestic structural forces should not undermine effective messaging by the sender
state. However, leadership theory does expect other kinds of domestic foul-ups;
they are simply idiosyncratic and inter-personal rather than institutional in nature.
Thus, the most important factors for achieving a consistent message should be
coordination and commitment among a limited number of individuals. As long as
the president and a few key aides remain involved in the issue - and coordinate

among themselves to ensure they are on message - LSI should be likely to succeed.

7. Suitability of Message

* Schultz, Democracy and Coercive Diplomacy.
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Finally, there is the matter of what that message entails. If the message
communicated by the sender state is biased in a direction that diverges from ideal
suitability for persuading stakeholders in the target state, then LSI attempts should
be more likely to fail. Although Theory #1 (national interests theory) expects
messaging to be perfectly suited to sender state interests, the remaining theories do
not. And, as noted above, Theories 2 and 3 (the domestic structural approaches)
suggest that institutionally biased preferences may lead the legislature or
bureaucracy to undermine presidential efforts at LSI.

However, Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects the main determinant of
whether messaging is suitable or not should be the personal beliefs of top officials in
the sender state. Thus, if we observe selection of unsuitable messages by the sender
state, it should be attributable to top leaders in the sender state holding beliefs
about political dynamics in the target state that undermine their ability to project an
appropriate message with finesse.#l For instance, later in the dissertation I will
explain how brash statements about the peace process by Presidents Carter in 1977
and George H. W. Bush in 1990 may have undermined LSI efficacy by speaking from

the gut when asked about an issue on which they had strong emotions.*2

Conclusion

In review, the four theories tested in this study offer a broad range of

*! For instance, in this regard we will see Presidents Carter and Bush Sr. undermine the effectiveness of
U.S. policy toward Israeli leadership selection in 1977 and 1990. In both instances, presidents spoke off-
the-cuff on the basis of deep-seated personal beliefs that backfired, producing leadership-struggle outcomes
in the target state that contradicted U.S. preferences.

*2 Those issues were Palestinian statehood and settlement construction in East Jerusalem, respectively.
More detail on these cases is presented in subsequent chapters.
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empirical predictions for the dynamics of leadership selection intervention.
Because they offer contradictory predictions for seven different aspects in the
causal process of meddling, the observable implications of these theories should
allow us to distinguish which theory best explains variation in LSI occurrence and
efficacy. As discussed above, these seven aspects of meddling behavior include: (1)
perceptions of sender interests; (2) perceptions of close contests abroad; (3)
patterns of domestic debate; (4) cycles of domestic power; (5) bureaucratic

freelancing; (6) message consistency; and (7) message suitability.

SECTION 4: Why Agency Matters

In this section, I address four main points. First, | explain why certain
features of LSI drive officials in the sender state to maintain pretenses about their
true intentions when pursuing LSI in order to decrease the risk of a nationalist
backlash within the target polity. Second, I explain why this pressure for pretenses
impacts the deliberative process in the sender state, driving officials to avoid formal
deliberative process in a dynamic I call the paper paradox. Third, I explain why this
paradox often mitigates the three big structural forces of bureaucracies, lobby-
legislative power, and international interests. Fourth, I explain why these effects
apply to both occurrence and efficacy but tend to have greater impact over the

former than the latter.

1. Pressure for Pretenses

Why do leaders matter so much in the realm of LSI? Because it is inherently
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taboo in at least one of the two countries. Domestically, LSI can backfire if concrete
proof is leaked to or subpoenaed by political opposition. Even more importantly,
such leaks can cause this strategy to backfire in the target state, leading to a rally-
around-the-flag backlash. Nobody likes being ordered around by foreign powers,
especially in the sovereign realm of selecting one’s own leaders. This provides a
powerful tactic for factions in the target state who are disfavored by the sender. If
they can persuasively claim that a foreign power is trying to pull strings to their
disadvantage, a significant portion of the vote may swing in their favor. This creates
disincentives against admitting LSI in public.

This pressure is remarkably persistent. It seems to apply even in countries
where the U.S. is universally popular (such as Israel) or where the general public
holds a more favorable view of America than do its leaders (such as present day Iran
or countries in Eastern Europe during the Cold War). Even in the latter, when
intervention verges on being too blatant it causes a severe enough backlash in elite
politics as to outweigh any possible enthusiasm that may exist with the general
public.

Even when officials in the target state solicit outside intervention - as seems
to be the case in many of the episodes covered by this dissertation*3 - they do so in a

manner that reflects these pressures for pretense. They come to Washington and

* One relevant literature describes foreign (usually American) pressures for favorable outcomes within
Japanese politics, a phenomenon known as gaiatsu. However, gaiatsu can encompass pressure for many
different kinds of desired political outcomes, not just LSI. However, when it comes to LSI in particular, I
believe this pressure for pretense still applies. For some sample works on the topic of gaiatsu, see Aurelia
George Mulgan, “The Role of Foreign Pressure (Gaiatsu) in Japan’s Agricultural Trade Liberalization, ”
Pacific Review 10, no. 2 (1997), 165-209; Leonard James Schoppa, Bargaining with Japan: What
American Pressure Can and Cannot Do (Columbia University Press, 1997); Akitoshi Miyashita, “Gaiatsu
and Japan’s Foreign Aid: Rethinking the Reactive-Proactive Debate,” International Studies Quarterly 43,
no. 4 (December 1999), 695-731.
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quietly request support in their intramural political battles, but rarely will they
make sure requests in public. Sender state officials may or may not respond in kind,
but they generally will seek to maintain pretenses in these instances as well.

Furthermore, this pressure also seems to outweigh domestic incentives to be
hawkish toward the target polity. At times there may exist positive domestic
incentives within the sender state to pursue LSI toward a target state that is a sworn
enemy. However, as | demonstrate in the Iran shadow case after 1979, the backlash
that acknowledged meddling would create in the target state is still usually
sufficient to dissuade the U.S. leaders from pursuing LSI in an open and frank
manner.

Of course, the United States has often extended obvious support to favored
strongmen before, during, and after the Cold War, and this is a pattern of behavior
that is not unique to American foreign policy. However, as my pre-1979 Iran cases
suggest, in order to be effective this support still must be extended in the context of
elaborate pretenses. Most American leaders have recognized this fact, either
explicitly or implicitly, and they adjust both their rhetoric and their deliberative
processes accordingly.

The one partial exception to this need for pretense involves what I call the
“One Vote Problematique,” which refers to the dilemma in which the sender state
fears that a victory by hardline challengers in the target state may cause such
catastrophic results - usually in terms of refusing to ever let another leadership
contest occur - that the challenger is viewed from outside as beyond the pale.

Under such circumstances, actors in the sender state may be somewhat more open
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about their intention to marginalize a particular hardline faction in the target polity.

However, this does not obviate the pressure for pretenses - it only mitigates
in somewhat. Officials in the sender state may announce its intention to exclude
terrorists or other extremists challengers from political contestation in the target
country, but they still usually adhere to the fiction that the target country’s
incumbent has genuine public support and is not propped up from outside. Thus,
even in instances in which the pressure for pretenses is weakened somewhat, it still

shapes public rhetoric and, as a result, deliberative procedures in the sender state.

2. The Paper Paradox

The pressure for pretenses forces prospective conspirators at LSI to confront
a dilemma I term the paper paradox. They experience contradictory pressures
between two types of incentives: on one hand, they seek strategic gains from
“helping the good guys and gals” abroad; on the other, they face strong pressure to
avoid being caught red-handed. Because of these contradictory pressures, leaders
still tend to pursue LSI but in a manner designed to balance these risks.

The upshot of this dilemma is that policy-makers develop an aversion to
formal process. Instead of putting policies down on paper, they prefer to deliberate
LSI via offline, oral communication. Rather than communicating through inclusive
formal channels, they tend to operate within narrow circles on a “need-to-know”
basis. In the case of U.S. foreign policy, this means that written directives about LSI,
when they exist at all, are classified “eyes only” and rarely if ever make their way

beyond the walls of the White House and possibly the desk of the Secretary of State.
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This also means that communication of the sender’s preferences is done in a
manner that is inherently ambiguous. Policy-makers in the sender state will tend to
express their preference for a protégé in the target state through the idiom of
promoting favored policies. To minimize risks of a backlash, meddlers justify their
firm or conciliatory foreign policy gestures in terms of general issues in bilateral
relations. Rather than saying “vote for so-and-so because she is moderate”, they
declare “we remain committed to supporting a policy of moderation” and provide
financial aid or diplomatic support to perceived moderate causes in a manner
designed to provide that individual with a well-timed political boost. LSI is often
expressed and carried out through such pretenses - a veneer of politics-as-usual.

One consequence of this paradox is that it shapes the sender’s deliberative
process. This is an empirical pattern I touched on in the observable implications
sub-section above entitled “patterns of domestic debate”. It is also a pattern that
recurs in the case studies and my interviews with first-hand participants, so I strive

to flag it for the reader in the chapters that follow.

3. How it Impedes Structure

Not only does this paradox shape how the deliberative process unfolds, it
also changes the incidence of deliberative outcomes on the relevant study variables.
[t blunts the impact that the three structural forces usually exert on policy outcomes
and elevates the importance of agency for reasons described below.

<Bureaucracy>

Bureaucrats are hindered from putting their usual imprint on policy
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outcomes for two distinct reasons. First, bureaucracies tend to discourage risk-
taking,#* and LSI is an area in which the personal and organizational risks of
punishment can be exceedingly high. This helps deter lower-level officials who
would like LSI occur from pursuing it for fear of punitive consequences.

Second, because written action is often important for building a winning
coalition across offices and agencies, the introduction of prohibitive pressures that
preclude formal modes of action may militate against efforts to assemble strong
bureaucratic coalitions in favor of LSI.

Third, this pressure against formal modes of action also increases the
importance of being able to act without formal inter-agency deliberations - that is,
of being a leader senior enough to dispense with such formalities. As a result, the
paper paradox coincidentally happens to select for cases in which leaders feel a
distinct personal desire to undertake meddling. Under such circumstances, it is
unlikely that bureaucracies will resist LSI against an engaged president.*>

<International Structure>

Not only does the paper paradox preclude the bureaucracy from acting as a
biased agent, it also precludes them from being a faithful agent that serves as
transmission belt for international structural pressures should those pressures

conflict with leader beliefs. When normal political channels are blocked, the

* James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It (Basic Books,
1991), 69-70, 132—-133, 191-192.

* Indeed, one of the most consistent findings by scholars who study the nexus between presidential and
bureaucratic power is that bureaucracies loose when the president prioritizes and is therefore willing to allot
precious personal attention and political capital to an issue. Neustadt, Presidential Power; Stephen D.
Krasner, “Are Bureaucracies Important? (Or Allison Wonderland),” Foreign Policy, no. 7 (Summer 1972):
159-179; Robert J. Art, “Bureaucratic Politics and American Foreign Policy: A Critique,” Policy Sciences
4, no. 4 (December 1973): 467-490; Peter W. Rodman, Presidential Command: Power, Leadership, and
the Making of Foreign Policy from Richard Nixon to George W. Bush (Random House, 2010).
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government cannot translate objective international interests into policy choices
with typical automaticity. If meddling is in the national interest but a president
thinks otherwise, even a bureaucracy that is faithful to structure has difficulty
transforming geostrategic interests into outcomes. If meddling is against the
national interest but supported by the president, it is unlikely that a structure-
faithful bureaucracy will prevail; in fact, it may not even get to weigh in.#¢ And, as
Saunders demonstrates in her study of military interventions, presidential beliefs
about national interests and the nature of threats to those interests are often
sufficient to determine U.S. policy-making in spite of the objective environment.4”

Of course, devoted structural realists may find it somewhat contentious to
suggest that dictates of the international system can be eclipsed in this manner.
However, if they are willing to entertain Walt and Mearsheimer’s thesis that the pro-
Israel lobby wields considerable, perhaps excessive, power, then deductively they
should be equally open to my argument here.#® This is because both arguments rest
upon a similar premise: that some domestic actor can be powerful enough to
capture and dictate the nation’s foreign policy in spite of objective national interests.
The only remaining question then is to inductively determine which camp in
American domestic politics is calling the shots.

<Lobbies and Legislatures>

Lobby groups and legislative officials are also constrained in their ability to

* Of course, this is not to suggest I would like to pick unnecessary fights by claiming that I know the
objective national interests of the United States or any other country. Rather, the underlying point is that,
hypothetically, these effects should hold regardiess of what true national interests may be.

" Saunders, Leaders at War.

8 John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “The Isracli Lobby,” London Review of Books (March 10,
2006); John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy (Macmillan,
2007).
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imprint preferences on policy outcomes due to features of LSI and the consequent
paper paradox. First, this is because the politics-as-usual veneer and the informal
procedures used by meddling leaders exacerbates a weakness of how the legislative
branch exercises oversight.

Scholars of American politics have demonstrated that Congress exercises
oversight sporadically like a fire alarm, not comprehensively like a police patrol.4?
Rather than keeping a watchful eye for questionable executive behavior of all kinds,
members of Congress jump from issue to issue whenever solid enough grounds exist
for them to make political points from grandstanding. By maintaining a respectable
exterior pretense, presidents may be able to slip in under the radar and avoid
detection by Congressional fire alarms during some of their lower-key efforts at LSI
(described as “petit” LSI in more detail in the coding section below).

Second, as noted above, presidents self-select into LSI attempts on the basis
of their resolve. This is important for instances in which the stakes are high and the
scale of the effort would be more dramatic (a subset of cases defined below as
“grand” LSI). In these episodes, presidents are more willing than usual to risk a
public fight or to threaten one in hopes of preemptively dissuading a legislative
challenge. And, because presidents can come up with a reasonable sounding
pretense for pursuing such efforts - such as advancing the peace process or other

acts of purported moderation - they often have a sound basis for appealing (or

* Mathew D. McCubbins and Thomas Schwartz, “Congressional Oversight Overlooked: Police Patrols
Versus Fire Alarms,” American Journal of Political Science 28, no. 1 (February 1, 1984): 165-179. In
their original argument, McCubbins and Schwartz argue that the fire alarm-like nature of Congressional
oversight should increase the power of lobby groups over the policy process. In general, I agree; however,
the low-level nature of “petit” efforts by the executive should have the opposite effect on oversight.
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threatening to appeal) to public opinion should they need to.50

These claims may strike some as quite drastic, but my case selection strategy
offers certain advantages for allaying these concerns. By focusing on the Middle
East peace process, U.S.-Palestine, and U.S.-Israel relations, I rig the deck in favor of
lobby-legislative theory by looking at cases in which the theory should face a
favorable, easy test. If Theory #2 remains limited in its explanatory power relative
to leadership theory even under such favorable circumstances, that should provide
better grounds for questioning the former’s applicability. I also note instances in
which the behavior of officials seems to match the causal pathways described just
above to reassure readers about the validity of my arguments.

This project does not aim to disprove the Walt-Mearsheimer thesis, although
it certainly does bear on it. It may be true that a deep, generalized consequence
(unintended, I would argue) of America’s staunch pro-Israel posture has been to
bolster the Likud by writing the right a blank check in Israel. However, the tale I
relate in this project demonstrates that most U.S. presidents have actually evinced a
systematic preference for the Israeli left, not the right, and sometimes they have
even been willing to enact that preference into policy. The fact that this entire
history can be written on the topic suggests that Walt and Mearsheimer’s thesis
does not offer the most persuasive explanation for this aspect of U.S.-Israel
relations.

On the other hand, the cases that I explore on the U.S.-Palestine dyad do seem

% For instance, consider George H. W. Bush’s preemptive threats to the legislature to avoid a fight over
loan guarantees in 1991-2. Novel documentation of these threats are described in more detail in chapter
three. He argued that the public would support him against Congress if he claimed the steps were essential
for promoting peace so soon after American soldiers risked their lives to protect Israel during the Gulf War.
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to fit with their thesis in other ways. Those cases suggest that, as long as the U.S.
maintains lets the peace process linger, there are limits on the extent to which it can

bolster Palestinian moderates.

4. Weighing Efficacy and Occurrence

Although an idiosyncratic feature in the issue area of LSI appears to be that
the impact of agency is unusually large, it is worth noting that agency is going to be
more consequential for explaining occurrence than efficacy in ways that are
predictable, consistent, and systematic in nature. At the root of this pattern is the
straightforward notion that the influence of leaders is undeniably stronger when it
comes to deciding policy choices than influencing the results of those policies
overseas. Thus, leadership theory explains more of the variation in one of my
dependent variables (occurrence) than the other (efficacy).

This is not to suggest that agency is unimportant for determining efficacy,
and I seek to argue the opposite in the cases that follow. However, it is important to
consider why we observe differential effects when comparing the two DVs and also
when we look from case to case. At least three patterns are worth noting in this
regard.

First, leaders find it easier to tip close scales than to change the underlying
balance of power in another society (let alone their own!). Thus, they are likely to
achieve greater efficacy in short-term attempts at LSI that focus upon a specific,
impending leadership contest such as an election than when generalized, long-term

efforts without a specific terminus in mind. Long-term efforts are also more
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challenging since leaders may be tempted to underinvest due to wishful, short-term
thinking and having to maintain a credible pretense over a longer period of time.

Second, attempts are only successful to the extent that the gestures made by
the sender state bolster the narrative and internal standing of the protégé faction. If
the sorts of gestures required to really achieve this - as is often the case in the U.S.-
Palestine dyad - would require a comprehensive reconsideration of national
strategy, efficacy becomes constrained. This sort of gesture would involve much
broader considerations than just issues of leadership selection abroad and thus
leader opinions about LSI may be outweighed by their opinions about the process as
a whole. Instead, efficacy decreases because the sender sticks with simpler gestures
that do not fully validate that narrative.

Third, it often takes three to tango in order to validate a political narrative in
the target polity, especially in the realm of peacemaking. Often, the sorts of
deliverables that a protégé in the target state needs to succeed would have to come
from the other society engaged in a peace process. It gets tougher for a leader in the
sender state to deliver efficacious LSI because officials in the third polity have a veto
that may scuttle the effort. Thus, bilateral gestures of LSI are more within the
control of leaders than those requiring results in a multilateral diplomatic process.51

Fourth, it is important to recognize that, in spite of having intelligence assets
and other material resources, leaders operate like most of us behind a sizeable veil
of uncertainty regarding future political outcomes. Naturally, this includes

leadership contests both at home and abroad. Even when they have reason to

>! For instance, American efforts to bolster Abu Mazen at the Aqaba summit in 2003 were undermined
because Israeli PM Sharon was dismissive and confrontational in his public address.
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expect that LSI could change political outcomes, they cannot know for sure whether
the decisive issue will be something in their control or not.>2

In sum, top leaders are especially influential in the realm of LSI because the
risks of exposure leads officials to avoid pursuing such attempts in writing through
formal channels. This diminishes the impact of structural forces such as
bureaucratic politics, objective international interests, or lobby groups and
legislators. Finally, the effect of agency is greater with regard to LSI occurrence than

LSI efficacy, but [ strive to demonstrate that it still matters a great deal for both.

SECTION 5: Case Selection

The following section explains my logic for case selection. First, I review how
the case-study method can provide useful, generalizable knowledge in a manner
that is accurate and analytically rigorous. Second, I justify why I have chosen the
case study method for this particular project. Third, I present the general criteria I
employ for case selection to ensure that the findings produced in this study are as
valid and informative as possible. Fourth, [ describe why the specific cases

examined in this project fulfill these criteria well.

1. Qualitative Research Methods

Social science research seeks to establish basic facts about how the world

32 For instance, American efforts in 1996 to help Labor leader Shimon Peres at the polls probably helped
bolster him at certain key points in the election campaign. However, President Clinton could not have
foreseen that an Isracli bomb aimed at Hezbollah but accidentally falling on a refugee site in Lebanon
would swing the Israeli-Arab vote against Peres and place him behind Bibi just prior to elections.
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works.53 In order to establish laws about human behavior, scholars engage in
theory testing, putting forward empirical evidence for evaluating the persuasiveness
of prospective explanations. Of course, this is not always a simple task - scholars
must try to give rival theories as fair consideration as possible — but theory testing
remains their main preoccupation.>*

Of course, unlike in the hard sciences, in social science it is quite difficult to
conduct true “experiments”, since application of the treatment effect is often beyond
the control of researchers or unethical because it would cause harm to human
subjects.55 Instead, we tend to rely on observational studies of past events that are
quasi-experimental instead.>¢

Within the realm of quasi-experimental methods, there are a range of viable
methodologies. For instance, one prominent technique for testing political science
theories uses quantitative statistical methods to examine patterns among many
different data points at once. Another prominent technique uses qualitative, case
study methods to focus more deeply on causal processes in fewer cases. Thus,

quantitative studies that examine are often described as “large-n” (where “n” is the

33 Such research strives to produce “general statements about social phenomena” in which human behavior
is “explained in terms of general laws established by observation”. Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune,
The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry (Wiley-Interscience, 1970), 4.

> The challenges of fair theory testing have been the subject of prolonged debates in the philosophy of
science. For more on these challenges, see Karl Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (New York:
Basic Books, 1959); Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962); Lakatos, “Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes.”

> For instance, consider the monumental moral and practical problems that would be involved if one
sought to establish knowledge about LSI by forcing the a government to meddle in some countries at some
times but not others and then to examine the results for interesting patterns.

% Donald Thomas Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for
Research (Rand McNally, 1973). NB There is a valuable and growing movement toward the use of true
experimental methods in political science. However, these projects usually take place in the context of a
laboratory, and the method only applies to a certain range of research questions. Rose McDermott,
“Experimental Methods in Political Science,” Annual Review of Political Science 5, no. 1 (2002): 31-61.
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number of cases under consideration), whereas qualitative projects are often
described as “small-n”. However, it would be erroneous to claim as some do that
qualitative studies are therefore inferior because they allegedly look at less data;
indeed, “qualitative and unscientific are hardly synonymous”.5?

Because both approaches are quasi-experimental in nature, they share
common inferential limits. Neither quantitative nor qualitative methods can ever
isolate and witness causation firsthand, since for any given object it is impossible to
apply both a causal treatment and a causal non-treatment at the same moment in
time. This is what Holland terms “the fundamental problem of causal inference”.>8
Rather, scholars must place trust in their secondary assumptions about how groups
of objects are equivalent and to invoke ephemeral counterfactual assumptions about
what would have happened in an alternate world where the incidence of treatments
and non-treatments had been different.>?

Nor do qualitative studies necessarily entail utilizing less data. Whereas
quantitative studies have a large number of data-set observations (i.e. their “n” is
high), this tends to require a tradeoff in terms of causal-process observations.t0

Under traditional quantitative approaches, each “n” allows for only one or two

7 The quote is from George and McKeown, emphases removed. Alexander L. George and Timothy J.
McKeown, “Case Studies and Theories of Organizational Decision Making,” Advances in Information
Processing in Organizations 2, no. 1985 (1985): 54. The claim that qualitative studies are inferior is most
notably advanced in Arend Lijphart, “Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method,” The American
Political Science Review 65, no. 3 (1971): 682—693; Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba,
Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research (Princeton University Press, 1994).
58 Paul W. Holland, “Statistics and Causal Inference,” Journal of the American Statistical Association 81,
no. 396 (December 1986): 947-8. See also King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry, 91-97.

%% James D. Fearon, “Counterfactuals and Hypothesis Testing in Political Science,” World Politics 43, no. 2
(January 1991): 169—195; Timothy J. McKeown, “Case Studies and the Statistical Worldview: Review of
King, Keohane, and Verba’s ‘Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research’,”
International Organization 53, no. 01 (1999): 161-190; Henry E. Brady and David Collier, Rethinking
Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards (Rowman & Littlefield, 2004), 25-36.

% Brady and Collier, Rethinking Social Inquiry, 252-264.
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points of observation. However, observations about the order, presence, and
interaction of causal factors within a single “n” at different points in time can be
useful if not invaluable information.t? This information helps the researcher ensure
that future quantitative studies are conducted well and are less inclined to suffer
from omitted variable bias or erroneous mixing of incomparable case types.

Of course, none of this is to claim that case studies are superior to
quantitative studies, either. Rather, the two methods are comparable with regard to
their true inferential validity, and scholars must make tradeoffs picking between

them. Ideally, they should do so on the basis of their intended subject matter.

2. Why Case Studies?

Which sorts of methods are best suited to this subject matter? I believe that
case study methods are suited for this project due to inherent features of LSI itself.
Since leadership selection intervention has been neglected to date as a topic for
comparative inquiry, there is no ready-made universe of cases with which to
conduct statistical studies, and I believe that there are considerable impediments at
this point in time to building a valid set of this sort that is also comprehensive.

First, LSI is a phenomenon that is inherently difficult to identify when it does
take place. Since meddling in another country’s sovereign politics is taboo and
sender governments try to maintain a veneer of respectability, LSI is hard to identify
accurately in practice. In fact, it may be much harder to compile large-n data for LSI

than other, more-visible phenomena in international relations, such as wars,

5! Of course, time series statistics are one solution to this challenge. However, this still does not resolve the
prior challenge of first learning by causal process observation what types of data one needs to be collecting.
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occupations, national power, or militarized inter-state disputes.62

Second, the hard-to-see nature of LSI not only necessitates a high level of
effort, it also creates a high risk of false negatives when enumerating instances of it.
Many episodes of LSI may be so subtle that upon careful consideration they may
seem like non-cases - or they may not even attract researchers’ consideration at all.
And it is difficult to know without direct investigation whether or not such false
negatives might be correlated in a way that would systematically bias the findings.

Third, because conspiracy theories about meddling across borders are both
pervasive and durable, building a data set runs a simultaneous risk of lumping in
false positives on the basis of folk wisdom when evidence is scarce. If common
knowledge holds that certain episodes are LSI but hard proof is not forthcoming,
what is the scholar to do? This is especially problematic when looking far and wide
for cases but not very deeply into specific episodes, and it involves a similar
possibility of introducing systematic bias into the project’s findings.

Fourth, because little theorizing that has been done on the topic, there is also
the risk of mixing incomparable types of cases into the same data set. This
heterogeneity-of-types problem is not negligible; indeed, the validity of comparative
analysis depends upon knowing when one is comparing apples to oranges rather
than apples to apples.63 Case studies offer an excellent means for developing this
richer conceptual and causal understanding of LSI that will benefit the field as it

hopefully develops a large-n research program in coming years. This is a key

62 Even then, datasets on these other topics have consumed the labor of generations of teams of researchers.
8 Richard M. Locke and Kathleen Thelen, “Problems of Equivalence in Comparative Politics: Apples and
Oranges, Again,” Newsletter of the APSA Organized Section in Comparative Politics 9, no. 1 (1998): 9—12.
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strength of the qualitative approach because of its more exploratory nature.t*

3. Case Selection Criteria

One of the main challenges that studies assessing policy efficacy must
confront the risk that findings generated from a sample of observations may be
skewed in a manner that is not representative of the broader population, also
known as selection bias.®5 This project is therefore designed to minimize such risks.

First, by looking at a small number of dyads in great depth I am able to
compare instances that resulted in LSI with periods involving similar circumstances
that did not - or in which LSI was considered but rejected. This helps minimize one
kind of selection bias by ensuring that important causal processes that are only
observable in the non-cases are not lurking just out of sight.66

In technical terms, this approach is called Mill's method of difference, by
which the researcher seeks to tease out causal processes through contrasting cases
with many similar characteristics but different values on the main study variables.6”
This approach permits blocking out a good deal of noise that is unrelated to the core
topic of interest. Since any two cases on the same directed dyad have many

extraneous variables in common, we can presume that those variables are not

6 Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences
(MIT Press, 2005), sec. “Strengths of Case Study Methods” on pages 19-22; David Collier and Steven
Levitsky, “Research Note - Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual Innovation in Comparative Research,”
World Politics 49, no. 3 (1997): 430-451.

% David A. Baldwin, “Success and Failure in Foreign Policy,” Annual Review of Political Science 3, no. 1
(2000): 167—182; James D. Fearon, “Selection Effects and Deterrence,” International Interactions 28, no. 1
(2002): 5-29.

% Daniel W. Drezner, “The Hidden Hand of Economic Coercion,” International Organization 57, no. 03
(2003): 643—659; Edward E. Leamer, “Let’s Take the Con Out of Econometrics,” The American Economic
Review 73, no. 1 (March 1983): 39; Brady and Collier, Rethinking Social Inquiry, 230.

7 Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, 57.
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responsible for the particular instances of variation observed.

A third benefit of this approach is that it maximizes the return on case-
specific, contextual knowledge. Looking longitudinally at one or two main dyads
over time helps the researcher overcome the false negatives problem noted above
by catching subtle, less well-known instances of LSI on those dyads as well as the
more prominent ones that otherwise might be cherry-picked for a large-n study.

However, focusing on explaining all of the relevant events in just one or two
dyads also has its shortcomings. It maximizes internal validity (correct
understanding of causal processes in the sample of cases that are studied), but it
raises challenges on the level of external validity (i.e. whether that understanding
accurately reflects patterns for the broader population of cases).

Therefore, 1 adopt another technique for avoiding selection bias that is
designed to provide at least a moderate boost in external validity: the use of shadow
cases. Shadow cases are qualitative studies of a much shorter length and intensity
than those that make up the core of the project. By providing additional variation
on a few additional dimensions that might be salient to the study variables, shadow
cases reassure us that certain initial findings are generalizable and help distinguish
those that are simply idiosyncratic to the core cases. However, this is not to suggest
that idiosyncratic findings are without worth, if the cases under consideration are
themselves critical for us to comprehend - which happens to be one of my
remaining case selection criteria.

Having attempted to address the issue of selection bias, I employ four

additional criteria for case selection: (1) substantive importance, (2) historiographic
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value, (3) suitability to the strengths of the researcher, and (4) critical values for
theory-testing. First, substantive importance is a powerful criterion for case
selection that is often dismissed by researchers in principle but then employed by
them in practice.®8 However, the field gains an additional benefit when the episodes
and countries studied by scholars are of intrinsic importance for the overall field of
study (in this instance, geopolitics).

Second, substantive importance goes hand in hand with historiographic
value. If telling a neglected tale fills an important gap in our collective historical
understanding, then it contributes not only to our knowledge of patterns of behavior
but also the chronological record. Considering this criterion is all the more
important given the current relative neglect of diplomatic history in the academic
discipline of history.6® Also, the longitudinal framework used to address selection
bias in this project applies well to the historical approach.

Third, qualitative studies can be more informative when the specific cases
examined are critical values for the theories being tested. This means that cases
should be especially suited to theory testing because they take place under
circumstances in which the theories offer particularly explicit and certain
predictions. Some of these may include what Van Evera calls a “hoop test,” in that
the cases selected provide what should be an easy test for the theory to pass if

correct. 70 [ select cases that should showcase the power of legislators and lobby

% Ibid., 86-87.

% Marc Trachtenberg, The Craft of International History: A Guide to Method (Princeton University Press,
2006). For a more optimistic perspective, see Thomas W. Zeiler, “The Diplomatic History Bandwagon: A
State of the Field,” The Journal of American History (March 2009): 1053—-1073.

" Harry Eckstein, “Chapter 4: Case Study and Theory in Political Science,” in Regarding Politics: Essays
on Political Theory, Stability, and Change (University of California Press, 1992), 152-163; Van Evera,
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groups in order to demonstrate the theory failing an especially easy test. This
should help bolster for my claims that other theoretical approaches seem to provide
a stronger explanation of the data.

In short, a robust approach to case selection for this project would rely upon
a very small number of longitudinal, directed dyads and a handful of shadow case
episodes as a nod to external validity toward the end of the endeavor. All things
being equal, they should also be cases that are substantively important, contribute
to the historiography, play to the strengths of the researcher, and serve as critical

cases for one or more of the theories.

4. Cases Examined in this Project

What specific cases best fulfill these general criteria? For the core cases, |
choose to study U.S. efforts to influence in the internal politics of Israel since 1977
and the Palestinian Authority since 1986. Additionally, Chapter 11 provides a
shadow case exploring American intervention in Iranian politics in order to provide
some data beyond the Arab-Israeli conflict and Mideast peace process. I also flag
additional instances of LSI by third parties in the PA or Israel when they occur, since
doing so adds to both external validity and analytical leverage on the core cases.

With regard to time bounds, [ use 1977 as the nominal starting point for
cases of U.S. meddling toward Israel, since it denotes the first point at which Israel

moved from a dominant-party system to one with a viable right-wing, Likud

Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, 30-34; George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory
Development, 120-123.
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challenge to the center-left power of Labor.”! For the Palestinian case, I focus
especially on the period since the signing of the Oslo Accords in 1993 and the
consequent creation of the Palestinian Authority the following year. Although I note
in Chapter 8 how the US sometimes sought to undermine the PLO before the early
1990’s, America’s interest in the movement increased dramatically after its leaders
moved to recognize Israel and participate in the peace process.

The cases | have chosen for the core of this project do an excellent job of
satisfying the methodological needs of the subject matter. First, they each bear an
extensive track record of LSI by the United States that can be employed as the
longitudinal case studies called for in the sections above.”? Especially on the Israel
dyad, there are also instances of non-cases for comparison, as well as both grand LSI
and petit, more subtle cases. Thus, the cases make good candidates for the
longitudinal studies by having numerous points of leverage and comparison.

Second, the cases are substantively important. The Arab-Israeli conflict is one
of the most prominent flashpoints in international politics today. It occupies a
notable place in the global public consciousness; is a major focus of foreign policy
for the United States, Arab, and European states; and has severe effects on the
quality of life for millions of people in the region. Additionally, it makes sense to
study US-Israel and US-Palestinian cases together because joint examination

provides a fuller picture of U.S. policy toward the conflict.

"1 also briefly note one or two episodes before 1977 during which LSI could have been pursued but
probably was not. Those instances took place in 1954 and 1973.

2 For recognition of US-Israel LSI as a historical phenomenon, see Aaron David Miller, “U.S. Acts as
Though It Seeks Regime Change in Israel - Los Angeles Times,” Los Angeles Times, April 12, 2010. For
an excellent overview of America’s leadership selection intervention in the PA, see Michele Dunne, “A
Two-State Solution Requires Palestinian Politics,” Carnegie Papers: Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace 113 (June 2010).
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Third, the cases are ripe for historiographic contributions. I have found a
gripping but forgotten story that I believe needs to be told. The record of American
meddling in the internal politics of Israel and of the PA is a fascinating, scandalous,
instructive, and largely unknown tale. In presenting this chronology, I not only
extract insights for IR theory and policy-makers, I also address a notable gap in the
history of the region. Conscious meddling of this sort features minimally in most
studies of the conflict, U.S. policy toward it, and Palestinian or Israeli political
history.”3 I provide new evidence about long-suspected cases, point out some new
ones, and collect in one place the most comprehensive record about this sort of
behavior in America’s peace process diplomacy. [ make a special effort synthesize
new evidence through the use of interviews, especially for the more recent cases,
and underutilized archival sources for older ones.

Fourth, these episodes provide a critical case for theory testing. If we are
looking to see a strong role in LSI for structural forces - particularly the legislative
branch and lobby groups - then policy toward this conflict should be the easiest
possible test for such explanations. If, however, leaders still appear to have
extensive leeway for shaping behavior and outcomes even in this most unlikely of

cases, it strengthens the claim that agency matters. Sixth, the consideration of an

7 For instance, consider Mark A. Tessler, A4 History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict (Indiana University
Press, 1994); Yezid Sayigh, Armed Struggle and the Search for State: The Palestinian National Movement,
1949-1993 (Oxford University Press, 1999); Baruch Kimmerling and Joel S. Migdal, The Palestinian
People: A History (Harvard University Press, 2003); Ilan Pappé, A History of Modern Palestine: One Land,
Two Peoples (Cambridge University Press, 2006); Patrick Tyler, A World of Trouble: The White House and
the Middle East--from the Cold War to the War on Terror (Macmillan, 2010); Mearsheimer and Walt, The
Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy; Howard Morley Sachar, A History of Israel: From the Rise of
Zionism to Our Time (Knopf, 2007); Daniel Kurtzer and Scott Lasensky, Negotiating Arab-Israeli Peace:
American Leadership in the Middle East (US Institute of Peace Press, 2008); William B. Quandt, Peace
Process: American Diplomacy and the Arab-Israeli Conflict Since 1967, 3rd ed. (Brookings Institution
Press and the University of California Press, 2005); Charles D. Smith, Palestine and the Arab-Israeli
Conflict: A History with Documents (Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2009).
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Iran case offers variation along a range of additional study variables in order to
boost our confidence that findings from the Arab-Israeli peace process apply beyond
that particular historical context.

Fifth, along the way I also note some parallel instances of LSI that tie into the
core cases. This includes both reciprocal cases of LSI by targets toward the sender
and instances of meddling in Israel or the PA by third party actors. These are
helpful for providing historical and analytical leverage to better understand the core
cases themselves. For instance, it helps clarify why the U.S. did nor did not conduct
LSI toward one of the target polities when the decision can be compared to that of a
neighboring state that pondered a similar dilemma and may have reached a
different conclusion. These parallel examples even include some surprising

instances of Arab states backing the right-wing Likud Party in Israel.

SECTION 6: Coding & Measurement

In this section, I briefly address the techniques used for coding data in the
case studies that follow. I discuss three relevant types of criteria: standards for

coding occurrence, for coding efficacy, and for overall evidentiary standards.

1. Coding Occurrence

I code a particular time span of a directed dyad as an LSI attempt if foreign
policies of the sender state were crafted by its officials with the explicit hope in
mind of influencing leadership selection in the target country. Thus, policy-makers

must not only express a private or public preference for one faction over another in
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the target state, but they also must change policy with that goal in mind.”4

This usually entails one of three different levels of meddling attempts. The
first seeks to change the distribution of formal offices in the target state,
reconfiguring the cast of individuals who hold seats in government. I term this
category “grand LSI”. The second seeks to influence the relations among those
individuals without changing the distribution of formal offices, while the third seeks
to strengthen a sitting leader in order to withstand a possible challenge or to pursue
a controversial policy program. These I term “petit LSI”. In practice, I find that all
three types of behavior display enough common characteristics to be comfortably
grouped together under the rubric of leadership selection intervention.

[ also distinguish at times between positive and negative instances of LSI.
Positive LSI seeks to support sitting officials, whereas negative LSI seeks to
undermine them. Understandably, the latter tends to involve tactics that are more
confrontational than the former.

Third, it is important to recognize that a certain number of cases fall
somewhere in the grey zone between full occurrence and full non-occurrence. Thus,
I often describe these cases as “near-attempts” (aka “near-LSI”) when shaping
leadership selection in the target state is considered at top levels as a policy option
but is ultimately rejected. 1 also make note of cases in which LSI is solicited by

prominent officials in the target state but rebuffed by the potential sender.

™ NB This does not preclude the possibility of hybrid episodes in which the sender attempts multiple,
concurrent varieties of intervention toward the same target state concurrently. Sometimes the sender state
seeks to affect multiple targets-of-influence in the target state at the same time (not just ruling coalition but
also policies or regime institutions). This should be coded as LSI occurrence so long as shaping the target’s
ruling coalition remains one of these goals and the means employed do not escalate to the use of force.
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2. Coding Efficacy

[ code the efficacy of LSI according to two indicators: narrow and broader
success. An attempt is coded as a narrow success if it successfully skews leadership
selection in the target state in favor of the sender’s preferred faction. However, this
is only part of what efficacy means in the context of LSI. In order to be coded a
broader success, an attempt must not only skew leadership selection in the target
state but do so in a manner that furthers the underlying policy goals that justified
LSI in the first place. If policy-makers in the sender state attempt LSI toward the
target in hopes of making bilateral relations with the target state more amicable but
narrow success shaping leadership selection does not have salutary effects on
bilateral ties, such a case would be coded as a broader failure.

It should be noted that these metrics for efficacy are not the same thing as
necessary-and-sufficient causation. Indeed, my reasoning here is informed by the
exchange in International Security between Kim Elliott and Robert Pape.’s
Insistence on such a rigid standard would set the bar too high and produce the
misleading finding that influence attempts simply never work and display no
variation in terms of efficacy.

Instead, I employ a causal threshold of contributory causation. Narrow
success does not mean that intervention is the only factor working in favor of the
protégé candidate. It takes a multitude of factors to put a candidate past the finish

line; I mainly seek to establish whether the sender’s efforts gave her a useful push in

75 Pape 1997; Elliott 1998; Pape 1998. See also Baldwin 2000b; Baldwin 2000a.
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that direction. Similarly, broader success requires just that the sender’s broader
goals were incrementally but notably advanced, not achieved in whole.

