ASSESSING THE IMPLICATIONS OF JULY WAR 2006 ON
ISRAEL'S FOREIGN POLICY: CASE STUDY

(July War 2006 Between Israel and Hezbollah)

By

Saleh Ahmed Dalabih

Supervisor

Dr. Omar Al-Hadrami

This Thesis was submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the

Master's Degree of Diplomatic Studies

Faculty of Graduate Studies

The University of Jordan

April, 2010 Fllall sl a0 208 agan
i FASSE | DUV | RS SUPS NP | PSR WY

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposi



s 1 Ao

[ i E‘: 3 *

S o O F A

et ag e ) et asde
Agally dic Laladhl o cdid 3 Cliyll  uiSl f#h“-'—'-"]'qll L

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



COMMITTEE DECISION

This Thesis ( Assessing the Implications of July War 2006 on Israel,s
Foreign Policy ) : A Case Study ( July War 2006 Between Israel and
Hezbollah ) was Successfully Defended and Approved on 30 March 2010

Examination Committee Signature

Dr. Omar H. Hadrami, (Supervisor)
Assoc. Prof. of International Relation

Dr. Mohammad H. Al-Masalheh. (Member) ,/.6 Lo
Prof. of International Relations ~

Dr. Hasan M. Al-Momani, (Member) = ....... A Ckan é ..........

Assist. Prof. of Int,L Relations /Conflict Resolution

Dr. Omar Riffai, (Member) ;/@/A

Assoc. Prof. of Political Sciences .. S
(Jordan Institute of Diplomacy)

Llall sl all S 1a%es
(| POV | LT SR | I

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



To my dear parents;

To my beloved wife, and children:

Mohammad
Haya
Mahmoud
Hana

Eman

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like herein to thank my supervisor Dr. OmddsHadrami for all the guidance

he provided me with along my thesis-building. | @aalso to thank Dr. Hasan Al-

Momani, my second reader as he was a source ctasse as well to me. | am also
grateful to both Dr. Walid Abu Dalbouh from the didfty of International Studies and

Dr. Abeer Al-Khraisha from the faculty of law foH ghe help they offered to me in

this academic regard. Lastly, my thanks also gaviio Mohammad Amin Al-

Hawamdeh, who helped me produce this thesis inwien English.

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
COMMITEE DECISION ...t e e e e e e e e eeeebb bbb e neeees i
(D 7=To [[or=1 (o] o PO PP iii
F o LoV F=To o =T o =T o £ S Y
TabIE Of CONTENTS. ....uuitiiiiiiiiii it e e e e e se bbb e e %
IS o ) T [ P PPUP viii
ADSTIACT .ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeaaararaae IX
Chapter 1: Introduction
L1 PrelUude. .. e e e 1
1.2  Problem of the Study.........coooii it 3
1.3  Significance of the Study..........ccooi i 5

1.4 Review of Related Literature. .........oovv i
1.5  Methodology.....ooooinii e e

Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework

P2 A 1 11 (o [¥ o1 1] o FU PP 10
22 /1111 = 1 Y20 = 1= 11
2.2.1 General Definition of Military Power............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee. 11

2.2.2 Approaches to Military POWEr..........ccovviiiiiie i e 16
2.3 Foreign Policy Definition............cc.coociiiiiiiiiciiieie . @

2.3.1 General Definition of Foreign Policy.............cocoviiiiiiiiiiiicnenee. 20

2.3.2 Power and Coercive DIiplomacy.........ccooviiriieiieiieie e e aaaeannns 22

2.3.3 Military Power and Foreign POliCY.........ccooiiiii i e, 52
2.4  Further Reading.......couiuuiiiieiie it e e e 26
2.5 SUMIMIATY .t et e e e e e e et et e et e e et e eaeean e 29

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



Vi

Chapter 3:July War Scene

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.6.1
3.6.2
3.6.3
3.6.4
3.6.5
3.7
3.7.1
3.7.2
3.7.3
3.8
3.9

BaCKgroUNd. .. ...
Beginning of the Conflict ............cciiiiiii.n.
Hezbollah CoNAUCE ....... ..o e
Israeli Conduct .......cooiii i
International Action and Reaction ................coooiiiiiiiiiiiiennnn.
Ceasefire and Reviews of the War .....................
CeaSEfire ...t
Reactions in Lebanon ....... ..o
Reactions insrael ..........c.oooiiiiiiiii i
Winograd CommisSion REPOIT .......oviiiiiii e e
Reactions in the Rest of the World ......................
Other Considerations of the War ........................
CaASUAITIES ...t
Financial Repercussions ...........ccoceviiiiiiiin i nnnn.
Media CONtrOVEISY ......cvvieiieiieiece e e e e
PosSt-Ceasefire EVENIS ... e e e

SUMMABIY ... e e e e e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e eaeeaeenens

Chapter 4: Impacts On Israel's Foreign Policy

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.9

INtrodUCHION. ... e
Military Escalation............ccccovie i i
MiSSION OULCOMES......uitiie i v e
Urgent Diplomatic Effort...........c.oooi i,
INterior CONflCE. ... e
Direct Political Impacts.............cccoiviiiiiiiiineen s
Regional AllIaNCES. ... ... e
Further Reading.........coovviiiiii i

SUMIMIATY ¢ ettt e et e e e e et e e et e e et e rae e e eaaas

30

48

54

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



vii

Chapter 5: Conclusion

5.1 SUMIMAIY..cciieiiiiiiitie ettt e e e e e et et e e e nnnnnnnere 87
5.2 Main FINAINGS....ciiiiiii e eemmm s e e s 88
5.3 ReCOMMENAALIONS. ... .. 91
2 ] (=] (=] (o ST TSR 93
PN o 1 = (e N = | o (o TR 510

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



viii

LIST OF FIGURES

NUMBER TABLE CAPTION PAGE
1 Behavioral Power. J. Nye, Bound to Lead, 199018
2 Hezbollah Attacks on Israel 36
3 Israeli Attacks on Lebanon 40

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



ASSESSING THE IMPLICATIONS OF JULY WAR 2006 ON
ISRAEL'S FOREIGN POLICY: CASE STUDY

(July War 2006 Between Israel and Hezbollah)
By
Saleh Ahmed Dalabih
Supervisor

Dr. Omar Al-Hadrami

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at highlighting the relation betwemilitary power and foreign
policy, identifying the reasons that stood behinel July War 2006 and analyzing the
July war's impact on lIsrael's foreign policy. Thiudy adopted the analytical
descriptive approach with five typical chaptergrdduction, Theoretical Framework,
July War Scene, Impact on Israel's Policy and Gmich. Regarding the first and the
fifth chapters as only introducing and concludingtiuments respectively, Chapter 2
discussed the concepts of and the mutual assaciagbween military power and
foreign policy. Herein, both military power and éign policy are defined and
approached, with explaining certain terms suchasgep being hard and soft power
and diplomacy being cooptive and coercive. Chaptadescribed the conflict between
Israel and Hezbollah from the very beginning witscribing both Hezbollah and
Israel's actions against each other, along withwsiw the international action and
reaction, until the ceasefire was announced andvér®us reactions whether in
Lebanon, Israel or in the rest of the world arewaioand describing the impacts of
the July War in general in terms of causalitiesafficial repercussions and media

controversies. Chapter 4, which presented the itspaft the July War on Israel's
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foreign policy, as Israel was defeated in the Waong with explaining various
aspects such the military escalation between the parties, Israel's mission
outcomes, urgent diplomatic effort, interior cocifland direct political impacts and
lastly the regional alliances which Israel enjoyafter the War. Within its

hypothetical scope and in response to its questithes study found that military
power is the key instrument to achieve politicatiemnd defend it's foreign policy,
that the Israeli military and political leadershifadled in achieving their goals at the
July War, which in turn led them to have some cleanig their foreign policy after

the War, basically toward diplomacy and 'soft pdwaéitudes.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Prelude

No one doubts the importance of military power &réign policy in a state's attempt
to have pleasant regional or international relatgps with its neighbors or other
states. This pleasance is attained only when thisad state seems to own on the one
hand a menacing military power and on the othedlanaffective foreign policy. As

if one failed the other success or enhance theesscdn fact, menacing (i.e. offense)
and deterring (i.e. defense) are a state's twodaheonnected pillars (Walt, 2009),
so that its interior security and exterior stapiare maintained. Although both terms
look lexically different from or mostly opposite &ach other in linguistics, they are
related and mostly refer to one meaning in politieSich is an entity's status of these

two above-said attributes of security and stability

The study in it's attempt to find a definition fmilitary power , it found that
military power is the ability and capability of sate to achieve certain ends .and
assume the foreign policy is defined in generathas interaction between entities

economically, politically, socially and militarily.

History notes that the more menacing a state enfbgsmore deterring it can
have for its entity and existence, and vice verHae point is then an integral
combination of power- and policy-like instruments; one fails, the other(s)
necessarily stops working and must be adapted deraio cope with that source

failure and eventually attempts to attain a newbweh point of target success.
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In the anarchical international system, states edifin solving their
regional/international disputes and in how to pebtleir interests and maintain their
security and stability (Quester, 2004: 81-82), emly in absence of affective
coordination between their menacing and deterringgsy The absence of the
procedures that are to be taken by the concerrtethational organizations is also a
cause of global anarchy and regional mess, as verigment above the world's states
is capable to regulate the interactions and relatibetween states themselves or

between states and other actors in internatiorsiésy.

In the international arena, a state's military poamd foreign policy are two
forms of capacity, which are both integral as josntioned above, and are to be
necessarily coordinated and based upon in any chsgar or warlike political
dispute. Military power is a state's capacity tgeravars against others, and foreign
policy is its capacity to have a diplomatic actwtith them (Nye, 2006; Bogdanov,
2004; Peterson, 2009; Mahabir, 2005; Welch, 200Bsd, 2008). No state enters a
war just for war, but for imposing certain mostlghical demands on the other party
of the war and when it makes sure that its militaower is well-mobilized and
efficiently equipped. A military failure resulteden in a state's being politically
depressed and those demands' getting minimizedrear eancelled, which actually
proves how much military power and foreign policg eelated to and connected with

each other.

In case of the July War 2006 between Israel andoblégh, Israel had firstly
certain political ends and interests mainly drawnt$ foreign-policy makers and was

secondly self-conceited of its military power tovbdhose ends and interests attained
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as required. The July War did not end only withamrldestruction as just most wars
end with, the direct most essential and turningypbike consequence of the War is
its giving more preponderance to the internal patien theory in the formula of
political conflict in the region after the failuthe Israeli military bet had (Bannoura,
2008). That failure raised serious questions reggrthe military capability of Israel
in the future and then regarding Israel's foreighcy to dominate the region and be a

US hand to reshape this region and steal up itéthvakike.

Israel since established in 1948 adopted a realisgory in conducting its
foreign policy. This theory in case of Israel sesksvival through adopting both
offense and defense in protecting interests arainaty ends. The July-2006 War
seized on more concern and debate than any otladr-18raeli wars, because it did
not break out directly between two states but medetween a so-called qualified,
sophisticated state with its military power andefgn policy and the Islamic
Resistance in Lebanon mainly represented by HegtholWhich proved how much it
was, and actually still is, there in the regionadra with its structured entity to be

recognized and its obvious targets to be implentente

1.2 Problem of the Study

Over viewing the War, the principal parties of thay-2006 War were Hezbollah

paramilitary forces and the_lIsraeli militarfAFP, 2006; Katz, 2006). The conflict

started on July 12, 2006 and continued until a ééhiNationsbrokered_ceasefire

went into effect in on August 14, 2006, though War formally ended on September

08, 2006 when Israel lifted its naval blockaidd_ebanon.
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The Israeli military doctrine will be herein ideindd, as it maintains the
Israeli security and stability in the region by iteenacing and deterring deterrence
military and political capabilities. It means ttiae security view of Israelis is based
on that which was mainly planned by Bin Ghoriontatms of the necessity of
following anticipatory counter attacks instead ohd period wars. The defensive
doctrine of Hezbollah will not be neglected on dpposite side, as there is a matter
concerning the sovereignty of Lebanon. Due to thet that Hezbollah is not a
political state-like entity, its strategy is difeait when ones talk about issues of
offense and defense. The doctrine of its resistanoeement is mainly based on

struggle for land and on commitment to do thatyalbngly.

The Israeli army was interested in strengthenisgnilitary capabilities by the
pretexts of "fear" from its Arab enemies. That nerfds nor allies exist in politics is
Israel's priori principle in order to be always th@der of the first strike. Hezbollah's
resistance on the opposite side started to growalipically and build its military
capabilities to liberate the south of Lebanon fritra Israeli occupation along with
any Arab lands still falling under foreign occupati This sustainable process of
development and organization enabled Hezbollahlag p significant role in the
regional and domestic system. Hezbollah achievedentban one aim, most
importantly its victory in the July-2006 War. Thigtory was not an easy end, but it
shifted the military strategies of Israel and farcé to reconsider its plans and
strategies toward its biggest enemy (i.e. the Arats the technical trend and

reshaping its foreign policy.
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1.3 Significance of the Study

The significance of the present study comes mdioly its attempting to examine at
some extent the final consequences of the July (var the political ends and
interests) through reading up weaknesses anddatitiatics of the Israeli leadership
mainly in Winograd Report and in many other acadeamd official analyses. From
this point, the impact of the July war between H@zlt and Israel on Israel's foreign
policy is insisted herein. In turn, the War's capssces helped open up indirect
negotiations with Syria mediated by Turkey andrnteted after the Israeli invasion
of Gaza Strip. The study will deals as well in Hedtent manner and respect with the

Palestinian issue in general and how the Isragido policy is modeled.

The study will illustrate what the implications tble July war 2006 on Israel's
foreign policy as a case of the relationship betwaditary power and foreign policy,
through the sequences of the July war 2006 betuszaal and Hezbollah. The July-
2006 War will be used herein as a case study ierda prove the hypothesis of the
study, which entails generally that:

. military power is the key instrument to achieveitpedl ends in the Israel's
foreign policy toward Arab countries;

. distrust and deterrence are the most dominantriaetben drawing military
policies in Israel, so it seeks to sophisticate ntditary capabilities to face any
expected military attack;

= the Israeli military and political leaderships &l in achieving their goals,
whereas the Islamic resistance achieved its, asutting the arm of the Israeli
deterrence policy;

" some changes occurred in Israel's foreign politgr die July War 2006.
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The study is based as well on three main questmbg answered throughout
the analysis and discussion of the July-2006 WiachSjuestions are as follows:
1) What are the military strategic principles of bétbzbollah and Israel?
2) How did the technology of Hezbollah's weapons dadgdestroy the legend
of the Israeli so-called ‘invincible' army?

3) What is the impact of July-2006 War on Israel'ign policy?

The present study aims accordingly, regarding tlaten of assessing the
implications of the July War 2006 on Israel's fgrepolicy, at:
" highlighting the relation between military powedaioreign policy;
. identifying the reasons that stood behind the Yvdy 2006; and

. Analyzing the July war's impact on Israel's foreggticy.

1.4 Review of Related Literature

The present study attempted actually to be distshgal from any previous studies by
adding a military analysis following the war evemlsy by day of the both sides
especially on 18 July after the Israeli military failure on the gral battle and try to

find a diplomatic solution for the conflict and teudy made a political analysis to

the July War 2006 and its impact on Israel's forgiglicy.

= Marco Vincenzino (2006) in his "the Conflict in Lafon Part I: Inside Israel”
argued that the continuity of a state of confliciperpetuity may provide a reason for

existence and guarantee the accompanying privilegels benefits of power. The
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United States should use its diplomatic and ecooomsources more effectively
throughout the region and particularly in Lebanon.

. Gary C. Gambill (2007) in his "the Implications thie Israel-Hezbollah War"
discussed the background of the war; the militatsgtegic, diplomatic and political
outcomes; and the implications of the war on batbs

" Fern Sidman (2006) in his "the Resurgence of Orarelldeals” examined
how much Hezbollah is well organized and a thordugfained band of guerilla
fighters who fight their battles while living inwlian populations and blending in
with the civilian infrastructure. Since the inceptiof this current conflict, they have
fired thousands of Katyusha rockets into Israelmfr@ivilian strongholds and
neighborhoods throughout southern Lebanon andimnBe

= Robert G. Rabil (2008) in his "Hezbollah: LebanorPower Broker"
examined Hezbollah from its origins as a radicata@an group in the 1980s; it has
migrated into Lebanon’s political mainstream. le firocess, Hezbollah has acquired
the institutional trappings of a state and the bdp@&s of an army and discussed
Hezbollah’'s roots and how Hezbollah operates alaith des cribbing the Post-
conflict crisis.

" Efraim Inbar (2007) in his "How Israel Bungled tBecond Lebanon War"
elaborated how Israel bungled the second Lebanonama Israel's failure to deter
and to prepare unrealistic goals, bungling theraféh.

