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AMENCAN FOREIGN POLICY AND I s w :  W m  GND HOW POLICY DECISIONS 
ARE MADE 

by 
Jean Kanan 

Abstract 

On May 14,1948 the State of Israel was proclaimed independent and within 
minutes was immediately recognised by the United States. This recognition not ody  
opened the door to future U.S. foreign policy initiatives in the Middle East but gave 
the U.S. a shong presence in the Middle East via Israel. The evolution of the 
relationship between the U.S. and Israel has progressed from that of limited 
involvement to an unusual partnership. 1967 marked the tuniing point in U.S.-Israeli 
relations, the US. began implementing foreign policies more favourable to Israel and 
began a riew course in the relationship.providing Israel with considerable amounts in 
U.S. funds and military support. 

This thesis examines the development of this unique relationship in foreign 
policy resulting in the sizeable transfers of U.S. funds and military support. It looks 
at the foreign policy decision making process of the different administrations since 
Israel's birth. Focus on the decision making process is primarily directed towards the 
president and his secretary of state. This thesis looks at how seven determinants 
weigh on each administration with a variation from president to president and 
seaetaries of states. These determinants are said to have diversely affected the 
outcome of U.S. foreign policy decisions towards Israel. The seven determinants are: 
(1) the beliefs, attitudes, and personality of the president, (2) the beIiefs, attitude and 
personality of the secretary of state, (3) the relations between the president and the 
seaetary of state, (4) the role of the AmeRcan Jewish community, (5) the role of 
Congress particularly in regards to foreign aid, (6) the role of other domestic groups 
and pressures in Arnerican politics, (7) the international strategic environment, 
particularly during the cold war era. 
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On May 14,1948 the State of Israel was proclaimed independent and within 
- 

minutes was immediateiy recognised by the United States. This recognition not onIy 

opened the door to future U.S. foreign policy initiatives in the Middle East but gave 

the US. a strong presence in the Middle East via Israel. The evolution of the 

relationship between the U.S. and Israel has progressed from that of Iimited 

involvement to an unusual partnership. The result of this partnership links a small 

but militariIy powerful Israel, dependent on the United States for its economic and 

military strength, with the U.S. trying to balance competing interests in the regionœl 

The development of the relationship between Israel and the United States was 

gradual until a turn of events in 1967, when France, then Israel's major d i t a r y  

supplier, in protest for Israel initiating the '67 war, refused to continue to supply 

Israel with weapons.2 1967 marked the turning point in U.S.-Israeli relations, the U.S. 

began implementing foreign policies more favourable to Israel and began a new 

course in the relationship providing Israel with considerable amounts in US. funds 

and military support. 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the development of this unique 

relationship in foreign policy resulting in the sizeable transfers of U.S. funds and 

CIyde R. Mark, Israeii-United States Relations (Washington: Congressional Research Service - Library of 
Congress, October 2996), p.1. 



military support. In order to do so it is essential to look at the foreign policy decision 

making process of the different administrations since Israelrs birth. Focus on the 

decision making process will be primarily directed towards the president and his 
- 

secretary of state. since foreign policy is essentially the jurisdiction of the executive 

branch. Given the intensity of the decision making process within the Executive, it is 

crucial to place perspective on the determinants that may affect the outcome of the 

decisions made by the persons responsible. In this thesis, these determinants WU be 

applicable to the various presidenh and secretaries of state. The determinants this 

thesis will refer to are as follows: (1) the beliefs, attitudes, and personality of the 

president, (2) the beliefs, attitude and personality of the secretary of state, (3) the 

relations between the president and the secretary of state, (4) the role of the American 

Jewish community, (5) the role of Congress particularly in regards to foreign aid, (6) the 

role of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics, (7) the international 

strategic environment. particularly during the cold war era. This thesis will look at 

how the determinants weigh on each administration with a variation from president to 

president and secretaries of states. 

For the purpose of this thesis the conceptual approach that will be applied is 

based on the work of Roger Hilsman who has developed a "political process model" to 

Donald Neff, Fallen Pillars, U.S. Poliw towards Palestine and Israel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p. 172. 
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explain specific American foreign policy decisions and outcomes.3 The reliance on  

Hiisrnan reflects on the nature of this topic itself. This thesis emphasises the decision 

making process by dealing with top political offÏcials rather than the bureauaacy.4 
- 

International power politics is not enough to explain what this thesis sets out to attain 

since power politics fomses on the state and not kidividuaIs.s In making the case for a 

political process model, Hüsman first aiticises the realist or "power politics" model in 

explaining policy. Hilsman calls it the "strategic geopolitical model" and assesses the 

assumptions for this model as the following: the aciors in internationai affairs are 

states, the state seeks power, the state seeks relativeIy few goals, states achieve goals 

systematicdy, and f i n d y  the pursuit of state goals is conducted through rational 

analysis that is both objective and without emotion6 Hilsman condudes that with the 

strategic geopolitical model, the personalities and ideologies of the different leaders 

are irrelevant, since primary focus is on the state.7 In other words, the strategic or 

geopolitical mode1 deduces that the actors, or states, are like black boxes with the ody 

difference being in size, strength and their location in a strategic sense? With this 

information, the analyst need not know what goeç on inside the box. HiIsman argues 

that this model, although useful as a tool, is not a really a description of reaiity since he 

Roger Hilsman, The PoIitics of Policv Makingin Defense and Foreim Affairs, Conceptual Modeis and 
Bureaucra tic Po i itics, Çecond Edition (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1990) . 
See Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: ExpIainin~ the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little Brown, 

1971). For a review of foreign policy analysis rnodeis, see Laura Neack, Jeanne A.K. Hey, and Patrick J. 
Haney Eds., Foreign Policv Analvsis: Continuitv and Chancre - in its Second Generation (New Jersey: 
Prentice Haii, 1995). 
5 See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Amonp: Nations: the StrunnIe for Power and Peace (New York: Knopf, 
1985, 6Lh Edition). 

Ibid., p. 45. 
Ibid., p. 46. 



does not consider the state to be an entity with its own goals choosing one course of 

action over another.9 Foreign affairs requires concrete decisiom which can o d y  be 

made by individuds, dthough the men and women who do make these deusions do 
- 

so in the name of the state.10 The only way to understand a state's behaviour is by 

actualIy looking inside the box and the people who make up the state's deasion 

According to Hilsman, the process by which governrnents make decisions is 

political, hence the political process conceptual model. When an analyst opens the U.S. 

box, he or she finds a govenunent headed by a president, a legislahue and a judiciary.11 

The most fundamental assumption of this model is that the deusion making process 

indudes a nurnber of people, most of whom are in govemment. This would emphaçise 

the president and other rnembers of the National Security Counul, composed of the 

president, the vice-president and the secretaries of state and deferne." Others who 

may affect the outcome of decisions include members of Congress, members of interest 

groups, the media and the mass of the voters, arnong others.13 In order to have a voice 

in the decision making process both the govemment and non-govenunent people, 

which Hilsman refers to as power centres, go through vehicles such as the White 

Ibid. 
Ibid., p. 47., see Richard C. Snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin Edç., Foreipn Policv Decision hdakinr: 

(New York: Free Press, 1962). 
Io Ibid., p. 38. 
I L  Ibid., p. 53. 
l2 Ibid., p. 78. 
l 3  Ibid. 



House, Congress, State Department and lobby goups. These individual power centres 

are given identities with respect to par t ida .  derisions or outcornes in te- of thek 

relevant goals, values, beliefs and perceptions; organisational power centres are given 
- 

identities in terms of relevant organisationally-defined goals and the current policies 

and values they represent.14 These actors are also defined in terms of the "power" they 

are able to bring to bear on a partidar issue or problea For OUI purposes, the term 

"power" alludes to the capacity to infhence detisions and outcomese15 The actors who 

contribute to the decision making process maintain a certain degrees of influence. For 

example, the president yields more influence in foreign policy than any individual 

member of Congress and a high profile lobby group is more Lücely to influence an 

executive decision than Congress, depending on the nature and number of followers 

the lobby group has. Hilsman's political process conceptual mode1 asserts that each 

power centre presumably values the United States and shares the goal of preserving 

the power and prestige of the US., possibly at times for the sake of power and 

prestige? In addition to the ultimate state goals, each power centre has other goals, 

organisational, and even personal. Since individuds are the power centres who make 

up the decision making process, it is quite natural that their own personal goals are 

meshed into the process. 

'4 Keith Coulter, Operation Eade Claw: Explaining A Foreim Policv Failure (Unpubiished PhD Thesis, 
Department of PoIitical Science, Carleton University, 1995), p. 39. 
'"bide 
l b  Ibid., p. 79. 



While the executive dearly dominates in foreign policy decision-makins the 

separation of powers system in Washington does give an independent role to the 

Senate in treaty ratification and to Congess in foreign and military aid allocations. As 
- 

U.S. policy to Israel includes an important aid dimension, the political process model 

gives attention as well to the Congressionai role, and the influences on Congress by 

Iobbyists and interest groups." The model considers as important elements the 

participants' perspective on international affairs, realistic expectations about the final 

outcome, taking into consideration political bargaining and the influence of domestic 

politics on foreign policy.18 Having discussed the breakdown of Hilsman's political 

process model, it is important that it be considered the foreign policy decision making 

process throughout the course of this thesis. Defined, the foreign pol iq  decision 

making process is conceptualised as a group activity, played out in an inter- 

organisational way at the highest levels of govemment, in which specific individuals, 

representing both themselves and their organisations, make decisions and affect 

0utcornes.1~ In this group setting, there is cornpetition in the fonn of disagreement, 

conflict and struggle due to the diverse goals, values, beliefs and perceptions of the 

individual decision makers involved.~ 

- - - 

" Ibid., p. 81. 
l8 Ibid. 
l9 Keith Coulter, Operation Eagle Claw: Explainhg A Foreign Policv FaiIure (Unpublished PhD Thesis, 
Department of Political Çcience, Carleton University, 1995), p. 40. 
20 Ibid. 
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Keith Codteis unpubfished PhD thesisn uses HiIsman's political process 

rnodel to explain why certain foreign poIicy decisions were made during Jimmy 

Carter's administration. In lookuig for responses to foreign policy questions, Coulter 
- 

discovered Hilsman's mode1 most us& since it opens the "bladc box" of the state's 

decision making process and rigorously examines patterns and dynamics involved 

during both the decision making and implementation phase." However, in order to 

develop a political process explmation or outcome there are four steps that must be 

taken First, one has to identify the power centres discussed earlier, the organisations 

and individuals involved." Second, one must examine the activities of each of these 

key decision makers in te- of the basic concepts of the rnodel, such as in terms of 

their goals, values, beliefs and perceptions and in temu of the current policies and 

interests of the organizations they head, exposing any tensions or contractions.24 Third, 

one must assess the power of each of these individuds, relative to others involved 

assessirtg the degree of influence or persuasion25 Findy, one must examine the 

specific way in which the decision was taken or the outcome achieved, the strategies 

employed by the decision makers involved, the pressures on each of them and the 

details of the process dynamics such as confIict and accommodation, struggle and 

compromise, manipulation and persuasion, bargaining as well as consensus building.Z6 

'1 Keith Coulter, Operation Eaale Claw: Explaining A Foreim Poliw Failure (Unpublished PhD Thesis, 
Department of Political Science, Carleton University, 1995). 

Ibid., p. 29. 
Ibid., p. 40. 
Ibid., p. 41. 
Ibid. 

z6 Ibid. 



In order to grasp a clear understanding of the political process model, Coulter 

developed a table outlining the four steps. 

Prior to applying the political process model, Coulter identifies the limitations 

of the model, limitations which should also be identified for the purposes of this 

thesis. The absence of a clear "if-then" relationship places more of a burden on the 

analyst since the analyst must weigh the evidence and detennine using the fach that 

the model suggests are important, why a particular decision was taken or outcome 

achieved? The model does not provide a formula or fixed variables, since variables 

or determinants Vary between decisions or outcornes, therefore, the analyst must 

decide on which variables were most effective. The strength of the explanation is 

TABLE 1: T H E P O ~ C A L  PROCESS 
MODEL 

3 Ibid., p. 46. 

TYPICAL PROCESS DYNAMICS 
Conflict/ Accommodation 
Stnrggle / Compromise 
Manipulation / Persuasion 

Acrons 
Power Centres: 

individualç 
Organisations 

Inter-Organisational groups Beiiefs Bargaining/ Consensus Building 
Perceptions Strategies / Coping S M s  

Power 
Current policies PoLicy Developrnent 

Value Co&ct 
Uncertain ty 
Response to Pressures 

(Keith Couiter ,1995, p. 41) 

BASIC CONCEPTS 

Goals 
Values 



therefore dependent on the individual ski11 of the analyst in applying the model, not 

on the validity of statements in the model about the relative importance of such 

factors.28 Another limitation Codter describes is the fa& that the mode1 takes the 
- 

values and beliefs of individual decision makers as a starting point without making 

reference to where they originated. This limitation can be resolved only if the 

analyst decides to search in more personal material such as biographical and auto- 

biographical books, which is the case for this thesis. In order to provide a more solid 

framework on the personal values and beliefs d e t e d a n t ,  as much as possible 

reference was made to the biographical and auto-biographicd work of the president 

and the secretary of state in  question. Coulter also believes that because the Hilsman 

political process model is heavily focused on American institutions and processes, it 

would be difficdt to apply it to other countries. This thesis focuses on U.S. policy 

toward Israel, on decisions rendered by the U.S. towards Israel. Therefore, Israel's 

executive decision making mechanism is not excluded from this paper, rather a full 

study of U.S.-Israel relations wodd  require a process model appropriate to Israeli 

i n~ t i tu t ions .~~  

The question that the political process model seeks to answer in this thesis is 

"why do U.S. foreign policy makers make the foreign policy decisions they do 

towards Israel?". In order to respond to this question what must be discussed is the 

Ibid., p. 47. 
29 For a similar process mode1 specific to Israeii institutions and processes, see MichaeI Brecher, Decisiors 
in Israet's Foreim Policv (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975). 
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actual application of the political process model in this thesis. The mode1 wilI then 

be focused on the decision makers themselves, which for the purpose of this paper 

are the president. the secretary of state and in some circumstances the national 

secwity advisor. An important aspect of the application of the political process 

model in this paper is the influence of non-government power centres, most 

particularly the role of interest groups and the American voter. For this reason, the 

Iist of determinants, discussed earlier wilI concentrate on the decision makers, such 

as the president, secretary of state, in some circumstances the national security 

advisor, and on Congress in terms of foreign aid. 

This current chapter serves as an introduction to this thesis, outlining the 

politicai process model and underlying the reasons that it is the best theoretical 

approach with the topic at hand. However, a brief introduction into the history of 

Israel and the evolution of the relationship between Israel and the U.S. is necessary. 

Historical Background 

Following World Wat 1, the victorious powers had essentially sat down to 

arrange what had been left over from the Ottoman Empire, or what we know today as 

the Middle East. The League of Nations, an international organisation established as 

a result of the war, had its first decision to make, mandate Palestine to the U.S. or to 



Britain.30 The Versailles Conference awarded the Palesfinian Mandate to Britain who 

conducted its mandate for twenty-eight years until May 1947 when the British 

govenunent gave notice that it would abandon the mandate in one yearl* This Ieft 
- 

an enormous responsibility on the United Nations and other leading powers who 

had to decide on one of two practical solutions: either to partition the mandate and 

create two nations; or to maintain the unity of the land, which meant giving control to 

the Arab r n a j ~ r i t y . ~ ~  For obvious reasons the Arabs rejeded the first sohtion and the 

Jews rejected the second solution. 

As time progressed and no solution was agreed upon in the early months of 

1948 Palestine descended into a heu of chaos and vioIence.33 Government 

institutions and agencies broke down, the British who had become the target of 

Jewish terrorist attacks had confined their role to trying to moderate the küling and 

maintain the status quo." The United States, under the Truman administration was 

under a large amount of pressure by the Zionists and the Arabs. The administration 

devised a two-part strategy to deal with Palestine, the aim was to desert or suspend 

the issue of partitioning Palestine into an Arab and Jewish state.35 The first part 

focused on undercutting the legal basis for m e d  intemention, thereby avoiding any 

George BaIl, Douglas BaII The Passionate Attachment Arnerica's Involvement with Israel, 1947 to the 
Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 19. 
31 Md., p. 20. 
32 Ibid. 

Donald Neff, Fallen Pillars, US. Policv Towards Palestine and Israel Since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palesünian Studies, 2995), p. 55. 
" Ibid. 



possibility for U.S. troops and the second part was to gain the Generd Assembly's 

agreement to suspend partition in favour of a trusteeship to replace the British 

mandate? 
- 

Problems in Palestine escalated as the British mandate neared an end. A 

Palestinian refugee problem emerged as the violence worsened and entire villages 

were abandoned. By the spring of 1948 Pdestinian refugees numbered close to 

726,000 men, women and children and were only given adequate attention later in the 

spnng.37 The Jews had made it clear that they had planned to proclaim their own 

state when the British finally withdrew in mid-May.= The Truman administration, 

in confIict over what course of action to take, recognised that the President was under 

a great deal of dornestic pressure and an election not far away. In spite of the 

political haggling, Tmman had decided to recognise Israel and did so at 6:11 p.m. on 

M a y  14, eleven minutes after Israel proclairned its existence.39 This marked the 

begïnning of the relationship between Israel and the United States. 

Thesis Outline: 

The focus in chapters two and three are the executive and those involved in the 

decision making process, namely the president and the secretary of state. Chapter 

35 Ibid., p. 58. 
Ibid. 

37 Ibid., p. 62. 
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid., p. M. 



two wiLI look at the period between 1948 and 1968. The obvious reason for beginning 

with 1948 and Harry Truman is straightforward. As explained above, Israei was 

established in 1948 and as the President, Truman decided to recognise Israel's 
- 

existence. All the presidents between 1948 and 1968 wiU be andysed in detail. The 

methodology for this chapter and the foIlowing chapter will rely Iargely on auto- 

biographicd and biographical material. This will prove most useful when discussing 

the beliefs and values of the president. This is the closest form of first hand 

information that can be obtained by providing insight that would normally not be 

disclosed in other materid. In addition to analysing the presidents, the secretary of 

state of the admi~stration wil1 ais0 be andysed by the same methodology used to 

analyse the president, since that person may have conhibuted to the outcome of a 

certain decision. Like each president, it will be necessary to refer to the biogaphy or 

auto-biography of the secretary of state in order to understand the origins of the 

person's values and beliefs. Finally, the five determinants will be linked to the 

president and his secretary of state but only those determinants that have an effect on 

the decision making process with the president and the secretary of state will be 

discussed. The Johnson era will signal the end of chapter two for the reason that it 

marked a hirning point in U.S.-Israeli relations. As will be discussed, the 1967 war 

altered France's previous arrangement to supply Israel with defensive weapons in 

asserting her disapproval for initiating the 1967 war. The Johnson administration 



filled this gap for domestic reasow, setting a precedent for the following 

administration, 

- 
Chapter three will continue with the same theme as chapter two, by analysing 

the presidents and the secretaries of state between 1969 to 1989. Chapter three will 

also introduce a new actor in the decision making process, the national security 

advisor. This is largely due to the role Henry Kissinger played in the Nixon 

administration and the fact that his decisions on certain occasions overrded the 

decisions of the seaetary of state. Once again, significance will be laid on the 

biography and auto-biogaphy of the president, seuetary of state and now the 

national security advisor. In following the same practice as chapter two, dl five 

deterrninants wilI be measured according to their weight on each of the actors and 

how these determin& may have contributed to the outcome of certain decisions. 

Both chapters two and three will rely a great deal on historical material in addition to 

the already mentioned pertinent material. This will provide the reader with insight, 

while at the same time continuing with the political process mode1 of analysing the 

decision making process. The Bush and Clinton administrations are not analysed, 

due to the continuing uncertainties in this new phase of U.S. policy, and the relative 

lack to date of solid information and analysis. The framework could well be used to 

extend the analysis when more material becomes available. 