In order to minimize problems of selection bias, I also evaluate policy efficacy
in cases of non- or near-LSI. In these instances, I seek to assess whether avoiding
conscious meddling turned out to be a more beneficial policy for the sender than it

seems meddling likely would have been.”®

3. Evidentiary Standards

One final caveat is in order. This research endeavor is an effort at
contemporary history. As such, there exist certain insurmountable limits to the
sorts of information collection I can reasonably expect to undertake. My goal,
therefore, is to increase public knowledge on the cases under consideration within
reasonable constraints.

Although error is always possible, I do not believe that these evidentiary
limits will bias the nature of my findings as a result. Further, the use of shadow
cases and earlier cases on the Israel dyad are useful for cross-checking validity for
the more recent case findings. I will also do my best to flag elements of probative
uncertainty when determinative evidence for cases is not available.

However, I do treat statements by well-positioned past policy-makers in the
sender state who admit LSI with greater weight than those that deny it. This is

because I consider the former an instance of what legal officials term an “admission

7 Of course, counterfactual reasoning of this sort is not without its pitfalls, but I believe its benefits
outweigh the risks. Further, I am already relying upon some degree of counterfactual reasoning in order to
assess efficacy in cases where LSI actually did occur; it is just more obvious in the non- and near-cases.
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against interests” and therefore more credible. Policy-makers face much greater
incentives to deny unsavory activities such as meddling than they do to admit it.
Thus, when they such claims do emerge, I treat well-positioned admissions of
responsibility as more striking - and thus more persuasive - than what may be pro
forma denials of blame.”? Thankfully, however, although the evidence is mixed in

some cases, my hope is that the reader will agree it is often quite cut and clear.

Section 7: Dissertation Road Map

The remainder of this dissertation presents evidence for demonstrating the
explanatory power of my explanation over its most prominent structural
competitors. Chapter Three, Four, and Five provide a history of American meddling
in Israeli politics from 1977 to 1992, making extensive use of newly declassified
archives. Chapter Six and Seven consider American LSI toward Israel from 1993 to
present. Chapters Eight, Nine, and Ten explore U.S. efforts to support relative
Palestinian moderates before, during, and after the Oslo era. These chapters make
extensive use of over seventy or so interviews that [ have conducted thus far with
expert observers or firsthand participants in the episodes. These include
Americans, Palestinians, and Israelis and benefitted from field work in the West
Bank and Israel-proper as a visiting researcher at Tel Aviv University’s security

studies center, HaMachon LeMechkarei Bitachon Le’'umi. Chapter Eleven examines

"7 A similar, pertinent notion is the idea that, because LSI is a self-concealing phenomenon, a judicious
scholar should be persuaded by lighter evidentiary footprints about LSI than about foreign policy behavior
in other issue areas. However faint these footprints may be, however, I remain reluctant to code cases as
examples of LSI occurrence without indication that officials (a) maintained a preference among potential
leaders in the target state and (b) shaped their policies toward that sender state with the goal in mind of
actualizing this preference.
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how the theory fares when applied to an additional shadow case: American efforts
to influence leadership contests in Iran, both before and after that country’s Islamic
Revolution. Finally, Chapter Twelve concludes by reviewing my findings, offering
recommendations for policy-makers, and discussing implications for future

academic research.
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Part I.

WASHINGTON'S MEDDLING FOR PEACE
IN ISRAELI POLITICS

Ever since the dawn of Israel’s Second Republic, when the once-dominant
Labor Party was finally forced to compete with viable parties on its right, American
presidents have toyed with the possibility of meddling in Israeli domestic politics.!
As the following chapters document, Jimmy Carter tried to undermine Menachem
Begin; Ronald Reagan tried to build up Moshe Arens; George H. W. Bush tried to
push out Yitzhak Shamir; Bill Clinton tried to strengthen Rabin, Peres, and Barak;
and George W. Bush tried to strengthen Ariel Sharon and Ehud Olmert. Although
this behavior is not a universal constant, it does seem to have become a recurring
American tradition. Yet there is no history of this behavior in the voluminous
literature on U.S.-Israel relations.

Because leadership selection intervention is relatively frequent in this
particular directed dyad, it offers an excellent laboratory for theory-building about
LSI in world affairs. In addition to being an intrinsically important case because of
its impact on the Mideast peace process, this relationship is exceptionally data rich.

As Van Evera explains, “selecting cases for data-richness is especially appropriate if

! For an explanation of the Isracli Second Republic, see Asher Arian, The Second Republic: Politics in
Israel, 2™ edition (CQ Press, 2005). For debate over whether the Second Republic may have ended in
1992, see Leon T. Hadar, “The 1992 Electoral Earthquake and the Fall of the ‘Second Isracli Republic’,”
Middle East Journal 46, no. 4 (Autumn 1992), 594-616; Sammy Smooha and Don Peretz, “Israel’s 1992
Knesset Elections: Are They Critical?” Middle East Journal 47, no. 3 (Summer 1993), 444-463.
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you plan to infer or test theories using process tracing, since process tracing
requires a great deal of data”.2 Since the initial objective of this dissertation is to
derive a theory using not just congruence tests but also detailed causal process
observations, process tracing and selecting cases on the basis of data richness are
especially appropriate.3

In addition, I compare cases on the U.S.-Israel directed dyad in which LSI
occurred with those in which such efforts did not take place. This technique helps
minimize the possibility that selecting on the basis of data richness could produce
certain kinds of selection bias. Similarly, it helps rule out possible rival explanations
by holding a range of country-specific factors constant across cases in which a
dependent variable of interest (LSI occurrence) obviously varies. This technique,
known as Mill’s method of difference, allows the researcher to block out a good deal
of noise that is unrelated to the main study variables.

Finally, examination of leadership selection intervention on the U.S.-Israel
dyad provides an especially powerful opportunity to falsify lobby-legislative
explanations for foreign policy behavior in this issue area. Because this approach
(Theory #2) should be at its most powerful on the U.S.-Israel dyad, then behavior on
that dyad which does not fit the theory provides some strong evidence against it.

In the following case histories, I have drawn on widely available published

sources such as scholarly analyses, memoirs, and newspaper articles. However, I

? Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Cornell University Press, 1999),
79.

? For the distinction between congruence testing and process tracing in case studies, see Harry Eckstein,
“Chapter 4: Case Study and Theory in Political Science,” in Regarding Politics: Essays on Political
Theory, Stability, and Change (University of California Press, 1992), 117-176.

* Van Evera, Guide to Methods, 57.

94



have also sought to expand the stock of available information on the subject. Thus,
these case histories also draw on materials from the following archives: the Jimmy
Carter Presidential Library in Georgia, the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library in
California, the George H. W. Bush Presidential Library in Texas, the James A. Baker
[II Personal Papers at Princeton University, the CIA Records Search Tool at the
National Archives and Records Administration Site Il in Maryland, the CIA Electronic
Reading Room FOIA Collection, the Digital National Security Archive, and the
Foreign Service Oral History Project hosted online by the Library of Congress. I
have also conducted interviews with a range of expert observers on the U.S.-Israel
relationship, including in America as well as during a stint of field work based out of

the Institute for National Security Studies at Tel Aviv University.
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Chapter IILI.

The Carter Years
(1977-1981)

When he entered the Oval Office, President Carter brought with him an
intense desire to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict. In part, this could be attributed to
an interest in the Biblical lands he had studied since youth.! In part, this was also
due to his moral conviction that the “deprivation of Palestinian rights... was
contrary to the basic moral and ethical principles” of the U.S. and Israel.2 While
convinced of Israel’s needs for self-defense, he evinced a view of Israeli politics that
placed high value on flexibility toward the peace process. He also demonstrated an
extremely active style of managerial oversight such that his ambassador to Israel
compared his style to a “quarterback for his Middle East team, on the field, calling
his own plays, orchestrating his players’ moves”.3

On the basis of these factors, it would seem that Jimmy Carter’s presidency
was primed for meddling in Israeli politics. It is therefore somewhat surprising that
during his term as president, Carter did not pursue LSI toward Israel with any sort
of consistency. Two puzzling non-cases of LSI include the critical Israeli elections of
May 1977 and when the Likud Party was politically weakened in 1979 and 1980. In
addition, I will present three episodes of partial to full LSI during Carter’s

presidency, including both positive and negative attempts as well as both petit and

! Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President (University of Arkansas Press, 1995), 273.
2 .
Ibid., 277.
* Samuel W. Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” in The Middle East: Ten Years
after Camp David, ed. William B. Quandt (Brookings Institution Press, 1988), 227-8.
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grand cases. Because the 1977 Israeli elections episode was especially
consequential, [ place somewhat greater emphasis on exploring that case than the
ones that follow. In each instance, I seek to demonstrate how leadership theory
provides a better explanation for these patterns than its structural competitors.

For each episode covered by this project, I follow the same procedure for
organizing the text. After providing some very brief background (a few paragraphs
at most), I code the cases in terms of this study’s two dependent variables:
occurrence and efficacy. That is, did leadership selection intervention take place,
and did the U.S. policy succeed. I then methodically sift through the episode for
seven categories of observable implications that enable us to distinguish which

theory provides the most persuasive explanation for what transpired.

Carter, Case #1:
The Israeli Elections of 1977

Jimmy Carter’s administration came into office determined to pursue a
comprehensive solution for the Arab-Israeli conflict. It sought to premise this effort
around a multilateral conference in Geneva and quickly launched into advance
consultations with regional leaders to ensure the various parties would attend.
However, just a few months into this process Israeli voters tossed out the Labor
Party for the very first time and produced a right-wing government under the Likud.
Although the new Israeli government eventually embarked upon a bilateral peace
effort with Egypt, its staunch positions on the West Bank diminished the prospects

for Carter’s multilateral strategy considerably.
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Given the import of this event for the administration’s Mideast agenda, one
might have expected positive LSI by Washington to support the sitting Labor
government in Israel. However, this generally did not take place. Instead, the vast
preponderance of American actions during this period actually worked to
undermine Rabin instead of bolster him, leading New York Magazine to declare it
“the Carter administration’s worst mistake to date in the management of foreign
policy”.# These actions are best explained by the predictions of leadership theory,
since its structural competitors actually imposed unanswered pressures for LSI to
take place. Instead, these pressures were disregarded due to the inclinations of just
a few top officials in the administration: President Carter, his national security

advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, and, to a lesser extent, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

For the most part, no. The May 1977 Israeli elections stand as a puzzling
instance in which the United States generally did not undertake leadership selection
intervention. The Labor Party was headed toward disaster, and Washington’s
actions mainly pushed it further in this direction. The U.S. administration’s actions
were not consonant with a consistent and conscious policy of trying to help Rabin
and Peres, nor were most of their discussions behind closed doors. In this section, I
shall first indicate that there were structural pressures from the bureaucracy and

the Israeli Labor Party for positive LSI. Then, I will describe two main junctures that

4 Szulc, “How Carter Fouled the Israeli Elections,” 36.
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provide the clearest indication possible that LSI was not the purpose of U.S. policy: a
disastrous visit to Washington by PM Rabin and a subsequent dispute over
American arms sales.

<Pressures for LSI>

Few observers predicted the severity of Labor’s defeat, but it was patently
evident that the party was in for a difficult election. There are a variety of reasons
why more obliging leaders at the top of the American administration might have
been inclined to undertake LSI before the Israeli vote. Many of the sources of
Labor’s bad political fortunes were widely observable in advance. Bureaucrats
warned the White House about the left’s shaky prospects, and Labor politicians even
solicited American intervention in private before the vote. Because, the pro-Israel
community opposed the administration’s tough line on Israel, even legislators and
lobbyists were pushing for a change in the policies that were undermining Rabin.

As American University political scientist Amos Perlmutter noted at the time,
many of the reasons for Labor’s defeat were widely visible at the time: the party was
still being blamed for its failure to anticipate the Yom Kippur War, its control over
national patronage institutions was beginning to unravel, and demographic trends
had been shifting rightward for some time.> The national economy was in poor
shape, and a series of high-profile financial scandals reinforced public perceptions
that the ruling party had been corrupted by power. Although Rabin was not directly
responsible for these scandals, he chose to step down as leader of the party and was

replaced by Shimon Peres shortly before the election took place.

> Amos Perlmutter, “Cleavage in Israel,” Foreign Policy (1977): 136-157.
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The State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR) reported
on the basis of these factors that “the Labor Party has never entered an election
campaign in so weakened a coalition” and “the elections could very well end Labor
hegemony”. Near East hands predicted that “the Labor Party will lose some
ground. The question is how much”.”

Officials from State also warned the White House that “a large number of
voters, quite possibly a majority [in Israel] may take seriously opposition claims that
they could handle economic problems better than the Labor Party. Announcement
of an increase in U.S. aid before the election would lend credibility to one of Labor’s
principle campaign themes - - that only a Labor-led government can elicit large
amounts of aid from the U.S. and preserve the vital U.S.-Israeli relationship”.8

CIA analysts presumed PM Rabin “would hope that a highly visible dialogue,
implying an endorsement by the new US government, would help boost his sagging
popularity at home”. The Agency also warned that “the Israeli elections are May 17
and the situation is fragile... we must resist pushing them too far, too fast”.10

Following these warnings, White House officials acknowledged that Labor leaders

6 “Isracl: Assessment of the Internal Political Situation” (Director of Intelligence and Research, US
Department of State, January 17, 1977), Collection “Staff Material: Office”, Box 111, Folder 6, Document
2-2, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

7 Remarks by Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs Roy Atherton in “National Security
Council Meeting - Summary and Minutes” (National Security Council, February 23, 1977), 10, Collection
“Brzezinski Material: Brzezinski Office File”, Box 31, Folder 4, Document 4-3, Jimmy Carter Presidential
Library.

¥ «““Economic Issues in the Israeli Campaign’ in Additional Information Items - Memorandum from the
Situation Room for Dr. Brzezinski”, February 14, 1977, 2, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s
Daily Report File”, Box 1, Folder 8, Document 69-6, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

’ “Intelligence Memorandum: Foreign Perceptions of the Incoming US Administration” (Central
Intelligence Agency, January 7, 1977), 13, Collection “Donated Historical Material - Mondale, Walter F.”,
Box 227, Folder 4, Document 2-6, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

' “Summary of Conclusions of PRC Meeting on the Middle East” (National Security Council, February 4,
1977), 12, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box 24, Folder: "Meetings -- PRC 2:
2/4/77, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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“face strong challenges from the rightwing Likud bloc”1! and were aware of “Israeli
anxiety” that “the admin will pursue a cooler... line towards Israel”.12

Israeli government officials even tried to solicit LSI on behalf of Labor. Rabin
begged Carter to notify him in advance of major pronouncements on the peace
process, and domestic considerations weighed heavily in his mind when he made
this request.13 Their Foreign Minister pushed for a timely change in key U.S. policies
on the eve of the vote,14 and at least two separate efforts were made to privately
solicit gestures of support from Carter to Peres after Rabin stepped down.!>

Carter did make a public statement that seemed to praise Peres, but he
stumbled over the message, contradicting himself in the very same statement. He
stated in an interview with NBC that Peres was “a very strong and forceful leader
who is able and eager to make a decision and stick by it, sometimes when it’s
politically unpopular” and that “I think the Labor Party has shown a cohesiveness
since Mr. Rabin’s problems. They’ve shown that their policies are going to be
continuous”. Yet he also remarked that “the overwhelming thrust of national

opinions and desires in the Middle East far transcend the identity of any particular

! “White House Profile for Isracli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin”, March 1977, Collection “White House
Central Files: Subject File-Executive”, Box FO-44, Folder “CO74 Executive,” Jimmy Carter Presidential
Library. Emphases in the original.

12 «“‘Israeli Anxiety’ in Weekly National Security Report - From Zbigniew Brzezinski for the President”,
February 19, 1977, 6, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Box “Subject File 3”, Folder "Weekly Reports [to
the President], 1-15: [2/77-6/77], Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

3 Amos Eiran, former Director General of the Prime Minister’s Office, “Interview with the Author”, July
3,2011.

' «““Vance’s Meeting with Foreign Minister Allon’ in Daily Report - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski”, May 11, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box
2, Folder 3, Document 12-2, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

1% Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviser, 1977-1981 (Farrar
Straus & Giroux, 1983), 92; “President’s Daily Report - Memorandum from Brzezinski to the President”,
April 26, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box 2, Folder 1,
Document 28-7, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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political figure under normal circumstances. So I think we have the same chance of
a Middle East peace - nobody knows how great or small that might be. But the
identity of the Israeli leader - I do not think will make that much difference”.16
Instead of highlighting differences between Labor and its rivals, President Carter got
dragged down into defensiveness, spoiling whatever message he might have been
trying to convey in praise of Shimon Peres and the Labor Party.

<Mr. Rabin Comes to Washington>

Yitzhak Rabin came to Washington in March seeking signs of support, but the
administration held out on many of those gestures as carrots for progress toward
Geneva. In fact, the administration’s peace process strategy was predicated upon
Rabin taking domestically unpopular steps that he was unwilling to contemplate in
the heat of a campaign. Thoughtlessness compounded these problems.

In preparing President Carter for the visit, Secretary of State Vance
acknowledged that Rabin would seek to “obtain favorable decisions on arms [and]
aid” and “enhance his party’s chances in coming election by demonstrating personal
relationship with American leadership”. However, he urged a “response to Rabin’s
probable requests for military assistance in a way that maintains our positions and
freedom of action” because “our goal with Rabin should be... to make clear to him
the direction in which Israel is going to have to move on the key issues if there is
going to be any chance of successful negotiations”.1” Brzezinski and the President

also preferred to hold increased support in reserve as leverage for future talks.

' Interview is quoted in “Near East Report,” Near East Report 21, no. 16 (April 20, 1977).

7 “Official Working Visit by Israeli Prime Minister Rabin - Memorandum for the President from Cyrus
Vance”, March 3, 1977, 1-2, Collection “Plains File”, Box 11, Folder 17, Document 1-8, Jimmy Carter
Presidential Library.
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Then, on the first day of Rabin’s visit, Carter went off-script during a news
conference by indicating support for what he considered “defensible borders” for
the Jewish State. Although correct in a literal sense, Carter was unintentionally
traipsing into a political minefield because the term he used had long been code in
Israeli politics for very large annexations of territory in the West Bank - obviously a
non-starter if the administration hoped to persuade Arab states to come to Geneva.

Vance also explained that the president’s statement on defensible borders
did not signify a change in U.S. policy.1®8 This probably would have been sufficient
for solving the issue, but Carter decided to personally walk back his comments the
next day in a manner that highlighted the gaps between the two governments and
reflected poorly on Rabin at a sensitive moment in political time. To Rabin’s great
horror, Carter announced that what he meant by the phrase was near-total Israeli
withdrawal to the 1967 lines, with only “minor adjustments”.1?

During this visit, Carter also broke new ground by insisting that any viable
peace plan would have to address the Palestinian national cause. He followed this
up with an unscripted statement at a town hall in Clinton, Massachusetts, calling for
the creation of a Palestinian homeland. He then made headlines by shaking hands
with the PLO’s representative to the UN, all of which were seen in Israel as support
for a position that was widely unpopular on both sides of the political spectrum.

<Up in Arms>

'® Bernard Gwertzman, “Carter Causes Stir by seeming to back Israel on Frontiers; He urges ‘Defensible
Borders’ but Officials say his remarks, at welcome for Rabin, do not Represent Shift in Policy,” New York
Times, March 8, 1977.

" The Public Papers of President Jimmy Carter, “The President’s News Conference” (The American
Presidency Project at UC Santa Barbara, March 9, 1977).
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Presidential Review Memorandum number twelve (PRM-12), introduced in
late April, laid out the administration’s new, more restrictive approach to selling
arms, giving military aid, and sharing sophisticated weapons systems overseas.20 As
a caveat, the memo declared that nothing in the text would prejudice military
support for allies with whom the United States had a formal defense treaty,
especially members of NATO, Japan, Australia, or New Zealand. However, as upset
members of Congress pointed out, Israel stuck out as a glaring omission from this
list, meaning that PRM-12 put into question America’s long-standing support for
Israel’s qualitative military advantage.

The week of the Israeli election (and with encouragement of pro-Israel
members of Congress) Carter’s team advised him to revise the memo to include an
exception for Israel. Despite a detailed briefing from his national security team on
how to explicitly frame the point, the president ruined the effort. At his press
conference on Thursday, May 12, the president was asked both about a Palestinian
homeland and about sharing arms technology and co-production with Israel.
Without mentioning his decision to repeal PRM-12’s restrictions with regard to
Israel, the president avoided the issues of arms and chose to focus on his pet issue of
Palestinian self-determination. Consequently, the reversal of PRM-12 was not

announced until May 19, two days after the Israeli election had already taken place.

Did the Policy Succeed?

No. Labor was decimated at the polls, and there is reason to believe that

' On PRM-12, I primarily draw from Szulc, “How Carter Fouled the Israeli Elections.”
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American actions contributed to its destruction. Likud gained four seats to hold
forty-three out of 120 in the Knesset. The Labor alignment pulled in only thirty-two,
losing a remarkable nineteen seats. Filling much of this gap, a new centrist party for
clean government, the Democratic Movement for Change (DMC or “Dash”) won 15.
The National Religious Party gained two seats to rise to twelve. As leader of the
largest party by far, it fell to Likud chief Menachem Begin to form a government,
excluding Labor’s leaders for the first time in Israel’s history. To the extent that he
was known, Begin was considered a warmonger and a fundamentalist. Officials
considered Labor’s defeat a shocking setback for the peace process and U.S.
interests,?1 but they had done only things that could have helped its main rivals.

Historians have not fully taken the U.S. role into account when discussing the
sources of Labor’s defeat in 1977. In particular, authors who specialize in electoral
politics tend to minimize the foreign sources of Labor’s last-minute collapse.2?
However, this perspective provides an incomplete understanding of what drove the
results. Oxford historian of Israeli foreign affairs Avi Shlaim suspects that the Carter
administration’s activism contributed to the Israeli public’s perception of the Labor
government as a failure but provides little in the way of evidence.23 Scholars have
yet to draw upon the broad range of data available from firsthand participants to
support Shlaim’s impressionistic claim.

American officials were concerned that their actions could be tipping the

2! For instance, see Carter, Keeping faith, 284; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 95; William B. Quandt,
Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics (Brookings Institution Press, 1986), 62-69.

22 See, for instance, Don Peretz, “The Earthquake: Israel’s Ninth Knesset Elections,” The Middle East
Journal (1977): 251-266; Asher Arian, Security Threatened: Surveying Israeli Opinion on Peace and War
(Cambridge University Press, 1995), 130-40; Perlmutter, “Cleavage in Israel”; Colin Shindler, A History of
Modern Israel (Cambridge University Press, 2008), 148.

2 Avi Shlaim, The Iron Wall: Israel and the Arab World (WW Norton & Company, 2001), 349.
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election results against Labor. After the president made his controversial comments
during the Rabin visit, NSC staffer William Quandt queried officials at State out of
concern about “the likely effect of the President’s public statements on Rabin’s
electoral chances in May”.24 Although Quandt was reassured by them that “the best
guess is that it will have very little import,”25 he seems to have concluded after the
fact that Carter’s statements “helped set off a chemical reaction in Israel” and may
have played some part in undermining Rabin.2¢6 Allegedly, Assistant Secretary of
State Roy Atherton remarked to an Israeli official at the time that Carter’s
statements would certainly hurt Labor in the May elections.2”

To be fair, nobody in the administration or in Israel foresaw the severity of
the landslide until the last minute erosion of Labor’s position in public polling.28
However, in part this is because the U.S. role was not adequately factored into the
equation in advance. Officials at the U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv reported that one of
the reasons for this last-minute collapse in Labor’s standing was a heightened sense
of U.S. pressure on Israel during the commotion over PRM-12.2°

Israeli officials also viewed American actions as a contributing factor at the
time. Rabin’s speechwriter recalls that the prime minister was downcast after

visiting Carter:

** “Evening Report - Memorandum for Zbigniew Brzezinski from Middle East (staff)”, March 11, 1977,
Collection “Staff Material: FOI/Legal”, Box 44, Folder 4, Document 16-9, Jimmy Carter Presidential
Library.

> Ibid.

26 Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 48, 62 & 65.

7 Kenneth W. Stein, Heroic Diplomacy: Sadat, Kissinger, Carter, Begin, and the Quest for Arab-Israeli
Peace (Psychology Press, 1999), 193.

*¥ Peretz, “The Earthquake,” 251.

¥ «Pprospects for the Isracli Election’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski”, May 14, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box
2, Folder 3, Document 26-7, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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“We rested up before flying home that night. Generally, the prime
minister enjoyed a chat over a nightcap after take-off, but on this
occasion he was unusually uncommunicative... seven hours later,
nibbling on an El Al breakfast, Rabin told us that he had spent much
of the night ruminating over Jimmy Carter’s abysmal ignorance of
our affairs, and thinking about how the situation would affect the
forthcoming Israeli general election three months hence. The last
thing he needed before polling day was a crisis with Washington, he

said”.30

When discussing how to frame his two remaining U.S. speeches, he recalls Rabin
saying “to put a brave face on things and totally downplay his difference with the
president, just as he was doing with the Israeli press”.31

This perspective was also reiterated by the former Director General of
Rabin’s office (the equivalent of his chief of staff), Amos Eiran. Eiran claims that the
PM’s visit to Washington “hurt him politically very badly” and that Carter’s
statements in particular “hurt Rabin internally extensively... we could not
understand the move to affect Rabin internally [in a way that would] help the right
in Israel that opposed U.S. peace plans... that was not their intention to promote the
right in this country at that time, but that was the outcome of it”.32 For Rabin “this
was a very, very painful trip in many ways”.33

Other members of Labor also made similar claims. In his concession speech,

Peres said “I do not look for scapegoats” but asserted that fear of an imposed

% Yehuda Avner, The Prime Ministers: An Intimate Narrative of Israeli Leadership (Toby Press, 2010),
329.
1 Ibid., pp. 328-329.
32 Eiran, former Director General of the Prime Minister’s Office, “Interview with the Author.”
33 11
Ibid.
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settlement by the U.S. was one of the reasons for the party’s defeat.3* During the
campaign, Israeli Foreign Minister Yigal Allon singled out for criticism American
positions on border modifications and PRM-12. Embassy Tel Aviv explained “the
Labor Party is concerned that the issue may weaken the alignment’s electoral
support by making an issue of U.S./Israeli arms relationships” and that Allon was
motivated by a “desire to project — for domestic consumption in the midst of the
election campaign - a willingness to resist whatever U.S. pressure is forthcoming.”35
Allon then met with Vance and expressed “at length... the problems faced by
the Labor Party in Israel in next week’s elections, as a result of doubts which have
been raised in Israeli minds by recent statements made by the U.S. on various
elements of a peace settlement”.3¢ The incoming U.S. ambassador at the time,
Samuel Lewis, also described in an interview for this project that Allon “gave me a
blistering speech about the United States... costing them the election” soon after.3”
The perception that American actions benefitted the Likud at Labor’s
expense is also voiced by Israelis on the political right. For instance, in my interview
with Yitzhak Shamir’s longtime chief of office, Amb. Yossi Ben-Aharon, he suggested
that Carter’s statements about Palestinian rights “contributed to hurting Labor in

the election” because “what Carter was suggesting was so far beyond what the

3 «Israeli Elections’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski”,
May 18, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box 2, Folder 3, Document
48-3, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

35 «Igraeli Concern over Relations with U.S.” in Daily Report - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski”, April 27, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”,
Box 2, Folder 1, Document 37-7, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library; “‘Israeli Displeasure Expressed’ in
Daily Report - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski”, May 9, 1977, Collection
“Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box 2, Folder 2, Document 55-6, Jimmy Carter
Presidential Library.

36 ““Vance’s Meeting with Foreign Minister Allon’ in Daily Report - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski.”

7 Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author”, February 2, 2011.
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Israeli public could stomach” that “people here realized that if you have a president
like Carter, you might as well have someone who can confront him and not concede
territory just to buy some kind of favor”.38

Even AIPAC concluded that the perceived rift in U.S.-Israel relations caused
by Carter’s new approach to Mideast policy probably contributed to Rabin’s defeat.
Its weekly newsletter, the Near East Report, reflected one week after the vote that
“voters appeared to react to a variety of domestic concerns and a feeling that after
29 years of Labor Party rule it was time for a change [but] another factor which
must be taken into account was the perceived weakening of U.S. support for Israel as

evidenced by a number of actions taken by the Carter administration”.39

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

Each of the four theories tested by this dissertation anticipate that the
sender’s perceptions of its interests help explain variation in the occurrence of
leadership selection. However, they pose different predictions with regard to how
sender interests matter. For instance, national interests theory (Theory #1)
anticipates that senders should not miss opportunities to meddle when their
interests are objectively at stake. However, 1977 is exactly one such drastic “missed
opportunity”. U.S. interests in pursuing LSI should have been highest during the

drive toward a Geneva conference, and yet we did not see an effort to support the

*®¥ Yossi Ben-Aharon, former Director General of the office of Yitzhak Shamir, “Interview with the
Author”, June 23, 2011.
3 “Igraeli Elections,” Near East Report 21, no. 21 (May 25, 1977).
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incumbent candidate in the target state, who was far more likely to countenance
concessions the Arabs could accept than his right-wing successor. The fact that LSI
did not take place in 1977 seems to contradict rather than support Theory #1.

The case also provides little support for domestic structural theories of LSI.
Theory #2, lobby-legislative theory, holds that LSI toward Israel is unlikely because
Congress and the pro-Israel lobby tend not to see a meaningful difference for U.S.
interests between Israeli leaders on the right versus the left. Although LSI did not
take place during the Israeli vote of 1977, this outcome is consonant with Theory #2
for the wrong reasons. The sorts of gestures that would have been most helpful to
Labor (downplaying differences over border modifications, Palestinian interests,
and weaponry) were exactly those policies being advocated by pro-Israel members
of Congress at the time, but they were ignored by the executive branch.4?

Further, administration behavior contradicts the notion that it was pursuing
policies on LSI favored by the pro-Israel lobby for that community’s support.
Otherwise, the administration would not have walked back its “defensible borders”
statement (which was quite popular with that community) in favor of the 1967 with
minor modifications (a statement that was equally unpopular).#? Nor would Carter
have praised nascent moderation by the PLO, since AIPAC had already been

regularly attacking “the myth of PLO ‘moderation’.”42

40 Szulc, “How Carter Fouled the Israeli Elections.”

41 Carter’s first statement on borders was praised by AIPAC as “significant and welcome,” while his second
remark was attacked for promoting a state of affairs that “between 1949 and 1967... encouraged Arab
aggression and postponed a settlement”. See “Carter for Defensible Borders,” Near East Report 21, no. 10
(March 9, 1977); “Controversy over Borders,” Near East Report 21, no. 11 (March 16, 1977).

2 «Sadat’s Reversals,” Near East Report 21, no. 1 (January 5, 1977); L. L. Kenen, “Converting the Enemy,”
Near East Report 21, no. 2 (January 12, 1977); 1. L. Kenen, “Plot to Destroy Israel,” Near East Report 21,
no. 7 (February 16, 1977).

111



The case provides no more than partial support for Theory #3, bureaucratic
politics theory. The theory predicts that rates of LSI toward Israel should be quite
high, because Near East hands in the bureaucracy tend to see a deep and salient
difference in the positions of Israeli political factions for U.S. interests. Executive
agencies such as the CIA and State were the most vocal parts of the administration
in pointing out Rabin’s hopes for a domestic push from Washington, but their
oblique warnings fell on deaf ears in the White House, and LSI did not take place.

The theory best supported in this regard is Theory #4 (leadership theory),
which argues that occurrence is mainly driven by perceptions of sender interests
that are filtered through the beliefs of individual top leaders. Although Carter,
Brzezinski, and Vance did tend to perceive Israeli flexibility as a crucial factor for
U.S. interests, rightly or wrongly they did not seem to think that U.S. interests were
at stake in the Israeli election. Also, in terms of specific, interpersonal beliefs, Rabin
made a poor impression on Carter in Washington. Carter found him surprisingly
stubborn and expressed little interest in Rabin’s political survival.43 In fact, Carter
apparently joked behind doors that if he were Israeli he would probably join the

reformist Democratic Movement for Change in protest against Labor hegemony.#4

2. Perceptions of Close Contests

Decision-makers are only likely to exert the political capital required to
undertake LSI when they perceive an imminent political contest in the target state

that they believe is up for grabs. However, the different theories considered by this

® Carter, Keeping faith, 279-81.
# “National Security Council Meeting - Summary and Minutes,” 9.
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dissertation pose different predictions regarding how these perceptions are likely to
vary and impact the occurrence of LSI. Theory #1 (national interests theory)
predicts that leaders should respond consistently to available information about
objective political contests abroad. However, Theory #4 (leadership theory)
predicts that such responsiveness should be constrained by the subjective
perceptions of top leaders in the sender state.

In this regard, leadership theory does a better job of explaining the outcome
than its structural competitors. Both objective material circumstances and
messages from the bureaucracy were providing indications that meddling might be
required if the U.S. was going to get to Geneva and launch multilateral negotiations.
However, U.S. leaders did not seem to believe that the outcome of the political
contest in Israel was in question and therefore were disinclined to consider
intervention. Because leaders did not perceive the contest in Israel as close enough
to matter, their high value attached to flexibility on the process did not lead to LSI by
the United States.

For instance, Brzezinski made repeated statements in private suggesting that
he believed Rabin and Peres had the election sewn up, even after Rabin stepped
down from leadership of the Party in the midst of scandal. During the Presidential
Review Committee meeting for Mideast policy on February 4t, Brzezinski ignored
CIA warnings that the outcome was uncertain. When urged by Acting CIA Director
Enno Knoche that “the Israeli elections are May 17 and the situation there is
fragile... we must resist pushing them too far, too fast,” Brzezinski responded that

“We have to move toward a more active role. We can’t wait. I believe the situation
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is more propitious than it has been in the past 23 years. But I think we need to give
the Israelis and the Arabs a more substantive sense of what is required”.*>

In April, Brzezinski’s reporting to the president focused more on Peres’s
likely policy positions toward the U.S. than the prior question of whether or not he
would get elected in the first place.#¢6 Whereas the Brzezinski’s Mideast staff wrote
to him in terms of “if Peres becomes Prime Minister,”4” he tended to speak in terms
of “once the elections are held, and he becomes Prime Minister”.#8 He had begun to
plan for after May 17t%, arguing that “we don’t want to lose time waiting... [and]

need to get Peres engaged... why not invite him for early June?”4?

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves the patterns of
deliberation within the sender state leading up to LSI. Theories 2 and 3 (the
domestic structural approaches) expect members of Congress, lobbyists, and/or
bureaucrats to be in the loop and influential during debates in advance of adopting a
policy of leadership selection intervention. However, Theory #4 (leadership theory)
anticipates that these actors should be in the dark and excluded from the center of

gravity with regard to national decision-making.

* «“Summary of Conclusions of PRC Meeting on the Middle East,” 12.

46 «< Agsessment of Peres as Israeli Prime Minister’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President
from Zbigniew Brzezinski”, April 15, 1977, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report
File”, Box 1, Folder 5, Document 29-3, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

47 «<(Notes in Advance of) PRC Meeting on the Middle East, April 19, 3:00 p.m.” from William B. Quandt
to Zbigniew Brzezinski”, April 18, 1977, 3, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”,
Box 12, Folder: "Meetings -- PRC 13: 4/19/77, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

* «[Minutes from] PRC Meeting on the Middle East: April 19, 1977, 3:00 - 4:30 p.m.” (National Security
Council, n.d.), 17, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box 12, Folder: "Meetings --
PRC 13:4/19/77, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

* Ibid., 17-8.
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Because this is a non-instance of LSI, this observable implication is somewhat
less germane. In certain regards it provides support for bureaucratic politics theory,
because the executive agencies were the strongest voice highlighting domestic
problems being faced by Labor. However, the fact that there seem to have been
strict limits on these groups’ freedom of action provides tentative support as well
for leadership theory and the paper paradox. Bureaucrats were able to highlight the
closeness of the Israeli contest and even the impact of US actions on Israeli politics
but were not sufficiently empowered to advocate specific policy recommendations
on the basis of these concerns. Meanwhile, the disinterest of top political leaders

helps explain why bureaucratic concerns had little impact on policy outcomes.

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves cycles of domestic power
within the sender state. Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) and Theory #3
(the bureaucratic approach) expect that certain periods of politics in the sender
state should be especially weighted in favor of domestic structural forces against the
agency of top political leaders, whereas Theory #4 (leadership theory) holds that
these leaders should be relatively unconstrained without regard to their political
calendar.

This observable implication provides strong support for leadership theory
over its domestic structural competitors. Theory #2, lobby-legislative theory, holds
that top leaders should be especially irrelevant and disempowered during periods

of united government or in the lead-up to elections in the sender state. This was in
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fact one of the few periods of united government covered by this study, and yet
President Carter’s intensive preparations for Mideast negotiations in spite of these
forces drove main American actions that undermined Israel’s Labor government.
Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) holds that top leaders should
be especially overpowered by executive agencies early in their terms because
administrations usually take some time to get their bearings, undertake strategic
planning, and put in place a system of intended control through political appointees.
However, this case provides extraordinary evidence for Theory #4 (leadership
theory) over bureaucratic politics theory because President Carter’s eagerness to
push for comprehensive solution to the conflict evidently overrode even these

exceptionally strong structural constraints.

5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

The theories also differ with regard to whether lower-level officials are able
to undertake LSI without the approval of their higher ups, with Theory #3 (the
bureaucratic politics approach) predicting high rates of such freelancing and Theory
#4 (leadership theory) predicting lower rates of freelancing, occurring only during
periods of low executive oversight.

In fact, it seems no unauthorized policy-making in the realm of LSI took place
in this particular instance. This outcome supports Theory #4 (leadership theory)
for two reasons. First, it supports the leader-centric approach simply because
presidential authority was not infringed upon. Second, it fits with the dynamics of

presidential oversight. As noted above, President Carter exerted very active
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oversight on the peace process issues, having been described, for instance, as the
over-involved quarterback of his team instead of the coach.5? Leadership theory
expects presidents who exert active oversight to be especially fortified against

unauthorized behavior by their subordinates.

6. Consistency of Message:

The theories differ with regard to whether and how disagreements within
the sender state over what sort of message to project toward the sender state affect
the efficacy of LSI attempts. National interests theory expects that policy efficacy
should not be affected by such domestic disputes. However, that is exactly what
occurred in this instance, and these foul-ups were in large part attributable to the
idiosyncratic choices and poor coordination among principal officials in
Washington. The fact that these errors were not due to the dissent of major
institutions such as Congress or the bureaucracy contradicts Theories 2 and 3 while
supporting Theory #4 (leadership theory).

President Carter’s talking points from Secretary of State Vance for Rabin’s
visit did not call for his controversial language either on border modifications or on
Palestinian self-determination.’! Carter’s call for a Palestinian homeland at Clinton,
MA, was not in any of his talking points from bureaucrats at State.>2 In fact, Vance

and Brzezinski were themselves caught by surprise and considered issuing a

%% Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” 228.

3! «Official Working Visit by Israeli Prime Minister Rabin - Memorandum for the President from Cyrus
Vance.”

52 Alfred Leroy Atherton Jr., “Interview with Ambassador Alfred Leroy Atherton Jr.”, Summer 1990, 123,
The Foreign Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training
(ADST), Library of Congress.
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retraction until they were overruled.>® The president later reemphasized the
Palestinian question and failed to reverse PRM-12 the week before Israel’s elections,
despite having been carefully coached to do so twice that very morning.5¢ Carter’s
remarks to NBC praising Shimon Peres and continuity within the Labor Party was
undermined by his own contradictory language that suggested “the identity of the
Israeli leader - I do not think will make that much difference”.>>

President Carter evinced a strong preference for conducting diplomacy
publicly but did so in a manner that sometimes undermined U.S. policy aims and his
Israeli partners. Spiegel suggests that “Carter’s comments revealed a president who
was an unguided missile in public. No matter how carefully he was briefed by his
aides in the intricacies of Mideast politics, no one could ever be certain what he
would say before the microphones”.>¢ Quandt acknowledges that Carter “had little
patience for such codewords” and made statements on the process “carelessly” and
“somewhat awkwardly”.>? After botching his press conference in May, one U.S.

official reportedly complained “why can’t the president watch what he’s saying?”>8

7. Suitability of Message:

Another determinant of efficacy is how well the sender’s main message suits
political realities in the target state, and the theories offer mutually distinct

predictions on this point as well. National interests theory predicts that suitable

33 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 91.

