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ABSTRACT

PICKING SIDES IN THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT:
THE INFLUENCE OF RELIGIOUS BELIEF ON FOREIGN POLICY

This thesis seeks to analyze the motives that correlate to nations’ choices to
defend one side to the exclusion of the other side in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The
research focuses on the division between the United States and the European Union in the
context of this conflict and analyzes the religious influences within their societies to
understand the observable foreign policy pattern in reference to the side of the conflict
they support. This study gives civilian religious beliefs a place of significance based upon
the democratic norm that the government represents the will of the people. Israel’s
society acts as a research control in order to evaluate the correlation between religious
beliefs and policy in a democratic nation that makes up one side of the conflict.
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INTRODUCTION

The Arab-Israeli conflict has raged for many years, contributing to the violence
and unrest within the region. Nations have lined up on varying sides of the issue, setting
would-be allies at odds with one another. Though no resolution has come despite periodic
perceived progress, the actors involved remain committed in their beliefs and allegiances
towards the Palestinians and Israelis.

This thesis will explore the potential impact of religious motivations on political
decision-makers regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict. It will examine the presence of
religious beliefs and their implementation as foreign policy through elite personal
conviction and popular input in democratic polities. This thesis will explore the pattern of
preference nations show to one side of the conflict more than the other. For example, why
do the EU and the U.S. frequently end up on opposite sides of matters involving Israel
and the Palestinians? Does the contrasting modern secularism of parts of the EU and the
continuing Christian influence in the U.S. account for any part of this difference? These
common associations will be analyzed based upon documented religious association and
belief survey data from the Pew Research Center and upon the philosophical or religious
values and morals represented in their policies. This study will examine the association

within democratic nations (or groups of nations in the case of the EU) between the
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religious beliefs of a nation’s leaders and citizens and the foreign policy of that nation in
regard to the conflict between the Palestinians and Israelis. In democracies where
governmental policy reflects the will of the people, it is essential to evaluate the
association between the beliefs of citizens and a nation’s policies. Therefore, this thesis
will explore the influence religious beliefs have on the foreign policy of the democratic
nations of the United States, Israel, and those that make up the European Union. The
study will show that, though the nations of the European Union may pursue individual
policies, the Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) aggregates the
national policies to create a single foreign policy actor in the context of this conflict. The
varied national religious situations will be examined to determine whether the CFSP can
be regularly and repeatedly associated with any religious belief system or whether there
is an observable absence of religion within the policy institutions of the Union.
Discussions of political matters often underappreciate the influence of religious
belief under the guise of neutrality and to uphold the separation of church and state.
However, it will be demonstrated that belief is unavoidable and may affect policy in a
variety of ways. Jennifer Jefferis states in her study of religion’s influence on violence,
“In an age of secularization, it is critical to assess the significance of belief, if only
because it is that which is most likely to be overlooked, as it is not a variable traditionally
understood to be rational or predictive.”* Though all belief may not be termed

“religious,” every person acts and forms opinions based upon what he thinks is best,

! Jennifer Jefferis, Religion and Political Violence: Sacred Protest in the Modern World (New
York: Routledge, 2010), 112.



right, or fair. Other things contribute to a person’s decisions, but his perspective of the
world, as defined in his beliefs, colors his approach.”

Therefore, this thesis will examine the alternative national policies towards the
Arab-Israeli conflict to evaluate how religious belief has and continues to shape
policymakers’ decisions. In order to evaluate the potential influence of religious belief,
this key term will be examined in greater depth to understand how belief may lead to
actions. This thesis will examine how and why alternative sets of religious beliefs may be
associated with corresponding perspectives on this conflict. By examining citizen groups
with varied religious beliefs and backgrounds within democratic structures, this thesis

will explore the association between religious beliefs and foreign policy.

2 For further discussion on religious cognition, see Kevin S. Reimer et al., “Varieties of Religious
Cognition: A Computational Approach to Self-Understanding in Three Monotheist Contexts,” Psychology
and Religion 45, no. 1 (2010): 75-90.



LITERATURE REVIEW

Current scholarship has identified various causes for the Arab-Israeli conflict,
allowing religion varying degrees of influence over actions and policy. However, few
draw direct correlations between the specific beliefs of citizen groups and policy. Even in
the face of widespread religious political activism in the U.S., many marginalize the use
of religion in political dialogue, emphasizing strategic, political, and economic concerns.
On the other extreme, those studying the secularist environment that pervades much of
the European Union limit the discussion of religion to its generic cultural influence. Only
within the context of Middle East policy issues do European Muslims’ beliefs appear to
offer the possibility of influencing policy. A number of scholars evaluate the significance
of Israel’s “Jewish” designation as it relates to their democratic system,? but frequently

the religiosity of the Ultra-Orthodox and settlers’ movement are marginalized and

¥ See As’ad Ganim, Ethnic Politics in Israel: The Margins and the Ashkenazi Center (New York:
Routledge, 2010); Jonathan Fox and Jonathan Rynhold, “A Jewish and Democratic State? Comparing
Government Involvement in Religion in Israel with other Democracies,” Totalitarian Movements and
Political Religions 9, no. 4 (2008): 507-531; Daphne Barak-Erez, Outlawed Pigs: Law, Religion, and
Culture in Israel (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007).
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Jewishness in Israel becomes primarily a cultural matter of identity, which the state
enforces in the public realm.*

Within the research already done on this and similar subjects relating to the
association between religious beliefs and foreign policy, three themes emerge with
various amounts of evidence and theory to support them. First, scholars find that other
things have the capacity to influence foreign policy to a greater extent than religious
beliefs. Strategic, economic, and political interests weigh more heavily in the decisions of
policymakers than an adherence to religious beliefs. Second, some find that religious
beliefs can influence foreign policy, but they are never the sole impetus in any policy
creation. Instead, religious beliefs often have an indirect effect by shaping the morality of
people and the culture and society in general, so that foreign policies address strategic,
political, and economic interests within an accepted moral framework. Third, others see
that religious belief can create a strong, unwavering support for a certain side of an issue
and for any policies that support that side. Such support may cause a person to act as an
idealist in one circumstance and a realist in another, all in the context of a single religious
belief. The justification that unites the apparent contradictions stems from faith placed in
causes that religious beliefs substantiate.

Looking at the first of the themes, many find that other things, such as strategic,
economic, or political interests, have the capacity to influence foreign policy far more

than religious beliefs. Despite the role religion played in the American Revolution and

* Ezra Kopelowitz and Yael Israel-Shamsian, “Why Has a Sociology of Religion Not Developed
in Israel? A Look at the Influence of Socio-Political Environment on the Study of Religion: A Research
Note,” Sociology of Religion 66 (2005): 73-77.



formation of the United States, Leo Ribuffo states that the U.S. could have risen to its
place of power without the influence of the Reformation. Its revolution would simply
have been more similar to that of France. Religion was not the cause of its success.”
Charles Krauthammer sees no place for religion or the Scriptures of the Bible to lead to
collective action in policy. It is not meant to guide in such ways.® Though J. Bryan Hehir
disagrees with Krauthammer’s complete dismissal of religion from the equation, he
agrees with Ribuffo’s judgment that “no major diplomatic decision has turned on

ItYs

religious issues alone,”’ stating “no tradition nor any representative of a tradition, has the

capacity to translate religious convictions or even moral principles directly into the policy
process.”8

Vaughn Shannon states that domestic religion is one of many factors that will
define U.S. policy towards the Israel-Palestine conflict. The strategic nature of the
regional environment of the Middle East will often outweigh any religious concerns for

leaders.® Constanza Musu identifies a similar pattern among the EU member states,

observing that economic and security needs are the primary cause for their policies and

® Leo Ribuffo, “Religion in the History of U.S. Foreign Policy,” in The Influence of Faith:
Religious Groups and U.S. Foreign Policy, ed. Elliott Abrams (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., 2001), 20.

® Charles Krauthammer, “When Unilateralism Is Right and Just,” in Liberty and Power: A
Dialogue on Religion and U.S. Foreign Policy in an Unjust World, eds. J. Bryan Hehir, Michael Walzer,
and Charles Krauthammer (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute Press, 2003), 95-96.

" Ribuffo, 21.

8 J. Bryan Hehir, “Religion, Realism, and Just Intervention,” in Liberty and Power: A Dialogue on
Religion and U.S. Foreign Policy in an Unjust World, eds. J. Bryan Hehir, Michael Walzer, and Charles
Krauthammer (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute Press, 2003), 22.

® Vaughn Shannon, Balancing Act: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Arab-Israeli Conflict (Burlington,
VT: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2003), 2.



involvement in the Middle East region.’® In addition, Ribuffo states that President
Truman chose to recognize Israel as a consequence of his political considerations of the
Jewish voters, rather than being motivated by a religious conviction.'! Though Abraham
Ben-Zvi disagrees with Ribuffo and argues that Truman was acting based upon religious
reasons, he still sees the basis of the U.S.-Israel alliance as based primarily on strategic
regional interests. The developments during the second Eisenhower Administration and
the Kennedy Administration reinforced this view, permanently creating an exclusively
strategic vision of the region for the U.S.*? Uri Bialer adds an example to this from
Israel’s side, discussing how in the early years of the country David Ben-Gurion
discriminated against the Arab Christians because they were a threat as Arabs rather than
because of their religion. The security interests of his new nation drove his policy.™
Bialer also notes a significant warming of relations between Israel and the Catholic
Church in the aftermath of the 1967 war. Accordingly, in the wake of such a geostrategic
victory, the Israeli government felt more secure and capable of allowing more Christian
pilgrims to come to the holy sites.** Even when religion seems to be involved, scholars

find a political or strategic core at the heart of the policy.

10 Costanza Musu, European Union Policy Towards the Arab-Israeli Peace Process: The
Quicksands of Policy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 3.

1 Ribuffo, 21.

12 Abraham Ben-Zvi, Decade of Transition: Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the Origin of American-
Israeli Alliance (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998), 4.

3 Uri Bialer, Cross on the Star of David: The Christian World in Israel’s Foreign Policy, 1948-
1967 (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2005), 188.

4 1bid., 191.



If policymakers have strategic, economic, and political considerations in mind
when making policy, one must still account for the fact that at times such policies do
seem to reflect the particular religious beliefs of certain groups. Stephen Sizer accounts
for this potential contradiction in that politicians tend to reflect the views of their
electorate or of lobby groups because of the power they hold.* Political considerations
rather than the actual beliefs being advanced by a group can cause politicians to support
policies. Indeed, Paul Burstein states that interest groups or party activists can prevail
against the public opinion on issues because of the power they wield within the
governmental system.™® Sizer observes that politicians may be unwilling to voice public
criticism in certain foreign policy circumstances because of the strength of an advocacy
group.’” Stephen Spector substantiates Sizer’s points by drawing upon research done by
the Pew Research Center to demonstrate that within these groups that seem to promote
religiously inspired policies multiple non-religious motivations or justifications for their
support of such policies may still exist.'® In nations such as France where governmental
secularism is an absolute rule and religion remains a private affair, politicians may not

justify policies on religious grounds, even if such connections may appear evident.

1> Stephen Sizer, Christian Zionism: Road-map to Armageddon? (Leicester, England: Inter-
Varsity Press, 2004), 89.

18 paul Burstein, “Why Estimates of the Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy Are Too High:
Empirical and Theoretical Implications,” Social Forces 84 (2006): 2284.

7 Sjzer, Christian Zionism, 93.

18 Stephen Spector, Evangelicals and Israel: The Story of American Christian Zionism (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2009), 187.



Rather, politicians must rationalize every decision in accordance with reason and
patriotism.*

Turning to the second theme, it is often proposed that religious beliefs can
influence foreign policy, but they never solely influence policy. They often have an
indirect effect by shaping the morality of people and society in general, so that foreign
policies address strategic, political, and economic interests within an accepted moral
framework. Unlike the first theme that focuses on the strategic, economic, or political
considerations that lie behind policy decisions that could appear religiously influenced,
this second theme acknowledges a role for religion to create a basic moral foundation,
though it still guards against a one-to-one correlation between religious convictions and
foreign policy decisions. In his introduction to The Influence of Faith, Elliott Abrams
states that it is futile to search for a direct cause-and-effect relationship between religion
and foreign policy. Rather, he sees religion’s larger role being elsewhere, as ethical

rather than political .

Mark Amstutz agrees with this position stating, “Although
religious organizations may become involved in the political process, their main
contribution to international affairs and U.S. foreign policy is not political but ethical.
They help to develop and sustain political morality by promoting moral reasoning and by

exemplifying values and behaviors that are conducive to human dignity.”*

19 Anne Sa’adah, Contemporary France: A Democratic Education (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield Publishing, Inc., 2003), 92.

2 Elliott Abrams, “Introduction,” in The Influence of Faith: Religious Groups and U.S. Foreign
Policy, ed. Elliott Abrams (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2001), x.

2! Mark Amstutz, “Faith-Based NGOs and U.S. Foreign Policy,” in The Influence of Faith:
Religious Groups and U.S. Foreign Policy, ed. Elliott Abrams (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., 2001), 176.
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Hehir sees religious institutions as a key factor in facilitating foreign policy
debates, setting the foundational groundwork to bring issues up for debate.?? This
confirms Amstutz’s view that religious values play an indirect rather than a direct role in
the creation of foreign policy.?® Paul Charles Merkley asserts that there can be no
compelling proof that belief will cause anything, but our experience demonstrates that
belief grounds action and so will grant meaning to the study of history. ** Within such
debates, Sizer sees religious institutions and beliefs contributing to that which is
acceptable and meaningful in policy discussions. Pre-existing religious beliefs may
validate or repudiate new sentiments and opinions based upon the compatibility of the
new with the existing. For example, Sizer asserts that the pre-existing antipathy of some
Evangelical Christians towards Islam confirmed the new anti-Arab and Islamophobia that
arose in the wake of September 11™. Their religious beliefs lay the foundation to allow
such antipathy to become acceptable within the general political debate about new
policies in the post-September 11" world.?® While research has documented increased
negative stereotyping of Muslims after September 11", Sizer’s direct correlation between

Christian antipathy to Islam and the recent anti-Arabism remains undocumented and

22 Hehir, 15.
B Amstutz, 177.

2 paul Charles Merkley, American Presidents, Religion, and Israel: The Heirs of Cyrus
(Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 2004), x.

2 Gijzer, Christian Zionism, 247.
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implies an indiscriminate fear of Islam, which is not necessary to explain the treatment of
Muslims after the terrorist attack.”®

Though religious institutions may strongly influence their followers, they are still
considered to be on the edge of the political sphere. Ezra Kopelowitz and Yael Israel-
Shamsian observe that scholars evaluating the sociology of religion in the United States
compared to that which has developed in Israel and Europe tend to limit their thinking
about religion in the United States to private, individual contexts, with the general
populace often embracing such thinking. In contrast, the sociology of religion in Israel
and Europe has established religion in the public sphere where the state may legislate its
place. Citizens participate in the rituals of the institutions based upon state sanctioned
usages without reference to personal belief or morality.?’

Kenneth Wald and Michael Martinez find that those from the same religion will
act differently in a nation where religion is an acknowledged part of the government
versus where it is thought to reside primarily in the private sphere. The privatization of
religion within most democracies maintains an indirect relationship between religious
beliefs and foreign policy.”® Yet this privatization creates foreign policies that Habib

Malik believes cannot address the religious effects of Islam in the world and will not be

% Eric Bleich, “What Is Islamophobia and How Much Is There? Theorizing and Measuring an
Emerging Comparative Concept,” American Behavioral Scientist 55 (2011): 1584.

%" Kopelowitz and Israel-Shamsian, 73-74.

%8 Kenneth Wald and Michael Martinez, “Jewish Religiosity and Political Attitudes in the United
States and Israel,” Political Behavior 23 (2001): 381.
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able to stop the violence perpetrated in its name.? In the context of the Israel-Palestine
conflict, where Islamic beliefs frequently justify pro-Palestinian actions among civilians
and leaders, one may not neglect this direct relation without limiting the effect of a
nation’s policy.

Turning to the final theme, some see that religious belief can create a strong,
unwavering support for a certain side of an issue and for any policies that support that
side. This can cause a person to act as an idealist in one circumstance and a realist in
another, all in the context of a single religious belief. Idealism emphasizes how people
ought to behave in the international sphere. Idealists stress “international legal rights and
obligations, the natural harmony of national interests...as a regulator for the preservation
of international peace, a heavy reliance upon reason in human affairs, and confidence in
the peace-building function of the ‘world court of public opinion.”*® In contrast to this,

Realists...stress power and interest, rather than ideals in international relations.

Realism is basically conservative, empirical, prudent, suspicious of idealistic

principles, and respectful of the lessons of history....Realists regard power as the

fundamental concept in the social sciences, although they admit that power
relationships are often cloaked in moral and legal terms.”™*

Within the Middle East one finds a combination of these two competing
philosophies in the U.S. approach to the Iraq War in 2003 where President George W.

Bush sent military forces to protect against perceived threats to national security and

2 Habib Malik, “Political Islam and the Roots of Violence,” in The Influence of Faith: Religious
Groups and U.S. Foreign Policy, ed. Elliott Abrams (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.,
2001), 139.

% James Dougherty and Robert Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Contending Theories of International Relations, A
Comprehensive Survey (New York: Harper & Row Publishing, 1981), 5.

1 bid.
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regional balance while also promoting the idealism of freedom, democracy, and
compliance to international law.*” In his 2003 State of the Union Address, he attributed
America’s mission of spreading freedom as God-ordained. He stated, “The liberty we
prize is not America’s gift to the world, it is God’s gift to humanity.”** For Bush, God
gave America the mission to spread liberty in the Middle East.>*

Alternatively, in the midst of starvation in Somalia in 1992, President George
H.W. Bush drew together U.S. forces to lead a coalition that would stabilize the situation
and bring the food supplies to the people. In his address on Somalia, Bush was explicit
that this was meant as a humanitarian effort to restore the basic human right to food, but
it was also “doing God’s work.” Within these idealistic justifications, Bush still expected
the coalition forces to address the original physical causes of the problem and remove the
threat they posed to the nation of Somalia.®

Various scholars note religiously motivated decisions leaders have made.
Malcolm Magee points to President Wilson, demonstrating that one cannot understand

Wilson’s foreign policy without having an awareness of the religious convictions that

% Spector, 51.

% George W. Bush, Address before a Joint Session of Congress on the State of the Union, January
28, 2003. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, 2003 Presidential Documents Online,
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=2003_presidential_documents&docid=pd03fe03_txt-6.pdf.

% Jillinda Weaver, “Civil Religion, George W. Bush’s Divine Mission, and an Ethics of Mission,”
Political Theology 9 (2008): 13.

% George H.W. Bush, “Address on Somalia,”
http://millercenter.org/president/speeches/detail /3984 (accessed November 22, 2011).
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informed his worldview and his ideas of progress and reform.* Wilson worked towards
the Covenant of Nations or League of Nations because he believed that bringing the
world into a covenantal pattern was the purpose that directed all of human history.?’ His
theological mindset infused his ideals with what the world should look like and what
America’s role should be in that world.®

Ben-Zvi adds Truman’s decision to recognize and support the new nation of Israel
as an example supporting this point. Ribuffo disagrees with Ben-Zvi and attributes
Truman’s decision to support the UN partition plan of 1947 and Israel’s nationhood in
1948 to political considerations of gaining the Jewish vote in the upcoming 1948
election.* Ben-2Zvi discards the argument that Truman made such a decision for the sake
of political advancement among Jewish voters because it is clear Truman acted based
upon moral, cultural, and religious premises. His religious beliefs compelled him to take
the side of the Israeli state.*® Paul Charles Merkley examines Truman’s religious beliefs
in the biblical promise of the restoration of the Jews to Israel and his acceptance of the
role as the modern Cyrus in Truman’s personal papers and recorded comments to Jewish

leaders. Merkley asserts an unambiguous connection between religious faith and public

% Malcolm Magee, What the World Should Be: Woodrow Wilson and the Crafting of a Faith-
Based Foreign Policy (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2008), 9.

% 1bid., 18, 33.
% Ibid., 35.

¥ Ribuffo, 21.
“0 Ben-2Zvi, 6.
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action.** Truman saw the great characters that filled the pages of history, including him,
as instruments of the purposes of God.** He believed he was God’s instrument to bring
Israel’s rebirth as a nation, fulfilling what the prophets had foretold.** While Truman
reveled in his role as a fulfiller of biblical prophecy, he was also an American politician
who wished to remain in office. Therefore, while there appears to be an association
between his biblical belief system and his actions towards the Jewish people, his political
aspirations are not irrelevant.

Wilson and Truman made key decisions that set a particular policy direction in
U.S. dealings in the Middle East. Their compelling religious beliefs existed alongside the
concerns of remaining faithful to an ally, in Wilson’s case, and of helping a downtrodden
people and gaining favor from a key voting group, in Truman’s case. This co-existence
points to the fact that religious beliefs do not remain in the background but can influence
how one creates and supports certain policy. In response to Ribuffo’s statement that “no
major diplomatic decision has turned on religious issues alone,”** Nathan Tarcov
contends that “the mere fact that there is no observable correlation between the religious

convictions of American Christians and their foreign policy positions does not

! Merkley, x.
“2 1bid., 6.

* Ibid., viii.
“ Ribuffo, 21.
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necessarily mean that those religious convictions are unimportant to their thinking about
foreign policy.”

Religious beliefs may motivate leaders within the government to sustain certain
policies, but religious beliefs of the general populace also create strong support for
certain policies. Colin Chapman states that politics have come to be bound up with
religion today and cannot be easily separated.“® Sizer points to the specific convictions of
Christian Zionism, which he defines as a political form of philo-Semitism held by
Christians who support the Jewish Zionists’ goals for the sovereign State of Israel. He
observes that their beliefs based upon certain biblical texts regarding the importance of
Israel as God’s eternal people drives Christian Zionists to throw all their support behind
the Israeli cause.*” James Jordan points to Jerry Falwell as one with strong convictions
that lead him to support a particular side. Falwell states that the theological, historical,
and legal rights of Jews make the State of Israel the most important political question
there is. These rights compel all who believe in the Bible to support Israel politically.*®

Jody Baumgartner, Peter Francia, and Jonathan Morris find that such biblical

interpretation shapes political attitudes, thus allowing religion to be a significant factor in

% Nathan Tarcov, “Comment on Chapter 1,” in The Influence of Faith: Religious Groups and U.S.
Foreign Policy, ed. Elliott Abrams (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2001), 31.

% Colin Chapman, Whose Promised Land, Israel or Palestine? (Oxford: Lion, 2002), 304.

*" Sizer, Christian Zionism, 20. While the Christian Zionists believe their actions are biblical, Sizer
presents alternative explanations for these passages. He lays out the contrasting points of the Christian
Zionists’ dispensationalist theology with those of covenant theology. While the dispensational view asserts
that the modern State of Israel remains God’s chosen people, covenant theology understands the Church as
the fulfillment of God’s promises to Israel in the Old Testament and as His only people in modern times.

8 James Jordan, “Appendix B, Christian Zionism and Messianic Judaism,” in David Chilton, The
Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft. Worth, TX: Dominion Press, 1987), 618.
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predicting the support of certain religious groups for particular policies, especially those
focused within the region of the Middle East.*®

In Israel, members of the Gush Emunim settlers” movement see the land as a
means to redemption and endeavor to transform their nation’s national dialogue from one
about political strategy to one about religious covenants. These convictions have driven
their continuous efforts over the past forty years to settle the territories occupied after the
War of 1967.%° They believe all Jews remain God’s chosen people and that the land
remains God’s promised redemption to them. Chaim Waxman believes that every Jew
retains this promise. In his view, Judaism is not just a religion but defines its adherents
from their birth. In this way, every Jew is born into the chosen people and should claim
this salvation. °! Those who embrace this view of Eretz Yisrael (“Land of Israel”) see
Israeli domestic and foreign policy as a tool of Jewish redemption. Within the United
States, Jews are one step removed from this direct struggle to solidify Jewish redemption
through the land. However, Wald and Martinez assert that their identity as a single people
creates a religious imperative for American Jews, which requires their support for the

political State of Israel as a part of their identity.>

* Jody Baumgartner, Peter Francia, and Jonathan Morris, “A Clash of Civilizations? The
Influence of Religion on Public Opinion of U.S. Foreign Policy in the Middle East,” Political Research
Quarterly 61 (2008): 172.

%0 Jefferis, 157.

*! Chaim Waxman, “Messianism, Zionism, and the State of Israel,” Modern Judaism 7 (1987):
182.

52 \Wald and Martinez, 385.
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This worldwide identity among Jews reaches back into history. Despite the
Diaspora that scattered the Jews, the historical alienation and suffering the Jews have
endured in Christian societies drew Jewish communities together to retain their religious
identity. Their initial religious unity grew into a social and cultural identity, which
frequently isolated them from the Christian societies in which they lived. With the rise of
Zionism in the late nineteenth century, their enduring separateness as a people brought
them together in the political realm to advocate a single policy to fulfill their religious,
political, and cultural need for a homeland.™

Religious belief and identity can influence the way a person thinks and what that
person values. Beliefs may generate a strong support for one side and a strong antipathy
for all those who oppose that side, creating a clearly defined conflict between the “right”
and the “wrong” side, the light and the darkness.>® Christian Zionists rely on biblical texts
to validate the need to support modern Israel, while Jewish identity as a people group
compels them to offer support.

These three themes present positives and negatives when considering the use of
religion in foreign policy making. Each takes a different approach to the same facts and
circumstances. The first minimizes the role of religious belief within the political process
by attributing policymaking to strategic, economic, or political interests. Even when
religion appears to influence politicians, this theme presents an alternative explanation in

the form of political interests. However, excluding religion as a factor within the policy

% Jordan, 612.

> Spector, 51, 62.
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process produces the possibility to miss a significant motivation behind policy. Simply
because political interests may explain a policy decision, such policy decisions do not
preclude additional explanations. Both Wilson and Truman expressed religious
motivations underlying decisions that were strategically justified, thus intertwining
religion and strategy.

The second theme makes similar arguments to the first, but approaches the issue
from a different angle. Rather than seeking to devalue the role that religious beliefs may
play in the policy process, it speaks of the tendency of many to segregate religion into a
distinct sphere. Religion is granted the domain of ethics and morality and should teach
such things to hold back the moral decay of society. Religious beliefs therefore can still
influence politics, but only as people choose to carry those teachings from religious
institutions into the political sphere. As a consequence, such separation may downplay
the effects of ethics and morality within the political sphere, for it becomes a private and
individual matter. Though this theme rightly acknowledges the need for religious
institutions to teach ethics and morality, it neglects the fact that religious organizations
can play a part in the political process through lobbies and interest groups. It also
overlooks the various leaders who state that they made major decisions based upon their
religious beliefs.

The third theme takes a different approach from the other two, identifying religion
as a key reason leaders make certain decisions and people support certain foreign
policies. Religious convictions can create solidarity among groups and cement joint
ventures around common goals. This approach demonstrates a general predictable

correspondence between certain religious beliefs and certain foreign policies. Overall, it
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balances the other two, as it accounts for observable influences in the political sphere that
the other two themes downplay or dismiss. Yet it is good to consider this theme in the
context of the other two, for not all groups that act with strength of conviction are driven
by religious beliefs. Within a secular or culturally religious society, citizens may still
support or oppose a policy with the same conviction found among religious groups. Even
within religious groups, there may still be a large minority that is motivated by other
things or may have mixed motivations, marrying religious beliefs with strategic
interests.> Therefore, this thesis study will examine the influential beliefs among the
polities of the United States, the European Union, and Israel without any preconceived
restrictions on the spheres in which they do or do not belong. In order to do so, the
definition of religious beliefs will be established to allow a greater variety of situations
and practices to fall within the scope of the study.