Chapter four wiil serve more as a background chapter on  explmation of three 

of the determinants. Two of the determinants inchde the beliefs, attitude, and 

personality of the president and of the seuetary of state which is in large part 

covered in chapters two and three by the nature of the methodology used to deduce 
- 

this information. The thVd determinant rnakes reference to the relations between the 

president and his secretary of state, which is also more insighthil when extracted 

from the biogaphy or auto-biogaphy of the president and his secretary of state, as 

will be the case for chapters two and three. Three determinants require a more in 

depth andysis, because their influence on the decision making process is more 

dominant than the others. The focus of chapter four will be on the role of the 

American Jewish community, the role of Congress particularly in regards to foreign 

aid and the role of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics. What is 

discussed is how these determinants influence the decision making process, on the 

president, seaetary of state and national security advisor. In essence what the reader 

will discover from this chapter is that, influencing the decision making process is in 

the form of a chain reaction. For example, the lobby pressures rnembers of Congress 

who in turn pressures the president or the lobby pressure the secretary of state who 

in turn provides a more sympathetic case scenario to the president who finally 

renders a decision. 



Chapter five will serve as the analytical chapter which d l  require an 

examination of the presidencies since 1948. By this point, it has been made clear that 

for the purpose of this thesis the decision making process is focused on the president 
- 

and the secretary of state, whose decisions may be influenced by one of the seven 

determinants. The seven determinants will be divided into headings with a bnef 

summary of each determinant. Subsequently, reference will be made to the president 

or secretary of state affecteci most or least by that particular determinant. This WU 

aUow for a cornparison and contrast of each president and secretary of state. This 

wiU also allow the andyst and reader to determine the development of any patterns 

or consistencies. Here, the reader will be able to get a m e r  understanding of the 

first four chapters, since it details the actud influences on the decision making 

process. Chapter six will conclude the thesis by discussing how the political process 

mode1 unfolded in this thesis. 

U.S. foreign policy decisions in this thesis are relevant in terms of foreign aid 

and military build up. The following table provides an overview of the military and 

economic aid provided to Israel between 1949 - 1989 by the United States. Other U.S. 

assistance is not included in the following table. The figures provided in the 

colurnns under the headings milita y and economic include both Ioans and gants. 



U S  ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL 1949 - 1989 (MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

1984 1,700.0 910.0 2,610.0 
1985 1,400.0 1,950.0 3350.0 
1986 1,7226 1,898.4 3,621.0 
1987 1,800.0 1,200.0 3,000.0 
1988 1,800.0 1,200.0 3,000.0 
1989 1,800.0 2,200.0 3,000.0 

(Source: Clyde R Mark)40 

b 

Ja Clyde R. Mark, Israel: U.S. Foreign Assistance (Washington: Congressional Research Service - Libray of 
Congres, October 1996), p.24.. 
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Essentidy, the following chapters will set out to explain the fundamental 

question posed in this thesis which is "why do U.S. foreign policy makers make the 

foreign policy decisions they do towards Israel?". U.S. foreign policy decisions 

which indude economic and military support have provided basis for a gradua1 build 

up of a unique and cornfortable relationship between the U.S. and Israei. We have 

akeady narrowed the question of "who" is responsible, what wiU be sought in the 

coming chapters is "why". The focus on the political process mode1 wiU allow the 

reader to follow a fiamework with the seven determinants functioning as a reference 

point. 



CHAITER ?tVO: hIJ3UCA.N FOREIGN POLICY AND IsRAET..: THE M U E N C E  OF THE 
PRESIDENCY FROM TRIMAN TO JOHNSON, 1948-1968 

In understanding the development of American foreign policy tow-ards Israel 

since the establishment of Israel in 194841, primary focus can be placed on the 

following detenninants of that policy: (1) the beliefs, attitudes, and personality of the 

president, (2) the beliefs, attitude and personality of the secretay of state, (3) the 

relations between the president and the seaetary of state, (4) the role of the American 

Jewish community, (5) the role of Congress partidarly in regards to foreign aid, (6) the 

role of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics, (7) the international 

strategic environment, particularly during the cold war era. In this and the following 

chapter, the analysis will proceed through each American presidency from Truman to 

Reagan to show how the policy of building up Israel's rnifitary power in the Middle 

East has developed. The chapters are also divided chronologically: this chapter de& 

with presidencies from Truman through Johnson, three Demoaats and one Republican 

presidency for the twenty year period from 1948 to 1968. The next chapter takes up the 

next twenty years from 1968 to 1988, a very active period in Arnerican commitment to 

Israel: three Republican presidents and one Demoaat. The 1967 war is a major 

watershed in Arnerican commitment to Israel for it was then that the United States 

became Israel's major military supplier. 

'1 May 14,1948 David Ben Gurion proclaimed the creation of the state of Israel which was immediately 
recognized by the U.S. government and the Soviet Union. 
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As the U.S. president from 19451953, Harry S. Truman played a particularly 

significant role in establishing many precedents for subsequent US. policy towards 

Israel. First of all, he quickly recognised the Jewish state on May 14, 1948 despite 

opposition from the State Department In doing this , he moved the centre of policy on 

the Middle East fiom the Department to the White House, unl ike many other world 

regions where the Department plays a larger role in day-to-day policy. In the aftermath 

of the Second World War, Truman also showed considerable sympathy for the 

suffering of European Jewish s d v o r s  of the Holocaust. In doing so, he played down 

the difficdties Great Britain was then having trying to manage the rival daims of Arab 

Palestinians and the Jewish settlers to the Palestine temtory, which had been assigned 

to Bntain as a mandate by the League of Nations following World War 1. For four 

hundred years before this, Palestine had been part of the Ottoman Empire, one of the 

Central Powers defeated by the Allies in World War 1. kesident Truman paid 

particularly close attention to the concerns of the American Jewish community and 

Israel as he manoeuvred to win a close election as President lm 1948. 

Truman assumed the presidency in 1945 on the death of President Roosevelt in 

the immediate post wax period, tensions in Palestine quickly escalated The British and 

the Zionists didn't see eye to eye, and intemal fighting had begun in Palestine between 

Arabs and Jews, and Jews with the British army. Unwilling to deal with the constant 



conflict, the British finalIy set a deadline to withdraw from Palestine. At the time 

British goals were twofold: first, in view of her strained fininancial and military 

resources Britain hoped to seek a peaceful solution in adjudicating Jewish and Arab 

claims in Palestine; and secondly, to do this without provoking hostiIity fi& the Arab 

wor1d.e The only directive of U.S. policy on Palestine had been a promise horn 

President Roosevelt to King Saud of Saudi Arabia, that the U.S. would make no move 

hostile to the Arab people and wodd not assist the Jews against the Arabs.43 On A p d  

5,1945, in a Ietter to King Abdul Aziz Ibn Saud, Roosevelt wrote that "Your majesty 

WU r e c d  that on previous occasions 1 communicated to you the attitude of the 

American Government toward Palestine and made clear our desire that no decision be 

taken with respect to the basic situation in that country without full consultation with 

both Arabs and Jews"." 

According to Truman's memoirs, the fate of the thousands of Jews in Europe - 
redy only a fraction of the millions whom Hitler had doomed to death - was a primary 

concern of his, because of the suffering they had endured.45 This concern was iternised 

as being top on his agenda foIlowing a meeting with Dr. Stephan Wise, Chairman of 

- -  - - 

42 George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p. 23. 
43 Harry S. Truman, Years of Trial and Hope Volume 2 (Garden City New York: Double Day & Company 
Inc., 1956), p. 133. 
J-' Donald Neff, Fallen Pillars, US. PoIicv towards Palestine and Israel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p. 25. 
43 Ibid., p.137. 
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the Amencan Zionist Emergency coundP6 The two had engaged in a discussion about 

the Jewish vidims of Nazi persecution and the serious problem of the resettlement of 

the refugees, this unfolded naturally into a discussion of a proposed state and 
* 

homeland in PaIestine.47 Truman's logic on the question of Palestine as a Jewish 

homeland went badc to the solemn promise that had been made to them (the Jews) by 

the British in the Balfour Dedaration of 19179 The Declaration was made in a 

persond Ietter from Foreign Secretary Balfour to a prominent British Jew, which stated 

that "His Majesty's Govenunent vkw with favour the establishment in Palestine of a 

national home for the Jewish peopleff.49 Therefore, accordùig to Tnunan, this promise 

just as a l I  promises made by responsible, civilised governments had to be kept.j0 In his 

own words, Truman contradicted himçelf, since it was he who broke President's 

Roosevelt's promise to King Saud. His reasons for supporting a Jewish state wiIl Iater 

be linked to dornestic factors, such as the Amencan Jewish community and the 

relevance they held during an election year. 

More important in the formulation of his policy towards Palestine was the fact 

that Truman was subject to a great deal of domestic pressure by Amencan Zionists. 

Tmman himself admitted that during that crucial time, prior to the recognition of 

46 Harry S. Truman, Memoirs by H a m  S. Truman Volume One Year of Decisions (Garden City, New 
York: Doubleday and Company Inc., 1953), p. 68. 
4' Ibid. 

Harry S. Truman, Years of Trial and Hope Volume 2 (Garden City New York: Double Day & Company 
hc., 1956), p. 132. 
49 Donald Neff, Fallen PiIIars, US. Policv towards Palestine and Israel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p.15. 



Israel, the White Aouse was subjected to a constant barrage, and that he had never been 

under as mu& pressure and propaganda under the persistence of the extreme Zionist 

leaders.5' This pressure is said to have disturbed and annoyed the president, who 
a 

nevertheless, continued to hold meetings with these leaders. At one point, it took the 

coercing of a Jewish friend to convince Truman to hold an 'off the record' meeting with 

Dr. Chah  Weizmann, leader of the World Zionist Organisation Truman disdosed 

that following this meeting the two had corne to a full understanding of each other's 

agenda52 Dr. Weizmann spoke about industrial activity in the Jewish state he 

envisaged and the xteed for land if the future immigrants were to be cared for23 

Truman expressed his interest in the Jewish problem, and added that his primary 

concern was to see that justice be done without bloodshed.~ 

The fact that Truman had entered an election year was an important variable in 

his outlook on the entire Palestine-Israel issue. Domestic political considerations 

weighed heavily on Truman and although the pre-convention campaign was in its final 

months, the poUs were showing he wodd Iose against almost any RepubIican 

- -- - - - - - - - 
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opponent.55 Rior to the election, in a meeting with American Middle East diplomats 

warning against Truman's policy direction, Truman responded that he had to answer to 

hundreds of thousand of constituents anxious for the success of Zionism.56 This was 
- 

Truman's main concern, and it was also the bais  upon which he made the dedion to 

recognise Israel. 
v 

Truman was very much aware of the American Jewish constituency during the 

1948 eledion and how gaining these votes codd favourably determine the outcome of 

the election It was this awareness that made him bring up issues on Palestine during 

the election campaign and propelled him to indude a statement with his beliefs on 

Israel in the campaign platform. Mthough Tmman and his opponent, Thomas Dewey 

had a gentleman's agreement not to outbid each other in pandering to the Jewish 

community, Dewey broke it two weeks before election day.s7 In response to this, while 

carnpaigning in New York, Truman chose to speak out on Israel affirming his will to 

help build in Palestine a strong, prosperous, free and independent democratic state.58 

In addition to this, Truman pledged that as soon as Israel established a permanent 

55 Donaid Neff, Fallen Pillarç, US. Policv towards Palestine and Israel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p. 62. 
'6 Alonzo L. Hamby, Man of the PeopIe, A life of H a m  S. Truman (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1995), p. 405. 
j7 Donald Neff, Fallen PilIars, U.S. Policv Towards Palestine and israel since 1945 (Washington DC: 
lnstitute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p. 90. 
'8 Ibid., p. 169. 
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government "it will promptly be given de jure recognition", and promised to expedite 

any loan applications from Israe1.59 

- 
Truman was sensitive to the idea that the Russians at any time would be ready 

to welcome the Arabs into their camp.60 Truman began to view that particular area in 

the region (the Middle East) as having long-range vital interests to the United States. 

In a meeting held two days before Israel's self-prodaimed e t e n c e ,  the Truman 

administration had decided that, in hope of gaining an advantage, the US. should give 

prompt recognition to the inevitable Jewish state before the Soviet Unio1~61 The 

argument heId there was that the U.S. would gain Israel's fnendship before the 

Soviets. However, many members in the administration, including Secretary of State 

George Marshall, agreed that this decision was a very transparent attempt to win the 

Jewish vote during a crucial election period.62 In fact, Truman did apply this strategy 

and went on to win the eIection with strong Jewish support. As promised, when IsraeI 

declared its independence, against the will of Secretary of State Marshall and without 

the prior knowledge of the U.S. delegation to the UN, Truman recognised within 

minutes the state of Israel. 

George Marshall served as Secretary of State under Harry Truman from 1947- 

1949. The two had opposing views on the Palestine question, Marshall's priority was 

j9 Ibid., p. 91. 
hO Ibid., p. 143. 

Ibid., p. 63. 



to find a solution for Palestine with which both sides could live in order to prevent a 

future succession of wars.63 Whereas Marshall preferred and strongly recomrnended to 

the President a tnrsteeship plan in which the United States would take over u n d  the 
- 

Arabs and Jews codd work out their own solution, T m a n  favored partition64 In 

either case, both the President and his Secretary of State realized that a solution of 

some sort was required. However, Truman's imrnediate recognition of the provisional 

govenunent of Israel even took George Marshall by surprise. In spite of the fact that 

Truman's action affected the relationship between himself and MarshaIl, Marshall had 

decided not to resign on the basis that Tnunan, as President, had the constitutional 

responsibility for making important decisions.~ 

Tmman defined his foreign poky towards Palestine and later on Israel, as one 

which was designed to bring about by peaceful means, the establishment of the 

promised Jewish homeland and easy access to it for the displaced Jews of Europe.66 

This policy, which Tnunan insisted upon not being proArab nor pro-Jewish was 

Tmman's policy rather than the White House policy. In fact, Tmman and his advisors, 

incIuding the State Department, clashed on the issue of Palestine. The State 

Department feared the Arabs would feel antagonised and therefore drawn into the 

Soviet camp. Truman did not feel this was an alternative. Irrespective of the opinions 

62 Ibid. 
63 Dean Rusk, As 1 Saw it (New York: W.W. Norton &Company, 1990), p. 247. 
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provided by the State Department, Truman was in charge of his own foreign poliq 

decisions. He adaiowledged this fact himself in recognising that in the differences of 

opinion between the White House and the State Deparhnent on the business of 

Palestine, there was never any question as to who made the decisions or whose pol iq 

would be followed.67 It was made dear that the president of the United States, and not 

the second or third echelon in the State Department was responsible for making 

foreign p o l i ~ y . ~  For obvious reasons, this made the president more prone to pressure 

tactics, since he was the single target of Zionist groups. Paradoxically, it was Truman 

who had to bear the responsibility for meeting with and subrnitting to various pressure 

gr ou ps. 

Under the Truman presidency, it was dear that Truman himself was in charge of 

foreign policy decisions. He overlooked the advice of the State Department and his 

Secretary of State, making crucial decisions on his own. The determinants which 

prevailed most during the Truman era on foreign policy to the Middle East, although to 

a Iesser degree were his beliefs and attitude on the tragic Holocaust More significant 

was the role of the Jewish community, particularly during an election year and even 

more so domestic groups and pressures in American politics. It was no secret that the 

White House, including Truman and Marshall were subject to a tremendous amount of 

- - 
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pressure by Zionist groups to recognise the state of Israel. A combination of these 

three determinants led to Truman's foreign policy towards Israel. 

- 
Unlike Truman, Eisenhower and his administration (19534961) were not 

favourable to the new Israeli government This was in part due to the fact that 

Eisenhower endeavoured to follow a more "even-handed" approach towards the 

Middle East69 Eisenhower felt largely immune to the dornestic pressure his 

predecessor was subjected to and rejected any obligation to the Jewish constituency 

which had overwhelmingly voted for his opponent, Adlai Stevenson70 This allowed 

him to take repeatedly a strong stand againçt Israel without having to face domestic 

pressures. 

Eisenhower took a strong position with regards to foreign policy decisions 

towards Israel. So much so, prior to the November 1956 elections, Eisenhower was 

warned by his political friends that his hard line actions towards Israel might prove 

poiitically dangerous? This hard line position was never more evident than during 

Eisenhower's handluig of the Suez aisis? At the tirne, Eisenhower Çeared that the 

IsraeIi govenunent under Prime Minister David Ben Gurion may have initiated 

69 George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990). 
p. 65. 
" George Ball, Douglas Ball The Passionate Attachment America's Involvement with Israel, 1947 to the 
Present (New York: W.W. Norton &Company, 1992), p. 43. 
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military action in order to gain U.S. support d u d g  an election campaign Ben Gurion 

had counted on the support of the American Jewish community and the careN 

consideration a presidentiai candidate might exercise so as not to upset the sway of the 
a 

votes. Ln spite of Ben Gurionrs ploy, Eisenhower proceeded to give strict orders to the 

State Department that they should inform IsraeI that the U.S. wodd hande their 

affairs exactly as though they didn't have a Jew in Arnerica? Zn spite of his "even- 

handed approach", and desire to not succumb to domestic pressures, Eisenhower 

remained attached to America's c o d t m e n t  to IsraeI's sunival. Persondy, he 

recognised that Israel as a tiny nation sunounded by enemies had a very strong 

position in the heart and emotions of the Western world because of the tragic suffering 

of the Jews throughout 25 hundred years of history.74 

Nevertheless, Ben Gurion proceeded with his plan to expand his country's 

bordes, and in 1956 attacked Egypt and captured the whole of the Sinai Peninsula? 

As pledged, the President took a hard stand on this action and insisted that Israel give 

up her recent conquest of the Sinai. Israel had not counted on Eisenhower's toughness, 

who adarnantly insisted that Israel give up its Sinai gains, causing a backlash by 

Israel's supporters against his admini~traüon.7~ The president's tough position did not 

In 1956 israel, France and Britain attacked Egypt foiIowing President Gama1 Abdel Nasser's decision to 
nationalise the Suez Canal. 
7, Griffith Robert, Ikds letters to a Friend 1941-1958 (Kansas: University of Kansas, 19û4), p. 175. 
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fare well with the Arnerican Jewish community, and as a result became subject, dong 

with his administration to an insurmountable degree of pressure? S e u e t q  of State 

John Foster Dulles privately complained that he felt it was aimost impossible to c a r y  
- 

out foreign policy not approved by Amencan Jews, and that the Israeli Embassy was 

practically dictating to the Congress through influential Jewish people in the country.n 

John Foster Dulles semed as President Eisenhower's Secretary of State from 

1953-1959. Eisenhower relied on the expertise of the State Department and his Secretary 

of State to assist him in his foreign policy decisions with Israel. The main reason this 

dependency developed was that Eisenhower h e w  very little about Israel and the 

Middle East, the history of the world and of international relations, areas which Dulles 

successfully compewated with his expertise? The President had corne to rely on his 

Secretary of State and had strategicaliy chosen Dulles, @en his background, so that he 

could leave in his quite capable hands the respowibility for guiding U.S. dealings with 

the other nations of the worldsO In this regard, Dulles, under the final mandate of the 

president, insisted on the exclusive and absolute command of every policy, every 

decision and every action that concerned foreign affairsmm However, it must be added 

at this point that the President took a more active part in the Suez crisis than in other 
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clipIomatic confIicts.82 Evidently, the State Department had failed to inform Dulles that 

the French and the Içraelis would most probably attack Egypt, leaving Dulles in a very 

embarrassing positions3 He had also led the President to believe that by almost daily 
- 

persuasion over the course of three months, he codd manipulate the British the French 

and Nasser successfully before anything had enipted, which was obviousiy not the 

case.84 The most essentid reason for Eisenhower's inaeased roIe in the Suez crisis was 

the fact that Dulles had falIen gravely ill on November 2, and to place a perspective on 

the dates of the crisis a cease f i e  was affected on November 6th, the British and the 

French withdrew by December 22nd and Israel by Marck= 

On Israel and the MiddIe East, Dulles and Eisenhower had instituted their 

Çamous even-handed approach under a policy called "impartiality" in hopes of 

appeasing the Arabs.86 He had been the first Secretary of State ever to visit the MiddIe 

East, spending twenty one days there." However, Iike Eisenhower, Dulles believed in 

fulfiIling America's obligations made by Truman to Israel. On a more personal note in 

an address to a Jewish delegation, Dulles had stated that America codd hardly allow 

the "Land of the kophets" to be wiped out, as the Arabs were threatening9 

n2 Ibid., p. 92. 
Ibid., p. 11. 
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Eisenhower's main concern in the Middle East was the ability of the U.S. to 

resist any Soviet infiltration into that part of the world Eisenhower's view of amis 

supply to Israel was within the context of the Cold WarP Paramount to the problems 

stirring in the Middle East was the Soviet challenge and, as a matter of both principle 

and national interest, Eisenhower was deterrnined to resist Soviet penetration into 

what he believed the most strategic area of the globe? This and the faa that he felt no 

obligation to domestic pressures athibuted to his even-handed approach, whkh the 

Israeli government translated into unfriendly American-Israeli relations. Although he 

had a strong and experienced Secretary of State, a l l  matters and final decisions were 

brought to the President's attention for final approval. Since the two had a very good 

relationship and mutual respect for one another, there was rarely, if ever a clash in 

policy. One determinant which piayed a role during the Eisenhower era was the 

international strategic environment during this early cold war period. However, the 

more significant deterrninants remain the attitudes, beliefs and personality of both the 

President and his Secretary of State and complimentary to this determinant is the 

relations between the two. 