5% Szulc, “How Carter Fouled the Israeli Elections.”

> Quoted in “Near East Report.”

%% Steven L. Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict: Making America’s Middle East Policy, from Truman
to Reagan (University of Chicago Press, 1986), 334.

3" Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 44 & 58.

8 Szulc, “How Carter Fouled the Israeli Elections.”
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messaging should be relatively unproblematic, whereas domestic theories of
political action stress institutional or personal factors that may impede suitable
messaging by officials in the sender state.

The 1977 electoral case provides strong evidence in favor of Theory #4
(leadership theory) and against the structural approaches. National interests theory
is contradicted because it holds that talk is easily malleable and should be deftly
suited to fit national interests. Theories 2 and 3 find little support because of the
mismatch between U.S. messages and Israeli domestic politics was not the result of
institutionally-driven preferences from either the executive or legislative sides.

Rather, the case material supports leadership theory because the mismatch
appears to be idiosyncratic and personal in nature. The president and his principals
were so focused on achieving substantive progress on the peace process that they
overlooked the ways in which their procedural framework would undermine the
Labor Party and their overall ability to make progress. The U.S. ambassador to
Israel at the time concluded “Carter was very impatient. He did not want to wait, or
couldn’t see why you had to wait, until the Israeli election was over to get his
diplomacy going”.>® Similarly, Brzezinski brushed aside concerns voiced by the CIA
and others that the political situation in Israel was too fragile for tough public

diplomacy toward Israel until after the vote took place.

Carter, Cases #2 & #3:

% Samuel W. Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis”, August 9, 1998, 34, The
Foreign Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST),
Library of Congress.
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Figuring out Menachem Begin, 1977

The day after Begin’s surprise victory, the United States began to regroup
and reevaluate its policy toward the peace process. As is common during
unexpected, critical junctures such as this one, failure of the prevailing approach
created a brief window in which a variety of new avenues were open for
consideration and structural pressures were somewhat less constraining than usual.
As one well-placed observer puts it, “the tactics were very much in the air”.6® Thus,
decision-makers were all over the map in terms of their stated policy objectives,

pursuing two contradictory lines of (at least) partial LSI, one after the other.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

Yes, in part. Initially, the administration decided upon negative LSI, aiming to
undermine Begin and topple him in early, renewed elections. Soon, however, their
perceptions shifted so drastically that they toyed with the idea of bolstering Begin
instead, hoping he would make broad concessions for peace. Eventually, they
settled somewhere between these two, rather antithetical policy positions.

<Negative LSI>

First, administration officials sought to catalyze internal opposition to him

and eventually topple his government. Their position is best encapsulated by a

% Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.”

120



memo written by NSC Mideast staffer Bill Quandt the day after the Israeli elections,
which is quoted in block at the start of the section above. In it, he suggests that an
intransigent Israeli government would likely be harmful for U.S. interests and that,
since “a new Israeli election may be inevitable in the near future,” Washington
should ensure “Israeli voters... know that a hard-line government will not find it
easy to manage the U.S.-Israel relationship. Intransigence must be seen to carry a
price tag”. Presuming Begin “takes positions in his talks with us that preclude the
continuation of our peace initiative, we should not hesitate to explain what has
happened. Israelis can then draw their own conclusions, and perhaps the next
election in 1978 or 1979 will produce different results”.61

National security advisor Brzezinski seems to have advocated a similar
approach. He approved Quandt’s memo, or at least his recommendation that further
deliberation be conducted on the basis of his arguments. Observers recall that
Brzezinski sought to use the early Begin trip to “read him the riot act” and “laying

down the law not to screw up Geneva preparations”.6?2 Brzezinski wrote to Carter:

«wu

Let me make a ‘perverse’ observation: The electoral outcome may
not be actually all that bad. At some point, a disagreement with
Israel over a settlement would have been likely in any case. Begin,
by his extremism, is likely to split both Israeli public opinion and
the American Jewish community. A position of moderate firmness
on your part will rally to you in time both the Israeli opposition and
significant portions of the American Jewish community, including

its responsible leadership.”63

There is reason to believe that President Carter went along with this line of

" William B. Quandt, “Subject: Israeli Elections - NSC Memo 3011-X”, May 18, 1977.

62 Former US Ambassador to Isracl Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.”

63 «“Israeli Cabinet Formation’ in NSC Weekly Report #13 - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski”, May 20, 1977, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Box “Subject File 3”, Folder
"Weekly Reports [to the President], 1-15: [2/77-6/77], Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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reasoning. Lewis recalls that “after Begin was elected, Carter and his team back
here were trying to prepare to deal with this extremist when he came to
Washington. Their instinct was, ‘we’re going to lay down the law to him’. This was
Brzezinski’s advice which Carter very much shared, I think, initially”.6# Brzezinski
claims that “it was during this period that the President first discussed the
possibility of a showdown over our policy toward Israel”.6>

The administration’s posture between mid-May and mid-June was
compatible with this objective. Quandt wrote in early June that “more than ever
before, we will need the support of domestic public opinion. Congress, American
Jewish leaders, and Israeli moderates for our policies”.%¢ Other goals for Begin’s visit
included trying to “pin Begin down on a number of points” and “to keep a Begin-led
government from taking preemptory action such as annexation of the West Bank or
an accelerated pace of establishing settlements”.6?” The administration did move
ahead with new arms shipments toward Israel, but these were part of a prior effort
to walk back PRM-12 and reassure moderate supporters of Israel that the Carter
administration did not consider Israel’s security up for negotiation.8

It is likely that the administration adopted a goal of toppling Begin, albeit as a
tentative and long-term objective. However, it is difficult to judge how extensively

this objective actually shaped the policy. Thus, while it is possible that this

64 Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis,” 34.

5 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 97.

5 Emphases added. “[Regarding] Discussion Paper for PRC Meeting on the Middle East, June 10, 1977,
10:00 - 11:30 a.m. - Memorandum from William B. Quandt to Zbigniew Brzezinski”, June 6, 1977, 1,
Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box 24, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 17:
6/10/77],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

7 Ibid., 1-2.

% Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 70-1.
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represented a full case of negative LSI, at minimum it should be coded as a partial
one, since there is little doubt squeezing out Begin was at least seriously considered.
<Positive LSI>

Second, the administration also seemed to consider within a very short span
of time pursuing a strategy of positive LSI toward Begin as well, making for a second
episode of (at least) partial LSI. Something clearly changed in the administration’s
thinking between mid-June and Begin’s arrival one month later that led them to
modify their actions. Begin received not just a cordial reception but one that was
syrupy sweet. Carter called him “a man of courage and principle” and declared that
“I like him very much”.6® Whereas Rabin left Washington in a state of frustration,
Begin was elated at the warm welcome he received, transmitting on his flight home
a thank you message to Carter praising his days visiting Washington as “some of the
best of my life. They never will be forgotten, thanks to you and your gracious
attitude”.’0 A far cry from having been read the riot act.

Certainly, the administration’s effort to regroup domestically may have
played a role in this adjustment, but such an explanation seems to miss an
important process of actual persuasion that was concurrently at play. It was not just
Carter’s domestic advisors sending him memos suggesting that Begin might be

willing to reconsider his hardline commitments’! but his foreign policy advisors as

% Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 101.

70 “Message from Begin - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski”, July 25, 1977,
Collection “Name File”, Folder “Begin, Menachem (Prime Minister of Israel),” Jimmy Carter Presidential
Library.

™ “Israel Election and Related Matters - Memorandum for the President from Robert Lipshutz”, May 23,
1977, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Country Files, Folder “Israel, 4-6/77,” Jimmy Carter Presidential
Library.
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well.72  After two last-minute trips back to Washington, Amb. Lewis successfully
persuaded Carter that the best way to handle Begin was “with honey, not vinegar”.73
It also helped his argument that Begin undertook some gestures that bolstered
perceptions he might be more reasonable than expected, especially announcing that
long-time Labor stalwart Moshe Dayan would serve as his foreign minister and that
Israel would not annex the territories (which was Dayan’s main precondition).

Not just the president seems to have shifted his perception of Begin during
this period. Quandt notes that, after the initial shock over Likud’s electoral victory
wore off, many within the administration sought to gloss over Begin’s ideology,
leading to nearly a year of wishful thinking he would be more accommodating on
the West Bank than his beliefs actually allowed.”* By late June, even Quandt’s own
memos seemed to shift from speaking of an imminent confrontation to “assuming”
Begin’s flexibility on a variety of issues, including perhaps even withdrawal from the
West Bank and agreement to an indefinite settlement freeze.”>

The President and national security advisor seem to have shifted their
perceptions of Begin even more drastically. At the very least, by the time he left
Washington, each of them toyed with the idea of bolstering Begin’s position so he
could be a strong partner for peace. They thought he might be the antidote to the
troubles Kissinger had encountered with successive Labor governments so

internally divided as to be unable to make progress on peace. Thus, these actions

2 Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.”

73 Stein, Heroic Diplomacy, 199.

™ Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 66.

7 “‘Begin Visit’ in Discussion Paper for PRC Meeting on Middle East”, June 22, 1977, 5-6, Collection
“Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 18: 6/22/77],” Jimmy Carter
Presidential Library.
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represent a period of (at least) partial LSI toward Israel in the positive direction.

Carter wrote the following in his diary:

“We welcomed Prime Minister and Mrs. Begin, having done a great deal of
preparation for this visit. There have been dire predictions that he and I would not
get along, but I found him to be quite congenial, dedicated, sincere, deeply
religious... I think Begin is a very good man and, although it will be difficult for him
to change his position, the public-opinion polls that we have from Israel show that
the people there are flexible... and genuinely want peace. My own guess is that if we
give Begin support, he will prove to be a strong leader, quite different from

Rabin.”76
AKkin to the notion that only Nixon could go to China, Brzezinski also came to think of
Begin differently, musing that “Begin eventually might be better able than the Israeli
Labor Party to deliver the concessions necessary for peace... [since] he would not
face much domestic opposition if he showed flexibility”.7”

In time it would become clear that Begin would be a much tougher
negotiating partner than Carter or Brzezinski felt during this hopeful moment. Upon
returning home, Begin lent his support to expanded settlement activity in the
territories, an act Carter felt was at odds with the spirit of their talks. On Vance’s
next visit to the region the Secretary reported the disappointing news that Begin
was acting more rigid than expected. By this point, there is little evidence to suggest

that the administration was still interested to boost Begin’s domestic position.

Did the Policy Succeed?

Unclear. The initial strategy of treating Begin with vinegar seems to have

been quickly reversed, so it is difficult to assess whether or not the policy had an

78 Carter, Keeping faith, 290.
" Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 99.
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impact on Israeli politics. There is no doubt, however, that even tentatively sweeter
approach to Begin affected his standing back home. This second instance of partial-
to-full seems to have succeeded in the narrow sense of bolstering his domestic
standing, even though it is unclear whether doing so actually furthered America’s
broader objective of advancing the peace process.

The warm reception given to Begin probably strengthened his government’s
hand in Israel, much to the chagrin of the political opposition. Begin’s glowing thank
you note to Carter fits the notion that he could not be happier with his position upon

returning home from Washington. Lewis seconds this perspective:

“since a good many Israelis feared that this first encounter would
turn out very badly for Israel, they were naturally very relieved.
The Labor Party people may have been secretly quite disappointed
that Begin didn’t have a big confrontation with Carter on that first
trip... there were many in opposition who were either secretively
or openly hoping that a big crisis would ensue because they always
believed that this would be an effective weapon in Israeli domestic
politics... Begin avoided that on almost all of his trips and certainly

on the first one”.”8

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

One area in which the theories offer mutually exclusive predictions involves
the expected effect of perceptions about sender state interests on the occurrence of
LSI over time. Theory #1 (national interests theory) predicts that LSI occurrence
should be directly correlated with objective national interests of the sender relative

to the target state. Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) expects LSI to be

8 Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis,” 37.
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relatively low because members of Congress and the pro-Israel lobby tend to see
meddling in Israeli politics as contradictory to American national interests. Theory
#3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) holds that LSI should be relatively frequent
since working-level officials dealing with Israeli politics tend to desire frequent U.S.
intervention on behalf of perceived moderates. Theory #4 (leadership theory)
expects rates of LSI to vary in accordance with how top leaders in the sender state
perceive national interests vis-a-vis the target.

It is difficult to conceive of an argument premised solely upon international
structure that could explain why American perceptions Israeli politics could have
seesawed so quickly within a matter of weeks. National interests theory would
therefore have a difficult time explaining why the U.S. flirted with such
contradictory approaches to Israeli politics in such a short span of time.

Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach), on the other hand, gets partial
marks with regard to perceptions of sender interests. It can explain why the
administration eventually flirted with a conciliatory approach to Israel’s new Likud
government but not why it initially hoped to overthrow it. However, this approach
cannot explain why private assessments of Begin among administration officials
also underwent such a drastic shift.

Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) also gets half marks vis-a-vis
sender interests. It fits that the administration pursued a confrontational approach
toward Begin but not that it so quickly reversed that approach. However, it does not

accord with the theory that the most influential bureaucrat during this period
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appears to have been a political appointee: the ambassador to Israel.”®

Indeed, the crucial variable behind the shift in occurrence from negative to
positive LSI seems to have been the interpersonal perceptions of key leaders, a
hallmark of Theory #4 (leadership theory). Ambassador Lewis’s claims that Begin
would respond better to honey than vinegar came about as a result of their initial
face-to-face meetings. In turn, Carter and Brzezinski’s change in position over LSI
appears to be directly tied to Lewis’s arguments and perhaps their own meetings

with Begin.

2. Perceptions of Close Contests:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves perceptions of close
contests in the target state. Theory #1 (national interests theory) predicts that LSI
should accurately reflect all available information about genuine political contests in
the target polity as they continue to develop. Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects
that the personal distractions and subjective perceptions of top officials in the
sender state should serve as a major constraint on this relationship.

Because the possibility of early elections raised by Quandt’s May 18 memo
was so far off into the future - at least a year or two away - it was easy for
administration officials to tailor their conclusions about the likely outcome of future
[sraeli political contests to suit their motivational biases. When Begin was seen as a
fundamentalist, toppling him in early elections was seen as both pertinent for

discussion and eminently achievable. When Begin was seen as a bold and daring

" Technically, Lewis was a career foreign service officer, but he had been selected by Carter to serve in a
senior political capacity.
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moderate, bracing him against his internal opponents - either within the cabinet or
the Israeli general public - became a more probable matter for consideration.

In this regard, there appears to have been little role played by international
structure or domestic politics within the United States. Once top officials changed
their subjective view of Begin’s intentions (incorrectly, it seems), their perceptions
of closeness in Israeli politics also seem to have changed in tandem. This produced

a shift from negative to positive LSI and is most consonant with Theory #4.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

Theories 2 and 3 expect that members of Congress, the pro-Israel lobby,
and/or the bureaucracy should be influential and informed in advance of major
policy decisions having to do with LSI. Theory #4 (leadership theory), however,
expects that these groups should be kept in the dark, due to an overriding executive
incentive to maintain secrecy about their true intentions regarding LSI attempts.

Members of Congress and the pro-Israel lobby tried to influence top decision-
making during this period, especially on issues of arms shipments. However,
despite voicing opinions about whether the U.S. could work with Begin, there is little
to suggest that either were privy to internal administration decisions over how to
actually deal with Begin.80 Neither, it seems, was the bureaucracy, considering that
the strategy behind Quandt’s May 18 memo is only recently coming to light. Rather,

the administration seems to have held its cards quite closely when deciding how to

8 Bernard Gwertzman, “Senator to See Begin,” New York Times, June 1, 1977; Robert Keatley, “Potent
Persuaders: ‘Israeli Lobby’ in U.S. Gains Repute for Zeal and Overzealousness - Highly Effective in Past,
it now Attempts to Avoid Carter-Begin Showdown,” The Wall Street Journal, July 5, 1977; “Javits believes
Begin will seek an accord,” New York Times, July 18, 1977.

129



handle Begin’s visit, which would support Theory #4 (leadership theory) and the
paper paradox.

For instance, when distributing a summary of conclusions from the first June
PRC on how to deal with the upcoming Begin visit to only four cabinet members,
Brzezinski specified “given the sensitivity of this subject, this summary should be
held very closely”.81 When preparing a discussion paper that would be distributed
at the second PRC meeting on the topic later in the month, Quandt wrote a note to
Brzezinski outside the normal channels of communication that decisions on how
arms policy relate to the diplomatic process are “too dangerous to put on paper” for
the broader group.8? After the meeting took place, he wrote another outside-system
note to Brzezinski specifying that “I am a bit reticent about having the summary
circulated to the principals at this time, and [ am not preparing a full set of notes.
Once the President has approved the summary, you may want to consider only
sending follow-on actions to State and Defense,” a decision which Brzezinski soon
approved.83 These notes do not address LSI per se, but they offer conditional
support for the model of decision-making expected under leadership theory.

Similarly, members of the pro-Israel community expressed a desire for Begin

to be received warmly in Washington and then praised the Carter administration’s

81 «“Summary of PRC Meeting on the Middle East, June 10, 1977 - Memorandum from Zbigniew
Brzezinski to Miscellaneous Principals”, June 16, 1977, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection:
Subject File”, Box 24, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 17: 6/10/77],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

82 «“pRC Meeting on the Middle East, June 22, 1977, 3:30 - 5:00 p.m. - Memorandum for Zbigniew
Brzezinski from William B. Quandt”, June 20, 1977, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject
File”, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 18: 6/22/77],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

8 «[Cover Sheet for] Summary of PRC Meeting on the Middle East, June 25, 1977 - Memorandum for
Zbigniew Brzezinski from William B. Quandt”, June 27, 1977, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski
Collection: Subject File”, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 18: 6/22/77],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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approach to his visit after the fact.8* However, there does not seem to be much
evidence that it was privy to intra-administration deliberations on the trip, evidence
which would seem to be required to validate Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative
approach) in this regard. In fact, the administration seemed to continue its strategy
of blindsiding Congress and the pro-Israel community, soon afterward issuing a
joint statement on Geneva with the USSR that provoked intense shock and angry

backlash.85

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

Another area in which the theories diverge pertains to the political calendar
in the sender state. Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) predicts that LSI
should be even less likely toward Israel during periods of divided government or
during the lead-up to American elections. Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics
approach) predicts that LSI should be much more frequent toward Israel at the very
beginning of presidential terms.

These two cases offer little in the way of relevant predictions or observations
regarding cycles of domestic power, since it takes place neither at the beginning of
the president’s term nor in the lead-up to elections. It does take place during a
period of united government, but evidence of Congressional influence is mixed,
which is about what we would expect under theories 2 and 4. Nor did the events in

question occur at the very beginning of a presidential term, so the possibility for

8 «Common Strategy,” Near East Report 21, no. 29 (July 20, 1977); “Near East Report,” Near East Report
21, no. 30 (July 27, 1977).

% “Carter’s Blunder,” Near East Report 21, no. 40 (October 5, 1977); “Congress Angered by Joint
Statement,” Near East Report 21, no. 40 (October 5, 1977); Carter, Keeping Faith, 293-295.
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testing Theory #3 is also limited.

5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

Some of the theories also offer divergent predictions with regard to
bureaucratic freelancing and LSI. If working level officials pursue LSI frequently
without regard for senior authorization, that would provide support for Theory #3
(the bureaucratic politics approach). If such freelancing is relatively rare and occurs
only during periods of limited executive oversight, then that would provide support
for Theory #4 (leadership theory).

Because President Carter tended to exert an active style of managerial
oversight on issues of Mideast policy, we would not expect to see much freelancing
in these cases. This case fits those expectations, thus providing some additional
support for Theory #4. Although in other instances the U.S. ambassador is often a
common perpetrator when it comes to unauthorized pursuit of LS], in this instance
that individual exerted his influence through proper channels by persuading his

superiors, not circumventing them.

6. Consistency of Message:

Whereas Theory #1 (national interests theory) predicts that consistent,
effective messaging by the sender state should be unproblematic, the other theories
stress personal or institutional biases that tend to get in the way of consistent public
communication on behalf of the favored faction within the target state. Official

governmental messaging during this case was internally consistent, which boosted
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its efficacy, at least in the narrow sense of strengthening Begin back home. If the
administration did indeed seek to bolster Begin, the fact that its message was largely
uniform and coherent by the time of his visit fits with the expectations of the theory.
The case material therefore provides little evidence for problems with domestic
disagreements over messaging, which would be more consonant with Theories 2 or

3 than 1 or 4.

7. Suitability of Message:

Finally, the theories also offer divergent predictions with regard to whether
officials in the sender state are able to project a message that is suitable for
bolstering its protégé within the dynamics of politics in the sender state. Theory #1
(national interests theory) argues that suitable messaging should be relatively
unproblematic, but again the other theories emphasize institutional or personal
biases that should make such messaging more difficult.

Despite being internally coherent, the administration’s message did undergo
a quite rapid change, shifting from an appearance of confrontation to one of
conciliation around mid-June. This shift could in part be attributed to legislative and
lobby pressure but also must take into account drastic and unrelated changes in
actual beliefs of administration leaders. This offers partial backing for Theories 2
and 4, since the administration’s position by the time of his visit shifted on the basis

of some or all of these factors.

Carter, Case #4:
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Helping Cabinet Moderates, 1978

Over time it became clear that the Israelis were not the only party reluctant
to endorse the multilateral format supported by Washington. Egyptian President
Sadat, wanting to inject new life in the process but also concerned about the
prospect of a Syrian veto at Geneva, decided to go to Jerusalem instead. His actions
helped defuse the comprehensive track for the time being and the peace talks
instead shifted over to a bilateral process between Egypt and Israel with the United
States mediating. In the aftermath of Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem, the parties set up
working level talks, including both a political track and a military track.

However, Sadat quickly became concerned that Begin merely wanted to
pocket his concessions without offering much substantive in return, especially on
the West Bank. After Begin then insulted Egypt’s foreign minister at a meeting of
the political track, Sadat’s frustration boiled over and he terminated the political
track. In an effort to help salvage the process, Carter invited Sadat to Camp David
for an intensive one-on-one in February 1978 to brainstorm next steps. At the
meeting, Carter and Sadat agreed pursue an elaborate NSC plan that called for U.S.-
Egyptian collusion to turn up the pressure on Begin over the West Bank.8¢ Sadat
would submit a moderate West Bank plan with a few unacceptable elements,
Washington would submit a plan without those few elements, Egypt would accept

the U.S. plan, and Israel would then face tremendous pressure to agree as well.

Coding the Dependent Variables

% Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 170-2.
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(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

Yes. In the course of trying to pressure Begin to accept this plan, both the
U.S. and Egypt found themselves trying to build up some of the more moderate
members of the Israeli cabinet.8” Moreover, once a protest movement was launched
in Israel that eventually became known as Peace Now, it encouraged the Egyptians
to pursue grand LSI instead and also led the Americans to toy with it. Thus, both
Egypt and the U.S. pursued petit LSI toward Israel; Egypt soon switched to grand LSI
and the U.S. at least considered grand LSI as well. The differences and similarities
between Egyptian and American approaches will be discussed below to provide
extra inferential leverage over the U.S. choice.

<DM Weizman>

Both countries sought to build up Israel’s defense minister, Ezer Weizman.
Weizman was second in command of the Likud Party’s dominant Herut faction, just
begin the prime minister, and was viewed by U.S. officials as the most likely
successor to Begin in the event of an unexpected turnover in power.88 He also was
considered more moderate in his positions on the peace process.8?

When Weizman visited Washington in March of 1978, the visit was used to

%7 This sort of effort to change the balance of power within an existing Isracli government rather than to
change governments altogether is defined as “petit” LSI, as opposed to “grand”.

% “Israel after Begin: Politics and Consequences of Succession - Central Intelligence Agency
Memorandum”, January 18, 1978, Collection “Staff Material: Middle East”, Box 48, Folder 8, Document
6-8, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

¥ “Peace Negotiations and Israeli Coalition Politics - State Department Memorandum for Zbigniew
Brzezinski”, October 7, 1977, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Country Files, Folder “Israel, 10/77,”
Jimmy Carter Presidential Library; “‘Israeli Internal Political Dynamics’ in NSC Weekly Report #32 -
Memorandum to the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski”, October 14, 1977, Zbigniew Brzezinski
Collection, Box “Subject File 57, Folder "Weekly Reports [to the President], 31-41: [10/77-1/78], Jimmy
Carter Presidential Library.
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build Weizman up and sow dissent within the Israeli cabinet. Brzezinski recalls that
the President intentionally excluded Israel’s ambassador from his meeting with
Weizman in order to foster concerns in Israel that the prime minister was being
isolated politically.?0 It also was clear to the U.S. that Weizman was using the
meeting to burnish his political standing back home.!

Further, decisions about military support during Weizman'’s March visit were
heavily conditioned by political considerations. He came with an enormous
shopping list related to Israel’s efforts to modernize its armed forces, and one bone
of contention was his request that Israel be allowed to apply a small portion of
military assistance to finance weapons produced in Israel instead of American-made
goods as usually is stipulated with such aid.

«

Brzezinski’s advisors expressed the desire for a “weapons package for
Weizman to take home” and suggested that “we should recommend considering
approval of some Kfir [aircraft] and/or Merkava [tank] financing as a sweeter for
Weizman”.??2 In particular, they suggested that “we do not want to be totally
negative to Weizman, who is emerging as a comparatively moderate figure in the

cabinet”.93

Brzezinski in turn explained to Carter that “most of the agencies were

% Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 245. See also Ezer Weizman, The Battle for Peace (Bantam Books,
1981), 257-63.

! Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 245.

92 “PRC on Matmon C - Memorandum for Zbigniew Brzezinski from William B. Quandt and Gary Sick”,
February 25, 1978, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box 35, Folder: “[Meetings
-- PRC 55:2/27/78],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

% “Draft Memorandum for the President on Weizman Visit, Sent to Zbigniew Brzezinski by William B.
Quandt and Gary Sick”, March 4, 1978, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box
35, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 55: 2/27/78],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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negative to this point” on functional grounds,’* including State and Defense, but
reached the conclusion that “political considerations should guide such decisions”.?>
He argued that changing the aid stipulations was “politically quite important to
Israeli leaders, particularly to Weizman, who is deeply interested in developing the
Israeli aircraft industry”.?¢ Carter approved the request.®?
<PM Begin>

Meanwhile, the United States was giving Menachem Begin the cold shoulder.
When the Israeli prime minister visited Washington that same month, Carter was so
tough on him that the PM later confessed the visit was one of the most difficult
moments in his life.”8 One of Begin’s advisors suggests “the White House encounter
was simply nasty”.?® When Brzezinski sent up two possible public statements for
after Begin’s departure, Carter deliberately chose the colder of the two.100

Members of AIPAC leadership even read the administration’s cold treatment
of Begin as an intentional effort at LSI. The organization’s weekly newsletter, Near

East Report, issued an upset analysis on March 29t that read as follows:

“In the wake of Prime Minister Begin’s ‘grim’ meetings with President Carter last
week, U.S.-Israeli relations fell to their lowest point since direct negotiations
between Israel and Egypt began last fall. By purposely painting the gloomiest
possible picture of the Carter-Begin talks, and by implying that Israel would be better
led by another Prime Minister, the Administration has tilted dangerously toward the

% “Weizman Visit - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski”, March 7, 1978, Zbigniew
Brzezinski Collection, Country Files, Folder “Israel, 1-3/78,” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

% “Israeli Arms Requests - Matmon C - Memorandum from Zbigniew Brzezinski to Secretaries of State
and Defense”, February 27, 1978, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Box 35,
Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 55: 2/27/78],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

% «“Weizman Visit - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew Brzezinski.”

97 Coincidentally, this served as a precedent for a second instance of LSI on a much larger scale via U.S.
financing for indigenous Israeli arms production under the Reagan administration.

% Shlaim, The Iron Wall, 370.

9 Avner, The Prime Ministers: An Intimate Narrative of Israeli Leadership, 482. See also Weizman, The
Battle for Peace, 286.

100 Bryzezinski, Power and Principle, 246.
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Arab position.”101

However, one day later during a press conference in Brazil Carter rejected a

reporter’s suggestion that his administration had given up hope on PM Begin:

“Question: Mr. President, have you or any other [officials] suggested that Prime
Minister Begin may not be the right man to head that government in present
circumstances.. do you now think the Begin government can make the hard
decisions necessary to move the peace process forward?

Carter: I can say unequivocally that no one in any position of responsibility
in the United States Administration has ever insinuated that Prime Minister Begin is
not qualified to be Prime Minister or that he should be replaced. This report, the
origin of which I do not know, is completely false.. we have not given up on the
possibility of a negotiated peace settlement in the Middle East under the Begin

government with him as Prime Minister”.102
<FM Dayan>

The administration also took a somewhat positive approach to Israeli
Foreign Minister Dayan. It proposed meetings that it knew were being used by
Dayan to bolster his standing domestically’3 and saw him as a moderate on the
Sinai if not the West Bank.194 He had a close working relationship with Vance even
though his interactions with Carter were somewhat strained.1°> On the other hand,
the Egyptians were much less willing to consider embracing Dayan, considering him
“devious and untrustworthy” and resenting his role in the defeat of 1967.106

<From Petit to Grand>

An important turning point was the emergence of a grassroots movement

191 «“Near East Report,” Near East Report 22, no. 13 (March 29, 1978).

102 press conference in Brasilia, Brazil, on March 30“’, quoted in “Carter: Begin Can Make Peace,” Near
East Report 22, no. 14 (April 5, 1978).

195 Moshe Dayan, Breakthrough: A Personal Account of the Egypt-Israel Peace Negotiations (Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1981), 118-9; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 245.

194 «“Israeli Internal Political Dynamics’ in NSC Weekly Report #32 - Memorandum to the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski.”

193 Stein, Heroic Diplomacy, 24.

19 1hid. See also Weizman, The Battle for Peace, 319.
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founded by Israeli reservists who felt their government was not doing enough to
pursue the opportunity for peace. The movement, which provided the basis for the
current Israeli pressure group Peace Now, launched a petition drive and series of
protests that put the Begin government on the defensive starting in March and fed
perceptions that he could be outmaneuvered politically at home.107

Top U.S. officials were certainly interested in “recent dissidence within the
Israeli cabinet” and envisioned “a ‘center coalition’ for Israel” led by Weizman or
Peres.108 Brezinski believed as late as June that “if we proceed carefully we should
be able to appeal to more moderate political forces in Israel. Change will have to
come primarily from within, which may take time”.199 One of Vance’s advisors notes
that inaction on the peace process would preclude “the possibility of bringing about
internal changes in Israel. The current ferment in Israel will die” without action to
“keep domestic debate in Israel going and thereby hold open the possibility of
change in the Israeli Government position through pressure from within”.110

As noted above, rumors had already begun to emerge that the U.S. wanted to
push Begin out entirely. Word also spread that the U.S. charge d’affaires in Tel Aviv,
Richard Viets, had said Begin “had to go” even though the NSC staff insisted to

Brzezinski that “Viets of course said no such thing” and that “anything we say can

197 Mordechai Bar-On, In Pursuit of Peace: A History of the Israeli Peace Movement (US Institute of Peace
Press, 1996), chap. 5.

108 «« A «“Center Coalition” for Israel?’ in NSC Weekly Report #50 - Memorandum to the President from
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"Weekly Reports [to the President], 42-52: [1/78-3/78], Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

199 «“Middle East Strategy’ in NSC Weekly Report #61 - Memorandum to the President from Zbigniew
Brzezinski”, June 2, 1978, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Subject File 8, Folder "Weekly Reports [to the
President], 61-71: [6/78-9/78], Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

"9 “Some Thoughts on the Talks with Dayan - Memorandum to Fred Atherton and Hal Saunders from
David A. Korn”, April 28, 1978, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Country Files, Folder “Israel, 5-6/78,”
Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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only make worse the charge of U.S. meddling in Israeli domestic affairs”.111 And,
although it is difficult to prove the U.S. actually shifted its policy from petit to grand
LSI during this period, it was at very least considered. The Carter team was
definitely interested in changing the balance of power within the Israeli cabinet and
at the very least seems to have considered changing Israeli governments altogether.
Regardless, Egypt’s efforts definitely escalated to full, grand LSI. Sadat’s
deputy prime minister Hassan Tuhamy persuaded the Egyptian president to adopt a
policy of “let’s topple Begin!” in July 1978.112 His foreign minister suggested
fostering a change in the Israeli government gradually, but Tuhamy and Sadat were
impatient to sow more dissent with an end run around Begin. Therefore, although
Sadat had refused to meet with any other Israeli officials, he sought to help squeeze
Begin out by inviting Weizman to a private meeting in Austria shortly after having

met there with Shimon Peres at a meeting of the Socialist International.

Did the Policy Succeed?

Not entirely. On one hand, the Egyptian and American policies failed because
they did not force a significant change in Begin’s government or policies, and the
efforts were soon abandoned out of disappointment. On the other hand, the efforts
did boost internal pressure on the prime minister and may have indirectly

contributed to his willingness to grant certain concessions at Camp David.

1 «Call for Begin Ouster - Memorandum for Zbiegniew Brzezinski from Gary Sick”, March 27, 1978,
Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Country Files, Folder “Israel, 1-3/78,” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
"2 Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, The Camp David Accords: A Testimony (KPI Limited, 1986), chap. 26. See
also Mohamed Heikal, Secret Channels: The Inside Story of Arab-Israeli Peace Negotiations (Harper
Collins, 1996), 271-2.
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Eventually, U.S. officials concluded that their strategy was not working. As
early as April, Brzezinski seemed to recognize in a memo to the president that “the
internal debate over Israel’s foreign policy continues but thus far has not produced
significant political realignment... the coalition partners continue to support the
government’s stance on the peace process... [although] dovish elements have
succeeded in carrying the debate into the public domain, as indicated by the letter to
Begin from reserve officers critical of the government’s hard-line policy”.113 In May,
Begin seemed to get a much warmer reception from the administration during
Israel’s 30th anniversary celebrations being held in New York.114

In June, Weizman did break publicly with the prime minister over the
government’s hardline approach to West Bank issues in the peace process.l1>
Brezinski reported to the president the following month that “Peres first, and then
Weizman, captured the headlines and left [Begin] looking ineffectual. Now Dayan
can be added to the list as he returns from Leeds” in the UK, where a trilateral
summit was officiated by Vance.ll® However, although Begin “has been under
enormous pressure in the last few weeks... it would be a mistake to assume that he
is helplessly on the defensive”.117” One of Vance’s envoys reported to the Egyptians

in late July that “Begin’s position in the Knesset was unchanged, and he still enjoyed

3 «“‘sraeli Debate Continues’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew
Brzezinski”, April 17, 1978, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box 6, Folder
1, Document 12-0, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
"4 Inter alia, see ““Talks Please Begin’, ‘Isracl at Thirty’, and ‘Warm Reception for Begin’,” Near East
Report 22, no. 18 (May 3, 1978).
15 Weizman, The Batile for Peace, 336-9; “Evening Report - Memorandum for Zbigniew Brzezinski from
Middle East (staff)”, June 21, 1978, Collection “Brzezinski Material: Staff Evening Reports File”, Box 12,
Folder 6, Document 10-0, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
1% «“‘Israel: Next Steps’ in NSC Weekly Report #67 - Memorandum for the President from David Aaron on
behalf of Zbigniew Brzezinski”, July 21, 1978, Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection, Box “Subject File 37,
Eg)lder "Weekly Reports [to the President], 1-15: [2/77-6/77], Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

Ibid.
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majority support. There were no indications of an imminent change”.118

Another reason that efficacy is often constrained, as I argue in my theory
chapter, is that it frequently takes three to tango for LSI, especially in the context of
peacemaking. U.S. efforts to shape Israeli politics depended upon Egyptian
flexibility that was not entirely forthcoming. The proposal eventually submitted by
the Egyptians under the NSC’s February plan was seen by the U.S. as “worthless
legalistic documents in the guise of serious negotiating proposals” and so rigid that
“an American compromise could not possible bridge it”.11°

At the end of July, Sadat even terminated the military track headed by
Weizman. The Egyptians had concluded that the meetings in Austria and the UK did
not produce sufficient change in the Israeli position, and Begin publicly teased Sadat
after Weizman told him of Sadat’s private request for some unilateral goodwill
gestures. In a rage, Sadat declared there was no point to pursuing further contacts
with Israel without more active American pressure and terminated further talks.

To no avail, some of his advisors begged Sadat to reconsider “because the
military mission is under Weizman’s authority and its expulsion would be a
personal slap to him. He is the only member of the Israeli government we can
consider a friend, and if we lose him, we lose all means of contact with the
[sraelis”.120 Weizman expressed to Sam Lewis his “regret at Sadat’s sudden move...

[which] can only strengthen the hardliners in the Israeli government”.121 Also,

18 Cited in Kamel, The Camp David Accords, 245.

"9 The first quote is cited in Stein, Heroic Diplomacy, 250. For the second quite, see Quandt, Camp David:
Peacemaking and Politics, 182.

120 Kamel, The Camp David Accords, 225.

12l ““Egypt’ in Memorandum to the President from Acting Secretary of State Warren Christopher”, July 26,
1978, Collection “Plains File”, Box 13, Folder 10, Document 17-6, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.
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American analysts judged that Peace Now had been both “outmaneuvered by Prime
Minister Begin and undercut by Egyptian President Sadat’s public inflexibility”.122

In turn, the U.S. administration chose to reassess its approach. This was in
part due to the absence of a more flexible Egyptian partner, but domestic pressures
in America were also a factor. In an effort to reassure Arab states about American
commitment, Washington pushed through Congress a package of fighter jets that
bundled Israeli, Egyptian, and Saudi planes together. The administration won this
fight but it was an exhausting victory that cost it significant support in the Jewish
community.123  This contributed to the administration’s eventual decision to
terminate its strategy of isolating Begin. It also led it to temporarily undermine the
strategy along the way. In order to encourage pro-Israel members of Congress to
pass the jets package, Carter appeared with Begin in early May at Israeli
independence day celebrations in New York, suggesting ongoing U.S. support.124

However, the reassessment of U.S. policy cannot be attributed to domestic
pressures in isolation, especially once one takes into account the policy that
followed. Quandt says finally decided that “instead of working against Begin, he
wanted to work through him,”?2> but Democratic Congressmen and VP Mondale
were begging him to drop his Mideast push altogether.12¢ Instead, Carter hoped to

double down, pursuing a high-level effort to break the impasse between Israel and

122 «progpects for Isracli Peace Movement’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President from
Zbigniew Brzezinski”, September 13, 1978, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report
File”, Box 7, Folder 8, Document 24-9, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

12 Carter, Keeping faith, 313.

2% Cyrus R. Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’s Foreign Policy (Simon and Schuster,
1983), 213.

12 Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 201.

12 Carter, Keeping faith, 315.
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Egypt. The result was the notorious Camp David Accords of September of 1978.

On the other hand, it would probably be excessive to write off LSI during
1978 as a total failure. Peace Now was given considerable impetus by the isolation
of Israel that many felt the Begin government was bringing upon itself. Although it
became clear by July that Begin remained in power, declarations by Weizman and
then Dayan that the Egyptian government was serious about peace did put him on
the defensive.l2” The causation is difficult to disentangle, but it is possible that their
personal push for progress with Egypt was aided by America’s efforts and that this
may have influenced Begin’s decision to make certain concessions at Camp David.
The pressure Begin was facing certainly did encourage him to gradually move away

from his adherence to the status quo that year.

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

One area in which the theories diverge involves the effect of perceptions of
sender state interests on the incidence of LSI occurrence. Theory #1 (national
interests theory) predicts that LSI should accurately reflect objective, unitary
national interests abroad. Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) expects rates
of LSI toward Israel to be low because these groups tend not to see such behavior as
good for American interests. Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach)

expects that such behavior should be more frequent because these actors actually

127 Weizman considers Dayan’s realignment and declaration after Leeds that the Egyptians were genuine in
their desire for peace to have been an especially important turning point in the Israeli internal scene.
Weizman, The Battle for Peace, 339.
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desire LSI toward Israel. Theory #4 (leadership theory) holds that LSI occurrence
should depend upon how top leaders in the sender state perceive national interests
vis-a-vis the sender.