Chapter One of this thesis defines key terms, such as religious belief, democracy,
and foreign policy. Chapter Two reviews the historical context of the conflict to be
examined, representing both Israeli and Palestinian perspectives to attempt to balance the
grievances and purported faults of both sides. Chapter Three focuses specifically on the
key democratic actors in the conflict to determine the reasons to focus on Israel, the
European Union, and the United States. This chapter will explain the decision to examine
these three actors to the exclusion of others such as Russia and the Arab states. Chapter
Four draws out the religious influences in their societies that may impact their policies

towards the conflict. Chapter Five surveys their past policy positions towards the Arab-
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Israeli conflict in regard to the creation of the State of Israel, the 1967 and 1973 Wars,
and the 1978 and 1993 peace processes. Chapter Six draws conclusions from the varied
national situations described in Chapters Three through Five to draw out observable
patterns of association between belief and foreign policy. The conclusions will highlight
key points and explore the appropriate consideration scholars should give to the religious
beliefs of leaders and civilians when evaluating a nation’s foreign policy towards the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
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CHAPTER ONE

DEFINING KEY TERMS

Religious Belief

When looking at religious beliefs in general, it is important to define what they
are and why they have the potential to influence the way a person would look at and act
within the political sphere. Within this study, religious beliefs refer to the ideas and
convictions people hold based upon a defined system of thought and theology. Though
belief is inherently individualistic as each person believes for himself, particular religious
systems will allow for some measure of generalization of applications, creating a wider
net of influence for all those who may find themselves united around the same belief. The
communally systematic nature of such beliefs creates a general predictability of action.
As an example, those who believe the Bible is the literal Word of God will act based
upon what it says, believing and depending upon its definition of right and wrong.
Stephen Sizer offers the following example based upon Christian Zionist and

dispensationalist theology:

% Spector, 37.
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If you believe the Bible predicts an imminent war of Armageddon, with Israel and
the United States on one side and the Islamic and communist world on the other,
then you will not lose any sleep over the stalled peace process. And when you
read about yet more bloodshed and suffering in the Middle East, it will confirm
what you already think is going to happen.®’

Those who believe the Bible has set the battle lines of the Arab-Israeli conflict will pick
their side accordingly. As such, the Bible shapes the believer’s thoughts and view of
reality regarding the conflict. In addition, those who believe their salvation is based upon
strict law-keeping, as prescribed in sacred texts, will define right and wrong based upon
the letter of the law and will support a society structured to facilitate conformance. One
example of this is found in the policies Islamists promote across the Muslim world. The
shari’a law based upon the Qur’an, Hadith, and Sunna defines how Muslims live in the
righteous way Allah requires. Islamists believe the ubiquitous authority of the shari’a law
necessitates political systems based upon it, for Allah is the ultimate Lawgiver.>® Within
the Jewish religion, where law-keeping based upon the Torah and Halacha — Jewish
religious law — is also a key element, conformity to certain laws becomes a means of
identity within Jewry. In the State of Israel today, a survey found that a large number of
Israeli citizens who refused the self-identity of “religious,” as referring to the Ultra-
Orthodox, or “secular” still sought to retain their Jewish identity through observing a

distinct lifestyle.
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This study looks particularly at the influence of religious beliefs that are based
upon a belief in God and the theology that flows from such a belief. In this context, God
refers to the Supreme Being of the Judeo-Christian tradition that exists separately from
men, a God who is able authoritatively to decree how people should live and who acts
within history to bring about His purposes. He speaks to mankind that they may know
His decrees, and people record those words for others to hear. As people encounter the
recorded words of God in sacred books, the words and decrees bring them into
relationship with God and into communion with others who know God. Knowing God in
His revealed words is not a rationalistic or empiricist assembling of facts but is a
theological search for meaning to know what God has revealed and requires.®

Though this may exclude some beliefs from the scope of the study, the constraint
is crucial because a belief motivated by something outside the individual will have a
different influence upon action. When evaluating the likelihood religious beliefs will lead
to action, Jennifer Jefferis states,

when individuals believe themselves to be acting at the bequest of a divine being,

their entire structure of rational choice shifts. Traditionally, rational choice is

measured based on the gains (or potential gains) made by an individual within his
or her life time. Thus, to understand the actions of religiously motivated

individuals, it is imperative to extend one’s analysis to account for the potential
gains achieved after (or in) death.®*

Due to the transcendent nature of God in the Judeo-Christian tradition, religious belief

depends on supernatural standards that will supersede human laws and will demand a

% Alan Sell, “The Bible and Epistemology,” The Journal of Reformed Theology 3 (2009): 221.
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greater level of obedience from adherents. Grigoriana Preduca asserts that religions are
inherently powerful sources of morality.®* John Teehan explains:
Religion comes into play with the integration of one or more minimally
counterintuitive concepts (e.g., gods) into the moral matrix. God comes to
represent the moral bonds that hold a community together and functions as both
legislator and enforcer of the group’s moral code. This gives that moral code a

heightened sense of significance and obligation. Commitment to that god can then
function socially and psychologically as a signal of commitment to the group.®®

In the political sphere, religious absolutes preclude followers from compromising in areas
they believe are evil or a lie.** Religious values produce a certain level of rigidity and
dogmatism in believers that puts them at odds with non-believers and obliges them to
advocate only one side of a policy debate as legitimate. Kenneth Wald offers the example
of abortion in American politics. One side believes it is murder while the other side views
it as a medical procedure that ensures the rights of women. There is no policy that both
sides will validate, for the absolute nature of the beliefs bars a middle ground.®®

The eternality of God invests actions with undying significance for those who
know Him and seek to follow His decrees. President Truman believed he fulfilled God’s

eternal plan for history when he acted particularly to support the creation of the nation of
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Israel.®® In Israel, religious Zionist groups—who believe God is redeeming the Jewish
people through the holy land He promised to Abraham—saw clear historical signs
confirming their beliefs in the sequence of events in the twentieth century in the Zionist
mass immigration, the founding of the State of Israel in 1948, and the “liberation” of the
heartland of Jewish civilization in the 1967 war. This perceived historical confirmation of
God’s work on their behalf drove many actively to oppose the Oslo Peace Accords and to
prevent a “land for peace” agreement that would reverse the redemptive process.®’

The belief that God has declared certain things as truth and certain actions as right
has the potential to inspire greater dedication and action. Jefferis states, “We know that
individuals will rarely become involved in contentious action when they believe that such
actions are condemned by their religion. Conversely, when religious approval is offered
in support of contentious tactics, believers are far more likely to engage in protest.”®®
Wald adds that such commitment can create intolerance toward alternative views, which
he deems potentially inconsistent with a democratic governmental structure.®® This latter
concern encompasses the argument among traditional democratic theorists for the

separation of church and state.” The dogmatic nature of religious commitments and their
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apparent irrationality cause some within academia to disallow the concepts of faith into
the realm of policy.”

In the midst of a world steeped in Enlightenment thought, which elevated the
dependability of rationality over religious conviction, religion is a consideration for the
private life, not for government policy. For much of the last century, one might explore
the relationship between religion and policy but only under a religious auspice or in
certain academic centers.”” The relationship was never a practical one, giving most
intellectuals little practice handling religion within the context of scholarly arguments.
E.J. Dionne Jr., Kayla Drogosz, and Jean Bethke Elshtain identify two root fears that lie
behind the unease many feel in introducing religion into policy. First, many scholars
believe it can be an impediment to the free exchange of ideas and will retard rather than
advance an honest discussion of morality, for when it turns to dogma and certainties, it
can override rationality. Second, the bloody history of wars over religion in past centuries
and today’s acts of terrorism that justify themselves in religious terms drive many from
the use of religion outside the private sphere.” Nevertheless, J. Bryan Hehir asserts that

“like it or not, it is now almost impossible to isolate or insulate foreign policy and world

"M E.J. Dionne, Kayla Drogosz, and Jean Bethke Elshtain, “The Paradoxes of Religion and Foreign
Policy, An Introduction,” in One Electorate Under God? A Dialogue on Religion and American Politics,
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politics from the normative convictions and categories embodied in the phrase ‘faith and
morals.””"
Epistemologists Cornelius VanTil and Herman Dooyeveerd assert that belief is
unavoidable. VanTil asserts that as men seek to understand the world in which they live
“every human being must necessarily begin with a ‘bias’” and no system of thought is
free from prejudice as it evaluates a given situation. In any discussion each “presupposes
his own starting point, when he uses [a] term, and that fact gives [the] term a different
meaning in each case” for each person.” Though all belief may not be termed
“religious,” every person interprets his life based upon a set of accepted ideas. Every
person acts and forms opinions based upon what he thinks is best, right, or fair. Conflict
arises when people do not hold the same belief of what is best, right, or fair.”® To avoid
the study of religious beliefs with foreign policy is simply to neglect one type of belief
because of the potential it holds to confuse an issue. However, in democracies where
governmental policy reflects the will of the people, one must evaluate the influence the
beliefs of religious groups have on policy.

The democratic actors in the Israel-Palestine conflict analyzed in this study each

exemplify a unique religious culture, consisting of shared and varying beliefs and norms.

The United States and the European Union comprise greater degrees of plurality of
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religions and beliefs than Israel, though all three support the democratic ideal of the
freedom of religion. Despite this pluralism of religions and the varied groups within each
religion, the U.S. is frequently identified in some measure with Christianity. “By a
conceivable measure, Americans are a highly religious people, and for 87 percent of them
that religion is Christianity” while Jews make up slightly more than 2 percent and
Muslims about 1.5 percent.”” This statistic of Christian self-identification does not equate
to unity of belief or agreement regarding how such a label affects actions. However, it
does seem to impact voting behavior, for according to Stephen Monsma those politicians
who use “God talk” in U.S. elections are able to gather large numbers of votes. He sees
the pluralistic nature of the American system creating a state of affairs where candidates
should speak of how their religious or philosophical beliefs inform their political
philosophies and policy positions so that the public may understand their motivations.”
While the debate continues in academic circles as to whether one may call America a
“Christian nation,” the “Christian” foundational self-conception of many Americans
drives public opinion and gives a foothold to religiously justified policies.

While the United States has been called “the melting pot” and has no established
church or religion, Israel has been a Jewish state from its creation in 1948. Though other
minorities continue to live in the nation, “The Basic Laws describe Israel as a ‘Jewish and

democratic state’... in the national-Zionist sense rather than in the religious sense. At the
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same time, traditional Jewish religious holidays serve as state holidays and the national
symbols of the state are religious in origin.”’® Jewish identity does not directly equate to
religious belief or devotion for Israelis; however, having a self-identity rooted in a
religious system precludes an overtly secular national system and reinforces national
unity based upon religious traditions and symbols. “As a consequence, even though only
17 percent of Israeli Jews define themselves as religious, there is a much wider support
and legitimacy for a role for the Jewish religious tradition in public life.”®® Therefore, the
Israeli public will be more likely to support political action promoted in Jewish religious
terms.

Unlike the United States that has gathered people from nations, cultures, and
religions across the world and Israel that was established particularly for the Jewish
people worldwide, the European Union is made up of twenty-seven nations with varied
cultural and religious backgrounds, which existed first as independent nations with
citizens whose loyalty lay with their government and nation. This divergence cannot be
overlooked and creates a society unlike that of the United States or Israel; however, the
treaties and agreements that hold the Union together draw upon a certain level of
commonality, including shared norms and values. The draft EU Reform Treaty of 2007,
which failed to pass but would have amended the Treaty on the European Union and the
Treaty Establishing the European Community, states that it draws “inspiration from the

cultural, religious, and humanist inheritance of Europeans, from which have developed
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the universal values of the inviolable and unalienable rights of the human person,
freedom, democracy, equality, and the rule of law.”® An EU directive holds its member
states to a broad definition of religion:
The concept of religion shall in particular include the holding of theistic, non-
theistic and atheistic beliefs, the participation in, or abstention from, formal
worship in private or public, either alone or in community with others, other

religious acts or expressions of view, or forms of personal or communal conduct
based on or mandated by any religious belief.®

By its official definition, belief of any kind is protected as a religion in the EU. This
offers religious freedom and protection to the one who believes in the Christian God
along with the one who denies there is any god. The holistic nature of the statement

allows any belief system to garner the label “religion.”

Democracy
Democracy has multiple meanings and has been applied to different contexts over
time, some of which appear at odds with others. The complications of defining
democracy theoretically and evaluating it empirically call for either a nuanced definition
that embraces multiplicity, or a minimalist one that covers most cases. In democratic
nations, such as those examined in this thesis, citizens grant legitimacy to governments
that have been chosen by a majority in elections. Hossein Razi adds to this that regime

legitimacy “refers to a set of norms and values relating to politics that are sufficiently
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shared to make a political system possible [known as] the moral basis of authority.” %

Regarding the regime in power, Razi states that legitimacy “refers to the extent the
relevant portion of the population perceives that the regime is behaving according to or

violating the above norms.”®

Therefore, it is the population’s shared norms and values
that determine their designation of legitimate or illegitimate for the regime under which
they live. Opposition arises when a general belief of illegitimacy gains strength. Given
the fact that legitimacy or illegitimacy is partially a moral designation, it is crucial to
investigate the beliefs that make up the norms and values of the populace as they create a
philosophy of politics.

Paul Spicker divides the core meaning of democracy into three categories:
normative, procedural, and institutional. Normatively, ““...democracy is a principle, norm
or ideal. The ideal of democracy typically expresses in some sense the idea that people
are responsible for their own government....” These normative principles may have a
wide range of foundations, such as the sovereignty of the people, popular will, and
individual consent. % As a normative standard, Klaus Dingwerth asserts that the notions

of personal autonomy and the intrinsic equality of all persons justify the democratic

system. Achievement of desirable ends such as freedom, welfare, or human development
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also justifies a democracy.?® Dingwerth sees the term democracy with a common core of
three conceptual dimensions, namely inclusiveness, democratic control, and discursive
quality. He would thus grant the term “democratic” to a decision-making process,
if it allows affected communities to adequately participate in the decision-making
process; if the decision-making is sufficiently transparent and the rule-makers can
be held accountable by the rule-takers; and if decision-making is institutionally
tied to deliberative arenas that allow for the sincere exchange of arguments among
adherents to different social discourses that relate to the issue of decision-
making.?’
Without the presence of these basic ideals, normatively speaking a governmental
decision-making process would fail to be a democracy.
Within accepted democratic theory, the idea of the separation of church and state
is often considered the preferable norm in order to protect religious freedom. However, as
Jonathan Fox and Jonathan Rynhold point out in their discussion of the government’s

involvement in religion in Israel,

Strictly speaking, democracy means majority rule, which can include the decision
to violate separation of religion and state, and this presumption that democracies
should have separation is part of the liberal democratic tradition....Yet this
argument is not universal. Many argue that religion can and should be an element
of democracies. Normative considerations aside, in practice many democracies do
not have separation of religion and state and even establish official religions. %

Though Western tradition has typically joined the ideas of democracy with the separation

of church and state, the very nature of a democratic system as it is rooted in the rule of
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the people allows it to adapt to the desires of the polity. Therefore, one need not establish
a national religion to have religion act as a guide for the direction of those within the
governmental system.

To reconcile the divide between religious freedom and a public recognition of
religion, Alfred Stepan suggests the principle of “twin tolerations.” This includes a
guarantee that democratic institutions will be free to generate policies within the
boundaries of the constitution and human rights. There should be no constitutionally
guaranteed privileges for religious communities to prescribe or prevent certain policies
created by democratically elected governments. In addition, the democratic state must
uphold the free exercise of religion in the private realm and retain opportunities for
religious communities to promote their beliefs in the public realm. % The free exercise of
religion would find its limits when it collides with fundamental democratic rights.*
Within these principles, religion acts as one societal check on the exercise of power
within a democratic system, but at the same time the laws and norms of the system
balance the effects religious communities may have on policy to prevent the compromise
of guaranteed citizen rights.

When approached procedurally, Spicker states that democracy deals “with
prescriptions for governance, such as accountability, participation, negotiation and

discussion, the representation of interests or the legitimization of dissent....Application of
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the characteristic approach would be considered necessary for the system of government
to qualify as democratic.” Rather than judging the democratic nature of a nation in
terms of the ideas which bring such a system into being, a procedural approach focuses
on the typical systematic methods of the rule of law, citizen participation, governmental
organization, and representation of the citizens’ interests. David Estlund defines
“procedural democracy” as “the view that what makes democratic decisions legitimate is
that they were produced by the fair procedure of majority rule.”% In this approach, the
practical execution of democratic ideals in governmental forms and procedures
demonstrates the reality of the system.

A primary, identifiable trait rests in the citizenry’s right to select its leadership
and hold that leadership accountable. Paul Burstein defines democracy as “a set of
procedures and institutions intended to make the holders of political power responsible to
a broadly inclusive electorate.”*® Ernest Barker characterizes democracy as “government
by discussion.”® Stanley Benn and Richard Peters suggest that democracy means that
“every claim should be given a hearing.”®® Thus centering on procedures, Spicker
characterizes a democracy by “the process of election, the establishment of systems of

accountability and the rule of law. Participative models of democracy describe a system
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of government in which people are able directly to engage in decision making. The key
concepts include voice, empowerment and community organization.”®® When a
governmental system contains the fundamental processes such as elections, ruler
accountability, rule of law, and representation of interests, the procedural approach
considers that system a democracy.

Spicker also identifies multiple social scientists who describe democracy as
institutional. Democracy is thus a system of government, defined by its institutional
arrangement:

Schumpeter famously describes democracy in terms of a competition for the

popular vote. Bobbio defines a minimal democracy as characterised by a set of

rule about who is eligible to vote, the rights of political parties and free frequent

elections; and a set of rules which establish who is authorized to rule and which
procedures should be applied.®’

While an institutional definition of democracy is similar to the procedural approach in its
concentration on the outward expression of ideas, in this case the emphasis rests on the
institutional mechanisms that must ensure all are eligible to participate in elections and to
gather in political parties. The system’s structures create an environment that combines
the ideal democratic norms along with the necessary prescriptive means to create a
reliable democratic system. Each approach—normative, procedural, and institutional—
emphasizes key elements of the nature of the democratic system but also may be

combined in various permutations to create a recognizable democratic nation.
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Democracy as a governmental system originally referred to a direct form of
majority rule but as democratic ideas spread to larger nations representative forms of
democracy became more prevalent. Within these systems, citizens choose officials to
represent their interests in the decision-making process, creating an indirect rule of the
people. To allow officials to rule in the stead of the people, Peter Biegelbauer and Janus
Hansen assert:

The representative tradition assumes that citizens have relatively stable, pre-

defined interests. Politics is therefore an arena where different groups struggle to

have their interests recognised. For this struggle to play out in a fair manner, it is

essential that decisions are made in a transparent fashion and that the decision-
makers can be held accountable for their decisions.”

In such a system, the established procedures and institutions work incorrectly if the
opinions or beliefs of the citizens disproportionately impact policy decisions.”

Interest groups may be one source of such malfunction, using their power to
manipulate the system. The divided government of the United States offers interest
groups various ways to shape policy, including lobbying elected representatives and
members of the Executive Branch, making campaign contributions, voting in elections,
and molding public opinion.’® Representative democracies gather groups of people with

similar interests together to organize methods to influence the governmental
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representatives.’® The strength and size of these associations can create what the authors
of The Federalist Papers identified as a tyranny of the majority:
When a majority is included in a faction, the form of popular government, on the
other hand, enables it to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest both the public
good and the rights of other citizens. To secure the public good and private rights
against the danger of such a faction, and at the same time to preserve the spirit

and the form of popular government, is then the great object to which our
inquiries are directed.'®

This possible breakdown in the democratic system is significant within the context of the
Israel-Palestine conflict. Sizer points to the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
(AIPAC) and the pro-Israel lobby in general as representing one of the most powerful
lobbies in the U.S. today. % John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt state that this power
comes from the lobby’s unmatched ability to play the interest group politics game. The
make-up of the lobby is no different from many other U.S. lobbies, but their
extraordinary effectiveness sets them apart. Mearsheimer and Walt reject any claims of
conspiracy to explain this success. Rather, they observe that “the individuals and groups
that comprise the lobby are doing what other special-interest groups do, just much
better.”'® The lobby has strong influence in the U.S. Congress, where Israel is rarely

criticized. Mearsheimer and Walt attribute this success partly to the fact that some key
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members of Congress are Christian Zionists. 1® In addition, the significance of the Jewish
vote and their larger campaign donations in presidential elections give them influence
within the Executive Branch.'%

As such, the strength of their lobby may provide a disproportionately high level of
success in promoting their interests and agenda to policymakers. AIPAC has the
following mission:

To strengthen the ties between the United States and its ally Israel. As America’s

leading pro-Israel lobby, AIPAC works with Democrats, Republicans and

Independents to enact public policy that enhances the U.S.-Israel relationship.

AIPAC’s staff and citizen activists to educate decision makers about the bonds

that unite the United States and Israel and how it is in America’s best interest to
help ensure that the Jewish state is safe, strong and secure.™”’

AIPAC promotes the interests of the United States in Israeli affairs and policies, ensuring
that the alliance is maintained and those American policymakers consider the needs of
Israel in their decisions regarding the situation in the Middle East. AIPAC supports the
Israeli government because their friendship and survival benefit the United States.
Regardless of whether AIPAC’s assertion is correct that it is in the best interest of the
United States to help Israel, the lobby promotes the interests of a foreign nation and
people, which could have the potential to compromise domestic policy. Elected officials
may concern themselves more with the affairs of a foreign nation than with those of the

people they represent.
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Nonetheless, within a democracy there can be room for interest groups to
influence policy without harming the people. James Madison illustrates in “Federalist No.
10~ that the larger the population of a nation the greater the diversity of interests and the
increased difficulty for a faction or interest group to subject the rights of the people.'® In
addition, when interest groups represent the view of the majority, they may work to see
those beliefs and opinions become policy without compromising the rights guaranteed to
all.’® Therefore, to assess the effect of the Israeli lobby on U.S. policy towards the Israel-

Palestine issue, this study will examine the proportion of Americans who support the pro-

Israel cause and will evaluate whether the lobby precludes other views from being heard.

Foreign Policy

Governmental policy generally refers to the actions and laws a nation’s leaders
choose to pursue. Policy may refer to the overall goal an administration seeks or to the
particular programs it strives to enact. Foreign policy is a nation’s face to the world. It
determines how a nation’s leaders deal with other nations and leaders as well as non-
governmental organizations. Foreign policy may guard a nation’s interests as well as
promote worldwide good. As an idealist, President Wilson sought to use foreign policy to
bring nations together for the sake of mutual protection and progress.**® Wilson had

hoped to accomplish this in the League of Nations after World War 1. However, the
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League of Nations failed to create the desired collective security system and to stop the
rise of Hitler’s Germany and the next World War. Only after the Second World War
shattered the “classic system” of international politics under European hegemony did
Wilson’s global system emerge in which decisions of actors anywhere had consequences
elsewhere.™! The emergence of the United Nations in the aftermath of World War I1
created a new international system that sought to establish a governmental system outside
the nation-state to institute universal laws and rights to deal with inter-state grievances
with the hope of preserving the world from another great war. This new system altered
the previous mode of national foreign policies in that nation-states now were accountable
to a universal set of principles and rules. International collaboration as a means to solve
problems became the modus operandi.

The European Union has the same foundational ideas as those of the United
Nations, and foreign policy often remains primarily the domain of the nation-states. The
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) intergovernmental process requires those
divergent policies to be balanced to create a single policy.''? The member states do not
always share a single policy direction in their relations with the Israelis and Arabs of the
Middle East. Since World War 11, public opinion in Germany and the Netherlands has

11
|11

been generally pro-Israel.””* However, in the name of “community discipline” to create

1 Michael Brecher, The Foreign Policy System of Israel: Settings, Images, Process (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1972), vii.

12 Musu, 13.
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Defence Policy: The Case of the Middle East Peace Process—A View from the Field,” Comparative
Politics 13, no. 4 (2007): 361.
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greater unity among the member states and to join their nations politically, leaders of
these pro-Israel nations shifted their national policy from a position of clear support for
Israel to a more pro-Arab stance.™

In contrast, due to their challenging experiences with the Jewish military groups
during the mandate period, the events of World War 11 had less effect on the British
policies towards Israel. From the beginning of the mandate, Britain struggled under the
effects of the conflicting promises they made to both sides during World War | and
sought to balance both sides. The British 1939 White Papers that sought to pacify the
Arabs in response to the Arab Revolt enraged the Jewish community, as the policy
restricted immigration and land sales.™™ After the war, as the Jews grew increasingly
discontent with British rule, the Jewish Irgun and Stern groups and the British military
traded attacks back and forth, which cost the British twenty soldiers, one hundred
wounded, and around £4 million in damages.™ In turn, the British Foreign Secretary
Ernest Bevin advocated an Arab state in Palestine and restricted Jewish immigration.™’

Within Israel, the strategic threat of hostile Arab nations surrounding them has

driven much of the nation’s foreign policy and their interactions with other nations

114 Musu, 43. Musu notes that as the EC nations sought to unify after the terrorist attack at the
1972 Munich Olympics and to gain favor with the Arab nations in the midst of the oil embargo Germany
made use of the excuse of “community discipline” as an explanation to Israel and its own citizens why it
followed a pro-Arab policy path. The desired benefits of the new union required the Germans to set aside
their national preferences.
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regarding the Palestinians and Arab states. Clive Jones states that all Israeli governments
have ensured that their foreign policy is shaped for national security, “ensuring in the
process that a premium is placed upon continuing and maintaining the ‘special
relationship’ with the United States.”**® Despite the changes over time, Efraim Inbar
argues:
It is still a region where the use of force is widely considered a policy option and
one which receives popular support. The negative effects of the systemic changes
on the international arena and on the Middle East have been similarly overlooked.
Israel’s [security] predicament has hardly changed. It is still a small state facing
various challenges from powerful regional foes.***
However, as Israel proved its strength and ability to survive in the Middle Eastern
environment, particularly in the wake of the Israeli military victory in the June 1967 War,
the ideological debates within Zionism regarding the territory the nation should claim
reemerged within public opinion. Jones states:
Israel’s foreign policy is as much about defining the political boundaries of
Zionism as it is about determining the future physical borders of the Jewish state.
While still wrapped and presented in the language of national security, pressure
groups and public opinion...have informed the formulation and implementation
of foreign policy.*?