Kennedy's presidency, 1961-1963, coincided with a relatively quiet penod 

during Arab-Israeli relations. Kennedy's view of the Middle East was not from an 

-- - - 
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East-West perspective, rather one which was syrnpathetic to nationalisan To 

Kennedy, national independence represented a primordial and most natural 

manifestation of collective human aspirations, which, in accordance with American 

traditions should enjoy the sincere support of the United 

for which Kennedy supported Israel and established 

- 
States? This was the basis 

favourable f oreign policy 

decisions towards Israel. Kennedy reaffirmed his c o d t m e n t  to Israel and, during 

his term, pledged his support nineteen times for Israel's security in case of an Arab 

attack.93 

Kennedy's relationship 

Israel's nuclear prolif eration. 

nuclear option for Israel based 

with Israel did encounter some difficulties over 

Prime Minister David Ben Gurion had sought a 

on a cultural-histoncal Iogic that had prevented the 

Jews from escaping the wrath of Hitler, and the fear that an Arab Hitler may sorne 

day emerge.94 He was able to do so with the extractable amounts of uranium Israel 

found in the Negev Desert immediately folIowing the 1948 war and developed with 

the assistance of the French25 Since Israel's early existence the French had become its 

major supplier of military weapons and the nuclear development enhanced their 

relationship until 1967. The alliance that had developed between the two was in 
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large part due to their recognition of Arab nationali~rn.~~ Accordingly, the French 

rooted their beliefs on Nasser's nationalism on the basis of his support of the 

Algerian claim to independence." 
a 

It was not until the end of 1959 that the CIA was able to establish that Israel 

was operating, with the assistance of the French, a nuclear bomb project at the 

"Dimona" reactor in the Negev Deserk98 Unwilling to accuse the Israelis of çuch 

activity, the Atomic Energy Commission's Chairman (AEC), John McCone (who later 

became CIA director under Kennedy) had decided to leak this information to the 

New York Times? Breaking the story propelled Ben Gurion to make the project 

publicly known in the Knesset in December 1960.1m This is the situation which faced 

Kennedy as he assumed the office of the President of the United States in 1961. 

The Kennedy administration i ~ t i a t e d  a milestone in U.5.-Israeli military 

relations by supplying Israel for the first time with defençive weapons, Hawk 

missiles.lm The agreement reached between the two was that the Hawks would be 

provided to Israel in exchange for regular visits by Americans to Dimona, where they 

would judge for themselves whether or not the installation was part of a weapons 

% Ibid., p. 43. 
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program.lo2 Kennedy had hoped that this wodd appease Israel's request for &tary 

aid while at the same time allowing the American's to keep a close range watch on 

their development of nuclear weapons. 
- 

Dean Rusk served as John Kennedy's Secretary of State when Kennedy 

assumed office and continued in this capacity under President Johnson when he 

assumed the off-ice following the death of Kennedy. The two had very different 

styles of goveming, Kennedy more relaxed and informal, often persondy c&ng on 

State desk officers for advice, Rusk more formal and silent.103 It was said that 

Kennedy had been bothered by Rusk's reluctance to lead and unwilIingness to fight 

for his policy views, which invariably left Kennedy to lead foreign policy 

decisions.lw The two had a very ceremonious relationship and when speaking 

together referred to titles rather than on a first name basis. This was dl embedded in 

Rusk's perception that a secretary of state should always remain at arms length with 

the president and that policy diiierences should be kept confidentid, anything 

otherwise would weaken an a d m i ~ s t r a t i o n . ~ ~ ~  Rusk's relationship with the 

President is defined in his belief that every secretary of state should mernorise the 

first sentence of Article II of the Constitution: "The executive power shaU be vested 

Io' Ibid., p. 72. 
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in a President of the United States of Ameri~a".~*~ Regardless of character 

differences, Rusk insists in his memoirs that in tems of foreign policy he and 

Kennedy remained on the same wavelength on most i ~ s u e s . ~ ~  
- 

Relations between the president and the seaetary of state played an important 

roie in the Kennedy-Rusk era. The style and lack of aggcessiveness as exhibited by 

Dean Rusk was compensated by President Kennedy's leadership role in foreign 

policy defisionç. Kennedy dealt with Israel himself because of the sensitivity of the 

nuclear reactor and had initiated an exchange of defernive military weapons for 

sweillance of the nuclear plant. His concern over the nuclear build up in Israel was 

in respowe to the internationa.1 strategic environment, an important determinant 

during the K e ~ e d y  era with roots to his belief that "domestic questions can o d y  

Iose elections. Foreign policy can kill us alIf'.lo8 

President Lyndon B. Johnson (1963-1969) was very cowcious of the pro-Israel 

lobby in the American political process, and he had a tendency to link dornestic 

politics to foreign policy decision-making.lw In tems of the Arab-Israeli struggle, 

thiç link played an important role. Johnson feared that an Arab-Israeli confrontation 

had the potential of bringing into direct confrontation the Americans and the Soviets. 
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The pro-Israel lobby group's sole was important to Johnson in so rnuch that it 

reflected upon domestic politics. Johnson embraced Israel, in large part because of 

his personal sentiments towards Israel, thus making him the most pro-Israel 
- 

president up to that time.110 During his term, Israel compfeted its occupation of a l l  of 

Palestine in the 1967 war bringing it under total Jewish nile.111 

Johnson was very conscious of the pressure the pro-Israel lobby was capable 

of exerting on him and his administration. He was d s o  aware of the possible 

consequences of a particular poiicy defined as d e n d l y  to Israel and the American 

Jewish community. With regards to domestic pressures, Johnson remained carefuI to 

not alienate his Jewish constituency and in doing so, his administration pledged 

American foreign poliq to the aspirations of Israel. During Johnson's term, the 

United States radically switched from a moderate supply of defensive weapons to 

highly sophisticated arms for Israel's rnilitary forces.'* This switch to offensive 

weapons meant that the U.S. prepared itself to support Israel in other courses of 

rnilitary action that she may take. It is a i t i c a l  to note that up until the 1967, France 

was Israel's major supplier of defensive weapons for the reasons of alignment with 

Israel as explained under Kennedy. In protest of initiating the '67 war, French 

President Charles de Gaulle refused to continue to supply Israel with weapons and 
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assistance towards its nuclear deveIoprnent.113 In their respowe to the '67 war, the 

U.S. embargoed ail arm deliveries to Israel for 135 days.114 h s  transfers resumed 

following the embargo and in October 1968 (one month before the presidential 
- 

election), Johnson approved a sale to IsraeI of the most advanced jet fighter in the 

American arsenal at the tlme, the F 4 l s  

Johnson's persona1 feeling towards Israel certainly played a factor in his 

positive attitude towards the state. According to Johnson, he had always had a deep 

feeling of sympathy for Israel and its people, gdantly building and defending a 

modern nation against great odds and against the tragic background of Jewish 

experience9 Although Johnson relied on a tearn of foreign policy advisors, he 

finnly insisted on being fully informed and on reserving the final decision to 

himself.'l7 Where he lacked expertise and knowledge, he gained from his team of 

advisors. 

Dean Rusk aiso served as Johnson's Seaetary of state, and held a very 

different relationship with him than with his predecessor. Rusk carried with him the 

same concept of the presidency as he had with him under Kennedy, however, the 
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very nahue of the Johnson-Rusk relationship redefhed his role. The official 

relationship the Secretary of State had with the President was reinforced by personal 

friendship and certaidy more cordial than the one he had with Ke~edy .11~ Unsure 

of himself in foreign affairs, Johnson relied heavily upon Rusk, and upon taking 

office announced that the State Department would be the central force in foreign 

policy decision making.119 Therefore, although Rusk took the lead in foreign policy 

final approval for implementation passed through the President's hands. 

The determinants that played strongly during the Johnson era were the beliefs, 

attitude and personality of the president; the relations between the president and the 

secretary of state; and the role of other domestic groups and pressures in American 

politics such as the pro-Israel lobby. As explained, Johnson was very aware of the 

presence of the pro-Israel lobby and had also built up personal beliefs on his view of 

Israel and had also filled the void that France left as Israel's rnilitary supplier. The 

fact that he lacked experience in foreign affairs compelIed him to turn to the expertise 

of his Secretary of State who in tum held a formal vision of the role of the President 

of the United States who always kept an upper hand on al1 foreign policy decisions 

making him the key player. 

1'7 Ibid., p. 91. 
LIWean Rusk, As 1 Saw it (New York: W.W. Norton &Company, IWO), p. 327. 

Ibid. 



CHAPTER THREE: AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY AND ISRAEL: THE INFLUENCE OF THE 
PRESIDENCY FROM NIXON TO REAGAN 1969-1989 

This Chapter will proceed with the analysis of American Presidents and 
- 

secretaries of state from 1969-1989, three Republicans and one Democrat. FoUowing 

the chronological order of the previous chapter this chapter will deal with four 

presidencies, beginning with Richard Nixon and concluding with Ronald Reagan. 

Like the previous chapter, the andysiç will be based on American foreign policy 

towards Israel with focus on the following determinants: (1) the beliefs, attitudes, and 

personality of the president, (2) the beliefs, attitude and personality of the secretary of 

state, (3) the relations between the president and the secretary of state, (4) the role of the 

American Jewish community, (5) the role of Congress particularly in regards to foreign 

aid, (6) the role of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics, (7) the 

international strategic environment, particularly during the cold war era. 

When discussing the Nixon administration 1969-1974, and foreign p o k y  

towards Israel it is fundamental to consider the role that Henry Kissinger played 

both as National Security Advisor and later on as Secretary of State. Nixon, like 

Eisenhower openly admitted that he felt no obligation to the Amencan Jewish 

constituency, which allowed him to make decisions impartial to Israel. However, 

with the humoil of domestic politics that Nixon was embroiled in, a good part of the 

decision making process in foreign policy was handed over to Henry Kissinger as 



Secretary of State. Rarely did Kissinger rely on the opinion of others, particularly 

with regards to Middle East politics and Israel. The Nixon Doctrine spelled out the 

terms of k e r i c a n  foreign policy for the administration to foUow, d o w i n g  Kissinger 
- 

to continue to play a large part yet within the context of Nixon's definition. 

Nixon's indifference to the Arnerican Jewish community was in large part due 

to the fact that during the first election, a large number of American Jews had 

strongly backed his opponent Hubert Hurnphrey.m Even more so, the President was 

convinced that most leaders of the Jewish community had opposed him throughout 

his political career and delighted in letting associates and visitors know that the 

"Jewish lobby" had no effect on him." As a result, Nixon had to constantly stniggle 

to convince American Jews, Congress, the media and those within intellectual circles 

that he was not an anti-Semite.= In his memoirs Nixon states that throughout his 

presidency, he was in the unique position of being politically aloof to the major 

pressure groups involvement which in tum, meant that he had more fiexibility and 

freedom to freely do what he thought was the right thing.l* To Nixon, the "right 

thing" became his preoccupation with defending the American national interest 

abroad. In terms of the Arab-Israeli relationship, this meant preventing further 

George W. Ball, DougIas B. Baii, The Passionate Attachment America's Involvement with IsraeI, 1947 to 
the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 67. 
121 Ibid. 
1" Richard Nixon, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978), p. al. 
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Soviet domination of the Arab Middle East124 To Nixon, the Arab-Israeli stniggle 
. 

had great potentid in bringing about a confrontation between the superpowers 

during that cold war period. While he would have Iiked to broaden American 
- 

relations with the Arab countries, he favoured IsraeI's d t a r y  superiority over its 

Arab neighbours.m 

During his first tenn Nixon's administration took a passive role towards the 

Middle East but was accelerated in 1970 during the Jordan crisis and more so in the 

1973 October war just after Henry Kissinger had been appointed Secretary of Sta teP 

It wasn't until this period that U.S. foreign policy tumed particularly favourable 

towards Israel. The reasons for this wiU be discussed in the analysis of Kissinger's 

personality and role in the Middle East later in this Chapter. Fearing this would 

happen, Nixon admits in his memoirs that he first avoided giving Kissinger a 

reIativeIy decisive role during the first part of his administration due to his Jewish 

background.lP His main preoccupation was that Kissinger would not have the 

ability to remain impartial towards Israel in applying U.S. foreign policy. In spite of 

this, Nixon had frequently followed Kissinger's advice rather than his first Secretary 

of State, William Rogers, when it came to the condud of dipl~rnacy.~" This is 

124 Ibid., p. 477. 
'=George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the hfiddle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p. 133. 
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l5 Richard Nixon, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978), p. 477. 
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important to note since the President came to rely more on Kissinger's expertise and 

policies which inadvertently gave him a greater role in foreign policy decisions as 

National Security Advisor. 
- 

During the 1970 crisis in Jordan. later described as "Black September", the 

Fedayeen of the Palestinian Liberation Organisation chdenged the authority of King 

Hussein of Jordan, a pro-Western M0narch.D With the weak political situation in 

Jordan, Syria hoped to gain advantage and on September 20 invaded Jordan with 

tanks.'" The U.S. had decided against direct intervention and instead turned to 

Israel for help in order to draw the Syrians back to their borders. It was clear that the 

U.S. did not want the King overthrown and had rejected the P L 0  for wanting to do 

so. Moreover, this crisis demonstrates how Kissinger, with the assistance of the 

President, overruled Secretary Rogers on vital decisions in the Middle East. It was 

Kissinger who decided to tum to Israel and had subsequently called the shots during 

the crisis. He would render a decision and subsequently have Rogers informed of 

the course of action taken.131 On the question of an Israeli ground attack. Nixon had 

held discussions with Kissinger and asked him to contact Joe Sisco (Assistant 

Secretary) for his view. Although Sisco offered a State Department opinion, Nixon 

completeIy bypassed Rogers.132 Conflicting views of policy between Kissinger and 

1z9 Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1979), p. 362. 
l m  Ibid., p. 617. 
13' Ibid., p. 622. 
13' Ibid., p. 625. 



Rogers continued throughout the ordeal, with the President openly supporting 

Kissinger.133 

- 
In the foreign policy defined by Nixon, it was clear that certain cornponents 

favoured Israel. The Nixon doctrine spelled out the basis for defending its allies, like 

Israel. It stated that in cases involving other types of aggression, "we (the U.S.) shdl 

furnish military and economic assistance when requested and appropriate, but we 

(the U.S.) shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary 

responsibility of providing the rnanpower for its defencef'.134 The Nixon doctrine 

became a useful tool for Kissinger who used it to Israel's advantage, particularly 

during the 1973 war. 

Given that the second term of the Nixon era coincided with a relatively 

unstable period between the Arabs and the Israelis, Israel profited from a steady 80w 

of arxns and weapons from the United States. To Nixon, instability between the 

Arabs and the Israelis translated into instability between the Soviets and the 

Americans. On the question of continuing to provide unprecedented arms to Israel 

as pressured by the American Jewish community, Nixon felt that hardware alone to 

Israel was a policy that made sense five years pnor to his election, but no longer at 

that time and that there would be no blank checks, but of course he sympathised 

i35 Ibid., p. 630. 
13.1 George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the MiddIe East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p.117. 



with Israel's military needs.135 This statement was contradictory in itself and to U.S. 

foreign poIicy actions as guided and fonnulated by Hemy Kissinger while senring as 

Secretary of State. In fact, by the tune the 1973 Arab-Israeli war carne to an end 
- 

American foreign policy was characterised as having provided unprecedented 

amounts of military and economic assistance to Israe1.136 It was apparent that there 

became a discrepancy in what Nixon said and the policies which Kissinger 

implemented. 

In reviewing the Nixon administration, partidar importance is given to the 

determinant emphaçising the beliefs, attitude and personality of the National 

Security Advisor who later becarne Secretary of State. Kissinger's personality and 

expertise placed hirn at the centre of certain Presidential decisions. His on-going 

conflict with Secretary Rogers placed Nixon in the middle of the conflict often 

having to chose one strategy over the other, and it was Kissinger's advice which 

usually prevailed. As Nixon's Secretary of State, Kissinger shessed the importance of 

the cold war determinant on the grounds of the international strategic environment. 

As a result, Nixon became preoccupied with the cold war and the possibility of a 

superpower confrontation in the Middle East. Based on Nixon's calculations, as 

13"ichard Nixon, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New York: Grosset & Duniap, 1978), p. 1007. 
136 George Lenczowski, Amencan Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p. 138. 
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presented by Kissinger, military and finamid support to Israel was essentid in order 

to maintain international peace and stabüity. 

- 
Henry Kissinger first served under Richard Nixon as National Security Advisor 

from 1969-1973. In 1973 he was promoted to Secretary of State, while still assuming the 

role of National S e d t y  Advisor, and continued in this capacity when Gerald Ford 

assumed the Presidency. Kissinger was one of the few people in Washington who was 

not subjected to the pressures of the pro-Israeli lobby group because he did more to aid 

Israel's long t e m  power than any single individual before W 3 7  While he did not fall 

subject to the pressures of the pro-Israel lobby, he did become subject to criticisrn by 

fellow Jews, both Israeli and Amencan, on certain policies they deemed unfavourable 

to Israel. Kissinger's personal ties to Israel were based more on his being Jewish in an 

ethnic context rather than religious. Although not a Zionist, Kissinger felt a strong 

sense of pride in being Jewish and attachment to his people.13 His close political ties 

with Israel's political leaders helped remove much of the stress his predecessors 

suffered, since as far as his foreign policy objectives toward Israel were concerned, he 

maintained that the preservation of Israel was in the national interest of the United 

However, the onus remained on hirn to prove that Israel was as important to 

the U.S. as it was to him, without having his personal sentiments surface. He did so by 

137 Donald Neff, Fallen Piiiars, US. Policv Towards Palestine and Israel Since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 1995), p. 115. 
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anchoring Israel as a U.S. strategic ally within the context of the national interest and 

the Cold War, with the possibility of a confrontation in the Middle East with the 

Soviets. He focused on the "big pibure" of a superpower strategy and the belief that 

both Russia and Amenca could be drawn into a general war agaùist their will since 

each was aligned with local contestants.'* Those in high political M e s  cowidered 

Kissinger a power grabbing manipulator of American politics.141 Kissinger drew great 

pleasure from the international attention focused on him, the excitement and the image 

of an o d p o t e n t  diplornat and political rnagician.142 This played an important aspect 

in his taking the Iead role in issues and events both as National S e d t y  Advisor and 

Secretary of State. 