As expected by leadership theory, Egyptian and American efforts at LSI
toward Israel in 1978 were closely tied to perceptions that top officials held about
their Israeli counterparts. During this period, Carter felt that “Begin was becoming
an insurmountable obstacle to further progress”.128 Sadat felt he simply could not
work with Begin starting in the beginning of the year.

Meanwhile, Theory #1 (national interests theory) seems to have a more
difficult time explaining why a president who previously considered bolstering
Begin would later seek to undermine him in the cabinet so soon after. Theory #2
(the lobby-legislative approach) does not fit with the occurrence of LSI because
members of Congress tended to downplay internal differences of political opinion
within Israeli politics, even though it can partially explain the pressures that led
Carter to terminate the effort. Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) fits
with the support that Carter and Sadat received for their plan from subordinates but
not why the plan was ultimately terminated. Once the effort at LSI started to
flounder, the advice Carter was receiving from State was to present a set of U.S.

parameters, not the Camp David summit he ultimately chose to pursue.129

2. Perceptions of Close Contests:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves how actors in the sender

128 Carter, Keeping faith, 312.
129 Vance, Hard Choices, 216.
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state perceive close political contests abroad. If they consistently pursue LSI on the
basis of accurate assessments of objective developments abroad, that would provide
some support for national interests theory (Theory #1). If, however, they choose
whether or not to pursue LSI on the basis of subjective perceptions of those foreign
political developments or on the basis of personal distractions, that would provide
support for Theory #4 (leadership theory).

In this regard, Theory #1 is only partly consonant with LSI in 1978.
Certainly, there were objective indicators of political ferment in Israel, including the
Peace Now marches and petition. However, the U.S. efforts at LSI may have
continued longer than the objective indicators could justify. Brzezinski noted as
early as April that “the internal debate over Israel’s foreign policy continues but thus
far has not produced significant political realignment”.130  Also, Sadat’s effort to
heighten the pressure on Begin in July through following his Peres meeting by one
with Weizman was clearly a misreading of the Israeli political map. Accurate
objective factors would make it difficult to justify such actions.

Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) is not consonant with LSI during
this period because executive branch officials perceived an internal contest in Israeli
politics when legislators expressed little interest in such a possibility,
demonstrating much more interest in Begin than Dayan or Weizman. Theory #3
(the bureaucratic politics approach) is consonant with the executive branch’s
eagerness to believe an internal contest was imminent in Israeli domestic politics.

However, at many points the source of key decisions was from above and not

130 «Israeli Debate Continues’ in Information Items - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew
Brzezinski.”
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below, a prominent indicator of support for Theory #4 (leadership theory). For
instance, Brzezinski explains that the politically-motivated decision to exclude
I[srael’s ambassador from Weizman’s meeting with Carter was the president’s alone.
Egyptian Foreign Minister Kamel discloses that his government’s effort to topple

Begin was the brainchild of two individuals, Sadat and Tuhamy, not Kamel’s agency.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

Theories 2 and 3 (the lobby-legislative and bureaucratic politics approaches,
respectively) expect that these actors should be relatively influential and informed
in advance of American decisions about whether or not to pursue LSI, while Theory
#4 (leadership theory) expects these actors to be kept in the dark. American
behavior and reasoning during this period fits extremely well with the paper
paradox and leadership theory. Retrospectively, Quandt acknowledges that the NSC
plan to collude with Egypt to corner Begin “was a risky strategy, especially if it
leaked to the press”.131 The decision to make Weizman’s meeting with Carter a one-
on-one appears to have been an informal decision made offline and not through
standard written process. In advance of Weizman'’s visit, Brzezinski forwarded the
Presidential Review Committee’s findings only to the Secretaries of Defense and
State with the strict warning that “this summary should be very closely held and
distributed only on a must know basis”.132 In preparation for that PRC meeting,

Quandt wrote to Brzezinski that the meeting “is also not the setting for a sensitive

B! Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 171.

132 “Israeli Arms Requests - Matmon C - Memorandum from Zbigniew Brzezinski to Secretaries of State
and Defense.”
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discussion on how political considerations should affect arms decisions”.133

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

Theories 2 and 3 also expect top leaders in the sender state to be particularly
weak during certain periods of that nation’s political calendar, but leadership theory
argues that these dynamics should have little effect on leader agency to pursue LSI.
The case material from 1978 offers little in the way of predictions for this category
of observable implication, since it takes place neither at the beginning nor the end of
a presidential term. Perhaps the influence of domestic pressures was somewhat
greater in 1978 than 1977, with midterm elections less than a year away, but, again,
such pressures were still not determinative. Rather, the fact that such an extensive
effort to foster internal opposition to Begin’s leadership took place at all during an
election year is a major mark against the lobby-legislative approach and in favor of

leadership theory.

5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) expects that working-level
pursuit of LSI without senior authorization should be frequent, but Theory #4
(leadership theory) holds that such freelancing should be rare and occur only during
periods of weak executive oversight. The case material also provides little in the
way of data regarding unauthorized behavior because no such activity took place. If

anything, the locus of impulsive behavior was at the very top of the Egyptian and

133 “pRC on Matmon C - Memorandum for Zbigniew Brzezinski from William B. Quandt and Gary Sick.”
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American governments, rather than a few rungs below. For instance, Sadat’s effort
to turn up the pressure on Begin was criticized by his foreign minister as “pure
whim... without due preparation” that was “deviating from the political and tactical
line we were pursuing”.134 This provides support for leadership theory against the

bureaucratic politics approach.

6. Consistency of Message:

Theory #1 (national interests theory) argues that consistent messaging in LSI
should be relatively unproblematic for officials in the sender state, but the
domestically-oriented theories emphasize institutional or personal biases that
should make this task much more challenging. The Carter administration
undermined its own efforts to project a consistent message to the Israeli public with
its warm reception of Begin in April to help pass the jets package through Congress.
The pressure felt by the administration that drove it to make these departures from
its overall strategy was certainly due to the influence of pro-Israel activists and the
lobby. This provides some support for the lobby-legislative approach regarding the

efficacy of LSI at the expense of leadership theory.

7. Suitability of Message:

National interests theory also expects officials in the sender state to be
relatively deft at choosing a message for their policies that is suited to the needs of

their favored faction within the politics of the target state. However, the other

134 Kamel, The Camp David Accords, 204-205.
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theories emphasize institutional or personal biases that might make suitable
messaging more difficult.

In general, the administration’s message seems to have been deftly tailored
to suit the political context. The administration picked its fights carefully,
intentionally choosing “to engage Begin [on] U.N. Resolution 242 and settlements
[because they] were both comparatively safe, especially since many Israelis and
American Jews were more in agreement with Carter’s position on these points than
with Begin’s”. 135> Carter also tempered his desire to publicly criticize Dayan in April
when Vance urged him to give the Israeli FM the benefit of the doubt.136¢ To the
extent that administration projected a more effective message toward the Israeli
political system in 1978 than leading up to Israeli elections the previous year, that
difference in efficacy should probably be attributed to Carter’s more deliberate
approach to public diplomacy, a factor that would be most germane to leadership

theory.

Carter, Case #5:
Likud Gets a Free Pass, 1979-80

Given President Carter’s strong interest in the peace process and deep
animus against Israeli PM Menachem Begin, it is somewhat puzzling that LSI against
the Likud did not take place during 1979 and 1980 when the peace process ground
to a halt and the party was less popular at home due to hyper-inflation. The Camp

David Accords of September 1978 were a framework agreement calling for

135 Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 169.

136 Vance, Hard Choices, 212.
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comprehensive treaties on two sub-topics: (1) terms of peace between Israel and
Egypt, and (2) a detailed agreement between Israel and Egypt over the autonomy
and possible self-determination of Arabs living in the West Bank and Gaza.
Unsurprisingly, the bilateral peace agreement, though not without its challenges,
offered the path of lesser resistance. With heavy American mediation a treaty was
finally agreed upon and signed in March of 1979. However, once the bilateral treaty
was out of the way, negotiators moved on to the much more challenging topic of the
autonomy talks starting in May. One might therefore anticipate that the period until

the end of Carter’s term would have been primed for LSI toward Israel.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

No. It is relatively clear that the administration did not try to influence
internal Israeli politics with leadership selection intervention during this period.
Carter had already taken on a great deal of risk by getting so deeply involved in
Mideast negotiations leading up to the Camp David Accords and the Egypt-Israel
Peace Treaty. Upon advice from Vice President Mondale, Carter appointed a special
envoy to handle day-to-day issues in the autonomy talks and chose US Trade
Representative Robert Strauss for the job, a Jewish-American former head of the
Democratic National Committee. When Strauss left the job in late 1979, he was
replaced by another prominent Jewish Democrat, Sol Linowitz, who had helped the

administration in 1977 with negotiations over the Panama Canal.
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No doubt, the absence of LSI during this period can in part be attributed to
domestic considerations within the United States.13? However, to explain the
outcome solely in such terms would miss more important parts of the causal
process. Although Carter clearly hoped that handing the baton to a special
negotiator with credibility in the American Jewish community would yield domestic
benefits, he did not intend to give up on the autonomy talks altogether. Behind
closed doors, Brzezinski deplored the “suspicion [Strauss’s appointment] “is all just
domestic politics and that we are abandoning our diplomatic activity altogether”.138
In fact, the President, Vance, and Brzezinski all remained strongly interested that
the talks succeed, and there is also reason to believe, as Spiegel argues, that they
“feared Saudi oil pressure more than pro-Israeli domestic constraints”.139

Indeed, the best indication that they did not intend to bury the autonomy
talks is that they kept trying to promote them. In August of 1979, Carter publicly
likened the Palestinian issue to the cause of civil rights in the U.S.140 When they first
sent Strauss to the region, he was to promote an administration plan to amend
UNSCR 242 in a manner intended to facilitate PLO moderation, allowing them to
incorporate the movement into talks and give the autonomy process a major boost.
Despite last-minute guidance from Brzezinski and the President himself to “be firm,”

Strauss’s palpable lack of enthusiasm for the plan encouraged Sadat and Begin to

7 For instance, see Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics, 23; Brzezinski, Power and Principle,
438.

1% Remarks in “Minutes of Meeting from Presidential Review Committee Meeting on West Bank/Gaza
Negotiations”, May 17, 1979, 4, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Number 22,
Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 107: 5/17/79],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

19 Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict, 374.

"0 Linda Charlton, “President Angers U.S. Jewish Leaders: His Remarks Likening Palestinian Issue to
American Civil Rights Movement Are Criticized,” New York Times, August 2, 1979.
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reject it. The president wondered if “perhaps Sadat was against this initiative
because Bob Strauss in fact talked him out of it”.141 In March of 1980, the
administration even pursued the domestically risky strategy of endorsing a UN
resolution condemning Israel for settlement activity within a month of the New York
Democratic primary to keep Arab representatives at the negotiating table.142

These efforts were relatively sporadic, but the administration was also
dealing with enormous distractions, especially in the broader Middle East region. In
February of 1979 the Shah of Iran stepped down, and the country’s ongoing turmoil
emerged as a major distraction for the administration. This only became worse
when the administration was struck with twin disasters in November and December
that also took away from consideration of peace process issues: the taking of
American hostages in Tehran and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Both became
major fixations for administration officials throughout 1980. Skyrocketing oil
prices, inflation, and the SALT II treaty were also possible sources of distraction.143

In between Strauss and Linowitz, the president actually expressed interest in
letting the peace portfolio move back to Vance, but Brzezinski argued that Vance
was actually too busy with other issues to get bogged down in the talks.144 Vance

resigned at the end of April over handling of Iran, and his absence was thought to

141 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 439; Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict, 375.

142 Carter specifically instructed that all references to Jerusalem as occupied territory should be removed
from the text before the US lent the resolution its support. However, the US mission to the UN provided
endorsement to the plan without all such text having been removed. Political analysts believe that the
unintended resulting commotion played a crucial role in helping Ted Kennedy defeat Carter in the NY
primary, weakening Carter in the general election and only adding to his domestic woes.

3 Vance, Hard Choices, 254; Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 437; Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli
Conflict, 373 & 376.

144 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 440.
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impede the autonomy talks somewhat.145 Finally, Iraq invaded Iran in September of
1980. The administration did eventually put thorny Mideast issues aside entirely to
focus on the campaign, but it would be a stretch to say that this effect lasted for
more than the last few months of the campaign or was causally decisive.146

Neither were the parties in the region particularly helpful with leadership
selection intervention via the autonomy talks. On one hand, Arab actors were not
making the sort of concessions that would have facilitated such an approach.
Sadat’s incentive and ability to make concessions on behalf of Palestinians were
quite limited, and he was at a bargaining disadvantage until the Israelis returned the
Sinai to Egypt in 1982 as agreed under the bilateral peace treaty.14” The isolation
imposed on Egypt by the Arab world for making peace with Israel was tougher than
expected, and neither Jordan nor Palestinians chose to participate in the autonomy
talks as the U.S. had hoped. In response to a provocative bill in the Knesset, Sadat
terminated the talks in July 1981. Although the administration worried that the
absence of talks undermined Sadat’s position within Egypt, they hoped that arms
and aid would be sufficient until broader progress could be achieved.148

On the other hand, the Israeli government had retrenched in a manner that
decreased possible points of leverage and made negative LSI more difficult to carry

out. The coalition partner DMC had split in two, and the left-wing faction bolted

15 Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict, 379.

146 For a bit more on this, see Ibid., 379 & 484, endnote 214.

"“71bid., 373; Vance, Hard Choices, 253.

8 For instance, during an NSC meeting over providing arms to Egypt CIA Director Stansfield Turner
commented that “without substantial U.S. [weaponry] support, Sadat might be in trouble domestically”.
“Summary of Findings from Presidential Review Committee Meeting on Egyptian Military Supply
Relationship”, September 20, 1979, 1, Collection “Zbigniew Brzezinski Collection: Subject File”, Number
34, Folder: “[Meetings -- PRC 123: 9/20/79],” Jimmy Carter Presidential Library. See also “Minutes of
Meeting from Presidential Review Committee Meeting on West Bank/Gaza Negotiations,” 6.
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from the coalition, decreasing the leverage that the remaining members had over
government decision-making. Dayan and Weizman resigned over the government’s
hardline approach to the autonomy talks. This increased their public standing, but,
as individuals not factions, they could not force an earlier vote. Meanwhile, the
remaining partners in government had little incentive to permit early elections. The
National Religious Party’s influence over autonomy talks and other governmental
deliberations had increased markedly, and members of the Likud avoided early
elections in hopes that their dismal poll numbers might eventually come up. Ariel

Sharon tried to attack the sitting government from the right but did so alone.14?

Did The Policy Succeed?

It is difficult to assess the question of efficacy given that this is an instance
during which LSI did not actually occur. Normally for such non-cases, I contrast the
policy that was pursued with the hypothetical LSI policy that could have been
pursued but was not. However, such counterfactuals are most valid when they
differ from each other in terms of as few antecedent historical facts as possible.150

The episode of Israel’s 1977 elections discussed above was also a non-case,
but the antecedent historical conditions that made the difference between the policy
that was pursued and its hypothesized alternative were relatively simple to identify:

not taking the specific and misguided extra steps that harmed Rabin electorally.

149 «Speculation that Sharon may be next casualty of Isracli cabinet’ in Noon Notes - Memorandum for
Zbigniew Brzezinski from the Situation Room”, June 2, 1980, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s
Daily Report File”, Box 15, Folder 6, Document 3-5, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

'3 philip Tetlock and Aaron Belkin, Counterfactual Thought Experiments in World Politics: Logical,
Methodological, and Psychological Perspectives (Princeton University Press, 1996), chap. 1.
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However, for 1979 and 1980, it is much more difficult to pinpoint exactly what
would have had to be different in order to change the outcome from the policy that
was pursued (i.e. non-LSI) to the hypothetical alternative.

What would have had to happen before the administration could realize it
would not have a better opportunity to pursue LSI after the American elections?
What would it have taken to get autonomy talks moving in a meaningful way? Then,
once talks were underway, what positions would the parties take, and how would
these positions influence the prospects for LSI? Because the counterfactual for this
non-case is too indistinct to evaluate with plausible validity, I confine my discussion

of this episode mainly to considerations of occurrence but not efficacy.

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

The first area in which the theories diverge has to do with the effect of
perceptions of sender state interests on LSI occurrence. National interests theory
(Theory #1) expects occurrence to correlate quite closely with objective national
interests abroad. The lobby-legislative approach (Theory #2) holds that LSI toward
Israel should be low because these actors think that such behavior harms U.S.
interests. The bureaucratic politics approach (Theory #3) predicts that LSI toward
Israel should be frequent because these actors perceive such behavior as
advantageous for American interests. The agency-based approach (Theory #4)
expects that LSI occurrence should vary upon top American leaders’ personal

perceptions of American national interests vis-a-vis Israeli politics.
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National interests theory has a difficult time explaining why we would not
see LSI in this instance but did see it in other periods toward Begin. If he was
objectively bad for U.S. interests in a manner that produced negative LSI before, we
should expect to see LSI in this case - which we do not. Lobby-legislative theory
would expect U.S. policy to reflect the preferences of these political factions and thus
LSI would not take place. In this regard, the outcome of this case is consonant with
the theory. Meanwhile, it is not consonant with bureaucratic politics theory or even
leadership theory, since Carter seemed to conclude from Dayan and other Israeli
sources that Begin remained an unwilling partner, determined to avoid concessions
over the territories.’>1 However, I explain below that is because other dimensions

were carrying more causal weight than perceived sender interests in this case.

2. Perceptions of Close Contests:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves perceptions of close
contests abroad. Theory #1 (national interests theory) expects that LSI occurrence
should accurately reflect all available information about possible impending
leadership contests abroad as they develop. Theory #4 (leadership theory) predicts
that a major constraining factor should be the personal distractions and subjective
perceptions of leaders in the sender state.

In one sense, the Likud was vulnerable starting in late 1979 due to the

subject matter of peace process talks and because its polling numbers were

1 Carter, Keeping faith, 504.
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suffering over severe economic inflation.152 However, for all the reasons explained
above, the administration had few points of leverage for actually trying to shape
Israeli politics. Further, although Likud’s polling numbers were bad, Begin’s
government was unlikely to fall due to simple matters of coalitional arithmetic.

The Likud’s domestic challenges did not escape the attention of the Carter
team entirely but did so in a manner that delayed the possibility of LSI. By late
1979, Brzezinski was reporting to the president that Begin’s leadership would be
tested but that his main risk was losing an election in 1981, not falling before
then.153  Provided they were still in office to do so, officials in the Carter
administration planned to hold another summit between Begin and Sadat to push
for agreement on autonomy in 1981, when Israeli elections would be on the
horizon.1>* Thus, top leaders anticipated a critical contest in Israeli politics but no

real opportunity to pursue negative LSI against the Likud in the immediate term.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

The domestic structural theories predicts that members of Congress, the pro-
Israel lobby, and/or the bureaucracy should be informed and influential in advance
of decisions over whether pursue LSI, whereas Theory #4 (leadership theory)

expects that these actors should probably have been left in the dark.

132 Don Peretz and Sammy Smooha, “Isracl’s Tenth Knesset Elections: Ethnic Upsurgence and Decline of
Ideology,” Middle East Journal 35, no. 4 (Autumn 1981): 508.

'3 “sraeli Cabinet Disarray’ in Daily Report - Memorandum for the President from Zbigniew
Brzezinski”, October 12, 1979, Collection “Brzezinski Material: President’s Daily Report File”, Box 12,
Folder 7, Document 4-6, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library. See also “‘Role of the National Religious
Party’ - Memorandum from INR and NEA to Secretary of State Vance”, June 12, 1979, Collection “Staff
Material: Middle East”, Box 50, Folder 2, Document 2-5, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library.

13 Noted in Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict, 379.
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Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) is undermined somewhat by
patterns of domestic debate in this case. The appointment of Mideast envoys that
reported directly to the president excluded the State Department from the decision-
making process, since day-to-day negotiating functions had usually been performed
by officials from the Bureau for Near Eastern Affairs. There is little evidence to
indicate the paper paradox during this period, but, since it is a non-episode, there is

not much to contradict it either.

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

The domestic structural theories also expect that members of Congress, the
pro-Israel lobby, and/or the bureaucracy should be especially powerful during
certain periods during the sender state’s political calendar. This episode provides at
least some support for Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative approach) in terms of cycles
of domestic power. With presidential elections looming on the horizon, it should
come as little surprise that the outcome may tend to be more reflective of what
lobby groups and legislators want than had previously been the case. However, one
must also take into account the major distractions facing administration officials
and occasional coordination problems among key individuals such as when Strauss
undermined the administration’s effort on UNSCR 242. Further, the fact that the
principals did not stop trying to pursue their preferences in spite of appointing a
special negotiator also partially undermines the lobby-legislative approach in favor

of leadership theory.
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5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) expects such freelancing to
be quite frequent, but Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects that freelancing should
be rare and depend upon lax executive oversight. It is likely that Strauss did engage
in some unauthorized behavior in August of 1979 by undermining Carter’s plan to
amend UNSCR 242. Although this activity was not an effort to undertake LS], it did
decrease the opportunities for his boss to pursue such avenues. Although
leadership theory would expect bureaucratic freelancing to be especially low under
a president with an active managerial approach to the issue such as Carter, it does
fit with the theory that such renegade behavior - if it were to take place at all during
his presidency - should occur during a part of his term in which he was exercising
relatively less oversight. By all reports Carter was less eager to invest Mideast
issues after his intense efforts to produce the major agreements. For instance,
although Carter did not want the administration to give up on stopping settlements,
when the issue came up at an NSC meeting, he reportedly told his envoy “Strauss,
take care of it”.15°

Further, even if Strauss’s behavior was in contradiction to Carter’s
preferences, that divergence cannot be attributed to organizational interests or
desires, since Strauss came at the issue from a point of reluctance about leaning too
heavily on Israeli leaders, whereas the deep bureaucracy - such as the State
Department’s near east offices - tended to prefer a more engaged position vis-a-vis

the peace process that Strauss wanted.

155 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 438.
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6. Consistency of Message:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves consistency of
messaging. Theory #1 (national interests theory) predicts that agreeing on a
consistent (and therefore more effective) message should be unproblematic for
officials in the sender state. The other theories emphasize personal or institutional
biases that should make consistent messaging more difficult to attain.

It is somewhat difficult to speak of efficacy in instances of non-action such as
this one. Still, it is certainly reasonable to expect that the president’s renegade
envoy might have undercut a message of toughness that could have been helpful in
getting the talks underway and pursuing negative LSI toward the government of
Israel. Domestic politics no doubt could have undermined Carter’s leverage during
this period somewhat as well. Thus, the case probably would fit with Theories 2 and
4 in terms of consistency of message, although the biggest issue affecting the
potential efficacy of LSI would have been the lack of a concerted signal - not the

unity of one - as the administration was increasingly consumed in other issues.

7. Suitability of Message:

The last area in which the theories diverge involve the feasibility of suitable
(and therefore more effective) messaging by the sender state. Theory #1 (national
interests theory) expects that arriving at a message that suits the needs of the
favored faction within the politics of the target state should be relatively easy for

officials in the sender state to achieve. Again, the other theories stress institutional
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or personal biases that may make this task more challenging.

Again, it is somewhat difficult to evaluate the efficacy of an attempt that
never took place. Nonetheless, if negative LSI had become a goal of U.S. policy
toward Israel during this period, a more efficacious approach would have required
projecting a very different message to the Israeli public. And the reason such a
message was not adopted does seem to have some roots in domestic issues but is
more directly attributable to matters of leadership coordination, leadership

attention, and perceptions of strategic context.

Conclusion

The preceding chapter described five major episodes during the Carter
administration that had insights to offer on the topic of leadership selection
intervention toward Israel. In each instance, | methodically sought to demonstrate
why the most persuasive framework for explaining patterns in the occurrence and
efficacy of LSI focuses on the subjective perceptions and beliefs of top American
leaders, not unyielding structural forces such as objective national interests,
bureaucratic politics, or Congress working in lock-step with pro-Israel lobby groups.

This chapter makes up a quarter of the first part of the dissertation, which
draws heavily on archival resources and chronicles U.S. decision-making toward
internal Israeli politics before the Oslo peace process. The three other chapters that
comprise Part One follow a similar approach while covering three presidential
terms that followed Carter: Ronald Reagan’s first term in office, his second turn in

the Oval Office, and the presidency of George H. W. Bush. Then, Parts Two and
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Three of the dissertation cover U.S. decision-making toward internal Israeli and
internal Palestinian politics respectively since 1993. These sections make much
greater use of contemporary interviews with American, Palestinian, and Israeli
individuals who have expertise on the various cases. Then, these sections are
followed by shadow cases to boost external validity and a conclusion that poses

recommendations for policy-makers and future academic research.
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Chapter IV.

The Reagan Years
(1981-1989)

Ronald Reagan evinced a very different approach than his predecessor with
regard to Israeli politics and leadership selection intervention (LSI). The peace
process did not rank high on his list of priorities, and for the most part neither did
Israel. He was much more interested in domestic politics, economic reforms, and
building up the military.! To the extent that Israel did factor into his initial
considerations, it did so as a potential military asset against the Soviet Union, not as
a player in Middle East peace.2

Reagan also differed from President Carter in terms of his managerial
approach, especially on the Arab-Israeli dispute. For instance, one historian of the
conflict writes that “whereas Carter had immersed himself in details, perhaps overly
so, Reagan ignored both details and the need to coordinate policy. As a result,
officials fought among themselves while forced to respond to events, often
instigated by the logic of Israel’s policies that helped intensify hostilities in the
region”.3 If Carter was his team’s overactive quarterback, Reagan displayed “his

own management style [that] was more akin to that of a professional football team’s

! Senior Reagan advisor for Mideast Affairs Geoffrey Kemp, “Interview with the Author”, February 16,
2011; Samuel W. Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” in The Middle East: Ten
Years after Camp David, ed. William B. Quandt (Brookings Institution Press, 1988), 229.

* Ronald Reagan, “Recognizing the Israeli asset,” Washington Post, August 15, 1979; Lewis, “The United
States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” 229.

? Charles D. Smith, Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conflict: A History with Documents (Bedford/St.
Martin’s, 2009), 354.
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owner than its quarterback. He employed extensive delegation of authority... a
strong preference for staff consensus coupled with enduring reluctance to
adjudicate key differences or enforce discipline on strong-minded subordinates”.#

As a result of this style, his second secretary of state, George Shultz, also
became a key player for American decision-making toward Israeli politics. As the
United States disengaged from Lebanon, Reagan turned away from the region and
de facto deputized Shultz to handle the region in his place. Whereas the
administration proposed two peace plans for addressing the conflict - one in the
first term and one in the second - fittingly only the first bore Reagan’s name. The
second plan came to be known as the Shultz Initiative.

During term two, Shultz played an enormous role in ensuring that America’s
approach to Israeli politics shied away from conscious intervention. This period
coincided with a National Unity Government (NUG) in Israel in which right- and left-
wing forces were closely matched and frequently at odds. This condition might
otherwise have elicited repeated efforts by Washington to tip the scales toward the
left, and Labor often entreated the administration to do just that. However, Shultz
preferred a low-key approach to bilateral disagreements that untentionally
strengthened the Likud by default. Some lower-ranking American officials found
this approach quite frustrating, causing bureaucratic freelancing to increase during

Reagan’s second term, but because of Shultz their efforts came to naught.

Like Carter, Reagan’s two terms are marked by a variety of episodes with

* Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” 228.
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regard to LSI. These episodes range from non-cases to partial cases to full cases of
leadership selection intervention. They include both petit LSI efforts to influence
the balance of forces within the Israeli cabinet as well as grand LSI efforts to
determine the content of the ruling coalition. They include negative strategies
aimed at undermining the sitting Israeli government as well as positive strategies
aimed at bolstering its members. Some efforts succeeded but others failed outright.

However, an overriding commonality across these diverse cases is that the
worldview, managerial style, and subjective perceptions of Reagan (and key aides
such as Shultz) played a decisive role in driving the case-by-case variation this
study’s two dependent variables of occurrence and efficacy.

In the sections that follow, I review three prominent cases from Reagan’s
eight-year tenure as president. Some of these cases are compound episodes,
however, in which I discuss a handful of subsequent policy postures together
because they are analytically interlinked. First, I discuss the administration’s
reluctance to undertake negative LSI during the Israeli elections of 1981, despite
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s greater willingness to interject himself into his
neighbor’s political contest. Second, I discuss the administration’s jarring swing
during 1982-1984 from non-LSI tinged with hostility to negative LSI to positive LSI
and then back again to non-LS], but of a much warmer tenor than before. Third, I
discuss the administration’s approach to Israel’s National Unity Government from
1984 to 1988, during which Shultz came to the fore in making policy toward the
region and staunching most attempts to intervene. Although he ensured that the

U.S. did not intervene in the Israeli elections of 1988, for instance, I outline how a
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broad range of outside actors - from Jordan, Egypt, and the PLO to Britain, France,

and even perhaps the USSR - chose instead to try LSI that year on behalf of Labor.

Reagan, Case #1:

Osirak & Israeli Elections, 1981

The elections of 1981 were perhaps the dirtiest in Israel’s history.
Menachem Begin was running for the Likud against Shimon Peres from Labor, and
the two engaged in extensive ad hominem attacks. The Sephardic-Ashkenazi divide
became strongly politicized, and tensions both racial and socioeconomic ran high at
campaign rallies. In one especially memorable example, thugs brandishing knives
and shouting pro-Begin slogans rolled barrels of burning garbage into crowds at a
Labor rally. Peres fired back by attacking the Likud’s fervor as “Khomeinism”.5

The ballot on June 30t also turned out to be one of Israel’s closest. Although
Likud pulled ahead in the end, Labor appeared to be ahead just forty-eight hours
beforehand.® This was after a jarring back-and-forth in which Likud closed a
months-long deficit and even pulled ahead in June only to temporarily fall behind
again near the end of the race. Under other U.S. leaders, the 1981 Israeli election
might have been seen as a ripe opportunity for outside meddling.

The election also coincided with a series of foreign policy crises that
provided ample motivation and points of leverage for outside interference. Israel

was engaged in a prolonged standoff with Egypt over the frozen autonomy talks, a

> William Claiborne, “Opposition Party Takes the Offensive in Israel,” Washington Post, June 16, 1981.

® Samuel W. Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis”, August 9, 1998, 99, The
Foreign Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST),
Library of Congress.
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tense confrontation with Syria over Soviet missiles in Lebanon, and a controversy
over its surprise destruction of Iraq’s nuclear reactor with air strikes on June 7th. All
of these actions provided points of leverage for outside actors, especially the U.S.
and Egypt, both of whom the crises threatened.

Based on target state factors, therefore, the 1981 case might have seemed
primed for negative LSI to undermine Begin's campaign for reelection. However,
both Egypt and the United States pursued policies that actually bolstered the Likud.
The U.S. did so unintentionally; Egypt did so on purpose. In both instances the
policy can be traced back to the preferences of the sender state’s chief executive. It
is quite plausible - and perhaps even probable - that if other individuals had been in

Reagan and Sadat’s positions that negative LSI would have been pursued instead.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

By America, no. By Egypt, yes. Egyptian President Sadat undertook positive
LSI to bolster Begin in the weeks before the vote in a bizarre marriage of
convenience to a man he had just recently professed to hate. The United States, on
the other hand, seems to have pursued a policy of non-involvement, although the
policy was pursued in such a manner that it unintentionally strengthened the Likud.
A number of actions by the president and other officials provide strong support for
the notion that Washington was not trying to influence the Israeli elections.

<The American Approach>

Throughout the first two years of Reagan’s presidency, his government had
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an exceptionally bad relationship with Israel under the Likud, and it was even clear
to many that the relationship was likely to be a rocky one from the start. However,
his administration pursued four policies that suggest it did not seek to influence
internal Israeli politics, especially not to help Labor.

First, the administration declared that no Israeli official visitors, neither from
the government nor the opposition, would be welcome in Washington until the
Israeli vote was completed.” Second, despite promises to the contrary, the
administration did not promote the negotiations over Palestinian autonomy with
any sort of enthusiasm or urgency. Third, the administration responded to Syrian-
Israeli tensions with relative equanimity despite Begin’s role in provoking Syria’s
escalatory action.2 Fourth, the U.S. responded to Israel’s attack on Osirak with an
odd mix of stern criticism and subdued empathy.

The Osirak issue was perhaps the most prominent, and the administration
was quite tough on Israel in many ways. Initial reactions from the State Department
called the Israeli air strike “aggressive” and “unprovoked”.? The White House
notified Congress that Israel’s use of American planes to bomb an Iraqi target may
have violated the Arms Control Export Act (AECA). The message stated that further
investigation would be required before the U.S. could proceed with scheduled plans

to transfer more F-16 fighters to the IDF. Washington also voted for a resolution in

7 Steven L. Spiegel, The Other Arab-Israeli Conflict: Making America’s Middle East Policy, from Truman
to Reagan (University of Chicago Press, 1986), 410; Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and
Change,” 233.

¥ Syria’s decision to move the missiles into the Beqaa Valley was in response to Israel shooting down
Syrian helicopters in the valley during late April. Itamar Rabinovich, The War for Lebanon, 1970-1985
(Cornell University Press, 1985), 118.

? Rodger William Claire, Raid on the Sun: Inside Israel’s Secret Campaign that Denied Saddam the Bomb
(Random House, 2004), 220.
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the UN Security Council condemning the air strike. Begin even expressed concern
that Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger could be pushing for a total halt to
military and economic aid to Israel, which was how Turkey was penalized in 1974
when its invasion of Cyprus was classified as a violation of the AECA.10 Given this
sort of criticism, it is unlikely that the U.S. sought to reelect Menachem Begin.

President Reagan was initially incensed over the raid, believing that the
Israelis had carried it out without first consulting with the United States. However,
his temper cooled considerably when he was later informed that this was not the
case - numerous memos detailing Israeli concern about the reactor had somehow
gotten lost in the transition from Carter to Reagan. Leaving aside this brief
misunderstanding, his reaction toward the strike was allegedly “boys will be
boys”.11 When asked at a press conference about the strike, Reagan began to
backpedal on his criticism of the attack. He admitted that “it is difficult for me to
envision Israel as being a threat to its neighbors” and pointed out that Israel “had
reason for concern in view of the past history of Iraq, which has never signed a
ceasefire or recognized Israel as a nation”.12

His administration also refused to follow up by telling Congress whether or
not the attack actually violated the AECA.13 Despite voting for the Security Council
resolution on June 19t condemning the attack, the White House made clear it would

oppose the measure if it called for sanctions. A senior administration official told

10 Steven R. Weisman, “Reagan voices regret to Arabs, but assures Israel on ties,” New York Times, June
12, 1981.

" Richard V. Allen, “Reagan’s Secure Line,” The New York Times, June 6, 2010, sec. Opinion,
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/07/opinion/07allen.html.

"2 Cited in Abraham Ben-Zvi, The United States and Israel: The Limits of the Special Relationship
(Columbia University Press, 1993), 133.

1 Shipments of F-16s were approved somewhat later as well.
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the press that Reagan reassured the ambassador from Israel that “there is no
fundamental re-evaluation of the United States’ relationship with Israel, nor does
the United States Government anticipate any change,”1* and the archives
corroborate these claims.!> Given this reassurance that the core relationship
remained unharmed, it is unlikely Reagan was trying to unseat Begin.

This also fits with the recent recollections of actors regarding this period. A
retired State Department official who oversaw Near Eastern Affairs issues at the
time ventured that “to the best of my knowledge... we did not try to get involved in
that election”.16 Similarly, a former NSC staffer commented that “every time the
president met with Habib [ was there... I don’t recall any discussion in which the
Israeli domestic scene was a principal driver of American decision-making - in
Osirak, in the case of the missiles... I don’t recall anything like that”.1”

<The Egyptian Approach>

Historian Avi Shlaim writes that Sadat “knowingly helped Begin against his
Labor opponents” leading up to the elections.’® Although he produces little
evidence to support his claim, Shlaim’s claim is plausible enough because Sadat held
an effusive meeting with Begin in Sharm el-Sheikh on June 4t even though the
autonomy talks had been stuck in a frustrating deadlock for over two years. I have

found additional evidence that buttresses the notion Sadat did so because he

14 Weisman, “Reagan voices regret to Arabs, but assures Israel on ties.”

1> «Acting Secretary Stoessel’s Memo to the President on ‘Political Strategy for Responding to Israeli
Attack’," - Memorandum to Richard V. Allen from Douglas J. Feith”, June 15, 1981, Folder “Subject Iraq-
Israel 1981 (2 of 6)”, Box 37, Executive NSC Secretariat, Israel Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential
Library.

1 Retired, Senior State Department Official, “Interview with the Author”, March 8, 2011.

'7 Reagan administration NSC staffer for Mideast affairs Raymond Tanter, “Interview with the Author”,
February 15, 2011.

18 Avi Shlaim, The Iron Wall: Israel and the Arab World (WW Norton & Company, 2001), 384.
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wanted Begin to win the election.

First of all, the transcript from their press conference is indeed quite
remarkable. Despite prolonged stagnation in both the talks and their personal
relationship, Sadat hinted when speaking to the press after a brief private meeting
with the prime minister that “I'm hopeful that before the end of the year, by God’s
will, we shall be reaching full autonomy and giving much more, | mean, push to the
peace process”.1? Begin trumpeted that major, secret agreements had been reached
- none of which later materialized - and politicized the content of the meeting
without receiving any pushback from Sadat. The Egyptian president also blamed
tensions between Israel and Syria entirely on Damascus, absolving Begin of any role
in escalating the crisis. When asked by a reporter whether the summit could affect
Israeli elections, Sadat let Begin brashly take the lead in proclaiming that “it didn’t
even occur to us... we have so serious problems and you mix in the elections!”20

Sadat’s approach to the issue stood in striking contrast to the approach
favored by his underlings. UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who was
serving as Egypt’s deputy foreign minister at the time, writes that most Egyptian
officials believed only Labor could deliver a genuine agreement involving the West
Bank and sought to help the Israeli left in the 1981 vote. The previous November,
Boutros-Ghali and a handful of other officials from the ruling National Democratic

Party organized an informal party-to-party summit with Israeli Labor that he says

"% Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Press Conference with Prime Minister Begin and President Sadat -
Sharm El-Sheikh - 4 June 1981 (Historical Documents 1981-1982, 1981).
20 1.

Ibid.
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was intended “to contribute to the victory of Labor in the coming elections”.21
However, he says that Sadat met with the delegation but was disinterested and
removed from the effort and had first vetoed a more official overture when it was
suggested to him.

Yossi Beilin reports that Boutros-Ghali once described to him Sadat’s
preferences even more starkly. He claims Boutros-Ghali said that, at end of the day,
“Sadat was a Likudnik” for believing Begin was the only Israeli leader strong enough
to deliver the West Bank. He reports Boutros-Ghali told him “when Begin asked for
a meeting in Sharm el-Sheikh just before the elections, [Sadat] knew exactly why he
wanted this and he played along, even though almost all his advisers told him not to
get involved in an Israeli election campaign”.22

[f these claims are to be believed, it seems quite clear that Sadat was trying to
interfere in Israeli domestic politics in support of the right-wing. This perspective is
also supported by Ephraim Dowek, who was a political minister in the Israeli
embassy in Cairo at the time. Dowek says that Sadat “decided, against the advice of
his closest collaborators” to take the Sharm meeting, fully cognizant that it “might be

construed as an indirect service to the election campaign of the Likud”.23

Did the Policy Succeed?

No. Neither the American nor Egyptian policies furthered their overall

2! Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Egypt’s Road to Jerusalem: A Diplomat’s Story of the Struggle for Peace in the
Middle East (Random House, 1997), 319.

** Cited in Yossi Beilin, Touching Peace: From the Oslo Accord to a Final Agreement (Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1999), 40.

3 Ephraim Dowek, Israeli-Egyptian Relations, 1980-2000 (Frank Cass, 2001), 141-142.
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objectives of achieving national interests and furthering the peace process. PM
Begin was able to turn both governments’ postures to his electoral benefit yet
yielded little on the peace process in his second term as premier. In fact, he
returned to office with the most right-wing government in Israeli history up until
that point and approved Israel’s invasion of Lebanon and subsequent war in 1982.
<America’s Impact>

The general hope within the American administration was that Labor would
win the June ballot.24 However, it pursued a policy that instead contributed to
Begin’s success. Putting the autonomy talks in deep freeze meant that the Likud
could have its cake and eat it too, pursuing a maximalist approach to the territories
without meaningful recompense. Begin could also pursue an approach to Lebanon
that enabled him to look tough for Israeli voters and simulate a constructive
relationship with Washington while knowing that the risks of all-out conflagration
were dampened by American mediation.