The aims of the Zionists must be balanced with the perpetual concern for national

security within the region, which do not always coincide.
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In dealing with foreign policy as it relates to religious beliefs, it is essential to
define what correlation there is between certain policies and beliefs to seek out
identifiable patterns or trends. This study focuses on how the beliefs of those who make
up the citizenry of a country influence foreign policy. Given the fact the United States,
the European Union, and Israel all have representative governments, policymakers are an
integral part of this study as they represent the opinions and beliefs of the populace, while
also acting as individuals with personal beliefs and convictions. As such, the following
chapter and portions of Chapter Five will evaluate the ways the religious beliefs of those

within the government interact with and affect foreign policy.
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CHAPTER TWO

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE CONFLICT

As one considers the modern conflict between the Israelis and Palestinians over
the land that lies between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea, one must examine
the complex history that created the present conditions. Some look back to the initial
struggle between the biblical ancestors of the two groups, Isaac and Ishmael, thus seeing
it as a millennia-old sibling rivalry battling for the primogeniture blessing from Abraham.
Others limit the scope of relevance to the groups’ interactions over the last century,
characterizing it as a political struggle for land and sovereignty. Wherever one begins the
story, historical events construct the modern perceptions each group has of the other. A
group’s collective memory of an incident defines the heroes and villains in the conflict
and justifies present actions. In addition, the sacred significance of the land area for both
the Jewish and Islamic religions imbues the conflict with potential religious importance
and justification.

One may trace the interactions of the two groups as far back as Abraham;
however, this study will briefly discuss the historical background of the area under the
Ottoman Empire and then will concentrate on events following the meeting of the Zionist
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Organization’s First Zionist Congress in 1897. This beginning point in 1897 is
appropriate as it marked the initiation of increased levels of interaction between the Jews
and Palestinians over the area of Palestine. Jewish immigration to the land rose
dramatically as a result of the Zionist Organization’s objective to create a new homeland
for the Jews in the Ottoman-controlled area of Palestine.’** Therefore, this chapter will
consider the early Jewish immigrants to Palestine, the events surrounding World War |
and its peace agreements, the events surrounding World War Il and the Holocaust, the
birth of the new State of Israel and the first Arab-Israeli War, and the 1967 War. The
survey concludes with the 1967 War because Israel’s victory and territorial gains in that
conflict solidified Israel’s status as an enduring nation in the Middle East. The war also
created the territorial lines and control that nations and officials have questioned or
defended over the past forty-five years. Negotiators and advocates for both sides have
focused heavily on the legitimacy of pre- or post-1967 lines.

These historical events stand as the foundation of the current relationship between
Israel and the Palestinians and define the key elements of conflict. In order to examine
how each group understands the crucial events that have created the current situation, this
chapter attempts to survey the historical facts of each event in conjunction with the Israeli
perspective on the history of each event in the conflict coupled with a review of the
Palestinian perspective. In order to demonstrate the varied perspectives of the two sides,

the review of the historical events will highlight contested facts and events and represent
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the accepted history of each side. This overview will also highlight the impact the
European and American powers had on these events and the evenhandedness or partiality
they demonstrated in key decisions. The sides each actor took and the issues they
championed historically create their part in the conflict. With the key past events in hand,
this thesis will then examine the policy choices in light of their association with the

beliefs and opinions of their corresponding citizenry.

Early Jewish Immigration
From 1516-1918, Palestine was under the rule of the Ottoman Empire, but its

inhabitants never formed as a political administrative unit. The Ottomans divided the area
into several districts (sanjaks) within larger provinces or administrative units (vilayets).*?
The Arab population that lived in the districts of Palestine at the end of the nineteen
century numbered around 446,000 and was fairly heterogeneous and divided along urban,
rural, and nomadic lines. The state owned much of the land, but whether state or privately
owned, the local peasants worked the land. This gave them a sense of communal
ownership of it though it lacked any legal formality.'?® The Arab Muslims rarely

expressed Western ideas of nationalism; however, European missionaries’ influence and

teachings sparked nationalistic sentiments among Arab Christians.*?
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Similar to the Arabs, Jewish nationalism remained a cultural and religious idea
until the nineteenth century, when the idea of a Jewish state developed as a political
ideology. European rationalism, secular nationalism, and imperialism combined with the
anti-Semitism of the nineteenth century laid the foundation for the ideas of Theodor

Herzl and political Zionism.'?®

The term “Zionism” originated in an article by Nathan
Birnbaum in 1886 and came to refer to the movement to reestablish a Jewish nation in
Palestine. Though not original to him, Herzl’s ideas of Zionism became the draw for the
growing number of Zionist supporters.

The Zionist First Congress that met in 1897 was the catalyst for the Zionist
movement of the twentieth century. The delegates defined the objective of Zionism as “to
create for the Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law.” To achieve this
goal, the delegates resolved to promote a systematic settlement of Palestine by Jewish
farmers, craftsmen, and artisans with the approval of the necessary governments. In 1901,
the Jewish National Fund was established for the purchase of land; in 1908, the Palestine
Land Development Company was created to assist in developing the land.*?® With the
assistance of wealthy men like Baron Edmond de Rothschild and Baron Maurice de
Hirsch, the Jews bought land from the Arab landowners. After multiple waves of

immigrants, the Jewish population numbered around 60,000, or slightly less than 10

percent of the population of Palestine, on the eve of World War 1.**/
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World War |

World War | centered on the concerns of the European powers; however, due to
the breadth of the European empires, the conflict affected many nations around the world.
In the Middle East, the war was a time of varying promises the European powers made to
encourage support for their side in the war. For the Arabs, the Hussein-McMahon
Correspondence offered the Hashemite ruler Sherif Hussein independence for the Arabs
in return for Arab uprisings against the Ottomans, which the Arabs accomplished in 1916
with the Arab Revolts. For the Jews, the Balfour Declaration from British Foreign
Secretary Sir Arthur Balfour to Lord Rothschild within the British Zionist Organization
stated that the British government would view “with favour the establishment in Palestine
of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate
the achievement of this object.”*?® Each side offered support for the British in response to
these promises, and Britain disappointed both after it won the war.

Britain honored a different wartime agreement, for alongside these competing
British promises the British and French had created the Sykes-Picot Agreement. This
contained a postwar vision to divide the Levant and Iraq into spheres of influence
between the two powers. Britain and France put the Sykes-Picot Agreement into effect at
the San Remo Conference and incorporated it into the Treaty of Sevres in 1920. The
newly formed League of Nations ratified the treaty, creating zones called mandates for
the European powers to administer in order to guide the people along the path to self-

government and independence. These mandates married the Wilsonian idea of self-
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determination from his Fourteen Points with the continuing desires of the imperial
powers."? The British received the Mandate of Palestine. The mandate’s goal of eventual
local self-government fueled the drive for nationalism among the Arabs and the Jews in
that area. “Each side would resort to diplomatic pressure, violence, and even terrorism to
press their claims against the increasingly weary British and world community.”**
Neither side received the fulfillment of what the British had promised during the war, and
both resented the British Third Party rule and its attempts at imperial governing.*** The
League of Nations included the Balfour Declaration in the obligations for the mandatory
power in Palestine at San Remo. This bound Britain to establish conditions to assist the
incoming Jewish population along their path toward dominance in Palestine.* From the
beginning of the mandate, the Jews saw it as in their best interest to work with the
British. The World Zionist Organization, which came to be known as the Jewish Agency,
stationed its president Chaim Weizmann in London to work closely with the British.**®

The Arabs opposed the mandate and the Balfour Declaration as encouraging the
Jews to establish a politically sovereign state in Palestine, which the Arabs were

determined to resist. The Arab’s lack of organization hampered their efforts of resistance

throughout the mandate period. The British proposed an Arab agency, but because the
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mandate directive specifically referenced a Jewish agency to work with the British to

facilitate Zionist objectives, the Arab believed cooperating with the British in any way
would show acquiescence to the Balfour Declaration and the Zionist cause. Because of
this as well as political divisions among the Arabs as to who should rule and represent

them, the Arabs formed no representative body to promote their interests.™*

World War Il and the Holocaust

The economic depression and outbreaks of anti-Semitism in Europe in 1929
increased the level of immigration to Palestine. This renewed fear and anger among the
Arabs, which had begun to subside with the corresponding decreases in Jewish
immigration in the 1920s.™* Jewish immigration generated a cycle of violent outbreaks
followed by British attempts to halt or decrease Jewish immigration levels, followed by
repeals of British restrictions that led to increased immigration. As anti-Semitism rose in
Europe, particularly once Hitler came to power in Germany, the Jewish desire to emigrate
from Europe grew, increasing pressure on the British to allow greater levels of
immigration to Palestine. Many Jews also sought to immigrate to the United States or
Britain; however, both nations restricted immigration based upon established quotas for
people groups, which limited the number of Jews they would accept. British increases in
Jewish immigration to Palestine protected the immigration restrictions the United States

and Britain had in place.
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When World War Il began, the Jews had no land of their own or nation to depend
on to give them shelter. The British 1939 White Papers declared that Palestine would
become an independent state within the next ten years. This was meant to be an Arab
state since the Papers restricted Jewish immigration to 75,000 people over the next five
years with Arab consent being necessary thereafter. These White Papers essentially
repudiated the Balfour Declaration. The imminence of another world war spurred this
shift in British policy, for they were concerned about having reliable bases in the Middle
East and wanted to ensure the Arab and Muslim communities were on their side.**®

The Jewish Holocaust altered the course of history and particularly the great
powers’ dealings with the Mandate of Palestine. This attempt at complete annihilation of
the Jews as a people bore a new sense of urgency and necessity to create a secure
homeland for all Jews. It also created a belief among the world’s Jews that something
should be done in Palestine to atone for the Holocaust and to recompense the remnant of
European Jews. More than the Holocaust itself, the question of what to do with the
survivors directed the post-war dealings with Palestine.**” Despite this outcry to assist the
surviving Jews, the British immigration policy of the 1939 White Papers remained in
effect in Palestine.’® Twenty-five years of struggling with the conflict in the mandate
territory weighed more heavily in British policy decisions than the moral atrocities of the

Holocaust.
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Establishment of the State of Israel and the First Arab-Israeli War of 1948

The establishment of the State of Israel and the War of 1948-1949 that followed
are rooted in the preceding history but also encapsulate the core issues of the modern
conflict between the Israelis and Palestinians. Both tell the stories of these events
differently and contest certain details; therefore, the two versions will be distinguished
for these events, following a summary of the general historical context.
Historical Context

Following the devastation of World War II, Britain’s domestic economic crises
and challenges in maintaining imperial obligations forced its government in 1947 to
acknowledge it could no longer sustain its commitments in Palestine and to turn the
matter over to the newly formed United Nations.**® Once in the hands of the UN, the
General Assembly formed a Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) of eleven
neutral nations to examine the issue and draw up recommendations. The committee went
to the Middle East to gather information from the various groups involved. The Jewish
Agency met with the committee, but the newly formed Palestinian Arab High Committee
boycotted any meetings because they believed the Arab rights were self-evident. In
August 1947, the committee presented its findings to the General Assembly with the
majority recommending a partition plan for a Jewish and Arab state with Britain
administering the mandate for a two year interim period. Despite the report’s

shortcomings according to the Jews, the Jewish Agency accepted the majority land
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partition, while the Arabs rejected all partition recommendations.'*® After thirty-four
meetings of a UN ad hoc committee to evaluate UNSCOP’s recommendations, the
committee presented an amended version of the partition plan to the General Assembly
that gave roughly forty-five percent of the land of Palestine to an Arab state and fifty-five
percent of the land to a Jewish state, with Jerusalem designated as an international zone
under UN administration. On November 29, 1947 the UN General Assembly in UN
Resolution 181 voted in favor of partition.***

Although significant, the UN vote in favor of partition did not guarantee the
creation of a Jewish state. Six months lay between the vote for partition and the
scheduled end of the British mandate on May 15, 1948.*? The vote did provide the
Jewish community with a legal framework for establishing a state and gave the Haganah,
the Jewish defense force, a specific goal to pursue in terms of territory.**® The Arab
nations surrounding Palestine rejected the partition plan and the Jews’ claim to the land.
The approval vote prompted the Arab states to send forces to fight for the Arab claims to
the Palestinian territory and to prevent the Jews from attaining the state the partition plan
promised. The Arab Liberation Army (ALA), consisting of citizens from a number of
Arab countries and commanded by Arab military officers, invaded Palestine in late 1947.

They sought to “nullify the UN partition resolution, to eliminate any remains of
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Zionism...and to secure the Arabness of Palestine.”*** As the ALA invaded, Palestinian
militiamen waged armed attacks against Jewish towns, villages, and inter-city traffic. The
Jewish Haganah and Irgun retaliated.*** In the major cities a war of terror reigned that
spilled out into the countryside. A cycle of attacks and retaliations ensued, with each side
justifying their actions as responses to the other side’s attacks. “Terror and atrocities were
committed by both sides, with little regard for noncombatants or women and children
when avenging an attack.”*® By May 15, 300,000 Arabs had fled their homes and
towns.*’

In April 1948, each side committed an atrocity that historians remember for their
brutality: the Jewish Irgun and Stern Gang’s attack on Arabs in Deir Yassin and the
Arabs’ retaliation against a group of Jewish doctors and nurses on Mount Scopus. Deir
Yassin lay outside designated partition borders for the new Jewish state, but it was a key
village on the way to Jerusalem. On April 9, a group of 132 Irgun and Stern Gang men
entered the village of Deir Yassin, captured the village, killed approximately 254 men,
women, and children, raping many of the women and mutilating the dead bodies before
throwing them in a well. The Haganah high command condemned the massacre, though
they never charged the officers in charge of the attack. In response to this, the Arabs

retaliated on April 13, besieging a convoy of mainly Jewish doctors and nurses on their
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way to Hadassah Hospital just outside Jerusalem on Mount Scopus. They killed seventy-
seven of them. %

On May 14, 1948, as the Jewish forces gained some measure of military
advantage over the Palestinians, David Ben Gurion proclaimed the State of Israel to exist
within the borders awarded in the UNSCOP partition plan minus the Negev and received
an immediate de facto recognition from President Truman on behalf of the United States.
On the following day, armies from the surrounding Arab states under the auspice of the
Arab League invaded Arab Palestine and the new State of Israel, sparking a new round of
fighting.**® The UN-commissioned mediator, Count Folke Bernadotte, arranged a month-
long truce in mid-June, but both sides violated the terms. The Arabs reinforced their lines
with fresh units, prevented supplies from reaching isolated Israeli settlements, and
occasionally opened fire along the lines. The Israelis also moved more troops to their
fronts. In addition, they violated the arms embargos and bought weapons from
Czechoslovakia."

Fighting resumed when Egypt and Syria refused to extend the treaty in the hope
of increasing their resistance to drive the Jews back. However, their plans were
unsuccessful, and the Israelis secured key areas, including the sea port of Haifa, while
working towards Jerusalem. Israel took over much of western Galilee, which included

portions of the Arab partition zone, until the UN enforced another truce. In September,
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Bernadotte recommended an updated territory settlement that would allocate the Negev
to the Arabs and Galilee to Israel and make Jerusalem an international city. The
following day members of the Israeli Stern Gang assassinated the UN mediator. Ben-
Gurion disbanded the Stern Gang in light of this and arrested over 200 people, but he did
not prosecute anyone for the assassination. This act revived the fighting, which continued
until King Abdullah of Transjordan agreed to a ceasefire in December.'*!

Egypt, followed by Lebanon, Syria, and Transjordan, signed an armistice with
Israel in early 1949. Israel increased its land area by approximately twenty percent in
these agreements, which the new UN mediator Ralph Bunche of the United States
negotiated. As a result of the war, the new State of Israel now covered eighty percent of
the land that previously made up the mandate of Palestine. Transjordan occupied and
later annexed the areas of Judea and Samaria as well as East Jerusalem.** “The agreed-
upon armistice lines defined Israel’s boundaries until the 1967 war, but in principle a
state of war still existed; only a cessation of hostilities had been achieved.”™ The
Palestinians who had fled or been expelled during the fighting remained as refugees in
the surrounding Arab states. The UN General Assembly passed Resolution 194 that
established a Palestinian Conciliation Commission as recommended by the late and
current UN mediators to facilitate the repatriation or compensation of the refugees.'>*

Three member states sat on the commission: France, Turkey, and the United States.

151 Bjckerton and Klausner, 100.
152 | pid.
158 Smith, 207.

154 Bickerton and Klausner, 106.

57



When this group failed to address the refugee problem, Bunche acknowledged he and
Bernadotte had naively assumed the representatives to the commission would act
independently and had failed to realize the influence of the representatives’
governments.'*®
Israeli Perspective

The effect of the Holocaust on the European survivors and those of the Jewish
community in Palestine cannot be overemphasized in the struggle for a Jewish state after
World War II. It created a determination of “Never Again.” Never again would Jews be
victims, never again would Jews be unable to defend themselves, never again would they
lack a place of safety. Israeli security and defense policies in dealing with the Arabs and
Palestinians represent this staunch determination.*® Given the British continuation of
pre-World War Il immigration policies in spite of the Holocaust, the Jews found they
fought against both the British and the Palestinians to gain a place of safety for the
survivors. Jewish animosity towards the British grew and was demonstrated during the
UNSCOP committee’s visit to the mandate in July 1947. During this visit, the two sides
exchanged retaliatory violence back and forth.**’

In the wake of World War 11, the Jewish community in Palestine looked for a state

of their own. Their success depended upon their ability to create a situation that forced
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the British to take the issue to the UN."® Once the issue reached the UN General
Assembly, the Jews still had no guarantee the nations of the UN would approve partition.
The non-European nations sympathized with the Arabs. In addition, the Jews expected
the Soviets and their allies to oppose the U.S. and the Jewish state they supported. Senior
U.S. officials debated the direction of their vote, with some favoring the Jews and other
the Arabs.'*® As the vote approached, Zionists in the U.S. observed the need for extensive
lobbying with certain UN delegates. In the end, Truman’s willingness to break with the
State Department and approve added lobbying of foreign nations may have saved the
vote for the Israelis. Also, the unexpected Soviet support added the necessary two-thirds
majority needed to break a filibuster. The international community legitimized the Jews’
claim to self-rule.*®

With this UN approval, the Jewish community had to determine a way to achieve
its goals for statehood and to acquire the territory the partition plan allotted them,
particularly those areas outside the central and coastal plains where much of the Jewish
population lived. Compared to the Palestinians, the Zionists had superior leadership and
organization as well as many soldiers who had training and experience from World War
[1. The militaristic groups of the Irgun and the Stern Gang coordinated activities with the

Haganah on multiple occasions to strengthen their efforts. When the Haganah went on the

offensive in April 1948 with a new supply of Czechoslovakian weapons, they established
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control over the area granted the Jewish state and pushed to expand to the areas that
included Jewish settlements outside the partition lines. These successes exposed the Arab
forces’ lack of coordination.*®

The Jews and the Arabs engaged in the fiercest fighting during this time. The
Arab nations had gathered a large force that greatly outnumbered the Jewish forces. The
Jews believed guerrilla warfare tactics were the only way they could defeat the larger
Arab force and launched a number of guerrilla attacks in the months leading up to the
events at Deir Yassin to check Arab advances and to respond to Arab guerrilla attacks.
While the Haganah did not condone what the Irgun and Stern Gang did at Deir Yassin,
both sides made use of these guerrilla warfare tactics. In addition, Iragi and Palestinian
troops had been using Deir Yassin as a base for snipers against Jewish occupants of
Jerusalem.'®

After Ben-Gurion announced the establishment of the State of Israel on May 14,
Israelis began to fight their War for Independence. When the UN mediator Bernadotte
established a truce in mid-June, the Israelis used the time to build up necessary weaponry
from Czechoslovakia. The Stern Gang assassinated Bernadotte in response to his
proposal of a peace agreement that gave more territory to the Palestinians, and the two
sides resumed fighting. In this final phase of the war, the Israelis expanded their territory

claims and drove back the armies of the surrounding Arab nations.'®®
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The Israelis insisted they had no legal or moral obligation to restore the land to
the Palestinians who fled during the war or to recompense them for their losses. The
Israelis claimed that Arab propagandists, who promised an easy return once the Arabs
defeated the Jews, encouraged the Palestinians to leave. Therefore, the Israelis did not
consider the Palestinians as refugees with a right to return after the end of hostilities.**
The Israelis would only negotiate the terms within the framework of direct peace
negotiations, which the Arabs refused as this would require recognition of the new State
of Israel.’®> More recently, some Israeli historians have questioned the earlier claims that
the Palestinians left because their leadership told them to do so, and these historians
admit that the Haganah deliberately destroyed Arab villages and broadcasted false stories
of disease spreading and impending terror to encourage flight.*®°

The Jewish community fought the War of 1948 to secure a homeland and state for
worldwide Jewry. The Arab nations surrounded them territorially and surpassed them in
military numbers. Despite the UN approval of partition, the Western nations offered the
Jews very limited practical support. The Haganah organized the Jewish community and
implemented guerrilla and other alternative warfare methods to undermine the Arabs’

strength of number. The Haganah’s effective leadership won the war for the new Israeli

state and allowed them to negotiate the armistice agreements from the victor’s position.
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Palestinian Perspective

The Holocaust created a sense of bitterness and resentment in the Palestinians, not
against the Jews but against the Western European powers. The Palestinians did not
initiate or participate in the Holocaust, but they believed they were paying the price for
the Europeans’ failure to intervene to lessen or prevent the Holocaust. Now, because the
Europeans had determined that Palestine was the appropriate place for survivors, they
would deprive the Arabs of their land and homes.*®” The Arabs remained staunch in their
opposition to a Jewish state in the land where they had long waited and struggled for their
own state.

After World War I, British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin declared he envisaged
a Palestinian state, not a Jewish one, arising under a United Nations trusteeship awarded
to Britain. This announcement coupled with British continuance of the immigration
quotas of 1,500 Jews monthly displeased the Arabs, for they saw the extension of the
quota beyond the original five years established in the 1939 White Papers as a violation
of promises. The Arab leadership was divided on how to respond, which resulted in
political immobilization and the leadership’s rejection of any option other than an Arab
Palestine. The Arab leadership had no room to compromise with the Zionists. “To give
up any part of Arab Palestine would be wrong, they believed, constituting recognition of

the Jewish right to have it as Ben-Gurion and others argued.”®®
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When the British referred the issue to the UN, the Arabs were at a disadvantage
due to their inexperience in the Western system of diplomacy as British colonial subjects,
their unwillingness to plead their case, and their lack of organized leadership. The League
of Nations initially established the mandate system to prepare the people of the Middle
East for self-determination and statehood, but after more than twenty years under British
rule the Arabs believed the British continued to move their goal of statehood farther into
the future. The Arab Palestinians lacked the means or understanding of the international
system to attain their goal. Worse still, the Arabs did not have advocates for their cause in
the United States and Europe like the Jews did and used violence to pressure the British
periodically. In addition, they were unwilling to advocate their side, as evidenced by their
boycott of the UNSCOP tour. The Arabs did not promote their position until after
UNSCOP had presented its report to the General Assembly.

The Arabs failed to accomplish their goals of statehood in 1947 and 1948 due in
large part to the divisions and disorganization among the Arab leadership in Palestine and
among the nations of the Middle East. With the mufti Hajj Amin al-Husseini banished
from the mandate by the British, his cousin Jamal al-Husseini took control of the
reconstituted Arab Higher Committee, but he failed to create a coalition between his
followers and the other key parties. Tensions also rose between Jamal and the exiled
mufti. Because of the mufti’s action in the 1936-1939 Arab Revolt, he retained a persona
among many as the leader of the resistance against the Zionists and British. Therefore, he
continued to exert leadership influence from Egypt but was unable to take action directly.

In addition, the mufti and the other Arab leaders understood the Palestinian question as a
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crucial issue in the fulfillment of the Arab nationalist aspiration against the imperialism
of Europe, which left little room for compromise.'®®

When the Arabs failed to stop the partition plan before the UN, they prepared
themselves for a fight on the ground. The surrounding Arab nations prepared to assist,
though often with alternative motives and goals other than what the Arab Palestinians
sought, which bred more division and suspicion among the command group during the
war. The mufti, who was still in Egypt when the UN approved partition, was determined
to control the Palestinian resistance and any assistance from the Arab states. The mufti’s
fighting forces under the command of Abd al-Qadir mixed with non-Palestinian Arab
volunteers, whom Fawzi al-Qawugji led and the Arab League funded. The two leaders
had fought together in the Arab Revolt, but they were also rivals and backed by leaders
who distrusted one another.

Within the Arab League, Egypt agreed to help the mufti with the loans the Arab
League refused him, for Egypt suspected King Abdullah of Transjordan’s designs on
Jerusalem and central Palestine. These suspicions were well-founded, for before the vote
on partition Abdullah reached an agreement with the Jews on a division of Palestine. The
Jewish Agency agreed not to oppose Transjordan’s annexation of Arab Palestine, and
Abdullah agreed not to attack the Jews or stand in the way of the establishment of a
Jewish state. Not only did the Arab League nations distrust one another, the Arab
Palestinians suspected their ulterior motives and plans as well. When the Arab Liberation

Army (ALA) entered Palestine in January 1948, most Palestinians chose not to join them.
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They feared the Arab states did not share their goal for the future of Palestine. *"® “The
Palestinian resistance and the Arab League’s support of it were thus part of a web of
rivalries and intrigue that discouraged any chance of coordinated assaults, let alone
agreement on objectives.”* Therefore, despite superior numbers, the Arab forces
struggled to hold back the Haganah’s assaults on Palestinians.

As the tide turned in favor of the Jewish fighting forces, Palestinians began to
leave their homes. Some left of their own free will, some fled out of terror of what the
Haganah had done elsewhere, and some were expelled. By the end of the war, an
estimated 600,000 to 760,000 Palestinians were homeless, refugees in the surrounding
Arab nations. The Palestinians refer to this event as al-Nakba, “the catastrophe,” due to
the sense of helplessness and fear they felt. The savage attacks the victorious Jews carried
out against them amplified these feelings.'”* The attacks at Deir Yassin are among the
best known of these. After these attacks, the Palestinians reported the Irgun and Haganah
using threats of similar attacks as a staple of their propaganda, proclaiming these threats

over mobile loudspeaker units into Arab areas to encourage them to leave before
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something similar happened to them. Many point to this form of psychological warfare as
a key reason so many Palestinian Arabs fled.'”
Summary

The events surrounding the establishment of the State of Israel and the
displacement of seventy percent of the Arab Palestinians generated many of the issues
that continue to perpetuate the conflict in current times. The UN vote on partition
demonstrated the power of the Jewish Zionist lobby and the available U.S. support for
Israel. It also prefigured the influence the U.S. would exert to protect Israel in the world
community. In contrast, the British animosity and frustration with the Jewish military
groups in Palestine left them unwilling to promote the Jews’ aspirations of statehood, in
spite of the atrocities of the Holocaust. The new Jewish state won the war against all
expectations and secured the land to create the state they had sought for many years.
However, it was no utopia. They had Jewish immigrants coming in large numbers and
acrimonious Arab nations surrounding them. Nation-building would not be easy. The
Palestinian Arab to whom the UN had granted land for a state in the Palestinian Mandate

now lived under the rule of other Arab nations and gathered in refugee camps wishing for

the homes they left.
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The War of 1967

The new boundaries created in the War of 1967 shaped the physical, political,
economic, and cultural conditions in which the contemporary Arab-Israeli conflict has
existed for the last forty-five years, changing the facts on the ground while preserving the
existing grievances. In six days, the Israeli military decimated the armed forces of the
Arab nations, tripled its territorial control, and assumed direct rule over a majority of
Palestinians. The war redefined Israel’s national image to the world. Israel was no longer
a small, vulnerable David fighting a giant Goliath in the Arab states.*’* This war
established Israel as the foremost regional military power. It also discredited the Arab
states as possible liberators of the Palestinian people. After the war, Palestinian resistance
movements grew internally, with the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) gaining
support in the early 1970s and Hamas gaining support in the late 1980s.1"

With no major confrontations in the years between the Suez-Sinai conflict in 1956
and the war in 1967, Israel grew economically, militarily, politically, and culturally.
Among the Arabs, Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt spent this time spreading the ideal of
pan-Arabism throughout the Middle East to unite the Arabs around their common
identity. However, the leadership of the Arab nations remained divided over the political
ideologies of socialism and communism. Egypt and Syria embraced radical social and

economic changes, rejected foreign commitments to the West, and received aid from the
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Soviet Union. In addition, Syria and Egypt united in a Unified Arab Republic in January
1958 in response to parliamentary calls for a federal union between the two regions to
increase Syrian-Egyptian cooperation and strength in the region. This union laid certain
obligations on each side and bound them together in the subsequent conflicts with
Israel.'”® The conservative monarchical nations, such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia,
approached change more cautiously and identified themselves with the West and the
United States. The French and British diplomatic failure during the Suez Crisis left the
Soviet Union and the United States as the two major superpowers with influence in the
Middle East, fueling a bilateral rivalry that extended to the superpowers’ allies during the
years leading up to the 1967 War.!"’