Throughout the Nixon administration both financial and military aid were 

important factors in U.S. foreign policy towards Israel, and Kissinger stressed this 

aspect more than any other person Kissinger's analogy was that withholding aid from 

Israel would head the U.S. into a simultaneous confrontation with the Soviets as well 

as the Israelis, and the Soviets were bound to be emboldened by the visible 

disassociation from their ally.143 With the active cooperation of Congress, he was 

instrumental in giving to Israel unprecedented amounts of U.S. economic, military and 

lJO Ibid., p. 191. 
l u  Ibid., p. 201. 
lJ2 Matti Golan, The Secret Conversations of Henrv Kissinaer (New York: Quadrangle, 1976), p. 178. 
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diplornatic aid, vastly strengthening the Jewish state against its Arab neighbours-l* He 

set into place a formula for future presidents, secretaries of state and elected 

representatives to follow in terms of future dealings with the Palestinian Liberation 
* 

Organisation (PLO). A memorandum of agreement codified on September 1, 1975 

estabfished that the US. (government) was to not deal with the P L 0  u t i l  it accepted 

among other things, Israel's right to exist.145 

Kissinger felt a common bond with the Jews of Israel, dthough he never 

practised his religion Kissinger codd never neglect the fact that the Holocaust was a 

reality and that his farnily had persondy suffered from it, with the loss of thirteen 

members.146 According to his memoirs, when visiting in Israel, Yad Vashem, the 

mernorial to the six million Jews who had died at the han& of the Nazis, Kissinger 

painhUy reminisced to that part of his history and offered a personal colflfnitment to 

the people of Israe1.147 Historically, Kissinger understood the two thousand years of 

suffering endured by the Jewish people. Now, during his tirne, his people had to 

struggle again to survive even as a tiny nation with little geographical ground 

surrounded by close to one hundred million potentid enernies willing to deshoy its 

existence and the existence of its people. These are all facts that Kissinger carried with 

him when he took on the role as Secretary of State. Kissinger adrnits that these are also 

lu Donald Neff, FalIen PiIlars, U.S. Policv Towards Palestine and Israel Since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Instihrte for Palesthian Studies, 1995), p. 116. 
1-15 Wolf BIitzer Between Washineon and Terusalem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), p. 206. 
lJ6 Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Littie, Brown & Company, 2982), p. 203. 



factors which led Nixon to believe that he had the potential of being biased in his 

judgement on Israd and the Middle East248 In the end however, this did not prevent 

Nixon from aIIowing Kissinger to serve as Secretary of State. 
- 

In spite of his personal sentiments and friendships with poiiticd Israeli figures, 

Kissinger strongy felt that Israel's security would only be presemed in the long nin by 

anchoring it to a strategic interest of the United States-"9 This meant that in order for 

Kissinger to be able to apply his policies towards IsraeI they had to in some way be 

tied to the U.S. national interest. In order for this to be achieved, Kissinger had to 

define the national interest towards the Middle East and more particularly, towards 

Israel for the duration of the Nixon era. The national interest in his view was a strategy 

directed at reducing Soviet influence, weakening the position of the Arab radicals, 

encouraging Arab moderates, and assuring Israel's security.'50 According to the 

policies exercised during the Nixon era, assuring Israel's security meant providing both 

military and economic aid, and giving the Israelis the more powerfd edge over the 

Soviet supplied Arab enemies. Kissinger recognised the growing presence of the 

Soviets in the Middle East and had estimated that following the 1967 war, the number 

of Soviet rnilitary advisors inaeased fivefold.151 
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Kissinger insists he was unable to influence the decisiom made towards Israel 

and the Middle East during Nixon's f i s t  term, prior to being named Seaetary of State. 

This was in large part due to his personal conflicts with the then Secretary of State, 
- 

William Rogers. By the same token, Kissinger acknowledged that when ail was said 

and done, Nixon's convictions were doser to his own that those of Secxetary Rogers, 

and often applied the brakes in time just often enough to prevent a coherent 

application of the State Department approach.152 Kissinger's zealous involvernent in 

certain events excluded Rogers fiom the deusion making process. In fact by the 

surnmer of 1970 it was clear to Rogers that he was being exduded from key 

decisions.153 Relations between the two had deteriorated to the point that White House 

and State Department representatives dealt with each other as competing sovereign 

entities, thus creating a bureauaatic stalemate.154 As a result, Kissinger frustrated 

Rogers by bypaçsing him and holding discussions directly with the President, whose 

distrust with the State Department made him more prone to accept Kissinger's policies 

than Rogers.155 Rogers became convinced that Nixon followed Kissinger's advice 

because of his banefuI influence rather than his knowledge or expertise.156 In either 

case, the President came more to rely on his National Security Advisor for foreign 

policy rather than on his Secretary of State. 
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In Kissingefs memoirs he indicates the importance the role the U.S. played in 

Middle East politics, vis-à-vis peace. By the time Israel had gained victory in the 1 9 s  

49 war, the region, as he refers to it, became the focal point of CoId War rivalry which 

both exacerbated local conflict and posed the danger that outside powers could be 

dragged into a major confrontationF This w+ important to Kissinger who pressed 

this point on to Nixon AIthough he admits that he and Nixon were divided on Israel 

from an emotiond spechum, he acknowledges that the two came together on policies 

and strategies because of a similar perception of the national interestP Beyond the 

national interest, the Midde East became a test of true strength for the U.S. as a 

superpower. According to Kissinger, had the Middle East raged out of control, the 

world would have viewed it as a collapse of American authority.159 The responsibility 

of maintainhg global stability rested on the shodders of the American govenunent. 

Therefore, the U.S. had to protect its own ability to play an indispensable role as the 

guarantor of peace and the repository of the hopes of free peopIes.1m And since Israel 

was the single demoaatic state in the region, these goals could o d y  be achieved 

through her. 

The political environment between the Soviets and the American remained 

tense as the cold war progressed untiI the relaxation period that Kissinger and Nixon 

brought about known as détente. The time for diplornatic change was necessary: the 

- - 
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nudear weapons race made the threat of mutual annihilation too pressing to permit the 

continuation of old policies; the economic cos& of developing and building up more 

sophisticated and expensive arsenals were rishg fast; the possibility of superpower 
- 

war confIontations; and world-wide economic problems were staggering.161 When 

critical negotiatiow with Brezhnev had begun, it was Nixon who decided to adopt the 

policy and chose Kissinger to play his key role in détente.162 In a presentation before 

the Senate Cornmittee on Foreign Relations on September 19,1974, Kissinger summed 

up his policy of détente as a continuing process with the U.S. in search for a more 

constructive relationship with the Soviet Union reflecting current day realitie~.'~~ U.S. 

policy with respect to détente was dear: agressive foreign policies wodd be resisted 

and as long as the U.S. remained powerful they wodd use their influence to promote 

freedom, but in the nudear age the U.S. essentially recogniçed that the issue of war and 

peace involved human Iives and that the attainment of peace was a profound moral 

concerd64 Amerka's aim was to maintain the balance of power and seek to build 

upon it a more constructive future, particularly with the Comrnunist world.16 Détente 

had held its ground until 1975 at which time the old Soviet spirit had retumed 

reinforced by an unprecedented panoply of modem arms not being able to resist the 

scenario of a weakened President and a divided America.166 

- - - - -  
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To Kissinger, the military superiority and strength of IsraeI was imperative. The 

fa& that only the U.S. was able to exert influence on IsraeI was also important to 
- 

Kissinger since it alIowed him to gain an upper hand in negotiating with Israel. With 

Israel being too strong to succumb to Arab military pressure the U.S. had the ability to 

block ail diplornatic aciivity until the Arabs showed their willingness to reciprocate 

Israeli concessions.167 Therefore, the key to peace was through Amencan channels. 

Towards Nixon's second term, Kissinger felt that Nixon had pushed him deeper and 

deeper into Middle East negotiations168 As Nixon became preoccupied with Watergate, 

he left Kissinger with the burden of the Midd1.e East. Nixon basicalIy trusted his 

Secretary of Statefs perception and strategy. So much so, that when Kissinger had 

travelled to Moscow to negotiate peace during the October 1973 war, Nixon had sent a 

letter to Kissinger indicating that he was granting him ~LLU authority to negotiate on 

behaif of the U.S. and that any commitments Kissinger may make in the course of 

discussions would have his complete support.169 However, a couple of days into the 

negotiations, Nixon sent a second letter to Kissinger and a message to Brezhnev 

changing the original US. strategy which had been to separate the cease-£ire from a 

post-war political settlement and to reduce the Soviet role in the negotiations that 

would ÇoIIow the cease-fireYO Nixon's instructions now read that the Soviet Union 

and the United States should jointly use the end of the war to impose a comprehensive 

'67 Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1979), p. 378. 
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peace in the Middle East, with the U.S. exerting pressure on Israel and the Soviets on 

the Arabs.ln Kissinger strongly disagreed with the President. believing his thought 

process was overshadowed by the events of Watergate. With this, Kissinger in an 
- 

unprecedented show of leadership ignored the Resident's orders and proceeded with 

his previous strategy making it imperative to end the war before the Soviets took 

advantage of the domestic situationln By the end of the war, Congress had approved a 

$22 billion package of assistance to IsraeI to pay for the rniIitary equipment sent by the 

airlift. authorised by Kissinger.173 In response. the Arab members of OPEC declared a 

total embargo on oil exports to the U.S., the Netherlands and European govemments 

that expressed most support for the U.S. policy towards Israel following 

Congressional approval for the Ioan. Kissinger had faiied to calculate the 

repercussions of his policies towards IsraeI and the effect that they may have on the 

U.S. business worid. AU those who favoured U.S. policy towards Israel suffered 

leaving Europe and Japan in positions having to choose to co-operate or disassociate 

from the U.S. or by attempting to avoid the choice by pursuing both courses 

simultaneously.~~~ The statistics were staggering, within forty-eight hours the oil bill 

for the US., Canada, Western Europe and Japan had increased by $40 billion a yea rP  

Kissinger had negleded to foresee the Arab oil embargo and as a result the U.S. 
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suffered the fuiancial cowequences, a situation Kissinger's predecessor took seriously 

and hoped to avoid. 

- 
Another event which placed Kissinger in a serious deasion making position 

during the '73 war was the DefCon IIP76 ai& as a result of the Soviet deusion to 

introduce a joint U.S.-Soviet rnilitary force in the Middle East277 Kissinger had 

responded to this decision by indicating that this action would be in violation of the 

understanding between the hvo states and of Article II of the Agreement on Prevention 

of NucIear War.178 The entire crisis and dose caU took place in one evening. Kissinger 

had assumed the leadership role and burden of responsibility because he and 

Alexander Haig had deemed Nixon too distraught to participate in the events to 

come.179 While Nixon had retired for the evening overburdened and depressed by 

Watergate events, 

National Security 

Kissinger and Haig chose not to awaken the President even when a 

Council meeting was caIled.180 Since Geraid Ford had not yet been 

confirmed by the Senate as Vice Resident, this left Kissinger in complete charge of the 

situation which was eventually resolved by diplornatic meansla 
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leaders a very dear opportunity 

foreign policy maker, dowing 

Kissinger not only held very dose ties with the state of Israel, but he also was 

verv close to manv of its oolitical leaders. This is important, since it gave the Israeli 

to speak in a one on one personai basis with a U.S. 
- 

their messages and ideas to get aaoss. Kissinger 

acknowledged that he and Ambassador Dinitz (the Israeli Ambassador to Washington 

at the t h e )  became dose friends very quickly. The Israeli Ambassador's role differs 

from other ambassadors since this person must wield an influence he cannot admit in 

America, extract assistance and anchor Israel in the mord convictions of A m e r i c a n ~ . ~ ~ ~  

In fact, Israel differs from others countxies allied with the U.S. by the mere fact that the 

ambassador has dose contact with the American secretary of state, whereas most 

countries cornplain that their ambassadors could not even get into see the Seaetary of 

State.183 The same was true when Yihhak Rabin was Ambassador, who also became a 

close friend of Kissinger's. Because of the type of dose relationship that he held with 

Rabin, Kissinger was occasionally able to provide private advice to the Ambassador, 

who in turn would convey the message to the government back home. This was 

certainly the case when Kissinger indicated privately to Rabin that Israel should 

prepare a concrete program articulating a definition of "peace" that it could live with in 

preparation for peace negotiations as proposed by the Soviets.1" 
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Historically speaking, Henry Kissinger was unlike any other National Security 

Advisor and Secretary of State. The respowibility that Kissinger had taken on was in 

part brought upon by himself and in large part due to the domestic political weakness 

his President had suffered. The determinant Kissinger most reiied on to impose his 

political strategies was the international strategic environment, partidarly during the 

cold war era. Reverting to the cold war theory was important for Kissinger in order to 

gain foreign policy ground with Israel. By keeping the threat of a possible superpower 

confrontation dive, Kissinger was able to offer fuiandal and military support to their 

Israeli ally. This concept was driven through foreign poIicies such as détente thus 

generating support within the American cowtituençy and alIeviating any potentid 

domestic pressures. Certaidy other determinants were equally important, such as the 

beliefs, attitude and personality of Kissinger himself. Had Kissinger not taken a 

persond attachment to the Jewish people and Israel his strategy towards the Middle 

East and Israel may have differed. 

Gerald Ford's presidency was short lived, 1974-1977, yet he still managed ta 

have his bout of action with the pro-Israeli lobby. Ford perceived the Middle East as 

a dangerous threat to stability and world peace and that the onIy possibiIity to que11 

this danger was with a peace accord between the Arabs and the IsraeIis. In this 

regard, Gerald Ford relied on his Secretary of State H e q  Kissinger to establish this 

accord. Following its failure, Ford decided to "reassess" foreign policy toward Israel 



as a form of discipline, and subsequently feu subject to pressure by the pro-Israeli 

lobby. The Ford administration is said to have been "characteristically cool" with 

Israel yet vukierable to the pressures of the pro-Israeli lobby because of the domestic 

political weakness it sustained as a resdt of the Nixon administration. This 

weakness takes into consideration that the morde of Arnerican politics was at its 

lowest, given the aftermath of the Watergate scandal, with Ford left in place to pick 

up the poIitical pieces. 

According to Ford, every day that passed in the Middle East without a new 

accord became more dangerous. There existed a fundamental relationship between 

the US. national security interests and those of IsraelP Ford's personal feelings 

towards Israel's swival  were not as deeply rooted as his predecessors. Rather he 

believed in maintaining the national integrity of Israel, but always within the context 

of maintaining nationd security,l86 although he considered Israel an aIIy.1" 

An integral person, if not the most important player in the Ford 

administration's foreign policy decision making process was Secretary of Shte Henry 

Kissinger. In fact, Ford relied a great deal on Kissinger's expertise in the area of 

foreign policy. Conhary to the relationship Kissinger formed with Nixon, he and 

President Ford had a mutual respect, whereby Ford respected Kissinger's expertise in 

1"' Gerald Ford, A Time to Heal (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1979) , p. 245. 
IW, Ibid., p. 286. 
187 Ibid., p. 308. 



foreign poIicy and Kissinger respected Ford's judgement in domestic politics.188 

Obviously, this respect gave Kissinger the Iatitude he required to make decisions on 

the Middle East. Ford admits to not have o v e d e d  any decisions made by Kissinger 
- 

with regards to foreign p o l i ~ y . ~ ~ ~  Therefore, dthough Ford was subject to 

hemendous pressures he relied heavily on Kissinger who administered foreign 

policy. 

In an effort to move ahead with peace talles, Ford decided to put pressure on 

Israel. According to Kissinger, it was the attitude of the Israelis that had prevented 

al1 parties from reaching a peace agreement with Egypt's President Anwar Sadat. 

The Ford administration had decided to reassess its policies with Israel in order to 

instigate a new momentum for peace.190 Ford's reassessing policy meant cancelling or 

suspending further aid to Israel, and for a six month period in 1975, U.S.-Israeli 

relations were strained, thus ending any possibility for new arms agreements 

conducted in 1srael.l" As predicted by Ford, the "reassessment" plan jolted the 

American Jewish community and Israel's many friendç in Congress.192 

George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p. 141. 
189 GeraId Ford, A Time to HeaI (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 2979), p. 355. 

Ibid., p. 247- 
1" George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the MiddIe East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
p. 150. 
192 Ibid. 

59 



IsraeIi pressure groups and friends of Israel in Congess continued to exert 

pressure on Ford. Not only was this pressure seen as counterproductive but more 

distressing to Ford was the fact that while he suggested the possibility of a 
- 

reassessment of policy towards Israel, many perceived him as anti-Israel or anti- 

Semitic. As much as it bothered Ford to capitulate to pressure, he often sought the 

advise of prominent Jewish Americans well known in the community. Upon 

meeting with Max Fisher, chainnan of the Jewish Agency for Israel, Ford opedy 

discussed his idea of reassessment.193 He had hoped this would avoid any possible 

confrontation with pro-Israel pressure groups, which was not the case. 

The Ford administration suffered a great deal of pressure. This pressure came 

mainly from three determinants: the role of the Arnerican Jewish community; the role 

of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics; and the role of 

Congress. Ford had to ded  with pressure from all sides as a result of his 

"reassessment" policy. Further pressure came as a result of the domestic political 

environment the Nixon legacy left behind. Unfortunately for Ford, this factor 

worked against him and his administration, even with Henry Kissinger as his 

Secretary of State. While Kissinger remained with Ford as Secretary of State, he 

continued to implement his methods and strategy towards the Middle East and 

Israel, as he had done during the Nixon administration. This time however, a new 

determinant played a greater role, the relationship between the two differed greatly 

w3 Ibid., p. 247. 
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from Kissinger's relationship with Nixon. With Ford there was understanding as 

welI as respect for the fact that Kissinger had expertise in Middle Eastern politics, an 

area Ford did not toy with. Even with Ford, Kissinger continued to rely on his 
- 

international strategic environment determinant even while tensions were more 

relaxed than they had been duting the Nixon era. 

As a one tenn president 1977-1981, Jimmy Carter suffered a great ded  of 

difficulty because of the pro-brael lobby, ultimately resulting in the Ioss of his bid 

for re-election. A man with a fundamental attachment to his religion, Jimmy Carter 

took this religious perspective and attachment with him to the White House. Carter 

went further than any other in espousing Palestinian rights, but achieved little 

because of his poIitical weakness and feu of the influence of the Israeli lobby.194 

Carter held strong views on Israel. Prior to becoming president, Carter had 

already travelled to Israel, but to none of the Arab states which helped lay the 

foundation of his views towards the Middle East and in particular the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. As President, Carter became more informed with the Middle East and 

believed he could appease both sides in the conflict. The situation he faced was that 

on the one hand, Israel remained a U.S. ally, while on the other he became more 

sympathetic to Palestinian rights. Carter's growing sympathy upset the Jewish 

FM Donald Neff, FalIen Pillars, U.S. Policv towards Palestine and Israel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
Institute for Palestinian Studies, 2995), p. 117. 
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Amencan community dong with the pro-Israeli lobby, who voiced their concern to 

the President. In addition to Carter's domestic problems with the pro-Israel lobby, 

his efforts to establish peace were constantly fnistrated by the Prirne Minister of 
- 

Israel, Manachem Be- 

Carter entered the White House knowing little about foreign affairs but 

insistent on taking a team approach on foreign policy matters.195 He disageed with 

the "Lone Ranger" style that Henry Kissinger had used and was detennined to make 

U.Ç. foreign policy more humane and mord, and believed this could be achieved in a 

team spirit effort with his senior advisorsl% Unfomuiately for Carter's plan, more 

often than not, his Seaetary of State, Cyrus Vance clashed with his National Security 

Advisor, Zbigniew Bnezinski. As Bnezinski attempted to take on the role of policy 

spokesman, divergences grew between Vance's public statements and Bnezinski's 

policy utterances.197 This clash created obvious tension in the Carter administration. 