A remarkably thorough CIA analysis in advance of the 1981 Israeli elections

notes that

“Begin also has succeeded in rallying voter support by his skillful
management of the impasse with Syria over its air defense missiles
in Lebanon... by cooperating with U.S. Ambassador Habib’s
mediation mission, Begin has sought to reinforce his claim that he
has established a close working relationship with the new US
administration - a major aim of any Israel government and a key
element of Begin’s reelection strategy. Begin has tried to capitalize
on his close cooperation with the United States to calm public
uneasiness over his tough statements and to parry Labor claims
that he is prone to precipitate military action. Begin also has
reinforced his image as a strong, effective leader with the hawkish

** Senior Reagan advisor for Mideast Affairs Geoffrey Kemp, “Interview with the Author.” One exception
to this rule may have been Kemp’s aide at the time Douglas Feith.
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community of Sephardic Jews, a key Likud constituency”.25

Even more stark are the report’s findings on the Osirak strike. Although the
Israeli public overwhelmingly supported the IAF’s raid on the Iraqi reactor,2¢ the
magnitude of this reaction may have been contingent on the U.S. response. The CIA
analysis first notes that “as much as 25 percent of the electorate - including many
traditionally pro-Labor Ashkenazi Jews - is undecided. Labor could recover much of
its lost momentum if it succeeds in gaining significant support from this group in the

final days of the election campaign”.2” It then explains that Begin:

“probably would become vulnerable on this issue, however, if the
public comes to perceive him as responsible for provoking a major
crisis in relations with the United States. Currently undecided
Ashkenazi Jews - traditionally a pro-Labor group - might then rally
to Labor, thereby increasing the prospect of a last-minute Labor
comeback. But so far Begin and most Israelis appear to believe that
the US vote for the Iraq-sponsored UN Security Council resolution

condemning the raid is intended mainly to pacify the Arabs and

that it will not cause major long-term damage to bilateral ties”.28

This assessment fits with Begin’s behavior during the campaign. After it was
publicly announced that Reagan had ruled out meaningful consequences for the
bilateral relationship, Begin proclaimed the Reagan quote to a public rally, calling

them “very important words”.2° The next day Begin warmly described Reagan as

» “The Israeli National Election: Prospects and Implications (An Intelligence Memorandum)” (CIA
National Foreign Assessment Center, June 22, 1981), summary and 2, CREST Collection (The CIA
Records Search Tool), The National Archives and Records Administration “Site II” facility in College
Park, Maryland.
26 «Opinion polls show Begin has surged since raid on Iraqi nuclear reactor,” Washington Post, June 22,
1981.
27 «“The Israeli National Election: Prospects and Implications (An Intelligence Memorandum),” summary.
28 11,

Ibid., 1.
¥ BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/6752/A/7), trans., “Begin’s 16th June election rally: US
reactions to Osirak Raid (Excerpt from Begin’s Speech with Introduction),” Israel Home Service, June 17,
1981.
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“our glorious friend, the U.S. president”.30

The administration even had a clear avenue for involvement once the Peres
campaign decided to place a gamble in the last two weeks on taking a much firmer
stance in criticism of Begin’s security policies. Instead of objecting only to the
timing of the attack, the Peres team began questioning the Israeli government’s logic
for calling the plant an imminent danger and suggesting that the international costs
brought on by the attack would bring about Israeli isolation, especially from
Washington. Peres also came out swinging on Lebanon, accusing the government of
instigating the crisis by first shooting down Syrian helicopters.3!

These were issues on which the Washington could have done much more to
bolster Labor’s narrative had it chosen to do so. Possible tactics could have included
hinting even just briefly that changes in relationship could be drastic, permitting
sanctions to be included in the Security Council Resolution, drawing attention to the
Gol’s (government of Israel’s) role in escalations over Lebanon, consulting visibly
with the Israeli opposition, and/or publicly sharing more intelligence to point out
the extensive intelligence flaws in Begin’s argument for why the reactor represented
an imminent threat.32 Instead, PM Begin took numerous provocative actions and
turned the American administration’s tame response to his electoral benefit.

<Egypt’s Impact>

3 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/6754/A/1), trans., “Begin’s remarks after meeting Philip
Habib,” Israel Home Service, June 18, 1981.

3! Claiborne, “Opposition Party Takes the Offensive in Israel.”

32 Many of Begin’s initial claims to justify the attack were shown to be incorrect, including some at the
time. See Anthony Lewis, “Abroad at Home: Lacking the Evidence,” New York Times, June 21, 1981; Shai
Feldman, “The Bombing of Osiraq-Revisited,” International Security 7, no. 2 (1982): 114-142; Joshua
Kirschenbaum, “Operation Opera: An Ambiguous Success,” Journal of Strategic Security 3, no. 4 (2010):
49-62.
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In the narrow sense, Sadat’s gestures seem to have succeeded at bolstering
Begin in the election. In the broader sense, however, his approach failed to advance
Egyptian interests in the manner intended.

The immediate political impact of their June 4th meeting at Sharm were quite
clear at the time. A Likud film crew captured the event and turned it into a five-
minute campaign commercial for prime-time Israeli television. Time Magazine
reporters quoted “a Begin aide [saying] with glee, ‘it’s clear Sadat is voting for us’.”33
Boutros-Ghali writes that Sadat taunted him over the results, crowing “your Israeli
[Labor] friends couldn’t get elected, could they?” He also claims that “I responded
timidly that the president’s position had contributed to their defeat”.34

This rather odd arrangement - an Arab leader tacitly endorsing an Israeli
right-wing politician - turned out to be fleeting. It is true that Sadat was
“determined not to give Israel a pretext for refusing to withdraw from the rest of the
Sinai in April 1982,”3> but it would be erroneous to conclude that his decision was
driven by this factor alone. Instead, it appears he harbored wider hopes that
backing Begin would also yield benefits on the Palestinian track - a belief that soon
proved to be mistaken. Also, Begin soon took reckless actions that put the Egyptian
government in a difficult position for having cozied up to him. The bombing of

Osirak less than one week later mortified Sadat,3¢ and Israel’s invasion of Lebanon

33 Marguerite Johnson, David Aikman, and Nathaniel Harrison, “Middle East: Pausing at the Summit,”
Time Magazine, June 15, 1981.

** Boutros-Ghali, Egypt’s Road to Jerusalem, 343.

3% «“Egyptian Foreign Policy in the 1980s: An Intelligence Assessment”, March 1981. CIA National Foreign
Assessment Center, June 22, 1981. CREST Collection (The CIA Records Search Tool). The National
Archives and Records Administration “Site II”” facility in College Park, Maryland.”

% E. Allan E. Wendt, “Israeli attack on Iraqi nuclear facility: Message from President Sadat to President
Reagan” (Cable 13649 from Embassy Cairo for Richard Allen, by Counselor for Economic and
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the following year put his successor, Gamal Mubarak, in a very difficult position both
at home and internationally. Both actions heightened Egypt's economic and
strategic isolation from the broader Arab world. Sadat’s wager on Begin succeeded
in the narrow sense of helping strengthen the Likud leader but failed in the broader

sense of advancing Egypt’s overall strategic goals.

Coding the Observable Implications

The four theories tested by this dissertation pose mutually exclusive
predictions across a range of observable implications. Those theories are: national
interests theory (Theory #1), the lobby-legislative approach (Theory #2), the
bureaucratic politics approach (Theory #3), and leadership theory (Theory #4).
National interests theory expects that state behavior should be driven by the
objectively given, rational interests of unitary states. The lobby-legislative approach
expects foreign policy to be driven by the preferences of lobbyists, who influence
state behavior mainly through their allies in the legislature. The bureaucratic
politics approach expects foreign policy behavior to be the product of organizational
interests and lower-level bargaining, with policy solutions bubbling up from lower
levels of the executive branch. Leadership theory argues that policy programs
instead come from the top down, with top officials in the sender state molding

foreign policy to fit their personal beliefs and styles of behavior.

Commercial Affairs at U.S. Embassy Cairo, June 8, 1981), Folder “Iraq (Israeli Strike on Iraq Nuclear
Facility 6/8/81) [5 of 6]”, Box 37, Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Country File, Ronald Reagan
Presidential Library; David B. Ottaway, “Baghdad raid is major embarrassment to Sadat’s peace policy,”
Washington Post, June 13, 1981.
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1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

The first such observable impliction on which the theories diverge is the area
of perceptions of sender state interests. Theory #1 (national interests theory) holds
that, barring some sort of intelligence failure, the United States should not miss clear
opportunities to carry out leadership selection intervention because its government
should act consistently on the basis of objective national interests. The 1981
election presented such objective opportunities. It was clearly close, the U.S. had
multiple points for leverage over the outcome, and the Israeli government had just
acted in a number of ways against U.S. interests. Yet America declined to exploit this
relative opportunity.

Nor does Theory #2 (lobby-legislative theory) fare particularly well. The
theory expects intervention to be rare because members of Congress and the pro-
Israel lobby tend to believe that national interests are not served by intervention in
Israeli leadership struggles. However, the causal patterns of U.S. decision-making
during this period do not suggest that this preference was what drove the
administration’s choice not to try and skew the Israeli elections.

True, AIPAC officials did stress the “continuities in the life of nations... [that
are] essential to contemplate... as we speculate upon the potential consequences of
the Israeli election this spring”.3” They framed Begin as a moderate and minimized
differences between him an any possible Labor alternative that might emerge,
arguing that “Israel desperately wants peace... just as Israel wants peace, it eschews

rule over a million Arabs.. [but] will not abide any Palestinian Arab state

37 “Editorial: Israel’s Permanent Interests,” Near East Report 25, no. 4 (January 23, 1981).
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determined to destroy us... this is what the Begin policy amounted to. And,
whatever the nuances of difference, no Labor government would demand less”.38

They also insisted that

“regardless of the outcome [of the elections in Israel]... Israel’s poicy on peace and
survival will remain unchanged. There are doubltess nuances of difference in style,
tone, and image between the two major contending parties, but none in the basic
lineaments of what security requires. This reflects and extraordinarily broad, deep
and durable national consensus among the people of Israel.. It remains an
inscrutable mystery why successive governments of Israel - whether led by David
ben Gurion, Levi Eshkol, Golda Meir, Yitzhak Rabin or Menachem Begin - have been
labeled intransigent by some, when it has been the Arab regimes that have

truculently rejected Israel’s legitimacy”.3°

However, the causal processes in this case do not seem to support the lobby-
legislative approach’s argument for why the outcome in this partiuclar sub-case was
consonant with expectations of the theory. U.S. legislators were quick to declare
that they did not want to undermine relations with Israel over the attack, but it is
clear that the Gol’s justification for the Osirak raid fell on many skeptical ears even
among some in Congress.#? The attack also seems to have lessened Congressional
resistance to administration proposals for selling AWACS radar systems to Saudi
Arabia soon after.#l  Despite outrage in the Jewish community over the
administration’s criticism of Israel,*? Congress did not aggressively press this
position on the executive, providing some evidence at odds with the theory.

Theory #3 (bureaucratic politics) predicts that organizational interests

within the executive branch should be strong enough to hijack U.S. policy and force

% Ibid.

3% «“Editorial: The Elections in Israel,” Near East Report, no. 25, no. 27 (July 3, 1981).

40 Judith Miller, “Senators Skeptical of Isracli Argument,” New York Times, June 17, 1981; “Senators
Rebuke Israel but don’t wish to alter relations,” The Wall Street Journal, June 19, 1981.

41 «Stevens Predicts Senate will Approve AWACS for Saudis,” Dow Jones News Service, June 15, 1981.

2 «“Vote by U.S. is Assailed by Jewish Organizations,” Associated Press, June 20, 1981.
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the government to pursue LSI at very high rates. Although the case supports the
notion that bureaucratic preferences tend in this direction, the outcome of the case
(i.e. non-LSI) does not fit the theory’s main prediction. The CIA report in advance of
Israeli elections appears to support the notion that bureaucrats are especially open
to LSI. Although it never actually presumes to suggest that the United States should
pursue such a policy, the report clearly hints at a number of points that such a policy
could be both feasible and desirable. However, the fact that LSI did not occur
contradicts the theory’s expectation that bureaucratic preferences drive policy.
Theory #4 (leadership theory) holds that LSI should only occur if top leaders
in the sender state personally favor such an approach. In this regard, the theory
receives much better support from this case than the structural approaches do.
President Reagan’s personal perceptions seem to explain the U.S. posture in 1981
and help explain why the United States did not carry out LSI against Begin. Reagan
wrote in his diary that “I can understand his feel but feel he took the wrong option.
He should have told us & the French, we could have done something to remove the
threat. However, we are not turning on Israel - that would be an invitation for the
Arabs to attack”.43 It appears that Reagan had decided to resume cooperation with
Israel by June 10, noting in his diary that even if Congress concluded that the AECA
had been violated he would grant a waiver to allow military aid to continue.*4
Reagan may have preferred a more pliable Israel on West Bank issues, but he
had long thought of Israel mainly in terms of being a bulwark against Soviet

depredation, and LSI would not have done much to directly further these

* Ronald Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, ed. Douglas Brinkley (HarperCollins, 2009), 46-7.
44 7y
Ibid., 47.
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objectives.#> Reagan writes that, when the Israeli election results were finally
coming in, it “look[ed] like a dead heat between Begin & Peres which means
problems whichever one wins”.#¢ Either he saw little difference between the two
candidates for U.S. interests or felt that a weak Israeli government would be
problematic no matter who was at its helm. Of course, given the reckless invasion of
Lebanon masterminded by Sharon that took place less than one year later, this
judgment seems to have been off the mark. Further, it is quite probable that a
different president in Reagan’s shoes - such as Carter or Bush 41 - might have
perceived U.S. interests differently and pursued LSI to hinder the Begin campaign.
The Egyptian case also provides evidence for Theory #4, especially at the
expense of the bureaucratic politics approach. Egyptian policy gave Begin a boost,
and Sadat determined that policy over the disgruntled objections of practically his
entire government.4’ It stretches the imagination to try envisioning the Egyptian

scheme without Sadat.

2. Perceptions of Close Contests

Another area in which the theories diverge involves whether or not
observers in the sender state actually perceived that a close contest was brewing in
the target polity. Although theories 2 and 3 do not pose very clear predictions in
this regard, theories 1 and 4 do. National interests theory holds that observers

should tend to be well-apprised in advance of close electoral contests in the target

* Reagan, “Recognizing the Israeli asset.”
* Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 27.
*" Boutros-Ghali, Egypt’s Road to Jerusalem.
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polity, whereas leadership theory expects that this awareness should be conditioned
by the attentiveness and motivation of top officials in the sender state.

The absence of LSI in this case should be taken as mild evidence against
Theory #1 (national interests theory). As noted above, the Israeli election of 1981
was objectively a close contest. Labor had frittered away a commanding three-to-
one lead at the start of the year, and Likud briefly pulled ahead with a bump from
Begin’s handling of Iraq and Syria.#8 However, a number of factors brought Labor
back into striking distance. Arab and Jewish voters typically inclined to vote for far-
left parties rallied to Labor out of opposition to the prime minister.4° Shimon Peres
publicly reconciled with Yitzhak Rabin and was perceived as winning “a clear
debating victory... over Prime Minister Begin” on Israeli television in the final
week.50  Final polls gave the Labor Party a razor-thin lead on the eve of the
election.>® What may have ultimately tipped the vote in Likud’s favor was a racist
joke told by a comedian at the Labor election rally.52 With a result so finely in the
balance, there should be little question that the election was objectively up for
grabs.

The CIA report on the Israeli elections supports the notion that the contest
was seen by at least some U.S. bureaucrats as a close contest that might still be up

for grabs. The fact that Washington rejected LSI in spite of this assessment seems to

* David K. Shipler, “Begin gains in Israel poll as tough image pays off,” New York Times, June 13, 1981.

* Don Peretz and Sammy Smooha, “Israel’s Tenth Knesset Elections: Ethnic Upsurgence and Decline of
Ideology,” Middle East Journal 35, no. 4 (Autumn 1981): 516.

0 “Israeli opposition rivals close ranks for election,” The Globe and Mail (Canada), June 27, 1981;
Abraham Rabinovich, “Caustic Election Debate: Peres Wins Points on Israeli TV,” The Globe and Mail
(Canada), June 26, 1981.

*! “Shifting Sands in Israel,” The Globe and Mail (Canada), June 30, 1981.

52 Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis,” 98.
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conflict with the predictions of Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach).

It should come as little surprise that Congress did not display much interest
in the Israeli elections. What is more surprising is that Peres and Labor barely
appear to have registered on the president’s radar screen until the Israeli national
unity government a few years later. Although Reagan noted the Israeli election
results in his diary, after looking through both public and declassified sources on
this period and conducting interviews with some of his close Mideast advisors, |
cannot seem to find anything to suggest that Reagan displayed any interest or
curiosity in advance of the Israeli elections. This is quite striking when considered
in contrast to, say, Bill Clinton, who became an obsessive junkie for up-to-the-

minute and even precinct-specific information during Israeli election campaigns.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves the patterns of domestic
debate within the sender state in advance of a possible policy of LSI. Whereas the
lobby-legislative and bureaucratic approaches expect these actors to be well-
apprised of national policy in addition to being influential on its selection,
leadership theory expects otherwise. As argued above in my theory chapter,
leadership theory argues that patterns of domestic debate for LSI are unusually
close-hold. This is because top decision-makers in the sender state face two
countervailing incentives. On one hand, they face temptations to meddle in the
target state’s politics to achieve their strategic and/or ideological objectives. On the

other hand, the face considerable risks because to do so openly would engender a
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nationalist backlash in the target state. Therefore, they behave in a manner
characterized by what I call “the paper paradox,” meaning they balance these two
motives by meddling in a manner that avoids written directives, formal channels,
and normal distribution lists, even inside the sender state’s normal decision-making
apparatus. Thus, LSI is conducted in a manner that is partly hidden from view.
There is little in the way of official material on the decision-making of either
Egypt or the United States toward internal Israeli politics during this period. In part,
this is because non-cases are tougher to pin down empirically than visible cases.
Indeed, there is a great deal of material on the Osirak attack in the American
archives, but none of the reporting at the political level seems to address the
implications that different U.S. policy options for responding to the attack could
have on Israeli domestic politics. This is the case for memos to the president from
State>3 and the national security advisor>* as well as by NSC staffers Geoffrey
Kemp,>> Doug Feith,5¢ and Raymond Tanter.5” Meanwhile, Egypt’s efforts were
conducted at such a high but informal effort that what appear to have been Sadat’s

true motivations were only acknowledged in public through the writings and

3 Walter J. Stoessel, “Walter J. Stoessel to the President re UN Security Council meeting on Israeli raid”
(Typed Note, June 9, 1981), Folder “Iraq (Israeli Strike on Iraq Nuclear Facility 6/8/81) [1 of 6], Box 37,
Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

% “Political Strategy for Responding to Isracli Attack - Memorandum for the President from Richard V.
Allen”, June 1981, Folder “Subject Irag-Israel 1981 (2 of 6)”, Box 37, Executive NSC Secretariat, Israel
Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

> “political Strategy for Responding to Israeli Attack - Memorandum for Richard V. Allen from Geoffrey
Kemp”, June 15, 1981, Folder “Subject Irag-Israel 1981 (2 of 6)”, Box 37, Executive NSC Secretariat,
Israel Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

% Doug Feith, “Memorandum for Richard V. Allen: Isracli Raid on Iraqi Nuclear Facility” (NSC Memo
3368, June 9, 1981), Folder “Iraq (Isracli Strike on Iraq Nuclear Facility 6/8/81) [4 of 6]”, Box 37,
Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

°7 Raymond Tanter, “Memorandum for Richard V. Allen: Israel’s Air Strike on Iraq’s Nuclear Facility”
(NSC Memo 3360, June 9, 1981), Folder “Iraq (Israeli Strike on Iraq Nuclear Facility 6/8/81) [4 of 6]”,
Box 37, Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Country File, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.
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informal conversations of his advisor years after Sadat’s death. These patterns do

not provide very strong support for Theory #4, but they do seem consonant with it.

4 & 5. Cycles of Domestic Power and Bureaucratic Freelancing:

Two other areas in which the theories diverge pertain to cycles of domestic
power and to the likelihood of bureaucratic freelancing. Theory #3 (the
bureaucratic politics approach) expects high levels of freelancing as well as even
higher rates of LSI than usual during the early months of a new president’s term
because his political appointees are not yet in place to impose loyalty on the
bureaucracy.

This case provides strong evidence against bureaucratic politics with regard
to both observable implications. This episode took place early in President Reagan’s
first term, a time during which the bureaucracy’s power over political leadership is
supposed to be especially preponderant. The case provides an easy hoop test for
Theory #3, and yet it fails the test.

First, the administration not undertake LSI toward Israel, which bureaucratic
preferences should have led us to expect. Second, Nimrod Novik points out that, on
Israel policy in particular, the Reagan administration got an especially slow start
exerting executive control, especially with regard to policy toward Israel.>8 Not only
were administration officials thrown off track appointing its political appointees
and sorting out its policy priorities, they were still reeling since John Hinckley shot

President Reagan just three months earlier and were divided on Israel at the

¥ Nimrod Novik, “An Intervening Variable: The Slow Start,” in Encounter with Reality: Reagan and the
Middle East During the First Term (Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, 1985), 15-20.
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political level. The case provides an easy test for Theory #3, yet the administration
did not undertake LSI toward Israel, which bureaucratic preferences should have
led us to expect. Nor did any bureaucratic freelancing seem to take place, another

strike against the theory.

6. Consistency of Message:

The theories also diverge with regard to whether or not the message
conveyed by sender state policy is likely to be consistent and, therefore, effective.
Theory #1 (national interests theory) expects that consistent messaging should be
unproblematic, whereas the other theories argue that institutional or personal
biases might detract from the consistency of U.S. foreign policy.

The American administration projected an inconsistent message toward the
Israeli body politic. This works against Theory #1, since the national interests
approach expects that domestic disputes over policy should not be consequential for
messaging. Further, the fact that this inconsistency arose almost entirely from
within the upper reaches of the Reagan administration, not across different
branches or levels of government, contradicts Theories 2 and 3. Instead, the main
disagreements over how tough to be with Israel came from the top echelons of the
administration and did not line up with institutional interests.

The strongest calls inside the administration for a punitive approach to
Israel, which helped drive the administration’s initial tough talk over Osirak, came

from officials such as Secretary of Defense Weinberger, Vice President Bush, White
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House chief of staff James Baker, and Deputy Secretary of State William Clark.>?
Their opinions in this instance tracked much closer to their long-term views than
their organizational interests. For instance, Clark disagreed with his immediate
boss, Al Haig, and would hold a much tougher position on the issue as national
security advisor than his predecessor, Richard Allen. These trends fit much better

with Theory #4 than its structural competitors.

7. Suitability of Message:

Finally, the theories diverge with regard to whether or not the sender state’s
policies convey a message that is well-suited to the domestic political dynamics of
the target political system. Theory #1 expects this to be unproblematic, while the
other theories argue that institutional or personal biases might skew policy away
from positions that would have been better suited to the needs of the protégé
faction in the target state.

In this case, the administration projected a mixed message to Israeli
audiences that was well-suited for its immediate, non-LSI purposes and yet rather
mismatched for undermining Likud at the polls. The administration highlighted its
political opposition to the Osirak bombing to help diminish the risks of fallout from
moderate Arab allies. At the same time, it strove not to isolate Israel lest that

isolation encourage radical Arab actors to chain-gang those moderates into war.60

5 Allen, “Reagan’s Secure Line”; Ben-Zvi, The United States and Israel, 133.

5 Tanter, “Memorandum for Richard V. Allen: Israel’s Air Strike on Iraq’s Nuclear Facility.” For a rather
memorable dissent in which Feith derisively puts the word moderate in quotes when describing America’s
Arab allies such as Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia, see: “Acting Secretary Stoessel’s Memo to the
President on ‘Political Strategy for Responding to Israeli Attack’," - Memorandum to Richard V. Allen
from Douglas J. Feith.”
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Thus, the U.S. intentionally voiced loud criticism of Israeli actions while making
clear that American criticism would come without meaningful costs attached.

This two-pronged approach unintentionally bolstered Begin in each regard.
First, by carefully capping its criticism the administration allowed him to reap the
electoral benefits of a tough foreign policy posture without real negative
consequences for his relations with Washington. Second, by continuing to criticize
Israel nonetheless the administration gave extra campaign fodder to the nationalist
right-wing in Israel. For instance, Begin blasted the American-backed resolution
from the UN Security Council, insisting that the Israeli air strike had prevented

another Holocaust and bashing the United States for ganging up on its ally.6?

Reagan, Case #2:

The Pendulum Swings, 1982-1984

America’s posture toward Israeli politics oscillated wildly over the next few
years in a progression I divide into four subsequent stages. First, the administration
pursued a policy of non-LSI despite increasing frustration at provocations from
Jerusalem. Second, the Lebanon War pushed the relationship to its breaking point,
with the U.S. seriously considering negative LSI against the Likud. Third, the United
States sought to bolster forces of moderation within Israel’s cabinet using positive

LSI after a partial shake-up of the government brought in some new blood. Fourth,

' BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/6756/A/2), trans., “Isracli Cabinet Meeting on 21st June:
Begin’s Statement,” Israel Home Service, June 23, 1981.
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U.S. policy underwent another period of drift and de facto non-LSI, except this time
non-LSI was tinged with warmth, not hostility. U.S. efforts to boost strategic
cooperation with Israel thus worked to the Likud’s advantage in the 1984 elections,
although this was not actually the administration’s intent. In all four instances,

personal factors predict outcomes as well as or better than structural ones.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

Occasionally, yes. In a short period of time, the administration’s posture
toward Israel swung from non-LSI to tentative exploration of negative LSI, then to
positive LSI, and eventually settling into another period of non-LSI due to
unintended drift. Even stranger, the initial period of non-LSI was characterized by
very hostile relations, while the latter period of non-LSI was especially amicable.

<Phase One: Frustration Building>

Although the administration did not pursue LSI from late 1981 until early
1983, this was still one of the most difficult patches in the U.S.-Israel relationship.
The relative doves of Begin’s first government, Dayan and Weizman, had been
replaced by Shamir and Sharon, and the new Likud government therefore grew
more hawkish in its positions. The result was a series of Israeli provocations and
American expressions of discontent. However, Washington did not try to
undermine the Likud’s hold on power.

American shipments of F-16 fighter jets were suspended a second time after
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the Israeli air force bombed PLO targets in Beirut, producing high civilian casualties.
A more bruising fight was around the corner, however. The U.S. sought to sell
AWACS military technology to Saudi Arabia, and stiff resistance by the Gol created a

severe rift between the two governments. Reagan advisor Geoffrey Kemp explains

“as agonizing as putting a hold on the delivery of the weapons was,
it was later eclipsed by AWACS, which was infinitely more
acrimonious. AWACS was the first time there was open hostility
throughout the Reagan government versus Begin. The next year of
bitterness was from the odor of AWACS... [and] left a bad taste in

everyone’s mouth toward Begin”. 62

Reagan was especially upset that Begin appeared to be lobbying Congress against
the sale after assuring the president that he would not do s0.63

When Begin finally did visit Washington and meet with the new president,
they did agree to conclude a Memorandum of Understanding on strategic
cooperation. However, after the Likud pushed a bill through the Knesset applying
Israeli law to the Golan Heights (effectively annexing them), the MOU was
suspended by the U.S. as a sign of protest. PM Begin summoned the American
ambassador and subjected him to a tirade later leaked to the press in which he
accused Washington of mistreating Israel like a vassal state and a banana republic.

The first few months of 1982 were spent ensuring that the scheduled
handover to Egypt of the eastern Sinai took place as planned. Any goodwill
engendered by the Israeli withdrawal evaporated just weeks later, however, after
Israel responded to increasing PLO provocations from the north with a full-fledged

invasion of Lebanon. Israel’s Lebanon War was originally sold to the cabinet as a

62 Senior Reagan advisor for Mideast Affairs Geoffrey Kemp, “Interview with the Author.”
% Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 66.
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limited military operation that would not extend beyond the country’s extreme
bordering upon Israeli territory. However, DM Sharon systematically
misrepresented what he had actually conceived of as a plan designed to take the IDF
all the way into Beirut to destroy the PLO’s base in Lebanon once and for all.64
Although Reagan publicly acceded to Israel’s broadened war aims once they
became clear, he claims that in private “I was pretty blunt” and that “we think his
action was overkill”.65> However, when the IDF began air and artillery bombardment
of PLO positions inside Beirut, Reagan snapped. He writes the following entry in his

diary for August 12, 1982:

“King Fahd called begging me to do something. I told him I was
calling PM Begin immediately. And I did - I was angry - I told him
it had to stop or our entire relationship was endangered. I used the
word holocaust deliberately & said the symbol of his war was
becoming a picture of a 7 month old baby with its arms blown off.
He told me he had ordered the bombing stopped - I asked about
the artillery fire... Twenty mins. later he called to tell me he’'d
ordered an end to the barrage and pled for our continued
friendship”.66

September of 1982 was another important turning point. On the first of the month,
the president presented a peace proposal that became known as the Reagan Plan,
calling for a settlement freeze and an autonomous Palestinian entity linked to
Jordan. The plan was rejected outright by Jerusalem, although Labor and moderate
Arab states voiced their support. On the 14th, Lebanese President Bashir Gemayel

was assassinated, and the IDF occupied West Beirut. Seeking revenge, members of

Gemayel’s militia entered Palestinian refugee camps at Sabra and Shatila. They

64 Ze’ev Schiff and Ehud Ya’ari, Israel’s Lebanon War (Simon and Schuster, 1985).

6 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 138; Oswald Johnston, “Reagan Supports Most of Israel’s War Goals,” Los
Angeles Times, June 22, 1982.

% Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 150.
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claimed to be pursuing PLO guerillas but instead carried out a civilian massacre that
left at least 800 dead, the majority of whom were women and children.6”

The Phalange entry into Sabra and Shatila was in part facilitated by the IDF,
and after enormous protests inside of Israel Begin indignantly folded to internal
pressure to appoint a commission of inquiry into the events. The U.S. had only
recently completed its mission leading a multinational force to facilitate withdrawal
of the PLO and protect Palestinian civilians in Beirut. The massacres at Sabra and
Shatila led Reagan, wracked with guilt, to send U.S. troops back into the conflict.

<Phase Two: Negative LSI>

In the period that followed, American frustration boiled over, and the
administration moved toward negative LSI against some or all of the sitting Likud
government. Now that American troops were back in harm’s way, Reagan wanted
the Israeli invasion to end. Also, Jordan refused to participate in his peace program
as long as Israel continued to build settlements and remained in control of central
Lebanon. Reagan concluded that the Israelis had overplayed their hand and it was
time for them to go. He reappointed Habib as a special envoy to mediate Israel’s
withdrawal and told him “the msg. for P.M. Begin is that [ want action”.68

By now the president’s relationship with Begin had gone from bad to worse.
They had been scheduled to meet in November of 1982, but the prime minister
cancelled his trip and returned home because his wife unexpectedly passed away.
However, had this unrelated event not occurred, it was quite clear to observers that

Reagan was preparing to read Begin the riot act, especially over the West Bank,

87 Smith, Arab-Israeli Conflict, 370.
88 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 187.
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settlements, and rejection of the Reagan Plan.t® As Lewis argues, “Begin’s personal
loss of credibility with Reagan was the most damaging consequence” of the Lebanon
War for bilateral relations. “Begin had always been prickly and difficult... [but by
August] Begin's credibility in Washington had nearly dissolved. The last reservoirs
were drained during mid-September”.’0 Reagan had gone from starting letters to
the Israeli PM with “Dear Menachem” to instead addressing him strictly as “Mr.
Prime Minister”.”1 By this point Reagan had also met with Israeli opposition leader
Shimon Peres and described him as “quite a contrast to Begin,” noting his relative
flexibility on a number of points of bilateral friction.”2

The administration’s frustration toward Begin were no match for its attitude
toward Defense Minister Sharon, whose style was something akin to “sticking his
thumb in our eyes every time he got a chance”.”3 Sharon strong armed the new
Lebanese president, Amin Gemayel, into a secret treaty but then torpedoed it by
leaking it to the press to boost his own standing. He also went out of his way “to rub
Habib’s nose in it... in front of the entire cabinet”.”# Sharon then imposed maximalist
positions on the negotiating teams and drew out the withdrawal talks. It was clear
to American decision-makers that “Israeli demands [from Lebanon], at the behest of

Sharon, have steadily escalated” and that “Israel (specifically Sharon) may see delay

% Judith Miller, “Begin Arrives for Visit to U.S.: Talks scheduled with Reagan,” New York Times,
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in Lebanon as a way of forestalling [our] September 1 initiative”.7>

There was also some speculation that the administration would use the
January 1983 visit of Israeli President and possible contender for head of the Labor
Party Yitzhak Navon as an opportunity to strengthen Navon for an eventual race to
unseat Begin. However, the administration and Navon both seemed to play down
such suspicions during his trip.7¢

By early February, the president reached his breaking point over the
stagnant Lebanon talks, writing “it’s still Israel dragging their feet” and even that
“Phil Habib is on his way back to Israel. I asked him to let me know if a phone plea
to Begin would help. If not we’ll just have to separate ourselves from Israel”.”’

This sentiment was echoed in Reagan’s public statements at the time. He
emphasized the “moral point we think the Israelis are neglecting” not to be “an
occupying force”. He told representatives of the World Jewish Congress that Israel
needed to freeze settlement activity because its actions were harming the chances
for peace. He also staunchly defended a U.S. marine’s decision to draw his pistol and
order an Israeli tank commander to stand down from a disputed area in Lebanon.”8

Memos from his advisors fit the notion that negative LSI figured prominently
on officials’ minds. Howard Teicher ventured that “the President’s prestige is on the
line” and “the Israeli political scene was ripe in the fall of 1982, and most recently

following the release of the Commission of Inquiry report”. He argued that “we need

% “Lebanon Negotiations: Next Steps - Memorandum to the President from Kenneth W. Dam, Acting
Secretary of State”, February 3, 1983, John Boykin Collection, Box 4, Folder “February 1983,” The
National Security Archive (Washington DC).

76 «“Navon’s Washington Debut,” Near East Report 27, no. 2 (January 14, 1983).

7 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 207 & 195. Emphasis Added.

8 Steven R. Weisman, “Reagan Accuses Israelis of Delay on Withdrawal,” New York Times, February 8§,
1983.

196



to act boldly” and appoint a special envoy to push hard for peace. He suggested that
Henry Kissinger would be the best person for the job since “Begin would have to
calculate how Kissinger - - more than others - - might be able to turn Israeli public
opinion against him. Should Kissinger label Begin intransigent, it would not only set
the stage for increased U.S. pressures against Israel (if that becomes necessary) but
might also trigger a domestic political storm inside Israel”.”®

The president’s national security advisor, William P. Clark, gave him similar

advice in early February:

“The strategic change in the situation created by your September 1
proposal has been allowed to slip away... The Labor party [sic]
immediately endorsed your proposal and invested considerable
capital in it. That too has been eroded and is near the point of
being lost... to achieve decisive results you must take decisive, bold
action... Peace for territory is a concept widely accepted in Israel
among the people if not by Prime Minister Begin. And if we use our
influence carefully and remain credibly devoted to Israel’s security,
I believe we can make progress by appealing to the Israeli people

from the high road of ‘Peace with Security’.”80
It therefore appears quite probable that at the very least the administration thought
seriously about trying to push Sharon and Begin out of power during this period,
which makes it an episode of at least partial LSI. However, I would be reluctant to
code this as an episode of full LSI without further evidence.

<Phase Three: Turning Positive>

In February of 1983, the Kahan commission of inquiry in Israel called for

7 «“What Next in the Peace Process - Memorandum for Robert ‘Bud’ McFarlane from Howard Teicher”,
March 2, 1983, Collection “Robert McFarlane Files”, Box 5, Folder "Sensitive Chron File - [01/07/1983 -
03/02/1983], Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

80 «The Middle East - Memorandum for the President from William P. Clark”, February 4, 1983, Collection
“Robert McFarlane Files”, Box 5, Folder "Sensitive Chron File - [01/07/1983 - 03/02/1983], Ronald
Reagan Presidential Library.
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Sharon to resign for allowing the massacres at Sabra and Shatila to occur. The
commission also censured PM Begin and FM Shamir for not doing more to stop the
attacks. After putting up initial resistance, Sharon was soon forced to give up the
Defense portfolio, where he was replaced by Israel’s Ambassador to the U.S., Moshe
(aka “Misha”) Arens. Having originally lived in the United States as a young adult
and attended MIT and Cal Tech before moving to Israel, Arens displayed a much
better understanding of American sensibilities than his predecessors in Washington
and already had made inroads with many American officials. He was certainly an
ideological conservative but was considered by the U.S. as “a breath of fresh air”
after Sharon for his less confrontational style.81

As defense minister, Arens immediately got to work decreasing friction with
U.S. forces in Lebanon and sought to speed up the negotiations for Israeli
withdrawal more than his colleagues preferred. The president felt “Ahrens as
defense minister of Israel is a definite improvement over Sharon”.82 In fact, the U.S.
administration liked him so much they tried to boost him politically back home.

In April of 1983, the administration decided to green light support for Israel’s
controversial Lavi fighter jet project. The Lavi was Israel’s effort to build a state-of-
the-art fighter aircraft indigenously, but Washington had always been cagey about
the proposal. It required substantial American funding and technological support in

order to succeed, and yet it would provide U.S. defense manufacturers with added

81 Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.” See also the
paean to Arens in Wolf Blitzer, Between Washington and Jerusalem: A Reporter’s Notebook (Oxford
University Press, 1985), chap. 2: The Israeli Presence in Washington; Former Chief of Staff to Sec. State
Shultz, Ambassador Charles Hill, “Interview with the Author”, March 17, 2011.

%2 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 207.
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competition for international arms sales.

The Pentagon had already turned down Israel’s main tech transfer requests
for the Lavi, finding the strategic rationale for the project uncompelling. However,
the advent of Arens in the Defense Ministry provided America with an added
political incentive for approving the project as a means for bolstering perceived
moderates in Israeli politics. The political echelon in the Reagan administration
overruled these objections from the Defense Department, allowing the Lavi project
to proceed with American support.

Administration officials had three political rationales for approving in the
spring of 1983 this request that had previously been turned down. One was to
provide reassurance that the American commitment to Israel’s security remained
strong after a long period of tensions.83 Another was to boost Arens’ hand in the
cabinet and in negotiations with Lebanon to finally help produce a viable agreement
for Israeli withdrawal.8¢ As mentioned above, this project defines such actions as
“petit” LSI because they aim to affect the internal balance of power within a sitting
foreign government rather than reinforcing or overthrowing that government
wholesale. Apparently, a third rationale for the plan entailed “grand” LSI as well
because it aimed to actually change the composition of Israel’s government.

Teicher, the NSC staffer who served as the architect of this plan, explains the
plan’s logic in his memoirs. Although Begin would not resign for another half year,

he had fallen into a deep bout of depression, and it was clear that he may have been

8 Former National Security Advisor Robert “Bud” McFarlane, “Interview with the Author”, February 17,
2011.
8 Former Reagan Administration White House Official, “Interview with the Author”, February 22, 2011.
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on his way out. Teicher anticipated that a transfer of power could be imminent and
anticipated a major struggle within the Likud for party leadership. He thought the
three main contenders would be FM Shamir, DM Arens, and Minister of Housing
David Levy. Although he was wary of the other two, Teicher felt it should be a “key
goal” of American policy to “help strengthen Arens and others who understood the
need to minimize friction between the two countries”.8>

Teicher writes that he specifically sought to do this via the Lavi because,
“owing to Arens’s background as an aerospace engineer and his interest in the
development of Israel’s high-technology defense industries, U.S. assistance to this
sector would strengthen Arens’s influence”.8¢ He claims that the relevant principals

quickly bought into his plan:

McFarlane gave my strategy paper to Eagleburger, who in turn
passed it on to [Secretary of State Shultz].. Shultz was so
impressed with the paper that he had decided to make it his
strategy... With McFarlane, Eagleburger and me present, Shultz
presented the strategy... [and President] Reagan agreed to the
general outlines of the strategy as well as Shultz’s specific request
for the release of the Lavi licenses.... Recognizing the importance of
the licenses in building Arens’s stake in the U.S. relationship
Ambassador Lewis [in Tel Aviv] promptly communicated the news

of the president’s decision to Arens.”87
Teicher says that Defense Secretary Weinberger contacted the president hoping to
reverse this decision but that Reagan broke with typical practice and held firm,
overruling the secretary.