The Suez Crisis in 1956 revolved around shipping rights in the Suez Canal and
the Straits of Tiran. During this conflict, Israel captured the Sinai Peninsula but returned
it in 1957 under pressure from President Eisenhower with the condition that Egypt
maintain Israeli access to the Straits. Egypt violated this agreement when it closed the
Straits to Israeli shipping with a naval blockade in May 1967. Leading up to this closure,
Nasser requested the UN observers leave the demilitarized buffer zone established in
Sinai after the Suez Crisis, and then he moved 100,000 soldiers and 1,000 tanks to the

Sinai border near the Gulf of Agaba and the Straits of Tiran. Israelis attribute Nasser’s
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militarization of the Sinai Peninsula and blockade of the Straits of Tiran as the catalyst of
the war. However, while Nasser delivered a speech explaining these actions as a means to
threaten Israel to desist its attacks on Syria in the Golan Heights, his deputy was in
Washington to work out a diplomatic solution to the crisis. Nasser looked for a victory by
forcing Israel to back down in the war of words. However, for Israel, Nasser’s actions
were acts of war. In addition to Egypt’s actions, King Hussein of Jordan joined this rising
conflict by declaring his support for Egypt and inviting Iraqi troops to take up positions
along the Israeli borders.*"®

In the north of Israel in the time leading up to the war, Israel faced another
struggle over water and borders from Syria. In 1966, the Ba’athist and radical leftist
General Salah Jadid took over Syria in a military coup. He was openly hostile to the West
and Israel. He supported Palestinian Fatah fighters’ attacks on Israeli patrols north of the
Sea of Galilee, while the Syrian army fired down on Israeli farmers from the Golan
Heights. According to the armistice lines of 1949, Syria and Israel shared portions of the
shores of the Sea of Galilee. Control of this sea was crucial in the water-starved lands of
the region. In 1966, Syria built canals to divert the headwaters of the River Jordan, which
lay in Syrian territory, but gave up the project after Nasser refused to support their actions
due to anticipated Israeli reactions. Border skirmishes between Syrians and Israelis
continued, and in April 1967 tanks and planes of both sides engaged in a major clash.

After Israeli planes shot down six Syrian planes and flew low over the suburbs of
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Damascus, General Jadid asked Nasser for help, which led to the Egyptian troop
movements outlined above.'™

In the face of these Egyptian military mobilizations in the Sinai Peninsula, Israel
began hostilities with a surprise attack on June 5, destroying most of the Egyptian,
Syrian, and Jordanian forces. The Israeli army captured the Gaza Strip and the Sinai
Peninsula from Egypt, East Jerusalem and the West Bank from Jordan, the Golan Heights
from Syria, and the Sheeba Farms from Lebanon.'® Israel began the attack with an air
strike against the Egyptian air forces on the ground, destroying 300 of Egypt’s 450
aircraft. Later that same day, Israel attacked the Jordanian, Syrian, and Iraqi air forces.
By the end of the day, Israel destroyed 416 Arab aircraft, ensuring air superiority for
Israel during the war. This air superiority greatly assisted Israel’s ground forces that
followed the air attacks. In four days, Israeli ground forces, assisted by paratroopers,
defeated Egypt’s army in the Sinai and reached the Suez Canal.*™

Israel had similar success in the West Bank. The events of the preceding months
left King Hussein of Jordan with little choice but to join with Egypt and Syria and face
the possible backlash from the Israelis rather than face a popular uprising at home that
could take the throne from him. On May 30, he signed a mutual defense treaty with Egypt
and put his forces under Egyptian command. On June 5, Jordanian troops instigated an

attack against Israel, shelling targets in West Jerusalem, Netanya, and Tel Aviv after
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receiving false reports from Nasser of early Egyptian successes. When Jordanian troops
occupied portions of West Jerusalem on the follow day, the Israeli forces attacked
Jordanian units in the West Bank. By that evening, Israeli troops had surrounded
Jerusalem but had not entered the city. During heavy fighting the following day, Israeli
forces entered the Old City and captured the Western Wall and the Temple Mount. In the
West Bank, Israeli forces also took Mount Scopus, Ramallah, Jenin, Judea, Gush Etzion,
and Hebron. When King Hussein ordered his troops to retreat back across the Jordan
River, Israeli Defense Minister General Moshe Dayan ordered Israeli forces to capture
the rest of the West Bank.'®?

Despite being reluctant to join the hostilities given Israel’s remarkable success,
Syria still believed Nasser’s early false reports of Egypt’s success and initiated hostilities
against Israel. In the four days leading up to the outbreak of fighting, the Israeli air force
had bombed Syrian artillery positions in the Golan Heights. When the Israeli air force
destroyed two-thirds of the Syrian air force, Syria refrained from a ground offensive and
began a massive shelling of Israeli towns in the Hula Valley. However, with the support
of the Israeli air force, ground forces broke through the Syrian defenses and reached the
plateau of the Golan, causing the Syrian forces to flee.'®

Hostilities ended on June 10 when Egypt, Syria, and Jordan agreed to the UN
Security Council’s call for a ceasefire. When the fighting ceased, Israel controlled the

Sinai Peninsula to the point of the Suez Canal, the religiously significant area of East
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Jerusalem and the West Bank, and the strategic Golan Heights. This impressive
demonstration of Israeli military power left the Arab states humiliated and with more
than 21,000 Arab soldiers dead and 45,000 wounded. In contrast, Israel lost less than
1,000 soldiers with approximately 2,500 wounded.*®

The Israelis believe the cause of the war rested on the continued antagonism and
inability of the Arabs to recognize and accept the political sovereignty of the Jewish
people in Israel and their desire to avenge the defeats and humiliation of the previous
wars at the hands of the Israelis and European nations.® Israel overlooked the role their
1956 military response alongside France and Britain played in bringing Nasser to power
and in fueling his pan-Arab ideology, which eventually led to Nasser’s actions in 1967.
As the Israelis looked at the Arab forces that surrounded their nation in 1967 under
Nasser’s control, they believed that in a full-scale war attacking first was the only
strategy that stood a chance of victory.'®® Though the U.S. had warned Israel against
initiating hostilities, when President Johnson heard the news of what had happened, he
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rejected ‘the oversimplified charge of Israeli aggression’ given the provocations by Egypt
and Syria over the past weeks.”*®” Johnson preferred Israel to avoid war but also saw
merit in the strategy that justified such an action.

The Arabs believe the cause of the war lay in Israeli aggressiveness and
expansionism, Israel’s excessive retaliations, and Israeli “hawkishness” and
determination to maintain military superiority. **® Legally, Nasser had the right to ask the
UN forces to leave the Sinai Peninsula, though its implications made it unadvisable. The
closure of the Straits did not represent an immediate threat to Israel or to its economic
situation as only about five percent of Israel’s trade came to the country through the port
of Eilat on the Straits. Though Nasser’s actions in seeking diplomatic support from the
U.S. may illustrate his desires to avoid war, given Israel’s strong response to the Suez
Crisis Nasser knew he was risking military engagement with his actions.*®®

When hostilities eventually ceased, Israel found itself controlling territory that
held over one million Arabs. Israel had the means to negotiate with the Arab states if it so
desired from a position of great strength. The first action the government took was to
annex East Jerusalem and the surrounding area. Following this, the cabinet unanimously
agreed to negotiate a peace settlement with Egypt in which Israel would return to the
international boundaries that existed before the war in exchange for Egypt guaranteeing

freedom of navigation in the Straits of Tiran, the Gulf of Agaba, and the Suez Canal,
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demilitarizing the Sinai Peninsula, and permitting Israeli retention of the Gaza Strip. The
cabinet also drew up a peace settlement for Syria in which Israel would return to the
previous international borders if Syria agreed to the demilitarization of the Golan Heights
and guaranteed the free flow of water from the sources of the Jordan to Israel. However,
within a short period of time, the cabinet withdrew the offers to return the land to Egypt
and Syria without passing them along to the Syrians and Egyptians.*®

The cabinet deferred peace with Jordan and made no plans to relinquish control of
the West Bank. Some in Israel called for immediate annexation of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip; however, the government was confronted with the possible demographic
implication to the “Jewish” nation if they annexed areas containing approximately 1.3
million Arabs. The government postponed the issue to avoid risking international
opposition or condemnation of their policy. Instead, many moved to establish “facts on
the ground” and to garner Jewish footholds in the West Bank and Jerusalem that would
eventually lead everyone to accept the Jordan River as Israel’s eastern border.'*! Israelis
moved to create settlements in the territories with the rationale of ensuring Israeli
security, despite the fact that the settlements violated international and some of Israel’s
own laws.*

Underlying Israel’s efforts to retain the new occupied territories was the fact that

it did not consider the West Bank as occupied territory. Instead, they remain “contested”
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territory to which they have equal right to claim as the Palestinians do. After the war of
1967, Israel’s military advocate general, Colonel Meir Shamgar, recommended the use of
the term “disputed” rather than “occupied” to refer to the territory of the West Bank and
Gaza to reject the applicability of the 1949 Fourth Geneva Convention relating to the
occupation of conquered territory, under the assumption that the two areas were not
previously a part of a sovereign state.'*?

As Israel gained territory, it also failed to assimilate the people living in those
areas. The Palestinians were remarkably passive during the war, allowing the West Bank
to be conquered in a few hours without firing a shot.** Soon after the end of the war,
Palestinian leaders told senior Israeli intelligence officers they were ready to establish a
demilitarized Palestinian state in the West Bank and to sign a peace agreement with
Israel. However, this request never made it to the cabinet. They were likely to reject it
though, for they dealt with the Palestinian people in indirect talks through the Arab
nations.®

As the parties involved failed to create a peace agreement, U.S. President Johnson
sought to mediate the peace after he brokered the ceasefires. However, the Arabs
believed he showed a measure of partiality towards Israel during the conflict in his

unwillingness to apply pressure to stop Israel and after in his statement outlining his view

of a possible settlement, which placed the responsibility for the war on Egypt’s “act of
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folly.” Unlike Eisenhower’s approach in 1956 that pressured Israel to withdrawal to pre-
war borders, Johnson sought a final peace by granting Israel’s gains as something to be
bartered back in negotiations to force the Arab nations to the table in order to prevent
losing their territory.'*®

At the UN, the U.S. was unwilling to approve international motions to condemn
Israel’s occupation and vetoed UN resolutions that told Israel not to create settlements in
any of the newly acquired territory. Instead, Johnson created a UN resolution that
embodied the U.S. points and placed demands on both sides of the conflict. UN
Resolution 242 passed unanimously. The resolution required change and action on both
sides. It called for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from territories occupied in the recent
conflict and for Arab neighbors to recognize Israel’s right to exist. Despite the unanimity
among the Security Council members on these points, the practical execution of the terms
was problematic as it was unclear if it meant some or all territory and, as it did not
specify the order of events, whether Israel must withdraw before the Arab nations would
recognize their state or vice versa.'®’

Neither side has embraced fully the terms of 242. Peace conferences since the
1970s focus on resolving the differences solidified in 1948 and intensified in 1967. With
this foundational history in view, the following chapter will examine the actors within the

conflict that are most relevant to this study.
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CHAPTER THREE
RELEVANT ACTORS — ISRAEL, THE EUROPEAN UNION, AND THE UNITED

STATES

This thesis examines Israel, the European Union, and the United States as case
studies to analyze the relationship between the religious beliefs among a nation’s
population and the foreign policies of that nation towards the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
It is necessary to lay out the criteria for this selection to the exclusion of many other
actors in the conflict. The conditions rely on the definitions of the key terms and the
historical involvement of the actors in the conflict. The chapter will lay out the criteria

and then discuss why each of the selected actors best fits the required conditions.

Required Criteria
This thesis assumes the opinions of a nation’s population in a democracy are
significant and may affect a nation’s structure and policies. Philippe Schmitter and Terry
Lynn Karl define democracy as “a system of governance in which rulers are held

accountable for their actions in the public realm by citizens, acting indirectly through the
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competition and cooperation of their elected representatives.”*® Gerald Alexander adds
that a regime may not be termed “a democracy in any sense, Western or otherwise, unless
it effectively makes officeholders accountable to the citizenry.”**® He determines that
elections are a primary mechanism to hold decision-makers accountable, but elections
without other mechanisms to ensure accountability become hollow and may offer false
legitimacy for authoritarian regimes.?® Robert Dahl in his study of the systematic
mechanisms necessary for a democracy lists a number of institutional guarantees that
allow a system to function democratically. He lists free and fair elections as one
guarantee, but he stipulates that for elections to be free and fair citizens must have
freedom of expression, which allows their vote to represent their beliefs. Other pertinent
guarantees Dahl identifies include the people’s freedom to form and join organizations,
the freedom of leaders to compete for political support, and the presence of institutions
that make governments dependent upon votes and other expressions of preference.?*
This study will identify actors whose systems contain these essential elements that allow
for the association between beliefs and voting to exist.

The use of the term democracy reflects both normative and procedural elements
as discussed in Chapter One. An actor’s primary qualification is a democratic form of

government that fits those normative and procedural elements. The democratic idea that
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the people are responsible for their own government should be well-established in the
nation’s culture, based upon the principles of the sovereignty of the people, the popular
will, the individual consent, and the freedom of religion. Tim Stanley identifies these
ideas with Western liberalism:

What the contemporary westerner really means when he or she says “democracy”

is invariably “liberalism”. Liberalism is interested in the guarantee and realisation

of private liberty in faith, sexuality, business, speech and thought. It flourishes
best when a country has divided powers, elected representatives and a maximum
of self-government. Liberalism was the product of historical circumstances unique
to the West: these include the anti-clericalism of the Reformation; the
individualism of the French Revolution; the emergence of a politicised
bourgeoisie during the Industrial Revolution; the rights-based language of

feminism. 2
This liberalism forms a normative foundation for the mechanisms that establish systems
of accountability in democratic societies in the West.

Thomas Koelble and Edward Limupa discuss various studies regarding the
measurements of the freedom and democratic nature of nations and conclude newly
formed democratic systems will lag behind established North American and European
nations.?®® As these systems mature, the details of the systems vary given the alternative
cultural foundations; however, Koelble and Limupa assert they may be judged as
democratic,

to the extent to which governance conforms to the visions of democracy worked

out by the governed. Thus, measuring a democracy necessarily entails the
appreciation of the creation of those visions of democratic governance by the
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governed, which, in turn, necessitates an appreciation of the processes and
conditions under which these are produced.**

The non-Western nations possess alternative histories and cultures that do not explicitly
preclude them from developing a democratic system but that require continued
integration of and interactions with the normative and procedural principles of
democracy. Given the varied expressions of democratic ideas worldwide, this study will
narrow its examination to actors that share common cultural traditions and similar liberal
democratic systems.

Procedurally, the nation’s systems should countenance accountability,
participation, negotiation and discussion, representation of interests, and legitimization of
dissent. The presence of these democratic values is necessary, for it establishes the
significance of the public’s voice and drives a discussion of the influence of their beliefs
on policy. Scholars point to various conditions that support the creation of an
accountable, democratic system, which include economic equality, the structure of
socioeconomic conflict, the presence of a robust civil society, and the need for a complex
and deep-rooted legal tradition and system to protect the other elements of a democratic
system. When reviewing these various proposed conditions, Alexander concludes that the
litmus test rests in what conditions allow a democracy to endure through time. Time
reveals whether a system embodied democratic accountability and was properly tied to

. 2
the people’s vote and expressions of preference.”®

2% 1hid., 3.

205 Alexander, 160.

80



Systems with high levels of accountability to the citizenry are an outward
manifestation of a respect for individual freedom, the value of human life, and the need
for a government to restrain its citizens and to be restrained from a misuse of its power.
This democratic standard has its foundation in Western philosophical ideas and Judeo-
Christian religious beliefs and invariably precludes nations that have not had this
influence from this current study. Joshua Mitchell argues that the modern idea within
democracies of the equality of all men can be traced to the Christian notion of the
equality of all men before God. He argues for a logical link from Martin Luther’s
Christology to Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s radical view of the sovereignty of the people and
the modern idea of equality.”® Zachary Calo asserts that human rights norms rest on the
sacredly tinged language of human dignity. The idea of human rights feeds off the
inherited moral capital of its Christian religious roots, for Calo sees religion as the
foundation of human rights and the liberal democratic order.?®” George Newlands points
to the centrality of Jesus’ incarnation as God and man, which manifests God’s love to
mankind, the image of God in man, and the imperative to Christians to respect their
fellow man and to show practical kindness.?® This Christian ethic sees the evil and
abuses people continue to commit against one another and seeks “to diminish man’s

inhumanity to man, to discourage the torture, genocide and other manifest evils which
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remain a continuing and endemic feature of human society.”?*® Democratic governmental
systems grow out of these ideas as a means of restraining evil and protecting mankind
from one another.

Given the primary assumption that people act upon their beliefs in all spheres of
their lives, this study examines nations with governmental systems that are the product of
beliefs that value the rule of law and freedom of thought. This does not require a
religiously homogeneous national population but an overarching acceptance of the
foundational ideas of the society. Religious freedom allows for alternative beliefs, but the
rule of law requires everyone to abide by the same overarching legal requirements. Calo
explains that religious pluralism is an essential expression of authentic religious freedom,
for it reveals the capacity of a social order to permit the flourishing of alternative and
completing loci of meaning. This shapes a legal order that maintains no partiality for a
single religious group and equality for all before the law.?® Such societies create the
political space for belief to impact policy through established protocols and statutes,
which all may access.

As will be discussed, Israel, the EU, and the U.S. meet these criteria and have the
historical involvement necessary to designate them as key actors. This study will examine
the possible influences that lead to the side each actor typically takes in the conflict. It

will study the reasons the EU as a group of nations has typically stood with the
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Palestinians, whereas the U.S. has allied itself with Israel. Israel may serve as a control
group, for as one of the two primary actors in the conflict it will seek the best policies to
defend the security and sovereignty of its state. However, this does not preclude internal
debate over which policies best exemplify this goal and does not imply a lack of divisions
within Israeli society. By examining the varied religious influences and policies within
Israel, one may better understand what motivates its policy decisions in the conflict,

which draw some to Israel’s side and deter others.

Omitted Actors

The Palestinians and the PLO, the Arab states, and Russia are three key actors
omitted from this study. While the Palestinians and the PLO leadership lay at the heart of
the conflict and may not be dismissed, their indeterminate nationhood and continued
structural struggles within the Palestinian Authority prevent one from drawing
conclusions that may be substantiated with an established system or a historical record of
action. While the PLO will not be analyzed as a main policy actor in this study, it is
useful for future discussion of policy briefly to summarize the history, ideology, and
relationship of the PLO with the other actors analyzed.

The Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) rose out of the first summit of the
Arab League in January 1964. This organization was tasked with challenging Israel to
liberate the Palestinian people and remove such responsibility from the Arab nations
directly. King Hussein of Jordan convened a Palestinian National Council to form the
group and create the Palestinian Liberation Army (PLA). Though Palestinians filled the

ranks of this organization, the Arab nations continued to control much of what it did in
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the early years.”** In 1967, the Palestinian National Council (PNC) elected Yasser Arafat
as the chairman of the executive committee of the PLO, a position he retained until his
death in 2004. The initial PLO charter and its amendments in 1968 negated Israel’s right
to exist and supported armed struggle to liberate the Palestinian people. Due to these
tenets, Israel refused to deal with the PLO until it changed its charter.?*?

After the 1967 War, the PLO underwent a radical transformation from an
instrument in the hand of the Arab nations to a Palestinian national organization that
pursued the Palestinian nationalist desires according to the terms of its charter. This
transformation corresponded with a growing identity among Palestinians as a single
people and boosted their identity with the land they lost. While the emerging PLO
embraced its unity with the Arab world through pan-Arabism, it refused the Arab nations’
attempts to move it away from armed struggle towards an internationally recognized
national movement.?*®

Early in its existence the PLO claimed all the territory of Mandate Palestine as
necessary for a sovereign Palestinian state. Today most expect only the territories of the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip, though the details of the creation of a Palestinian state
within those boundaries are still disputed. The Arab states made multiple attempts to get

the PLO to a place where they might negotiate with Israel in the 1970s and 1980s, but the

organization’s uncompromising ideology and use of violence against Israel stalled any
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attempts. The PLO accepted the possibility of a two-state solution in the territories and
Resolutions 242 and 338 in November 1988 when it adopted a declaration of
independence with objectives for its movement. Leading up to this, the PLO leadership
began to center its work in the territories and began to consider political reconciliation as
a future bargaining chip with Israel. The major shift in PLO policy came in 1992 at the
Madrid Conference, where it shifted its political discourse to pragmatic arguments on
political accommodation rather than staunch ideology. These shifts prepared the way for
the 1993 Oslo Peace Accords and the new Palestinian Authority that rose out of it.?
Because of its charter’s stated denial of Israel’s right to exist and the
organization’s association with terrorism, Israel and the U.S. did not recognize the PLO
as the representative of a nationalist Palestinian movement until 1991. The UN
recognized PLO as the “sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people” and has
given it observer status since 1974.%"> Peace negotiations went through Arab nations until
the Madrid Conference. The Oslo Peace Accords were significant in that they offered
recognition to Israel from the PLO and to the PLO as the representative of a Palestinian

people from Israel. In letters in conjunction with the Peace Accords, Arafat agreed to

remove the controversial clauses of the PLO charter.?®
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As the PLO and the Palestinian Authority fail to qualify as actors for this study,
the Arab states lack a sustained democratic experience and faithful implementation of its
norms. The so-called “Arab Spring” in the beginning of 2011 gave many in the Arab
states a taste of democracy; however, the progression towards established and functioning
democracies in the region remains ongoing. In its Freedom in the World 2012 survey,
Freedom House observed a positive trend in political rights and civil liberties in Egypt,
Tunisia, and Libya, though Egypt retained the designation “Not Free” while Tunisia and
Libya moved to “Partially Free.”**" Freedom House observed that determined and violent
attempts to overthrow autocrats in other countries offset the gains in the region of these
few. It documented a decline in civil liberties of a number of states as the authoritarian
regimes in Syria, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and Yemen responded to the Arab Spring with
repression to secure their power. *® As such, Freedom House continues to list the
majority of the Arab states as “Not Free” in 2012 based on the lack of political and civil
rights among the populace.?*®

Public opinion is likely to have a greater impact on policy in systems with
electoral accountability, whereas in personalized authoritarian regimes, like those in
many parts of the Middle East, public opinion and beliefs may only have an indirect

impact on policy when leaders attempt to shore up legitimacy against rival attacks or
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when a crisis arouses the general public.??° In many cases, as has happened in response to
the Arab Spring, authoritarian regimes suppress public opinion to retain their control of
the country. Without governmental systems that are responsive and accountable to their
people and without the normative foundations to build such systems, the potential
correlation between the citizens’ beliefs and the actions of the government grows feebler.

With the fall of the Soviet Union, most expected Russia to follow the path toward
democracy. However, in the past two decades, Russian democratization has encountered
an array of obstacles extending from the nation’s autocratic past. Alongside the debate
over the absence or existence of a democratic political culture and civil society in Russia,
Christopher Marsh adds survey results that find devout Orthodox Christians favoring the
form of democracy but slow to translate that into political involvement.?**

Nikolai Petrov defines the system of state administration that developed under
President Vladimir Putin as a “highly managed democracy.” In this context, Petrov uses
the term democracy not to imply the system has a democratic foundation but rather to
refer to the protodemocracy of the Yeltsin period.?*? Petrov defines this highly managed

democratic style that Putin erected as “A complex, multilevel political construction that

enables the authorities to escape public oversight and accountability while preserving the

220 Raymond Hinnebusch, “Introduction: The Analytical Framework,” in The Foreign Policies of
Middle East States, eds., Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiravan Ehteshami, (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 2002), 17.

22! Christopher Marsh, “Orthodox Christianity, Civil Society, and Russian Democracy,”
Demokratizatsiya 13, no. 3 (2005): 459.

222 Nikolai Petrov, “The Political Mechanics of the Russian Regime,” Russian Politics and Law
49, no. 2 (2011): 35.

87



appearance of democratic procedures. It incorporates three levels of control: (1) control
over actors; (2) control over institutions; and (3) control over rules of the game.”??
Petrov sees intrinsic contradictions in the system that will either cause it to continue to
slide into authoritarianism or to turn back toward democracy.”**

Regardless of the direction it goes, Freedom House also marks the conditions
within Russia’s political sphere as “Not Free.”?*®> Though Russia has a history of
participation in Middle East affairs and in the Arab-Israeli conflict, the apparent lack of
cultural democratic foundations coupled with the current system’s centralized and
authoritarian elements create a gap in the potential link necessary for this thesis analysis.

Those within the government hold power without any effective accountability from the

people, which divests the citizenry of its power to affect policy.

Israel
The State of Israel was founded as a democratic and Jewish nation. According to
Benjamin Neuberger, the nation conforms generally to the Western liberal democratic
standards. Though the religion-state relations in Israel have raised a number of questions,
Neuberger asserts that the system is still democratic in that it results from agreements

reached and laws enacted by a democratically elected parliament.??® Looking back to the
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state’s beginnings at the UN vote for partition, Bickerton and Klausner assert that
partition was most likely successful because in a United Nations made up predominately
of Western European nations, at the time the Jews were perceived as Western as opposed
to the Eastern Arabs.?’ Israel fits the qualifications for this study in that it has maintained
a fairly stable democratic system since its establishment. The ideological foundations of
this system rely in part on its citizens’ European backgrounds. The Jewish character of
the state creates a degree of particularism in the society that could favor Jewish ideas and
minimize the influence of other groups within the nation. While this concern is valid and
will be addressed later in the chapter, a macro view of Israel’s society and government
establishes it as a nation that supports the Western ideals and procedures of the

democratic system and that may be analyzed alongside other democratic nations.

The European Union
The European Union is unique in its basic structure, uniting twenty-seven
individual member states under one government, economy, and set of laws. The member
states remain nations in their own right with internal governmental system, economies,
and laws, but in joining the Union the norms and values of the whole impact the national
actions of the parts. The combination of nations with varied histories and cultural values
has the potential either to create confusion and struggle or to impose a single rule to

which all must conform. The question arises whether there is sufficient unity among the
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national populaces of the member states to study the Union as a single actor with
generalizable aspects.