Although Carter had put together an organisational scheme for Presidential 

decisions, he insisted on advisors immediate reporting to him in order to keep 

decisions in the area of foreign policy firmly under his controI.198 

195 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and PrincipIe: Memoirs of the National Çecuritv Advisor 2977-1981 (New 
York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983), p. 18. 
Ls Ibid., p. 8. 
197 Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983), p. 35. 
IqnZbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Princide: Memoirs of the National Çecurihr Advisor 1977-2981 (New 
York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983), p. 71. 
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Carter's attachment to Israel was based more on his religious background, than 

his political beliefs.199 Further to this, Carter feIt a fundamental empathy towards the 

past Jewish experience, whereby the Jews suffered for centuries, the pain of the 
- 

Diaspora, compounded by persistent radical persecution in almost every nation in 

which they dwe1t.m His political attachent to Israel was reinforced by the fact that 

both states share the commonality of being demoaatically governed countries. The 

mere geographical size and the number of adversaries surroundhg Israel compelled 

Carter to feel a responsibility to wis t  Israel in her defence.201 As an advocate of 

human rights, he believed that the 'continued deprivation of Pdestinian rights' was 

contrary to the basic moral and ethical principles of both the US. and Israe1102 It was 

precisely this view that drove Carter and his administration into constant conflict with 

the American Jewish community and prdsraeli pressure groups. Quite often, Carter 

had to repair damaged political bases among American friends of Israel. To avoid 

conflict in his policies, he took precautionary steps to hold sessions with Jewish leaders 

from ail around the nation, explaining his policies pnor to their i~nplementation.~~~ 

Nevertheless, Carter continued to have domestic political problems with the American 

Jewish community. As tensions escalated between Amencan Jews and Carter, Carter 

began to suffer politicalIy. As a result of the tensions, on more than one occasion 

1% According to Carter the Judeo-Christian ethic and study of the bible were bonds behveen Jews and 
Christians which had always been a part of his Me, and that he considered a homeland for the Jews to be 
compatible with the teachings of the Bible, hence ordained by God. 

Jimmy Carter, The Blood of Abraham (Boston: Houghton M i f f h ,  1985), p. 84. 
Jimmy Carter, Keepin~: - Faith (New York: Bantam Books, 1982), p. 274. 

=E George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke Universi? Press, 1990), 
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Carter was obliged to postpone fund-raising events due to Iast minute guest 

canceilations by American Jews.204 Such events were important to generate funds for 

the presidential election that Carter wodd eventually lose. 

What antagonised Carter's relationship with American Jews was the Prime 

Minister of Israel at that time, Mena* Begin. Carter's overd foreign policy strategy 

in the Middle East underlined peace. Carter felt his strategy towards the Middle East 

was constantly fnistrated by Begin's defiance's and tendency to make a mockery of 

U.S. advice and preferences.205 Although at first, the Amencan Jewish community had 

not been advocates of Begin as Prime Mjnister they eventually accepted his leadership 

and began siding with him on certain issues. In Carter's own words, "In a public 

showdown on a controversial issue, they (American Jews) would always side with the 

Israeli leaders and condemn us for being 'even-handed' in our concern about 

Palestinian rïghts and Israeli securityn.206 Therefore, Carter was restricted in his foreign 

policy to r e n d e ~ g  non-conhoversid deasions. Carter hoped this would remove the 

pressures of the pro-Israel groups and Ameriçan Jewish community. As mentioned 

previously, he sought the advice of prominent American Jewish leaders, so as to ensure 

that he would not cross a fine line on foreign policy issues in the Middle East. 

3 3  Jimmy Carter, Keeping - Faith (New York: Bantam Books, 1982), p. 290. 
ibid., p. 313. 

20; George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 
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The Carter administration became very carefd, but seemed reluctant to cast a 

b h d  eye on issues where Israel blatantly breached the trust of the American 

government. Such was the case when the Israeli defence forces moved into Southern 
- 

Lebanon in a counter-strike to destroy PL0 bases while using U.S. weapons in the 

process." In a letter sent to Congress, Seaetary of State Vance stated that Israel may 

have violated the law in using U.S. weapow to invade Lebanon, on the basis that Israel 

contravened the Anns Export Control Acts of 1952 and 1976.208 Under this law Israel 

had agreed that its use of American weapons would be limited to interna1 security and 

for legitimate self-defence.~ The Secretary of State's letter went on to Say that had a 

violation occurred, the President or Congress wodd be empowered to automatically 

suspend alI military assistance to IsraelPo No action was necessary since friends of 

Israel in Congress agree with Israel's claim that the weapons were in fact used in self- 

defence. When Israel did withdraw, it left behind some armoured personnel carriers 

and artillery pieces in the hands of a Lebanese mercenq rnilitia unit headed by Major 

Haddad." In a blunt and direct message to Begin, Carter insisted upon the removal of 

the equipment or he would report to Congress on a contravention of the Anw Export 

Controls Act."? Begin complied by removing a l l  the equipment. 

- - -  - 

m Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983), p. 208. 
George W. Ball, Douglas B. Bail The Passionate Attachment America's Involvement with Israel, 1947 to 

the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 112. 
2w Ibid. 
" 0  Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983). p. 208. 
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C y - s  Vance served as Jimmy Carter's Secretary of State from 1977-1980. He 

looked to the kesident as the leader in foreign policy, with his role acting as chief 

Iieutenant.~3 He respected Carter's principled approach to foreign affairs and 

believed that although the U.S. had a commitment to the independence andsecurity of 

Israelfa4 the PalestUrians remained the centralf unresoIved human rights issue in the 

Middle Eas tP  Vance believed that the '73 war and the Arab oii embargo marked a 

transformation of the U.S. role in the search for peace in the Middle Eastn6 The 

Secretary of State believed that the domestic economic vitality of the U.S. required a 

rebuilding of the economic base at home in order to integraie better U.S. foreign policy 

and domestic economy.n7 Unlike Carter, Vance believed the U.S. held a high stake in 

peace in the Middle East inasmuch that it was interrelated with oil, as the oil embargo 

of 1973 had taught him. 

The Carter administration was plagued with constant problems and the most 

significant detemiinanis were the role of the Amencan Jewish community and the role 

of other domestic groups and pressures in the political system such as the pro-Israel 

lobby. A critical determinant during the former part of the Carter administration was 

the beliefs, attitude and personality of Carter himself. He brought with him to office 

religious beliefs and questions of morality which later changed as he gained 

'13 Ibid., p. 33. 
214 Ibid., p. 447. 
"5 Ibid., p. 164. 
=16 Ibid., p. 161. 
217 Ibid., p. 419. 



experience in the realm of Middle East politics. The Carter decision making team had 

its cracks, although Carter resolved himself to being kept on top of aII foreign policy 

issues. In some instances Carter did not share a similar view with his senior advisors, 

particdarIy when Cyrus Vance placed more emphasis on the strategic value-of Middle 

East oil to the U.S.. Carter did not One final determinant which played major role 

during the Carter era was the role of Congress and the confrontation that the Carter 

administration had to face within the Iegislative body. Carter and his advisors were 

constantly having their policies undermined and criticised by friends of Israel. 

Inevitably, Carter Iost the New York primary, which holds the largest American Jewish 

constituency, and Iost his bid for re-election. 

Unüke Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan 1981-1988 did not have a sense of 

profound religious a t t achen t  to the Middle East. This personal conviction was based 

on two important factors. First, the moral obligation of the U.S. to ensure that what 

happened to the Jews under Hitler never happened againas Second, and more 

important to Reagan was the responsibility of the U.S. to maintain the balance of 

power in the Middle East, with Israel as a US. aIly having the military upper hand. 

According to Reagan, with the Cold War back at ik peak, the Arab-Israeli conflict was a 

mask of the greater conflict that could possibly empt between the U.S. and the Soviets. 

These were the guiding factors in the Reagan administration's foreign policy toward 

George W. Ball, DougIas B. Bail The Passionate Attachment America's Involvement with Israef, 1947 to 
the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 112. 
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Israel and the reasons that Israel was extensively supported under Reagan's 

presidency. 

Of partidar importance to Reagan was the balance of power between the Arabs 

and the Israelis. Reagan became committed in his foreign policy and anns supply to 

Israel to ensure that any help to the Arab states did not change the balance of power 

between the Israelis and the Arabs. His preoccupation with the Cold War was an 

important determinant for which Reagan relied on Israel as a strategic asset. 

Accordingly, he acknowledged Israel's geopoliticd importance as a stabilising force, as 

a deterrent to radical hegemony and as a military offset to the Soviet UnionPg Reagan 

saw Israel as the only country in that part of the world that was able to provide 

important strategic benefits to the United StatesF There stood Israel, in a rather 

w t a b l e  part of the world as the only democratic, reliable d y ,  with a military ability 

proven to be capable of helping America and the Wes t9  This proof came d u ~ g  the 

Nixon era when during the c i v i l  war in Jordan, at the request of the Henry Kissinger in 

the name of the U.S. govemment, Israel pushed the Syrian troops back into their 

country. With this in rnind, in Reagan, Israel had found a friend and as a direct result 

3 9  George W. Baii, DougIas B. Baii The Passionate Attachment America's Involvement with Israel, 1947 to 
the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 19921, p. 108. 

WoIf Blitzer, Between Washin~ton and Terusalem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, i985), p. 120. 
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of this friendship had received an unprecedented amount of aid. In fa&, during the 

Reagan administration assistance to Israel reached extremely high 1evels.n 

4 

Reagan's sbongest conviction was guided by his beiief that the U.S. was the 

custodian of 1srael.m Under Reagan, Israel was supported at gea t  lengths. Following 

a difficult battle with Congress and pro-Israeli pressure groups over the sale of d t a r y  

weapons to Saudi Arabia224, Reagan felt compelled to smooth things over with Israel 

and established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). In essence, it was a 

"Strategic Cooperation Agreement" which although did not establish a f o m d  alliance, 

did establish even closer military co-opexation with 1srael.Z Some main points of the 

agreements included the U.S. resuming deiivery to Israel of American cluster bombs, 

an increase in American aid to Israel for military purposes, and partial financial 

assistance to build the Lavi fighter aircraft which Israel would be free to market abroad 

(this provision was rescinded a few years 1ater)F Even following a series of events, 

such as the annexation of the Golan Heights by Israel, the US. did not cease any co- 

operative agreements such as the MOU or impose any other punitive measures. 

George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle East (Durham: Duke University Press. 1990). 
p. 255. 

Ronald Reagan, An American Life (New York: Simon and Çchuster, 1990), p. 410. 
2 3  In 1988 the Reagan administration signed an agreement with Saudi Arabia on the sale of five airbome 
warning and control systern aeropianes (AWACS). 
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Alexander Haig served as Rondd Reagan's Secretary of State from 1981-1982 

and says that Israel never had a greater friend in the White House than Ronald 

Reagan.227 Haig too was a friend of IsraeI's and appreciated the strategic ties it held 

with the United States. Haig 

would b ~ g  about America's 

states, in common to oppose 

promoted the policy of a "strategic consensus" which 
- 

co-operation with Israel and certain "moderate" Arab 

Soviet designs in the region.= This facilitated the 

concept of keeping Israel, an aIly, secure while maintaining the upper military hand. 

Haig preferred to have shong pubüc ties with Israel even when Israel breached the 

confidence of the U.S. government and public. Haig fimily stood beside the Resident's 

policies and decisions and preferred that the public acknowledge the f a d  that Israel 

was a strong U.S. ally. This was reassurance and reaffirrnation of the U.S. 

government's pledge of support to Israel. 

As Secretaq of State Alexander Haig was most notorious for his involvement, 

and subsequently the involvement of the US. government, in the 1982 Israeli invasion 

of Lebanon. The situation in the Middle East was tense with an explosion waiting to 

empt When that explosion findy did occur, the U.S. had received advance 

information about IsraeYs intentions but chose to look the other way? Israel was 

intent on removing from Lebanon the P L 0  artillery from within the shelling range of 

-- - - 

Alexander Haig Jr., Caveat, Realism, Reagan and Foreim Policv (New York: Macmillan Publishing 
Company, 1984), p. 167. 
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the Galüee townships and villagesF According to the Israeli's, the P L 0  had mounted 

a military threat agaiwt IsraeIi settlements." In addition to this, the Syrians had been 

wanting to introduce ground-to-air missiles in Lebanon, a threat the Israelis wanted to 
- 

attack directIyF In fact, both the US. and Israel were interested in removing the 

Syrians and their missiles from Lebanon and in restraining the P L O .  Throughout 

this period, Israel had been developing ties with Presidential candidate Bashir 

Gemayel's Christian Phalangi~ts~~4 who became acquainted with the Israeli objectives 

and who were later wiIling to co-operate with the Israeli plan to expeI the PL0 from 

Lebanon.= The U.S. was not blind to these developments and was dso informed of 

Israel's military plans which were headed by then Israeli Defence Minister, ArieI 

Sharon. Prior to the June invasion Sharon met with Haig and discussed at great 

lengths an Israeli military move against the PLO, Haig's response was that the US. did 

not oppose a Iimited military operation provided there was suffiuent reason for one.a6 

Although a letter was later sent to Begin summarising the meeting and emphasising 

reshaint on the part of Israel, the letter contained no forthright warningP7 This 

position was further affirmed when Haig later held a meeting with Moshe Arens, then 

IsraeIi ambassador to the United 

Lebanon and advanced beyond 

States-= In June 1982, Israeli forces aossed into 

the range of P L 0  artillery bombarding Israeli 

Ibid., p. 77. 
Ibid. 

'32 Ibid., p. 76. 
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Bashir Gemayel was assassinated shortly after hiç election as President. 
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settlements, surprising even the U.S. who did not exert pressure on Israel to bnng the 

war to a quick end.239 In spite of the surprise of how far the Israelis moved into 

Lebanon, the U.S. was M y  aware that this was approaching and did not take 
d 

immediate action to end the war giving Israel the stamp of approval it wanted. 

Although he did not endorse the move, Haig never gave Israel a warning nor did he 

threaten the suspension of aid or any other sanctions.2~ Israel interpreted the lack of a 

strong American position as support for all its objectives. In other words, Alexander 

Haig gave Israel the "green light" to enter LebanonF 

Following public awareness of Israel's advancement into Beirut, a White House 

spokesman indicated to the press that Begin had promised the administration that he 

would not advance any farther.242 Haig was less bothered by the Israeli action and was 

more dishirbed by the White House's comment. Haig notified President Reagan that 

the comment was not proper and that it would be best if they spoke to the Israelis 

privately, since a public break with Israel would not be taken weil.243 The reason was 

that a public break would alarm the pro-Israeli lobby groups, a confrontation Haig 

hoped the administration would avoid. On June 25,1981 Alexander Haig resigned as 

Ibid., p. 82, 
Ibid. 

s9 Ibid., p. 83. 
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Seaetary of State reportedly because of major policy differences on the Middle East.'% 

Haig favoured a soft public line with IsraeI while Defence Secretary Casper 

Weinberger and William Clark, national s e d t y  advisor, and others were pressing for 
- 

an open rebuke to Israel for its invasion of Lebanon24s 

George Shultz served as Secretary of State for Reagan from 1982-1989, following 

the resignation of Alexander Haig. He persondy coIIlIlZitted the U.S. government's 

support to Israel. He reaffirmed the responsibility the US. had to uphold brael and 

any actions Israel engaged in. When George Shultz first assumed the role of Secretary 

of State, he began by launchhg into a series of meetings with key advisors such as 

Henry Kissinger.246 In doing so, Shultz hoped to gain a better knowledge of the 

Middle East and first hand information from people whom he admired in the field of 

foreign policy making and handling Israel. 

During his first meeting with Yitzak Shamir, Shuitz affirmed his personal and 

political cornmitment to Israel. Revealing his admiration and support for Israel, Shulh 

went on to promise that he 

of times.247 Shultz held his 

would remain Israel's supporter even during the toughest 

promise even as tensions in the Middle East escdated and 

"Haig Resigns as Secretary of State: Move a Surprise; Replaced by Shulk" Fach on File (Volume 42, 
No. 2172, July 21 f982), p. 465. 
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Israel continuously defied the U.S. by occupying Beirut and continuing to build 

settlements in the Occupied Texdories. 

ShuItz believed that Israel and the U.S. had reciprocai responsibil%ies. As a 

democracy and strategic ally, Israel was the U.S. connection to the Middle East. Shdtz 

believed that their alliance with Israel was so deep rooted to the point where the U.S. 

shared the responsibility for some Iaaeli actions. Such was the case following the 

- public surfacing of the Shatila and Sabra massacresF During this time, Shultz 

privately acknowledged responsibility because the US. took the Israelis at their word 

to ensure safety of the people in the camps.249 

The Reagan administration held a very close relationship with Israel. Reagan 

believed that this relationship was necessary as a result of the international strategic 

environment, a necessary determinant. In effect, under Reagan the cold war theory 

resurfaced stronger than it had in the past with the arms race in full force and events in 

Lebanon, tensions with the Soviets had returned Reagan viewed the Middle East as a 

time bomb waiting to explode between the superpowers, with each holding its own 

sphere of influence. Israel was a necessary ally and which made financial and military 

support inevitable in order to keep the balance of power in the Americans favour. This 

theory provides a summary of Reagan's personal beliefs, a determinant that was 

- - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - 

28 In September 1982 while the Israelis were responsible for maintaining order in West Beinit, the 
Phalangist Lebanese entered the Shatilla and Sabra Palestinian camps and massacred dose to 2000 men, 
women and children. 
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carried out by both his Seuetaries of State. Much lüce Reagan, Secretq Haig and 

Shultz Iooked to Israel as a strategic ally in the cold war environment. More so, each 

Secretary felt the US. had a personal obligation to Israel, beyond being a strategic alIy, 

and acted according to these beliefs. 

=J9 Ibid., p. 110. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE ~~FLUENCE OF THE LOBBY AND CONGRESS ON FOREIGN POLICY 

The purpose of this chapter is to take into account other determinants which 

influence U.S. foreign policy towards Israel. Other influences inciude three 

important indicators, Congress, individual Congressmen and Senators. Each of these 

indicators requires an analysis of four key variables~o: the deep and sincere 

convictions of many key legidators on the Middle East, the impact of conçtituents, 

the strength of the pro-Israel lobby in the United States and Political Action 

Cornmittees. 

Before proceeding further it is pertinent to define foreign aid. Reference to 

foreign aid in this chapter includes the granting of econornic or military assistance to 

foreign countries, such aid can be defined as belonging exclusively to the realm of 

foreign poIicy.*l Under U.S. law, as stated in the constitution "no money shall be 

drawnfrom the Treasuy, but in Consequence of Appropriations made by law", in other 

words, Congress must authorise and appropnate al l  foreign aid. This is important 

since it places a significant amount of reIevance on Congress with regards to foreign 

policy. Although foreign policy had traditionally been considered the domain of the 

Executive, the Constitution provides Congress with extensive foreign affairs powers, 

- 

3 Cecil V. Crabb jr., Invitation to Strunnle, Conmess, the President and Foreim Policv (Washington: 
Congressional Quarterly Inc., 1992), p. 100. 

Bat-Ami Zucker, U.S. Aid to Israel and its Refection in the New York Times and the Washin~ton Post 
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for example in the area of common defence and general welfare. Regardless of 

which political party is holding the majority in the House, each Congressional 

member's individual vote is recorded in determinhg whether to appropriate a certain 
* 

amount of aid to Israel, or any other country for that matter. 

AU members of Congess become targets for various lobby groups, and the 

pro-Israel lobby group exercises its capacity. Considered the most powerfd lobby in 

Washington, the pro-IsraeIi lobby can and has exerted pressure on Congress in order 

to achieve favourable foreign policy decisions toward Israel. By virtue of the fact that 

Congress has the power to approve loans and aid packages to foreign countries, 

individual Congressmen rnay be subject to pressure tactics. Influence on vote 

suasion can corne from Congressional peers or from lobby groups. The pro-Israeli 

lobby may target ail Congressmen and perhaps more specifically, those with Jewish 

constituencies or members253 who sit on the Foreign Affairs Committee. The 

importance of being a member of the Congressional Foreign Mfairs Committee will 

be discussed Iater. 

Pro-Israel Political Action Cornmittees hold a very important key between 

Congressmen and the pro-Israel lobby with respect to campaign funding. Often, a 

member of Congess will conçider heavily the risk of not being eligible for campaign 

3' Bat-Ami Zucker, U.S. Aid to Israel and its Refection in the New York Times and the Washintzton Post 
1948-1 973 (New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1991), p. 12. 
3 3  Any reference to the term "member" inciudes an eIected Member of Congress or Senate. 
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money should he or she decide to not vote in favour of Israel. These are a l l  

significant factors which will be discussed in this chapter when looking at the power 

of Congress, Congressmen, the pro-Israel lobby and PAC's vis-à-vis foreign policy 
* 

decision making and Israel. 