" Patrick Devenny (2006) in his "Hezbollah's Strate@hreat to Israel” talked
about the potential threats faced by Israel and kma&bollah would attack Israel
along with describing Israel's credible defense tedpossibility of a new conflict in

the horizon?
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. Shmuel Bar (2007) in his "Deterring Non-state TestoGroups: The Case of
Hezbollah" argued how the Israeli policy in the nienbefore the Second Lebanon
War of 2006 did not prevent Hezbollah from takingi@ns that Israel considered
highly unacceptable and ultimately resulted in Idraeli decision to conduct military
operations against Hezbollah's power base in Lebahktbwever, this does not
vindicate the conventional wisdom that Israeli detece of Hezbollah failed in a
simple, unambiguous fashion. Rather, Israeli detee signals were not clear and
Hezbollah did not understand that it was crossewhlines that would result in Israel

undertaking high-intensity military operations iadanon.

1.5 Methodology

In order to examine the differences between th¢estibariables to reach reasonable
results and to check the credibility of the abokeven hypothesis, which all would
help attain the subject objectives and find answethe previous questions, the study
will pursue the historical methodology in orderdiotain historical background about
the military doctrine of the Israeli army and Helthlo. The second methodology is
analytical, which will concern itself with examimgnthe causes behind the
unsuccessful strategies approved and carried ouhdyisraeli leadership and the
causes behind ending the counter in favor of Héabalhich affected then the Israeli
foreign policy.

This study wills discus the roots of the conflictdaconcentrates on the 33
days of the war from 12 July 2006 to 14 August 2606 the impact of the war on
Israel's foreign policy. The resources used to mgdish this study were books,
periodicals, magazines, websites, research papwwspapers and articles in

connection with the July War 2006.
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The study will be generally and formally as welden the title (Assessing the
Implications of July War 2006 on Israel's Foreigni€y) with a case of the July War
2006 between Israel and Hezbollah, including insitsicture an introduction, four
chapters and lastly a conclusion. Chapters 2-Se@®senting the major body of the
present study, will generally and respectively heedtempt to: define both military
power and foreign policy along with the potentialationship between them;
highlight the July War 2006's aims and eventsis@gwith a general background and
ending with the War's aims and events; addresstila¢egies and plans of the two
parties of the war; and lastly identify the impaétthe July War 2006 on Israel's

foreign policy.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Introduction

In fact, there is no a clear-cut definition forheit military power or foreign policy, or
even the relation between them. These conceptasty related to social sciences,
which are in turn concerned with human activitiad &ehaviors, and can not then be
applied to the empirical test as scientific sciencBegarding military power, it
generally knows as the main pillar in strategiasts that deal with military power to
attain certain political ends, whether by the dctise of force or by threatening or
deterring others, which reflect the themes of tlealRm School. Foreign policy on
the other side is known as the interaction, whiohcerns itself with shaping the
relations between a certain state on the on hadaarain other entities on the other
hand in order to achieve its national interestgardless of what sort of power that

will be used by that state toward the other ermtitie

In terms of the relation between military power atig foreign policy,
military power is considered to be as the mainrumsent of foreign policy, but it is
not alone sufficient to achieve a state's inter@dierefore, it is a must for this or that
state to adopt an integral combination of instrutmezrowned by foreign policy
depending on various factors such as regional lgygbnternational circumstances
and a state's needs and interests. A state sonsdimds itself obliged to sacrifice and
lessen its high aspirations by giving some conoessto maintain its security and
keep up its (basically at least short-run ) retelops with all and any other countries

and entities in order to gain more long-run ends iaterests. Too many situational
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requirements are to be considered in terms of ¢hecgy of options and the distance

of diplomatic maneuver.

Both military power and foreign policy will be disesed in details within the
forthcoming sections in terms of various critenels as definition and development,
along with the relationship between them and hoeh ed them affects and is affected

by the other.

2.2 Military Power

2.2.1 General Definition of Military Power

Military power is the ability and capability of dase to achieve certain ends and
interests. What 'ability’ in this respect meanthes actual use of force or threatening
or deterring; whereas ‘capability’ means the nmaltetechnological and scientific

methods of research. Ends and interests are heseid to refer particularly to the

political aims. Generally on the way to define taity power, power is the ability to

affect the behavior of others to get the outcomes wants (Nye, 2006). There are
almost three basic ways to do that: you can codrem with threats, you can induce
them with payments or you can attract and co-opmthThe concept of military

power has at all times been the focus of attertiiothe public, scientific and military

circles in any country of the world. A large numludr publications have recently

emerged on the nature and content of military povesr well as the principal

guidelines for its modernization and development.

More specifically, military power is materializedrettly in the armed forces,

yet this is an insufficient definition of militarpower. A state's military power is
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mostly understood as an aggregate of material amduptive capabilities of society's
economic, intellectual and spiritual assets, itgitglto mobilize and use them to
prevent a war, and should this prove impossibletefase aggression (Bogdanov,
2004). It is also the aggregate of military, ecormmand intellectual capabilities as
generally defined by international scientific pieat conferenckheld in March 2005

in St. Petersburg.

The military (i.e. the army) is an integral andtla® same time subordinate
element in the total pattern of governmental possuis, 1951: xv). Zolotarev
(2001: 12) also gives almost the same definitiomnditary power regarding it as an
aggregate of military, economic, and intellectuapabilities, and a state's military
power is an aggregate of its material, intellegtaall spiritual assets and its ability to
mobilize them to achieve war objectives and is sbhen total of economic, social,
scientific-technical, political and military capébes. It is the state's capability at any
given moment to ensure military security as an r@gdecomponent of its national
security. It is then an aggregate of all materrad atellectual forces and assets of a
state (a coalition of states) and its ability tolitiee these forces to achieve military
objectives; a materialization of a country's milgaeconomic, scientific-technical,

and moral and political capabilities.

However, military theory and practice have advangestly (Peterson, 2009.
The content of the term 'military power' has in thest 20 years has substantially
changed in the world to a very considerable dedtdeas been seen above that the

military power of a state is a part of its mateaal intellectual resources that can be

! The conference was titled: the Military Establisimtnin Russia and the Neighboring Countries: the
Past, Present, Future
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used to achieve military-political objectives; aggeegate of a state's entire material
and intellectual resources and its ability to mabilthese resources to achieve
military objectives or to fulfill other tasks. Yemilitary power today does not at all
serve war objectives. It is designed to avert Wae military power of any state is not
always to serve the purposes of aggression, plurat@r looting against own and
foreign peoples (Peterson, 2009). In modern camuti any country of the world does

not need to use its entire military power to dent@ts its force.

Military power is not simply a mechanical mixturd possibilities and
capabilities (Kroger, 2006). The definition of sudiasic categories should be
approached with a greater sense of responsibitibeghey affect the lives of millions
of people, and both military and national securTtge doctrine of military power and
capability rests on the primary notion of fear, apécifically, fear to one’s life. Even
preventive/defensive (i.e. preemptive) military &hility, including nuclear
capability, is rooted in this primary notion of fedhe world's nuclear states do not
tire from claiming that their capability is only ggmptive, that is to say, only
conceived as a defensive measure, or as a measadgltess that primary notion of

fear.

For every level of fear addressed through a mylitairategy or state of
readiness, a further threat comes to be concewedtiich further military capability
is sought (Kroger, 2006). Defeats are addressedigira reappraisal and refinement
of the very same military doctrine that provedf@iture to provide security in the first
place. For any revealed failure in the securitgtstyy, it is assumed, there must be a

better strategy that could be found: hence theuguo$ the elusive answer (Kroger,
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2006). Nothing can assure us that the fear thesig taptures human nature at its

pristine stage (Kroger, 2006).

Applying the military doctrine to Israel's predicent, and given a rigid
definition of what being an Israeli means, the miea of the insatiability of fear
implies an indefinite search for better securitypatalities. For every security
measure, there is a counter measure that bredtsrfumsecurity (Kroger, 2006). The
acquisition by Pakistan or Iran of a nuclear caggbhneutralizes the security
achieved by Israel’'s own nuclear capability. Nowgmomental terrorism neutralizes
governmental military superiority. Chemical weaponesutralize the security of

cement walls. Demography itself can come to be etas a threat (Kroger, 2006).

War is one of humanity’s enduring pastimes. Winrahgvar is important, and
people have put much thought into understanding teowin (Biddle, 2004: 337).
National foreign policies, military structures, andlitary budgets are based on the
calculus of victory and defeat (Biddle, 2004: 33Khether a nation plans aggression,
fears aggression, or wants the advantage of nyilitpower in nonmilitary
negotiations, it must measure its military poweniagt that of other nations and

adjust accordingly (Biddle, 2004: 337).

The problem for policy makers lies in understandingt the forces needed
and the casualties to be expected when facingianntitat does not use the modern
system are not the same when facing a nation tet dse the modern system. On the
one hand, excessive expectations can lead to tymidinonmilitary policy (Biddle,

2004: 337).
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The reaction to an aggressor is as important asatgression itself in
determining whether there will be a war or not (Bla1998: 272). Cultural factors,
especially the level of bellicosity in a societye avhat determine whether wars break
out or are avoided (Black, 1998: 272). This beHitp leads to war not through
misunderstandings that produce inaccurate caloulstof interest and response, but,
rather, from an acceptance of different interests a conviction that they can be best

resolved through the use of force (Black, 1998:)240

In terms of power projection (or say a state's baipaof force projection as
just used in military and political science), it tisat state's capacity to conduct
expeditionary warfare (Defense, 2002). It refemntlthe state's ability to implement
policy by means of force, or the threat thereof,am area distant from its own
territory. Power projection is also the ability @fnation to apply all or some of its
elements of national power (i.e. political, econoninformational, or military) to
rapidly and effectively deploy and sustain forcasand from multiple dispersed
locations to respond to crises, to contribute ttemlence, and to enhance regional

stability (Defense, 2002).

This ability is a crucial element of a state's poweinternational relations.
Any state able to direct its military forces oussithe limited bounds of its territory
might be said to have some level of power projectiapability, but the term itself is
used most frequently in reference to militarieshwat worldwide reach. Even states
with sizable hard power assets may only be abéxéot limited regional influence so

long as they lack the means of effectively projegtiheir power on a global scale.
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Generally, only a select few states are able taocowee the logistical difficulties

inherent in the deployment and direction of a moderechanized military force.

2.2.2 Approaches to Military Power

Hard power is a concept which is mainly used terr&d national powewhich comes
from military and diplomatic means. It is used iontrast to_soft powerWhile
traditional measures of power projection typicdtigus on hard power assets (tanks,
soldiers, aircraft, naval vessels, etc.), the dgyab theory of soft power notes that
power projection does not necessarily have to wevtthe active use of military forces
in combat (Campbell and O'Hanlon, 2006). Assetspimwer projection can often
serve dual uses, as the deployment of various geantmilitaries during the
humanitarian response to the 2004 Indian Oceahmake illustrates. The ability of
a state to project its forces into an area mayesass/an effective diplomatic lever,
influencing the decision-making process and actiaga potential deterrent on other

states' behavior (Campbell and O'Hanlon, 2006; R64).

Hard power is a term describing power obtained friv@ use of military
and/or economic coercion to influence the behawiointerests of other political
bodies. As the name would suggest, this form oftipal power is often aggressive,
and is most effective when imposed by one politivatly upon another of lesser
military and/or economic power (Campbell and O'ldanl2006). It is a term used in
international relations, and a theory that deseril@ng military and economic means
to influence the behavior or interests of otheitmall bodies. It is used in contrast to

soft power, which refers to power that comes fropiagnacy, culture and history.
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While the existence of hard power has a long hysttire term arose when
Joseph Nye (2004) coined 'soft power' as a new,diffetent form of power in a
state's foreign policy (Nossal, 1998). Hard poveembpstly placed in the international
relations discipline of Realism, where military paws seen as the expression of a
states' strength in the international communitygN8004). Hard power lies at the
command end of the spectrum of behaviors and desca nation's ability to coerce
or induce another nation to perform a course ofoac{Campbell and O'Hanlon,
2006). This can be done through military power Whiconsists of coercive
diplomacy, war and alliance using threats and fongth the aim of coercion,
deterrence and protection. Alternatively econonuwer can be used which relies on

aid, bribes and economic sanctions in order todadand coerce.

Hard power and soft power are vague terms in fareigd defense policy
circles these days. They are heard with increaseguency (Smith-Windsor, 2000).
It seems almost impossible to discuss the curmdhtfature state of a country foreign
and defense policy without making at least a cyrsefierence to hard and soft power.
In the late 1980s, as a counter to those who faréisa decline of the United States as
a great power resulting from rising costs and thpagent diminishing utility of
military force, Nye (1990: 267) put forward the aef soft versus hard power (see
Figure 1 below). Behavioral power is presented asrdinuum. At one extreme was
hard or command power—the ability to change whéaeist do through coercion
(followed by inducement). At the other extreme veaét or co-optive power—the

ability to shape what others want through attrac{fmreceded by agenda-setting).
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Agenda-
Coercion Inducement Setting Attraction
Hard Soft
Command - | | | | - Co-optive
Power | | | | Power

Figure 1: Behavioral Power. J. Nye, Bound to Leadl990

As hard and soft power are related because thelyadheaspects of the ability
to achieve one’s purpose by affecting the behaviasthers, soft power rests on the
ability to shape the preferences of others (Ny&620Hard power and soft power

sometimes reinforce and sometimes interfere withh edher (Nye, 2006).

In his approach to power, Nye (2006) regards sofgr as of inspirational
skills and hard power as of transactional skillheTformer type of skills are
represented by: (1) vision, which is the abilityaidiculate an inspiring picture of the
future; (2) emotional intelligence, which is thdfseastery, discipline, and empathic
capacity that allows leader to channel their peab@assions and attract others; and
(3) communication, which is needed by a leaderawehthe capacity to communicate
effectively both by words, symbols, and personabmeple. The latter type is
represented, on the other hand, by: (1) organizaktiocapacity, which refers to the
ability to manage the structures and reward syst#ras organization to shape and to
implement a strategy; and (2) political skill, whits crucial but more complex than

first appears (Nye, 2006).

Another aspect of power, which covers both hard aoét powers, is
contextual intelligence, which is in turn the alilito understand an evolving

environment, and to capitalize on trends. This tgpentelligence is described by
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(Nye, 2006) as smart power (i.e. broad politicaillsk including understanding

evolving environment, capitalizing on trends andusiing style to context and

followers’ needs. Smart power is the capacity ofetor to combine elements of hard
power and soft power in ways that are mutually fogzing such that the actor's
purposes are advanced effectively and efficienfijlgon, 2008). Advancing smart
power has become a national security imperativigedrboth by long-term structural

changes in international conditions and by shortefailures of the current

administration.

Regarding the difference between hard (military)weo and soft
(humanitarian) power, sometimes one is faced wittlaBons that he can not deal
with. It was not soft power that freed Europe. #sahard power. There comes a time
when soft power will not work, where, unfortunatehard power is the only thing
that works (Holguin, 2003).

According the realist school in international rglas theory, the term hard power
describes a nation or political body’s ability teeueconomic incentives or military
strength to influence other actors’ behaviors. Rowdinked with the possession of
certain tangible resources, including populatieniitory, natural resources, economic
and military strength, among others. Hard powerdéfined by the use of such
resources to spur the behavior of other entitiég gdrincipal foundations of all states
are good laws and good armies, and that a priheegfore, must not have any other
object nor any other thought but war, its instdos, and its discipline (Cahn, 1997:
22-24 as stated by Machiavelli). What is possille. for a state) depends on its
resources, geographic position and determinatiot,ca the resources, determination

and domestic structure of other states (Kaplan9 H8Sstated by Kissinger).
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Hobbes in the Leviathan expands the measures otipby adding the ability to
control not just armed forces, but also economid fmancial forces (Cahn, 1997:
141). Yet, armed strength remains, in internatiopalitics, as a threat or a
potentiality, the most important material factorkimg for the political power of a
nation (Morgenthau, 1950). In the fields of intdromal relations and public
diplomacy, Nye (2004) identifies hard power as #mlity to use the carrots and
sticks of economic and military might to make othfallow your will. Wilson (2008)

describes it as the capacity to coerce anothecttmavays in which that entity would
not have acted otherwise.

One of the most obvious exercises of hard powethés use of military
intervention. It entails, quite simply, the use military might to obtain one’s
objectives (Bush, 2003). Military force, howeves,not the only coercive measure in
a state’s arsenal. The application of economicgomescan be deployed for similar
ends. The threat of either military or economiacéalso functions as an exercise of
hard power. This strategy—as referred by Georg@4p@s 'coercive diplomacy'—
involves backing one’s demands of an adversary witthreat of punishment for
noncompliance that he will consider credible antepbenough to persuade him to

comply with the demand.

2.3 Foreign Policy Definition

2.3.1 General Definition of Foreign Policy

A state's foreign policy is defined in general asetof goals outlining how this state
will interact with other countries economically, Ipieally, socially and militarily.
Mahabir (2005) defines fireign policy as composddgoals sought, values set,

decisions made and actions taken by states anohahtjovernments acting on their
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behalf in the context of the external relations naftional societies. This policy
constitutes an attempt to design, manage and ¢dh&doreign relations in national
societies. It is then a government's policy retatio matters beyond its own
jurisdiction: usually relations with other natiorsd international organisation,
international organisations in order to achieveamat objectives.