The EU structures are based on and promote the key norms and procedures of the
Western democratic tradition. EU politics increasingly depend upon citizens’ support
through referenda and European elections.??® Nations applying for accession to the Union
must accede to the treaties and must meet the Copenhagen criteria established at the 1993
Copenhagen European Council. For the European Council to begin negotiations with a
nation, the following must be true:

Stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and

respect for and protection of minorities; A functioning market economy as well as

the ability to cope with the pressure of competition and the market forces at work
inside the Union; The ability to assume the obligations of membership, in
particular adherence to the objectives of political, economic and monetary
union.??
These collective criteria allow for sufficient generalization to study the member states of
the Union as a single democratic actor. At a minimum, they allow for the potential
influence of religious views without necessarily permitting their actual influence.

The following sections will evaluate whether these initial common denominators
carry over into the Union’s and the member states’ policies towards the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, or whether in this instance member states are more likely to act

alone. Within the Union’s general democratic character, it designated a freedom for

religions to exist and influence society, though the following sections will also examine
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whether the space given to religion in the EU is consistent with that given to religion in
Israel and the United States and whether the plurality of religious traditions among the

citizens of the EU nations affects the Union’s joint policy towards the conflict.

The United States

The United States rose out of a unique revolution, guided by those who stood on
the shoulders of Reformers, Puritans, Empiricists, and Common Law Theorists. The
governmental system they created embodied the ideals of accountability, direct and
indirect representation, rule of law, and personal freedom. Scholars often attribute the
system the Founders created to the principles Jefferson stated in the Declaration of
Independence of all having equal rights to freedom. The Framers of the Constitution
fragmented the governmental power to protect these rights.”*® While the Founders relied
heavily on natural law in their formation of the new nation, Alexis de Tocqueville
observed that the Puritans were the initial founders of American society and imparted
their character and morals to the nation’s future development. As some of the first settlers
in the colonies, they first brought the ideas of equal freedom to American, which shaped
its national character in ways that have sustained this principle throughout its history.?*!

James Madison expressed the enduring influence of the Puritan doctrine of the total
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depravity of man in “The Federalist No. 517 in his discussion of the rightful division of

power within the new government.
[Government] may be a reflection on human nature, that such devices should be
necessary to control the abuses of government. But what is government itself, but
the greatest of all reflections on human nature? If men were angels, no
government would be necessary....In framing a government which is to be
administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first
enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to
control itself. A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary control on the

government; but experience has taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary
precautions.**

The Founders rejected the idea of the innate goodness of mankind and structured a
government that would balance ambition against ambition, checking the power of the
government with the people and the will of the people with the government.

In the First Amendment, the Founders respected the freedom of religion and
refrained from institutionalizing a particular church or set of beliefs in the government.
Disestablishment did not equate to an absolute separation of the church from the state, for
the “vast majority of Americans assumed theirs was a Christian, i.e. Protestant, country,
and they automatically expected that government would uphold the commonly agreed

upon Protestant ethos and morality.”?** From these beginnings as a nation grounded in
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many biblical ideas, the nation has grown, expanded, and changed. For over two hundred
years, the system and rights it guarantees have remained mostly stable.

In the twentieth century, U.S. presidents represented America as an emblem of
freedom and democracy, beginning with Wilson’s crusade to make the world safe for
democracy, which subsequent presidents continued with assaults on fascism and
communism. In the wake of World War 11, the U.S. buttressed the recovering
democracies of Western Europe and helped to fashion new systems for the defeated Axis
Powers. Recovery after the war and the fight against communism joined the U.S. ideas
and system with the new European collaboration. Today, the U.S. continues to rank on
Freedom House’s index as a fully free nation politically.?*

The United States along with Israel and the nations of the European Union have
established methods of government accountability. The regular change of leadership and
the variation of parties that gain power demonstrate systems that respond to the will of
their people. Therefore, as societies that value the opinions of the people, the following

chapter will examine the religious influences within those societies that affect the

populace and that may be associated with their foreign policies.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RELIGIOUS INFLUENCES

This study centers on religious beliefs and their effects on actions. Within
democratic societies, such as those found in Israel, the European Union, and the United
States, the principles of religious freedom and of the rule of the people counterbalance
one another to grant space in policymaking for religious influences. In order to evaluate
the extent of the impact of the religious cultures of the three actors on their policy in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, this section will outline the major religious contingents within

each country or group of countries.

Israel
Michael Brecher grounds the foundation of Israel’s society in its Jewishness: “For
Israel’s high policy elite as for the entire society, there is a primordial and pre-eminent
aspect of the political culture — its Jewishness: this pervades thought, feeling, belief and
behaviour in the political realm.”?** The Jewish nature of the State of Israel has created a

continuous struggle over the relationship between religion and the state in the democratic
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nation. As’ad Ganim observes: “Since Israel’s establishment, religion has established
political parties and coalitions, caused governments to collapse, played a central role in
all public discourse and constituted the essence of the state’s cultural as well as religious

»238 While the nation’s founders were nationalist and secular Zionists, certain

identity.
groups of the religious Zionists represent a significant contingent of religiously motivated
groups within Israel and seek to use politics to achieve its religious goals. They have
sought key positions in administrative government agencies to give them influence over
housing for settlements and education to spread their ideological views to the broader
public.?®’ Their religious influence appears predominant in Israel, but this section will
discuss it in the context of the other competing ideologies within the culture and
government.

Zionism refers to the desire for the Jewish people to return to the land of Palestine
and establish a nation. Israel’s founders generally ascribed to a nationalist and secular
Zionism that sought to establish a homeland for the Jewish people for the sake of security
and freedom from victimization. However, the ideas of Eretz Yisrael (“Land of Israel”)
and a return to the land from exile reverberated deeply in the Jewish tradition, religiously
and culturally. Any return to the land between the Mediterranean and the Jordan River
invariably awakened strong religious fervor. Throughout their history, the majority of

Jews saw Eretz Yisrael as the cradle of the Jewish people’s existence. It occupied a

special status in Jewish religious doctrine. Longing for the land had deep religious
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meaning, for Jewish prayers, festivals, and coffins were directed to the Holy Land.?*® The
mingling of this historical religious fervor for the land with the modern nationalist
aspirations of the twentieth century created a unique religious and societal culture in
Israel with competing beliefs.

The secular Zionism that Theodor Herzl popularized at the end of the nineteenth
century grew out of a deeply pessimistic prognosis for Jewish existence in Europe. This
pessimism rejected the prevailing wisdom from the time of the Enlightenment.
Enlightenment philosophy proposed that Jews could become normal, free, equal, and
assimilated citizens in Gentile societies and that Jews were no longer a people or separate
nation but were equal citizens in their countries.”*® The symbolism of the trial of Alfred
Dreyfus for treason in France led Herzl to reconsider these assumptions and to conclude
that the modern Jew could not hide behind philosophical abstractions, civic reforms, or
assimilation. The Jew could become a naturalized citizen, but his Jewish nature would
always separate him from the Gentiles around him.?*® Rejecting the Enlightenment
philosophies that attempted to turn individual Jews into normal, free, and equal citizens,
Herzl, along with Moses Hess and Leon Pinsker, sought to make the Jews normal, free,

and equal as a collective. They believed that only within the framework of a Jewish state
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would the Jews become equal among the peoples of the world, a “nation like all other
nations.”?*

When Zionism emerged in Europe in the late nineteenth century, traditional
rabbinical authorities rejected its overtly secular national tenets. Though the Jewish
religious community maintained a longing for Zion and Eretz Yisrael, they adopted a
passive stance in realizing the desire, prohibiting any action by Jews to try to force an end
of their exile. They believed God had imposed this exile, and only He could redeem His
people and bring them back to the land. The way to hasten this redemption was through
prayer and strict observation of Jewish law. As such, the rabbinical authorities in Europe
condemned the early aliyahs (waves of immigration) as false messianism.?*?

Rabbi Abraham Isaac HaCohen Kook bridged the expanse between the religious
Jews and the secular Zionists. Claudia Baumgart-Ochse explains:

While traditional rabbinic theology believed that the holiness of the Land of Israel

was conditioned on the observation of the commandments, Kook conceived of

holiness as a quality inherent to the land because of God’s presence. He therefore
concluded that “the real and organic holiness of Jewry can become manifest only
by the return of the people to its land, the only path that can lead to its
renascence.” Only in the Land of Israel could the Jewish people be a vessel for

God’s eternal light. Combining mystical and kabbalistic thought with European

dialectical philosophy, Kook argued that the secular Zionists were in fact

fulfilling God’s plan without being aware of it.?*®

As the first Chief Rabbi of the Jewish community in Palestine, Kook’s theology

sanctified the secular nationalists’ vision and allowed the religious and secular to work
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towards a similar goal. However, the secular-socialist leadership of the Labor Party
marginalized this approach during the decades of the establishment of the State of Israel
and the subsequence process of nation-building. With the Israeli victory and acquisition
of the Arab territories in 1967, Kook’s theology re-emerged. The return of cherished
religious landmarks and a reconnection with the land created a renewed theological-
messianic reading of the events among many Jews. They invested all their energies into
the “liberation” and settlement of the territories, seeing themselves as the avant garde
pioneers of a religious version of Zionism.?**

In the modern Israeli state, the mission and nature of the state still creates
conflicts among the secularists, the traditional religious Orthodox, and the groups such as
Gush Emunim that embrace Kookist theology and see the land as the means of their
redemption. Secular Jewish identity among the citizens is slowly moving away from
traditional Jewish culture and drawing its main inspiration from universal values. In the
early stages of nation-building, secular Jews permitted restrictions on individual rights in
the form of legislated Jewish cultural elements such as the pig-related prohibitions and
Shabbat laws for the sake of the communal good. Today, however, more Israelis are less
inclined to support limits on individual freedom.?*® Secular leaders in the Labor Party
beginning with Yitzhak Rabin in the 1990s demonstrated their dedication to the

principles of peace and security in “land for peace” negotiations.**® Rabin looked back to
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the civil and secular heritage of Zionism’s roots and argued that if Israel was to be a
liberal democracy instead of an isolated, ethno-nationalist warrior state, it would have to
abandon its undemocratic rule over the occupied territories.**’

Such dealings diametrically opposed all that settlement groups like Gush Emunim
sought to achieve. Every part of the land the Labor leaders were willing to trade for peace
was a means of redemption in the eyes of Gush Emunim, for they believed every piece of
the land was holy. While very successful in creating and maintaining settlements in the
occupied territories, Gush Emunim also endeavored to forge a stronger ideological
foundation for the settlements by transforming the national dialogue regarding the
settlements and the territory from one about political strategy and security to one about
religious covenants.?*® The religious Zionists designated the Land of Israel as a
constitutive element of the Jewish identity of the state. To maintain the “Jewishness” of
the state, security issues and religious beliefs merged together into one new dimension,
viewing defense issues and policies from a Jewish perspective.?® The settlers’ zeal for
the land and dissatisfaction with the Labor Party’s choices in the peace process

manifested themselves in the assassination of Prime Minister Rabin in 1995.
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The European Union

The European Union has often been called a club of Christian nations, particularly
in reference to the potential for Turkey’s accession. However, before the Treaty of
Amsterdam in 1997, the EU documents and organizations rarely concerned themselves
with religious communities. The EU addressed religious issues through the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of 1950.
Omission of statements regarding religion created apparent neutrality for the Union.?°
The new so-called “religious clause” of the Treaty of Amsterdam contained only a
statement on the status of churches and religious organizations. It stated that the
“European Union respects and does not prejudice the status under national law of
churches and religious associations or communities in the Member States. The European
Union equally respected the status of philosophical and non-confessional organizations.”
Though religious groups have criticized the formal aspect of this statement, churches
have welcomed the distinct identity they now enjoy within the Union.*"

Studies of religion in Europe differ in their approach and understanding of
religiosity from those focused on groups in the United States or Israel. The Union as an
institution has avoided the religious question until recently and has remained closer to the
French idea of laicité, which denotes the active intellectual affirmation of secular values

and secular forms of reasoning, argument, and explanation.?*? The accession of a number
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of the former Soviet states to the Union in 2004 and 2007 changed the religious
demographic slightly of the Union, for most of the nations had very small Muslim
communities and higher Catholic and lower Protestant members than the EU averages.”*
Therefore, to retain unity among the increasing diversity of the member states, the EU
based the substance of membership in a commitment to the so-called “shared values” of
the EU as expressed in its constituent documents. This creates a European identity
distinct from national or religious identities, which is based on common principles and
rights.>* The shared core norms the EU treaties, foreign policy declarations, policies, and
practices identify center around peace, liberty, democracy, rule of law, and human
rights.?>> While such principles found their naissance in conjunction with Christian
religious beliefs, they have been secularized in the modern uses, and multilateralism and
international law, norms, rules, co-operation, and integration have become the foundation
of integration and humanistic concerns.?*®

Religiosity as a measure of conviction and dedication to a religious system of
beliefs does not necessarily correlate directly to a person’s religious label. Despite the
acknowledged secularism of many European countries, citizens still apply religious self-
identifying labels when surveyed. As an example, the Catholic Church has shaped the

history and culture of modern France, even as many fought to eliminate the Catholic
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Church’s power and relevance. French people, no matter how distant personally from the
Church, will be familiar with its positions and teaching.*” Indeed, a 2007 survey found
that 78.8 percent of French people called themselves Catholic;?*® however, a study done
by the Pew Research Center found that when the French were asked if they believed
religion was very important, thirteen percent responded “yes.” Only fifteen percent of
those French surveyed agreed that belief in God was necessary to have good morals and
values.”®

Surveys show that the largest contingent of people in the EU overall identify
themselves as Catholic, the second largest group as Protestant, and the third as Muslim.?®°
With increasing levels of immigration and higher birth rates among immigrant groups,
the plurality of the once homogenous European nations is growing significantly. When
examining the relationship between religion and EU politics, Claes De Vreese, Hajo
Boomgaarden, Michael Minkenberg, and Rens Vliegenthart documented that in the years
from 1980 to 2000 religious pluralism increased in all surveyed nations, with the
exception of Sweden.?®! They determined from the data collected that the religious
pluralism of nations with longer histories of immigration and/or biconfessionalism, such

as the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and Germany, has increased from already high
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levels. Among the Western European countries that are traditionally more Catholic, with
the exception of Denmark which is predominantly Protestant, the increases in pluralism
started from comparatively lower levels and have been more pronounced. All these
changes amount to a significant shift in the religious composition of European societies,
which may have implications for the role religion plays in EU politics.?®?

The European Union acquis committed the community to the protection of
religious freedom worldwide and to fighting against discrimination on the grounds of
race, ethnicity, faith, and political belief. Within its own domains, many have questioned
the religiosity of its citizens. In 1992, the then President of the European Commission
Jacques Delors said: “If in the next ten years we haven’t managed to give a Soul to
Europe, to give it spirituality and meaning the game will be up.”?*® In response to this,
President Delors set up the Forward Studies Unit (FSU) to establish channels of dialogue
between the EU and faith communities and other belief groups. In order to facilitate
exchanges between the EU and religious and philosophical groups and to bypass the
institutional constraint of religious neutrality, the Commission gathered a group of
individuals to form the Comité de Sélection (“Selection Committee”) of the “Soul of
Europe,” which it entrusted to reflect on the contribution of faith communities to the
establishment of peace in Europe. While many welcomed the opportunity for religious
and other belief organizations to come to the fore and engage in the politics of Europe,

the name given the group brought with it a lot of criticism. Intellectually, the idea of
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“giving a soul” to Europe implied it did not already have one. Many pointed to the
courage and determination necessary for the unification of Europe as a clear example that
Europe had a soul. Hans-Georg Gadamer spoke of a “spiritual unity” among Europeans
as a “reality” and “duty” that was underlying human activities and emotions in Europe.?**
Therefore, though the terminology was ill-chosen, the Committee both demonstrated a
desire to see religion play a part in European politics as well as a lack of observable
influence before that time.

The FSU also focused its studies on the integration of Muslims into European
culture.?®® Immigration of Muslims has been a reality in Europe since the end of World
War 1. Europeans face the question of how best to accommodate and naturalize Islam,

266 Muslims

how Muslims can become “European” without ceasing to be Muslim.
emigrated from their countries of origin for a number of reasons, including the end of
colonialism, turmoil and civil wars in Muslim countries, and European nations allowing
former colonial citizens the rights of immigration.?®’” The European nations invited
Turkish, Algerian, Moroccan, Tunisian, and Pakistani immigrants in the postwar labor

shortage of the 1950s and 1960s to help spur Europe’s economic recovery. No host

country expected these laborers to stay, particularly once the recession hit in the 1970s.
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However, their families joined them, and a new generation of European Turks, Algerians,
Moroccans, Tunisians, and Pakistanis was born.?®®

As Muslims began to settle in European countries, Europeans saw the traditions
they brought including dietary restrictions, head scarves, beards, and prayers as
challenges to the European secular or religious cultural identity and values.?® In addition
to the Muslim traditions they brought, the immigrants also retained links to their
countries of origin. These countries’ concerns influenced the new immigrants through
official imams and provisions the countries of origin made for financial assistance to
various European mosques and institutions, which included salaries for imams.?”® The
Muslim community added a strong pro-Palestinian dedication, which they grounded in
their sense of the umma (Muslim worldwide community) that obliged them to defend the
cause of their Muslim brethren. The Islamic sacredness of Jerusalem and various other
sites in the West Bank added fervor to their support of the Palestinian side of the conflict.
With modern opportunities for increased citizenship among Muslims and with their
higher birth rates, the Muslim community in Europe is slowly gaining ground as a vocal

271

foreign policy lobby.
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The United States

A number of different Christian religious groups originally settled the American
colonies. This Christian foundation has remained prominent in varying ways throughout
the country’s history. While exploring the influence religion has on American foreign
policy, Walter Mead focuses primarily on American Evangelicals, because
“Protestantism has shaped much of the country's identity and remains today the majority
faith in the United States.... Catholicism...present[s] a more mixed picture with fewer
foreign policy implications. And finally, the remaining religious groups in the United
States are significantly less influential when it comes to the country's politics.”?* In a
survey done in 2003 for the Encyclopedia of Christianity, 52.3 percent of respondents in
the U.S. identified themselves as Protestant and 20.8 percent identified themselves as
Catholic. >”® Of the 28 percent that identified themselves as nondenominational
Protestants, 80 percent were Evangelical Christians.?”* In evaluating a study done by the
Pew Research Center, Baumgartner, Francia, and Morris found that “evangelical
affiliation is the only religious indicator that consistently influences public opinion on
foreign policy.”?"> Mead points out that the Evangelical influence in government stems
from the rising power of the conservative Christian Right at the end of the twentieth

century. Evangelicals often join their influence with other groups in the political realm.
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They work with the Jewish lobby on matters pertaining to Israel. They find common
cause with American Muslims on many moral issues, such as the global poverty in
Africa, the disrespect among the media for religious figures and values, and the growing
influence of secularization in public and international discourse.?’®

In matters pertaining to the Arab-Israeli conflict, one would expect the American
Jews and Muslims to exert substantial influence. While their influence is not
inconsequential, their respective people group size within the context of the overall
American population may limit their impact. In addition, a comparison of the National
Jewish Population Surveys of 1990 and 2000/2001 found an overall pattern of decreasing
emotional attachment among American Jews to Israel. In the decade between the surveys,
membership in major American Jewish organizations decreased by 20%. The survey
found that younger American Jews were less likely than their elders to agree with
statements regarding the unity of all Jews worldwide, the responsibility to rescue Jews
rather than non-Jews, and their responsibility to care for Jews in need around the world.
Though their political support for Israel remains, the declining emotional attachment
illustrated in the survey appears to correlate with a decreased amount of political activism
for Israel 2’

Unlike the American Jews, American Muslims have only recently begun to enter
the political sphere. In his history of Islam in America, Kambiz GhaneaBassiri found that

Muslim political activist groups did not attempt to join into the American political realm
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until the 1980s, but they struggled to define how to represent all Muslims in the country
in a united and accurate manner. American Muslim leaders called for the community to
unite and overcome their lack of effectiveness, but this proved difficult because foreign
issues concerned the Muslim people more than any domestic trouble. Overall, the Muslim
population that chose to vote was small in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The Muslim
community has begun to find its place in politics, but the strength of its influence is still
growing slowly. The first Muslim Congressman came into office only a few years ago.?”

While both Jewish and Muslim groups advocate within the American political
sphere, this review of the religious influences within the United States will focus on the
large contingent of Evangelical Christians. Their combination of size with their strong
political activism makes them a potentially significant religious influence within the U.S.
and on policy. In the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the scope of examination will be
narrowed further to those Christians among the Evangelicals who espouse the views of
the Christian Zionists. This focus does not signify that all Christian Evangelicals are
Christian Zionists, but that generally Christian Zionists are self-professed Evangelicals.

Stephen Spector states: “Evangelical Christians are so individualistic and diverse
that it’s hard to identify and count them, much less to define their theology or measure
their political convictions definitively.”?”® He dates the beginning of the modern

evangelical movement from the spiritual renewals that occurred in the eighteenth century
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during the Great Awakening in the U.S. and Britain.”®® The foundational ideas of
Christian Zionism emerged within Evangelical circles in the late nineteenth century with
William Blackstone’s book Jesus Is Coming and the Scofield Reference Bible. It also
relied on the teachings of William Hechler who said that the destiny of Christians was
simply to help restore Jews to Palestine rather than to evangelize them.”®* His teaching
coincided with Theodor Herzl’s calls for a political Jewish state?®” and fit with the
teaching of other Zionists of the day such as Rabbi Yehuda Alkalai who said that “there
IS no greater [repentance] than for us to accept upon ourselves His Godliness, that is, to
return to His land...That is to say, when God will be our God, which is, when we return
to His land.””® Therefore, in the twentieth century the Christian Zionist movement
continued to develop alongside the political Zionist movement.

Christian Zionism grew out of a conviction that God has a continuing special
relationship with and covenantal purpose for the Jewish people apart from the Church
and that the Jewish people have a divine right to possess the land of Palestine.?®* These
beliefs rest upon the ideas of premillennial dispensationalist eschatology Blackstone and

Scofield taught and focus on the political elements of dispensationalism that call for the
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defense and blessing of the Jewish people.’® According to Colin Chapman, this
premillennial dispensationalism taught:
Although Jesus as the Messiah is the fulfillment of all the promises and
prophecies of the Old Testament, the promises and prophecies about the land and
about biblical Israel remain the same even after his coming and need to be

interpreted literally. Because of the promise to Abraham, therefore, the Jewish
people have a special, divine right to the land for all times.?*

From this belief that the promises to Abraham still apply to the Jewish people as his
descendants, Christian Zionist teaching interprets God’s promise in Genesis 12:3 that He
will bless those who bless Abraham and will curse those who curse him, thus requiring
Christians to continue to bless all Jews.”®” With the establishment of the State of Israel,
this conviction took on greater political ramifications.

Christian Zionists continue to teach that God has blessed the U.S. because it has
blessed the State of Israel and the Jewish people in general.?®® By implication, if the U.S.
turns its back on Israel, God will turn His back on the U.S. Key Evangelical leaders who
embrace Christian Zionism have expressed this belief. In 1980, Jerry Falwell invoked
Genesis 12:3, saying, “God has blessed America because America has blessed the Jews.
If this nation wants her fields to remain white with grain, her scientific achievements to

remain notable, and her freedom to remain intact, America must continue to stand with
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Israel.”? In 2005, Richard Land, the president of the Southern Baptist Convention’s
Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission and former consultant to the Bush
administration, expressed, “I want God to bless America, not curse America. | firmly
believe that God blesses those who bless the Jews and curses those who curse them.”*®
These and other Christian Zionists continue to apply this cause and effect relationship of
God’s promise in Genesis to modern dealings with the nation of Israel. >

Christian Zionist beliefs have sought to sanctify the U.S. relationship with Israel,
while demonizing the Arabs and Islam.?** Believing they follow a clear biblical
command, Christians labor to support Israel materially and to lobby on its behalf in the
media and the government. In addition, their eschatology predicts a coming apocalyptic
war with Islam and the Arab world. Therefore, Christian Zionism teaches that advocating
any compromise with the Palestinians in a “land for peace” deal demonstrates a lack of

faith in God’s promises.”®® As such, Christian Zionists’ antipathy to the Arabs appears

inversely proportionate to their empathy for the Jews.?®* They manifest this antipathy in
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racist-type hostility they hold towards the Palestinians, equating modern day Palestinians
with Israel’s ancient enemies the Philistines and Amalekites.?*®> They also cast the
conflict with modern-day Iran in the biblical terms of the story of Esther with Iran
represented as ancient Persia and Haman, which seeks to destroy the Jewish people even
as Haman did. In this modern struggle, Christian Zionists read Esther’s story as an
imperative to deliver the Jews from those who seek to harm them. Their beliefs compel
them to use their power to support good against this great evil. Christian Zionist leaders
now ascribe to Islamists the same theological status they attributed to the Soviet Union,
casting the conflict in the terms of light versus darkness.?*® The potency of this divinely
sanctioned struggle for the sake of Israel may prove a strong influence on civilian actions
and on their perseverance to ensure the U.S. policy aligns with their beliefs.

With these teachings as a basis for what one may consider Christian Zionism, the
question remains how many American Evangelicals embrace these views and may be
termed Christian Zionists in their political activism. Various surveys account for the
general percentage of American Evangelicals but do not separate out Christian Zionists.
As such, to assess the prevalence of this movement, this study will rely on surveys that
ask questions that may reveal an agreement with Christian Zionist teaching. In 2006, the
Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life surveyed the American people. When asked
whether they believed God gave the land that is now Israel to the Jewish people, forty-

two percent agreed, while thirty-seven percent did not believe God literally gave the
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Jewish people the land and twenty-one percent did not know.?’ In 2011, the Pew
Research Center’s Forum on Religion & Public Life conducted a survey of participants in
the Third Lausanne Congress of World Evangelization. With answers from over 2,000
Evangelical leaders worldwide, “by a margin of more than three-to-one, most...[said]
that God’s covenant with the Jewish people continues today (73%) rather than that the
biblical covenant with the Jewish people no longer applies (22%).” In addition, forty-
eight percent said that the State of Israel is the fulfillment of biblical prophecy, while
forty-two percent said it is not. When asked which side they support in the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, “Among evangelical leaders from the United States, three-in-ten
(30%) sympathize more with Israel, 13% sympathize more with the Palestinians and
nearly half (49%) say they sympathize with both sides equally.”**® Such statistics
demonstrate that generally Christian Zionist teaching is not in the majority among
Americans. A large number of Evangelical leaders still believe God’s covenant continues
with the Jewish people. However, this does not absolutely point to a Christian Zionist
understanding among all given the lower levels of support for Israel and the view of
Israel as a fulfillment of prophecy. Overall, these results illustrate that Christian Zionist
ideas of Israel and God’s covenant with the Jewish people exist within the Evangelical

world and within the United States and at least account for a significant minority. The
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continuing existence of these beliefs and the divinely commanded need for action
establish Christian Zionists as a possible religious influence within American politics and

specifically within foreign policy towards the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
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CHAPTER FIVE

PAST POLICY POSITIONS

This section will deal with the policy decisions and initiatives of the three actors
in regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict. It examines the policy positions the actors adopted
in regard to the creation of the State of Israel in 1947 and 1948, in response to the 1967
and 1973 wars, and in the midst of the peace talks of 1978 and 1993. It will first
summarize the events and then give an overview of the policy positions of each actor and
the rationale for those actions. This examination will also evaluate any demonstrable
preference for one side in an actor’s decisions and will highlight documented cases of
religious belief or ideology affecting decisions. In the case of Israel, it may be expected
that its bias will be towards its side of the conflict; however, studying its policies will
also demonstrate the battle lines of the two sides and illustrate the significance of

supporting a given side.