Arens himself says nothing about this angle of the Lavi project in his

% Howard Teicher and Gayle Radley Teicher, Twin Pillars to Desert Storm: America’s Flawed Vision in
the Middle East from Nixon to Bush (William Morrow, 1993), 222-225.

% Ibid.

¥ Ibid.
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memoirs, and he denied the allegations in a recent interview. However, a number of
other observers have echoed Teicher’s account.88 I[sraeli journalists Melman and
Raviv give credence to Teicher’s account,8® and Reagan has a diary entry that also
corroborates part of this story.?? It is even possible that Arens specifically solicited
America’s support via gestures on the Lavi. Danny Halperin, a former bureaucrat
from Israel’s embassy in Washington recalls that at the time he advised Arens to call
Shultz in early April because “the Americans ‘hold you in high esteem and want you
to succeed’.” He claims Arens contacted Shultz on this premise to press for
expediting the Lavi licenses and that the licenses were released within a matter of
days.!

Even AIPAC thought their might be credence to claims that the Lavi was used
as a fillip for influencing Israeli politics, writing at the time in its weekly bulletin, the
Near East Report, that “there is also a view that the release [of Lavi-related tech
licenses] was intended to bolster Arens’ political position in the Israeli cabinet -
especially since he is viewed in the U.S. as the minister most favoring withdrawal
from Lebanon”.%2

<Phase Four: Pro-Likud Drift>

By the spring of 1983, Israeli politics were in an obvious state of flux.

8 Moshe Arens, “Interview with the Author,” June 21, 2001; Arens, Broken Covenant: American F oreign
Policy and the Crisis Between the U.S. and Israel (Simon & Schuster, 1995).

% Yossi Melman and Dan Raviv, Friends in Deed: Inside the U.S.-Israel Alliance (Hyperion Books, 1995),
263-264. The two authors had covered U.S.-Israel relations in some depths and interviewed a large number
of administration officials in the course of writing their book, so I consider the fact that they buy Teicher’s
story to be supportive evidence.

% He writes the following entry on April 14™: “meeting with George S., Bill Clark et al re Israel. I think
the time has come to approach P.M. Begin with a palm leaf. We’re going to offer some helpful measure
through defense minister Ahrens”. Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 216.

! Charles R. Babcock, “How U.S. came to underwrite Israel’s Lavi fighter project (The Special
Relationship: Second of Four Articles),” Washington Post, August 6, 1986.

%2 “The Lavi Decision,” Near East Report 27, no. 15 (April 15, 1983).
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Whereas during Israel’s initial invasion only the pro-communist party dared to table
a no confidence motion against the government, now the mainstream was also
becoming quite critical. Even Labor leader Yitzhak Rabin, who represented Labor’s
more hawkish wing at the time, accused the government of making an enormous
“mistake” by dragging out withdrawal, and he decried the “political illusions that
underlay the war”.?3 Anti-war activism had trebled on the streets of Israel, and the
Reagan Plan had temporarily refocused Israeli public opinion on the prospect of
trading land for peace.

Although Begin was still the most popular politician in Israel, his ratings had
plummeted, adding to a perception of “the general weakness of [his] coalition”.94
From late 1982 through early 1984 the Likud’s numbers underwent a precipitous
collapse, falling consistently in polls from a drastic lead over Labor of 18 seats to an
even larger deficit of 24.95 Begin cancelled yet another scheduled Washington visit,
and U.S. officials guessed “he simply was not up to the stresses of a Washington trip
and did not want to face some tough questioning by us on his West Bank policy”.%6

Given this background, one might have expected the United States to push its
advantage and try to replace Begin’s government with one led by the Labor Party.
However, this was not the case. Relations over Lebanon had warmed considerably

now that Sharon was out of the Defense Ministry. The trilateral talks with Lebanon

9 Ralph Mandel, “Israel,” in American Jewish Yearbook - 1985 (Scranton, PA: American Jewish
Committee & Jewish Publication Society of America, 1984), 260.

% «popularity of Begin dips in Israeli survey,” Associated Press, July 19, 1983.

% Don Peretz and Sammy Smooha, “Israel’s Eleventh Knesset Election,” Middle East Journal 39, no. 1
(Winter 1985): Table 2 on page 88.
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finally reached fruition, and a treaty was signed on May 17t Shamir and Arens
visited Washington in Begin’s stead, and their meetings focused almost entirely on
coordination in Lebanon. They were perceived as reasonably flexible by the
president and his aides.?”

By the time the two Israelis visited again that November, a broader
reorientation had taken place, both in terms of U.S. policy and Israeli politics. Begin
had stepped aside, and Shamir was newly annointed prime minister. The United
States announced a new regional security strategy that depended upon vastly
expanded military cooperation with both Israel and its Arab neighbors - a strategy
articulated in National Security Decision Directives 111 and 115.8 The public
perception was that the administration was undergoing a drastic “turn toward
Israel” and senior officials made leaks to the press praising the Israeli leadership
and suggesting that the two countries had turned a new page in their relations.??

The administration also gave Shamir and Arens a whole series of gifts to take
home with them. Perhaps most remarkable among these measures was permission
for Israel to use $200 million in annual military aid on developing the Lavi
indigenously - an unprecedented concession because it is almost always stipulated

that military assistance of this sort must be spent purchasing items made in

7 Ibid.; Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 252.

% NSDDs 111 and 115 are not yet released in full, but partially redacted copies are now available, and the
sections that are unavailable seem very minor and unlikely to change the intent of the documents. NSC,
“National Security Decision Directive 111: Next Steps toward Lebanon and the Middle East”, October 28,
1983, Collection “Executive Secretariat, NSC: National Security Decision Directives”, Box 91291, Folder
“NSDD 111 (Folder 1) [Next Steps toward Progress in Lebanon and the Middle East],” Ronald Reagan
Presidential Library; NSC, “National Security Decision Directive 115: Visit of Prime Minister Shamir”,
November 26, 1983, Collection “Executive Secretariat, NSC: National Security Decision Directives”, Box
91291, Folder “NSDD 115 [Visit of Prime Minister Shamir],” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.
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America.l00 QOther gestures included agreements to resume selling Israel cluster
bombs, to treat American wounded from Lebanon in Israeli hospitals, for America to
purchase Israeli small arms, to launch talks leading to a free trade deal, and
coordination of military maneuvers inside Lebanon.191 One commentator went so
far as to suggest the U.S. had been “falling in love” with Israel since the summer.102
Given this public love affair, one might be tempted to code the summer and
fall of 1983 as a period of positive LSI intended to benefit the new, more moderate
face of the Likud government. In fact, this was my own initial suspicion. However, I
eventually discovered evidence indicating this interpretation was incorrect.
Instead, this was a period of U.S. drift vis-a-vis Israeli politics. America had a new
policy for how to approach military cooperation but no policy for managing the
reverberations that redoubled strategic cooperation would have in Israeli politics.
There were a variety of motivations contributing to this turn of events. The
value to the U.S. of good relations with Israel over Lebanon had increased once
American troops became the targets of increasing violence. There were also two
major terrorist bombings against U.S. targets, first against the Embassy in Beirut and
then against marine barracks; both attacks caused enormous casualties. This fed
the nascent American apprehension over the threat of radical Islamist terrorism,
and it also led to a gradual reevaluation by some as to the desirability of pushing for

further Israeli withdrawals.193 Thus, when it came time for Israel to withdraw from

1 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/7505/A/1), trans., “Shamir’s talks with President Reagan,”
Israel Home Service, November 30, 1983,

"% Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and Change,” 244.

192 William Safire, “Falling in love again,” New York Times, June 16, 1983.
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204



the Shouf Mountains in Lebanon, the American administration found itself begging
the IDF to stay, not leave. Syria had been resupplied by the Soviet Union, its proxies
in Lebanon had seized the offensive, and Assad was working to turn the May 17t
Accords into a dead letter. By early 1984, the U.S. administration decided to scrap
its Lebanon mission altogether. Political considerations regarding Reagan’s
upcoming reelection bid played a role, but so did increasing violence on the ground
and the collapse of Amin Gemayel’s fragile government in Lebanon.

In the immediate aftermath of the barracks bombing, the White House seized
on a Mideast strategic review document that had been churning through the
bureaucracy for nearly two years (National Security Study Directive #4) and
repurposed it to suit its perception of the newly emergent strategic environment.104
NSSD-4 originally noted that Israel could contribute little to U.S. interests in the
event of a regional conflict but that its military might would be useful in the event
that the USSR tried to physically invade the Middle East. In the context of expanded
Syrian-Soviet cooperation and Syrian adventurism in Lebanon, the study directive’s
findings were twisted in NSDD 111 and 115, which retained the bland slogan of
“strategic cooperation” with Israel but for somewhat different purposes.

As I will argue below, the administration’s new Israel policy became a crutch

that helped the Likud party limp through to the 1984 Israeli elections with

Ambassador Charles Hill, “Interview with the Author.” For more contemporary review of this shift, see
“Shultz Asks Move Against Terrorism,” New York Times, April 4, 1984. Dick Murphy says the
administration “started getting really concerned about terrorism, so Israeli concerns started getting listened
to more... to be anti-terror was red meat for Shultz”. Former Assistant Secretary for Near East Affairs
Richard Murphy, “Interview with the Author”, March 11, 2011.
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moderate success, but bolstering the Likud was not an intentional aim of U.S. policy.
When I asked former Assistant Secretary of State for Near East Affairs Richard
Murphy whether the administration saw the replacement of Begin and Sharon with
Shamir and Arens as the advent of genuine new partners, he flatly said “no”.105
Secretary of State George Shultz, the architect of the new plan, had warm
relations with Arens and Shamir, but even he was not blind to their points of
disagreement. In the very memo in which he advocates for expanding strategic

cooperation with Israel through the NSDDs, Shultz recognizes that Israel had

“new leaders [that], while somewhat more pragmatic in style than
Begin and Sharon, are no more willing to be flexible on the West
Bank and Gaza. This handicaps our peace diplomacy and weakens
our position and that of our moderate Arab friends.... Hopes for the
peace process will ultimately depend on changes in two basic
factors [one of which is] the ideological rigidity on the Israeli side,
represented by the present policies of the Israeli government on
the West Bank and Gaza.... In the meantime, we should keep the
September 1 initiative on the table and make clear that we do not
accept either Israeli annexation of the occupied territories or

continued settlement activities”.106
Shultz worried that Israel was “going through an unprecedented period of
war-weariness, demoralization, and political and economic crisis” and that “Israeli
retreat in Lebanon is the crucial factor which has undermined the balance of forces
there, making the Syrians bolder not only within Lebanon but in the Arab world

generally. The Soviets, too, are bolder”. Shultz especially highlighted Soviet

shipments of SS-21 surface-to-surface missiles to Syria that could target U.S.

19 Murphy, “Interview with the Author.”
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gunships off the Lebanese coast as an ominous indicator of this trend. He therefore
argued that “it is essential now to take steps to bolster Israeli strength and self-
confidence so that Israel can become a decisive deterrent to Syrian and Soviet
ambitions”. Even Shultz, who was quickly becoming Israel’s biggest booster within
the administration, never intended to bolster the Likud so much as hoping to
advance “the broader purpose of bolstering Israel”.197 Any political reverberations
that this plan had in Israeli politics were an unwelcome and thoughtless byproduct
but evidently not its objective.

Incidentally, it is also worth noting that the strategic validity of his
arguments are open to question and highly subjective. Both Shultz’s office and the
president mentioned the Syrian SS-21s as an essential indicator of Soviet tentacles
in Lebanon.198 However, it is not clear how much further the Soviets were prepared
to go in arming Syria, and the navy’s AEGIS destroyers off Lebanon could probably
have protected its gunships against any harm from the SS-21s.199 The Defense
Department and its secretary strenuously objected to the value of balancing the
Soviets by helping Israel offset Syria, as did the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.110 Former Secretary of Defense and then-Mideast envoy Donald Rumsfeld also

objected to the plan in a classified memo to Shultz at the time:

“I am troubled by the concept of ‘U.S. Strategic Cooperation with
Israel’ I don’t understand what it means or what we give or get out
of it. It is unhelpful in the region. If we got from Israel a settlements

"7 Ibid.

108 “Transcript of Address by President on Lebanon and Grenada,” New York Times, October 28, 1983;
Bernard Gwertzman, “Syria Reported Awaiting Missile,” New York Times, October 7, 1983.

"% Drew Middleton, “U.S. Ships off Lebanon: No Sitting Ducks Despite Missiles in Syria,” New York
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freeze or some major breakthrough with respect to the peace
process, I would see the logic. Absent that, [ suspect the burden

may be greater than the benefit, and reciprocity is debatable”.111

Neither was the turn toward Israel originally intended to give Israel a free
ride on settlements or the peace process. Upon receiving NSSD-4, national security
advisor Judge Clark wrote to the president that strategic cooperation with Israel
should be seen as “expression of our determination where interests coincide” but
that it was also “critical to improving our own freedom of action and latitude on
issues where U.S. and Israeli interests do not coincide... our latitude to act on your
peace initiative, for example”.112 Although the language on the urgency of the peace
process was softened somewhat from NSSD-4 to NSDDs 111 and 115, they still
called for the president’s peace plan to be a core tenet of policy toward Israel.

Nor did the administration’s actions seem to suggest that it was prepared yet
to sweep West Bank issues under the rug. The president and his aides made clear to
Shamir and Arens in November that they were still serious about pursuing the
president’s peace initiative.113 In December of 1983, Reagan publicly stated that the
was hopeful that autonomy talks would soon restart.114 He received King Hussein of

Jordan in February of 1984 and pushed him to give the process another try.115

" «Israel” in ‘The Swamp’ - Memorandum for the Secretary of State from Special Envoy Donald
Rumsfeld”, November 23, 1983, memo released online with the publication of Rumsfeld’s memoirs -
presumably from State Department FOIA files or somewhere in the Reagan Presidential Library now.
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However, as | show repeatedly in other cases in this dissertation, LSI in the
context of a peace process can be more difficult because it often takes three to tango.
King Hussein quickly became frustrated that he did not get the support he had
expected from Washington for co-opting Arafat and the PLO on the issue of
Palestinian representation to the talks, so he soon lashed out in frustration.11¢ He
proclaimed there could be no Jordanian talks with Israel under the Reagan Plan,
excoriated the U.S. for subservience to the pro-Israel lobby, and pointed to Israeli
settlement activity as the chronic, underlying problem. As one U.S. official pointed
out, the fact that he did so right as Reagan spoke up for arms sales to Jordan in front
of a pro-Israel audience suggests that “if a committee had set out to devise the worst
possible timing for such a statement, it could not have done better”.117

At this point, many within the U.S. administration were fed up, especially Sec.
Shultz. He had been stuck holding the bag for the failure of the Reagan Plan in 1982,
the May 17t Agreement in 1983, and this Reagan Plan redux in early 1984. Shultz
blamed America’s Arab allies for each of these failures, even though the Israeli
government had been equally staunch in its rejection of the president’s plan.118 One
official describes this as Shultz having “this sort of ‘road to Damascus’ conversion
toward Israel” from what many considered an initial, pro-Arab orientation.11?

Fatigue was another important factor. As one of his Mideast advisors puts it,

“George Shultz [was] absolutely exhausted. He had spent time on the Middle East
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from the moment he walked into the office. We had the simultaneous launching of
the Reagan Plan and the efforts to get the Israelis out of Lebanon...there was an Arab
fatigue factors that set in, and... Shultz turned his attention toward righting the
Israeli economy” instead.120 Another official suggests that by 1984, “the American
government was so tired over Lebanon that we didn’t want to be engaged any
more,” and principals within the administration had instead turned their attention
to the Iran-Iraq War and a reassessment of Cold War strategy. In effect, "the Reagan
administration had a hangover toward the Arab-Israeli dispute”.121

By the time the 1984 Israeli elections rolled around, American officials were
pursuing a policy line that emphasized security cooperation and closeness to Israel
while marginalizing disputes over Lebanon, West Bank settlements, and the
president’s peace plan. This naturally worked to the Likud’s advantage, but that was
not the administration’s actual intent. The U.S. was pursuing a pro-Likud policy, but,
as Shultz confidante Charlie Hill insists, “it was not done for that reason”. Both in
late 1983 and in early 1984, “we were not focused on that, not tracking that.
Nobody that I was working with talked about it that way at all. There was certainly
no attempt to change American policy... in any way to affect the election, so not

anything in the sense of we want to keep Begin [or his successors] in office”.122

Did these Policy Succeed?

Yes and No. During phase one (hostile non-LSI during 1982), there was no

120 Retired, Senior State Department Official, “Interview with the Author.”
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efficacy to assess because the United States did not pursue LSI and was far from
doing so.

During phase two (partial-to-full negative LSI), the counterfactual is much
more plausible and the administration may even have implemented such an
objective into its policies. In this instance, U.S. political intervention, to the extent
that it was or would have been pursued, was set for narrow and broader efficacy.

During phase three (positive LSI in support of Arens), the administration
should again receive positive marks in both the narrow sense of contributing to his
standing and the broader sense of advancing American objectives and interests.

During phase four (effusive non-LSI), the administration’s efforts had the
narrow effect of unintentionally boosting the Likud and a broader impact that was
quite mixed. It helped soothe and rebuild troubled bilateral ties while setting the
stage for later confrontations over the territories and peace process down the road,
especially after the eruption of the first Palestinian intifada.

<Efficacy, Phase One>

For many of the non-cases examined in this dissertation, I still seek to
address the question of efficacy by asking whether LSI might have been a wiser
policy approach. In some cases, this is quite doable - for instance, I will use this
technique to varying degrees below for evaluating the efficacy of American actions
during phases two and four. However, in some instances I argue that this technique
is untenable, and phase one (i.e. 1982) is one of these cases. For counterfactuals to

be a valid exercise, they must differ from the actual course of events in terms of as
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few antecedent historical facts as possible.123 When too many parameters need to
be changed in order to achieve the counterfactual condition, the value of the
findings it produces plummets dramatically.

In the early phases of the Lebanon War, Israeli society was experiencing a
rally-around-the-flag effect. Only Rakah, the Israeli communist party, voted in the
Knesset to stop the invasion. The U.S. probably would not have pursued LSI until a
major reconfiguration of the Israeli internal scene took place. It also is not clear
what sort of means the United States would have used to carry out LSI, which could
be an important factor for evaluating the hypothetical strategy’s odds of success.
Further, one has to wonder just what sort of Israeli actions it would have taken to
elicit LSI from Reagan and his team. If bombing Beirut and enabling the massacre of
refugees at Sabra and Shatila were not enough, what would have been?

Because so many broad environmental factors would have had to change in
order to reach such a counterfactual condition, I do not place much stock in
whatever answer it might produce. Thus, I decline to wager an answer as to the
efficacy of U.S. actions during this period.

<Efficacy, Phase Two>

Phase two, however, is a different matter. Many of the parameters that were
so murky during phase one came into crisper focus during the period from Sabra
and Shatila until when the commission of inquiry to investigate those events

divulged its findings. In addition to turmoil within Israeli politics, the U.S.

'2 Philip Tetlock and Aaron Belkin, Counterfactual Thought Experiments in World Politics: Logical,
Methodological, and Psychological Perspectives (Princeton University Press, 1996), chap. 1; James D.
Fearon, “Counterfactuals and Hypothesis Testing in Political Science,” World Politics 43, no. 2 (January
1991): 169-195.
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government had finally begun to manifest its frustration with the Gol in ways that
may have been aimed at achieving leadership selection intervention.

The main means being used by the Reagan administration to communicate a
message to the Israeli body politic were public statements of frustration and a mild
U.S. peace plan that garnered majority support from Israeli voters when asked about
it in polls. If one were to read these actions as part of a conscious U.S. effort to push
the Likud out of office, then no counterfactual is needed. Such reasoning is only
necessary if one chooses to code this case as a partial instance of LSI.

Public protest against the government was massive, with roughly ten percent
of the country taking to the streets in September to protest against the government
after the massacres.1?¢ The National Religious Party, which served as the critical
swing vote holding Begin’s government together, demanded Sharon’s dismissal and
hinted it might quit the government if he remained.’?> Labor was now openly
critical of the government and the wind was at its back politically.

For some time, it even appeared that Begin would have to resign in response
to the political pressure he was facing and the report’s criticisms of his role.126 [t
was quite clear to political observers from the Israeli perspective that Washington
wanted Sharon and perhaps Begin out. For instance, Wolf Blitzer, who reported for

Israeli papers at the time, explained that

“the Defense minister has deeply angered State Department and
White House officials with his comments, and they would clearly be
delighted to see his career cut short by the final verdict of the

2% David K. Shipler, “Isracli Inquiry Gives Leaders Indirect Blame in Massacre: Calls for Sharon’s
Departure,” New York Times, February 9, 1983.1

123 “Israel Coalition in Disarray, with Parties Split on Sharon,” New York Times, February 9, 1983.

126 “Reports Say Begin May Resign to Resolve Sharon Crisis,” The Wall Street Journal, February 10, 1983.
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Kahan Commission of Inquiry into the Sabra and Shatilla
massacres. At best, Sharon is seen by the U.S. administration as
anti-American - a pest. At worst, he is feared to be a dangerous
fanatic - someone who has managed to make Prime Minister Begin

look moderate and reasonable in comparison.”127
The appointment of Arens, a clear U.S. favorite, to replace Sharon could also be read
as recognition of Washington’s evident frustration with the way the Likud
government had been handling its affairs in Lebanon.

The prime minister, though able to remain in office, now fell into a deep
depression. Without his late wife to pull him out of it, he receded almost entirely
from the daily affairs of government. His inflammatory rhetoric was visibly stunted,
with American officials observing that “Begin’s diminished physical stamina sets
clear limits on his formerly effective rhetoric and political activity”.128 He was also
less willing to push back during disagreements with the United States. The

American ambassador at the time commented that

“whenever I would be dealing with issues... in that spring of ‘83,
Begin uncharacteristically... would listen to whatever message or
report Habib... or I'm bringing but never ask any questions and
never really develop any interest in the subject, which was totally
unlike what he normally was, so therefore Shamir and Arens were
the two people we were dealing with on anything important

because Begin was really withdrawn”.129

Also, Reagan’s surprising willingness expressed in early February to separate
the U.S. from Israel suggests and extremely high level of resolve. It is possible the

administration’s attention would have remained focused and perhaps become more

127 Wolf Blitzer, “Rebutting Sharon,” Jerusalem Post, February 4, 1983.

128 “Former Presidents Briefing: Middle East - Memorandum for William P. Clark from Patrick A.
Putignano”, June 15, 1983, Collection “Near East and South Asia Affairs Directorate, NSC”, OA/ID#:
90585, Folder “Middle East - Briefing Papers 1983 [1 of 2],” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

12 Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.”
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targeted toward shaping the internal Israeli equation if Sharon had held on or if
Begin went straight to early elections as a means of stabilizing their position.

American efforts during this period should be coded as successful both in the
narrow and the broader senses. In the narrow sense, U.S. actions were probably
helpful in bringing down Sharon and even in helping to sideline Begin, although the
emotional toll they took on him was certainly not an intentional goal of U.S. policy.
In the broader sense, American interests and objectives were advanced by helping
to get rid of some of the worst irritants in the bilateral relationship.

<Efficacy, Phase Three>

Israeli journalists Melman and Raviv condemn the Reagan administration for
buying into Teicher’s strategy of focusing on Arens with approval of the Lavi. They
argue that “Arens did not become prime minister anyway.... The Lavi... would not
have brought him the nation’s leadership. Teicher and other Americans should have
known that Israeli politics are much more complex than the success or failure of pet
projects - even when the United States pours in a billion dollars”.13% Indeed, when
the Likud Party chose its new leader to succeed Begin in September, Arens could
have been made head of the party but remained ineligible to replace Begin as head
of government because he was not yet a member of the Knesset.131 Instead, Shamir
was selected to lead the Likud and was appointed as the new prime minister.

However, | differ with Melman and Raviv's assessment for three reasons.
First, the gesture probably did yield benefits within the context of the Israeli cabinet

even if it did not achieve the more ambitious objective of helping make Arens the

130 Melman and Raviv, Friends in Deed, 268.
1 Colin Shindler, The Land beyond Promise: Israel, Likud and the Zionist Dream (1.B.Tauris, 2002), 172.
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prime minister. A White House official familiar with the plan argues that it
strengthened Arens’s hand in the cabinet and helped him advance U.S. goals by
pushing harder to produce an agreement on IDF withdrawal from Lebanon.
Although it seemed “Shamir really wanted to be absolutely hard line,” this individual
felt the release of the licenses increased Arens’s ability and desire to persuade
Shamir to soften Israeli positions. He felt that as a result “Arens [became] a
moderating influence on Shamir... in my view, it actually worked. We got what we
wanted. We got Arens’ assistance in the diplomacy, within the Israeli government,
to get the agreement, even if it eventually was ill-fated”.132

Second, these sorts of leadership contests are inherently uncertain and
contingent. The fact that it turns out Arens did not get a chance to stand for the
prime ministership does not mean that the effort to boost his chances was
unreasonable or futile. In fact, the Likud Party was strongly considering calling new
elections in which case he actually could have led the party at the ballot box.133

Third, even without a Likud Party decision to dissolve the government, Arens
still stood a reasonable chance of being chosen as party leader that September of
1983 at the party’s convention. Fearing a loss of power to the upstart DM, the two
other challengers, David Levy and Finance Minister Yoram Aridor, “decided to put
up no more than token opposition [because] both were afraid a more popular
candidate... Arens, might defeat all of them. Mr. Shamir is 68 and regarded as a

stop-gap”.13* A poll at the time showed that only 1.8 percent of voters would have

12 Former Reagan Administration White House Official, “Interview with the Author.”
133 «Yitzhak Shamir: The stop-gap right-winger who could stay,” London Observer, October 8, 1983.
134 11,

Ibid.
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chosen [Shamir] as party leader, and the Jerusalem Post commented that ‘Shamir’s
strength lies in his weakness’.”135 It just happened to be that Shamir would surprise
the skeptics, going on to dominate the Likud list for the next decade and serving the
most time as Israel’s prime minister since David Ben-Gurion.

The effort to bolster Arens should also be given positive marks for broader
efficacy over the long term. To the extent that the Lavi and warmer U.S. ties helped
cement his place in the Likud'’s top echelons, this seems to have advanced American
interests and perhaps the peace process as well. Arens became a prominent voice
for the Likud’s moderate wing, was often responsible or involved when the Likud
did choose to make gestures toward the peace process, and was often described as a
helpful intermediary in negotiations by U.S. officials over the following decade.

The move also was one of the main American gestures at the time - as
Reagan saw it, a “palm leaf” in the mode of an olive branch - that helped usher in the
shift from some of the darkest days in bilateral relations to some of the closest,
during Reagan’s second term.13¢ This shift is discussed in more detail below.

<Efficacy, Phase Four>

American actions in late 1983 and early 1984 had the effect of boosting the
Likud, but, as noted above, it appears as though this was not the administration’s
intention so much as a byproduct of using Israel to balance Syria and of reaping the
benefits from better relations overall. But by aligning with Israel over Lebanon, the

administration undermined Labor’s case and bolstered Likud’s on the issue of the

135 1:
Ibid.

136 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 216. See also Lewis, “The United States and Israel: Constancy and

Change,” 242-245.
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war. By deciding to shelve the revived Reagan Plan, the U.S. undermined Labor’s
case and bolstered Likud’s over the territories. Likud’s hand was also strengthened
by its ability to point to booming security ties with Washington, whereas only
recently relations had been frayed and near the breaking point.

This perspective is confirmed by former Shamir advisor Yossi Ben-Aharon.

Ben-Aharon said the following about the PM’s November 1983 visit to Washington:

“Look, you don’t need to say it [that America supports Shamir],
because this would feature in the elections [anyway]. Here was
Shamir. Laborites used to attack Likud that they are not capable of
maintaining a good relationship with America, they are losing the
strong backing of the superpower, and here you have a guy like
Shamir who is coming back laden with goodies, so to speak, and an
understanding unprecedented. So that gave him a clear boost

domestically”.137

These dynamics set the stage for the upcoming July elections in Israel.
Whereas the campaign of 1981 was perhaps the nastiest in Israel’s history, 1984
may have been the dullest. The U.S. had stopped making an issue out of Lebanon,
the West Bank, or bilateral relations, and Labor decided to do the same. The party’s
strategists decided instead to pursue a “catch-all” strategy of deemphasizing the
party’s ideological positions and instead trying to win over undecided voters by
making the race about wisdom and experience.13® Thomas Friedman, who served

then as a foreign correspondent in the region, describes the election as follows:

“Neither the Labor Party nor the Likud Party focused its television campaign
commercials on the key existential issue facing the state of Israel - what to do with
the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Instead, each party aired pop commercials, with lots

37 Yossi Ben-Aharon, former Director General of the office of Yitzhak Shamir, “Interview with the
Author”, June 23, 2011.

138 J. Mendilow, “Israel’s Labor Alignment in the 1984 Elections: Catch-All Tactics in a Divided Society,”
Comparative Politics 20, no. 4 (1988): 443-460.
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of beaming faces and Pepsi-generation Israelis cavorting about and testifying in
singsong voices about how wonderful life was in a Likud-led Israel or how much

better it would be in a Labor-led Israel”.139
He also reports that, in an interview with Peres, the Israeli leader meticulously
dodged his questions about the territories and referred to the West Bank by the
Biblical names Judea and Samaria to appeal to undecided nationalist voters.140

Labor’s strategy abjectly failed. It frittered away the energized state of the
Israeli left-wing that had been so engaged in protests against the Likud government
and instead alienated those voters in hopes of wooing undecideds.14l Meanwhile,
the undecided voters Peres was wooing, who were mostly Sephardic and politically
conservative, stuck with the Likud at the end of the day. He could not overcome his
unfavorable past image with Sephardic voters, and they actually went for Likud in
even greater numbers than they had in 1981.142 Labor strategists foolishly banked
on making the election about character for a candidate who had chronic image
issues while avoiding the ideological topics on which he was most credible.143

King Hussein’s attack on the Reagan Plan was both unfortunate and ill-timed,
and Washington cannot be blamed for Labor’s ultimate choice of strategies once the
Israeli campaign began. However, Washington can be blamed for decreasing the
viability of Labor’s main alternatives. Labor was working with a bad hand on the
territories and on Lebanon, and many of those cards had just been dealt by the U.S.

Thus, in the narrow sense of helping Washington’s preferred political

13 Thomas L. Friedman, From Beirut to Jerusalem (Fontana, 1990), 255.

"0 1bid., 255-256.

41 Asher Arian, Security Threatened: Surveying Israeli Opinion on Peace and War (Cambridge University
Press, 1995), 144-145.

2 Ibid., 149; Shindler, Land Beyond Promise, 202.

> Mendilow, “Israel’s Labor Alignment in the 1984 Elections.”
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partners in Israel, its policy of idyllic ties and non-LSI was a failure. This approach
undermined that goal and helped revive the Likud’s flagging political fortunes. In
the broader sense, its impact was more mixed. In the short- and medium-term, the
policy helped produce some of the warmest years of bilateral ties in the
relationship’s history. In the longer-term, it set the stage for inevitable
confrontation with the Israeli government by impeding the prospects for peace with
Jordan and facilitating the eventual displacement of the Jordanian option by the
PLO. Washington’s embrace of the Likud’s new leadership in 1983 /4 kicked a can

down the road, setting the stage for more severe bilateral conflict in future years.

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

One area in which the theories diverge involves perceptions of sender state
interests. National interests theory (Theory #1) expects that LSI should occur in
direct relation to objective opportunities to advance national interests through
foreign intervention. Intervention should be more likely when opportunities are
objectively greater. The lobby-legislative approach (Theory #2) expects that LSI
should be unlikely if members of these groups oppose intervention — which, in the
Israeli case, they seem to do. The bureaucratic politics approach (Theory #3)
predicts that LSI should be highly likely toward Israel due to support for such a
policy from the professional-level bureaucracy within the executive branch. Finally,
leadership theory (Theory #4) predicts that LSI should occur in correlation with the

preferences and desires of top leaders within the government of the sender state.
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<Phases One and Two>

That the U.S. did not actively consider LSI toward Israel until the end of 1982
is a difficult result to explain under national interests theory or, to a lesser extent,
leadership theory. The government of Israel had been engaging in provocative
actions that infuriated the administration for well over a year without eliciting a
reaction in terms of leadership selection intervention.

The administration felt that Israel’s invasion of Lebanon was an
inappropriate overreaction. The bombings of Beirut in 1981 and 1982 were both
seen as violations of U.S. interests. Annexation of the Golan was seen as harmful
enough to the U.S. to justify cancellation of an MOU on security cooperation. The
fight over providing AWACS to Saudi Arabia even devolved into a public showdown
which the media called “Reagan versus Begin,” yet LSI seemed nowhere in the offing.

One explanation for this discrepancy is provided below under the framework
of observable implication number two: perceptions of close contests. Another factor
that helps explain the difference between phase one and phase two for LSI
considerations - at least for leadership theory - is that perceptions by American
leaders toward their Israeli counterparts underwent a major shift during this
period. After it became clear just how much responsibility Sharon bore for
escalation of the fighting in Lebanon and for deceiving decision-makers in both
governments, he lost all credibility with the U.S. As noted by Blitzer above, Sharon
came to be seen in Washington at best as a pest and at worst as a dangerous fanatic.

This also filtered through to Reagan and Shultz’s perceptions of Begin.

Reagan began to hold Begin at distance even in their private communications, and
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the PM’s credibility was steadily eroded by naively passing on Sharon’s doctored
military reports to a Washington that simply knew better. Also, Reagan and Shultz
were disappointed by Begin’s absolute rejection of their peace plan. By the time it
became clear Sharon was intentionally slow-rolling negotiations with Lebanon over
withdrawal and that Begin was permitting this move, the administration had clearly
had enough of both Israeli leaders. The U.S. began to discuss LSI in private
assessments of the situation while escalating their negative statements in public.

The Congressional role during phases one and two does not provide much
evidence for lobby-legislative theory. Despite having put up a staunch fight over
AWACS before eventually caving to administration demands, members of Congress
were furious with Israel after the start of the Lebanon War. They gave Begin a very
nasty reception during the summer of 1982. After meeting with the Conference of
Presidents, a prominent group of leaders from the American Jewish community,
Shultz described them as “concerned but not hostile” about U.S. pressure toward
Israel, noting that “a sense of good will was evident during the session”.144

The Congress did pursue one major action that contradicted the
administration during this period, but it was tangential to LSI. Pro-Israel lobbyists
prioritized their efforts during tough times by focusing on aid levels, persuading
Senate Appropriations to approve $475 million in aid to Israel beyond what the

administration had requested. This was achieved despite warnings from State that

14 W, Dale Nelson, “Begin Returns to Israel after Sharp Confrontation with Senators,” Associated Press,
June 23, 1982; “‘Briefing of Jewish Leaders’ and ‘Lebanon: Congressional Briefing’ in Nightly Report -
Memorandum for the President from Secretary of State George P. Shultz”, August 5, 1982, Folder “Sec of
State Evening Report (7/27/82-8/12/82)”, Box 91376, Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Ronald Reagan
Presidential Library; “‘Briefing of Congress on Lebanon’ in Nightly Report - Memorandum for the
President from Secretary of State George P. Shultz”, August 4, 1982, Folder “Sec of State Evening Report
(7/27/82-8/12/82)”, Box 91376, Executive Secretariat NSC Records, Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.
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the higher aid levels could have “disastrous effects on U.S. foreign policy and leave
the impression that the U.S. condones Israel’s presence in southern Lebanon”.14>

However, White House officials do not sound as though they were
particularly intimidated by domestic pressures. For instance, when counseling the
president to consider LSI, national security advisor Judge Clark pressed him to “take
decisive, bold action. I do not say that naively, ignoring the real domestic political
constraints which impinge on what can be sustained with the Congress or the public
at large... however... those elements also respect leadership and that success creates
its own consensus”.14¢  Teicher’s reporting was more concerned about the
president’s prestige abroad than the possibility of domestic backlash for pursuing
negative LSL.147 Even the lobby’s show of strength on aid seems to have done little
to dissuade Reagan from pondering a complete rupture in relations with Israel had
developments not moved in a more favorable direction that February.

<Phase Three>

Positive LSI during phase three provides strong evidence for leadership
theory over its structural competitors. Theory #1 suffers from the fact that the
strategic logic alone for the Lavi had been insufficient for producing tech transfer
licenses until political-level justifications strengthened the case for it.

Theory #2 suffers from the fact that the administration effort came from the
initiative of individuals in the executive branch, not the legislative. Pro-Israel

Members of Congress had long been in favor of the Lavi project, but their support

145 «Chronology of the Arab-Israeli Conflict: October 16, 1982 - January 15, 1983,” Middle East Journal
37, no. 2 (Spring 1983): 239.

146 «The Middle East - Memorandum for the President from William P. Clark.”

147 «yWhat Next in the Peace Process - Memorandum for Robert ‘Bud’ McFarlane from Howard Teicher.”
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had not made the critical difference before, and their efforts to advance the project
were stepped up in the fall of 1983, not in the spring (more on this below).

Theory #3 suffers from the fact the campaign for approval of the Lavi
licenses deliberately bypassed the deep bureaucracy and instead involved a handful
of individuals at the very top of government. The Lavi’s Israeli promoters
acknowledge that they decided “our strategy should be that the Pentagon doesn’t
exist. This is a political decision. We should go to State and the White House”.148

Theory #4 provides the best explanation for America’s decision to grant the
Lavi licenses in April of 1983. Reagan saw Arens as a major improvement over his
predecessor, and Shultz had a very good working relationship with the new defense
minister. The plan to use the Lavi for LSI originated at the White House with an NSC
staffer and was advanced as a result of the personal opinions of McFarlane, Shultz,
and Reagan, over the opposition of Weinberger and members of the bureaucracy.

<Phase Four>

Leadership theory also provides the most persuasive explanation for why the
administration turned toward Israel in late ‘83 and early ‘84 in a manner that
benefitted the Likud electorally. Strategic logic was invoked to justify the turn
toward Israel - which would seem to support Theory #1 - but that logic was
personalized and subjective. Shultz and his advisors believed it, and the president
was evidently brought at least part way along, but Weinberger, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs Vessey, and the State Department’s Near East bureau all disagreed.

Strategic thinking about power balances in the region played a part in the

18 Babcock, “How U.S. came to underwrite Israel’s Lavi fighter project (The Special Relationship: Second
of Four Articles).”
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administration’s policy shift but on the basis of a threat assessment that was
contested and subjective, not consensual and empirically obvious.