Foreign policies are designed to help protect @e'stanational interests,
national security, ideological goals, and econopnasperity. Its change is most likely
when decision makers perceive that current poliaregproducing painful costs; that a
failure to change policy is virtually certain tostdt in further painful costs; and that at
least one possible option may create an acceptalit®mme, even if it is not highly
likely (Welch, 2006).

Foreign policy must reflect the realities and dedsanf the global economy
(Hagel, 2003). It is then necessary to work wité ¢fobal suppliers to support more
stable politics, including political and economiefarms and regional trade
agreements, and to help resolve regional confl@ésurity and prosperity are directly
connected to foreign policy. Foreign policy is tframework, or the structural
housing, for a nation's future. It encompassesatairity, economic, trade, and geo-

political interests (Hagel, 2003).

Questions of war and peace, or foreign policy inegal, are among the most
dramatic issues in politics (Haar, 2009). Classitberalism is applicable in
international as well as domestic politics. Claasiteralism is the political theory
characterized by a firm belief in individualism, gagive freedom, non-religious
natural law, spontaneous order, a limited statd,tha rule of law (Haar, 2009). The

balance of power is an important ordering mechanStates differ in their military
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power, and preventing one State from dominatingiling over the others is therefore
important. To keep a balance, sometimes minor warst be allowed and certainly
not everybody's natural rights can be safeguardeall dimes. Yet more often the
balance works to stabilize international order alholws many more states and people

to survive or increase their freedom (Haar, 2009).

2.3.2 Power and Coercive Diplomacy

As the application of military power to meet vitadtional objectives (Campbell and
O’Hanlon, 2006: 7), a state's power has certaateggies. These include a wide range
of measures geared toward coercing or threatenihgr entities into compliance.
These measures might include the use of 'stiaksh as the threat of military assault
or the implementation of an economic embargo; ttmgght also include the use of
‘carrots’, such as the promise of military protactor the reduction of trade barriers.
However, critics have objected that it is the formich is often stressed; in other

words, the 'stick’ is preferred over the 'cariilgon, 2008).

The threat of military or economic force—whetherpkoitly stated or
implicitly acknowledged—serves as a method of cdhmge behavior or say hard
power or coercive diplomacy. lllustrations of coeecdiplomacy in action can be
seen in Kosovo in 1998 and between China and tBe id.the early 1990’s. In the
former, President Milosevic’s consent to UN Segu@buncil Resolution 1199 in the
Milosevic-Holbrooke agreement may have been decidedording to some, by
NATQO’s activation orders: the threat of an air cangp in Kosovo (Leurdijk, 1999).

Similarly, the Memorandums of Understanding betw#en U.S. and China in the
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early 1990’s regarding IP rights were produced oafter each simultaneously

threatened trade sanctions (Baum, 2001).

While the use of hard power may serve to induceptiamce, it also presents
some glaring shortcomings with regard to its wigkldegitimacy and credibility.
Hard power strategies that do not take into accauobuntry’s international image
may have serious consequences. If a country’'s latiégli abroad deteriorates,
attitudes of mistrust tend to grow while internaib cooperation diminishes, such
that the country’s capacity to obtain its objective damaged. Some have suggested
that what the U.S. and other political bodies nisegh interlacing of hard power with

the skillful use of diplomacy (Campbell and O’Ham|@006: 9).

This would entail a more nuanced approach in wlacktate attempts to
legitimate its power. Rather than relying solely the coercive use of military and
economic might, a state would attempt to garnerui@sgence through the
attractiveness of its culture and ideology or tigtothe proliferation of its norms and
values. It is this ability to set the agenda in iquolitics, to offer a sought-after
example in terms of values or institutions on thiernational stage, that Nye (2004)
calls indirect or soft power. Nye (2006) suggehtsyever, that a state’s success at
achieving its goals rests not on the exclusive afseither hard or soft power. For
these thinkers, success depends upon a combiratiooth—what has been deemed

'Smart power'.

As much as military strength, the dominance ofate& culture and language

would sustain its power status (Keohane and Ny®&8Jl9Because the ability to
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control others is often associated with the possessf certain resources, political
leaders commonly define power as the possessioesoiirces (Nye, 1990: 26). The
virtue of this definition (i.e. of power) is thatmakes power appear more concrete,
measurable, and predictable than does the behbwefaition (Smith-Windsor,

2000).

Europe today is much different from the contineheve Allied forces landed
65 years ago, when it was all about ‘hard powertay, Europe has changed. Its
focus now is on 'soft power’, chiefly diplomacy aad (Holmes, 2009). Many, if not
most, Europeans credit soft power for the peacg tleve enjoyed for decades.
Bridging the often hardened differences betweetestand shaping their decisions
requires mainly negotiation and common understandiine importance of military
strength is downplayed and sometimes even sedreasdin obstacle to peace. Even

when its importance is acknowledged, it's a petfnyafterthought (Holmes, 2009).

The problem here is not merely overconfidence enplocess of 'talking' and
trying to achieve 'mutual understanding'. Rathérjsi about the interaction and
sometimes clash of hardened interests and ideasldgielmes, 2009). The ability to
reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce baflijestates and defeat enemies does
not rest on the strength of political commitment dplomacy; it rests on the
foundation of a powerful military. A state's natrpriorities can be advanced by

diplomatic means only so long as this state retaiigg stick'.

The role and importance of regional powers can bhalyaed by various

approaches of international relations. The conoépégional power has its origin in
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the (neo-) realist school of thought (Wagner, 20@5% based on the assumption that
dominant economic resources and military capadditan be equated with the ability
of a state to influence its neighbors. Neo-rea@giroaches emphasize the hard power
capacities of states, especially their military afafities and economic strength
(Wagner, 2005). Those enable regional powers toiente their neighbors and to

protect themselves from disagreeable outside sremte (Waltz 1979: 191-192).

However, liberal institutional approaches have easpted soft power aspects
with cultural attraction, ideology, and internat@nnstitutions as the main resources
(Nye 1990: 167). Neo-realism and liberal-institnaism have different
understandings of the concept of power. Neo-reaksnphasizes the capacity of
states to influence others to behave as it warts o behave whereas the co-optive
power of liberal-institutionalism aims at “gettingthers to want what you want

(Wagner, 2005 following Nye, 1990).

2.3.3 The Relation Between Military Power and Forgn Policy

Focusing too narrowly on military as a foreign pglinstrument while neglecting
other elements of power may unintentionally contigbto national and international
insecurity (Carroll, 1998). Living in a global wdrlhas definite implications for
policy in the international arena. Military foraay, the threat of such force, has always
been one policy option. However, economic sanctimenge become a substitute for
war or for using military power in particular. Théave recently become a primary
tool of carrying out foreign policy wishes acrosseay wide range of subject matter

in the world (Carroll, 1998).
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Too great an emphasis on a single form of powert) &1 military force, can
actually reduce a nation's ability to respond eivety to international crises (Carroll,
1998). Using the military as the primary instrumehforeign policy can undermine
the achievement of longer-term goals of policymakard the public. A 'smart' power
is a balance of hard military power with the sadimer of diplomacy, development,
cultural exchanges, education and science (Pel20i09).

Political actors tend to be loss-averse, risk-atzogpvhen facing prospects of
loss, and risk-averse when facing prospects of (afelch, 2005: 210). These losses
are often viewed as more painful than gains ara ssepleasurable. That is, leaders
are more likely to pay the inherent costs of fangoplicy change to avoid perceived
losses than to realize anticipated gains of egemntahagnitude, and only prospects of
disproportionate gain are likely to motivate foreigolicy change. The military's
success in holding Iraq in check ensures a cordiflogs of oil from the Persian Gulf

(Talbot, 1999).

2.4 Further Reading

Noam Chomsky, in an interview with Nermin Al-Mutin the month-long US-Israeli

onslaught on Lebanon, answers why Israel is gilierright of self-defense while the
Arabs are denied it. He quotes what Thucydided2dia regard with the ancient war
between Athens and Sparta: 'The strong do as @meyand the weak suffer as they
must'. It is one of the leading principles of im@ional affairs (Chomsky, 2006). It is
actually known and understood that by Western statsdthere is no moral or legal

justification for the war. With a vivid imaginatiprone can conjure up all sorts of

2 Thucydides is a Greek historian and an Atheniareggrwho served in the war between Athens and
Sparta. His book The History of the Peloponnesiaar W an account of the Peloponnesian War in
Ancient Greece, fought between the Peloponnesiague (led by Sparta) and the Delian League (led
by Athens), lately translated by Rex Warner trai@tapublished by Penguin Classics in 1954.
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pretexts. In the real world, there are none. Andwey add the forgotten West Bank,
where the US and Israel are proceeding with tHamgpto drive the last nails into the
coffin of Palestinian national rights by their prams of annexation, canonization and

imprisonment.

When we come to Israel's policy, different factplay a main role in shaping
its foreign policy. Such are as: security, whictthe most important factor, because
Israel all the time feels that it is threateneditbytheir neighbors, whether they have
boarders with it or not, and whether they are Asalmot; the Zionist movement and
its doctrine to achieve certain nationalistic ietds; Mistrust regardless of the signed
peace treaties; stability in the region; the USnests in the region; and lastly the

internal structure of the Israeli government.

Regarding Israel's military power as the main unsient in shaping its foreign
policy, the Israeli interests require to be attdimilding up a strong army, which
should be equipped with high technology and armamecduding nuclear weapons
as a deterrence power. This all because Israek|éavard to being the superior
power and acceding the balance of power in theoregn order to maintain its

survival and security.

Indeed, the US continuous support to Israel ineddift dimensions and
occasions, particularly in military affairs, is ntlgsderived from the Zionist Lobby in
the US Congress and its influence on the US detisiakers. This helps Israel
exploit the mutual interests to build up a strongyawith a flow of supply from the

United States, so that it can have all the requergsmto become the superior power in
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the region, and allows it as well to impose itsdibans or at least affects the other

certain party to comply with its interests.

As we have mentioned in the Introduction abovedksince its establishment
in 1984 now has been depending on force, regardiesdl and any signed peace
treaties with some Arab countries. It totally imsgon the legion of its army, which it
lost in south Lebanon and which that representedntlin reason to invade Gaza
Strip in 2008, in order to return the legion of @sny. In the aftermath of the war,
Israel got embarrassed in front of the other coesitrand the international
organizations even of the United States and Eutopeguse of its having violated the
international laws, human rights and the humamitanules and regulations. This
eventually limited the movement of many Israel'ditary leaders and even its
Foreign Minster and other diplomats to go abroamm& countries accept as per their
constitutions to allow their tribunals and coursprosecute war criminals and those

who are concerned with violating the internatidasl.

Neither the horror of history nor the arrogancepoWer can justify a state in
aggressing another. The reliance on brute for@elweve convenient political results
often leads politicians and militarists to go backhe drawing boards after the dust
of war settles. Lessons learned are strictly ofilg#ary nature (Sabella, 2006): how
best to counter the tactics of the adversary dlgefdrces; to finish off with them in
the quickest manner; to ensure that one's forcésrgeniously adapted new military

tactics would surprise the enemy.
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An Army general who was also a historian by the @aoh Thucydides,
already in the context of the war between Atherts $parta identified fear as being
the ultimate source of human political action (Kegg2006). A human association in
this view is thus predicated on security, bothemms of what brings it about as well
as in terms of what justifies it. Military capabyli viewed in terms of the history of its
own development, has constantly been found wan&®emewal and regeneration of
military capability seems to be an indispensablet pd the military doctrine,
conceived to address what turns out inevitablyddhe insatiable (i.e. greedy) need

of fear and foreign-policy change.

2.5 Summary

This Chapter presents a theoretical framework ef ¢hrrent study. It generally
discusses the concepts of and the mutual assacibgbveen military power and
foreign policy. Herein, both military power and éign policy are defined and
approached, with explaining certain terms such@asep being hard and soft power
and diplomacy being cooptive and coercive.
To sum, military power is the main and crucial fastent of foreign policy.

The relationship between military power and forepglicy is interrelated and mostly
depends on how much strong a state's military pasvand how much this power can

affect others and achieve its interests.
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JULY WAR SCENE

3.1 Back ground

The 2006 Lebanon War, also called the 2006 Israzlbidllah War and known in
Lebanon as the July War (AFP, 2006) and in Isra¢ha Second Lebanon War (Katz,
2006: 2) was a 34-day military conflict in Lebaramd northern Israel. The principal
parties were Hezbollah paramilitary forces andis¢inaeli military. The war started on
12 July 2006, and continued until a United Natibnskered ceasefire went into
effect in the morning on 14 August 2006, thougfoimally ended on 8 September

2006 when Israel lifted its naval blockade of Latran

The war began when Hezbollah militants fired roskagt Israeli border towns
as a diversion for an anti-tank missile attackwa armored Humvees patrolling the
Israeli side of the border fence (New York Time802). Of the seven Israeli soldiers
in the two jeeps, two were wounded, three weredjlland two were captured and
taken to Lebanon. Five more were killed in a failstheli rescue attempt. Israel
responded with massive air-strikes and artillemg fon targets in Lebanon that
damaged Lebanese civilian infrastructure, includdegut's Rafic Hariri International
Airport (which Israel alleged that Hezbollah usedimport weapons and supplies)
(CNN News, 2006), an air and naval blockade (Waghim Post, 2006), and a ground
invasion of southern Lebanon. Hezbollah then lasdcimore rockets into northern
Israel and engaged the Israel Defense Forces (iDg)errilla warfare from hardened

positions (Urquhart, 2006).
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The war killed over a thousand people, mostly Lelsancivilians (Guardian,
2006; Reuters, 2006; Associated Press, 2006; Marioh Younes, 2008) severely
damaged Lebanese civil infrastructure, and displagpproximately one million
Lebanese (Watch, 2006) and 300,000-500,000 Isradtiough most were able to
return to their homes (Relief Council, 2007). Aftiére ceasefire, some parts of
Southern Lebanon remained uninhabitable due tellsnaexploded cluster bomblets
(BBC New, 2008).

The United Nations Security Council on 11August @0Q0nanimously
approved UN Resolution 1701 in an effort to endhbstilities. The resolution, which
was approved by both Lebanese and Israeli govertsnika following days, called
for disarmament of Hezbollah, for withdrawal ofdsl from Lebanon, and for the
deployment of Lebanese soldiers and an enlargeteddmMations Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL) force in southern Lebanon. The dedése army began deploying
in southern Lebanon on 17 August 2006. The blockade lifted on 8 September
2006 (Pannell, 2006). On 1 October 2006, most listaeops withdrew from
Lebanon, though the last of the troops continueo¢oupy the border-straddling
village of Ghajar. In the time since the enactn@iUNSCR 1701 both the Lebanese
government and UNIFIL have stated that they wilt dsarm Hezbollah (Spiegel,
2006; People's Daily, 2006; Herald Tribune, 200He remains of the two captured
soldiers, whose fates were unknown, were returaddrael on 16 July 2008 as part

of a prisoner exchange.

The Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) hadageg in cross-border
attacks from southern Lebanon into Israel as fak lzs 1968, and the area became a

significant base following the arrival of the PL&atership and its Fatah brigade after
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their 1971 expulsion from Jordan. Demographic mmsiwere running high over the
Lebanese National Pact, which divided governmegraalers among religious groups,
leading in part to the Lebanese Civil War (1975-)9€oncurrently, Syria began a

29-year military occupation. Israel's 1978 invasiwinLebanonfailed to stem the

Palestinian attacks, but Israel invaded Lebanomagal982 and forcibly expelled
the PLO (Encarta, 2008). Israel withdrew to a bdesel buffer zone in southern
Lebanon, held with the aid of proxy militants iretlouth Lebanon Army (SLA)
(Encarta, 2008). In 1985, a Shi'a militant groupirmg itself Hezbollah declared an
armed struggle to end the Israeli occupation ofabelse territory (Encarta, 2008).
When the Lebanese civil war ended and other warf@agons agreed to disarm,

Hezbollah and the SLA refused. Combat with Hezlholkal to a collapse of the SLA.

When in 2000 Israel withdrew from Southern Lebatmhnhe UN designated

border Hezbollah immediately followed. Citing Israelirdool of the disputed Shebaa
farmsregion and the internmenf Lebanese prisoners in Israel, Hezbollah coetihu
cross border attacks, and used the tactic of gesmidiers from Israel as leverage for

a prisoner exchange 2004 (Palestinian Studies, 2008), though ib asntinues to

call for an end to the state of Israel (Boston @|d006).