The Creation of the State of Israel: 1947-1948
UN Partition Vote
As outlined in Chapter Two, in 1947 the British appealed to the newly formed

United Nations to resolve the troubles in the Palestinian Mandate between the Jews and
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Arabs. After the UNSCOP investigations, the General Assembly decided a partition of
the land area between the two parties was the best means of resolving the struggle.
Though the UN partition plan did not give the Jews everything they desired, the Jewish
Agency supported it as it offered two essential requirements: sovereignty and
uninterrupted immigration.”®® Approval of the Partition Plan did not come easily and
would likely have failed without the efforts of key American government officials and
Zionist businessmen who put pressure on the representatives of other nations to vote in
favor of the plan. In the end, the United States stood with the Soviet bloc and the majority
of the European nations in favor of the partition. Among European powers, only Greece
and Turkey voted against partition, and Great Britain abstained from a vote: Turkey
because of its Muslim association with the Arab world, Greece because of its desire to
protect the Greek Orthodox Christians in the region, and Great Britain to avoid the
displeasure of either side. All the Arab nations voted against partition.*

Since the Britain Peel Commission’s partition proposal in 1937, the Jews had
been divided over the validity of that option. Some opposed it on tactical grounds,
believing the British would not give the Jews sufficient land. Others had strong religious
and political ideologies that dictated where the boundaries of the future state should be,
and they were unwilling to compromise those in partition. However, by 1945, in the wake

of the Holocaust, a growing number was willing to accept partition of the land as the
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most realistic solution to remedy the problem facing the Jews of Europe and as the only

solution the Great Powers would support.®*

Chaim Weizmann encouraged a slower,
more methodical approach in line with modern liberal ideals that would bring about a
state in the next five to ten years with no need for the violence of the Irgun. Nevertheless,
the tragedies of the Holocaust shortened the patience of many, who supported David Ben
Gurion’s views and his application of pressure on the British. He willingly applied
greater amounts of pressure to the British, and though he opposed partition he discussed
it when the British suggested it to harmonize their shared interests and to mollify British
criticisms of partition.**

The ideology of the religious Zionists gave many an uncompromising view of the
type of state they should build for the Jewish people. Begin was most articulate in
propounding his group’s strong animosity for the British colonial power in the mandate,
accusing them of betraying the Jews in the land and seeking to maintain their power in
the region. The idea of partitioning the West Bank was anathema in their belief system.
Begin and the Irgun wrote to UNSCOP, arguing for the historical unity of the land and
the Jews’ connection to all Eretz Yisrael. Throughout 1947, they rejected any notion of
partition, regarding any idea of it as treasonous to the Jewish people. Over time, as this

group developed politically and eventually became the modern party of Likud, Begin

became less explicit as to his meaning of seeking the full homeland of the Jews.*%
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The Arab Palestinians generally shared Begin’s abhorrence for partition. Moshe
Ma’oz points to some moderate Palestinian groups that existed in the mandate,
cooperated with the Jewish population, and acknowledged their nationalistic aspirations
for a small state in the mandate area. However, this group was disorganized and lacked
sufficient influence with the younger generation. In contrast, the Husseini family led by
the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem possessed a strong reputation from the Arab Revolt of
1936-1939 that legitimized their place as the leader of the Palestinian people.*** The
Husseini family denied the right of the Jewish community to national self-determination
in any part of Palestine and periodically used violence and terror against them as well as
the moderate Arabs. ““The uncompromising Palestinian-Arab and all-Arab positions
towards the Zionist aspirations and the partition of Palestine predominantly derived from
fundamental Arab nationalist and Islamic religious concepts, namely, rejection of a
Jewish national/political presence in Islamic and Arab Palestine.”*® Their desire to guard
the Arab and Islamic nature of Palestine fueled their disapproval and reactions against the
UN Partition Plan for the mandate territory.

The Jews embarked on the quest for a national homeland with the desire that the
appropriate governmental authorities legitimize their efforts. The referral of the matter of
the Palestinian Mandate to the United Nations created the opportunity the Jews needed to

press their claim for a state in Palestine and to gain international recognition of their
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actions. The two-thirds majority vote solidified their aspirations and created greater unity
among the competing ideologies among the Zionists.**®
The First Arab-Israeli War

The physical struggle that followed, as described in Chapter Two, on the one side
sought to defend the Jews of Palestine against the attacks of the Arabs and to carve out a
state for the Jews of the world. On the other, the Arabs sought to defend the Palestinian
Arabs against the Jewish attacks and to claim the national rights of the Palestinians in the
mandate. From the end of 1947 through March 1948, the Arabs held the initiative in the
fighting, while the Haganah was on the defensive. The Arab armed bands attacked Jewish
settlements, and the Haganah retaliated. The fighting was formless in that there were no
front lines, no conquest of territory, and no pitched battles.** In April 1948 the tide
turned and by early May the Haganah had gained the land roughly equivalent to the one
the UN resolution for partition approved. The Arab leadership initially refused the UN
attempts to secure a truce despite the Israeli victories, for they avoided any act that could
appear weak to their citizens. However, by mid-June both sides needed a respite.*®® The
Arab side ended the truce in July and increased their resistance. With the aid of weapons
from Czechoslovakia and strategic military planning and leadership, the new Jewish state

retained the advantage over the Arabs and ended the war with a much larger state than

originally designated in the partition plan.®®
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In the months between the vote and the declaration of statehood on May 14, the
United States remained committed to the partition plan and evaluated various means
within the UN to ensure the success of partition. With the British determination to leave
the area at the end of the mandate, in March 1948 President Truman and the State
Department sought a UN trusteeship of the area to enforce law and order. On May 14, as
the British made final preparations to depart from Haifa and as David Ben Gurion
proclaimed the State of Israel, the General Assembly commissioned a mediator for
Palestine, Count Folke Bernadotte, to work with the Truce Commission that the Security
Council had set up to seek a peaceful settlement of the conflict.*'°
Israeli Policy

The Armistice Agreements ended the fighting of the war but did not create a state
of peace. The Arabs called for the Israelis to return to the partition lines, but Israel
refused to negotiate with them except in direct bilateral talks that would require
recognition of Israel. Israel refused to return land taken in the war and argued that the
Arab invasion and the war rendered the Partition Plan irrelevant. Having gained West
Jerusalem in the war, Israel was unwilling to support UN Resolutions 181 and 194 that
called for Jerusalem to be an international zone. In addition to land issues, in June 1948
the Israelis decided that they would not allow Arab refugees of the war to return to Israeli
territory. Israel was only willing to discuss such a matter in the midst of final peace

agreements with the Arab states. Israel sought to trade “peace for peace.”*™
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Pre-European Community Policy

The nations that would make up the European Community were still rebuilding
and recovering from the effects of the Second World War in 1947 and 1948 when the
issue of the Palestinian Mandate came before the UN. After the war, Germany split into
East and West, and neither side would join the UN until 1973. The other European
nations joined the UN in 1945 as founding members and generally supported the Jewish
plight. Great Britain oversaw the Palestinian mandate and dealt with the turmoil and
troubles that grew between the Jews and Arabs. As the primary European power involved
within the territory, Britain’s policy had the most direct impact on the events during the
mandate period, and this study of the 1948 War will focus principally on its involvement
as a key actor.

Britain administered the area since the San Remo Conference divided up the
region and struggled to work with both sides, alternatively increasing and decreasing
Jewish immigration levels and managing violence while attempting to implement the
Balfour Declaration promises as well as provide for Arab self-determination. Throughout
the 1930s, Britain’s commitment to the Zionist program began to erode as it labored
under the responsibility for the mandate, even as the U.S. became more solidly pro-
Zionist. “As the British became more acutely aware of the problems involved in ignoring
the Arab position in Palestine, they began to back away from the kind of political surety
that the U.S., in its relative ignorance, had come to feel.”**? Coping with the demands and

displeasure of both sides left the British less willing to commit to a particular solution. In
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favoring neither side consistently, both the Jews and Arabs opposed and condemned
Britain.

In the wake of the Holocaust, as many Western nations called for something to be
done for the Jews, British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin continued the pre-war
immigration policies, opposed the idea of partition, and proposed an Arab state in the
Mandate. Even pro-Zionists such as Prime Minister Winston Churchill were unwilling to
risk inciting millions of Muslims by lifting the 1939 White Papers’ immigration policy.*"®
Bevin believed the aftermath of the Holocaust should not be intertwined with the
Palestine problem, for he believed it was a solitary historical phenomenon that would
never be repeated in Europe. There was, therefore, no need for the Jews to leave Europe.
British policy attempted to maintain this separation, while increasing troop levels in the
Mandate to secure the area against the increasing amount of violence from both sides.**

The League of Nations’ mandate system gave Britain oversight in the territories
of Iraq, Transjordan, and Palestine. This gave Britain access to the oil fields of Iraq and
routes to transport it out to the sea through Haifa. In addition, the Suez Canal in Egypt
was a tactical and economic asset for the British that they defended against the Ottomans
in World War | and continued to guard after World War 1l. As elements of British
influence in the Middle East seemed to wane after World War |1, Britain supplied arms
and training to the Arab Legion in Transjordan and to national armies in Iraq and Egypt,

believing that assisting allies in treaty relations with them would maintain their political
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influence and better allow the British to defend their interests in the region.? Initially,
British efforts focused on Transjordan, for they were economically dependent on the
British, setting aside two million pounds a year to subsidize the Jordanian government’s
arms purchases. Egypt supported its own army, though the nation and the Suez Canal lay
at the heart of the British defense strategy. Britain pledged to modernize the Egyptian and
Iragi armies, but their actual capacities never rose above mediocre due to lack of funds,
an inefficient government defense policy, and a high degree of inertia and ignorance
within the military establishments.®'®

The British arms sales to and presence in these Arab states put them in a
precarious position in reference to the Palestinian Mandate. Britain wanted to retain good
relations with its Arab allies but also felt pressure from the rising American superpower
to assist the Jewish people. Bearing the effects of World War Il on its economy, Britain
found it increasingly difficult to sustain its far-reaching imperial system and was forced
to accept increasing American influence in the Middle East and to rely on American
economic aid.*"’ It was the only Western nation to abstain from the Partition Plan vote,
attempting to avoid the displeasure of either side. Nevertheless, as the U.S. imposed an

arms embargo in 1947 after the partition vote on both sides in the conflict, the British

continued to build the Arab Legion and to supply arms to their treaty allies.®*® However,
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in an attempt to curtail Soviet arms supplies to Israel and to shorten the conflict, in May
1948 the U.S. and Britain supported a UN arms embargo against the region. In response
to the embargo, the British ended all their support to the Arab states when the initial truce
took effect in June 1948. The Arab states had no means of manufacturing their own
weapons or of obtaining them from alternative sources. In contrast, the CIA reported that
Israel possessed local manufacturing facilities and sufficient monetary sources to obtain
more weapons covertly from Czechoslovakia.**® This left the Arabs at a sizable
disadvantage when fighting resumed and created a great deal of bitterness as the Arabs
felt betrayed.*?® When the UN finally lifted the embargo in August 1949, Egypt and the
other Arab states sought to rid themselves of the British presence rather than to gain the
promised British weaponry.*
U.S. Policy

The United States was the newest player in the Middle Eastern affairs in the
1940s. With Congress’s refusal to approve the U.S. membership in the League of
Nations, the Americans had been shut out of the mandate system between the wars. In
1917, President Wilson had supported the British Balfour Declaration as a means of
retaining solidarity with a war ally.3? In the 1930s, American companies discovered oil

reserves in the Saudi desert. At the close of World War 11, Vice President Truman was
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unexpectedly thrust into the presidency to guide the nation as it took on a new prominent
role among the nations of the world. Leading up to and during the war, the U.S. had been
no more sympathetic to Jewish immigrants than other Western nations. After the war,
American Jewry and Christians arose to plead for their government’s assistance to
safeguard the Jewish people in the Palestinian Mandate and to assist the many Jewish
displaced persons (DPs) in Europe.

Immediately following the war, President Truman wished to help the Jews, but he
refused to send American troops to Palestine to address an outbreak of hostilities. Before
the UN acceptance of partition, he was reticent to move too many Jewish DPs to
Palestine, for he believed the Arabs would easily defeat or massacre the Jews.*** When
the Jewish Agency announced in 1946 that it would accept partition, Truman embraced
this as the best possible solution, which might also not necessitate the assistance of
American troops to maintain. With oil fields and American bases in Saudi Arabia, troop
involvement in the conflict would likely compromise American oil access.**

As the vote for partition approached in 1947, the Zionists in the U.S. applied high
levels of pressure to Truman. The Zionist Organization of American under the leadership
of Rabbi Abbi Hillel Silver and Christian Zionist organizations such as the American
Christian Palestine Committee constantly sent letters of advice, comment, and threats of
political retaliation to Truman. Jewish leaders also met repeatedly with the president.

However, in his time in office, Truman proved himself to be a man who did not give way
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to threats but rather was an independent thinker. Indeed, at times, the pressure exerted
proved counterproductive, for it angered Truman. He already felt strongly that something
ought to be done for the Jewish refugees. Bickerton and Klauser conclude he relied on his
strong fundamentalist Protestant background and believed the Jews should be allowed to
return to their ancient homeland. More than any domestic political pressure, Truman
relied on his knowledge of the Bible’s account of the Jewish people and listened to the
advice of his White House political consultants, David Niles and Clark Clifford.**
President Truman’s support for the Jews and the Zionist cause is often attributed
to the Democratic Party’s desire to gain the Jewish vote in the 1948 domestic elections.
While such electoral concerns are valid and invariably affect leaders at different times, a
caveat should be noted. Despite Truman’s faithful support of the Jews’ cause and his
quick recognition of the new nation in the face of State Department reservations, he still
lost the heavily Jewish state of New York in the 1948 election, likely because that was
the state from which his opponent Thomas Dewey came.*?® Of the other states with heavy
Jewish populations—New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and California—Truman lost
half in the election, while Dewey gained his greatest number of electoral votes from New

York and Pennsylvania.*?” Though Truman won a landslide victory, American Jewry did

not significantly contribute to his success. This fact does not remove political strategy as
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a motivation for Truman’s decision, but it indicates that presidential support for Israel
does not guarantee Jewish support for the president.

While the State Department opposed the Partition Plan, Truman supported it and
instructed State officials to back it at the UN. As desk officer in charge of Palestine in the
Near Eastern Division of the State Department from 1943 to 1947, Evan Wilson observes
that Truman expressed personal concern for the Jewish refugees and pressed for U.S.
support of their national aspirations. His biblical values prompted him to focus first on
redressing the plight of the refugees. This then led him to advocate an implementation of
the Balfour Declaration and to support the Zionist national aspirations in Palestine before
the UN. Evan Wilson observes that Truman combined his biblical beliefs regarding the
Jews with Woodrow Wilsonian idealism and humanitarianism when advocating U.S.
backing for a Jewish homeland.**®

As the debate over the UNSCOP Partition Plan proceeded in the General
Assembly, American Zionists believed extensive lobbying would be necessary to gain the
vote of certain delegates. Until the end, Truman remained on the side lines of these
lobbying efforts, though Zionists lobbied him as well. “Congressmen and senators along
with Supreme Court justices were drafted to send telegrams to heads of states and their
representatives either cajoling them or, in some cases, threatening suspension of U.S.
aid.” ¥ With Jews threatening a boycott of Firestone rubber, Harvey Firestone threatened

to suspend the expansion of plant operations in Liberia if they voted against partition. In
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the last days, as a filibuster prolonged the official vote, Truman finally approved added
lobbying efforts, breaking his previous policy agreement with the State Department that
the U.S. would vote for partition but would not lobby or threaten other members. The
U.S. won the victory for the Zionists in the UN on November 29, 1947.3%

With a strong Arab reaction to the partition vote and impending violence in
Palestine, the U.S. attempted to safeguard itself from committing soldiers to conflict.
Secretary of the Army Kenneth Royall began an initiative to assess the impact of this
policy on U.S. security and asked the National Security Council (NSC) to review the
consequences of U.S. policy. The first draft of this review in mid-December 1947
reported that support for partition only damaged U.S. prestige in the Arab world, but it
warned of grave danger to U.S. security should America actively participate in enforcing
the partition plan.*** The dangers it foresaw included:

American education and religious institutions in the Middle East might be closed.

Air base rights and economic concessions might be cancelled. Plans for increased

oil supplies to Europe were in jeopardy. Moderate Arab leaders “will be swept out

of power by irresponsible elements.” And a golden opportunity would be created
for Soviet subversion and mischief.**

In December 1947, the U.S. imposed an arms embargo on the area of Palestine and the
Avrab states to ensure no U.S. weapons could be used to prolong the conflict. As the
conflict did continue, Jews in Palestine and the U.S. frequently criticized the lack of

American assistance. Despite Truman’s beliefs that favored the Jewish cause, the
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negative implications of U.S. involvement that the NSC and a subsequent CIA analysis
established prevented Truman from proceeding with any pro-Zionist policies.®** When
the UN Security Council discussed sending an international police force to reign in the
chaos of early 1948, the U.S. stated it was not prepared to impose partition by force and
would only join UN efforts to safeguard international peace and security.

As violence continued in March, Truman acquiesced to Secretary of State
Marshall’s suggestion that Palestine be placed under a temporary UN trusteeship.
Alarmed by this shift, Chaim Weizmann came to the U.S. and met with Truman to stress
that abandonment of partition would be disastrous and to remind him that the Arabs were
likely to reject such a proposal.*** Truman returned to partition, though the State
Department continued to promote trusteeship. Truman’s support for the new state
remained strong throughout the rest of the war, with his personal instruction to extend de
facto recognition of Israel. *** By 1949 Truman believed he had fulfilled his obligation to
provide a home for the remnant of European Jewry in the new State of Israel and turned
oversight of the peace process to the State Department.®*® As Ralph Bunche brought the
parties to a point of armistice, the U.S. representative to the Palestinian Conciliation
Committee Mark Ethridge represented the State Department policy that sought to
stabilize the area to secure its oil resources and its strategic location in the growing

conflict with the Soviets. To resolve the problem on both sides and to bring peace,
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Ethridge pressed Israel on the Palestinian refugee issue and promised U.S. aid to Israel
and to the Palestinian refugees as a part of the Truman Four Point Plan.®*’ This plan
Truman proposed in Congress in 1949 set the course for American foreign policy. The
first three points supported the UN, the Marshall Plan, and the NATO allies. The fourth
point added a new idea of offering technical assistance to developing nations.**® Despite

these attempts at evenhanded mediation, the peace process failed.*

The 1967 and 1973 Conflicts

The 1956 Suez Conflict discredited Britain and France in the Middle East, which
left the United States as the primary power defending Western interests. The actions of
Britain and France, which they pursued without consulting the U.S. and were seen to
violate the UN Charter, left the U.S. embarrassed and compromised by their allies. To
exhibit its continued friendship with its European allies and its disdain for Nasser, the
U.S. adhered to a Western economic boycott of Egypt, refusing to sell surplus wheat and
oil. In the context of the Cold War, the U.S. not only sought to defend Western interests
but also to defend against Soviet influence and infiltration, which were prevalent in Egypt
and Syria. When Israel began the war on June 5, 1967, it attacked two of the Soviet
Union’s strongest client states in the Middle East. After the end of the conflict in 1956,

the Soviet Union had poured economic and technical assistance into Egypt with Soviet
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arms totaling around $2 billion. A few years later, the Soviets began supporting the
regimes of Syria and Iraq as well. Subsequently, Nasser’s involvement in the Yemen civil
war and his employment of German technicians to develop surface-to-surface missiles
and jet fighters finally induced the U.S. to sell its first arms to Israel. President Kennedy
approved U.S. sales of missiles and tanks to Israel, with other arms going to Saudi Arabia
and Jordan.>*® When Israel fought Nasser and Anwar al-Sadat along with its other Arab
neighbors in 1967 and 1973, the two Cold War superpowers were pitted against each
other as well.3*
Israeli Policy

Chapter Two discussed the events and actions that offered Israel sufficient cause
to act first in 1967, which included Nasser’s troop movements in the Sinai and the closure
of the Gulf of Agaba, Syria’s attempts to cut off the Jordan headwaters and its attacks on
Israel from the Golan Heights, and Jordan’s treaty with Egypt. This victory established
the Israeli army as the preeminent fighting force in the region and gave some an
exaggerated sense of confidence and security.>*? While the hostilities lasted only for a
short time, their effects continue today, and many Israeli and American decisions from

that time remain.
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Leading up to the initiation of fighting, U.S. intelligence had discredited Israeli
assertions that an Egyptian and Syrian attack was imminent.*** Because of this and
because Congress and the American public disapproved any American unilateral action
in light of the ongoing American presence in Vietnam, Johnson refused to guarantee
Israel its military assistance outside the context of a multilateral force.*** Despite
Johnson’s warning against Israel acting first against the Arabs in a meeting with Israeli
Foreign Minister Abba Eban in late May, as the month came to a close Israel received
reports that U.S. officials would understand if Israel chose to act.>** When Jordan’s King
Hussein signed a mutual-defense pact with Nasser, the situation escalated. Israel chose to
act first to gain the upper hand against foes that surrounded it on all sides.>*

The results gave Israel greater “strategic depth” overall and presumably more
defensible borders. However, the territorial expansion in the Sinai created strategic
vulnerabilities rather than securities as it required Israel to guard a great land mass. The
occupation of the new territories brought its own problems for Israel, particularly with
Jewish settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. In the years between Israel’s
establishment and the 1967 War, the Palestinians as a people group had been largely

ignored, being subsumed by the surrounding Arab nations and dealt with under the
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auspice of those nations. With the capture of territories that contained over one million
Palestinians, the Palestinian problem became the Israeli problem.**’

Israel now had the means to negotiate with the Arab states, if it so desired, from a
position of great strength. The first action the cabinet took was to annex East Jerusalem
and the surrounding area. Though the West Bank was not annexed, no plans were made
to negotiate a peace with Jordan that would return the territory. Initially, the cabinet
unanimously agreed to negotiate a peace settlement with Egypt, in which Israel would
return to the international borders that existed before the war in exchange for Egypt
guaranteeing freedom of navigation in the Straits of Tiran, the Gulf of Agaba, and the
Suez Canal, demilitarizing the Sinai Peninsula, while permitting Israeli retention of the
Gaza Strip. The cabinet also drew up a peace settlement for Syria, in which Israel would
return to the previous international borders if Syria agreed to the demilitarization of the
Golan Heights and guaranteed the free flow of water from the sources of the Jordan to
Israel. However, these settlements were never offered directly to Egypt and Syria, for
after a short period of time the cabinet chose to follow an alternative policy path.®*®
Israel held the territory as bargaining pieces for peace, waiting for the Arab states to ask
for negotiations. However,

as time passed, it became clear that Israel was unwilling to relinquish Jerusalem

and perhaps other parts of the West Bank, and the Arab position seemed to harden

against negotiations and recognition of Israel. Without any clear decision,
American policy shifted from its long-standing emphasis on maintaining the
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territorial integrity of each state to a more nuanced stance, emphasizing a
negotiated settlement.®*°

The U.S. supported the UN Resolution 242 that called for the changes each side needed
to make. However, neither side responded, for the resolution was not explicit enough in
the methods of implementation. Instead, each read 242 as requiring the other side to make
concessions first. From Israel’s perspective, they saw the new territories in terms of the
promise of 242 that each state in the region may live in peace within secure and
recognized borders. The resolution instigated the idea of “land for peace;” however,
Israel only considered certain pieces of land as negotiable for return in such transactions
and would surrender them when peace was certain.**° Israel did not accept the idea of
partial peace as a viable interim step.

Underlying Israel’s efforts to retain the new occupied territories was also the fact
that it did not consider the West Bank and Gaza as occupied territory. Unlike the Sinai
Peninsula and the Golan Heights that had been taken from other nations and could be
returned for a negotiated peace, the West Bank and the Gaza Strip were included in the
Palestinian Mandate and remained “contested” territory to which they believed they had
equal right to claim as the Palestinians did. This view discarded the internationally
recognized division of the mandate territory in the UN Partition Plan under the premise
that the 1948 war nullified the territorial rights granted in the UN resolution. To solidify
Israel’s right to retain the land, the military advocate general, Colonel Meir Shamgar,

recommended the use of the term “disputed” rather than “occupied” to refer to the
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territory of the West Bank and Gaza to reject the applicability of the 1949 Fourth Geneva
Convention relating to the occupation of conquered territory, under the assumption that
the two areas had not previously been a part of a sovereign state.**! While the
Palestinians had an internationally recognized right to create a state in part of the mandate
territory, their inability to form a state and govern the areas granted them invalidated their
claim in the Israeli arguments.