As was discussed in chapter two, individuals like presidents and secretaries of 

states may be influenced in their decision on Israel as a result of the personal 

sentiment determinant, and Members of Congress are no exception. AIthough 

members are elected to represent the views of their constituencies, personal 

sentiment may cloud judgement thus influencing the member's vote. This chapter 

will later discuss how pro-Israel lobby pressures as well as the personal sentiments 

of Members of Congress c m  render favourable votes in Congress on matters relating 

to Israel. 

The impact of public opinion and its importance to each member of Congress 

is important since support for re-election stems from the member's constituency. 

Most American constituents do not have a tendency to vocalise any opinion when the 

member votes in favour of Israel. In fact, as a result of the efforts of Jewish American 

community, Americans hold a relatively high awareness of Esrael and Arab-Israeli 

affairs.254 Sensibility towards Israel and the Arab-Israeli conflict haç made Arnericans 

3 Shai Feldman, US Middle East Poticv: The Domestic setting (Boulder Colorado: Westview Press, 1988), 
p. 34. 
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very sympathetic to Israel's cause. This is a resdt of heightened awareness of the 

need for a Jewish homeland in Israel. following the post WWI1 era More 

importantly is how this reflects on members of Congress. Needless to Say, support for 
- 

Israel has been strong, stable and durable, aeating among Americans a virtud pro- 

Israel attitude.255 This is favourable for any member of Congress or Senator who 

chooses to endorse Israel "on the record" without having to admit that he or she 

succumbed to any type of pressure. 

Members are very conscious of the makeup of their constituency, in terms of 

ethnic background. This assists the member in voting in Congress as well as in 

cornmittee on various bills (such as the foreign aid bill) according to what he or she 

feels may benefit the constituents or constituency. Members are very sensitive to 

their Jewish constituency and try as much as possible to not upset this part of the 

constituency by voting against Israel. A large part of this reason will be discussed 

further on in this chapter when discussing the role of the pro-Israel lobby and PAC'S. 

For the most part, it is the loss of the so called "Jewish vote" that keeps members on 

alert. 

The role a voter plays to any member of Congess is important by the mere fact 

that his or her re-election depends on such votes. However, the significance of the 

"Jewish vote" is in itself unique. On this point, certain members seem to be more 

55 Ibid., p. 35. 



attentive than others to the "Jewish vote", in particular in the states where the Jewish 

commdty tends to congegate- California, Maryland, Massachusetts, PemsyIvania, 

New Jersey, Connecticut, Florida, and specifically New York.zs6 Members of the 
- 

Jewish community prefer not to be referred to as one single voting block for the 

reason that it lends aedence to the claim that Jews in America are un-Ameri~an.~ 

Nevertheless, members remain aware of their Jewish constituency, and this plays a 

role during that crucial tirne when a member must stand in Congress to vote on a 

foreign aid bill to Israel. For the most part, rnernbers do not have a tendency to vote 

against aid to Israel, since they would hope to avoid paying the politicai price that 

may be attached to it as a result of the efforts of the pro- Israel lobby. 

The American Jewish community has, over the years played a extraordinary 

role as communicator between Washington and Jerusalem.258 PrimariIy they help 

Amencm understand why and how Israel and the U.S. are good for one another, by 

counteracting opposition arguments and charges, and while mnking the moral case 

for Israel-s9 The moral case for Israel is sometimes tied to religion, and this is a focal 

point for many Americans. Once a link between the Bible, the Holy Land and Israel 

was established "a profound bond" was erected between "the Jews of Israel and the 

'56 Stephan D. isûacs, Jews and American politics ( New York: Doubleday &Company, inc., 1974)' p. 6. 
* Ibid., p. 141. 

Wolf Blitzer, Between Washin~ton and Terusalem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), p. 63. 
x9 Ibid. 
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Christians of America-Z6O Therefore, support for Israel came to reflect generd 

American beliefs as weil as their identification with Judaism and soiidarity with the 

Jewish pe0ple.2~1 

Ali constituents, induding American Jews, have the nght to exert pressure on 

their Member of Congess. In fact, Israel turns to American Jews for support who in 

tum look for this support from Congress by way of their member of Congress. In 

this respect, there is a discreet d e  that members of the Jewish community Çollow 

which is to make the same case that Israel makes, this conveys a message of approval 

and acceptance of Israel to the average A m e r i ~ a n . ~ ~ ~  Also, fellow Americans get a 

sense of reassurance knowing that a message for support stems from among their 

own.263 It has been said that Israel cannot exist without Amencan support and in 

order to keep this support flowing, Amencan Jews must constantly align themseIves 

with Israeli policies. The most logical way to keep American support strong via the 

American Jewish community is through the local Congressman, thus creating an 

important link. 

Congress itself is important in so much that Congressman and Senators can 

exert pressure on the President vis-à-vis foreign policy. Often, the president can find 

- - 

Bat-Ami Zucker, US. Aïd to israel and i ls  Refection in the New York Times and the Washinqton Post 
1948-1973 (New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1992), p. 29. 

ïbid. 
32 Edward Tivnan, The Lobbv, Tewish PoIiticaI Power and American Foreign PoIicv (New York: Simon - 
and Schuster), p. 148. 



himself in a Congressionai war, whereby a proposed bill on Israel may not pass 

because of the lack of support in Congress. This has been the case with both senators 

and congressmen who voted against a bill they deemed unfavourable towards Israel. 
d 

This puts a tremendous amount of strain on the president, since without the support 

of Congress it seems, from the Amencan public point of view, that such actions were 

taken unilaterally. Given the lack of support from Congress, this portrays an image 

to the Amencan public that the president lacks support, Ieading Amencans to 

question any future actions. Therefore as much as possible, presidents hope to avoid 

a show down in Congess on Israel. 

This was the case during the Ford-Kissinger era, when Ford announced his 

"reassessment" plan towards Israel following Kissinger's retum from Israel. As was 

discussed in the previous chapter, upon learning that there had not been any progress 

on peace, the Ford administration had consequently decided that no new arms 

conhacts with Israel were to be signed.264 In show of solidarity for Israel, seventy-su< 

senators, more than three quarters of the senate, sent a Ietter to Ford urging the 

immediate resumption of arms sales to Israel coupled with economic and diplornatic 

support.265 AS demanded by the senators, the president responded favourably to 

their demands by not actively pursuing his reassessment plan. 

Ibid. 
zM Wolf Blitzer, Between Washington - and TerusaIem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), p. 15. 
3 5  Ibid. 



Congress has an important legislative role, and the buIk of the work is 

completed in committees.266 The most important c o d t t e e s ,  aiso known as standing 
- 

committees, are permanent, with each speualising in one or a few closely related 

policy areas such as foreign affairs.267 The Congressional Foreign Affairs CoILunittee 

is important to Israel, since any legislative, appropriations and investigative work of 

Congress vis-à-vis foreign affairs is referred here. At the Congesçional committee 

hearings, deliberations, votes and appearances of witnesses are likely to settle any 

matter before it is sent back to Congress.268 Standing committees and subcommittees, 

which have jurisdiction over specific aspect of a bill cornmittee's work, can be found 

in both the House and the Senate. The difference between the Senate and House 

committees is that congressrnen are highly specialised with power centralised in the 

hands of key committees and the leadership.269 The work of each committee is 

highly influenced by the Chair usually seIected on the principie of seniority and 

holds responsibility for calling meetings, setting the agenda and controlling the 

committee staff and funds.270 As the most influentid member of the committee the 

Chair is usua.Uy knowledgeable on the subject matter which gives him or her the 

ability to influence other members. 

World Encvclopedia - of Political Svstems & Parties Second Edition, Volume II, p.1214. 
37 Ibid. 
xa Ibid. 
169 Susan Welch et al, American Government Third Edition (West Publishing Company: Saint Paul, 1986), 
p. 359. 

Ibid., p. 351. 
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The Chair as welI as the members of the standing committee on Foreign 

Affairs are more likely targets for influence with regards to matters on Israel. The 
a 

Jewish community dong with the Jewish lobby target these specific members should 

a matter on Israel be set on the cornmittee's agenda. Obviously, since not ail Senators 

or Congressman have large Jewish constituencies one may question the impact this 

pressure may have on these individuds. The influence of the lobby will be 

discussed Iater, however when speaking about Jewish Arnericans and their ability to 

influence a member, methods other than threatening the locaI Congressman or 

Senator with the loss of a vote exkt  Often as a form of pressure, ethnic groups like 

the American Jewish c o m m u ~ t y  may embark on a mass mailing to the members of 

the committee or bombard the office with telephone calls. New technology such as e- 

mail, has become a powerfd tool to Americans who choose to lobby their Senator, 

Congessman or favourite committee member. However, the most comrnon and 

effective way to sway a vote in favour of Israel, whether it be in the Senate or House 

foreign affairs committee, or in Congress is with poIitical campaign contributions. 

The costs of campaigning, be it as a presidential, congressional or senatonal 

candidate have been increasing over the years escalating within the realm of millions 

of dollars. This increase marks a new era of campaign tactics. Rather than embark on 

a door to door campaign and target a few constituents, the candidate can make use of 



television advertising and target the entire constituency. In the 1996 presidential 

election campaign the total cost of spending during the Primaries was $î37,2 million 

between 15 candidates, with the top two candidates spending between $40 and $45 

mülion eachm Most of this funding iç generated from private sources. caIculating 

the average costs of running as a Congressionai candidate is somewhat more 

complicated since not a l l  candidates nui during the same period and a great deal of 

the spending amount depends on the size of the district or State. In total 

- Congressional campaign spending for the 1996 general eIection reached $6264 

mil1ion.m In looking at the break down of this figure in the State of New York, 31 

candidates ran in different districts with spending ranging from over $1000 to over 

$1.5 million.* The 1996 Senate carnpaign spending reached a total of $330,8 million 

for 66 candidates averaging $5 million per candidate.n4 Judging fiom these figures, it 

can be quite expensive for a11 candidates to run but more particularly for those in 

Congress who seek re-election every two to six years, with the success of the re- 

election rate at approximately 90 percent-m Although generally, members of 

Congress typically corne from high-status occupations, covering the costs of 

campaign financing iç difficult making the search for financial contributions 

continuous. 

27 1 htt p://www. fec .gov/pres96/presgen/ha 
2 2  http://www. fec.gov/press/canpost.htm 
173 http://www.fec.gov/finance/state.htrn 
'74 http:/lwww. fe~.gov/press/canpost.htm 
ZWorld Encvciopaedia - - of Political Svstems & Parties Second Edition, Volume II, p.1214. 



Candidates may look elsewhere for financial contributions to their campaign. 

Campaign contributions serve two important functions for rnernbers of Congress:W6 

political support not only can induce a congressrnan to back the group's legislative 

interest, but also can help assure that rnernbers friendly to the grouprs remain 

in 0ffice.m This section will look at both these aspects in terms of financial 

contributions to campaigns. 

A political action cornmittee (PAC) has become the vehicle for individuals or 

groups to participate financially in the political process. The real impetus for PAC 

formation did not corne until the 1970's when the federal campaign financial Iaws 

were overhauled.278 Crucial were the 1974 amendments which clamped a $1,000 limit 

o n  the amount an individual could contribute to a House or Senate candidate in a 

prîmary or general election. PAC's are permitted to give $5,000 per candidate, with 

no Iimit on how much a candidate could receive in combined PAC donationç.280 The 

question remains, how relevant is this to Israel fxom a foreign policy perspective in 

Congess? The response to this question is threefold: first, the funding and rnakeup 

of pro-Israel PAC's , second, who are the recipients of pro-IsraeI PAC's, and finally, 

how relevant is pro-Israel PAC money to a candidate. 

The Washington Lobbv (Washington: Congressional Quartedy Inc. 1982), p. 10. 
Ibid. 
Ibid., p. 41. 
Ibid. 

WJ Ibid. 



Let us first examine the funding and breakdown of pro-Israel PAC's. A large 

proportion of the funding to pro-Israel PAC's is derived from the Jewish community, 

which is renomed for playing an active role in Amencan politics. The term active 
- 

role does not necessarily equate to an individual's physicd participation, since other 

forms of participation may include the simple action of voting or conhibuting 

financidy. On this point, members of the Jewish community take enormous pride 

in their prominence in financing campaigns, feeling they have done good for their 

country by helping good candidates attain 0ffice.m Even Truman attributed in large 

part, the success of his 1948 campaign to Abe Feinberg, who began a process of 

systematic fund-raising for politics that has made American Jews the most 

conspicuous fund-raisers and contributors.282 

The 1974 campaign financing law became quite restrictive for those groups 

wanting to contribute substantial amounts of rnoney to candidates. The emergence 

of the Political Action Cornmittee became a perfectly legal way to side-step the 

restrictions.f83 By organising numerous PACfs with the same goal, groups like the 

pro-Israeli group would be able to get on line specific candidates by swaying him or 

her with campaign money. 

Stephan D. Isaacs, Jews and American politics (New York: Doubleday & Company Lnc., 1974), p. 116. 
L?Q Ibid. 

Edward Tivnan, The Lobbv rewish Politicai Power and American Foreign Policv (New York: Simon 
and Çchuster, 1987, p. 85. 
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The first appearance of a pro-Israel PAC on the national scene was in 1976, by 

the 1990 campaign they had rnushroomed to 95.m However, no pro-Israel PAC has 

ever carried a name or other information discIosing its pro-Israel interest or 
- 

affiliation with the pro-Israel lobby or Jewish organisations.2~5 Rather, each chooses 

to obscure its pro-Israel character by using bland titles in order for those in the 

political process not to use the percentage of Jewish money (in a given race) as a 

negative.286 More importantly, IegaIly, the pro-Israel PACfs could not be lumped 

together because they are a i l  "unrelated to each other", but the spending pattern of 

the pro-Israel PAC's show that their giving is more tightIy focused.28' However, 

when the checks are actually handed over to candidates, each candidate is very well 

aware of the pro-Israel's PACfs specific concems288 

In looking at what type of member of Congress may be the recipient of pro- 

Israel PAC money, it is imperative to also consider how relevant pro-Israel PAC 

money may be to a candidate. Most PAC's still Say, of course, that their primary job 

is rewarding friends and punishing enemies.289 Friends of Israel will always make 

positive remarks in the House or Senate, never vote against relevant Bills on Israel 

'8.' Richard H Curtiss. e t  al, Stealth PAC's: L o b b v i n v  
(Washington: American Educational Trust, 1991), p. 144. 
D5 Paul Findley, Thev Dare to Speak out People and Institutions Confront Israel's Lobbv (Connecticut: 
Lawrence Hill & Company, 1985), p. 42. 
'86 Ibid. 

John J. Fialka & Brooks Jackson, "Pro-Israel Lobby Jewish PAC's emerge as a Powerful Force in US. 
Election Races." The WaIl Street rouina1 26 Feb. 1985, p. 2. 
788 Wolf Blitzer, Between Washinaton and Terusalem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), p. 127. 



and remain supportive in committees that reçpectively affect any U.S. foreign policy 

decision on Israel. Friends of Israel receive fd pro-Israel PAC money during an 

elected representative's most crucial moment. an election campaip. Money makes 
- 

dl the difference in advertising or promoting a candidate during an election year, 

and this is where PAC money pIays a significant role. This was particularly the case 

in the 1984 Senatorial race in Illinois between incumbent Charles Percy and his 

opponent Paul Simon. The chart below outlines the race between Percy and Simon. 

Near East & South 
Asia 
sub-cornmittee 

Illinois 1 Simon, Paul 1 301,383 1 81% 1 1 

COMMITEES 
- * . . 

Foreign Relations, 

1 (Senate-Democrat) 1 1 1 1 
(Source: S tea lth PA C's p.65,1984) 

% OUT'OESTBTE ' 
- .> u--~..- . . 

d. - 
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In spite of the fact that Illinois has a relatively small Jewish population, 

PAC' . , 

-. , 

500 

STATE 

Illinois 

candidate Paul Simon received $301,383 from out of state pro-Israel PACJs.m In this 

CANDIDATE , 

. . - :.- - - - 

Percy, Charles 

particular Senatorial race, the relevance of pro-Israel PAC money is depicted with the 

obvious intention to defeat Simon's opponent. What is important to note is not only 

the percentage of out of state donations but the cornmittee Percy sat on. Paul Simon's 

opponent Senator Percy, once the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 

3 9  Edward Tivnan, The Lobbv Tewish Political Power and American Foreim Policv (New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 1987), p. 46. 
'% Ibid., p. 65. 



Cornmittee voted in 1981, in favour of the U.S. seliing Airborne warning and control 

system (Awacs) aircraft to Saudi ArabiaF Percy had dso  mistakeniy openly stated 

that Israel could no longer count on the U.S. to write blank checks and at one tirne 

urged Israel to deal with Yasser Arafat, who in his view was more moderate than 

other extremists such as George Habash.292 As Chairman of the Senate Foreign 

Relations committee Percy held a powerfuI and influentid position and voted in 

support of Isreal 87 percent of the time.233 However, he began showing signs of 

independence on Middle East policy ai committee hearings by taking into account a 

variety of viewpoints and calIing for the consideration of Palesthian "rightsM.= 

Israel, and hence the pro-Israeli lobby strongIy disapproved of the Awacs sale to 

Saudi Arabia, making all those who voted in favour of it potential enernies. As a 

result, the pro-Israel PAC's joined financial forces, Senator Percy's opponent was 

provided with $301,383 out of an estimated $3,1 million contributed by Arnerican 

Jews for his deÇeat.295 This amount does not include independent campaigns such as 

the one i ~ t i a t e d  by Michael R. Goland, a California red-estate agent with ties to one 

of the Jewish PAC's who spent $1,1 million in television advertising and direct mail 

against Percy.2g6 In lieu of the 1974 campaign financing d e s ,  Goland was fined 

291 John J. Fialka & Brooks Jackson "Pro-IsraeI Lobby Jewish PAC's emerge as a-Powerful Force in US. 
EIection Races" The Wall Street Journal 26 Feb. 1985. 
"' George W. Bali and Douglas B. Bali, The Pasionate Attachment, America's Involvement with Israel, 
1947 to the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 222. 
P33 Ibid. 
29.' Richard H. Curtiss et al, SteaIth PAC's: Lobbving Conmess for Control of U.S. Middle East Policv 
(Washington: American Educational Trust, 1990), p. 58. 
"' George W. Bal1 and Douglas B. Baii, The Passionate Attachment, America's Involvement with Israel, 

. 2947 to the Present (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 222. 



$5000, a srnail amount for someone willing to spend $1 miilion to  defeat a 

candidate.2g7 

The hend for receiving large sums of pro-Israel PAC money has nit  declined 

in recent years. In fact actual contributions to individual candidates reported by the 

61 pro-Israel PAC's active in the 1996 election cycle more than doubled between June 

and December, 1996 from $13 million to $2,7 million.298 Below is a chart of the top 10 

Senate and House recipients of pro-Israeli PAC money for the 1996 election period. 
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The Lobby 

Having discussed Political Action Cornmittees, it is now time to venture into a 

more institutionalised organisation. the pro-Israel lobby. This section wiIl be 

devoted to discussing the American Israel Public Affairs Cornmittee (AIPAC) and its 

role in US. foreign policy and Israel. Cnt ica l  to the discussion will be the origins of 

the pro-Israel lobby, its goal, their role with PAC's and the effeds as well as the 

effectiveness of the Lobby. Some background information will be provided on the 

pro-Arab lobby in order to M y  understand the full capacity of the pro-Israel lobby. 