3.2 Beginning of the war

At around 08:07 a.m. local time on 12 July 2006zbtdlah launched diversionary
rocket attacks toward lIsraeli military positionsanghe coast and near the border
village of Zar'it (UN Interim, 2006) as well as tre Israeli town of Shlomi and other
villages. At the same time, a Hezbollah ground iogeint crossed the border into

Israeli territory and attacked two Israeli armotgdmvees patrolling on the Israeli
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side of the Israel-Lebanon border, near Zar'itJingl three, injuring two, and
capturing two Israeli soldiers (master sergeantdE@oldwasser and first sergeant
Eldad Regev) (BBC News, 2006). Five more Isra€eldisos were killed, and a tank
was destroyed on the Lebanese side of the bordergdan unsuccessful attempt to
rescue the two prisoners of war.

Hezbollah named the attack "Operation Truthful Aseafter leader Hassan
Nasrallah's public pledges over the prior year arwlf to seize Israeli soldiers and
swap them for four Lebanese held by Israel: Samintir (a Lebanese citizen
captured during a terrorist attack in 1979, comdcbf murdering civilians and a
police officer); Nasim Nisr (an Israeli-Lebanesgzen tried and convicted for spying
by Israel); Yahya Skaf (a Lebanese citizen whombdd#ah claims was arrested in
Israel, Israel denies) (UPC, 2008; BBC News, 2008)d Ali Faratan (another
Lebanese citizen whom Hezbollah claims to be heldrael).

Nasrallah claimed that Israel had broken a prevideal to release these
prisoners, and since diplomacy had failed, violemes the only remaining option.
Nasrallah declared: no military operation will netuhe Israeli captured soldiers, and
the prisoners will not be returned except through way: indirect negotiations and a

trade of prisoners (Bawaba, 2008).

sraeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmedescribed the seizure of the soldiers as an
act of war by the sovereign country of Lebanon (@iaam, 2006; Ynet News, 2008),
stating that Lebanon will bear the consequence#sofaictions (MFA, 2007) and
promising a very painful and far-reaching respaisetcher, 2006). Israel blamed the
Lebanese government for the raid, as it was caoigdrom Lebanese territory and

Hezbollah had two ministers serving in the Lebaneskinet at that time (Alon,
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2006). In response, Lebanese Prime Minister Fouaidrd denied any knowledge of
the raid and stated that he did not condone it {(danmes, 2006; Daily Star, 2006).
An emergency meeting of the Lebanese governmeffirmead this position (Qawas

and Rafei, 2008).

The Israel Defense Forces attacked targets witklmahon with artillery and
airstrikes hours before the Israeli Cabinet mediszuss a response. The Israeli Air
Force bombed several areas in Lebanon (bridgescaa$, the Beirut airport) (China

Radio, 2008), killing 44 civilians.

On 16 July, the Israeli Cabinet released a comnuénigxplaining that,
although Israel had engaged in military operatiaithin Lebanon, its war was not
against the Lebanese government. The communiquédstédsrael is not fighting
Lebanon but the terrorist element there, led byrdlidh and his cohorts, who have
made Lebanon a hostage and created Syrian- andrirgponsored terrorist enclaves
of murder" (MFA, 2007). When asked in August abth# proportionality of the
response, Prime Minister Olmert stated that the "started not only by killing eight
Israeli soldiers and abducting two but by shoottayusha and other rockets on the
northern cities of Israel on that same morningidoaminately, no country in Europe

would have responded in such a restrained manrieraa did" (Farrel, 2006).

3.3 Hezbollah conduct

During the campaign Hezbollah fired between 3,9T@ &,228 rockets at an
unprecedented rate of more than 100 per day ABBYt of these were 122 mm

(4.8 in) Katyusha artillery rockets, which carrieérheads up to 30 kg (66)lland
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had a range of up to 30 km (JPA Center, 2008; B4\ 2006). An estimated 23%
of these rockets hit cities and built-up areas sxraorthern Israel, while the
remainder hit open areas (Guardian, 2008; JandenBe 2006). Cities hit included
Haifa, Hadera, Nazareth, Tiberias, Nahariya, Sa8thghur, Afula, Kiryat Shmona,
Beit She'an, Karmiel, and Maalot, and dozens ofolithim, Moshavim, and Druze
and Arab villages, as well as the northern WestkB@sew York Times, 2006;

Greenberg, 2008; Ynet News, 2006; Defamation, 2009)

Hezbollah also engaged in guerrilla warfare with bF, attacking from well-
fortified positions. These attacks by small, wehiad units caused serious problems
for the IDF, especially through the use of sopb&Bd Russian-made anti-tank
guided missiles (ATGMs). According to Merkava tamtogram administration, 52
Merkava main battle tanks were damaged (45 of therdifferent kinds of ATGM),
missiles penetrated 22 tanks, but only 5 tanks wotadly destroyed (2 of them by

improvised explosive devices). (see Figure 2: Héabhd\ttacks on Isragl

Hezbollah caused additional casualties using ABGM collapse buildings
onto Israeli troops sheltering inside. After thetiah Israeli response, Hezbollah
declared an all-out military alert. Hezbollah wasireated to have 13,000 missiles at
the beginning of the conflict (Gardner, 2006). édranewspaper Haaretz described
Hezbollah as a trained, skilled, well-organized) arghly motivated infantry that was
equipped with the cream of modern weaponry fromatisenals of Syria, Iran, Russia,

and China (Tal, 2006). Hezbollah's satellite T\MistaAl-Manar reported that the
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Figure 2: Hezbollah Attacks on Israel

attacks had included a Fajr-3 and a Ra'ad 1, bgtidHuel missiles developed by

Iran (Associated Press, 2006; Ynet News, 2006).

Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah defended theckattasaying that
Hezbollah had started to act calmly, we focusedispaeli military bases and we
didn't attack any settlement, however, since thwstfiday, the enemy attacked

Lebanese towns and murdered civilians —Hezbollambzdants had destroyed
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military bases, while the Israelis killed civiliaasd targeted Lebanon's infrastructure
(Islamic Resistance, 2006). Hezbollah apologizedsteedding Muslim blood, and
called on the Arabs of the Israeli city of Haifaflee (USA Today, 2008). Hezbollah

continued to use unguided rockets to shell nortksrael (Schiff, 2006).

According to a UN report, approximately around rdidy 2006, the Somalian
Islamic Courts Union (ICU) sent about 720 men tdodmon to fight alongside
Hezbollah against the Israeli military. In excharfigethe contribution of the Somali
military force, Hezbollah arranged for additionalpport to be given to ICU by the

governments of Iran and Syria (New York Times, 2Q6nestown, 2008).

= On 12 July, Hezbollah launched rocket attacks oritZ&hlomi, and other
areas. Hezbollah troops entered Israel and attatkedarmoured IDF Humvees.
Three lIsraeli soldiers were killed in the grounthel; two were wounded, captured,
and taken to Lebanon.

. On 13 July, Hezbollah launched rockets at Haifathar first time, hitting a
cable car station along with a few other buildings.

. On 14 July, Hezbollah attacked the INS Hanit, aadk navy Sa'ar 5-class
corvette enforcing a naval blockade, with a whas Wwelieved to be a radar-guided C-
802 anti-ship missile. Four sailors were killed and tirarship was severely damaged.
. On 17 July, Hezbollah hit a railroad repair depktling eight workers.
Hezbollah asserted that this attack was aimed latrge Israeli fuel storage plant
adjacent to the railway facility. Haifa is homenmany strategically valuable facilities

such as shipyards and olil refineries (Sentinel62@@sociated Press, 2006).
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= On 18 July, Hezbollah hit a hospital in Safed intihern Galilee, wounding
eight (Siegel-ltzkovich, 2008).

= On 27 July, Hezbollah ambushed the Israeli force8int Jbeil and killed
eight soldiers. Israel said it also inflicted hedogses on Hezbollah (BBC News,
2006).

" On 3 August, Nasrallah warned Israel against IgttBeirut and promised
retaliation against Tel Aviv if the warning was rieteded (People's Daily (2006). He
also stated that Hezbollah would stop its rockenmaign if Israel ceased aerial and
artillery strikes on Lebanese towns and villages.

" On 4 August, Israel targeted the southern outskirtBeirut, and later in the
day, Hezbollah launched rockets at the Hadera mgtaved, 2008).

= On 6 August, 12 army reservists resting near tHsahen border were killed
in the deadliest barrage of Hezbollah rocket atatkfar. Three Israeli civilians were
also killed in a dusk attack in the port of Haifa.

. On 9 August, nine Israeli soldiers were killed whéee building they were
taking cover in was struck by a Hezbollah anti-tamksile and collapsed.

. On 12 August, 24 Israeli soldiers were killed; tinarst Israeli loss in a single
day. Out of those 24, five soldiers were killed whdezbollah shot down an Israeli
helicopter, a first for Hezbollah (Jerusalem Pd06). Hezbollah claimed the

helicopter had been attacked with a Waad missilee@ra, 2006).

3.4. Israeli conduct
During the campaign Israel's Air Force flew morartil2,000 combat missions, its
Navy fired 2,500 shells, and its Army fired overOJ@0 shells (Associated Press,

2006) (see Figure 3: Israeli Attacks on Lebgnbarge parts of the Lebanese civilian
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infrastructure were destroyed, including 400 m{&40 km) of roads, 73 bridges, and
31 other targets such as Beirut's Rafic Hariririma&ional Airport, ports, water and
sewage treatment plants, electrical facilities, 28l stations, 900 commercial
structures, up to 350 schools and two hospitald, #5000 homes. Some 130,000
more homes were damaged (Associated Press, 20@6ci&ua, 2006). Israeli Defense
Minister Amir Peretz ordered commanders to prepafiédefense plans. One million
Israelis had to stay near or in bomb shelters our#ty rooms, with some 250,000

civilians evacuating the north and relocating toeotareas of the country.

" Early on 13 July 2006 Israel began attacks oniaivilnfrastructure that was
believed to be used for arms replenishment by bogithie Rafic Hariri International
Airport, forcing its closure and diversion of incomg flights to Cyprus. Israel
subsequently imposed an air and sea blockade oanbeb and bombed the main
Beirut — Damascus highway (Hasson et al., 2006).

" On 14 July 2006 the IDF bombed Nasrallah's officeBeirut. Nasrallah
addressed Israel, saying: you wanted an open wdrwe are heading for an open

war, and so we are ready for it (BBC News, 2006RNE006).
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. On 23 July 2006 Israeli land forces crossed intoao®n in the Maroun al-Ras
area, which overlooks several other locations saidave been used as launch sites
for Hezbollah rockets (BBC News, 2006).

" On 25 July 2006 IDF engaged Hezbollah forces irBhitle of Bint Jbell.

" On 26 July 2006 Israeli forces attacked and destraan UN observer post.
Described as a nondeliberate attack by Israelptst was shelled for hours before
being bombed. UN forces made repeated calls t¢ lsleeli forces of the danger to
the UN observers, all four of whom were killed. Resrs were shelled as they
attempted to reach the post (CTV, 2006).

" On 28 July 2006 Israeli paratroopéiied more than 20 Hezbollah militants
in Bint Jbeil.

. On 30 July 2006 Israeli airstrikes hit an apartm@nlding in Qana, killing 28
civilians, more than half of them children (HRW,0B). The air-strike was widely
condemned.

. On 31 July 2006 Israeli military forces engaged btdah in the Battle of
Ayta ash-Shab.

. On 4 August 2006 the IAF attacked a building in &énea of al-Qaa around 10
kilometers from Hermel in the Bekaa Valley, Leban88 farm workers were killed
during the airstrike.

. On 5 August 2006 Israeli commandos carried oughttime raid in Tyre.

. On 7 August 2006 the IAF attacked the Shiyyah doborthe Lebanese
capital of Beirut, destroying three apartment bagg in the suburb, killing at least 50

people.

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



42

= On 12 August 2006 the IDF launches the 2006 Liwffiensive in South
Lebanon. Over the weekend Israeli forces in sonthebanon nearly tripled in size
(Greenberg, 2006; Katz, 2006).

" On 14 August 2006 the Israeli Air Force reporteat they had killed the head
of Hezbollah’s Special Forces, whom they identifiad Sajed Dewayer, while

Hezbollah denied this claim (Greenberg, 2006).

During the Litani offensive, Israeli troops and ammengage Hezbollah
fighters in The Battle of Wadi Saluki. Israeli tanknd infantry attacked the hill of
Wadi Saluki. The tanks took heavy fire from welbped anti-tank positions, but
Israeli forces fought their way to the top of th#l land stormed the anti-tank
positions. 12 Israeli soldiers and 80 Hezbollahtigs were killed. 80 minutes before
the cessation of hostilities, the IDF targeted e®mian faction in the Ain al-Hilweh

refugee camp in Sidon, killing a UNRWA staff memBgNRWA, 2006).

3.5 International Action and Reaction

The war engendered worldwide concerns over infnagire damage and the risks of
escalation of the crisis, as well as mixed suppod criticism of both Hezbollah and
Israel (Forbes, 2006). The governments of the Wdni&ates, United Kingdom,

Germany, Australia, and Canada, asserted Israghs to self-defense. The United
States government further responded by authorilsngel's request for expedited
shipment of precision-guided bombs, but did notoamee the decision publicly

(Cloud, 2006). United States President George VWhBieclared the conflict to be a

part of the War on Terrorism (ABC News, 2006; CNNwW¢, 2006). On July 20,
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2006, the United States Congress voted overwhelyntoagsupport Israel's right to

defend itself.

Among neighboring Middle Eastern nations, Iran,ig§yand Yemen voiced
strong support for Hezbollah, while the Arab Leag&gypt, and Jordan issued
statements criticizing Hezbollah's actions (Fatta®06) and declaring support for
Lebanon. Saudi Arabia found Hezbollah entirely oesible (Haaretz News, 2006).
Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Iraqg, the Palestinian Auifypthe United Arab Emirates and
Bahrain agreed with the Saudi stance that HezBsllabtions were unexpected,

inappropriate and irresponsible acts.

Many worldwide protests and demonstrations appeé&bedan immediate
ceasefire on both sides and expressed concerhddrdavy loss of civilian life on all
sides. Other demonstrations were held exclusivelyavor of Lebanon or Israel.
Numerous newspaper advertising campaigns, SMS amal eppeals, and online
petitions also occurred (Guardian, 2006). Varioneifjn governments assisted the

evacuation of their citizens from Lebanon (BBC Ne2306).

3.6 Ceasefire and Reviews of the war

3.6.1 Ceasefire

Terms for a ceasefire had been drawn and revisestadimes over the course of the
conflict, yet successful agreement between the sties took several weeks.
Hezbollah maintained the desire for an uncondilimeasefire (CTV, 2006), while

Israel insisted upon a conditional ceasefire, idiclg the return of the two seized

soldiers (Jerusalem Post, 2006). Lebanon frequesidyg for the United Nations
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Security Council to call for an immediate, uncoiuttl ceasefire between Israel and
Hezbollah. John Bolton confirmed that the US and, Wkth support from several
Arab leaders, delayed the ceasefire process. @utgtforts to interfere with a
ceasefire only ended when it became apparent Hahbobuld not be easily defeated

(BBC News, 2007).

On 11 August 2006 the United Nations Security Cdumoanimously
approved UN Security Council Resolution 1701, inefflort to end the hostilities. It
was accepted by the Lebanese government and Halzlwil 12 August 2006, and by
the Israeli government on 13 August 2006. The deadeok effect at 8:00 AM (5:00

AM GMT) on 14 August 2006 (CNN News, 2006).

Before the ceasefire, the two Hezbollah membersatinet said that their
militia would not disarm south of the Litani Riveaccording to another senior
member of the Lebanese cabinet (CNN News, 2006i)evehtop Hezbollah official
similarly denied any intention of disarming in teeuth. Israel said it would stop
withdrawing from Southern Lebanon if Lebanese tsoepere not deployed there

within a matter of days (Reuters, 2006).

Following the UN-brokered ceasefire, there wereadixesponses on who had
gained or lost the most in the war. Iran and Sgraclaimed a victory for Hezbollah,
while the Israeli and United States administratideslared that Hezbollah lost the

conflict.
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3.6.2 Reactions in Lebanon

On 27 August, Hassan Nasrallah apologised to thahese people for the incident
that sparked the war, saying: had we known thatctmure of the soldiers would
have led to this, we would definitely not have danelhis was the day before UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan's visit to Lebanon (BBNews, 2008). On 22

September, some eight hundred thousand Hezbollgtosiers gathered in Beirut for
a victory rally (CNN News, The (2007). Nasrallatethsaid that Hezbollah should

celebrate their divine and strategic victory.

Lebanese desire to emigrate has increased sinaeath®©ver a fifth of Shias,
a quarter of Sunnis, and nearly half of Maronitesehexpressed the desire to leave
Lebanon (Bassam, 2006). Nearly a third of Maronhase already submitted visa
applications to foreign embassies, and another060Cthristians have already fled, as
of April 2007. Lebanese Christians are concernedl ttheir influence is waning, fear

the apparent rise of radical Islam, and worry afif8tShia sectarianism (Hirst, 2007).