Between the end of the 1967 conflict and the 1973 War, hostilities never truly
ended. Unofficially war continued between Egypt and Israel, with various Palestinian
groups also creating their own “facts on the ground” through guerrilla warfare, airplane
hijackings, and other terrorist acts, which included the 1972 attacks on tourists at the
Israeli Lod airport and on the Israeli Olympic team in Munich.**? However, the war that
broke out in October 1973 was not focused on the Palestinians but was fought to regain
the Sinai Peninsula for Egypt. Nasser had died of a heart attack in September 1970, and
his vice president Anwar al-Sadat assumed leadership of Egypt. He downplayed Nasser’s
pan-Arabist goals and sought to strengthen Egypt’s position in the Middle East. In 1971
he attempted to regain operation of the Suez Canal for his country through the UN
mediator Gunnar Jarring. In order to regain this asset to Egypt’s economy, he agreed to
Jarring’s proposal that would recognize Israel if it withdrew its armed forces from Sinai
and the Gaza Strip. However, Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir refused the offer, stating

that Israel would not withdraw to pre-June 5, 1967 lines. Meir opposed the Jarring
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proposal because it did not offer an answer to Israel’s basic security needs or its demand
that the first issue to discuss was the essence of the peace itself. All other questions such
as borders should be discussed at a later point in the process.**® Sadat expelled 20,000
Soviet military and political advisors in response to Israeli intelligence regarding Soviet
intentions to subsume Egypt.*** Sadat also hoped to gain favor with the U.S., but when
this failed Sadat began to contemplate war with Israel as the best option. With the
Egyptian economy in a depression and knowing that economic reform would be highly
unpopular, Sadat believed a military victory would give him the popularity he needed to
make internal changes.**®

In early 1973, Israeli and American intelligence analysts observed the signs that
Sadat and the Syrians were preparing for war on the Sinai and the Golan fronts. By mid-
1973, they were highly aware of the Arab war plans to cross the Suez Canal into the
Israeli side of the Sinai. However, Israeli analysts and American politicians did not
believe the Arabs were serious about going to war. Even with many signs that indicated
war was imminent, they continued to believe the Arabs would not act first to launch an
attack. Quandt grounds these assumptions in the prevailing American and Israeli belief
that the Arabs would never start a war they were sure to lose and that Israel would win

any conflict given their qualitative advantages in the military realm since American
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began selling arms to Israel in 1970.%°® After their victory in the 1967 war, the Israeli
military felt confident the Arabs would not be able to overcome them for a considerable
period of time. In addition, Ahron Bergman points out that Sadat repeatedly declared the
Arabs were preparing to attack Israel, but with no action to follow his claims. He had
called 1971 “the Year of Decision,” but the year passed with no attacks. The following
year he made threats of his aggressive intentions towards Israel but took no action. By
1973, the credibility of his threats in the intelligence world was low.**” When King
Hussein secretly flew to Tel Aviv ten days before the attack to warn Meir, she did not
take the possible threat seriously, for the military continued to insist that war was not an
Arab option.®®

In contrast to the 1967 War, it was the Israelis that were unprepared for the
decisive and quick actions of the Egyptians on October 6, 1973. The Egyptians gained a
bridgehead in the Sinai within six hours of the initiation of fighting. The Syrian attack in
the Golan was less successful, with their initial near-defeat of the Israelis being turned
back in a day. By October 7, Israel had recaptured almost all of the Golan. The following
day Israeli troops were able to drive back Syrian advances on the northern Sea of Galilee
area and over the next few days pushed farther into Syria, conquering a twenty-square-
mile box of territory in the Bashan. With these Israeli successes in the north, Egypt

increased pressure on Israel in the Sinai, launching a large mechanized offensive on
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October 14. Israeli air forces were able to turn the tide of this offensive so that Israeli
forces could drive Egyptians back. In response to this, the Soviet Union rearmed its Arab
allies, mobilizing its Mediterranean fleet. The U.S., in turn, began ferrying shipments of
weapons to Tel Aviv to replace those the Israelis had lost earlier in the fighting. As the
conflict moved towards a battle of superpowers, the UN Security Council passed
Resolution 338, which called for a ceasefire with all parties terminating military activity
immediately.**°

The day hostilities commenced, Prime Minister Meir still rejected the idea that
Israel should again act first against possible Arab hostilities. By 1973, the European
nations were under threat of an oil embargo and trade boycott from the Arab states and
had stopped supplying Israel with munitions. Israel was totally dependent upon the U.S.
to resupply its army and therefore more cautious to do anything that might endanger that
relationship. To confirm Meir’s decision, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger sent a
message that said simply “don’t pre-empt."**® This war demonstrated the growing
separation of sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict as Israel was left with no allies other than
the U.S. Israel did turn the tide of the war for itself but with great loss and would not

likely have survived the Soviet resupply of the Egyptians without a U.S. resupply. The

losses Israel suffered as well as the subsequent Arab oil embargo and increased energy
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prices left it more and more dependent upon the U.S. not only for military items but also
for economic aid.*®*

The 1973 War discredited the Labor Party that had been in power since the
establishment of the state. The failure of military intelligence to assess the situation
correctly and the overconfidence of the Israeli government had exposed the people to a
possible defeat at the hands of the Arabs. As Labor leaders began to negotiate
disengagement agreements after the war for the Sinai, Israeli hard-liners who supported
the Land of Israel movement, which believed in the retention of the West Bank on
religious-historical grounds because they had been a part of biblical and historical Israel,
became stalwart on retaining the West Bank. In the face of many political challenges
after the war and growing popularity of the Land of Isracl movement’s beliefs about the
land, the Labor government gave the first authorizations for civilian, as opposed to
military or security, settlements in the West Bank.3%

Settlers of the West Bank established Gush Emunim, which provided a moral
explanation based upon Kookist doctrine for the near-defeat in the 1973 War. Rabbi
Kook considered the war a consequence of Israel’s moral decline since its establishment.
The loss of territory in the war was a test from God that required the Jewish people to act
to claim the land God had promised them. Kook cast the 1967 War as a confirmation of

this doctrine, which stated that secular governments could do God’s holy work to redeem

His people. The secular Labor government recaptured territory key to Jewish redemption.
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Now the people needed to remember the importance of the land for their promised
redemption and those who would secure the land to gain God’s favor for their nation.*®
The election of the Likud Party and Menachem Begin as Prime Minister in 1977 brought
many of these ideas into the government, allowing settlements in the West Bank and
Gaza to increase rapidly, backed by government consent and military protection.*®*
Though the Labor Party’s failures in the 1973 contributed to its fall from power, the rise
specifically of the Likud Party in its place demonstrates a significant public support for
the ideas the Party represented.
The European Community Policy

In 1956, France and Britain had attempted to collaborate with Israel to secure
their power in the region. With the failure of that initiative, both nations lost their
historical influence over matters in the region, and nations either looked to the U.S. or the
Soviet Union for patronage. As such, the European policies had less direct impact on the
1967 and 1973 conflicts. Over the decade leading up to the 1967 War, the policies of the
founding members of the 1970 European Political Cooperation (EPC) towards Israel and
the Arabs progressively diverged. The 1967 War broke out a month after a European
Economic Community summit had failed to reconcile the positions of the Six Heads of

State. Each of the Six expressed a different position on the war, thus following their
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traditional national policy and privileging what they perceived to be in their national
interest. The spectrum of positions ranged from France’s strong condemnation of Israel
and support for the Arabs to Germany’s support of Israel, though it was disguised behind
formal neutrality.*®> Subsequent to the 1967 War, in an attempt to recoup good will in the
Arab world and to oppose the U.S. as a superpower, President De Gaulle declined to
supply Israel’s military needs any longer. Britain also began to withdraw from its
installations east of Suez, removing support for Israel’s presence in the Peninsula.3®

It has been argued that the European powers’ failure to face adequately the
Middle East crisis in 1967 was one of the main triggers for the Six, and France in
particular, to advocate for an enhanced political role for Europe in the world. The Heads
of State and Government worked together until the Davignon Report was issued on
October 27, 1970, which in conjunction with the Hague Summit Declaration the year
before sanctioned the official birth of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) and
defined its structure. The nations joined to create a united Europe that could assume its
responsibilities in the world and could make contributions commensurate with its
traditions and mission.*’

The 1967 War consolidated American leadership in the Middle East and
strengthened the U.S.-Israel special relationship that had been growing. Furthermore, the

Middle East had become a crucial field of confrontation between the U.S. and the Soviet
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Union in the framework of the Cold War as the two superpowers sought to spread their
own influence faster than their competitor around the world. Each built alliances and
supported client states to extend its power farther than the other. These facts made it more
difficult for the European Community (EC) to be an influential actor in the region. After
their disjointed response to the 1967 War, the Six worked to harmonize their policy and
eventually created a joint policy statement in 1971, known as the Schuman Papers, based
largely on UN 242. The papers remained unpublished due to a German and Dutch
request, but the content was leaked to the German press and caused considerable
opposition among the German public because it appeared too supportive of the Arabs.
Due to domestic pressure in favor of Israel, the German Foreign Minister Scheel asserted
that the paper was only a working paper and constituted a basis for further discussions
among the Six, which caused great irritation in Paris. The European powers were still
struggling to unite their positions on the conflict, yet over the next two years leading up
to the 1973 War there was a gradual tread among the nine countries of the EC (the Nine)
to develop a positive reassessment of the Arab demands while relations with Israel
continued to deteriorate. States that had previously been most supportive were
reconsidering their position towards the Arab world. Joseph Luns of Holland visited
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait while Belgium toughened its policy on the status of
Jerusalem.*®®

Despite temporary cooperation in 1972 to combat rising levels of terrorism, when

the 1973 War began the Nine’s reactions were similar to that of the 1967 War. Each
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adopted a separate position that was in line with their traditional policy in the conflict.
The subsequent Arab oil embargo further exposed the lack of solidarity among the EC
members, as each state competed individually to win Arab favor. Countries that the
Arabs considered “hostile” had a ban on oil exports imposed,; this was applied to the
Netherlands and the United States. Countries they considered “neutral” received a five
percent cutback; these included Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Italy, and
Luxembourg. Only France and Britain gained the status of “friendly or most favored
nations” and received no embargo sanctions.

In response to the embargo, the EC members issued a Joint Declaration that
marked a clear shift towards a more distinctly pro-Arab position, mentioning the
“legitimate rights of the Palestinians” and “the need for Israel to end the territorial
occupation which it has maintained since the conflict of 1967.7*"° The French inspired
much of this shift towards a united pro-Arab stance, which embodied their national
position.*”* The desire for unity among the community members coupled with the two
wars gradually moved the member states along the continuum towards the pro-Arab and
pro-Palestinian end.

U.S. Policy
While the European powers had limited direct involvement in the two wars, the

U.S. was prominently enveloped in both. In May 1967 the U.S. condemned Nasser’s
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closure of the Straits and was willing to send U.S. ships as part of a multi-national force
to test the blockade. Johnson assured the Israeli Foreign Minister that the U.S. remained
Israel’s friend and every effort would be taken to open the Straits again. Johnson hoped to
delay the conflict long enough that it might be presented to the UN for a Security Council
resolution, thus creating a multilateral approach that would minimize the appearance of
the U.S. being overtly pro-Israel in order to avoid alienating the Arab world.*’ Privately,
President Johnson warned Israel against preemptive action.>”® The U.S. failed to deliver a
multilateral solution because it was divided internally about how to handle the pre-war
crisis. With troops already deployed in Vietnam, the Pentagon opposed any military
forces being deployed to support Israel. The apparent U.S. stalemate and inability to act
added to Israel’s desire for unilateral action.®” While the U.S. may not have preferred
Israel to attack, they did not apply real pressure to stop them. In addition, when the U.S.
called for peace on June 9, Israel proceeded with its invasion of Syria to secure its desired
water rights and strategic advantage on the Golan Heights, reaffirming to many the
American inability or unwillingness to stop Israel. When Israel acted, the Arab states
blamed the U.S. for its acquiescence or impotence to prevent the Israeli attack, and most
states severed diplomatic relations with the U.S.%"

Upon securing a ceasefire, the U.S. made no immediate attempts to begin a peace

process and seemed pleased with the humiliation their ally had dealt one of the key

372 Shannon, 58.
373 Bickerton and Klausner, 143.
37% Shannon, 59.

375 1bid., 62-63.

144



Soviet client states.*”® In November, Johnson assisted in bringing some closure to the
issue before the UN with Resolution 242. This resolution became official U.S. policy
after the war. The resolution called for,
withdrawal of Israeli forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict [and]
termination of all claims of belligerency and respect for and acknowledgement of
the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political independence of every state in

the area and their right to live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries
free from threats or acts of force.”*"’

Despite the ceasefire and the UN resolution, both Israel and the Arab states
remained in a war-like state with high military expenditures and increasing inventories of
destructive weapons. The years of 1969 and 1970 held what came to be known as the
“War of Attrition” between the two sides. Using new Soviet military equipment, the
Egyptians harassed the Israelis on the other side of the Suez.*"® In turn, the Israelis
launched raids into Egypt, including striking an Egyptian factory that caused 150
casualties and drew U.S. condemnation and Soviet threats to increase arms and personnel
to Egypt to counter Israel’s successes. Frustrated by the trouble Israel seemed to bring the
U.S., President Nixon chose to withdraw the plans for the sale of Phantom jets to Israel in
1969. By 1970, Nixon was willing to deliver the promised planes but also began to push
strongly for a new ceasefire, which was finally accepted in July and went into effect the

following month. *"°
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Previously Kennedy and Johnson had developed a “special relationship” with
Israel based on benefits from domestic politics and personal sentiment regarding the
plight of the Jewish people. With fewer personal feelings regarding the conflict and
Israel, Nixon was the first to establish Israel as a strategic asset for the U.S. in the Cold
War. He gave a new reason to embrace the Israeli cause that was not based upon moral or
spiritual reasoning. However, this purely strategic justification laid the groundwork for
anti-Israel thinking when the Cold War ended. Paul Charles Merkley asserts that this
inability to retain support for Israel after the political priorities changed indicates that
“Israel’s long-term security requires a deeply rooted public commitment of a moral and
spiritual sort—of a kind Nixon could never have brought himself to articulate.”** For
Nixon, who Merkley asserts preferred to keep his religious beliefs separate from his
policy, Israel was solely a valuable strategic ally in the Cold War environment that
divided up the Middle East. Britain’s decision to leave the region altogether in 1970 left
the U.S. as the sole guarantor of the Anglo-American interests in oil and regional
stability. Given the political sensitivity regarding a military presence, the U.S. chose
rather to build up friendly nations as “surrogates.” Nixon asserted that “by providing
Israel absolute military superiority, the American interests of containing Soviet
expansionism, promoting regional stability, and preventing war...would be maximized.”

To support this idea, Nixon increased aid to Israel to $500 million in 1972,
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At the initiation of fighting in October 1973, the Nixon administration remained
optimistic that the Israelis would prevail. Nixon saw this new round of fighting with the
potential of bringing both sides to a place from which a lasting peace might be built. He
hoped for a “battlefield stalemate” that would make a lasting settlement more likely in
that Israel would feel less secure and more desirous of peace and the Arabs would retain
some of their pride and be more willing to cooperate. ** In addition, Nixon and Kissinger
were conscious of the increased U.S. dependence on Arab oil and sought to downplay
any assistance they gave to the Israeli side. As Israeli victories came at a greater cost than
expected, Kissinger initiated moderate arms resupply efforts for Israel but withheld full
scale commitment of American resources in the hope that their ceasefire initiatives would
end the conflict. ®* Despite promises to support the ceasefire, the Soviets began a full-
scale rearmament, and Egypt continued the fight. The intensity of the fighting required
more than the simple resupply the U.S. had underway. However, Kissinger sought to
uphold the principle of avoiding direct American involvement in arms sales to Israel and
sought civilian methods of delivering the necessary arms. After waiting multiple days for
the promised arms through civilian means, Israel accepted the ceasefire agreement on
October 12. However, Sadat was not willing to submit to a ceasefire until the peace
agreement included a plan for Israel to withdraw to pre-1967 lines. On the following day
when Nixon received Golda Meir’s requests for help and questions about the civilian

delivery of arms, he overrode Kissinger’s apprehensions and ordered a full-scale air lift
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of the promised military equipment. *** The UN approved the Soviet-American ceasefire
proposal on October 22, yet neither side stopped fighting, which resulted in the
continuation of hostilities and the Israeli surrounding and trapping of the Egyptian Third
Army in the western Sinai.*® In the end, Moscow and Washington collaborated to stop
their allies from continuing the fighting, for neither wanted to see its side humiliated in a

defeat.8®

The 1978 and 1993 Peace Agreements

In 1978 and 1993 a U.S. president oversaw peace negotiations between Israel and
Egypt and then the Palestinians. The first negotiations at Camp David gave Israel its first
recognition as a state from an Arab nation in exchange for the return of the Sinai
Peninsula territory that Israel gained in the 1967 War. This peace agreement ostracized
Egypt from the rest of the Arab world and eventually cost President Sadat his life, but it
granted Israel a new measure of security, a “cold peace” with at least one of its Arab
neighbors. Neither side acted as strong allies nor did they return to a state of war. Over
thirty years later, this peace still holds, mostly uncompromised. The second peace
negotiations finally brought the Palestinian people directly into the process in the wake of
the first intifada. With the end of the Cold War, Israel was less certain of its allies and

could no longer afford to ignore the “Palestinian Problem” in its disputed territories. In
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addition, the Palestinians’ support for Saddam Hussein during the first Gulf War left
them estranged from their Arab allies and confronted with the truth that they needed to
act for themselves rather than relying on any Arab state. Though the Oslo Peace Accords
held promise and achieved unprecedented advancements, domestic beliefs of both groups
eroded the perpetuation of the results. A Zionist radical assassinated Prime Minister
Rabin and Palestinian terrorist activities rose. This section will review the key catalysts of
each peace process, the agreements reached, and the policies the Israelis, the United
States, and the European Union members pursued.
The 1978 Peace: Catalysts

With his so-called “shuttle diplomacy,” Kissinger laid the groundwork for a peace
agreement. Jimmy Carter continued this pattern as president in 1976. The following year
the political situation changed in Israel as well with the election of the Likud Party and
Menachem Begin. Begin and his party represented a shift from the Labor Party’s secular-
socialist rule to a “messianic nationalism” that combined Jewish fundamentalism and
right-wing nationalism. Such changes had the potential to reverse the previous progress.

With increasing cooperation from the Arab side and assertions from Sadat that he
believed relations with Israel could be normalized, in 1977 President Carter began to
work towards a Geneva Peace Conference to bring the Arab states and representatives for
the PLO together with the Israelis. In order to strengthen the impact of the conference,
Carter collaborated with a Soviet diplomat Mikhail Sytenko to create a joint communiqué
to lay out what they hoped to achieve at the conference. However, the communiqué’s call
for the guarantee of the rights of the Palestinian people and the eventual military

withdrawal from the 1967 occupied territories created a firestorm of opposition from the
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Israelis as well as the American public.*®” While Sadat approved of this communiqué, he
also wanted a free hand in negotiations that might not be available to him in an
international peace conference. In addition, by October 1977 Sadat and Assad were
deadlocked in their United Arab Republic federal alliance, which motivated Sadat to
make his first trip to Jerusalem in November 1977 to create a direct channel of
communication with the Israelis.*® Over the next few months, Carter and Sadat
attempted to create a joint strategy for peace but without success. Through the spring and
summer of 1978, the Egyptian and Israeli leaders made little substantive progress in a
series of contacts. Carter grew impatient with the slow pace of the diplomacy and created
a U.S. proposal to hold a summit meeting at Camp David, believing a summit would be
the right environment, away from the press and the burden of everyday governing, to
commit the leaders to find a solution. ** Carter trusted his own skills as a mediator, but
he sought,
to frame a theological context for the deliberations—one which would inspire the
principals to think of themselves as standing under a possibility of not merely
human but divine reward or judgment. Accordingly, on the first day of their
meetings, the three leaders agreed to the text of a request to the people of the
world for prayer for the success of their deliberations....As well, the president
provided for each contingent to hold religious services at their customary times:

Muslims on Friday, Jews on Saturday, and Christians on Sunday, all to be held in
the same small room.**
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Carter structured the negotiations to acknowledge the religious beliefs involved and to
call upon their authority as a means to lead them along the path towards peace and
compromise.
The 1978 Peace: The Agreements Reached

When Carter proposed a summit to Begin and Sadat, both accepted the request
despite their personal dislike for one another. They remained at Camp David from
September 5 to September 17 struggling back and forth over possible terms for peace.
The accords they reached at the end of their time together formed the basis for all
subsequent peace negotiations. The first agreement was known as a Framework for Peace
in the Middle East, which called for negotiations among Egypt, Jordan, Israel, and
representatives of the Palestinian people to settle the question of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip. A self-governing Palestinian authority would replace the Israeli military
forces for five years while negotiations took place on the final status of the two areas.
The second agreement was known as a Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty
Between Egypt and Israel.” This was a draft proposal for a peace agreement between the
two parties to be signed within three months. This proposal provided for a phased Israeli
withdrawal from the Sinai Peninsula over three years and a full restoration of the area to
Egypt. Israeli ships would be guaranteed free access through the Suez Canal. The UN
was to oversee the implementation of these provisions. The conference completely

ignored the troublesome issues of Jerusalem and the future of the Golan Heights.***
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These accords required concessions from both sides. Despite being a strong
proponent of settlements, Begin agreed to remove all Israeli settlements from the Sinai
and to turn over the oil fields and Israeli air bases in the area. Begin continued to
propound his view that there would be no future independent Palestinian state, but he was
willing to compromise in the Sinai to achieve peace, because to him that area of land was
negotiable in a way the West Bank and Gaza were not. For Begin, the ideological and
nationalistic reasons for retaining the West Bank and Gaza did not apply in the case of
the Sinai. For many Israelis, the occupied Sinai territories, rather than providing the
anticipated strategic depth, had brought the opposite. In the peace agreement, Israel
gained freedom from Egyptian attacks for three years, which also likely implied freedom

from Syrian or Jordanian attacks as well, for they were unlikely to go to war without

392

Egypt.

Notwithstanding his role as the president of the leading nation of the Arab world,
Sadat agreed to a separate peace with Israel without regard for the other Arab states or the
Palestinian people. Sadat wanted the peace with Israel to free up the resources his country
had devoted to waging war in order to reconstruct and widen the Suez Canal and to free
the country from the Soviet influence that sought to envelop his country into the Union.
Previously, the U.S. had miscalculated the possibility for a separate Israeli-Egyptian
peace, given Sadat’s repeated assertions that he could never afford to do so.** They did

not recognize that Sadat was so determined to regain Egyptian sovereignty over all the
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Sinai Peninsula that he would agree to overlook the demands for a Palestinian state in the
West Bank. Begin traded this highly desired sovereignty for a free hand in the West
Bank.®** In the face of Pan-Arabism that sought to unite the Arab world as a single
ethnical unit and solidarity with the Palestinians, Sadat chose to secure the strength of his
nation.
The 1978 Peace: The Policies of the Actors

The 1973 War affected the self-image of Israel. The confidence gained in the
1967 War had been lost. The oil embargo that followed the war and Israel’s increased
dependence on the U.S. assistance made peace a more desirable attainment. The shift
from Labor to Likud leadership would be expected to halt any prospects for peace,
particularly when the price of peace would be in the form of surrendered territory. Begin
came to the negotiating table partly to retain the benefits of the Israeli relationship with
the U.S. Had the U.S. not pressured Begin to find a way to make peace and had Carter
not taken a personal role in the process, the likelihood of a settlement would have been
greatly reduced. The U.S. made the concessions more bearable for Israel by providing
Israel with $800 million to assist in the relocation of Israel’s two Sinai air bases to the
Negev. This would come to Israel in addition of the regular U.S. foreign aid
allocations.>®

Begin remained staunchly committed to settlements in the West Bank and Gaza,

agreeing only to temporary moratoriums while the peace agreement was settled. With
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groups such as Gush Emunim supporting his party, ideology prevented him from
committing to any promises of a Palestinian state or of land for them. While the Sinai did
hold biblical significance for the Jews, as the place where God had given Moses the Ten
Commandments and confirmed the covenant to the Israelites, its meaning was not
comparable to the insecurity it perpetuated. In making this concession, Israel gained its
first positive exposure to making conciliations with an Arab state. U.S. officials hoped
Egypt would lead the rest of the Arab world along the same path. Instead, the Arab states
responded to the peace settlement with hostility, for peace with Israel acknowledged their
existence and discounted the Arab and Palestinian claims against Israel. The Arab states
immediately expelled Egypt from the Arab League and increased their suspicion of Israel
and the U.S.

Nixon and Kissinger laid the groundwork for a workable peace among the
regional states, but Carter’s initiative and attention from the beginning of his term
solidified the desires and attempts for peace. Carter brought an optimistic, idealistic belief
to his negotiations, assuming that if leaders would simply reason together and listen to
the aspirations of their people, the problems could be resolved. His past experience as a
governor of Georgia dealing with the civil rights movement and his personal beliefs as a
born-again Christian kept him from being deterred by the difficulty or complexity of the
challenges in the Middle East.>* As the governor, he was famous for his assertion in his

inaugural address that “the time for racial discrimination is over.”**" This declaration
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followed by actions that brought the black population into the state’s decision making
showed Carter to be a man able to address deep-seated issues.**® In his presidential
campaign, he brought this reputation and a candor regarding his religious beliefs that was
unusual for the time. He regularly told crowds “that the most important thing in my life is
Jesus Christ.”**® When speaking to Jewish groups on matters of Israel, he drew on his
biblical faith, stating, “I worship the same God you do. We [Baptists] study the same
Bible you do....The survival of Israel is not a political issue. It is a moral imperative.”*®
With this moral imperative in line with some of the ideas of Christian Zionists to improve
matters in the Middle East and with his experience guiding hostile groups to compromise,
Carter invested many hours and significant effort to help Sadat and Begin make peace
and to fulfill his biblical imperative to the Jewish people.

Sadat initiated the events that eventually led Begin and him to Camp David, but
Carter quickly joined and guided the progress. Carter watched for months as the
committees Egypt and Israel formed in early 1978 went back and forth with proposed
peace treaty terms. When little progress appeared, Carter took the initiative to form a plan
for a summit to bring the two leaders together, inspired by his belief that progress could
be made if leaders would sit down and talk. Carter described the Camp David summit as
“one of the most frustrating experiences of my life,” but his persistence and personal

involvement resulted in two peace accords. Throughout the process, Carter cast the U.S.
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as the impartial mediator who was there to guarantee the promises the two sides made to
one another and to encourage concessions with promises of increased aid and monetary
assistance to comply with the peace settlement terms. In the days leading up to the
official signing of the peace agreement in 1979, disagreements continued over details.
Only after Carter visited Cairo and Jerusalem and suggested compromises did the Israeli
and Egyptian governments approve the agreement. Carter oversaw the signing of the
peace treaty on March 26, 1979 at the White House.*™

The Israeli-Egyptian peace agreement involved three parties: Israel, Egypt, and
the U.S. The European Community members were on the sidelines. From 1975 to 1977
the EC’s relations with Israel had deteriorate significantly in light of the increased
number of Israeli government approved settlements in the occupied territories and the
problem of the Palestinian people’s rights. Even traditionally pro-Israeli countries such as
the Netherlands, West Germany, Denmark, and Luxembourg started to shift their position
towards a more pro-Arab stance. When Begin and Likud came to power in 1977, this
deterioration accelerated. Begin and his government generally looked to the U.S. rather
than to the European nations for support. He cultivated relationships and links to the
Jewish communities in the U.S., while avoiding European Jewish communities who

favored the socialist Labor Party and the more moderate Israeli politics.**
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In June 1977, the Nine issued a new joint statement, called the London Statement,
which would become the distinctive European stance on the conflict. The statement
placed the Palestinian question at the heart of the Middle East conflict:

The idea of a homeland for the Palestinians took shape. At the time of the London

Statement the concept of “homeland” was still undefined and did not necessarily

imply the concept of a sovereign state, but soon afterwards the project of a

Palestinian State was to take form and become central in EC policy. The EC

claimed that the best approach to the resolution of the conflict was a
comprehensive settlement rather than a process built on bilateral negotiations. 3

These points contrasted sharply to Israel’s view of the situation. Israel believed the main
problem was the Arab world’s refusal to recognize the State of Israel and not the
Palestinian question. Therefore, Israel sought bilateral negotiations as a means of gaining
the mutual recognition and rejected the EC’s proposals of a multinational peace
conference.