Theory #2 also receives some support here but was not a decisive factor in
administration decision-making. AIPAC was a “third rail” consideration and
presidential campaigning did eventually intervene in 1984, but administration
insiders argue that their embrace of the Likud had much more to do with personal
fatigue toward Arab-Israeli issues than electoral pressures.14? The U.S. continued
pushing hard on settlements until Hussein’s tantrum undermined the Jordanian
option. Officials defended this position - including the proposed weapons sale to
Jordan - in front of pro-Israel audiences in spite of open criticism by AIPAC.150 [t
seems that “from Reagan and Shultz on down, [the administration] intended to fight
all-out for the sale even if AIPAC and other Israeli supporters couldn’t be won
over”.151

Members of Congress did put on the agenda a proposal to let IAI pay for
some Lavi expenses incurred in Israel with American military aid. In fact, the main
advocate for the FMS waivers was none other than notorious Texas Rep. Charlie
Wilson of Charlie Wilson’s War fame. He and his colleagues were so eager to support
the project that they even allocated $150 million for the effort than the Israelis were
able to spend in a single year. However, administration approval of the waivers in

November was only a small part of turning toward the Likud, and that measure was

1% Senior Reagan advisor for Mideast Affairs Geoffrey Kemp, “Interview with the Author.”
130 «“Editorial: The President’s Speech,” Near East Report 28, no. 11 (March 16, 1984).
131 Goshko, “Paralysis Seizes Mideast Policy: Foggy Bottom is Left to Grope.”
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approved because it fit with its wider schema on regional security at the time.152
Theory #3 does an exceptionally bad job as an alternative to leadership

theory during this period. The bureaucracy remained alarmist about Likud

intentions but were cut out of the decision-making process. During Begin’s last

days, they argued that

“were Begin to depart, and were the successor government to be
Likud-led, it would likely pursue a similar policy. A Labor
government, however, would be likely to revert partially to earlier,
more flexible Israeli policies. In fact, Labor Party leaders have
given clear signals that they would find the President’'s 1
September proposals a good starting point for negotiations leading
toward a resolution of the Palestinian issue... [Also,] the U.S. must
pursue the Middle East peace process... [because] this issue is
fundamentally important for political and security reasons to most

of the states of Southwest Asia”.153
However, officials from the Near East bureau were “kept largely in the dark” while
the turn toward Israel was being worked out by Shultz’s advisors. More influential
than NEA were those in Shultz’s personal office, Deputy Secretary Eagleburger, and
the secretary’s Policy Planning Staff.1>¢ The perspective at the political level was

“Sure, Shamir was an obstinate little bugger, but Sharon and Begin were out!”.155

2. Perceptions of Close Contests

The theories also diverge with regard to whether or not officials in the
sender state notice that a close leadership contest is brewing in the target. Theories

2 and 3 do not pose very clear predictions in this regard, but national interests

132 Babcock, “How U.S. came to underwrite Israel’s Lavi fighter project (The Special Relationship: Second
of Four Articles).”
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'3 Goshko, “Paralysis Seizes Mideast Policy: Foggy Bottom is Left to Grope.”

133 Former Reagan Advisor, “Interview with the Author”, February 2011.
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theory (Theory #1) suggests that LSI should occur in direct accordance to objective
circumstances abroad, whereas leadership theory (Theory #4) suggests that the
occurrence of LSI should be conditioned first upon whether or not top officials in the
sender state are actually paying attention to political dynamics in the target state.
The matter of perceived close contests may help explain why LSI emerged
during phase two but not in phase one, as well as why U.S. activity during phase two
may not have escalated from partial to full. There was already a steady stream of
[sraeli actions during phase one that upset the administration, but only in phase two
was the Israeli public mobilized enough to make a close contest look feasible.
Administration officials may have held back from full LSI during phase two for hope
that the Kahan Commission might accomplish the dirty work of removing Sharon
without direct American involvement. These observations help offset some of
Theory #1’s poor showing above and also fit with the predictions of Theory #4.
Positive LSI during phase three was no doubt motivated by a belief that
Arens was a viable political actor, either to contend for the top post or at least to
affect Israeli behavior in negotiations. This perception seems to have been correct,
even to some extent regarding Arens’ viability for contesting the PM job. However,
it is not clear how much this perception was fueled by objective indicators versus
individuals’ positive experiences with him from when he served in Washington.
During phase four, the lack of LSI can in part be attributed to matters of
attention and fatigue, providing additional support for Theory #4. Administration
officials had a hangover for Arab-Israeli conflict resolution, and they were distracted

by other issues at the time. One of these was the presidential campaign - which fits
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best with Theory #2 - but so were internal policy debates over how to handle the
Soviet Union and arming Iraq in its war against Iran. Neither the administration’s
approach to Iraq nor the Soviet Union objectively required offsetting concessions
toward Israel, so this distraction should be coded more as a drag on top individuals’
time and attention (Theory #4) than objective strategic interests justifying a change
in Levant policy (Theory #1). As Charlie Hill notes, by mid-1984, nobody was
paying attention to how close the Israeli elections were. That factor was objectively

present but did not garner high-level attention in Washington.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

Whereas the bureaucratic politics approach (Theory #3) and the lobby-
legislative approach (Theory #2) expect these actors and institutions to be well-
informed about administration deliberations over whether or not to conduct LS],
leadership theory (Theory #4) expects that these actors may actually be kept in the
dark about administration intentions.

Both the positive and negative episodes of LSI described above offer
evidence to support the predictions of Theory #4 and the paper paradox in the
deliberative process. Shortly before Judge Clark’s memo to the president calling for
negative LS], Clark’s aide Bud McFarlane passed along a note to update him on their
“close-hold” deliberations over how to deal with “Israel’s intransigence”. He notes
that during a meeting with Phil Habib in the Oval Office “the President agreed that
Israel was the problem”. McFarlane speaks in terms of “the moment of truth” and

“firm action” toward Israel, explaining that
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“All [in the Oval Office] understood the extreme sensitivity of this
issue and the need for discretion. After the meeting I called Ken
Dam and asked that he convene a small discrete [sic] group of three
or four people to think about the issues... Yesterday at 5:30 Ken
Dam convened a meeting. Contrary to my request, 12 people
showed up... All of us agreed that we ought not put anything on
paper until the night before the meeting with the President (if

then)”.156
This pattern also seems to fit internal administration deliberations about positive
LSI during phase three. When I sat down to interview him, former Ambassador to
Israel Samuel Lewis acknowledged: “I don’t know what the hell Teicher’s talking
about. It may be that that argument was made in a memo - I never heard of that

memo - or the NSC meeting, but nobody ever suggested [it] to me”.157

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

Theory #1 offers no predictions for this observable implication, and - since
these cases did not take place during the start of an administration - neither does
Theory #3. Lobby-legislative politics would expect domestic pressures to be more
powerful toward the very end of a term as presidential elections are approaching.
The fact that LSI did not occur during 1984 fits with this prediction, and there does
seem to have been a domestic component to the administration’s decision to
withdraw from Lebanon and embrace the Likud. However, as argued extensively
above, in neither instance was the domestic factor decisive. Rather, key individuals’

subjective perceptions of the strategic environment mattered much more.

1% «Ken Dam’s Close-Hold Review on Where to Go in Lebanon - Memorandum for Judge Clark signed

‘Bud’ [McFarlane]”, January 28, 1983, Collection “Robert McFarlane Files”, Box 5, Folder "Sensitive
Chron File - [01/07/1983 - 03/02/1983], Ronald Reagan Presidential Library. Underlining in the original.
7 Former US Ambassador to Israel Samuel Wingate Lewis, “Interview with the Author.”
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5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

Theory #3 (the bureaucratic politics approach) anticipates that bureaucratic
freelancing should be quite common. However, leadership theory (Theory #4)
claims that it should be much rarer and conditioned upon whether or not the
president demonstrates an active or passive style of overall management and of
specific issue oversight regarding bilateral relations with the target state.

This case provides support for Theory #4, the leadership-based approach.
President Reagan’s behavior during this period was both unusual and
consequential. He acted somewhat out of character when he decisively overruled
his defense secretary to enforce a decision over the Lavi. His support for LSI in this
instance and perhaps during phase two are also out of character for an individual
renowned for his disinterest in the peace process and lax style of oversight.
However, the president’s attention was unusually focused on Israeli policy-making
during this period because of America’s embroilment in the Lebanon conflict.

Some freelancing may still have taken place. Amb. Lewis was later accused of
colluding in early 1983 with a Sharon rival within the Likud, Simcha Ehrlich, to have
the Defense Minister booted out of office.1>8 There are reasons to cast serious doubt
on these claims, but, if true, they could represent an instance of bureaucratic

freelancing. Such behavior would have been in fitting with administration’s goals

138 «Sharon accuses U.S. officials of plotting his ouster,” Associated Press, December 9, 1983, AM Cycle
edition; “Sharon accuses U.S. Ambassador of trying to oust him,” Associated Press, December 9, 1983, PM
Cycle edition; Lewis, “Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis,” 180-94. For instance, the story
came from a reporter who was a favorite recipient of leaks from Sharon, and Ehrlich’s widow denied the
story even though it was predicated upon a claim about documents allegedly in her possession.
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but probably not the specific level of interference that had been authorized.
However, more instances of freelancing emerge during Reagan'’s second term, which

makes sense since he no longer cared so much to address the conflict at that point.

6. Consistency of Message:

The theories also diverge with regard to whether or not the message
communicated by the sender state’s policies are likely to be consistent. Theory #1
(the national interests approach) predicts that this should be unproblematic,
whereas the other theories emphasize institutional or personal disagreements that
may undermine the sender state’s ability to convey a consistent message abroad.

During phase one, the prevailing message toward Israel from Washington
was one of anger with the Likud government, albeit not with the objective of LSI in
mind. This fits with Theories 1, 3, and 4 and somewhat contradicts Theory #2.
Lobby-legislative theory would predict not only that Congress would push back
against this message but that it would do so enough to undermine its
persuasiveness. However, it was quite evident to all involved that Washington’s ire
with Jerusalem was sincere and substantial. Also, other than during the AWACS
dispute, at no point did Congress appear poised to overrule the executive.

During phase two, the message from Washington continued to be one of
frustration but now it included the corollary that improved relations could depend
upon certain members of the Gol departing the scene. This fits Theories 1, 3, and 4
but not the lobby-legislative approach. @ The White House’s message was

undermined, especially vis-a-vis its peace plan, when the Senate Appropriations
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Committee decided to offer increased aid to Israel beyond what the administration
was seeking. However, this deicsion did not prevent Blitzer or other observers from
recognizing by early February that the administration was furious with Sharon,
unhappy with Begin, and perhaps willing to work hard to push them out.

During phase three, the message being conveyed was that Washington
considered Arens a genuine partner and that security relations would prosper if he
remained influential. Congress and AIPAC boosted the Lavi project but were late to
the party, working to achieve FMS waivers but not doing much to project the
message in the first place through the approval of critical tech transfer licenses.

Theories 1 and 3 fare poorly in this instance. The strategic logic for the Lavi
had not been persuasive enough to justify the project during earlier periods, and it
was approved over the firm objection of the Defense Department. However, the
prevailing mood was that these factions were out of favor at the time and they
appeared unlikely to disrupt the administration’s plan once put into action.

Messaging during phase four was both consistent and homogenous, but the

topic of suitability makes for a more interesting question, which is taken up below.

7. Suitability of Message:

Finally, the theories also diverge with regard to whether or not the message
they convey is likely to support or undermine the narrative supported by its favored
protégé within the target state. Theory #1 (national interests theory) holds that this
should be unproblematic, whereas the other approaches emphasize institutional or

personal biases that may detract from the sender state’s ability to convey a suitable
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message for successful LSI.

Phase four was the period in which Washington’s message was most out of
sync with its true preferences toward internal Israeli politics. As noted above, the
strategic logic behind the turn toward Israel was not uniformly accepted within the
U.S. government; some bodies charged with assessing the security strategy -
Defense, the Joint Chiefs, and State’s Near East bureau - strongly objected to the
administration’s approach. However, their objection did little to undermine the
strategy’s unintended impact on the internal Israeli scene. Nor was the
administration’s Likud-friendly message the result of Congress forcing the hand of
an unwilling administration. These trends contradict Theories 1, 2, and 3 with
regard to the observable implication of message suitability.

Rather, it seems that Washington’s message worked against its preferences
about internal Israeli politics because of factors most germane to Theory #4: the
idiosyncratic beliefs, perceptions, and concerns of top U.S. leaders. Reagan was sick
of devoting so much attention to the Levant, and Shultz was absolutely fed up with
the region, having spent almost his entire time in office consumed with managing
the Arab-Israeli conflict. Shultz sold Reagan on the questionable threat of Soviet
tentacles in the region via an overgrown Syria and the outrageous notion that Israeli
decision-makers needed encouragement to be assertive about security affairs. King
Hussein’s tantrum also exacerbated the impact that their strategic embrace of the
Gol had on internal Israeli politics, but the main drivers for this case seem to have

been the subjective experiences of individual American officials.

233



Reagan, Case #3:
Shultz’s Siamese Twins, 1985-1988

During his second term in office, President Reagan and his administration
confronted an entirely different political landscape in Israel. Neither Labor nor
Likud could form a satisfactory government without the other, and so both agreed
to participate in a National Unity Government (NUG). Shimon Peres would serve as
Prime Minister for the first two years, after which he would hand the office over to
Yitzhak Shamir. Understandably, this tenuous balance created numerous
opportunities for American meddling in Israeli politics. It also heightened
sensitivities among right-wing Israelis and some Americans about the risks of LSI.

In this section, I divide Reagan’s second term into three main phase. In each
instance, the administration devised an approach to Israeli politics that was
decentralized, ambivalent, and internally conflicted. Without boots on the ground
or a war in the Levant, President Reagan remained aloof from Arab-Israeli affairs.
For example, his senior Mideast advisor at the NSC recalls: “when I started in 1987...
the President did not place the so-called Middle East peace process high on his
agenda. He paid some attention to it, but only as situations required”.1>® Shultz,
who had increasingly become the president’s surrogate for the conflict, preferred a
deliberately low-key approach that was ill-suited to advancing U.S. objectives in the

Israeli political arena. Other individuals freelanced in ways designed to project a

15 Robert B. Oakley, “Interview with Ambassador Robert B. Oakley”, July 7, 1992, 80, The Foreign
Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST), Library of
Congress.
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firmer line on Israeli political affairs, but their efforts generally came to naught.

As one keen observer points out, Shultz “presided over, and, given President
Reagan’s detachment, was primarily responsible for a fundamental change in
emphasis in U.S. policy on the Arab-Israeli conflict”.160 Further, his policy legacy on
the conflict was “the product as much of his personality and personal style as of any
strategic planning”.161 As journalists have noted, Shultz tended to see the world as “a
problem of management” (unlike, say, Carter the engineer’s conviction that deep-
seated conflicts can and should be solved).162 Instead, the secretary provided ample
grounds for suspecting he was “concerned only with preventing the world from
blowing up in his face tomorrow”.163 Whereas this subdued approach focusing on
conflict management instead of resolution may have been an asset in Cold War
relations - helping nudge Reagan to tone down confrontation with the Soviet Union
during his second term - it also meant that Shultz was terribly ill-suited to creating

anything but drift in the explosive realm of Israeli-Arab relations.

Coding the Dependent Variables

(Occurrence and Efficacy)

Did LSI Occur?

Yes. In all three instances, the administration responded with mixed and
muted voice. Invariably, some officials tried to conduct leadership selection

intervention that would help bolster Shimon Peres, but in each case they were

10 Kathleen Christison, “The Arab-Isracli Policy of George Shultz,” Journal of Palestine Studies 18, no. 2
(Winter 1989): 44.

! Ibid., 43.

162 Elisabeth Bumiller, “Gentle George & the Quiet Roar at State,” Washington Post, December 14, 1982.
163 Ronald Steel, “Shultz’s Way,” New York Times (Magazine), January 11, 1987.
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stymied by the president’s disinterest and the secretary of state’s opposition.

During phase one (1985 and 1986), the U.S. Ambassador to Israel sought to
help Labor void its rotation agreement with the Likud by producing a major
Jordanian peace deal that the right-wing would no doubt reject. There were no
doubt impediments to reaching such a solution, but Amb. Thomas Pickering did not
get much help from back home. The rotation agreement took place as planned:
Shamir became PM, and Peres moved to the foreign ministry.

During phase two (1987), FM Peres finally achieved a major breakthrough on
the peace process: a secret agreement in London with King Hussein over how to
launch negotiations. However, since he was no longer prime minister, Peres could
not dissolve his government at will, and PM Shamir was dead set against the plan.
Instead, Labor needed enough drama to garner 61 votes in the Knesset in order to
topple Shamir, and for that Peres depended upon America to get involved. He and
King Hussein sought for the U.S. to pitch their secret agreement as its own, so as to
give each of them enough political cover to sign onto it in public. Pickering and
some other U.S. officials hoped Washington would pursue an activist approach to
the Accords that would help boost the forces of peace. However, Shultz refused to
let the administration get involved. The London Accords - probably the last chance
for a realistic Jordanian option - fizzled out due to apparent lack of U.S. interest, and,
along with them, Peres’s chances of toppling the unity government.

During phase three (1988), the U.S. government found itself back in the peace
processing business. The outbreak of the first Palestinian intifada convinced many

that something had to be done, and it gradually became clear even to Shultz that
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Shamir was “still captive of old ways of thinking”.164 Whereas previously President
Reagan had proposed his own peace plan in September of 1982, this time he left it to
his secretary of state, who revealed what became known as the Shultz Initiative in
the beginning of '88. Shultz was not deterred by Congressional opposition, nor by
the fact that it was a presidential election year, but he continued to believe that
anything successful had to be done through Shamir, not over his opposition.
Because Shultz refused to back up his plan with American threats, Shamir therefore
felt free to kill Shultz’s Plan by being obstinate nonetheless. Some administration
officials tried to help Peres by toughening up Shultz’s soft touch, but without the
president’s consistent support they were marginalized throughout.

Finally, I also contrast American efforts to influence Israeli politics with those
by other outside actors during Reagan'’s second term, especially in 1988. Jordan and
Egypt were both intensively involved in trying to shape Israeli politics. It seems the
PLO, France, Britain, and perhaps even the USSR each tried a hand at this as well.

<Phase One: Blocking Rotation>

Peres pursued four priorities during his rump term as prime minister: (1)
fixing Israel’s crisis-ridden economy, (2) withdrawing the IDF from south-central
Lebanon to a smaller security zone above Israel’s border, (3) resolving a dispute
with Egypt over Taba, and (4) promoting a peace plan that used the Jordanian

option. This last item was of greatest interest long-term to Washington, but the

164 “Meeting with the President, 1/22/87: Middle East [should read 88] - Memorandum of Input from
Shultz”, n.d., Collection “Near East and South Asia Affairs Directorate, Dennis Ross Files”, Box 3,
Folder “Peace Process: Transitional (2 of 3),” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.
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other three items were more pressing and took up much of his time in office.16>

According to Arthur Hughes, who served as deputy chief of mission at
Embassy Tel Aviv, it was clear that for Peres “one of his objects in life was to figure
out how to break the national unity government... before the transition”.16¢6  While
he was still prime minister, Peres had more assets at his disposal for doing so. He
could dissolve the government at will and was not required to muster 61 Knesset
votes. He could also refuse to hand off the premiership, although he felt he needed a
rather extraordinary justification for doing so0.167 Thus, Labor leaders sought to
achieve something dramatic on the Jordanian track that would be unacceptable to
the Likud but seen by the public as an important step forwards.168

Apparently, Ambassador to Israel Thomas Pickering sought to help Peres use
the issue of talks with Jordan as a means of both advancing the peace process and
expelling the Likud from power. Pickering’s political counselor at the embassy,
Roger Harrison, told the foreign service oral history now deposited at the Library of
Congress that that Pickering “was conspiring... playing a quasi-partisan role in the
[[sraeli] political equation”.16® Another individual who was familiar with this case
confirms that some U.S. ambassadors to Israel “played Israeli politics without

getting their hands dirty... did Thomas Pickering play? Yes he did”.170

165 Shimon Peres, Battling for Peace: A Memoir, trans. David Landau (Random House, 1995), 302; Lewis,
“Interview with Ambassador Samuel Wingate Lewis,” 178-179.

166 Arthur Hughes, “Interview with Ambassador Arthur H. Hughes”, January 27, 1998, 35, The Foreign
Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST), Library of
Congress.

17 Michael Bar-Zohar, Shimon Peres: The Biography (Random House, 2007), 398-399.

18 Adam Garfinkle, Israel and Jordan in the Shadow of War (St. Martin’s Press, 1992), 128-129.

1 Harrison, “Interview with Ambassador Roger G. Harrison”, November 30, 2001, 79, The Foreign
Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST), Library of
Congress.
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When an analyst for AIPAC went and met with the American ambassador the
following summer, the headline that came out of their conversation was “Pickering
denies interference,” in which he “acknowledged that the U.S. position on an
international conference on the Middle East is closer to that of Isralei Foreign
Minister Shimon Peres than Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir but denied that in
publicly communicating that policy Washington was meddling in internal Israeli
affairs”.171 He felt compelled to insist that that United States has “on every occasion
tried to make clear to all of our contacts that we did not wish to interfere and would
not interfere in the internal political process in Israel and we were going at the same
time to conduct our foreign policy by explaining clearly our position”.172 He
recognized that “it is true that some in Israel have been sensistive to our position
[and] have criticized us merely for articulating it, but nowhere in my diplomatic
history did the doctrine of non-interference in internal domestic affairs ever
impinge upon a state’s right, indeed its obligation, to its own people to make its view
known”.173

Pickering reflects back that he saw Peres as “an Israeli leader who showed
the potential promise for bringing Israel along [and] should in fact be in the
centerpiece of our concentration”. He also felt that the ideological dividing line in
Israeli politics was quite stark and justified speedy action: “the truth was, David,
that no agreement to organize a peace arrangement in my view as then bridgeable

between Likud and even King Hussein... so we had to see what could be put in

171 «pjckering Denies Interference,” Near East Report 31, no. 32 (August 10, 1987).
2 Tbid.
' Ibid.
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place... regardless of whether there are Herut Likudniks deep in the background”.174

In order to succeed, he notes that obviously Peres could “enlist several forces
to his side... one was the U.S. and the other was the Israeli public”. Because of the
NUG Peres “was forced into a situation in which, if he wanted to make progress, he
had to use those levers”. The ambassador says that he dealt with Peres “almost
daily. Sometimes less than that, but often” and would frequently sit down with
Peres aides Yossi Beilin and Nimrod Novik as well.17>

Harrison claims that Pickering “was interested in devising with Peres a peace
proposal which would be attractive domestically, but unacceptable to the Likud”.176

He suggests that Pickering was maneuvering

“in collaboration with Peres... [and] Novik... [and] Beilin... to bring
about a peace plan which could then be the subject of an election
which would then prevent Shamir from coming to power. The idea
being that Peres could not simply declare that he wasn’t going to
leave office, but he might by proposing a peace plan that was
acceptable to the Arab side, the Palestinian side, he might then put
that to referendum [sic] which would have the same effect. Peres
was continuing [sic] promising Pickering he could deliver the
Knesset for this... but the notion was that if you came to the
Knesset with a fait accompli with the Palestinians’ signature on it,
even though the Likud was opposed to it... the Knesset would
accept it and therefore [sic] or if they turned it down you could

take it to a referendum in the country as a whole and win”.177

Meanwhile “I thought that Peres could not deliver. It was my view that he was over
promising... whether you didn’t like him or not [sic], whether you could deal with

Sharon or not, or Shamir or not... you just simply couldn’t override their wishes as

174 Former US Ambassador to Isracl Thomas Pickering, “Interview with the Author”, April 9, 2011.
175 [1a:
Ibid.
' Harrison, “Interview with Ambassador Roger G. Harrison,” 83.
"7 Tbid., 78-79.
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Peres hoped to do and ram it down his throat”.178
Also, William Quandt writes that this desire to help Peres among some

applied to other issues as well. He explains that

“However tempted some American officials may have been to press forward with an
initiative [on assembling a joint Jordanian-Palestinian negotiating team] in these
seemingly propitious circumstances, there were three offsetting considerations...
the third inhibition was derived from a concern for the political standing of Israeli
Prime Minister Peres.. Some American officials wanted to help Peres position
himself for a showdown with the Likud. This desire led them to advise against
anything that could be viewed as causing a strain in U.S.-Israeli relations, such as
American dealings with the PLO”.179

Ideologically, members of the Reagan administration appeared to have been
much closer to Peres than Shamir in their general outlook on the conflict. However,
it is unclear how widely this strategy translated into support back in Washington.
U.S. officials seemed to prefer Peres at the time but were not uniformly interested to
intervene on his behalf.

President Reagan’s views are particularly striking in this regard. He
remarked upon meeting receiving Peres in 1984 that “I think he is the most flexible
and reasonable PM that I've known since I've been in office”.180 Upon his next
Washington visit one year later, Reagan writes in his diary “a meeting with PM of
Israel. I hope he remains PM. He’s a statesman and a fine man”.181 Finally, when
Peres visited on the eve of the rotation agreement Reagan wrote “Shimon Peres time
- PM of Israel. [ admire him very much and am sorry the pol. rotation agreement

will see him replaced as PM of Israel by Shamir. Of course, he will be Foreign

"7 Tbid., 79.
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Minister then. That will help some. He’s done a great job seeing the way toward
peace in the Middle East”.182 He later wrote that “I found [Peres] less combative and
much more reasonable than Begin,” more open to American relations with moderate
Arab states, and that “I liked Shimon Peres... a statesman who was more realistic
about the Middle East than Begin.. [who] recognized that any solution to the
region’s problems would have to include a resolution of the issue of the Palestinian
refugees”.183

However, Reagan kept the process at arm'’s length and did little to advance
the prospects for an Israeli-Jordanian deal. If the Jordanians and Israelis could agree
upon a satisfactory Palestinian contingent to participate in their negotiations,
Reagan would let Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs Richard
Murphy meet with the delegation to confer it with U.S. backing. However, Reagan
insisted that two conditions be met: that the participants could not be remotely
associated with the PLO and that the talks had to take place in the context of direct
negotiations, not an international conference. According to Shultz, “Ronald Reagan
was taking a personal stand on this, and he was steadfast”.184 In fact, by helping to
work out a set of lowest common denominator principles among the parties during
a showboating tour of the region that summer, VP Bush showed more direct
involvement in these issues than either the president or the secretary of state.

Shultz expressed some concerns that Peres was “operating up to - and

perhaps beyond - the limits of his political capability in his coalition

**2 Ibid., 639.

'8 Ronald Reagan, 4n American Life (Simon and Schuster, 1990), 427 & 493.

'8 George Pratt Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph: Diplomacy, Power and the Victory of the American Ideal
(Scribner’s, 1993), 453-454.
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government”.18> He did lead a U.S. effort to bail out the Israeli economy and
encourage major structural reforms, which boosted Peres’s standing enormously,
but the secretary was not motivated by Israeli domestic politics in this regard.

But by refusing to facilitate some sort of compromise between the Jordanian
and Israeli positions on an international conference, Shultz “fail[ed] to even
encourage Israel’s then-Prime Minister Peres in his 1985-86 attempts to pursue the
Jordanian option”.186 When Peres was finally focusing on Jordan in early 1986,
instead of trying to throw off the rotation agreement Shultz approached the talks in
order to “get something going so that Peres can put something in place that the
other guy can’t tear down”.187

In any event, he was much more interested in developments on the ground
than in producing something dramatic on the negotiating track that would help
Peres. When King Hussein visited Washington that June - an ideal opportunity to
push for some sort of breakthrough - the talking points and briefing memo sent by
the secretary to the president say almost nothing about the negotiations track and
instead focus on promoting Shultz’s plan for trilateral confidence building measures
to boost quality of life and marginalize supporters of the PLO in the territories.188

<Phase Two: The London Agreement>

Shimon Peres continued discreet negotiations with Jordan as Israel’s foreign

%3 1bid., 453.

18 Christison, “Splitting the Difference,” 31 & 45.

187 Cluverius, “Interview with Ambassador Wat Tyler Cluverius IV”, May 31, 1990, 52, The Foreign
Affairs Oral History Collection of the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST), Library of
Congress.
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minister. He and the king secretly met in London in April of 1987 and ironed out the
remaining areas of disagreement. They would both accept a multilateral conference
but as a toothless opening ceremony. All substantive talks would take place in
bilateral negotiations, including direct talks between Israel and a joint Jordanian-
Palestinian delegation. All Palestinian participants would publicly renounce
terrorism and accept UNSCRs 242 and 338 to help mitigate Israeli sensitivities over
loose affiliations with the PLO. There would be no right of referral from the bilateral
talks back to the main plenary.

However, both leaders were skittish about the domestic political constraints,
deciding their agreement should remain secret and instead should be pitched as an

American plan to provide them with greater political cover. Peres recalls that

“we had decided, therefore, to transmit [the agreements] to the Americans, with
each side separately informing the Americans that these documents summarized the
position we had agreed on. We would both ask the United States to adopt the
agreement, and to present it, through the Secretary of State, as an American

proposal 189
At first, American officials were thrilled when informed about the London
Agreement. Peres aide Yossi Beilin rushed to Helsinki to catch the secretary on his
way to meetings in Moscow. Beilin met with Shultz’s chief of staff, Charlie Hill,
whom Peres says was “unreservedly enthusiastic”.1°0¢ Another account claims that

Shultz told Hill in excitement “we’ve got a touchdown!”191 As a result, Peres says

'8 Peres, Battling for Peace, 308.

" Tbid., 309.
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“Beilin returned from Helsinki full of optimism. Ambassador
Pickering in Tel Aviv was equally enthusiastic, as was Dick Murphy,
who said he could hardly believe his eyes when he read the draft
accords. All of us felt that we had made a major breakthrough, and
that Shamir’s fears would be allayed: the international conference

would not have the power to impose any solution, and the PLO

would not participate in the negotiations”.192

Upon his return home from London, Peres met with Shamir and informed
him in detail about the agreement, although he refused to leave a text of the accord
for fear of leaks.13 Shamir then dispatched Arens to Foggy Bottom in hopes of
dissuading Shultz from endorsing the Accord. Shultz says he tried to argue the
merits of the deal with him, “describ[ing] for Arens in excruciating detail exactly
how a conference could work and be kept under control, but he would not

budge”.1%4 In his memo to the president describing the meeting, Shultz reports:

“I made clear that I did not agree with the arguments that Shamir
had made against the London Agreement and its significance. I said
that I considered that it reflected a possibility that never existed
before. Nevertheless, I accepted Shamir’s negative answer,
although I consider it unfortunate since the King is finally ready to

engage in negotiations with Israel”.195
During their meeting, Shultz also agreed to a number of conditions that
destroyed the momentum of the London Agreement and, along with it, the political
gambit by Shimon Peres. He informed Arens that Labor asked him to present the
agreement as a U.S. proposal and agreed not to do so. He also agreed not to visit the

region to promote the plan and accepted Arens’s argument that the only way for
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progress to be made was for Shamir to hold his own secret meeting with Hussein.

Shultz really believed in this approach, claiming that “the Hussein-Shamir
meeting... is the next essential step - realistically, little further progress is possible
without it. Only Hussein can give Shamir the stake in the process”.1°¢ However, this
argument was unrealistic for a variety of reasons. First, it was widely known within
the U.S. government that Shamir rejected the principle of land for peace. For
instance, an interagency paper being assembled at the time observed that “on the
substantive issues to be taken up in negotiations, Shamir remains adamantly
opposed to any solution based on territorial compromise”.197 Yet this was a sine qua
non for any sort of meaningful progress with Jordan and other Arab states.

Additionally, Hussein'’s political strategy had been predicated upon working
around Shamir to bring back Peres, not working through him. The king was
convinced that “Shamir’s opposition isn’t to the agreement and the international
conference idea but to any negotiations based on UNSC Resolution 242 and the
principle of ‘land-for-peace’.”198 Hussein relented in his opposition, but what he
heard in his July meeting with Shamir frightened the king and left him perturbed
about the reliability of Washington’s role.

When Shultz proposed to the two of them in October that they forego a

stand-alone, symbolic conference for a press event on the sidelines of an upcoming
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superpower conference, Hussein had finally had lost hope in the U.S. approach and
said no. Shultz’s staff wanted to troubleshoot further, but Shultz said “stop talking
about it... it's over. No more memos. No need for a postmortem”. He claims he had
been told by an unenthusiastic Reagan that “the first guy who vetoes it kills it”.19°
Others within the administration hoped for a more vigorous approach that
would be more prone to aiding Peres. For instance, Peres claims that the plan to
pitch London as an American idea was “in accordance with a prior understanding
we had reached with Dick Murphy and Tom Pickering”.200 If Murphy and Pickering
agreed to do so, they were exceeding their authority. One observer wonders if Peres
made this claim based upon a miscommunication or misunderstanding.21 When I
asked Murphy if the idea of pitching an agreement between Hussein and Peres as an
American proposal had come up before London, he acknowledged “it must have”.202
Pickering says “there was no question that as a matter of possibilities it had been
discussed that if Hussein and Peres could reach agreement it would be very
important for the United States to pick it up and see if we could move it, but it was
never discussed in terms of the conditions or where it was at the present time”.203
Once Peres had informed Shamir about London, Pickering also sought to
endorse Peres’s plan. Although he knew it might be a difficult sell, the ambassador
wrote the secretary a cable that was so enthusiastic that Harrison, his disgruntled

aide, tried to send a dissenting cable as a minority report. However, Pickering put a
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hold on Harrison’s message, so it did not get through in time to make a difference.204
Although it was not their “main goal,” officials at the NSC also advocated a
policy approach that they knew “will help Peres”. They called for the administration

to be more “actively engaged” and that

“such engagement requires us to keep the pressure on Shamir...
pursuing answers to these questions and saying so publicly will
keep the heat on Shamir.... building pressure on Shamir to be
responsive both on the ground and on a negotiating track... We

think he is blocking movement toward peace”.205
They also called for a presidential speech to indicate that the peace process was high
on his agenda but were unable to elicit his interest.

Robert Oakley, the head of the Near East and South Asian affairs at the NSC,
complained that Shultz’s slow-roll approach was harming the peace process. Shultz
proposed sending his aide Charlie Hill on a mission to encourage movement by
Shamir, but Oakley pointed out that it was being pursued in a manner that was all
carrot and no stick, yet “another low-key push”. He recalled that they had approved
of Hill’s mission “not simply to convey interest [and win Shamir’s confidence], but to
lay out a plan that Shamir would have a hard time rejecting”. He emphasized Shultz
had not been to the region in over two years, claiming “we appear disinterested,
distracted, and purposeless.... we are seen in the region and elsewhere (including in

Congress) as having given up the general diplomatic initiative”.206 National security

294 Harrison, “Interview with Ambassador Roger G. Harrison,” 79; Former US Ambassador to Isracl
Thomas Pickering, “Interview with the Author.”

205 <L etter from King Hussein - Memorandum for Frank C. Carlucci from Robert B. Oakley.”

206 «Shultz Agenda for Today’s Meeting with the President - Memorandum for Frank C. Carlucci from
Robert B. Oakley”, July 29, 1987, Collection “Ross, Dennis Files”, Box 7, Folder “Chron File July 1987,”
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.
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advisor Frank Carlucci agreed, urging the president to ask Shultz announce a visit
the region soon so as to “demonstrate a higher level of interest and commitment”.207

Shultz’s line carried the day, and Peres was unable to use an endorsement of
the London Agreement by Washington to engineer his return to power.

<Phase Three: The Shultz Initiative>

After letting the 1987 process sputter out, Shultz found himself back in the
peace processing business just a few months later and even pitched a new peace
plan that became known as the Shultz Initiative. Anger and despair in the territories
had burst out in the form of the first Palestinian intifada, which started in December
of '87. He denounced “drift in the peace process,” though it was partly his own
doing, and concluded that “both Israel and Jordan are out of fresh, workable ideas,”
despite Kkilling off their last fresh, workable idea.2%8 One of his advisors noted that it

took a lot of effort to persuade Shultz to invest into the process again:

“When the intifada breaks out in December of 87, Shultz’s first
inclination was to give a speech, it's not to come up with a political
initiative. And he becomes persuaded of the need for it, of an
initiative, and in a sense that’s how the Shultz Plan, the Shultz
Initiative gets born... but it wasn’t the first thing he thought of.
First thing he thought of was well let’s give a speech and talk about
the violence and the intifada.

Q: So what changed his mind?

A: Staff work. Staff convinced him to add a policy to the speech”209

Reluctantly, Shultz gradually accepted that an actual plan was needed.

The plan featured some modifications to suit current times but in many ways

207 «“Meeting with George Shultz Today - Memorandum for the President from Frank C. Carlucci”, July 29,
1987, Collection “Ross, Dennis Files”, Box 7, Folder “Chron File July 1987,” Ronald Reagan Presidential
Library.

2% “Meeting with the President, 1/22/87: Middle East [should read 88] - Memorandum of Input from
Shultz.”

299 Retired Senior American Diplomat, “Interview with the Author.”
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was not so different from the accords he had let linger just months before. There
would be an international conference substantive enough to give Hussein cover but
tied into direct bilateral talks and toothless enough to win over Israelis. There
would be a Palestinian entity tied in confederation to Jordan. The main new item
was a revision of the traditional Camp David formula for an interim period followed
by final status. Instead, there would be partial “interlock” between talks on interim
status (to entice the Israelis) and final status (to appeal to Arabs).

After having neglected the region for over two years before visiting that past
October, Shultz undertook a remarkable series of four intensive shuttles in
February, March, April, and June of 1988.210 Although he may have disagreed with
Shamir’s perspective, he was determined to try working through the Israeli Prime
Minister rather than against him. Shultz’s advisor confirmed for me that the
secretary had no interest in trying to outmaneuver the Likud PM through LSI.211
However, some U.S. officials had other ideas. At various points they sought to
toughen Shultz’s low-key message in ways that would benefit Labor at the polls.

Shultz’s February shuttle went poorly. Peres and Egypt endorsed the plan,
but Shamir, Hussein, and Assad of Syria were ambivalent, saying no but thanking the
secretary for his efforts. Shamir blasted the idea of an international conference -
even a watered down one - as absolutely unacceptable. Shultz suspected that this
argument was an excuse because Shamir was also making statements that

contradicted the very premise of land for peace. And yet he sheepishly admits that

21° Barbara Slavin, “Shultz having another go at Middle East,” St. Petersburg Times, June 3, 1988.
I Retired Senior American Diplomat, “Interview with the Author.”

250



“I hoped that Yitzhak Shamir would somehow seize the moment”.212

In March, Shultz tried again, delivering hand-written letters to leaders in
Jordan, Syria, Egypt, and on both sides of the aisle in Israel. The letters formalized
his plan and requested a formal response in ten days. Peres endorsed the offer and
leaked a copy to the press in order to draw attention to the dispute.213 At this point,
Shamir responded harshly, proclaiming that “the only word in the Shultz plan which
is I accept is his signature”.214 He scheduled a Washington visit for the very last day
of the ten-day decision period, and observers expected an imminent confrontation.

While in Washington, Shamir held one meeting with the president and four
with Shultz, including coming over for pancakes cooked by the secretary’s wife.215
The president reiterated his support for the peace plan but did not specify that there
would be consequences for letting the ten-day deadline lapse. Shamir held steady,
neither endorsing nor rejecting the plan, and returned home proclaiming victory.216

In April, Shultz tried to boost public sentiment in Israel and Jordan for the
proposal by giving extended interviews for television and print outlets, insisting
that their leaders were missing a major opportunity.217 He also suggested that
hardliners could not kill the plan because he would continue his effort even without

immediate signs of progress.218

212 Shultz, Turmoil and T riumph, 1026. Also, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/0079/A/1), trans.,
“Israel: Peres and Shamir comment on Shultz Initiative,” Israel Television (i) and (ii), February 17, 1988.
213 John Kifner, “Shamir foils vote on U.S. peace plan,” New York Times, March 7, 1988.

214 David K. Shipler, “Can the U.S. Persuade Shamir to Yield on an Issue of Security?,” New York Times,
March 13, 1988.

215 Shamir, Summing Up: An Autobiography, 176.

216 Jocelyn Noveck, “Shamir Returns from U.S., Mobbed by Supporters,” Associated Press, March 22,
1988; “Mr. Yitzhak Shamir, the Prime Minister, returned home yesterday from the U.S.,” Financial Times,
March 23, 1988.

' Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, 1031.

18 «Shultz urges speed in peace talks,” Los Angeles Times, April 4, 1988.
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However, in his effort to win PM Shamir’s support he opted for carrots when
he probably needed a stick. Shultz fought and won an internal American debate to
grant the Likud government a memorandum of understanding that formalized
ongoing strategic dialogues and declared Israel a major non-NATO ally. The
president granted Shultz’s request out of deference to his chosen point person on
the peace process. Thus, the MOU was announced during the April shuttle and
signed later that month in honor of Israel’s independence day.21°

Peres soon made arrangements to visit Washington in mid-May. During his
visit, he urged the U.S. not to abandon the peace plan during Israeli elections so as
not to feed into despair and fundamentalism.220 News outlets treated the visit as “a
bid by Peres for U.S. support in advance of Israel’s fall election”.221 An official in the
Prime Minister’s office attacked America for “meddling in Israel’s interior problems”
and claimed that “it shows the Foreign Minister using his official visit to Washington
to get the American support for him in the political campaign”.222

Shultz returned for his final shuttle two weeks later in early June, knowing it
would probably be his last.222 He chose to base his regional travel out of Cairo
instead of Jerusalem, which was perceived as a possible sign of his frustration with

Shamir.224 Yet in an even bolder slap to Shultz the prime minister arranged to leave

219 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/0118/i(a))), trans., “US and Israel to sign ‘memorandum of
understanding’”, April 6, 1988; James McCartney, “Reagan signs new friendship pact with Israel despite
woes over plan,” Houston Chronicle, April 22, 1988.