3.6.3 Reactions in Israel

Within hours of Israeli's bombing of Lebanon onJilBy 2006, hundreds of protesters
gathered in Tel Aviv to oppose the war (Beinin, 2000n 22 July, about 2,000
people, including many Palestinian Arab citizendsoéel, demanded an end to the
assault on Lebanon during a protest march in Tel/'&\wRabin Square (Somfalvi,
2006). On August 5, some Israelis demonstrated eh Aviv, including former

Knesset members of the Meretz party, Mossi Razni&tazan and Yael Dayan.
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Initially, in a poll by an Israeli radio statiorsriaelis were split on the outcome
with the majority believing that no one won (Herdldbune, 2006). By 25 August,
63% of Israelis polled wanted Olmert to resign daehis handling of the war
(Kalman, 2006). Olmert admitted to the Knesset thate were mistakes in the war in
Lebanon (United Press, 2006), though he framed @hu®y Council resolution
1701 as an accomplishment for Israel that wouldgohhome the captured soldiers,
and said that the operations had altered the rebistrategic balance vis-a-vis
Hezbollah (Israeli PM, 2008). The Israeli Chief $faff Dan Halutz admitted to
failings in the conflict (BBC News, The (2006). Q& August, Israeli government
and defense officials called for Halutz' resignatiollowing a stock scandal in which
he admitted selling stocks hours before the sthrthe Israeli offensive (France-

Presse, 2006). Halutz subsequently resigned oaritrady 2007.

On 21 August, a group of demobilized Israel resewigliers and parents of
soldiers killed in the fighting started a movemealling for the resignation of Olmert
and the establishment of a state commission ofiinglihey set up a protest tent
opposite the Knesset and grew to over 2,000 sugngobty 25 August, including the
influential Movement for Quality Government. On &8gust, Olmert announced that
there would be no independent state or governmentamission of inquiry, but two
internal inspection probes, one to investigatepibléical echelon and one to examine
the IDF, and likely a third commission to examihe Home Front, to be announced
at a later date. These would have a more limiteddai@ and less authority than a
single inquiry commission headed by a retired judgearetz News, 2006). The
political and military committees were to be headwdformer director of Mossad

Nahum Admoni and former Chief of Staff Amnon Lipiathahak, respectively.
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Critics argued that these committees amount to @ewhsh, due to their limited
authority, limited investigatory scope, their seffpointed basis, and that neither

would be headed by a retired judge.

Due to these pressures, on 11 October, Admoni &@aaed by retired justice
Eliyahu Winograd as chair of the political probaddahe probe itself was elevated to
the status of governmental commission with nedestmmmission mandate: the
Winograd Commission. On 12 September, former defengister Moshe Arens
spoke of the defeat of Israel in calling for a stabmmittee of inquiry. He said that
Israel had lost to a very small group of peopl€®Blezbollah fighters, which should
have been no match at all for the IDF, and statet the conflict could have some
very fateful consequences for the future (Haarezzv$y 2006). Disclosing his intent
to shortly resign, llan Harari, the IDF's chief edtion officer, stated at a conference
of senior IDF officers that Israel lost the warcbming the first senior active duty

officer to publicly state such an opinion.

IDF Major General Yiftah Ron Tal, on 4 October 20f#:ame the second and
highest ranking serving officer to express his apirnthat the IDF failed to win the
day in the battle against Hezbollah as well asingalfor Lt. Gen. Dan Halutz'
resignation. Ron-Tal was subsequently fired for imgkthose and other critical
comments (Harel, 2006). Hezbollah was quick to tirgefindings of the report to
bolster its claims of victory over the vastly supetsraeli military and to criticize the
Lebanese government's handling of the conflict (@alm, 2007).

In March 2007, the Israeli Ministerial Committeer f8ymbols and Ceremonies

decided that the conflict would be defined as a ¥adlowing pressure from bereaved
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families (Sofer, 2007). Two days later, the Comeattdecided to name the war the
Second Lebanon War, a decision that was subseguapgroved by the Israeli

cabinet.

3.6.4 Winograd Commission Report

According to the Winograd Commission Report, thedbe Lebanon War was
regarded as a missed opportunity and that Isratehted a long war, which ended
without a defined military victory. The report conted to state that a semi-military
organization of a few thousand men resisted, flewvaweeks, the strongest army in
the Middle East, which enjoyed full air superiorignd size and technology
advantages. Furthermore, Hezbollah's rocket attacksinued throughout the war
and the IDF did not provide an effective resporssé.tFollowing a long period of
using standoff fire power and limited ground adies, the IDF launched a large scale
ground offensive close to the UN Security Coundaiésolution which imposed a

cease-fire.

Later in the Report, the Commission stated thae@stbn was made in the
night of July 12th to react to the kidnapping withmediate and substantive military
action and to set ambitious goals. This decisiah inamediate repercussions in that
subsequent decisions were limited mainly to a ehbretween a) a short, painful and
unexpected blow on Hezbollah and b) to bring akewdignificant change of the
reality in the South of Lebanon with a large growperation, occupying the South of
Lebanon and cleaning it of Hezbollah. The factdkmaent to war before it decided
which option to select and without an exit strategly these constituted serious

failures of the decision making process. As fori@otments, the Commission
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reported that SC resolution 1701, and the factithads adopted unanimously, were

an achievement for Israel (New York Times, 2006).

3.6.5 Reactions in the Rest of the World

In the aftermath of the conflict US President GeoBush said that Hezbollah was
responsible for starting the war and that the grsuifered a defeat at the hands of
Israel (Pickler, 2006). Bush further dismissedrokiof victory by Hezbollah leaders,
stating: how can you claim victory when at one tiyo& were a state within a state,
safe within southern Lebanon, and now you're gaémdpe replaced by a Lebanese
army and an international force (White House, 2008he Economist magazine
concluded that by surviving this asymmetrical raiyt conflict with Israel, Hezbollah
effectively emerged with a military and politicalctory from this conflict. They cite
the facts that Hezbollah was able to sustain detems Lebanese soil and inflict
unmitigated rocket attacks on Israeli civilianstie face of a punishing air and land

campaign by the IDF (Economist, 2006).

In the tactical arena, Hezbollah proved a worthyeashary for IDF ground
forces. Its use of swarming ATGMs and RPGs agdsnaeli tanks was both shrewd
and inventive. Of the 114 IDF personnel killed dgrithe war, 30 were tank
crewmen. Out of the 400 tanks involved in the fightin southern Lebanon, 48 were
hit, 40 were damaged, and 20 penetrated. It i=bedi that five Merkavas were
completely destroyed. Clearly, Hezbollah has madterthe art of light
infantry/ATGM tactics against heavy mechanized éstcHezbollah also deserves
high marks for its innovative use of sophisticaétbushes and the clever use of both

direct and indirect fires. The lackluster perforrm@anof the IDF in the 2006
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Hezbollah-Israeli war was the result of a multiplicof factors. Halutz's steadfast
confidence in air power, coupled with his disdaon fand warfare, increased the
strength of the IAF at the expense of the groundem While continuing COIN
operations against the Palestinians, the IDF sawutiget for ground forces slashed
and training for major combat operations by divisiaand brigades greatly reduced.
Within the IDF reserve, equipment was not replamecepaired, and the tactical skills
of both reserve and regular ground forces contirtoedecline. Training for reserve

tank crewmen was all but forgotten (Matthews, 2007)

In a speech given on August 15, 2006, Syrian Peesi®ashar al-Assad
claimed that the Arab resistance against Israelldv@ontinue to grow stronger,
saying: your weapons, warplanes, rockets and esengtomic bomb will not protect
you in the future (SANA, 2008). In April 2007, thénancial Times claimed that
some US officials trying to limit the Turkish resyse to Kurdish attacks had privately
described the Israeli experience as a strategeatiéfat failed to meet military goals,
heaped widespread condemnation upon it, and pwtcthe myth of the invincibility

of the Israeli army (Dinmore, 2007).

UNIFIL has been given an expanded mandate, incfudie ability to use
force to ensure that their area of operations tsused for hostile activities and to
resist attempts by force to prevent them from disgimg their duties (UN News,
2006). British military historian John Keegan cam#d that the outcome of the war
was misreported as an Israeli defeat due to amteldias in the international media

(Keegan, 2006).
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3.7 Other consequences of the War

3.7.1 Casualties

. Lebanese civilians: The Lebanese top police officd the Lebanon Ministry
of Health, citing hospitals, death certificategdbauthorities, and eye witnesses, put
the death toll at 1,123—37 soldiers and policeceff, 894 identified victims, and
192 unidentified ones (UNICEF, 2006). The Lebanaghdr Relief Council (HRC)
put the Lebanese death toll at 1,191, citing tretheministry and police, as well as
other state agencies. The Associated Press edtinmatdigure at 1,035.

. Hezbollah military: Hezbollah casualty figures alificult to ascertain, with
claims and estimates by different groups and indiais ranging from 250 to 1,000.
However, Hezbollah is known to have sustained niatadities than Israel during the
conflict. Hezbollah's leadership claims that 250tleéir fighters were killed in the
conflict, while Israel estimated that its forcesdhalled 600 Hezbollah fighters. In
addition, Israel claimed to have the names of 53&add Hezbollah fighters
(Rabinovich, 2006; Crooke and Perry, 2006).

. Lebanese military: Lebanon sided with Hezbollahimyrthe war. Though
rarely engaged in combat, 46 Lebanese soldiers witbeel and 100 soldiers were
wounded. One soldier was killed in combat during Ttyre raid, and the rest were
killed or wounded in Israeli strikes. Furthermotige Amal movement, a militia that
fought alongside Hezbollah, suffered 17 dead. Télsahese Communist Party, which
chose to fight with Hezbollah, suffered 12 deade Popular Front for the Liberation
of Palestine---General Command, a Palestinian imilthat also fought with
Hezbollah, suffered the loss of 2 fighters killed.

. Israeli civilians: Most Israeli civilians fled theegion or took refuge in bomb

shelters as Hezbollah fired rockets. Hezbollah etskilled 43 Israeli civilians during
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the conflict, including four who died of heart afta from rocket attacks (Whitson,
2006). In addition, 4,262 civilians were injured—33riously wounded, 68

moderately, 1,388 lightly, and 2,773 were treatadshock and anxiety. According to
Human Rights Watch, these bombs may have killeg 48l civilians, but that says

more about the availability of warning systems anchb shelters throughout most of
Northern Israel and the evacuation of more than&®D people than it does about
Hezbollah's intentions.

. Israeli military: Figures for the Israel Defenseréas troops killed, given by

Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, range from 11@ 119 (MFA, 2007). The latter

figure contains two IDF fatalities that occurredeafthe ceasefire went into effect.
Both these figures are incomplete as they do notato two IDF fatalities from the

Zar'it-Shtula incident that started the war, whtztes were not confirmed until their
bodies were exchanged for Lebanese prisoners i8. 20@ total casualty toll for the

IDF, including the dead from the Zar'it-Shtula ohent, is 121 dead and 628 wounded.

3.7.2 Financial Repercussions

The fighting resulted in a huge financial setback Eebanon, with an official
estimate of a fall in growth from +6% to -5% and $3SBillion (22% of GDP)
(UNDP, 2008) in direct and indirect costs, while @tost for Israel was estimated at
US$3.5 billion (Reuters, 2007). Indirect costs $oakl include a cut in growth by
0.9% (Wrobel, Sharon (2007), and the cost to tounsas estimated at 0.4% of
Israel's GDP in the following year (Borger, 2006).

According to one analyst in the Associated Prdss,nhain casualty was the
fragile unity between Lebanon's sectarian andipaligroups (Kuwait Times, 2006),

though an Asia Times piece points to Free Patrigiivement head Michel Aoun's
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support for Hezbollah and provision of housing 8iriite refugees as evidence for

strengthened relations.

3.7.3 Media Controversy

Several media commentators and journalists haegedl an intentionally distorted
coverage of the events, in favor of Hezbollah, bgans of photo manipulation,
staging by Hezbollah or by journalists, and falsenvsleading captioning (Gross,
2006). On 18 July 2006 Hezbollah Press Officer dus®abulsi took CNN's Nic
Robertson on an exclusive tour of southern BeRabertson noted that despite his
minder's anxiety about explosions in the area, #@swelear that Hezbollah had
sophisticated media relations and were in contrblthe situation. Hezbollah
designated the places that they went to, and tmagdists certainly didn't have time
to go into the houses or lift up the rubble to sdmat was underneath. According to
his reports, there was no doubt that the bombs Wwtieg Hezbollah facilities, and
while there appeared to be a lot of civilian damamdot of civilian properties, he
reiterated that he could not verify the civiliartura of the destroyed buildings (CNN

News (2007).

CNN's Charlie Moore described a Hezbollah press ¢ba bombed-out area
in southern Beirut on 23 July 2006 as a dog-and/stiow due to perceived staging,
misrepresentation of the nature of the destroyedsarand strict directives about
when and with whom interviews could take place (CNBws, 2006). In the same
interview aired on 23 July 2006, CNN's John Robestiso was reporting from an
Israeli artillery battery on the Lebanese bordeatesl that he had to take everything

he was told with a grain of salt, citing mutual riegnations of civilian targeting
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which he was unable to verify independently. Reutathdrew over 900 photographs
by Adnan Hajj, a Lebanese freelance photograpHezr e admitted to digitally
adding and darkening smoke spirals in photograptenattack on Beirut (Reuters,
2007). Photographs submitted to Reuters and AdsocRress showed one Lebanese
woman mourning on two different pictures taken i tphotographers, allegedly
taken two weeks apart (Herrmann, 2006). It is comrpmactice to send more than

one photographer to an incident (Memmott, 2006).

3.8 Post-Ceasefire Events

In the days following the 14 August 2006 ceasefitezbollah launched dozens of
rockets and mortars inside southern Lebanon, wisiee! did not respond to, though
there were several instances where Israeli trodpedkarmed Hezbollah members
approaching their positions (CNN News, 2006; Assigal Press, 2006). Israeli
warplanes continued conducting numerous flyoveid @mwaneuvers above southern
Lebanon, which Israel said did not violate the eées (Janelle, 2006). On 19 August
2006, Israel launched a raid in Lebanon's easteqa® Valley it says was aimed at
disrupting Hezbollah's weapons supply from Syria d&ran (CNN News (2008).

Lebanese officials said the Israelis were apparesgeking a guerrilla target in a

school (Washington Post, 2006; Morales, 2006).

Israel's aerial and commando operations were izetic by Kofi Annan as
violations of the ceasefire, which he said they badducted the majority of, and he
also protested the continued embargo. France, kbaaing UNIFIL, also issued
criticism of the flyovers, which it interpreted aggressive (Daily Telegraph, 2006).

Israel argued that the ceasefire is based on (UddlRion) 1701 which calls for an

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



55

international arms embargo against Hezbollah, and the embargo could be lifted
after full implementation of the cease-fire but Annsaid that UNIFIL would only

interdict arms at Lebanon's request (BBC News, 2008 7 September 2006 and 8
September 2006 respectively, aviation and navalkialdes were lifted. In the second
half of September Hezbollah claimed victory andeeassl an improvement in their
position, and they redeployed to some positionghenborder (Dakroub, 2006) as
Israel completed its withdrawal from Lebanon sawedbr-straddling Ghajar (All

Headline News, 2006).

3.9 Summary

This Chapter presents the general scene of theWaly The conflict between Israel
and Hezbollah is explained herein from the veryim@gg with describing both
Hezbollah and Israel's actions against each other.

The international action and reaction are alsocrigsd herein, until the
ceasefire is announced and the various reactiomshehin lebanon, Israel or in the
rest of the world are shown, along with describihg impacts of the July War in

general in terms of causualities, financial repsscans and media controversies.
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IV

IMPACTS ON ISRAEI's FOREIGN POLICY

4.1 Introduction

A war is historically known as a military combatheen two or say a limited number
of parties having clear endings and definitive ontes. It would end with surrenders
and peace treaties, ceremonies and victory mar@Nesman, 2007). Wars today
rarely end so clearly, if they end at all, and ryoistvolve too many parties. July War
is that of-long-term and radical-change war, whactory is controversial and defeat
contentious. It is an outrageous, offensive warcWwiwas deemed to be an approach
for having the 'New/US-colonized Middle East' foimén stark contrast to the Israeli
actions in Gaza and the West Bank, July War washnmore about American

designs than Israeli ones.

Although July War can be regarded in some resectslimited war between
Israel and a non-state actor in one Arab countwy,war had an extensive impact on
politics and power perceptions in the region, corable to the effects of larger and
wider wars. It was the first war that did not endvictory for Israel; it was the first
Iranian proxy war against Israel; it was the flese-scale Islamist war against Israel;
it was another partial defeat for US policy; it yed the efficacy of new ways of
confronting Israel; and it presented Syria with ragportunities (Salem, 2008) along

with other impacts more.