Prior to Iaunching into a discussion on the pro-Israel lobby (AIPAC), it is 

necessary to have some understanding of the pro-Arab lobby. The pro-Arab lobby 

first emerged on the American political spedrum in 1972 in the aftermath of the 1967 

war. The founders of the National Association of Àrab Amencan (NAAA) were 

convinced, following the '67 war that Congress and the Executive branch required 

alternative viewpoints and factual information in order to balance the claims of the 

pro-Israel lobby.299 The NAAA is a membership organisation dedicated to the 

formulation and implernentation of an objective and non-partisan U.S. foreign policy 

agenda in the Middle East? This organisation is comprised of approxirnately 10,000 

citizens who constitute its membership and financial support b a s e 7  The mission 

David Sadd & Neal Lenenmann, "Anb American Grievances." Foreign Policv FaIl 1985. p. 18. 
:OO hnp://www.steele.codn~Brochure.htmi 

'O' Ibid. 



statement of the NAAA sets the goals of the organisation which includes the 

folIowing: a dedication to peace throughout the Middle East and the world; striving 

for greater strategic CO-operation between the U.S. and the Arab world; subscribing to 
- 

all international accords on huma. rights and civil liberties; and advocating political, 

social and economic justice for a l l  peoples of the Middle E a s t 9  

The NAAA developed as the Arab-Amencan cornmunity became aware of the 

sfxong ties that the pro-Israel lobby formed between the U.S. and I~rae1.3~3 

Accordingly, it was realised that Israel gained financial and military support as a 

result of this relationship and that it too would be beneficial to the Arab states to 

develop a similar relatiowhip. In addition to the NAAA, the American-Arab Anti- 

Discrimination Cornmittee (ADC), exists as a grass roots organisation also 

representing Arab-American~.~ The ADC was founded by former Senator James 

Abourezk and the American Arab Institute dedicated to protecting and defending the 

rights of &ab-Americans, while at the same time prornoting their heritage in order to 

end the stereotyping of Arabs in the media. Even with the existence of these two 

organisations, the effectiveness of the Arab lobby cannot be compared to that of the 

pro-Israel lobby. Whereas the pro-Israel lobby has a single goal, the Arnericans of 

Arab descent reflect the great diversity within the Arab world itself.MS Arab 

30' http://www.steele.com/naaa/mission.html 
303 David Sadd & Neal Lenenmann, "Anb American Grievances." Foreign Policv Fa11 1985, p. 18. 
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Americans corne from diverse geographical arid religious backgrounds while 

harbouring differing priorities and political goals.306 As a result, they have never and 

can never become a one-issue oriented ethnic group Like their counterparts, which 

refleds in the outcome of their lobbying goals. 

The NAAA fomed its first poütical action cornmittee (NAAA-PAC) in 1984, 

making contributions to both Democratic and Republican office seekers favourable 

to their policy 1ines.W During the 1984 campaign the NAAA-PAC was abIe to raise 

$20,000 compared to the pro-Israel PACfs which raised $2,8 million. In a political 

world where political sunrival depends on money, elections and re-election, the 

lobbying goals of the NAAA are far Iess successful than those of the pro-lsrael lobby. 

The pro-Israei lobby (referred to as AIPAC) is the official Capital Hill lobbyist 

for the American Jewish commu~ty,  the onIy organisation in Washington registered 

to lobby on Israel's behalf.3m The organisation was first founded in 1951 by LN. 

Kenan, who at the time, was a registered foreign agent for Israel.309 Mr. Kenan 

transfomed his organisation into an American lobby in 1954 and changed the name 

'O6 Ibid. 
307 Ibid., p.23. 
M8 Edward Tivnan, The Lobbv iewish Political Power and American Foreim Poliw (New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 1987), p. 163. 
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to the Arnerican Zionist Cornmittee for Public Affairs and rernained associated with 

it when it assumed its present name in 1959.310 

AIPACs onginal goals incIuded the creation of a bridge between the Jewish 

communities of the U.S. and Israel. Additionally, it included the promotion of 

relations between the two countries as well as activities aimed at influencing the 

Amencan Executive and legislators to provide for the safety of Israel.311 In other 

words, AIPAC had to manage a way to keep U.S. aid and money flowing to I ~ r a e l . ~ l ~  

Over the years, AIPAC has grown into one of the most influential lobby 

groups in Washington with a large operational base across the country. Keeping it in 

operation requires a great deal of finances of which 90-95 percent of its contributors 

are American J ~ w s . ~ ~ ~  AIPAC is so well financially grounded that even in states 

where there are only small Jewish populations, AIPAC has organised a network of 

pro-Israeli citizens who meet several tirnes a year with members of Congress when 

they return home.314 Although an old fashioned lobbying technique, this method is 

still effective since the elected representative becomes sensitively aware of his 

constituents concerns. Other techniques may include massive pressure mail outs or 

310 Ibid. 
31' Bat-Ami Zucker, U.S. Aid to krael and i k  Refection in the New York Times and the WashinHon Post 
1948-1973 (New York: The Edwin Meiien Press, 1991), p. 32. 
312 Edward Tivnan, The Lobbv Jewish Political Power and American Foreign Policv (New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 1983, p. 163. 
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through mass media campaigns, such as the radio, television, newspaper or 

magazines. In fart, direct mail has been a tremendous success for AIPAC, in more 

ways than one. For example, direct mail from AIPAC to the Jewish community 
- 

serves two purposes: firstly, to secure addifional finances dong  with new members, 

and secondly, to educate the community about what is happening in Washington on 

Throughout the years, as AIPAC became more institutionalisec? in the 

American govenunental process, it has taken on an important role with both the U.S. 

government and the Israeli government. The Israeli govemment has corne to rely on 

AIPAC for advice or understanding what, to Israeli's, is an unusudy complicated 

U.S. legislative process.3~6 Occasionally, AIPAC works with the Israeli government 

on specific matters. Such was the case, for example, when they helped the Israeli 

government draft the officia1 statement defending Israel's 1981 bombing of the Iraqi 

nuclear reactor.317 However, as far as their relationship with the Israeli govermnent is 

ccncerned, the2 policy lines have been kept very clear, AIPAC's role is to support 

Israel's policies, not to help formulate them.318 For the most part, they prefer to be 

- - - - - - 

' 1 4  David K. Shipler "Pro-lsrael Group Exertç Quiet Might as it Railies Supporters in Congress" The New 
York Times 7 J U I ~  1987. 
~5 WOU Blitzer, Between Washin~ton and lerusatem A Reporter's Notebook (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985), p. 123. 
3 ~ 6  ibid., p. 139. 
317 Paul Findley, Thev Dare to Spea k out People and Institutions Confront Israei's Lobbv ( C o ~ e c t i c u  t: 
Lawrence Hill & Company, 1985), p. 26. 
318 Ibid., p. 32. 
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publicly recognised as an Amencan outfit run by Americans with taxable, not tax- 

free-dollars.n9 

The U.S. government has also been known to turn to 

rather to impose pressure tactics on members in Congress. 

AIPAC for assistance, or 

When President Reagan 

had di f f id ty  in  Congress on Iegislation which would allow him to keep the existing 

force of Marines in Lebanon for 18 months, he huned to Thomas Dine the Director of 

AlPAC at that time.3m ML Dine and AIPAC turned up the heat on the Senate, 

aliowing the president to win a victory on this legi~Iation.32~ 

AIPAC insists that the organisation is involved at every point that a Cecision 

cmcial to Israel is being made.3" In fa& particularly during the budget period 

contact between AIPAC and Congress increases. Telephone calls from the House 

Budget Committee leadership and staff, as well as from the Senate Budget 

Committee leadership and staff may increase during this period while these 

individuals ask AIPAC their opinion on the budget? Budget period is particdarly 

important since this is the time when amounts of financial assistance is allocated to 

foreign countries, such as Israel. 

3L9 Bat-Ami Zucker, US. Aid to Israel and its Refection in the New York Times and the Washington Post 
1948-1973 (New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, 199'1), p. 32. 
3m Paul Findley, Thev Dare to Speak out People and Institutions Confront Israel's Lobbv (Connecticut: 
Lawrence Hiil & Company, 1985), p. 28. 
3'1 Ibid., p. 29. 
322 David K. Shipler, " On Middle East Policy, a Major Innuence" The New York Times 6 July 1987. 
3'3 Ibid. 
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AIPAC plays an important roIe with the Politicai Action Cornmittees. 

Although AIPAC does not endorse or give money to candidates, it is perceived as 
- 

influencing many campaign contributors.324 Israel's fiends in Congress are often 

rewarded from individual AIPAC -members and fIom pro-Israel political action 

committees.3* AIPAC avoids endorsing candidates pubIidy and does not raise or 

spend money directly in partisan campaigns, instead campaign involvement is Ieft to 

pro-Israel political action c o d t t e e s . 3 ~  Pro-Israel PAC leaders receive guidance 

from AIPAC, which keeps them up to date on votes cast and statements made by 

Senate and House members as weIl as positions taken on the Middle East by 

candidates seeking office for the first time.3w 

For a lobby group AIPAC is very professionally organised, and holds contacts 

in  areas of the govenunent machine that are relevant to its goals. Holding contacts in 

high and strategic places is important in order to ensure that they are among the first 

to receive information and that the information that they receive is well founded. 

Often at cornmittee hearings, a member of AIPAC will be in attendance, keeping 

account of what goes on and who says what. In the event that meetings are behind 

closed doors, AIPAC will rely on leaks often coming from Congressional staff 

3 3  David K. Shipler, "Pro-Israel Group Exerts Quiet Might as it Railies Supporters in Congress" The New 
York Times 7 July 1987. 
325 Ibid. 
3 3  Paul Findley, Thev Dare to Speak out People and Institutions Confront Israei's Lobbv (Connecticut: 
Lawrence Hi11 & Company, t985), p. 41. 



members. Having friends of AIPAC in Congress is important to the organisation, 

and often, Congessiond staff members are the easiest to access. 

- 
AIPAC has proven itself effective in building its organisation, in making its 

place in Washington and in achieving its goals. Helping to funnel aid to Israel is 

equally as important as raising the awareness of Israel to Americans and American 

legislators. This awareness is heightened with methods that were previously 

discussed, such as mail-outs, television or magazine advertisements. AIPAC works 

with 0th- Jewish organisations to achieve this. Quite often, tours of Israel are 

arranged by other organisations and facilitated by AIPAC.328 This gives govemors, 

members of state legislatures and community leaders a profound experience while at 

the same time giving these visitors an opportunity to be more sympathetic to the 

Israeli agenda and c a ~ s e . ~ 2 ~  

The effects of the pro-Israeli lobby can be quite severe, particularly if a 

member of Congress, the Senate or the President finds him or herseIf on the other 

side. AIPAC runs a remarkable system. If you vote with them (pro-Israel) or make a 

public statement they Iike, they get the word out fast through their own publications 

and through editors around the country who are sympathetic to their ca~se.33~ 

However, if you Say something they don? like (anti-Israel) you can be denounced or 

3 3  Ibid., p. 44. 
3= Ibid., p. 34. 
329 ibid. 



censured through the same network.331 This type of pressure is bound to affect an 

elected representative's thinking, especially if the mernber is wavering or needs 

support.332 
- 

This is not to Say that members of Congress speak or legislate at a i l  times in 

fear of AIPAC on issues relating to Israel. Each member holds his or her own 

agenda, and hence chooses his or her own course of action. However, if the course of 

action chosen is deemed unfavourable to Israel, then it is unfavourable to AIPAC. 

AIPAC may then pursue its own course of action, although it may not always be 

successfu1 in how it chooses to penalise that individual. In the case of Paul Findley, 

the pro-Israel lobby was a success and publicly claimed the aedit. 

A member of the House Middle East subcommittee, Findley was drawn into 

Middle East politics because of a constituent who was wrongly detained in Yernen. 

After having initiated his constituent's release, Findley chose to embark on a MiddIe 

East peace quest by meeting with Arafat, clearly in defiance of the U.S. policy set by 

Kissinger which prohibited any communication with the P L 0  until they recognised 

Israel's right to exist.33 Although just the beginning, Findley found himself 

drowning in Middle East politics and becorning more sympathetic to the Pa1esti~a.n 

cause. As a marked man by AIPAC he nevertheless won the 1980 election. However, 

330 Ibid., p. 36. 
331 Ibid. 
332 Ibid. 



the following election would prove disastrous since the 1981 electoral reform 

eliminated a strong supporting district that had helped Findey win the previous 

election, in spite of AIPACfs efforts.= The headlines in the election preceding 1980 
* 

read "Israel's supporters again are pouring money into an emotional drive to unseat 

Paul Findey"- In fact, Findley lost and AIPAC was quoted as having brought in 

150 students from the University to pound the pavements and knock on doors.336 In 

addition, it was later estimated that $685,000 of the $750,000 raised by his opponent 

came from Jews.33' AIPAC made a very strong statement with its actions in the 

Findley election upset, and more over, wanted to send a very clear message to others 

elected representatives. 

In essence, AIPAC has convinced Congress and the Senate that it represents 

practically al1 Jews who vote." With the pressure tactics and actions taken by 

AIPAC made public to Congressmen, this renders AIPAC as the only Jewish 

constituency real to Congressmen is the one that AIPAC and other spokesmen for the 

Jewish establishment tell them about.sg For obvious reasons, members of Congress 

and the Senate feel pressures and perhaps even obligated to vote, speak or act in 

favour of U.S. policy towards Israel. 

333 Ibid., p. 12. 
3 x  Ibid., p. 21. 
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CHAPCER F m :  ~ J A L Y T I C A L  COMPARISON OF THE SEVEN D-INANTS BY PRESIDENCY 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the previous chapters analyticdy to 
- 

develop cornparisons and contrasts of the presidencies since 1948. Since the seven 

determinants used in the mode1 assisted in understanding the development of 

Amencan foreign policy towards Israel under each president, they shall remain the 

focal point in this analysis. Consistencies and the developments of similar patterns 

between presidents will be noted and discussed as will the differences. Although the 

Iist of detenninants remained unchanged, each president and his administration was 

affected differently with each having a unique approach to foreign poIicy and Israel. 

This chapter will proceed with an analysis under the heading of each determinant. 

(1) The Beliefs, Attitude and Personality of the President 

The role of the president is important with respect to the foreign policy 

decision making process, this role is as great as the president chooses to rnake it. In 

the United States, the shape of foreign policy can be changed by the personality and 

nahile of a particular president. When and if he does choose to be part of it, his 

beliefs, attitudes and personality define his role. Since the personality of each 

president is unique, each president has a different yet personal style of dealing with 

foreign policy issues. Harry Truman preferred to hold the upper hand in foreign 



policy. State Department's advice was not weighed heavily by the President who 

hoped to gain an advantage over the Soviets by recognising a Jewish state first. State 

Department had a perspective of a different scenario which had the &ab states 

drawn into the Soviet camp upon U.S. recognition of a Jewish state. At that time, the 

question for consideration was which of the two was more important to the U.S. 

national interest. The President alone decided, against the wiü of his Secretary of 

State and the State Department, that a Jewish state outweighed the importance of the 

Arab states. 

Unlike Truman, Jimmy Carter relied on a team-like approach while reseming 

final decisions for himself, aUowing him the latitude for varied views yet making 

him the key player. What was important to Carter was that the Kissinger approach to 

implementing foreign policy decisions on his own was not practised in his 

administration. With this in mind, Carter put together an organisational scheme for 

PresidentiaI decisions having his top advisors act in a team spirit, yet reserving final 

decisions for himself, keeping foreign policy under his control. 

Dwight Eisenhower lacked confidence in foreign policy decisions by virtue of 

his Iack of experience in foreign policy. Eisenhower had strategically chosen Dulles 

as his Secretary of State because of his solid background in foreign affairs. With the 



exception of the Suez aisis, Dulles had control of U.S. foreign policy on behalf of the 

President. 

- 
Whïle Eisenhower had mandated control to his Secretary of State, Richard 

Nixon, strong in character, was overshadowed by the personality of his seaetary of 

state. One of the reasons that Nixon was easily overshadowed by Kissinger was due 

in large part to Nixon's domestic problems in the Watergate scandal. Kissinger was 

named Secretary of State in Nixon's second mandate, during the time that Watergate 

had erupted. Domestic problems took an emotional toll on Nixon which at times left 

Kissinger to nin the show, such as during the DefCon III ale*, when top advisors 

deemed the President too distraught to participate in the decision making process 

which Kissinger eventually resolved. Nixon openly admitted that he felt no 

obligation to the Amencan Jewish constituency which meant that decisions towards 

Israel should have been rendered with much more impartiality than they actually 

were. Kissinger had often Ied the kesident to believe that should events in the 

Middle East unfold the wrong way they might Iead to a superpower confrontation, 

making Presidential backing for Israel more likely. 

The attitudes and beliefs a president bnngs with him to the White House are 

important, particularly with regards to U.S. foreign policy and Israel. A president 

may choose to alter the course of foreign policy administered towards a particular 



country like Israel, because of his attitude or belièfs. More than any other president 

this certainly was the case for Jimmy Carter who held a fundamental religious 

attachment to Israel. At first, this religious attachment was grounds enough to 
a 

support Israel but as he gained experience in Middle East politics, he began to take a 

different approach in foreign policy towards the Middle East by speaking up on 

occasions on Palestuiian rights. His new found experience on Middle East politics 

encompassed far more than his initial religious attachment to the holy land. Carter 

began searching for long-term solutions for peace and hoped that this would be 

achieved through the negotiations at Camp David. 

According to Truman, his attitude and belief towards Israel came in the 

aftermath of WWII, with the persecution and sdfering of the Jews in Europe. The 

question of Palestine was clear to Truman, who relied on the Balfour declaration for 

background guidance on what was promised to the Jews by the British. This belief 

assisted Truman in the formulation of his foreign policy on Palestine which led to 

the recognition of the state of Israel. On the other hand, President Eisenhower did 

not bring with him to the White House any fundamental attachment to IsraeI. 

Eisenhower had little knowledge on the Middle East from an academic perspective, 

nor from an emotional standing, which is why he chose to reIy on the expertise of 

others. This lack of attachment was clear in his poiicies executed towards Israel, 

which were said to have been cool. The most obvious example of Eisenhower's 



"cool" policies towards Israel was during the Suez crisis where he took a tough stand 

against Israel, in which he led a l l  foreign policy decision due to Secretary of State 

Dulles' iliness. Eisenhower's indifference towards Israel allowed him to view the 
- 

Middle East from a wider perspective, reprimanding either the Arab states or IsraeI 

when necessary. 

Like Eisenhower, Richard Nixon brought with him to the White House no 

personal sentiments or attachrnent to the state of Israel. Although this detachment 

was not reflected in his administration's policies, it was seen mostly in his comments. 

During Nixon's first Presidential campaign, American Jews chose to back his 

opponent, which left Nixon quite bitter yet relieved of the fact that he had no 

obligations to the American Jewish constituency since he had won the election 

without their vote. Nixon considered this a victory and often boasted that the Jewish 

lobby had no effect on him, yet he was criticised as an anti-Semite because of such 

comments. 

Ronald Reagan's attitude and beliefs surroundhg Israel were a combination 

of strategy and morality. His theory on strategy falls under the determinant of the 

international shategk environment. However on the question of morality, Reagan 

Iike Truman, felt sorne moral obligation to the Jews in Israel because of the past 

experience they had suffered. As President, Reagan was able to make the issue of 



morality towards aU Jews and IsraeI the burden of the United States. To Reagan, 

avoiding a second HoIocaust meant keeping the state of Israel militarily shong and 

financidy sound and close to the United States. 

- 

Each president with his own personality, attitudes and beliefs brought 

different views on Israel to the White House. Some siailarities in view stem frorn a 

moral perspective in recognition of past Jewish experience and the Holocaust. A 

combination of each president's personality, attitudes and beliefs help explain the 

president's policies towards Israel. 