220 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/0154/1), “Israeli Vice Prime Minister in Washington”, May
18, 1988.

2! Ruth Sinai, “Peres meets with Shultz, other officials,” Associated Press, May 16, 1988.

22 Joel Brinkley, “Israclis say U.S. praise of Peres may backfire,” New York Times, May 19, 1988.

23 Retired Senior American Diplomat, “Interview with the Author.”

% Slavin, “Shultz having another go at Middle East.”
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town for a UN conference shortly after the secretary’s arrival.225 Shultz made some
cautionary statements, calling the occupation a “dead-end street” and warning about
the risks of war, but he left for home empty handed.226 He insisted he was ready for
a fifth shuttle if prospects on the ground warranted it, but this was not to be.227

Shultz had hoped earlier on that a public endorsement of the plan by King
Hussein would put pressure on Shamir to reciprocate but was disappointed when
the king handed him a list of request clarifications in lieu of a yes. However, the
Jordanians seem to have been more receptive than the Israeli government. Indeed,
Reagan wrote in his diary then that Shultz “just can’t move Shamir. He has King
Hussein & Egypts [sic] Moubarak going for him but not the hold out” Shamir, who is
“being bullheaded about our peace proposal”.228 Although Shultz tends to equate
Jordanian ambivalence and Likud obstructionism in his memaoirs, his private cables
admit that “Hussein is engaging with the process while Shamir is not”.229

At this point, America’s window of opportunity began to close. The intifada
had been putting the king under increasing pressure to fall in line with the PLO, and
the Arab summit that took place shortly after Shultz’s visit in June marked the
beginning of the end for his assertive claims to the West Bank. Hussein was under
strong pressure throughout the Arab world orchestrated by the PLO and he had

simply had enough. At the summit, he stressed his acceptance of the PLO as “the

225 David Bernstein, “Shamir escapes the Shultz hard sell,” The Times (of London), June 6, 1988.

226 «“Shultz can’t sell Shamir on talks,” Reuters, June 6, 1988.

227 Jay Bushinsky, “Shultz open to 5th peace shuttle,” Chicago Sun-Times, June 8, 1988.

228 Reagan, The Reagan Diaries, 895 & 852.

229 «Jerusalem, April 5, 1988: My Meetings in Israel and Syria - Cable for the President from George P.
Shultz”, April 5, 1988, Collection, “NSC Near East and South Asia Directorate - Dennis Ross Files”, Box
3, Folder “Peace Process: Shultz 1988 Trip [Feb 25-March 5] (1 of 2),” Ronald Reagan Presidential
Library.
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sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people,” proclaimed that the PLO
must represent the Palestinian people at any future peace conference, and
suggested he was open to an independent Palestinian state not confederated with
Jordan.230 On July 31st he gave a landmark speech announcing that Jordan would
sever it administrative and legal ties to Palestinian institutions in the West Bank.
This process was a huge setback for Peres and also marked the end of the

Shultz Plan. His aide noted that by early June Shultz was already

“aware that the initiative is dead, and he goes with the intention to
leave behind a rhetorical record of which the Washington Institute
speech is the capstone, so you can read his public statements in the
region, | think there was an op-ed at the time that he published in
the Washington Post, and then the Washington Institute speech as
a - almost an integral whole. Shultz was of the belief that you
needed to leave something behind and it wasn’t going to be a peace

process, so it could be this rhetorical record”.231

With Hussein’s disavowal of the West Bank, the secretary also began to explore
other avenues for progress, including hints that the PLO was ready to moderate its
positions in response for American engagement. By the time Israeli elections rolled
around, Shultz was no longer actively pushing his peace plan on the parties.

Some American officials disagreed with Shultz’s conciliatory approach and
did what they could to toughen America’s Mideast diplomacy in ways that might
better benefit Labor. When Shamir visited in March, NSC staff persuaded the

president to announce that “the United States will not slice this initiative apart and

29 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/0174/1), “King Husayn says Shultz initiative still the subject
of dialogue,” Ma ariv, June 10, 1988; “Jordan gives unconditional backing to PLO: Hussein turnabout,
Gadhafi outburst mark ‘stormy’ Arab summit session,” Houston Chronicle, June 8, 1988.

3! Retired Senior American Diplomat, “Interview with the Author.” See also George Pratt Shultz, ““The
Reagan Administration’s Approach to Middle East Peacemaking’ - Speech by Secretary of State George P.
Shultz to the Washington Institute for Near East Policy’s Wye Plantation Policy Conference, 1988~
(Washington Institute for Near East Policy, September 16, 1988).
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will not abandon it”. In surprisingly tough language that could be interpreted as a a
threat of LSI, Reagan suggested “those who will say ‘no’ to the United States plan,
and the prime minister has not used this word, need not answer to the United
States. They’ll need to answer to their own people on why they turned down a
realistic and sensible plan”. Shultz privately notified Shamir about the Reagan
language a day in advance, and allegedly Shamir “almost popped”.232

There was also a furious internal debate over Shultz’s desire to provide Israel
with the April MOU. Allegedly the debate “pitted Shultz against ‘everybody else’,”
with Pickering and national security advisor Colin Powell being perhaps the most
outspoken. One upset White House official complained “we’ve been trying the soft-
soap approach for years and have nothing to show for it... why do we want to
reward Shamir? What has he done for us? He can now claim that there has been no
cost to his stonewalling our initiative”. Administration officials also tried to play
down the agreement, deviating from normal protocol by giving the document to
journalists only when specifically queried and holding the U.S. signing ceremony in a
room without cameras, attended only by VP Bush and the Israeli ambassador.233

These officials did what they could to help Peres during his visit in May. They
convinced Reagan to praise him as “creative and [having] the courage and wisdom

to say yes when real opportunities arise” while criticizing “leaders who are negative,

2 John M. Goshko, “President fails to persuade Shamir: Deadlock on Mideast Plan Unbroken after White
House Parley,” Washington Post, March 17, 1988; Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, “Shultz thwarts
Shamir’s strategy,” Chicago Sun-Times, March 21, 1988; David K. Shipler, “Reagan ‘Will Not Abandon’
Middle East Peace Plan,” New York Times, March 17, 1988.

23 Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, “Shultz’s Israel Stumble,” Chicago Sun-Times, April 22, 1988;
McCartney, “Reagan signs new friendship pact with Israel despite woes over plan”; “U.S., Israel sign
friendship pact: Ceremony goes on despite opposition within administration,” Dallas Morning News, April
22, 1988.
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consistently reject new ideas... [and] make progress impossible”.234 The gesture
was perceived as support for Peres and “indirect criticism of the prime minister”.235

Finally, when Labor was damaged by King Hussein’s divorce from the West
Bank, administration officials scrambled to somehow keep the process moving.
Reagan called for a rather odd emergency summit in late September at the UN
General Assembly between Peres and his Egyptian counterpart, FM Esmat Abdel
Meguid, to discuss the state of the peace process. Washington ensured Peres left the
meeting with a tangible takeaway, granting his request that employees of Israel’s
defense procurement mission in New York be granted consular status.23¢ Pickering
agrees there was evidently a domestic angle to the meeting and recalls that the
Likud “raised hell when... the U.S. demeaned the position of Shamir as prime
minister by asking his opponent to come to talk about the peace process”.237 Shamir
both belittled the event for having “no special value” and suggested it was an
egregious attempt by Washington to tip the scales in Israel’s election.238

Thus, during 1988 the prevailing American posture was exemplified by
Secretary of State Shultz’s initiative, which was very firmly intended to focus on
eliciting Israeli behavior change while avoiding negative LSI. However, there was a
strong undercurrent of opposition to this approach from other U.S. officials at the

working level, who preferred a policy of leadership selection intervention.

234 Brinkley, “Israelis say U.S. praise of Peres may backfire.”

25 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts (ME/0156/i), “Isracl Shamir declines to react to USA’s ‘indirect
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<Post-Script: Other Meddlers>

A remarkable feature of the National Unity Government is that it also elicited
LSI toward Israeli politics from a whole panoply of outside actors. Besides the
United States, this group included Jordan, Egypt, the PLO, Britain, France, and
perhaps even the USSR. 1 briefly discuss those efforts here in order to provide
another point of reference for understanding American behavior during this period.
Most of these efforts focused on the Israeli elections of 1988 and were probably in
part elicited by international concern in light of the ongoing Palestinian intifada.

The Jordanian effort is most obvious. As early as 1985, the king’s strategy
was consciously predicated upon trying to help Shimon Peres call of the rotation

agreement. Adam Garfinkle explains that

“Peres and his group understood however, as did the King, who is
an expert in Israeli domestic politics, that as long as Likud
remained a part of the Israeli government, dramatic breakthroughs
were possible only in potential. The idea was to build up functional
ties and a series of interim measures or changes that implied
change in the Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza. These
changes would create a certain trajectory that ultimately would
force the divided Israeli government to break up. Peres’s hope, and
no doubt Hussein’s too, was that by the time the domestic political
crunch came, enough hopefulness would have been created in

Israel and the United States to tip the scales toward Labor”.239

In 1987, after he finally reached that agreement in London, the king wrote a letter to
Shultz urging him to “get engaged and help Peres; he is exposed”.240 British PM

Thatcher wrote a similar letter to President Reagan calling on him to shore up Peres

29 Garfinkle, Israel and Jordan, 112.
40 <L etter from King Hussein - Memorandum for Frank C. Carlucci from Robert B. Oakley.”
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after meeting with Hussein that summer.241

Hussein’s decision to sever ties from the West Bank in 1988 was immensely
damaging to Peres, but within his new constraints the king tried to mitigate that
damage. He appeared on Nightline back-to-back with Shimon Peres, proclaiming
that a Shamir victory would be a disaster.242 One week before the Israeli vote, the
king also hosted a trilateral summit in Aqaba with Mubarak and Arafat designed to
hint that confederation might still be possible. A source from the Jordanian court
admitted to the press, “we believe that a strong Arab position before the elections
would help the (Israeli) voters”.243

Egypt also played an active role trying to influence the Israeli election.
Leaving Agaba, President Mubarak proclaimed that Egypt, Jordan, and the PLO had
reached a secret agreement on confederation, though offering few details about the
alleged union.2#* Elaborating on the meeting’s purpose, Mubarak’s chief foreign
policy advisor, Osama el-Baz, told the press that “we want the Israeli voter, whether
Arab or Jew, to understand where his specific interest lies. Let him know, when he
casts his vote, that there is an Arab partner ready for negotiations. The voter faces
the issue of war and peace. If he wants peace, the Arab side is ready”.24> 1 also
found cables in which Mubarak is reported as telling American officials that “he will

try to keep Egyptian-Israeli relationship on even keel between now and November

2! «prime Minister Thatcher’s Letter on the Peace Process - Memorandum for Frank C. Carlucci from
Robert B. Oakley”, September 21, 1987, Collection “Ross, Dennis Files”, Box 7, Folder “Chron File
September 1987,” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

2 Joseph Albright and Marcia Kunstel, “Hussein Holds Surprise Talks with Arafat: Goal May be to Boost
Israel’s Peres in Election,” Atlanta Journal-Constitution, October 23, 1988.

%3 Rana Sabbagh, “Arab leaders plan peace strategy ahead of Israeli poll,” Reuters, October 23, 1988.

24 “Mubarak: Jordan, PLO agree to form confederation,” Associated Press, October 23, 1998.

5 Christopher Walker, “Arab Leaders United in Bid to Gain Votes for Peres: Israeli General Election,”
The Times (of London), October 24, 1988.
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1,” which, of course, was the date on which Israeli elections were scheduled.246

More evidence has recently come to light on the Egyptian role during the first
half of 1988. An Israeli journalist who received documents from Peres’s inner circle
chronicles their close cooperation with Mubarak’s team to influence the 1988
elections to Labor’s advantage. The article is still only available in Hebrew, but |
have tracked down a copy and translated it into English.247 As noted below, I have
also confirmed a general description of the author’s argument with an observer
within the Reagan administration at the time.

Mubarak advisor El-Baz was the point person for such efforts, and a series of
highly restricted and “eyes only” memoranda summarize the content of his meetings
with Peres advisors such as personal advisor Novik, then-Director General of the
Foreign Ministry Abrasha Tamir, and Mideast studies Prof. Stephen Cohen. Tamir
wrote to Peres after a January 1988 meeting with El-Baz that “their and our
common motive is that our winning the elections is a prerequisite for progress in
peace. With the Likud there can be no peace because for that party to accept
territorial concessions is like the Soviet Union without Communism”.

Prior to the Shultz plan, Egypt hoped to pitch its own initiative that would
call for the participation of foreign ministers, not prime ministers, so that Peres’s
participation “would give him great exposure and help him in terms of Israeli public

opinion”. Tamir says that El-Baz emphasized he “will do everything possible to

6 «“Talking Points for Paris and London [Probably for Assistant Secretary Richard Murphy on his travels
there but possibly for NSC staffer William Burns who was accompanying him and in whose files the
document is located]”, n.d., Collection “Burns, William J: Files”, Box 91844, Folder “Peace Process, 1988
[4 of 4],” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library.

47 Shimon Schiffer, “Khoter Le-Shalom (Striving for Peace, in Hebrew),” Yediot Ahronot, June 10, 2011,
sec. “Shabbat Musaf” Friday Addendum. The quotes that follow are also from the Schiffer piece.
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create a background to help the Labor Alignment win an election in every way. If
they do not, there will be stagnation and possibly a victory for the Likud, and then
this will be a disaster for us and for them. They have decided to help Peres from
now until April to present to Israel a practical proposal for movement”.

El-Baz told Novik and Cohen that, when Mubarak visited the U.S. in January,
the Egyptian president told Reagan and Shultz that “he sees in Israel only one
partner. That only Peres is a partner for peace. He completely accepts this thesis,
and to contribute to this the PLO will disappear under the carpet for the near future
and will not even raise a request for change until after the elections in Israel”. At
another meeting, El-Baz told Novik that “we will continue to prove to the Israeli
voter that the Labor Alignment is the only partner for dialogue for the sake of peace”
and that “Mubarak is ready to appear on Israeli television on the [current affairs
program] ‘Moked’ [literally, “Focus”] as soon as you say it would be good for you”.

The Egyptian Ambassador to Israel, Mohammed Bassiouny, kept Peres’s
people in the loop about his official meetings with Shamir’s office. He relayed that
Mubarak turned down repeated entreaties from Shamir to hold a joint peace
summit without preconditions that would also include King Hussein of Jordan. This
fits with the claims of a former staffer at the Israeli Embassy in Cairo, who wrote
that Mubarak intensely disliked PM Shamir and refused to grant him meetings
(though not other Israelis) out of hopes this would undermine Shamir back home.248
Finally, I have recently confirmed the general thrust of Schiffer’s claims in the article

with Dennis Ross. This portion of the conversation went as follows:

¥ Dowek, Israeli-Egyptian Relations, 1980-2000, 290-291.
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“DW: In eighty-eight we have Osama el-Baz telling folks like Nimrod Novik that the
Egyptian government was going to do everything it could to make Labor look good
before their upcoming elections.

Ross: [ remember that. [ had conversations with Osama el-Baz. ButI told him it was
a delicate business and Egypt should be careful not to look like it was trying to
manipulate Israeli politics”.24

Egyptian efforts also seem to have been linked with separate endeavors by
both the PLO and by France. Just after Egypt and Jordan held their meeting with the
PLO at Aqaba, Arafat proclaimed that Israeli Arabs should “push forward the peace
process” by voting in the Israeli election.250 Also, Arafat advisor Hani al-Hassan
went to Saudi Arabia to ask Islamic authorities in Mecca to issue a fatwa instructing
Israeli Arabs to vote for the candidate most likely to negotiate peace with the
Palestinians.251

French President Francois Mitterrand visited Egypt a few days after Agaba to
meet with Mubarak. During the visit, they sought to highlight ongoing multilateral
negotiations to organize a possible peace conference and to draw more attention to
the results of Agaba. The fact that they had already met the previous month
supports the notion that the purpose of their meeting may have been tied in with
Israeli elections later that week.252

Some observers suggest that even the Soviet Union was trying to facilitate a

2% Dennis Ross, “Interview with the Author,” March 23, 2012.
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Peres triumph in 1988.253 Although the two nations did not have prior relations, the
Soviets agreed to welcome an unprecedented Israeli consular mission to Moscow
after meetings with Peres in Madrid, Washington and Geneva that May.2>¢ Peres
claimed that they also were relenting on their previous demand that relations could
only be restored following the creation of a Palestinian state, instead lowering their
bar to simply holding the international conference.?55 Allegedly, in the lead up to
Aqaba, Soviet officials played an important role in helping the Egyptians to persuade

Arafat to hint that he was open to the plan for confederation with Jordan.z56

Did these Policy Succeed?

No. Reagan’s second term approach to LSI was characterized by policy drift.
With the president so removed from decision-making and his secretary of state so
restrained on Arab-Israeli issues, opportunities for LSI were missed or mishandled
and were unable to succeed without higher-level support. Also, efforts by third-
parties were unable to accomplish much in light of Washington’s lackluster
approach and King Hussein’s stunning disavowal of the West Bank.

The overall low level of efficacy for LSI during Reagan’s second term stands
in stark contrast to the four years that followed and the four years preceding.
During Reagan’s first term, his attention was more tightly focused on Arab-Israeli

issues because of the war in Lebanon. His policies therefore tended to be carried

253 «Editorial: Israel’s Real Issue,” The Wall Street Journal, October 28, 1988.
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out then with stronger levels of U.S. commitment. During George H. W. Bush’s term,
the president was either deeply invested in leadership selection intervention or
charged his activist secretary of state, James Baker, with doing the same. In both
instances, the rates of LSI success were greater than Reagan’s second term.

During phase one, the administration failed to act swiftly enough to take
advantage of the brief window in which Peres still retained the prime ministership.
A more active and early effort to provide the participants with political cover could
have enabled them to reach a deal like the London Agreement when Peres was still
powerful enough to dissolve the NUG and call elections based on the peace plan.

During phase two, the administration tended to follow Secretary Shultz’s lead
of refusing to getting involved in Israeli politics. American non-involvement had an
impact on Israeli politics that went counter to what administration officials hoped to
see happen there. In addition to failing in this narrow sense, the administration also
undermined its broader objective of marginalizing the PLO by letting its last real
chance at a viable Jordanian option slip through its fingers.

During phase three, the administration promoted a peace plan that was
designed to bolster the cause of peace and moderation in the region, but it failed to
achieve this objective. Despite becoming more active on the process with repeated
shuttle visits to the region, Shultz proved that he was a paper tiger, enabling Shamir
to say no to him without tangible consequences. Some administration officials tried
to advance a tougher line, but they were unsuccessful because they did not have
sustained senior buy-in for their efforts. Conscious neutrality actually impacted the

internal balance of power within Israeli politics by unintentionally bolstering Likud.
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<Efficacy, Phase One>

Time ran out for Peres because the win sets between him and Hussein were
just too far apart for a deal to be reached before the rotation agreement. For some
time, the two sides could not close the ground between them over two main issues:
the PLO and an international conference. Peres felt he could not proceed with the
PLO and Hussein felt he could not proceed without them. Hussein wanted
negotiations to take place in the context of a binding, multilateral conference,
whereas Peres was reluctant to consider a conference that was anything but a
“castrated” charade that would serve as an opening ceremony for direct talks. The
king severed all ties with the PLO in February of 1986, but by that point there was
little time to work out the necessary compromises that would enable a deal.

Pickering’s efforts to help Peres cling to high office would certainly have been
easier had Peres and Hussein been willing to soften their negotiating positions
before the rotation agreement. However, he suffered from a lack of enthusiastic
support from Washington in this endeavor. The actions of principal American
officials ultimately kept the Jordanian and Israeli positions farther apart rather than
helping them bridge their gaps. Reagan and Shultz’s hard line against an
international conference ignored the fact that the king was politically unable to
water down this demand without political cover from outside. Wat Cluverius, a

State Department official shuttling between Amman and Jerusalem, explained:

“This is where | have problems with George Shultz and his
immediate staff. He said not to an international conference...
Shultz wouldn’t push for it, and I kept writing messages that there
is no way forward except through an international conference. And
I would get phone calls saying ‘what are you smoking out there?
The Secretary doesn’t want one’. And I would say I don’t care, I'm
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supposed to tell him what I think would work and what I think
won’t work”.257
In the end, what helped Hussein reach agreement with Peres at London in early
1987 was when the Egyptians decided to fill this vacuum and give Hussein the
political cover Washington was not providing. As Foreign Minister, Peres visited
Mubarak in February, and they agreed on compromises to mitigate the PLO and
conference issues that emboldened Hussein to finally go out on that limb.258 This
was a role that Washington could have been playing earlier had Shultz and the
president been more flexible and nuanced in their approaches. Had a London
Accord-type agreement been reached before rather than after Peres surrendered
the premiership to Yitzhak Shamir, it might have been a totally different ballgame.
Yet, when Hussein came to Washington in June of 1986, Shultz was encouraging the
president to pay little heed to the ongoing efforts between Hussein and Peres.
<Efficacy, Phase Two>

Without American support, the joint scheme between Hussein and Peres
quickly fizzled out. Not only did Shultz decide to cancel his plans to visit the region
based upon his meeting with Arens, the Likud leaked this information, making it
public knowledge that the secretary of state was declining to support the plan.2>?
Whereas before Peres would have benefitted most from American support to
produce a deal, he had now lost many of the levers available to him as prime

minister, and what he really needed was strong American backing for a deal after it
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had been reached. He could no longer dissolve the government at will and instead
needed a surge of initiative to help him garner 61 MKs for a vote of no confidence.
He retained high public approval levels (25% higher than Shamir) but was unable to
translate that popularity into political gains without an election.260

Without such support Peres fell flat on his face. By mid-May it became clear
that Peres could neither garner a majority of the cabinet for the London Agreement,
nor could he get more than 59 votes in the Knesset - just shy of what he needed to
bring down the government.261 Peres then visited Washington to urge more active
American support for the plan, but Pickering says “by then the whole thing had gone
flat, and you couldn’t get air back into the tire”.262 Scholars Caplan and Zittrain
Eisenberg agree that Washington’s lack of enthusiasm “denied Peres the political
ammunition with which he was hoping to create a groundswell of support for the
plan within the Knesset and among the Israeli electorate”.263

[t was clear to many observers at the time that Shultz was abandoning Peres.
For instance, British PM Thatcher wrote a letter to President Reagan urging a more
proactive approach to the Jordanian-Israeli accords. Oakley explains to Carlucci that
she was “urging greater activity on our part in support of Peres and the

international conference. She says... giving [Shamir] a veto will, she believes, erode
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Peres’ position”.264 Hussein also wrote to Shultz urging him to “get engaged and
help Peres; he is exposed”.26> As noted above, NSC staff recognized that Shultz’s
approach was allowing Shamir to sit tight and wait out the London Agreement.

Not only did the administration fail in the narrow sense of trying to bolster a
proponent of peace, it also failed in the broader sense of advancing the process and
boosting American influence in the region. Oakley pointed out that Shultz’'s low-key
approach also persuaded people in the region that the administration’s posture was
one of disinterest and drift. Observers aptly wondered why the U.S. was so focused
on keeping the Soviets out of the region when it was itself so noticeably
uninvolved.26¢ One area of administration reluctance about the plan was that they
ideally would have liked for stronger terms for marginalizing the PLO from talks.
However, by letting the London Agreement fall apart, the administration lost their
last, best chance for a viable Jordanian agreement. When the intifada broke out later
that year, it spelled the beginning of the end for Jordanian condominium.

<Efficacy, Phase Three>

In the end, the right and left blocs were evenly tied at 60 to 60 seats in the
Knesset, with Likud winning one more seat as a party than Labor. Given that Likud
held a commanding lead earlier in the year, the fact that Labor closed the gap at all is

noteworthy. Labor ran a stronger campaign in 1988, winning more votes with a
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outspoken ideological appeal that it had with its “catch-all” strategy of 1984.267
However, a large part of narrowing this gap had to do with ideological polarization
that diminished the returns for both major parties while boosting turnout for
orthodox and radical secular parties.268 It is even possible that Labor could have
won the election if not for a grisly terror attack just two days before the election.26?
However, much of this gain was in spite of American efforts, not because of
them. The fact that the administration was pushing a peace plan certainly appealed
to Labor strategists, but the lackluster manner in which it was promoted both killed
the initiative and defused the possibility that it might have had for helping Labor at
the polls. Despite repeated attempts by other high-level American officials to
reinforce Shultz’s message with an undercurrent of toughness, his soft-soap
approach was generally what prevailed. By the time Israeli elections rolled around,
there was very little being said in Washington about the peace process at all.
Whereas the next American secretary of state, James Baker, was notorious
for threatening to “leave a dead cat” on the doorstep of whoever said no to his
proposals for the 1991 Madrid conference, Shultz was a paper tiger. Shamir
repeatedly flouted his entreaties, even when offered a generous set of carrots
through the MOU on strategic cooperation. As one Israeli commentator observed,
the message of letting his original 10-day deadline pass without an Israeli response

and then also granting the MOU turned out to be “one may say no to America and
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still get a bonus!”.270 Another commentator pointed out that what Shultz really
needed to deliver was “the diplomatic equivalent of a good kick in the crotch”.271
<Efficacy, Other Meddlers>

A range of other actors actively tried to conduct LSI to help the Israeli left in
the 1988 elections, and, unlike the U.S. their efforts probably had a generally
positive effect. However, the magnitude of this effect is negligible in comparison to
the deleterious effects of King Hussein’s new West Bank policy and America’s laissez
faire posture. Also, in two instances the pretenses behind which LSI was being
pursued did not hold up to scrutiny and backfired rather than helping.

For instance, the Egyptian effort to help Peres was probably a net positive,
but Jordanian and Palestinian efforts were more problematic. Yasser Arafat’s call on
Arab Israeli voters to support the party of peace was a convenient tool for
aggressive opposition advertisements suggesting the party was in league with
terrorists: ““Why,” it was repeatedly asked in the Likud’s television campaign, ‘why
does the PLO urge voters to support Labor?.” Then, when it was revealed that King
Hussein’s Nightline appearance had been solicited and facilitated by Peres’s close
advisors, the effort backfired and “lent credence to the Likud’s accusations that the
[Labor] Alignment was soliciting foreign intervention in the elections”.272

More damaging by far, however, was King Hussein’s political separation from
the West Bank. When he started to float suggestions in June that he might bow out

to the PLO, Shamir jumped on these statements to suggest that the Jordanian option
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was a mirage, and Peres was forced to scramble to refute this claim.2’3 Then, when
he announced the full-fledged schism at the end of July, it was devastating for Labor
no matter how much the king later backtracked to hint that confederation was still
viable. The peace camp did what it would to recover some ground by floating a new
initiative - this one for elections in the Palestinian territories to elect a non-PLO
leadership with which to negotiate. In spite of this plan, CIA analysts observed
privately in August that “Foreign Minister Peres’s Labor Party has been dealt a
severe blow by Hussein’s disengagement, as it undermines the ‘Jordanian option’
that has served as the foundation stone of Labor’s peace process platform”.27¢ In
short, gestures of support can be helpful in isolation but are usually much more

persuasive when used to amplify the context of a compelling overall process.

Coding the Observable Implications

1. Perceptions of Sender Interests:

The four theories tested by this dissertation offer divergent predictions with
regard to whether or not perceptions of sender state interests are likely to increase
or decrease the possibility of leadership selection intervention. Theory #1 (national
interests theory) anticipates that LSI occurrence should directly correlate to

objective opportunities for meddling abroad. Theory #2 (the lobby-legislative
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approach) expects that rates occurrence should be low on the U.S.-Israel directed
dyad because pro-Israel lobbyists and members of Congress tend to believe that
intervention in Israeli politics does not further U.S. interests. Theory #3 (the
bureaucratic politics approach) expects rates of LSI occurrence to be high because
working-level officials in the executive branch tend to see a strong relationship
beween national interests and support for peacemakers within Israeli politics.
Finally, Theory #4 (leadership theory) expects LSI to vary in accordance to the
preferences of higher-level political officials within the sender state.

In this regard, the data for this episode seems to support leadership theory.
Two personalities loom large in this entire drama: (1) President Reagan for his
deferential, aloof approach and (2) Secretary of State Shultz for his disinterested,
low-key approach to the peace process and aversion to getting caught up in Israeli
domestic politics. As Oakley notes in his ADST oral history, “Shultz had already been
burned [over the Reagan Plan and May 17t Accords]... but even had that not
happened, I don’t think the Secretary would have felt it wise to take 21 trips to
Damascus and spend innumerable hours on a problem that was not flaring up.
Some people get the ‘Middle East’ bug; others don’t - regardless of circumstances on
the ground”. In my interview with then-Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs
Richard Murphy, he remarked that “Shultz was especially very determined to avoid
entanglement in Israeli politics... about not getting twisted around the wheel of
domestic politics in Israel, especially the rivalry between Peres and Shamir”.27>

In addition to getting upset at Pickering for constantly urging him to do more
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on the process,27¢ Shultz bore a personal animus against Peres during periods two
and three that could not have boosted his desire to get involved. Philip Wilcox, who
was then the U.S. Consul General in East Jerusalem and was in the waiting room
during at least one of Shultz’s meetings with Israeli intermediaries over the London
Accords, says that “Shultz was furious toward Peres regarding Pollard and Iran-
Contra. He felt betrayed by Peres” because both breaches happened while he was
prime minister even though he was not responsible for the Pollard spying episode,
nor was he aware that Shultz was being cut out of the loop on Iran-Contra. Also, he
suggests that interpersonally “Shultz liked Shamir” even if they did not always see
eye to eye on the territories.2’”” He felt less warmly toward Peres, since, as Pickering
notes, “it was also true that Peres tended to drive Shultz nuts once in a while...
because he had a thousand ideas, about ten percent of which were very good and
about eighty percent of which were in the middle and 10 percent were [not]”.278
These personal traits seem to have played a major role in shaping how Shultz
perceived U.S. interests toward Israeli politics during term two and affecting the
actual patterns of occurrence. The low rates of LSI and high rates of attempted
freelancing fit quite well with Theory #4 but much less well with the other
approaches. Objectively, meddling in Israeli politics should have been easiest
during this period due to the existence of the NUG tied at 60-60, and also most
appealing, due to the objective threat to US interests caused by the intifada and the

global outrage that it provoked. And yet authoritative LSI happened at no point
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during this period by the United States. The fact that numerous other actors found
these objective structural features of the situation compelling enough to justify LSI
should provide additional reason to doubt that national interests were driving
American decision-making with regard to whether or not to undertake LSI.

At first glance, the low rate of LSI is congruent with the preferences of
lobbyists and members of Congress. For instance, in 1986 AIPAC argued that the
Israeli rotation agreement that would put Shamir in power “will not, as Israel’s
detractors claim, end the possibilites for negotiations” since “as Prime Minister,
Shamir will follow the same national unity government agreement which has guided
Peres”.279 The group was generally critical of the international conference premise
upon which the London Accords revolved, and its executive director called on
members to reject “the ever present danger” of disunity caused by “the split
between the two major parties in Israel”.280

However, this data is congruent with Theory #2 for the wrong reasons.
When asked about the impact of these domestic political forces, Murphy was
dismissive, responding “was Shultz afraid of Congress and AIPAC? No, [ wouldn’t
describe it that way”. Instead, he put much more store in Shultz’s personal beliefs
about the PLO, Arab states, and the peace process.281 He also received strong
support from members of Congress for his push for calm in 1988, given the low-key

approach that he was naturally inclined to take.282 Nor was Reagan’s disinterest in
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resolving the conflict due to fear of Congress - he simply did not care that much.
Finally, the case also provides evidence against bureaucratic politics theory.
Lower-ranking members of government repeatedly preferred LSI against Shamir,
but their preferences mattered little for shaping mainstream American policy
toward the conflict. Top principals felt otherwise, and their beliefs prevailed in the

battle to determine whether or not the U.S. got involved.

2. Perceptions of Close Contests

The theories also diverge with regard to how tightly LSI occurrence is
expected to correlate with close leadership contests in the target country. Theory
#1 (national interests theory) expects that the correlation should be extremely tight,
with the occurrence of LSI tracking very closely to the ebb and flow of possible
leadership contests occurring overseas. However, theory #4 (leadership theory)
expects that the occurrence of LSI must first be conditioned upon whether or not
top officials in the sender state are actually paying attention to political contests as
they develop within the target.

Objectively, 1984-1988 was the period of Israeli politics in which the two
main parties were almost perfectly matched in their political power. The left- and
right-wing blocs were tied in the Knesset 60-60, and the parties even traded the
premiership mid-way through the government’s term. With power in Labor’s hands
during the first half of the government, America could have advanced Labor’s cause
without even having to gain it votes or seats per se. All that would have been

required would have been to help Labor sever the rotation and sustain the status
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quo. And the intifada during the last year of this period also made Israeli politics
more arresting and salient for American interests over the global outcry that it
evoked. And yet the U.S. generally avoided meddling in Israeli politics. These cases
therefore provide strong evidence against Theory #1.

One possible explanation is that administration officials would have loved to
meddle in Israeli politics but were deterred or distracted by members of Congress
or the pro-Israel lobby, who tend to see little difference between Labor and Likud.
However, there is little evidence for this perspective. Cluverius and Oakley both
argue that Congress kept a relatively low profile on the conflict during Reagan’s
second term and did not dissuade them much from pursuing preferred policies.
When asked if the administration encountered problems with Congress, Cluverius,
who worked on this file during 1985 and 86, responded “No. The tendency is to get
involved when things are very high visibility. This was a period of low visibility”.283
Oakley, who covered Mideast issues at the NSC in ‘87 and ’'88, remarks “I must say
that in my two years at the NSC, we had relatively little pressure from U.S. domestic
constituencies. We had some problems with arms sales to... Arab states, but we had
no major [domestic] debates on the peace process”.284 In fact, in March of 1988
Shultz even received a letter from thirty members of Congress, many of whom were
traditionally pro-Israel stalwarts, urging him to persist in his efforts and expressing
“dismay” at Shamir’s statements rejecting land for peace.285

Nor does bureaucratic politics theory provide a better explanation than the
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lobby-legislative approach. Working level officials covering Mideast affairs tend to
perceive close contests in Israeli politics more often than the political leadership,
but this would cause more LSI to occur during this period, not less. Many of the
officials below Shultz’s paygrade felt that Labor could be significantly advantaged by
American involvement, but if their concern in this regard was decisive we should
expect more LSI during this period, not less.

Instead, personalities provide the best explanation for variation in
occurrence and perceptions of the state of Israeli politics. Throughout this period,
Pickering was optimistic, perhaps even fixated, on the possibility that American
involvement could tip the scales toward Labor. Reagan even wishfully foresaw a
possibility that Peres might remain prime minister beyond 1986, but he does not
appear to have given much thought to whether American involvement might make
the critical difference. Meanwhile, Shultz does not appear to have given much
consideration to the state of internal Israeli politics except by recognizing that he
wanted to stay out. He appears to have been much less interested in the rotation
than his ambassador in Tel Aviv, and he did not seem to foresee the possibility that a
more active American role could have changed outcomes in Israeli politics. Shultz’s
unique perception of Israeli politics helps explain why LSI rates in Reagan’s second

term were so low, and it also provides evidence in favor of Theory #4.

3. Patterns of Domestic Debate:

The theories pose contradictory predictions with regard to the dynamics of

deliberation about LSI within the sender state. Theories 2 and 3 (the lobby-
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legislative and bureaucratic politics approaches) expect that these actors are likely
to be well-informed about deliberations over whether or not to pursue LSI before
they actually occur. Leadership theory, on the other hand, expects these actors to be
kept in the dark because doing so serves the interests of the sender state’s top
political leaders.

Leadership theory seems to provide the best framework for explaining
patterns of decision-making toward Israeli politics during this period. For instance,
Pickering’s disgruntled political counselor Roger Harrison remarks that his boss
“didn’t ever feel in need of political counsel, least of all from me. I mean, he was not
a man tortured by self-doubt, so he essentially didn’t use the political section”. In
effect, he was “running this out of his vest pocket”.286

Similarly, deliberations over the London Agreement were mostly offline,
conducted verbally and outside of normal channels. The U.S. was first informed
about the agreement when Yossi Beilin rushed to meet Shultz’s aide Charlie Hill in
Helsinki, not in writing. In the weeks that followed, Labor and Likud envoys poured
through Washington in efforts to make the case for their respective parties, leaving
both the American and Israeli embassies cut out of the actual decision-making
process.287 Final decision-making took place mainly out of the seventh floor of
Foggy Bottom and in occasional conversations between Reagan and the secretary.

Even more astonishing are the remarks of Osama El-Baz with regard to
Egyptian LSI toward Israel during this period. According to close-held memos from

the Peres camp, El-Baz told Nimrod Novik when they met in Rome that “I prefer not
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to talk on the phone. Our troops and your troops listen. They do not need to hear
what we are planning”.288 All of the written memoranda comprising this exchange
were marked “eyes only” for Peres or Mubarak, were labeled highly restricted (often
outside of formal governmental systems), or were wiped clean from government

computers when the premiership rotated to Likud.289

4. Cycles of Domestic Power:

Another area in which the theories diverge involves cycles of political power
within the sender state. The lobby-legislative approach (Theory #2) expects that
these actors should be even more influential during periods of divided government
and in the lead-up to elections in the sender state. The bureaucratic politics
approach (Theory #3) expects that working-level officials in the executive branch
should be more influential during periods at the start of a presidential
administration. Alternative theories hold that failure to fulfill these predictions
offers a rather strong test against these two domestic structural approaches.

In this regard, the second term Reagan cases offer some very strong evidence
against Theories 2 and 3. The most active period of American peace process
diplomacy was during the fourth year of the term, when, according to lobby-
legislative theory American presidents are supposed to be the most wary of
domestic pressures, not the least. American recognition of the PLO was delayed
until after the vote, but the fall-off in activity during the summer had more to do

with Hussein and Shultz giving up on hopes that the initiative would bear fruit, not
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because the effort was hushed up due to domestic political reasons.

Meanwhile, the least active period of American activity on the peace process
was 1985 and 1986. This should have been the most active time for U.S. diplomacy
according to lobby-legislative theory because the president has a new mandate and
elections are far off. This should also have been the most active time for U.S.
diplomacy under bureaucratic politics theory because political appointees are
weaker during the start of a president’s term - especially the first but also the
second. And yet we see less LSI in this period than in 1988. A large part of this
discrepancy had to do with political appointees being more interested in other

aspects of U.S.-Israel relations, especially crafting Israel’s economic bailout package.

5. Bureaucratic Freelancing:

The bureaucratic politics approach (Theory #3) holds that LSI should often
be made by working-level officials without the approval of higher ups. Meanwhile,
leadership theory (Theory #4) and the national interests theory (Theory #1)
anticipate that the sender state’s foreign policy should not be made with multiple
voices at once. Leadership theory also anticipates that freelancing should be less
likely to occur when the president demonstrates an active style of general
management and of specific oversight vis-a-vis bilateral relations with the target.

There was an enormous amount of LSI freelancing during this period. This
contradicts Theory #1 (national interests theory), which does not expect foreign
policy to be made with multiple voices at once in the same nation. A large part of

this has to do with personalities. Reagan was absent and Shultz was driving
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recklessly slow in the highway fast lane. Naturally, other people handling the
Mideast file and stuck behind his slow-go approach grew very frustrated, and
sometimes this frustration found voice in freelance attempts at LSI. The fact that we
see the most freelancing thus far in this study during Reagan’s second term provides
mitigating evidence for Theory #4 by suggesting that the president’s lax
management style provided the incentive and made allowance for more freelancing
than normally occurs. Theory #3 is also bolstered somewhat, because it was lower-
level (though still political level) officials conducting LSI in this renegade manner,
but their influence was minimal and subject to the prior fact of Reagan choosing not

to get involved.

6. Consistency of Message:

The theories also offer different predictions with regard to whether or not
the sender state’s policies are likely to convey a consistent message to observers in
the target state. National interests theory (Theory #1) predicts that foreign policy
messaging should be consistent and that dissenting domestic voices should be
unlikely to emerge. Meanwhile, the other theories anticipate that institutional or
personal disagreements within the sender state should be li