With a quick look at the situation after the wang tclaims of victory in

Lebanon were mixed with a sober assessment of #ssige socio-economic losses,
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and the popular unity during the war was followsddeep division (Waxman, 2007;
Salem, 2008). In the region, popular support fozbddlah during the war was
followed by a more mixed response to Hezbollahle o the protests in Beirut that
began in December 2006 and that have left the cpparalyzed and on the brink of
civil war. Syria and Iran have also had mixed reast to the war, finding both
benefit and loss in its outcome. Their Middle Epsticies are now strategically
linked to Hezbollah’s political preeminence in Laba (Rabil, 2008). In Syria, the
war basked in the reflected glow of Hezbollah’©sty performance in the war and
could claim credibility for its strong anti-Americaand anti-Israeli line and for its
long term support for Hezbollah. In Iran, most népandicate that Tehran perceived
the summer war as having very mixed results andbenefited greatly in credibility
and popular support in the Arab and Islamic wond the strong performance of
Hezbollah (Salem, 2008). In Saudi Arabia, the sumweg has been causing serious
rethinking of regional policy there, as King Abdlilfelt the need to put more muscle
behind its traditional foreign policy, which hadepebuilt upon financing friends and

paying off enemies in a policy built almost excldy on purse strings.

The United States administration, too, has givenibeed reading of the war,
feeling that some of its interests had been seevadl others had been frustrated
(Gambill, 2006). In Israel, on the other hand, skase of failure was confirmed with
official investigations into the handling of the mvaresignations and political
infighting. Although it was the fifth Israeli waniLebanon, the after-effects of this
war shook Israel for months. In spite of the fattthe human and socio-economic
damage to Israel amounted to barely 5% of the darsaffered in Lebanon, the war

had enormous political and military impacts on ér@/Naxman, 2007). Although
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most Israelis supported the war at first, they bexaeeply dissatisfied with the way
it was conducted, and the war ended with mostlisréeeling that Israel, while it had
not perhaps lost outright, had not won the war, @sdnemesis, Hezbollah, had
survived and had even scored a number of victogesh as continuing to launch
rockets into Israel throughout the war, and beaksngeli tank and infantry columns
on the battlefield. Israelis must now learn in thermath of their war with

Hezbollah. Although they are certainly used to astant state of hostility, Israelis are

also accustomed to quick and decisive militaryoriess.

The political leadership in Israel has miserabliethin seeking a long lasting
political solution to the conflict that is based joistice and respect for human rights.
Instead it has relied on military strategists watHormidable and merciless military
machine in order to prepare the ground for an exnpolitical solution (Sabella,
2006). Israel has learned from its military histtimat the best wars are those won in
less than 7 days. Then Israel and its politiciansld rest without need for a serious
political process to resolve long standing confliath its neighbors. The military
superiority would ensure that the advantageousistgtio would always remain in
Israel's favor. The month-long war was neither aislgas Israelis had hoped nor as
decisive as they had expected. Instead, it endédanragile cease-fire and both sides
declaring victory (Waxman, 2007). Recriminationsl aecusations over the war were
flying in Israel as the country comes to terms vatwar that, for the first time in its

history, many believe Israel lost.

The public perception that Israel lost the war wilzbollah is widespread in

Israel and around the world. It will likely havegaeat impact not only on Israeli
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domestic politics and the political fortunes of t®émert government but also on
future Israeli strategy and foreign policy in theddle East (Waxman, 2007). Israel's
political and military leaders clung to the notitivat airpower and Lebanese military
deployment to the South could serve as the priro@anyponents of a winning strategy
(Glick, 2008). The failure of Israeli strategic desship to base their strategy on
reality caused Israel to fail to achieve its stavdgectives in the war. And Israel's
failure constituted a massive victory for Hezboltaid its state sponsors. The lessons
that Israel draws from its recent war with HezboNaill shape future Israeli thinking
and the future of its relations with the Palestisiand the rest of the Middle East. It is

imperative therefore that Israel learns the righsbns from the war.

4.2 Military Escalation

Israelis have long distinguished between two kiotigvars: the unavoidable and the
voluntary. Although the latter are always contrevar (as in Israel’s 1982 war in
Lebanon) the former, popularly dubbed wars of noiad are considered just wars
and receive massive public support (Inbar, 1989)ak of no choice is a defensive
war that is forced on Israel, thereby absolving ¢bhantry and its leadership of any
moral responsibility for its outbreak and the swjsnt deaths incurred on each side

(Waxman, 2007).

At the time, most Israelis certainly thought so,ickhis why it enjoyed their
almost unanimous support. After all, Israel had plately withdrawn its forces from
Lebanon in May 2000 and had no intention of sentliegn back in (Waxman, 2007).
On the morning of 12 July 2006, Hezbollah fightemsssed the border into Israel and

attacked an Israeli patrol. A number of Israeli itarly vehicles and a tank got
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involved in the clashes, at the end of which Helabofighters returned to Lebanon
with two captured Israeli soldiers. Eight otherdsets were killed. At the same time
Hezbollah carried out diversionary attacks along border. Hezbollah officials told
Amnesty International that no civilian was targeted12 July, although according to
press accounts a number were injured in these datiacks (Harel, 2006; US

Amnesty, 2007; Newton et al, 2006; Friedman, 2006).

As the lIsraelis do not negotiate and in generahatrade with Hezbollah,
Israeli forces retaliated against Hezbollah stratdgin Southwest Lebanon the same
day. They sent troops across the border to seanrckh& missing men (Friedman,
2006). This rapidly escalated into a full-scaleaswn and a surprisingly strong
defensive reaction by Hezbollah who had thousahdscets instead of the hundreds
that Israel probably expected. Hezbollah on theerotiand launched a barrage of
mortar shells and katyusha rockets on Israel Defdfsrces (IDF) outposts and
civilian communities near the border as a divemigriactic (Waxman, 2007). What
made this attack even more provocative was the tfeadt it occurred outside the
disputed Shebaa Farms area, where all previousdiakbassaults had taken place
since the Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon. By taimg civilians and attacking
beyond the Shebaa Farms, Hezbollah broke the irfooc@ase fire rules by which

both sides had abided in the six years since Itgtidlebanon in 2000.

The mutual deterrence, effectively a balance ofotebetween Israel and
Hezbollah, that ensured caution on both sides gedld as a result of Hezbollah's July
12 attack and Israel's fierce response to it (Waxn007). Although Hezbollah

probably anticipated a stronger-than-usual readtiom Israel, it did not expect the
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large-scale military reprisal Israel conducted agailLebanese infrastructure,
destroying runways at Beirut's airport and the mhighway between Beirut and
Damascus, as well as Hezbollah strongholds. If Biégdto's initial attack constituted a
minor breach of the rules of the game, albeit ahljigorovocative one, Israel’s
response ended the game completely. Israel had/alplayed this game reluctantly
but at that point decided that it was no longetimglto play at all. Israel's leadership
was ill-prepared for the summer 2006 war againstbidiah. Israeli politicians and
planners displayed strategic blindness. While dentte Israel Defense Forces (IDF)
victory, they squandered an opportunity to destiwy bulk of Hezbollah's military
presence in southern Lebanon, settle regional scerdance Israel's deterrence, and
strengthen Jerusalem's alliance with Washingtorbafln 2007). Israel's highest
political and military echelons committed seriotisategic errors in preparation for,
during execution, and in the aftermath of the 20@®anon campaign. Together,
these errors enabled Hezbollah to persevere agamsarger, better-equipped Israel
military and emerge as perhaps an even greateatthfailure to prepare undercut
Israeli operations from the start. Before the waraeli planners had unrealistic
expectations about armed conflict with Hezbollahey planned for small skirmishes,
not for a large-scale, conventional military cangpaiSome of Israel's reluctance to
plan for action inside Lebanon might have beena@ah former prime minister Ariel
Sharon's legacy (Inbar, 2007).

Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert’s decision tocaste the conflict with
Hezbollah was, paradoxically, born out of a sength lof Israel’s strength and its
weakness, as well as of opportunity and danger (iéax 2007). The opportunity lay

in using Israel’s military might to bring about aw order in Lebanon, one in which
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Hezbollah would lose its de facto ministate in sloeith and the Lebanese government

would finally extend its sovereignty over that @i

The withdrawal of Syrian forces from Lebanon in 2d0llowing the Cedar
Revolution and the election of a pro-Western, &ytian Lebanese government
already increased pressure on Hezbollah to abaitslaatonomous military standing
in the country and transform itself into a peacegiulitical party. Yet, Hezbollah had
been resisting this transformation; and its paatfan, if at all possible, could have
taken years. Hezbollah’s attack gave Israel an ppity to facilitate and hasten this

process (Waxman, 2007).

Israel hoped that if Lebanon, not just Hezbollalgswnade to suffer for
Hezbollah's adventurism, Lebanon’s political wdl iein Hezbollah in would finally
increase. This calculation explains Israel’'s decisto bomb not only Hezbollah
positions but also Lebanese civilian infrastructQfAéaxman, 2007). Israel felt that,
for once, it was diplomatically in a strong positito take military action because it
was reacting to a clear act of aggression. Israeldcalso capitalize on the existing
support internationally, particularly U.S. and Felenfor Hezbollah's disarmament
and the deployment of Lebanese troops to the bevidlersrael, which was expressed

most clearly in UN Security Council Resolution 15pfssed in February 2004.

Israel’'s military escalation was also a responsa fmerceived weakness and
growing danger: the steady erosion of Israeli detme. This erosion began with
Israel’s unilateral withdrawal from Lebanon, whiefas hailed in Lebanon and around

the Arab world as a victory for Hezbollah and ansad Israel’s diminishing ability to
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withstand Arab resistance due to its society’s givarto casualties. One result of this
perception, from this point of view, was the Pafeahs’ renewal of armed conflict
just months later with the outbreak of the secontifada in September 2000.
Subsequent events only reinforced this perceptibihsmaeli weakness (Waxman,

2007).

Hezbollah's repeated attacks against Israel were wite only mild and
ineffectual Israeli responses that merely emboldghe group. Most damaging was
Israel’'s second unilateral withdrawal, this timenfr Gaza in August 2005, which
once again appeared to be a triumph for armedtaeses, with Hamas this time
reaping the political rewards (Waxman, 2007). Issamilitary restraint and territorial
disengagements signaled to its adversaries thahdse famed and feared willingness
to fight was a thing of the past and that the twaes ripe to intensify attacks against

it.

For a state in a hostile region with many enemad®ess of deterrence is a recipe for
disaster. Military deterrence has been the coroeesof Israeli strategy in the Middle
East since the state’s establishment. Even thosigiellhad undoubtedly retained its
military might—if anything, the military balance pbwer in the region has continued
to tilt in Israel's favor—its enemies began to doitb will to use force decisively.
The continued firing of Qassam rockets into southdsrael after Israel's
disengagement from Gaza; the June 25 killing of lsvaeli soldiers and abduction of
a third by Palestinian militant groups, includingardas’s military wing; and
Hezbollah's subsequent cross-border ambush andreeit Israeli soldiers had the

cumulative affect of demonstrating to Israel's keathip that its deterrent effect had
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eroded (Waxman, 2007). The three kidnapped soldiersonified Israel’'s new

vulnerability and the humiliation of the once-vaeshiand highly symbolic IDF.

A limited military retaliation, third-party negotians, and a prisoner
exchange was now deemed insufficient (Waxman, 200¥pert decided that the
time had come for a devastating Israeli respons¢ wWould serve to restore its
deterrence capability. It would deliver a stern sage to all of Israel’'s enemies, not
only Hamas and Hezbollah but also their Syrian laawian patrons that Israel would

not be bullied into submission but would strike bagth a vengeance.

There was another strategic consideration behiralls decision to escalate
the conflict with Hezbollah. It was well known thdézbollah had amassed thousands
of short-range katyusha rockets (approximatelya@3j@ total), roughly 500 medium-
range rockets (the Fajr-3 and Fajr-5), and dozéthsng-range rockets (the Zelzal-2)

that were capable of striking deep inside IsraedXWan, 2007).

Hezbollah's missile capability represented a raténreat to Israel, giving
Hezbollah the ability to terrorize much of Israef®pulation and paralyze its
economic life, both of which are concentrated ia trarrow coastal strip from Tel
Aviv to Haifa. It also meant that Iran had an iedir but highly effective means of
retaliating against Israel in the event of an Israe U.S. strike on Iranian nuclear
facilities, a scenario that was by no means fathied given the growing concern in

both countries over Tehran’s alleged clandestinsyuof nuclear weapons.
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Hezbollah's ability to launch a massive missila@tagainst Israeli towns and
cities, whether of its own accord or on behalftsfpatron state, was something that
Israel could not tolerate indefinitely. The logit preventive war was another factor
that convinced Olmert to abandon restraint and tiasive action to eliminate or at

least degrade Hezbollah's missile capability winenapportunity presented itself.

4.3 Mission OQutcomes

Beyond the actual results of the summer war, margelis were concerned that the
war objectives were not accomplished and the weldsiraeli defeat by Hezbollah had
dangerous general effects, such as damaging therrelgt image of Israeli
invincibility that had been built up since the 196dr, and illustrating a new style of
guerrilla or irregular warfare that was highly etige against Israel and could be
learned and used by other groups in the regiorh) asdHamas, or others. The results
of Israel's war with Hezbollah appear to have fallghort of Israel’s ambitious
objectives. The Olmert government’s conduct of Wes is widely faulted. Critics
accuse it of poor planning, intelligence failurasd an over-reliance on airpower and
of providing insufficient ground troops and inadatg supplies to those troops

(Waxman, 2007).

Heavy-handed military tactics incurred large nursbef civilian casualties
and destroyed infrastructure, embittering localpafoons and providing the enemy
with new recruits. The inability of the larger, tagtarmed, and more technologically
advanced IDF to defeat small bands of guerrillatigs calls into question the Israeli

military’s all-powerful image.
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Even the most advanced and adept armies can fiddfitult to accomplish the

ambitious military and political objectives set their civilian leaders. Even when
more modest goals have been achieved, the pubigtsexpectations, established by
their governments, can remain unsatisfied. Thissgentially where Israel now finds
itself (Waxman, 2007). At the political level, tlkenduct of the war discredited the
Israeli leadership: Prime Minister Olmert, DefensBnister Peretz and Israeli

Defense Force (IDF) chief Halutz resigned in midiukay. While Lebanon was stuck
in division and dissension after the war, so tocs Wsrael, with accusations and
counter-accusations relating to the war shakingZimeert government, strengthening
the right wing Likud, and raising the possibilitiyearly elections. The war also halted
the plan that Sharon had devised and Kadima aneg®Mere implementing, which

had been launched with the unilateral withdrawamfrGaza, and was to continue
with completion of the wall in the West Bank, paltunilateral withdrawals from

parts of the West Bank outside the wall, and hungedown behind the wall as the
new de facto border of Israel. That plan was noaddésrael had neither won a war,

nor had an active plan for peace or security (Sak&@8).

During the five weeks (33 days) of fighting in Jagd August, 156 Israelis
were killed, including 39 civilians (Zunes, 200@j)d some 4,000 Hezbollah rockets
hit Israel, paralyzing life in the north and forgilundreds of thousands of Israelis
into bomb shelters and more than half a milliotlée their homes (Kraft, 2006: 12),

many Israelis are left wondering what the war agkdeand if it was really worth it.

According to a poll taken on August 13, 2006, tlay dhe UN-sponsored

cease-fire went into effect, 58 percent of Isra¢hsught that the country had
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achieved few if any of its goals in the war (Waxma@07). The war achieved less
than Israelis were led to believe it would. Theeakive that the United States shared
with Israel of destroying Hezbollah both as an endself and as a deterrent for Iran
was not achieved. The bombastic rhetoric of Olnsertl Defense Minister Amir
Peretz in the early days of the war and their vtavslestroy Hezbollah fed public
expectations of a decisive victory. As Hezbollatoskets kept falling and their
fighters continued to kill IDF troops, however,bécame clear that such a victory
would not materialize. Not only did Hezbollah conte to fight, but the Lebanese
population and the Siniora government in Beirutr@asingly rallied behind it. In a
country long divided by sectarianism, hatred cad¢tbecame the one issue on which

the Lebanese united.

Even if the Israeli war on Hezbollah also had sqrositive results from the
Israeli perspective and it did not defeat Hezbolldde war did weaken it, deplete
some of its arsenal, and expose its strategiestaniats. However, Israel had only
itself to blame. Israel's bombing of Lebanese istinacture and civilian buildings
proved to be a serious miscalculation (Cordesm@0629). Instead of the political
backlash against Hezbollah that Israel desiredL#i@nese public blamed Israel for
its suffering. Israel succeeded neither in destigpyilezbollah (Cordesman, 2006: 3—
6) nor in undermining Hezbollah's political starglin Lebanon, at least in the short

term.

Hezbollah emerged from the war stronger than e@ertainly, its military
capabilities and infrastructure have been degrégddrael’s ferocious assault, but its

political influence, not only in Lebanon but acrdke Arab and Muslim world, has

www.manaraa.com

All Rights Reserved - Library of University of Jordan - Center of Thesis Deposit



68

been enhanced. Nasrallah has become the Nasserdz#yh a new pan-Arab and pan-

Islamic hero (Waxman, 2007).