The Camp David peace process directly opposed the European position, largely
ignoring the Palestinian question and making use of bilateral negotiations to the exclusion
of many other important issues that could undermine the peace agreement. When the
bilateral talks eventually led to the signing of the Camp David accords, the EC offered its
support to the process, while underlining that it did so ““as a first step in the direction of a
comprehensive settlement.”*** The EC’s policies distanced it from the Camp David
process, believing it would not solve the Palestinian problem. Therefore, under pressure

from France and Britain, the member states came together to create a new statement
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aimed at launching an autonomous European peace initiative for the Middle East. The
proposed project pleased the Arab states but met with strong opposition from Israel and
the United States. With an Israeli diplomatic campaign to block the initiative and U.S.
exertions of influence to make sure the EC declaration did not harm the Camp David
process, the Heads of State and Government of the Nine issued the Venice Declaration on
June 13, 1980. U.S. pressure had succeeded in “domesticating” the declaration
substantially, though it still contained points referring to the Palestinians’ right to self-
determination and to the need to include the PLO in negotiations.*®
The 1993 Peace: Catalysts

Since the 1967 War, the U.S. had supported the Israeli preference for direct
bilateral negotiations between Israel and the Arab states, using UN Resolutions 242 and
338 as the basis for a peace settlement and separating issues from one another as much as
possible to facilitate step-by-step progress that might lead to an eventual final peace. In
these negotiations, it was assumed that Israel would be required to give up territory, but it
was never explicit which would be relinquished. “The United States supported Israel’s
interpretation of Resolution 242—that the status of the West Bank and Gaza was not
occupied territory but disputed territory and was therefore subject to negotiation.”406 This
U.S. approach allowed Israel increased influence in setting the agenda of peace
negotiations and in deciding what options would be available to the Arab participants of

any negotiation. In the 1980s, President Reagan upgraded Israel as a strategic ally in
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furthering American Cold War goals in the Middle East. As such, the U.S. “accepted
Israel’s definition of the Palestinians as terrorists, supported Israel’s response to the
Intifada, and backed Israeli efforts to exclude the PLO from direct bilateral
negotiations.”*”” Leading up to the end of the Cold War, Israel was essential to the
American ideological and strategic confrontation with the Soviet Union’s communism
and gained innumerable benefits from this status.

The new Bush administration brought a change to the U.S.-Israeli relationship.
Secretary of State James Baker proposed the Baker Plan, which was a five-point proposal
that called Israel to set aside its vision of a Greater Israel, required that the PLO amend its
Covenant to formalize the end to its calls for Israel’s destruction, and created a list of
Palestinians to offer Israel as representatives for negotiations. The PLO rejected the plan
because it did not permit the PLO to be the representative for the Palestinians and
required the PLO to recognize Israel’s right to exist. In Israel, the Labor Party accepted
the plan, but the Likud Party rejected it, requiring further conditions and assurances.
Eventually, the Israeli cabinet accepted it, contingent upon certain guarantees.

The Bush administration grew increasingly frustrated with Israel’s obstructionism
in refusing to meet all the demands of the plan. In order to place pressure on Israeli
decision-makers, Baker announced that loan guarantees would be conditioned upon the
cessation of Israeli settlement activities, which the administration had determined were
illegal and problematic for the peace process. This policy provoked a great outcry among

Jewish groups and pro-Israeli members of Congress. In addition, it created a great deal of
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division in the Israeli cabinet. On March 15, 1990, the Labor Party called for a no-
confidence vote, but the end result was an ultra-nationalist coalition government that
guaranteed no progress in the peace process in the near future.**®

In the Gulf War, Saddam Hussein attacked Israel with scud missiles in the hope
that this would unite the Arab world around their “common enemy” of the Zionists.
However, given the U.S. success in preventing Israel from retaliating to the attacks and
the outrage of certain Arab states over the invasion of Kuwait, the war did more to divide
the Arab nations than to unite them. Only Jordan and the PLO sided with Saddam and
Irag. The PLO chose this side because of the perceived failure of the U.S. as well as its
Arab “friends” to address the Palestinian plight. *® In 1985, Jordan and the PLO had
created an agreement to work towards peace with Israel together. However, the PLO’s
lack of confidence in Jordan’s intentions as their peace negotiation representative and
their unwillingness to accept Resolutions 242 and 338 unconditionally and renounce
terrorism broke apart the peace process Jordan started and drove Jordan and the PLO
apart.*'° In the first Gulf War, Saddam attempted to make the war into an Arab-Israeli
fight and promised to remedy the Palestinian problem as Jordan had not once he
succeeded in Kuwait. With Saddam’s failure, the PLO was isolated from the rest of the

Arab world that resented their support for Irag. ***
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The end of the Cold War and the Gulf War altered the prospects for a peace
settlement in the Arab-Israeli conflict. With the fall of the Soviet Union, Moscow was
torn between retaining the support of internal conservatives and military leaders and
needing Western goodwill and financial aid. To secure Western support, Gorbachev
began to move the new Russian nation’s support away from the more politically radical
Arab regimes the Soviet Union assisted in the past while making overtures to the more
politically moderate Arab states and Israel that were U.S. allies. In response, Saudi
Arabia and the Gulf states offered Moscow several billion dollars in loans and financial
aid. The patron had become a client financially. This left the U.S. as the only viable
superpower player in the region.

With improved U.S.-Arab relations in the wake of the Gulf War, Israel hoped the
U.S. would use this new position to pressure the Arab states to lessen hostilities towards
Israel and offer it recognition. In turn, the Arab states hoped that the U.S. would reward
their cooperation in the Gulf War by placing greater pressure on Israel to return land for
peace and to allow the Palestinians an independent state. In the end, Secretary of State
Baker used U.S. influence to pressure both parties to come together for an international
peace conference in Madrid in October 1991. Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir
agreed to attend the conference because he believed “that will signify the recognition of
Israel’s existence by the Arab states.” *? Shamir was adamant that there be no PLO

involvement in the negotiations at the conference. Given the PLO’s weakened status after
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the Gulf War and with the intifada continuing in the occupied territories, the PLO
acquiesced to a formation of a joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation.**

The Madrid Conference was a monumental event in that it was the first time in
history that the parties of the conflict all sat down together, face to face, to discuss the
issues on the basis of Resolutions 242 and 338. Despite the excitement and anticipation
that surrounded the event, negotiations made little progress. The most to which the Likud
delegation would commit was limited autonomy for the people within the territories with
Israel retaining full control of security and foreign affairs over the land. Discussions over
the issues between Syria and Israel and Lebanon and Israel found little success, impeded
by continued arguing. Positions hardened, and the talks appeared to achieve no
success.*

Further multilateral talks were held. The first were in Moscow in 1992, but the
Palestinians boycotted them because the U.S. and Russia would not recognize their
delegation that contained Palestinians living outside the occupied territories. Israel
boycotted the second round of talks in May 1992 that dealt with economic cooperation
and refugees because Palestinian refugees from outside the West Bank and Gaza insisted
on being present. Syria and Lebanon said they would boycott all such talks until they saw
more success in the bilateral negotiations. With such resistance among the key actors, it is

not surprising no agreement was reached.**®
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The 1993 Peace: The Agreements Reached

In June 1992, the tide shifted in Israel with Labor defeating Likud. Yitzhak Rabin
formed the new coalition government as the prime minister. He pledged to halt all
nonstrategic settlement activity and expressed his desire to move quickly towards the
establishment of Palestinian autonomy. Though change within the government was slow,
Rabin’s election breathed new life into the peace process. To demonstrate his
commitment to these ideas, he freed more than 800 political prisoners, halted most
settlement activity, barred private Israeli building permits in the occupied territories, and
reiterated the land for peace position.

The Palestinians were still wary of Rabin’s sincerity and pushed for a Palestinian
Interim Self-Governing Authority, which would be a legislative rather than simply an
administrative body. Internally, the Palestinians were struggling over leadership, with
some questioning Arafat’s dedication to the issues and with extremist groups such as
Hamas and Islamic Jihad inciting increased violence in response to the stagnation within
the peace negotiations. All attempts at negotiations were put on hold at the end of 1992,
waiting for the results of the American presidential elections.**®

Despite the change in American leadership, the change in the Israeli government
proved of greater consequence and propelled the peace process along. The “Oslo
Channel” opened in December 1992, beginning with low-level Israeli and PLO contacts,
thus overcoming the long-standing separation between the PLO and the Israeli

government and granting the PLO a place at the negotiating table. During a subsequent
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round of talks flowing from the Madrid Conference, Norwegian officials with officials
from Israel and the PLO convinced Rabin and Arafat to pursue unofficial channels of
dialogue using Oslo as a neutral facilitator. The U.S. did not oppose this, since they still
distanced themselves from the PLO given their position in the Gulf War. The U.S.
remained informed of the proceedings of the unofficial talks but was pessimistic as to the
potential for results. For five months beginning in January 1993, two Israeli academics
met with three senior PLO officials along with Norwegian mediators to create an
informal declaration of principles to serve as the basis for the future peace between Israel
and Palestine. By August, they had an agreeable plan, which when presented to Foreign
Minister Shimon Peres, he signed. It was known as the Declaration of Principles on
Interim Self-Government Arrangement:
It called for a ten-month timetable for election of a Palestinian Council to run
West Bank and Gaza for a five-year period, during which Israel and the
Palestinians would reach a permanent status settlement of outstanding issues
based on UN Resolutions 242 and 338. This agreement included the withdrawal
and redeployment of an Israeli force to be replaced by a police force run by the
Palestinian Authority in negotiated areas. The deal was predicated on mutual

recognition: of Israel’s right to exist by the PLO, and of the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinians by the government of Israel.**’

In this arrangement, both sides compromised but also gained. Israel received recognition
as a nation from the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people. The Palestinian
people in the territories began the initial steps towards self-government and autonomy
under their own elected officials. The Israelis and Palestinians took the declaration next
to the U.S., who were surprised and pleased at the breakthrough the declaration

represented. Conferring with President Clinton, Secretary of State Warren Christopher

1" Shannon, 94.
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and Mideast Envoy Dennis Ross immediately offered the U.S. approval of the plan and
prepared to be a part of its presentation to the rest of the world. The Israeli government
officially approved the Declaration of Principles on August 30, and the famous
ceremonial handshake on the White House law occurred on September 13. President
Clinton stood between Rabin and Arafat as they shook hands, signifying the U.S. role as
a balanced mediator for the upcoming road to implementation of the Oslo Accords.**®
The 1993 Peace: The Policies of the Actors

Rabin’s ideological willingness to engage in land for peace agreements in contrast
to his Likud predecessors significantly altered the Israeli capacity to move forward.
Shamir had felt significant pressure from the Bush administration to pursue peace, but his
inability to yield to compromise on key points, such as settlements and refugees,
encumbered any attempt at negotiations. The end of the Cold War had put Israel in a
difficult position with the U.S., for the primary strategic foundation for an alliance with
Israel disappeared. As the apparent strategic nature of Israel diminished for the U.S., the
Bush administration observed more of the liabilities that lay in supporting Israel and
attempted to apply pressure to bring change. With the election of Clinton, the atmosphere
of the White House became decidedly more pro-Israel with increased cooperation
expected between the U.S. and Israel.**® The new Vice President Al Gore brought a pro-

Israel record from his time in Congress. Clinton’s new Secretary of State Warren

Christopher was a veteran of Carter’s administration as his deputy secretary of state and a
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part of Carter’s inner circle of advisors, which offered him insight into developing
balanced peace agreements that satisfied both sides.*? Clinton was fairly new to the
issues of the Middle East peace process and relied on his advisors for policy direction.
With his primary focus on the Bosnian crisis in early 1993, Clinton supported
Christopher’s belief that the American role was to act as a mediator to help the Israelis
and Palestinians reach agreements but not to do the bulk of the work.***

Rabin’s strong desire for a successful peace process eased the changes the Clinton
administration began to make. The peace process progress was sluggish at first because
the parties approached the negotiations from different angles. The Israelis sought a time-
buying interim agreement to mollify the unrest in the occupied territories and to allow a
more moderate West Bank Palestinian leadership to emerge. They believed this could be
done in the context of the five-year transitional agreement envisaged in the Camp David
Accords from 1978. This type of agreement would postpone discussions of the so-called
final status issues, which were the inflammatory and divisive points in any attempt at a
peace agreement. In contrast, the Palestinians sought to gain recognition for the PLO as
the sole representative of the Palestinian people and to force the issue of statehood as an
imminent goal. To gain greater legitimacy, the PLO needed to demonstrate to the
Palestinian population that it could end Israeli occupation and limit the building of new
settlements and land confiscation. In the face of these competing goals, the U.S. sided

with Israel, asserting that small practical steps needed to be taken first as confidence-

20 Quandt, 322.
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building measures, followed by an agreement for a transitional period that would
culminate in negotiations on the final status issues that were most important to the
Palestinians. As the weakest party in the negotiations, the PLO conceded to the Israeli-
American approach.*

William Quandt observes that many credited the U.S. with wisdom in knowing
when to step back from the negotiations and allow the parties to work things out directly,
demonstrating their desire to act as a balanced mediator. The U.S. had attempted to
facilitate talks in Washington, but with little success as each side continued to posture for
its home audiences rather than committing to any serious give-and-take negotiations.
Avrafat refused to endow the Palestinian PLO representatives with maneuvering power to
demonstrate that if the Americans and Israelis did not deal directly with him they would
fail to advance the peace talks. The Israelis finally met this requirement in their talks with
direct representatives of Arafat in the secret Norwegian negotiations, allowing these
semiofficial channels of discussion to lead to a historical peace agreement.*?®

Though the U.S. served primarily as the confirmer of the peace accords the Israeli
and Palestinians created, Clinton’s presence at the final hand-shaking ceremony
illustrated the continuing role for the U.S. as a confirmer and overseer of the process. In
contrast to this continual role the U.S. played as an overseer in the 1980s and early 1990s,

the EC lacked the instruments or willingness to implement the Venice Declaration’s

strategy for peace, with the limited intergovernmental cooperation of the EPC restricting
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action. In 1991, the newly formed European Union remained primarily as an observer of
the process. The Madrid Conference that year embodied the Union’s decade-old claims
that the solution for the Arab-Israeli conflict lay in a multilateral peace conference, but
the American-initiated invitations for the event requested the Union member states’
presence as only observers along with the Gulf Cooperation Council and the United
Nations.**

The EC insisted upon being included in the Conference as a full participant but
was rebuffed due to Israel’s distrust of the European governments and lack of acceptance
of the EC as a mediator. To Israel, the European powers were unacceptable mediators in
the peace process because they had,

demanded that Israel make concessions to the Palestinians in advance of direct

peace negotiations between Israel and the Palestinians; made concessions to the

Palestinians that prejudged Israeli interests in advance of direct peace

negotiations; and insisted on the United Nations as the appropriate forum for

negotiations towards a comprehensive peace settlement, knowing that this was
totally unacceptable to Israel.*?

Israel’s unwillingness to negotiate through the EC preempted any attempt the new Union
might make to balance the U.S. involvement in the Conference.

The Conference resulted in rounds of bilateral talks, in which neither the U.S. nor
the EU were directly involved. Despite this official status as observers, the U.S. still bore
an important role, meeting separately with the parties and setting forth proposals for
discussion in the dialogues. The EU played a relevant role in being the gavel holder of

the Regional Economic Development Working Group (REDWG) discussions, but this
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working group made no progress. As these multilateral negotiations stalled, the Israelis
and Palestinians began separate bilateral talks in Oslo, away from both U.S. and EU
direct oversight. The location of the signing of the Declaration of Principles on
September 13, 1993 in Washington demonstrated the American role as the sole mediator
and limited EU contributions to issuing statements of support.*?®

As the U.S. continued to be the primary mediator and overseer of the
implementation of the Oslo Accords, the EU found an alternative means of involvement
funding the peace process, in particular with large sums of financial support to the new
Palestinian Authority. At a Donors’ Conference in October 1993, the EU inaugurated a
special program to donate 700 million European Currency Units (ECUs) by the end of
1997 to support and build the Palestinian economy in the West Bank and Gaza. At the
signing of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement that gave the PA authority over those areas, the
EU committed to donate another 10 million ECUs to fund a Palestinian police force.
Underlying the EU’s giving was the assumption based upon its own experience beginning

as an economic union that a strong Palestinian economy was Israel’s best long-term

security guarantee and a precondition for maintaining the peace process.**’
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS

An evaluation of the historical record of the policy positions of the United States
and the European nations shows a fairly consistent support from the U.S. for Israel and a
declining European opinion of Israel coupled with a growing support for the Palestinians’
side. The 1967 War seemed to accelerate both these propensities. The Israeli unilateral
attacks and their subsequent avoidance of international law regarding occupied territories
troubled nations such as France that looked to multilateralism and international
organizations as key sources of legitimacy. By the 1973 War, most European nations
preferred the Arab rather than the Israeli side. When the oil embargo began in the wake
of the war, the Arab states considered the majority of EC members as either “neutral” or
“most favored nations,” thus limiting the impact of the embargo on their economies,
compared to the complete embargo the U.S. and Israel experienced.

The U.S. had the opportunity to pressure Israel to return to the pre-war lines, as
President Eisenhower did in the 1956 Suez Canal conflict, but President Johnson did not
concentrate his efforts explicitly on that. The UN resolution he crafted dealt in
ambiguities that offered ideals but no direction of the steps needed to traverse between

reality and the ideal. President Nixon followed Johnson’s efforts with his own declaration
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of Israel as a key strategic asset to the U.S. in the Middle East in the midst of the Cold
War with the Soviet Union. Israel became a surrogate presence for the U.S. in the region,
justifying increased military arms sales and financial aid. After the 1979 peace
agreement, Egypt gained U.S. support and has received an average of $2 billion a year for
economic and military aid.**® With the end of the Cold War, the weak points of Israel’s
associations with its neighbors and within the occupied territories became more apparent
to the new Bush administration. Israel’s participation in international peace conference
talks with the Arabs and the PLO reduced the American frustration with many Israeli
policies, but the rise of terrorism in response to the peace process from those who
opposed it gave a new ideological enemy to unite the U.S. and Israel together to fight in
the region.

In surveying the progression of support or disapproval, it appears that at the
creation of the State of Israel the European nations offered their approval for the new
state out of a sense of conscience due to the events of the Holocaust and out of a belief
that Palestine was a better place for the many displaced Jews in Europe. As time moved
everyone further from these events, one by one the EC members began to recreate their
policies on the conflict based upon the actions of the Israeli government. In addition,
through their histories as colonial powers, many of the founding members of the EC had

stronger ties to the Arab states and to the economic benefits associated with being their

%28 Jeremy Sharp, “U.S. Foreign Assistance to the Middle East: Historical Background, Recent
Trends, and the FY2011 Request,” Congressional Research Service, June 15, 2010, 4. Available at
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171



allies. These historical links kept the European states connected to the Arab people and
more willing to support their side.

In contrast to the evolution of European policy, U.S. policy has remained
remarkably consistent in spite of Israel’s swings between Labor and Likud policy
positions. The stakes of the Cold War and the fervent belief that the evil of communism
must be stopped at all costs could easily justify the U.S. backing of Israel’s interpretation
of 242 and its hesitance to force any steps towards its implementation. Nevertheless, the
continuation of U.S. support for Israel after the Cold War demonstrates Paul Charles
Merkley’s point that the relationship must rest on more than mere strategy to endure that
change.*?® Even as Bush’s administration attempted to chastise Israel on the issue of
settlements, the American people rose up in protest to this perceived anti-Israel action,
supporting the continuation of the special relationship. The U.S. did not abandon the state
but still took Israel’s side at the Madrid Conference. In pressing the Israelis, the U.S.
attempted to rehabilitate its own image to the Arabs with whom it had fought Saddam
Hussein. However, in line with Israeli policy, the Bush administration avoided
interactions with the PLO as a representative of the Palestinians due to the side they
chose in the Gulf War.

In view of these divergent progressions of policy towards Israel and the
Palestinians, one is redirected to the initial question of this thesis that seeks to understand
why the sides hold these opposing policy positions. Much of this study has focused on the

historical context and decisions of policymakers in the conflict. In certain cases, leaders

29 Merkley, 78.
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declared their reliance on their religious beliefs, such as Truman’s dependence upon his
childhood biblical training and ongoing biblical study to justify his desire to help the
Jews settle in Palestine. Others divorced their religion from their policy, such as Nixon
who was willing to discuss his faith in private but built the U.S-Israeli relationship purely
on strategic Cold War grounds in line with realist ideology. He stated his refusal to rely
upon any religious views in his decision-making.*®® It is necessary to overlay these
decisions with existing domestic ideology of their citizens and compare it to the Israeli
policy record.

Typically, U.S. domestic support for Israel is attributed primarily to the American
Jewish constituency based on the strategic power of its vote in key states. Vaughn

» 81 and asserts that the

Shannon calls them “one of the largest veto groups in the country
vast majority are pro-Israel in their sympathies.**? From the time of President Roosevelt
and the Great Depression, American Jews have generally landed in the Democratic Party.
Despite this tendency, presidential candidates regardless of party have made the effort to
establish their plans to assist Israel in large part to try to secure the Jewish vote.**®* With
Truman’s recognition of Israel, the Democratic Party became the pro-Israel party until
the 1980s. In the 1980s, President Reagan’s brought larger numbers of Christian

conservatives into the Republican Party making it the Zionist and pro-Israel party.

Carter’s failures in 1980 to meet several challenges to American security drove the

%0 Richard Nixon, Leaders (New York: Touchstone, 1990), 280, 287-288.
31 Shannon, 7.
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“patriotic conservatives” to the Republican Party as well. These supported Israel because
they believed that those who hated Israel also hated the U.S. and democracy. In addition,
at this time some Jews moved from the Democratic Party to the Republican Party, for
they were now a part of the nation’s establishment that conservatism seemed to protect.
They had grown weary of the constant change of the Democratic liberalism.***

As these pro-Israel groups found homes in the Republican Party, the Democratic
Party became progressively less pro-Israel, yet without losing the Jewish vote. Merkley
asserts that this is because “support for Israel is not at the top of their lists. They align
with Democrats because of social issues like abortion, prayer in schools, and gay

rights,”*%8

which are the same types of social policy issues that drew the Jews to
Roosevelt in the 1930s. This shift in American Jewry illustrates that simple ethnic
association may likely be a secondary factor in domestic politics. Laying the foundation
of American pro-Israel policies solely on the grounds of retaining the Jewish vote is
deficient in explaining the U.S. partiality to Israel, given the inconsistent correspondence
between pro-Israel presidential actions and reception of Jewish votes.

As such, one is left with the other side of the Jewish lobby, the Christian Zionists.
Jews make up approximately three percent of the American public, whereas over fifty

percent of the population is Protestant and approximately half of those are Evangelical

Christians.**® A lack of substantial research data precludes any assertions to the exact size

*** Herbert Solomon, “The Republican Party and the Jews,” Judaism 37, no. 3 (1988): 280-281.
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and influence of the Christian Zionists within the Evangelical group. However, a
significant minority appears to hold to some or all elements of the Christian Zionist
doctrines, chiefly among which is the identity of Israel as God’s chosen people
throughout history, which affirms to them the right of the land in Palestine. These
Christian Zionists are, therefore, motivated to ensure their nation recognizes God’s
relationship with Israel for the sake of blessing both nations.

Since the end of the Holocaust, the Christian Church has put greater emphasis on
stamping out anti-Semitism as a moral evil, thus creating a moral foundation for policy.
The Church’s emphasis on tolerance may be linked to lower levels of anti-Semitic
behavior. However, when one looks at the specific beliefs of the Christian Zionists, it is
evident that such convictions cannot remain private and as simple moral guides. If the
Bible tells them that the land of Palestine is given to the Jews by God’s decree forever
and that He promises to bless those that bless the Jews, there is no room for simple
exhortations on moral and ethical precepts. Such beliefs based upon an authoritative word
from God require particular, concerted action.

Christian Zionists’ beliefs clearly identify the side that they must take in U.S.
foreign policy towards Israel and the Palestinians. The conflicts of the Bible endure
today, so they must rely upon God’s commands in the Bible to determine the side He
requires them to take. It is evident that U.S. policy generally chooses the same side as
Christian Zionists, though politicians often select this side for more than one reason. U.S.
presidents consistently follow a pattern that moves from a pro-Israel stance during their
campaign and at the beginning of their term to a more frustrated view of Israel that leads

them to attempt to pressure Israel to concede. However, these presidential pressures

175



rarely alter the relationship, for the U.S. Congress regularly reigns in the Executive to
restore the pro-Israel stance. While it is necessary to recognize that the Christian Zionists
beliefs are not the only influence on American foreign policy in regard to the conflict, the
strong support the U.S. offers the one side while downplaying the other side over the first
forty-five years of the conflict demonstrates that ideology and religious beliefs help to
hold together the strategy of the relationship.**’

Among the foreign policies of the European Union, the Palestinian Authority
features more prominently. Rising numbers of immigrants and voting Muslim citizens
may factor into this, for the doctrine of the umma as the universal community of Muslims
impacts the thinking and identity of Islamic believers. However, given that Muslims
account for less than twenty percent of European inhabitants, the core motivation for the
EU policies begins within the traditional European communities. The European Union is
a test of multilateral ideas and relies on the notions of Wilsonian idealism to trust the
ideals of international organizations and of men willingly taking the right actions to
protect peace and improve the lives of all men. In this environment the nation-state and
national divisions and loyalties are meant to disappear.

While Israel supports the international system, it remains a single nation-state that
seeks to defend its boundaries and people. For religious and security reasons, it also
controls lands contested under international law. Most of what Israel does and supports is
the antithesis of idealism to the EU: unilateral action, denial of rights to a large group of

people, rejection of self-determination for a people group, retention of occupied
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territories, and resistance to international laws and multilateral peace conferences. The
U.S. appears linked to Israel with some type of religious bond that is absent for the
Europeans. EU support is proportional to Israel’s compliance with European ideals,
which the Jewish state embodied for the Europeans at its creation but it has since fallen
away from that perception as a result of the various conflicts in the second half of the
twentieth century. The Palestinians receive European support not only because the
Europeans see them as the victims of hawkish, realist policy, but also because European
ideology dictates that any solution for peace requires both sides to practice the principles
of democracy for all within a country and to be enjoying the benefits of self-
determination.

The State of Israel stands between these two actors in the conflict, consistently
fixed upon the goals of security, retaining the Jewishness of the state, and providing land
and opportunity for its people. The two main parties, Labor and Likud, alternate as the
key leaders of the government, each pursuing these goals with divergent approaches. The
issue of settlements, as it is wrapped up in the religious nationalist ideas of the Greater
Israel movement and Kookist theology, stands out a key ideological issue in regard to
whom the Israeli people give the power of the state. The ideological significance of these
ideas within Israel rests in the persistent efforts among believers to ensure the
government conforms to its beliefs. While secularists like Rabin had temporary
successes, the perpetuation of the settlements in the occupied territories and the
reluctance of the government to relinquish any piece of the West Bank demonstrated the
correlation between such religious beliefs and the government’s policy towards the

territories.
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American Christian Zionists appreciate the religious nationalist theology of the
settlers and support the movement because it aligns with their understanding of the land
as given to the Jews by God and irrevocable. Even as the settlers’ movements believe
they must act to influence their government, Christian Zionists take to the political sphere
and join the Israeli lobby to secure God’s blessings for their country and to fulfill His
commands. European beliefs remain at the philosophical and ideological level, focused
on conformity to international laws and norms based in universal norms of human rights,
democracy, and freedom. These ideals permeate their societies and priorities and shape
elements of their policies. The values of each society appear to draw them to the side that
represents the beliefs they hold to be most important. From the historical record, religious
belief does not stand out as a consistent and dominant cause of policy for each actor
towards the conflict, though it appears as a key support and complement to other policy
foundations. Though actors within the Arab-Israeli conflict are likely not to rely solely on
religious beliefs to justify policies, a study of the conflict’s history demonstrates an

underlying correlation between the societal beliefs of a national actor and its policies.
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