Most ominously for Israel, the model of 'resistdndhat Hezbollah
champions—violent, uncompromising, and Islamicallyspired—now appears,
correctly or not, to be strikingly successful amhte is likely to gain more adherents
elsewhere, especially in the Palestinian terriso(M/axman, 2007). Israel may have
won most of the battles and inflicted heavier lssse Hezbollah, but Hezbollah
undoubtedly won the propaganda war. It reaped ringard primarily because it
established a very low threshold for success abthset of the war, whereas Israel’s
threshold was set very high (Pan, 2006). Nasralkfimed victory for Hezbollah as
survival; Olmert defined it for Israel as eliminagi Hezbollah as a threat. Thus, all
Hezbollah had to do to win was to survive Israelslaught, whereas Israel had to
completely rout Hezbollah to win. By these critetizerefore, Hezbollah won simply

by not losing (Waxman, 2007).

For Israel, such a perception of loss is potenptiadiry dangerous; more is at
stake than just wounded pride. Just as the peorephiat Hezbollah's resistance
forced Israel to withdraw from southern Lebanoiiay 2000 encouraged Palestinian
militants to take up arms against Israel and hefpatent the second Intifada, so too
the perception that Hezbollah has once again defdatael may embolden militants,
secular and Islamist alike, to step up their agamfainst Israel (Waxman, 2007). Far
from restoring Israeli deterrence, the war with bt#dlah may have only further
eroded it. The war has dramatically exposed theerability of Israel’'s home front to

missile attacks and badly tarnished the image eiltr, as it proved unable to defeat
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a small guerrilla army, albeit a well-trained andlivarmed one fighting on its own

territory (Pedatzur, 2006).

If the IDF is no longer able to inspire fear in thearts of Israel’'s enemies,
then Israel is less able to deter these enemiesthehthey are Hezbollah, Hamas,
Syria, or Iran. Of course, this does not mean 8yaia or Iran is now likely to launch
an all-out attack against Israel, as some fear (iéanx 2007). The traditional military
balance of power is still overwhelmingly in Israefavor, a fact of which the Syrian
and Iranian regimes are surely well aware. It caukhn, however, that both states

will increase their support for Hezbollah and Hamas

Although both sides were regarded to achieve saamf gains that may
ultimately outweigh their losses and shift the dgies of the conflict into a stable
equilibriun® (Gambill, 2006), the outcome of the Israel-Hezaolvar is likely to be
a boon for extremists in the region. The potergralwing allure of armed resistance
against Israel in the wake of Hezbollah’s perceisedcess will deal yet another blow
to the attempts of Arab and Islamic moderates ¢éonote compromise and acceptance

of the Jewish state.

In the Palestinian context, it will further weakBresident Mahmoud Abbas in
his power struggle with the Hamas government anakese those within Hamas who

have been pushing for a change in the movemengadfist opposition to the

% |srael made concrete strategic and diplomatic gairiss decades-long quest to pacify its northern
border, while failing spectacularly to achieve smthanciful declared objectives and tarnishing its
image of military invincibility. Hezbollah won a seunding political victory at home, at the expeoke
constrained freedom of action to fight Israeliscalot, a state-sanctioned indulgence that most Lebane
Shiites would just as soon the group give up (GHn#106).
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existence of Israel and a two-state solution tol$naeli-Palestinian conflict (Heller,

2006: 26).

4.4 Urgent Diplomatic Effort

July War exposed how much more vulnerable Israeloisexternal conventional
attacks and the realization that the only inevéagdlution is a political one, involving
a comprehensive peace with all neighbors that regyire the long-term presence of
international forces on all its borders (Vincenzi@0606). That is, the only guarantee
for long term peace and stability may be increaségtnationalization of the peace

process, particularly in terms of the security digien.

Historians of Israel have often observed that I9sagood at winning wars but
bad at winning the peace. Israel has been chrdnigabble to translate its stunning
military accomplishments into lasting political gaj specifically peace agreements
with its defeated adversaries (Waxman, 2007). Tilg peace agreement that Israel
obtained following a war was with Egypt in 1979eafthe 1973 war, which was
widely considered to have been a disastrous warldi@el, notwithstanding its
victory. In the case of its war with Hezbollah, tbpposite may be true. For once,

Israel largely failed in its military objectives tgcored a diplomatic victory.

Israel's military defeat in Lebanon has created mg@portunities for peace
(Beilin, 2006). The Israeli government and militanday are facing popular anger
and strong criticism over their failures in Lebanwiices calling for re-launching the
peace process with Abbas and Syria were countgreibes that argued that events

in Gaza and Lebanon proved that there could be eaxep or security based on
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withdrawal and that Israel had to maintain contsbithe West Bank, perhaps take
back parts of Gaza, and maintain its security bitary force. As force seldom
creates a new political environment in the contermpgoMiddle East (Inbar, 2007),
They argued further that Syria and Iran did notofapeace and would continue to
support groups in the region that would work adainsuch as Hezbollah and Hamas

(Salem, 2008).

The basis of Israel's diplomatic achievement is B¢curity Council
Resolution 1701, passed unanimously on August 0P62to end the fighting.
Drafted by the United States and France, the laygw@and terms of the resolution
were more favorable to Israel than to Lebanonalehe Hezbollah. The resolution
blamed Hezbollah for the outbreak of the hostsitend called for it to cease all
attacks, whereas Israel only had to cease offensiit#ary operations without
defining what that meant, allowing Israel in effdot justify continued military

activity in Lebanon as defensive in nature (Waxnzo@7).

After nearly three weeks of military operationse tthetoric has shifted. The
inability to achieve its original objective, thamination of Hezbollah as a fighting
force, has been substituted by a fallback: thedrteeprepare the ground for an
international stabilization force, the creationabuffer zone to prevent Hezbollah
raids or missile attacks on northern Israel, anentyal disarmament of Hezbollah
(Vincenzino, 2006). Resolution 1701 demanded theonditional release of Israel's
kidnapped soldiers, whereas no call was made faeligo free the three Lebanese
prisoners it holds. Israel was also not requiredvithdraw its troops immediately

from southern Lebanon. Instead, they were alloveedtay until the Lebanese army
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and a strengthened UN Interim Force in Lebanon gINIof up to 15,000 troops

were deployed to the area (Waxman, 2007).

Most importantly from Israel's perspective, Resmnt1701 called for the
establishment between the international border &etwisrael and Lebanon and the
Litani River of an area free of any armed personassets and weapons other than
those of the government of Lebanon and of UNIFILa@wan, 2007). It imposed an
arms embargo to prevent Hezbollah’s rearmamentybiya &nd Iran. In essence, the
resolution accepted that Hezbollah’s military presein southern Lebanon was the
cause of the conflict and called for the Lebaneseemment to assume full control

over this area with the assistance of UN peaceksepe

Israel had been calling to no avail for the deplegimof Lebanese troops to
the border since its withdrawal from southern Lefyaim 2000. Although the Security
Council issued the same demand in February 2004sirResolution 1559, no
Lebanese government had been willing to risk actlicenfrontation with Hezbollah
or its Shiite constituency. Nor were they under s@frous international pressure to do
so, as the Bush and Chirac governments, as thesspoof Resolution 1559 and
being aware of the weakness and fragility of thedrese state, had preferred simply

to adopt a hopeful wait-and-see approach.

What might have taken years to accomplish would rf@ppen in days.
Indeed, only five days later, on August 17, Lebanesops began moving south of
the Litani River. Having arrived in southern Lebarfor the first time in decades, the

Lebanese army looks set to stay. Ironically, fetate that has long regarded the UN
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with a mixture of scorn and suspicion, it was ie tthambers of the UN and not on

the battlefield that Israel secured one of its @mbjectives (Waxman, 2007).

Resolution 1701 has made it possible to establishnew order in southern
Lebanon that Israel sought. On paper, it paveswtie for the end of Hezbollah’s
state within a state (Waxman, 2007). For this Regni to deliver the decisive
change in southern Lebanon that Israelis and mabphese desire, its words must be
backed up by forceful actions both by the Lebargmeernment and the expanded
UNIFIL force. Regrettably, it is difficult not todoskeptical about the prospects for

such forceful action.

The most significant challenge in enforcing Resolutl701 lies in bringing
about the disarmament of Hezbollah. Although Heabolhas accepted the
deployment of Lebanese troops to the south, whicpposed before the war, it still
refuses to disarm, which is hardly surprising (Waxim2007). Perceiving itself as the
victor in the war, Hezbollah will not surrender notihe Siniora government remains
too weak and internally divided to confront Hezhbllover its arms. Even if it were
willing to do so, which is unlikely given the fatiat two of its ministers are from

Hezbollah, it lacks the means.

Expecting the imminent disarmament of Hezbollahadsey condition for a
new order in southern Lebanon to arise, is unigali$he Lebanese and UN troops
will at best be able to stabilize the tenuous cédiaseby preventing Hezbollah from
firing rockets into northern Israel and stemming flow of Iranian and Syrian arms

to the group (Waxman, 2007). Hezbollah fighterd vamain in the south, but they
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will make their presence less visible by meltingpithe local population and hiding
their weapons. This will not reassure or satisfadss. It is hardly the outcome of the
war they were promised by the Olmert governmentr Mall it silence the

government’s many critics.

f Israel’s diplomatic victory turns out to be a looV one, as it may well,
Olmert will be deprived of the one accomplishmeinthe war that he has been able to
claim. This could be fatal to his already embatieemiership and even to his party
(Waxman, 2007). While Israel achieved significamitegic and diplomatic goals, the
war against Hezbollah was a political disastei@bmert, who suffered the most rapid
plummet of public approval ratings for an Israeinge minister in decades (Gambill,
2006). While there is a strong public consensuksriael that the military campaign
was a failure, this is partly because of populasammceptions about what was
realistically possible to achieve (Inbar, 2007yaéd might have dealt Hezbollah a
more serious blow had a different military stratbggn followed, but there was never

a viable prospect of preventing its regeneratioredhe dust settled.

4.5 Interior Conflict

Israel's 2006 war against Hezbollah in Lebanon wugistly considered the gravest
failure in Israeli military history (Glick, 2008Puring and after the war, Israel sank
into a strident, nationalistic atmosphere and deskrbegan to cover everything. The
insensitivity and blindness that characterizedelsraociety in recent years became
then intensifying and the home front became cuhali: the north suffered and the
center was serene. But both were taken over bystohg@ngoism, ruthlessness and

vengeance, and the voices of extremism that preljocharacterized the camp's
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margins became then expressing its heart. In tHg days of the war, Olmert and
Peretz were riding high in Israeli opinion pollstas public, convinced of the war’s
necessity and justness, rallied behind their lesdder(Waxman, 2007). A nation
renowned for its fractiousness and bitter politieajuments was overwhelmingly

united against the Hezbollah foe.

According to a poll taken on July 17, 2006, 86 patof the Israeli public felt
the war was justified, 87 percent were satisfiethwhe IDF’s performance in the
war, and 78 percent were satisfied with the prinneister's performance. Opposition
both on the left and right was unusually quiet gsafpable sense of national unity
enveloped Israel’'s Jewish population. Its minoAtgb population, on the other hand,

was not part of the domestic consensus in suppatineovar.

The war gave Olmert an opportunity to prove hisuséc credentials and his
leadership ability, both of which were previoustlydoubt (Waxman, 2007). The war
was also a chance for Peretz to burnish his sgawutation. Weeks later, Olmert
and Peretz were fighting for their political livé&idely blamed for mismanaging the
war, their popularity got plummeted in opinion golThey faced mounting calls for
their resignations, spearheaded by a protest mavieofigeserve soldiers who fought

in the war (Hoffman, 2006; Shavit, 2006; Erlan@06).

Responding to the tide of criticism, Olmert acknedged deficiencies in his
government’s handling of the war and promised ameration (Myre, 2006: 1). This
did little to appease his critics, who continueddeamand the resignations of Olmert,

Peretz, and IDF Chief of Staff Dan Halutz, as wadl the establishment of an
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independent, public commission of inquiry to exaenihe failures of Israel’'s military
campaign in Lebanon and with the power to dism@gegiment ministers (Waxman,
2007). Just months after coming into office follagithe March 28 general elections,
the future of Olmert and his Kadima-led governmienin serious jeopardy. At the
time of writing, talk flourished of possible challges to Olmert’'s and Peretz’s
leadership of the Kadima and Labor parties, respaygt and of cabinet reshuffles,

new government coalitions, and early elections.

4.6 Direct Political Impacts

Although making concrete predictions is difficuffiven the tumultuous nature of

Israeli politics, a few things appear likely:

. Befor the early elections came about and Beimadetanyahu become at
the top of the Israel authority, Olmert and Peralmost certainly faced major
leadership challenges from former high-ranking taili and security officials, such
as Shaul Mofaz in Kadima and Ehud Barak as welAms Ayalon in Labor. Many
Israelis consider Olmert’s and Peretz’'s lack ofusi¢ experience to be one of the
factors responsible for the campaign’s failure.itbthns with security backgrounds
will no doubt appear attractive candidates to aaels public that now fears a renewal
of hostilities with Hezbollah and a possible mitjtashowdown with Iran over its
nuclear program. One can expect a return of thergénto the top of Israel’s political
echelon which that really happened with the sucoédi&ud party as the extremist
right symbolized by Netanyahu (Waxman, 2007).

. the early elections which came about with the Rigbtome the major

beneficiary. After being trounced in the last al@tt Benjamin Netanyahu's Likud
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party looks set to make a major political comebaak.opinion poll have been taken
befor the elections come about,that published aguat 25 in Yediot Aharonot,
Israel's largest daily newspaper, showed thatettbns had been held then, Likud
would have gained eight seats, giving it 20 comghavigh the 12 it won in the March
election. Kadima would have lost 12 seats, reduttstptal to 17 from 29; and Labor
would have lost 8 seats, giving it a mere 11 sekan from 19. The same poll gave
the far-right Yisrael Beiteinu party led by Avigdbeiberman 17 seats in an election,
an increase of 6 from its current tally . the resilthis poll was nearly right after the
election was occurred .

. Even if Olmert or his successor Netanyahu ridetlatpolitical storm, it has
already claimed one casualty: the West Bank comverg plan that was the
centerpiece of Olmert government’s program. Thifidious plan unveiled by Olmert
in the run-up to the March 2006 election calledifvael to withdraw from large parts
of the West Bank unilaterally, holding on to onhetlarge settlement blocks and
abandoning the smaller and more isolated settlesn#mwould involve the evacuation
of 20,000-80,000 settlers (Benn and Verter, 2006¢ likelihood of implementing
the plan was in doubt even before the war with laéab, as it faced opposition from
within Olmert’s own party, from the Likud party, érirom the settlers themselves.
Whatever its prospects before the war, after thethwey vanished altogether, a fact
that Olmert himself has acknowledged and becamefailie political scene (Verter,

2006).

Hezbollah’s launches of katyusha rockets into resrthisrael from southern
Lebanon and the Palestinians’ launches of Qassaket®into southern Israel from

Gaza following Israel’'s August 2005 withdrawal &tgrillustrate the risks of further
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unilateral withdrawal from the West Bank, which Wdbuput most of Israel’s

population centers within range of Palestinian ri@sswvhich that led Israel to invade
Gaza in 2008 (Waxman, 2007). Neither of the umiédtavithdrawals succeeded in
bringing Israelis more security; if anything, thewt Israelis in greater danger.
Netanyahu forcefully conveyed this view in his sge#o the Knesset on the day the
cease-fire in Lebanon went into effect. The pobéywnilateral withdrawals has been
shown to be weak and, no less important, to beepard as weak by our enemies.
Unilateral withdrawals not only eroded our detecesnthey also gave our enemies

improved positions from which to shell and rocket oities and towns.

The demise of Israel's convergence plan portentiemyg the end of a policy
of Israeli unilateralism but also, more ominoudlye end of a policy of territorial
withdrawal. It is not just the unilateral nature Isfael’'s withdrawals but the very
withdrawals themselves that are now considered egomisguided and dangerous
(Waxman, 2007). The prevailing wisdom now is thatt only is there nobody to talk
to, there is nothing to talk about. Not only did wighdraw from Gaza and get Hamas
and Qassams, we withdrew from Lebanon and got Hedrb@nd rockets. The
conclusion: no more withdrawals (Levy, 2006). lfistiprevailing public sentiment
shapes the future policies of Olmert’'s governmartiie successor Netanyahu, there
is little hope for the resumption of a peace precegh the Palestinians, let alone
negotiations with Syria, which some in Israel ahd United States desire. Instead,
Israel could end up turning inward and focusingodlits efforts on strengthening its
defenses against its enemies—Hezbollah, Hamasa,Symd Iran—all of whom are
now perceived to be an axis of extremism bent endéstruction of the Jewish state

this is from Israel perception (Waxman, 2007).
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A restoration of Israel’s military might and detance capabilities would in
this scenario become Israel's top priority. Muchlsrfel's fierce determination and
overwhelming use of power in the current conflierides from the psychological
impact of its defeat by Hezbollah and humiliatirgreat from southern Lebanon in
2000 after a 22-year presence that resulted inifgignt casualties and ultimately
produced no long-term benefits, results or adva#tadts defeat in this bloody
guerrilla war of attrition tarnished Israel's regaudn for military prowess and regional
military supremacy established over the years aftaving compellingly and
simultaneously defeated formidable Arab armies4®, "67 and '73 (Vincenzino,
2006). The main danger of the unsuccessful war Wigzbollah is that the wrong
conclusions will be drawn from it. The fear is tivagtead of exploring every possible
way to reach an agreement with the Palestiniarséeanl of urging the international
community to help us find a solution to the conflithe solutions will be found in
military training, additional force allocations, darextended military service and
reserve duty, so that everyone will be well traif@devery mission . as a result of

this respect , Israel induce to invade Gaza in Z0@&man, 2007).
4.7 Regional Alliances

If Israelis decide against future territorial witadials and rely solely on their military

for security, they will miss a new opportunity toake peace with their neighbors
(Waxman, 2007). In the bitter aftermath of a faibedl costly war that seems to have
only strengthened Israel’'s adversaries and intedsthe hatred toward it across the

Arab and Muslim worlds, such an opportunity maynseemote, if not illusory.
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st as the war underscored the ferocious oppositidarael’s enemies, it also
revealed its potential friends and allies. At thaset of the war, Egypt, Jordan, and
Saudi Arabia all strongly condemned Hezbollah’s eedurism and unequivocally
blamed it for starting the hostilities (Murphy, Z0a.). Although these denunciations
ceased as Arab public opinion became inflamed byntlounting Lebanese civilian
casualties caused by Israel’'s aerial bombing cagnpdheir significance should not

be dismissed (Waxman, 2007).

For the first time in an Arab-Israeli war, Arab tsw did not automatically
publicly align themselves against Israel. Somethihgt was once unimaginable
happened: Arab leaders openly condemned aggresgjamst Israel (Waxman,
2007). Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia were notivaitgd by their sympathy for
Israel but by their own regional and domestic ie$és, basically a desire to counter
the regional rise of Iran and the domestic risendftant Islamism. These interests
align with those of Israel. Israel and these mager@unni-dominated Arab states all
have an interest in promoting regional stabilitycking Shiite Iran’s bid for regional
hegemony, and stemming the rising tide of Islamxstemism. The initial reactions of
the moderate Arab states to the Israel-Hezbollah veas clearly revealed that the
region is now split along radical-moderate and t8ffunni lines. The Arab-Israeli
divide that has dominated the politics of the radior so long has now been usurped

by these growing divisions.

As the fault lines in the region have shifted, éénaow has a chance to draw
closer to the moderate Arab states, particularlydbairabia. They can form a

defensive alliance of sorts against their commameats, primarily Iran. Such an
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alliance is the key to Israel’'s long-term secuiitythe region, but it will not come

without a price (Waxman, 2007). To gain admissioto ithe new Arab moderate
camp, Israel will have to make peace with the Rialess. As long as the Palestinian
issue festers, Israel cannot hope to be embracetbbigrate Arab and Muslim states.

Yet here too, recent events have provided an ogdoima positive change.

Hamas’ acceptance of the Palestinian national @ltation document, which
called for the establishment of an independentdfialan state with Jerusalem as its
capital on all the territories occupied in 1967 direeh, 2006), its attempt to form a
national unity government, and its willingness tthere to a cease-fire indicate a
softening of its traditional hard-line position takd Israel. Its desperate need for an
end to the Western aid embargo it has endured sioceng to power in February
2006 gives it a strong incentive to find some kwfdaccommodation with Israel

(Waxman, 2007).

A mutual cease-fire could pave the way. If Israalsl Palestinians were able
to enjoy a period of quiet—no Qassam rockets lapdm Israel and no Israel
incursions or targeted assassination in the teege-then peace talks between Israel
and the Palestinian Authority, represented by Apbasld finally resume. If a peace
agreement is eventually reached, international gdesapers could be deployed in the
West Bank and Gaza to help enforce it. Now thatelshas agreed to such troops in
southern Lebanon, it may drop its longtime objettio the deployment of UN
peacekeepers in the territories, depending of eouns how UNIFIL performs

(Waxman, 2007).
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A renewal of Israeli-Syrian indirect peace negatiat, which abruptly ended
with the failure of the last round of negotiatiom®nvened by the Clinton
administration in 2000, is now also possible paftady which mediated by Turkey
,that abruptly postpone by the invasion of Gaza0A8 , (Waxman, 2007). Israel’s
inability to destroy Hezbollah militarily has ledamy to argue that the only solution
to dealing with Hezbollah’s continuing threat lwgh Syria. Shortly after the cease-
fire agreement with Hezbollah went into effect, amber of Israeli officials and
commentators suggested a resumption of talks wytlaSmost prominently Peretz,
although he later backtracked after Olmert shotrdole idea (Benn and Mualem,

2006).

Syria is the key to neutralizing Hezbollah. It mapt simply control
Hezbollah, but its supply of weapons and its ra@eaadransit route for Iranian arms is
critical to the group’s military capability. Witho&yrian or Iranian weapons reaching
it via Syria, Hezbollah will not be able to easiBarm, and its military potential will
be severely degraded (Waxman, 2007).Pressure slamgikely to persuade Syria to
end its longtime support for Hezbollah. As longstsel occupies the Golan Heights,
which it captured from Syria in the 1967 war, Symall continue to support

Hezbollah as one of its few means of leverage atésrael.

Because Syria’s alliance with Hezbollah is purelgtiumental, however, it
would most likely be willing to ends support for Hezbollah as well as other resistant
groups, most notably Hamas and Islamic Jihad, kafttwhich have offices in
Damascus, in return for the Golan Heights. An Isi@grian peace agreement could

also help pry Syria away from its alliance of comesace with Iran, reportedly a Bush
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administration idea to isolate Iran (Cooper andg8an2006). Once Israel makes
peace with Syria, it could also make peace withabelm. The key issue of the
disputed Shebaa Farms—occupied by Israel, claigdstbanon, but formally Syrian
territory—cannot be resolved if Syria does not teree its sovereignty over the area.
If it is still being shunned by United State andaéd, Syria will not likely play a

constructive role in this respect (Waxman, 2007)

4.8 Further Reading

With Israeli expectations being set high, the mixedult of the summer war was
perceived as a loss (Salem, 2008) and then Ismelstands at a crossroads. As a
weary and wounded nation coming to terms with deflaexpectations from its war
with Hezbollah, the country can concentrate onngfiteening the IDF in the hopes
that next time it can deliver a decisive victoryibican unite with moderate Arab
states and leaders through peace agreements. ba& dever these two choices is
already underway in Israel, with the former opteamrently enjoying more public and
political support, but its outcome will be decidegthe fears and wishes of Israelis as

well as by signals sent from Washington (Waxmag,720

The war on Lebanon was fought primarily as an éfforadvance America's
hegemonic objectives in the Middle East rather thsua defense of Israel's legitimate
security interests is made more apparent by howadarg the war was to Israel's
political and strategic interests (Zunes, 2007). Ismmel's closest ally, the United
States maintains a powerful influence on Israehlisuopinion and on the policies of
Israeli governments. If it wishes, Washington cawmse this influence to encourage

Israel to return to the negotiating table with ®P&estinians and Syrians (Waxman,
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2007), particularly after Israelis began to recagnihow deleterious the war was to
Israel's legitimate security interests and a grgwewareness emerged of the

American role in getting them into that mess.

Instead of trying to isolate the Hamas governmerd Assad regime, the
United States administration could begin to endaglh and prod Israel to do the
same which that adopted by Bush administrationtasdguccessor Obama . It could
go even further by launching a regional initiateiened at resolving the Arab-Israel
conflict, using as a basis the 2002 Saudi peaaetplat offered Israel full peace and
normalized relations with all 22 Arab states inuret for solving the Palestinian
problem, and by establishing a new security forarwlinich Israel and moderate Arab
states could address their common security thresdisiding Iran, Islamic extremism,

and jihadism (Ignatius, 2006: 13).

July War will probably prove to be one episode wita longer confrontation
involving international and regional powers. It imigoe most closely linked with
potential conflict with Iran over the nuclear issuoeit it could also prove to be a
critical station within an ongoing recalibration péwer between Israel, Syria, Saudi
Arabia, Iran, the United States and other powetweadn the Middle East (Salem,
2008). Hezbollah’s robust performance during the suaprised Israeli and American
military experts, and certainly made them thinkcevabout the ease and cost of any
military strike against Iran. On the other handyave them insight into what such a
confrontation might be like, and gave them an opputy to prepare more effectively

for such an eventuality. On balance, the summerreduced Hezbollah’s capacity to
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act as a proxy deterrent for Iran and gave Israélax the US—despite Israel’s poor

performance—some valuable insight and informat®além, 2008).

At the end, the region will continue to be in pohd limbo and all of us will
continue to pay the price, including those whodadiin Tel Aviv and Washington
that brute force will advance their political viewsd visions for the future of this
region. lIsraeli foreign policy was accused of wesahon a variety of fronts: (1)
policy failed to foresee the occurrence of imminevents; (2) policy failed to prevent
outcomes that, in hindsight, were avoidable; andp@icy failed to anticipate the

costs of preventable occurrences (Joseph and Chra0€1D).

The remarkable success of the Zionist movement omesh to realism, as it
is more commonly known in its American incarnatidinere is more to the story of
Israeli politics than realism. Some of the moskeetive aspects of Israeli foreign
policy flatly contradict the tenets of pragmatism, comparison with Hizbollah's
pragmatism that should not be mistaken for genwageeptance of Lebanon's
confessional system and the constraints that comtie v (Hokayem, 2007). To
rehabilitate a shattered people and build a stedeired hefty doses of ideological
romanticism, heroic mythology, benign illusion, ambetorical hyperbole (i.e.
unrealism). It is this sometimes precarious balaoteealism and unrealism that
makes Israeli foreign policy unique. To understdimel nature of this balance, it is
necessary to review the distracting nature of Israalist rhetoric as well as examine
the core of Zionist unrealism lying beneath it (Eoh1994).

Israel's attitude toward the use of force depadstrmarkedly from the realist

heritage. In the classic tradition, force is atiegate extension of political action. But
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it is also a costly expedient to be used only m @hsence of better alternatives. For
people that were long deprived of conventionaldawl state power, however, armed
force has a deeper significance (Harkabi, 1983pufhisraeli officials recognize

their mistakes, however, they will find much withhieh to restore unquestioned
Israeli regional deterrence. It can not be igndhed the war demonstrated that Israel
IS a strong state, it has the spirit to fight, aine Israeli home front displayed some
resilience (Inbar, 2007). With adequate preparatibel Aviv might attain a clear

victory in the next round, which, however unfortteyahe outcome of the 2006 war
makes inevitable ,but in 2008 by the invasion oz&dsrael committee the same
errors and miss of calculations and depend onpthwer alternative not on the

political one .

4.9 Summary

This Chapter presents the impacts of the July Wiaisiael's foreign policy, as Israel
was defeated in the War. Various aspects in tlgarceare explained herein, which
are the military escalation between the two parfEsel's mission outcomes, urgent
diplomatic effort, interior conflict and direct ptital impacts and lastly the regional

alliances which Israel enjoyed after the War.
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V

CONCLUSION

5.1 Summary

This study has discussed generally the importariceititary power and foreign
policy in international relations and particulatige Israeli military-then-political
position after its defeat in the July War 2006. Mitthe matter of assessing the
implications of the July War 2006 on Israel's fgreipolicy, the study aimed at
highlighting the relation between military powerdaforeign policy; identifying the
reasons that stood behind the July War 2006; aatyzng the July war's impact on

Israel's foreign policy.

A descriptive approach of analysis has been usegleishrough examining
historically the roots of the conflict and concatittg on the 33 days of the war from
12 July 2006 to 14 August 2006 and the impact efwlar on Israel's foreign policy.
Military power is generally known as the main pilla strategic studies to attain
certain political ends, whether by the actual usm@e or by threatening or deterring
others, which reflect the themes of the RealismoSthForeign policy on the other
side is known as the interaction, which concersslfitwith shaping the relations
between a certain state on the on hand and cetlagm entities on the other hand in
order to achieve its national interests, regardtésshat sort of power that will be

used by that state toward the other entities.

The July war 2006 was almost a result of the Ulairaito establish a new (or

great) Middle East region and to transform Lebafmom a state to reject to a state to
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accept the US role and new project. The study kasmimed the beginning of the
conflict, Hezbollah action, and Israeli action, itios of Lebanon, allegations and war
crime reports, casualties, international action seattion, and ceasefire and reviews

of the conflict along with many other considerasiari the War.

It has been found that military power is the kestiament to achieve political
ends and to defend the Israel's foreign policysirdst and deterrence are the most
dominant factors when drawing military policieslgnael, so it seeks to sophisticate
its military capabilities to face any expected taily attack; the Israeli military and
political leaderships failed in achieving their tgavhereas the Islamic resistance
achieved its, as in cutting the arm of the Isrdelerrence policy; and some changes

occurred in Israel's foreign policy after the Juhar 2006.

5.2 Main Findings

Throughout its attempt to describe what an assoonidietween military power and
foreign policy exists, the warlike conflict betwedsraeli and Hezbollah and the
impacts of the July war on lIsraeli foreign politlge present study has reached the
following main findings or generalizations:

. As the application of military power to meet vitational objectives, a state's
power has certain strategies. These include a veidge of measures geared toward

coercing or threatening other entities into compula

. Regarding Israel's military power as the main unsint in shaping and

defending its foreign policy, the Israeli interestgjuire to be attained building up a
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strong army, which should be equipped with highhtetogy and armament,

including nuclear weapons as a deterrence power.

= Military power is the main and crucial instrumerit foreign policy. The
relationship between military power and foreignigplis interrelated and mostly
depends on how much strong a state's military pasvend how much this power can

affect others and achieve its interests.

. A war of no choice is a defensive war that is fdraen Israel, thereby
absolving the country and its leadership of anyahagsponsibility for its outbreak

and the subsequent deaths incurred on each side.

" Israel's military escalation was a response to ecgieed weakness and

growing danger: the steady erosion of Israeli detme.

" Beyond the actual results of the summer war, mamgelis were concerned
that the war objectives were not accomplished drel relative Israeli defeat by

Hezbollah had dangerous general effects.

= The results of Israel's war with Hezbollah appearhave fallen short of

Israel’s ambitious objectives.

= Even if the Israeli war on Hezbollah also had sqrositive results from the
Israeli perspective and it did not defeat Hezbolldde war did weaken it, deplete

some of its arsenal, and expose its strategiesaaihds.
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. Hezbollah emerged from the war stronger than ewespite of its military
capabilities and infrastructure have been degrégddrael’s ferocious assault, but its
political influence, not only in Lebanon but acrdke Arab and Muslim world, has

been enhanced.

" The July War exposed how much more vulnerable lisimgo external
conventional attacks and the realization that thlg mevitable solution is a political
one, involving a comprehensive peace with all neggk that may require the long-

term presence of international forces on all itdbes.

. Israel's 2006 war against Hezbollah in Lebanon wgistly considered the
gravest failure in Israeli military history. Durir@nd after the war, Israel sank into a

strident, nationalistic atmosphere and darknesarb&gcover everything.

. If Israelis decide against future territorial withdals and rely solely on their
military for security, they will miss a new oppoanity to make peace with their

neighbors.

. With Israeli expectations being set high, the mixesult of the summer war

was perceived as a loss and then Israel now stdradsrossroads.

. The war on Lebanon was fought primarily as an éfforadvance America's

hegemonic objectives in the Middle East rather theua defense of Israel's legitimate
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security interests is made more apparent by howadarg the war was to Israel's
political and strategic interests.

. Syria's alliance with Hezbollah is purely instrurtenn the status que thus it
will not play a constructive role unless Jolereghts return back and find a
solution for Sheba farms .

. There is little hope for the resumption of peacgcpss with Palestinians and
renewal of indirect negotiation with Syria medsghtoy Turky .

. Israel's attitude toward the use of force depaxst markedly from the realist

heritage.

5.3. Recommendations

Based on the above-stated generalizations, themrasudy would recommend the
following to be taken into account for the decisioakers and for any future research
in this diverse field of the association betweetitany power and foreign policy in
general and the impacts of the July War on Issafeieign policy in particular:

. The inevitable solution for Israel to maintain isecurity is apolitical
alternative not a military one , that proved by SGQR0O1 which have been cooked in
UN chambers not in the battle field and Israel litsonsider it as the best
accomplishment in the war , and the military poweldom creates anew political
environment in the contemporary Middle East .

. Delaying the peace process harmful for all the meidehst nations included
Israel and should take apolitical track with saftyer approach .

. The solely decision that could be taken by any Astdie or entity lead to
weakness and more Arab unity division and to éffecthe combination Arab

market as the model which that happened to thedean countries before its union .
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. Israel depend on the international and westerntmkchieve it's interest and
to sustain its securitywhich that clearly appeared in the drafting the SIZR1 by
USA and Franc

. The only guarantee for the long peace and stahiityhe region with all

Israel,s borders is spreading international foraed internationalization the peace

process and its outcome .
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