(2) The Beliefs, A Attitudes and Personality of the Secretary of S tate 

A secretary of state also plays an important role in foreign policy decision 

making. The extent of his role is defined by the president who may either choose to 

rely on this person's expertise and knowledge or not take his advice into 

consideration at all. If the secretary of state plays a role Iarger than that of the 

president, it is due to specific reasons which were discussed under the previous 

heading. If this is the case, certain factors such as the beliefs, attitudes and 

personality of the secretary of state must be carefully analysed. Should the secretary 

of state play a lesser role, he may sti1I be able to influence the president into taking a 



different course of action, which may also be as a resuIt of the specified factors, 

namely, beliefs, attitudes and personality. 

a 

The Secretary of State with a personality unüke any other was Henry 

Kissinger. Kissinger's personality exuded confidence and strength, so much so that it 

outweighed the confidence of Presidents Nixon and Ford. This confidence was in 

large part due to his credibility in foreign affairs and his academic and personal 

knowledge on the Middle East. This strength of character also factored in when 

Kissinger occupied the position of National Security Advisor wMe W ï a m  Rogers 

was Seaetary of State. Rogers' personality could not overcome Kissinger's, which 

subsequently gave Rogers a back bench in foreign poIicy matters in which Kissinger 

was involved. When Kissinger became Secretary of State, his shength of character, 

not to mention expertise, assisted him in his foreign poIicy decisions which Nixon 

had virtually surrendered to him. 

On the opposite side of the spectnim, George Marshall's personality was not 

strong enough to supersede that of President Truman, making his advice and 

expertise futile. Truman made decisions without the advice and subsequently 

without informing his secretary of state, particularly on the decision to recognise 

Israel. Although Marshall had difficulty dealing with the kesident's actions from a 

personal point of view, he accepted the decision was a Presidential one. 



Dean Rusk's silent personality gave him a "more behind the scenes role", 

leaving President Kennedy front and centre where foreign policy was concemed. 
- 

Reluctant to take the lead or render important decisions, Rusk believed that foreign 

policy decisions hold international significance, and hence should be at the hands of 

the president and not the secretary of state. Rusk preferred to follow the Presidentrs 

Iead and remained silent on any difference of policy opinion 

The attitudes and beliefs that each secretary of state brings to the White House 

are as important as the beliefs and attitudes of the president, particularly if the 

secretary of state takes a Ieading role in foreign policy decision making. With 

regards to Israel, certain secretaries of states may have exercised foreign poky  with a 

bias towards Israel vis-à-vis their personal sentiment. Despite Kissinger's persona1 

background, Israel obviously meant more to Kissinger than it ever would to Nixon, 

who openly stated his disassociation with the Jewish community. Kissinger's 

obligation to Israel was based on his own history as a Jew and the struggle that the 

Jews had historically endured, and now again with the possible threat that Israel's 

Arab neighbours posed. This was the state of mind that Kissinger brought with him 

to the White House as National Security advisor and later as Secretary of State. With 

the approval of Richard Nixon, Henry Kissinger Israel orchestrated the transfer of a 

sums of money as well as military supplies both during and foUowing the 1973 war. 



George Shultz's affinity with Israel went beyond any strategic definition. He 

believed that the U.S. had a moral obligation which bound the policies of these two 
- 

countries together. He went even W h e r  than that by implementing a White House 

strategy which publicly demonstrated a political alliance even if there was some 

conflict behind the scenes. This was particulariy true when George Shulb, on behaif 

of the U.S. govemment accepted responsibility for Israel's role in the Sabra and 

ShatilIa Massacres. A secretary of state may be as important as a president in the 

foreign policy process since his personality and what he believes may play a 

significant role in foreign policy decisions. 

(3) n e  Relations Bef-zueen the Presiden t and the Secretary of State 

The relationship between the secretary of state and president is an important 

determinant as fax as foreign policy is concemed. A good and balanced 

administration will have a soIid working relatiowhip between the president and his 

secretary of shte, otherwise, one of the two wiIl take the lead in foreign policy 

decisions. Such was the case with Harry Truman and George Marshall, whose 

relationship was a reflection in their approach to foreign policy. Tmman and 

Secretary of State Marshall had opposing views and solutions on the question of 

Palestine. Although Marshall and Truman recognised that a soIution to the growing 



problem in Palestine was necessary, their solutions differed in content. Where 

Marshall preferred a misteeship plan, Tnunan favoured partition. Tnunan took 

matters 

state of 

and decisiow into his own hands by recognising the newly independent 
- 

Israel, a decision Marshall was not aware of until it had been formally 

Contrary to this relationship was the one between President Eisenhower and 

John Foster Dulles. Dulles possessed the expertise that Eisenhower lacked and the 

President was comfortabIe with this arrangement since it allowed him to focus on 

areas that he was shonger in. Eisenhower, without hesitation, passed on foreign 

policy initiatives to his Secretary of State, who in turn implemented policies the 

President was satisfied with. This relationship was c o m p h e n t q  to their balanced 

approach to foreign affairs. 

The relationship between John Kennedy and Dean Rusk was very formal, 

Rusk preferred to be kept at arms Iength with the President. This disturbed Kennedy 

who preferred a more assertive Secretary of State willing to take the lead on occasion, 

which was certainly not the case. For Kennedy, this meant that he was left alone in 

taking the leadership in foreign policy. In large part, this was due to the fact that 

Rusk felt uncornfortable with Kennedy given his background. Rusk's attitude and 

dealing with the President changed when Lyndon Johnson assumed the presidency. 



Contrary to his reIationship with Kennedy, Rusk had a more informal relationship 

with Johnson wtiich enabled Rusk to perform his duties as far as foreign policy was 

concerned with more assertîveness. In fact, Johnson came to rely on his expertise and 
& 

made the state department the focal point for foreign policy issues while he focused 

on domestic matters. 

Unlike Johnson, Richard Nixon took a more active role in foreign poIicy 

rnatters but as he became embroiled in domestic events such as the Vietnam war, he 

left strategy for the Middle East in the hands of his Seuetary of State, William 

Rogers. Unfortunately for Rogers, Nixon had an enormous distrust of the State 

Department and while Kissinger served as National Security Advisor, Nixon became 

more dependent on his advice rather than the advice of his Seuetary of State. To 

some degree this distrust with Rogers and faith in Kissinger's expertise proved 

favourable for Kissinger when he later on became Seuetary of State. Had Nixon not 

developed a previous relationship with Kissinger, and corne into contact with his 

expertise on foreign policy, he may not have willingly entrusted Kissinger with the 

power to make foreign policy decisions, particularly in the Middle East since it had 

the potential to involve the Soviets. Nixon's relationship with Kissinger was based 

more on professionalism than anything, and in this regard Nixon trusted Kissinger. 

This may have also contributed to the fact that Nixon rarely ovemled his Secretary 

of State on foreign policy matters. Later during Nixon's second mandate, when the 



Watergate scandd erupted, Nixon played even less of a role in foreign policy 

decisions, making Kissinger the key player. 

(4) The Role of the American Jeroish Community b 

(5) The Role of O t k r  Domestic Groups and Pressures in American Politics 

In this section of the analysis, the discussion of determinants number 4 and 5 

can go together since the effects the two on an administration are similar, and 

presidents often refer to the two interchangeably. The American Jewish community 

plays a significant role as far as votes and public opinion are concemed, and the pro- 

Israel lobby serves as the voice for American Jews. The importance of Amencan 

Jewish representation in voting behaviour has been discussed in the previous 

chapter, as was the significance of public opinion. With this definition in mind, 

sone presidents have been more sensitive towards the American Jewish vote 

whereas for others this factor was not considered during the presidential elections. 

Presidentç Eisenhower and Nixon, both Republicans, were less concemed with 

the Jewish vote and pro-Israel pressure groups than Truman, Johnson and Carter, al1 

Democrats. Traditionally and histoncally, Americans Jews have supported 

Democratic candidates. Eisenhower and Nixon both openly rejected any obligations 

to the American Jewish constituency because Amencan Jews had overwhelmingly 

voted in favour of their opponents. In essence this freed them from any pro-Israel 



lobbying pressures, and allowed them to practice policies that were not always 

favourable towards Israel. This was more the case with Eisenhower than with Nixon 

who had Kissinger to bolster relations with Israel. During the Suez crisis, it was 
- 

Eisenhower who made the foreign policy initiatives. Even with a presidential 

election underway, Eisenhower took a strong stand agaiwt Israel's adions because he 

did not anticipate American Jews to vote in his favoux since they did not during the 

previous election. Nixon was very open about the hct  that he had won the 

presidential election without the support of Amencan Jews, although it would be 

difficdt to determine whether or not he would have taken a hard stand against Israel 

since Kissinger made certain that U.S. relations with Israel remained strong. 

Democrats have been more susceptible to pro-Israel pressures because of the 

large base of support that the American Jewish voter supplies. This was certainly the 

case for Harry Truman who was very conscious of the American Jewish voter during 

the 1948 election and was subject to extreme Zionist pressures to recognise the state 

of Israel. Truman had two choices: f d o w  State Department's advise on not 

alienating the Arabs, or pusue his own foreign policy plan on the Middle East. In a 

measure to appease the American Jewish voter during the presidential election 

campaign Truman pledged that his govenunent would recognise of the state of Israel. 

Truman did go on to win the election and the support of the American Jewish vote. 



President Johnson rationalised his approach towards Middle Eastern politics 

by linking domestic politics to foreign policy. Johnson was careful not to alienate the 

American Jewish community and to avoid pressures originating from the pro-Israel 

lobby, this rneant keeping solid relations with Israel. The Johnson administration 

pledged U.S. foreign policy in favour of Israel. He became the first U.S. president to 

supply Israel with large quantities of highiy sophisticated offensive weapons after 

France withdrew its support, condemnation for initiating the 1967 war. 

Jimmy Carter entered the White House with the support of the American 

Jewish community, in large part due to fis personal and religious attachment to 

Israel. As Carter gained experience in foreign affairs and knowledge on the 

Palestinian experience, he began to view the situation from a human rights 

perspective favouring the Palestinians. Carter's convictions and the election of Prime 

Minister Begin weakened his position with the Arnerican Jewish community and as a 

result had to deal with an enormous amount of pressure from the pro-Israel lobby. 

Begin antagonised Carter knowing full well that he could always count on the 

support of American Jews and the tactics of the pro-Israel lobby to counter policies 

unfavourable to Israel. Tensions between the American Jewish community and the 

Carter administration escalated to the point that administration tiptoed through 

foreign policy initiatives towards Israel in hopes of avoiding a show down with an 

election campaign around the corner. Unfominately for Carter, by that point there 



had been irreversibIe damage by the pro-Israeli lobby's efforts to discredit his 

reptation causing him to lose a large proportion of the Jewish vote. Under these 

circumstances, Amencan Jews broke from tradition and establish themselves as an 
- 

important swing vote by siding with the Republican candidate.340 During the 1980 

presidential eledion one in three Jews backed Ronald Reagan (Republican) over 

Jimmy Carter (Democrat).m 

Although traditionally, the Jewish voter is more supportive of Democratic 

candidates than Republican candidates, the 1980 election was a unique event. The 

Arnerican Jewish community felt alienated from the policies administered by the 

Carter administration and this aeated a great deal of tension between the Carter 

administration and American Jews. Reagan took the oppominity to exploit this 

tension during the 1980 election campaign. To his political advantage Reagan played 

favourably towards Arnerican Jews and the pro-Israel lobby. As a result, American 

Jews broke from tradition and largely supported the Republican candidate. 

(6) The Role of Congress Particularly in Regards to Foreign Aid 

As described in Chapter 4, Congress plays an important role in regards to 

foreign policy for a number of reasons. The most significant of these reasons is that 

Congess must authorise and appropriate al l  foreign aid. Congress also has the 

J40 Joel Kotkin "Questioning the Olcl Time Religion" The New Democrat (November, 1995). 
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ability to exert a tremendous amount of pressure on the president and the 

administration with regards to a policy they deem unfavourable. Therefore, for the 

president's purposes, it is preferable that he maintain a co-operative relationship 
- 

with Congress in order to avoid a Congressional showdown on foreign aid 

appropriation and also to mitigate any potential political pressures. 

Gerald Ford was no stranger to the poiitical pressures that Congress could 

exert on a president. In response to his infamous "reassessment" policy towards 

Israel which would have suspended aid to Israel, friends of Israel and members of 

Congress became pressured by their Jewish constituencies and the pro-Israel lobby. 

EventualIy, the pressuring paid off for those members of Congress and Ford's foreign 

policy plan did not go into effect. Interestingly, the pressure occurred with Henry 

Kissinger as Secretary of State who did nothing to oppose the plan In fact, he had 

hoped that a little pressure would have the Israelis concede to a peace plan While 

under Nixon, no such Congressional pressure was necessary since neither Nixon nor 

Kissinger imposed unfavourable policies on Israel that would provoke a reaction 

from Congress. 

Ronald Reagan's pressure taaic experience with Congress came following the 

administration's decision to sel1 defensive weapons to Saudi Arabia. Pressure from 

both Congress and the lobby became so fiercely intense that Reagan had openly 

'" 1 bid. 
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complained at a press conference that it was not the business of other countries to 

make American foreign policy.342 AIthough the House of Representatives voted 

against the sale, it was only after heavy pressure from Reagan himself on the Senate 
- 

that the sale f indy got through.343 

(7) The International Strategic Environment 

The international strategic environnent, particularly during the cold wax era, 

weighed more as a factor on certain administration's foreign policy towards Israel 

than on others. This envixonment is defined by U.S.-Soviet relations which varied 

from President to President. While some presidential eras coincided with a reIativeIy 

peaceful time in Middle Eastern politics, others were drawn into instability as a 

result of the wars between the Arabs and the Israelis. The peaceful eras provided 

some stability to the U.S.-Soviet relationship, whereas instability in the Middle East 

brought on intensity and antagonism to the relationship. This stability or instability 

assisted the U.S. in defining foreign poliq to Israel. When the situation intensified 

in the Middle East, U.S.-Soviet relations became tense, with each supporting their 

proper sphere of influence. Some administrations viewed UA-Soviet relations as a 

competitive showdown in the Middle East by way of the Arab-Israel conflict. 

'" Donald Neff, Fallen Piflars, U.S. Policv Towards Palestine and isnel since 1945 (Washington D.C.: 
lnstitute for Palestine Studies, 1995), p. 180. 
'" i bid. 



Harry Truman disregarded any attempt by the State Department to show that 

the Middle East had any potential Link to U.S.-Soviet relations. State Department's 

strategy included the fear that the Arab states would turn to the Soviets once the U.S. 

positioned themselves with Israel. This fear did inevitably aeate tension between 

the Americans and the Soviets vis-à-vis politics in the Middle East as some Arabs 

aligned themselves with the Soviets and the Israelis with the Americans. The 1967 

war rnarked a turning point in US-Israeli weapons relations. When France refused 

to re-suppIy Israel with weapons, Johnson assumed this role, following intense 

domestic pressure from the pro-Israel Iobby. Strategically, Johnson had to fiU the 

gap by supplying Israel with an advanced arsenal to counter the weapons being 

supplied to the Arabs by the Soviets. Johnson could not Ieave Israel without a major 

arms supplier and at the mercy of the Soviets 

The cold war era was taken most senously by the Nixon administration. 

Persuaded by Henry Kissinger, Nixon believed that at a given point a war would 

erupt in the Middle East dragging the Soviets and the Americans into direct 

confrontation. Even greater was the risk of a nuclear war between the two 

superpowers. Therefore, the Nixon administration believed it imperative to quel1 

this potential threat of conflict. Doing so rneant having to continuously flex 

Arnerican made arsenals in the faces of their adversaries, the Soviets. It was essential 

that Israel be kept militarily superior in order for the Soviets to comprehend that 



Israel's strength was a true reflection of Arnerica's. This was the strategy behind 

Kissinger's thinking in assuring Israel's security in the Middle East. So long as this 

possible threat of U.S.-Soviet conflict prevailed, Kissinger was able to impose his 

policies towards Israel and keep Israel financially sound while supplied with top 

U.S. arsenals. This continued as the Ford administration took over, with the only 

difference in attitude that Ford believed a superpower conflict remained possible so 

long as a peace accord was not fixed. Therefore Ford and Kissinger undertook a lead 

roie in setting a peace accord in the Middle East which Ford hoped would reduce the 

risks of confrontation. 

The Carter administration's strategy between the Arabs and the Israelis 

evolved largely around peace, mainly because of Carter's own personal beliefs. 

However, Carter's advisors had a different view on peace in the Middle East 

Secretary Vance was aware of the damage the '73 war and oil embargo had on the 

U.S. economy and believed that peace between the Arabs and the Israelis would 

avoid any future economic upsets. In essence, Vance integrated the domestic 

economy with US. foreign policy in the Middle East. 

Much like the Nixon administration, the Reagan administration became 

preoccupied with the U.S.-Soviet rivalry in the Middle East. Reagan specifically 

stressed that the balance of power in the Middle East rernain unchanged, with Israel 



in a superior position. To Reagan, Israel was a strategic asset in a part of the world 

that was of great importance to the U.S. national interest. With some Arab states on 

side with the Soviets, the U.S. codd only tuni to and trust IsraeL Reagan believed 

that a strong Israel in the Middle East gave the U.S. an upper hand in the already 

tense U.S.- Soviet relationship. 



The question this thesis originaIly set out to respond to was "why do U.S. 

foreign policy makers make the choices they do towards Israel?". Responding to the 

question required an in depth analysis of the relationship between the U.S. and 

Israel since the aeation of Israel in 1948. 

The decision making institution in U.S. foreign policy includes the executive 

(the president, seaetary of state, national seauity advisor) and Congress. This thesis 

followed Roger Hilsman's political process model based on the andysis of the 

executive, the legislature and the influences upon them. According to Hilsman, 

foreign affairs requires concrete decisions which can only be made by individuaIs, 

hence the political process conceptual model which assumes that the decision making 

process focuses on specific individuals. These people are governmental and non- 

governmental and pass through instruments such as the White House, Congress, 

State Department and lobby groups in order to have a voice in the decision making 

process. This degree of influence by each individual is measured by their role in the 

process, for example, the president yields more direct influence on decisions than 

Congress or the American Jewish voter. However, the application of the political 

process model in this paper does place importance on the influence of non- 



government actors. Seven determinants were defined as causal factors which 

influence the decision making process within the executive branch. The 

determinants referred to in this thesis are as follows: (1) the beliefs, attitudes, and 
- 

personality of the president, (2) the beliefs, attitude and personality of the secretary of 

state, (3) the reIations between the president and the secretary of state, (4) the role of the 

American Jewish community, (5) the role of Congress particularly in regards to foreign 

aid, (6) the role of other domestic groups and pressures in American politics, (7) the 

international strategic environment, particularly during the cold war era. The effects . 

of the seven determinants varied frorn each person within the executive and between 

administrations. 

The focus in chapters two and three was on the president, his secretary of state 

and national security advisor. The starting point began in chapter two with President 

Truman and ended with President Johnson (1948-1968), since the Johnson era opened 

a new chapter in U.S.-Israeli relations. Chapter three continued with the same theme 

between 1969-1989, startuig with the Nixon administration and concluding with the 

Reagan administration. Due to the lack of data available with recent administrations, 

the study of U.S. administrations ends with Ronald Reagan. 

EssentialIy, what chapters two and three set out to do was provide an analysis 

of each president and his advisors closest to him, the secretary of state or national 



security advisor, that affected the outcome of decisions in foreign policy. In order to 

do so, the first information was aucial. For this reason, chap ters 

two and three relied on the biographical and auto-biographical sources of the 
- 

presidenh, secretaries of state and national security advisors. The availability of 

these sources and information facilitated the analysis of the effects of the seven 

determinants on each individual. FolIowing the study of each administration, a 

summary of which determinants favored most prominently was provided. 

Chapter four specifically looked at three of the detenninants, the role of 

Congress, the role of the American Jewish community and the role of other domestic 

groups and pressures in American politics. Although these three detenninants were 

referred to in chapters two and three in was important to describe in more detail the 

process of how they can affect decisionç in U.S. foreign policy to Israel. For example, 

the importance of the Amencan Jewish vote, the pro-Israel lobby and financial 

contributions to politicai campaigns by political actions committees should not be 

considered lightly. Pressures by the American Jewish voter, the pro-Israel lobby and 

political actions committees can be exerted on the executive as well as members of 

Congress. For the purpose of this thesis, the relevance accorded to Congress remains 

in the fact that Congress has the power to approve loaw and aid packages to foreign 

countries like Israel. Congress can not only fa11 subject to pressures, but can also 



exert pressure on the executive in order to achieve a favourable outcome in foreim 

policy. 

Chapter 

detenninants. 

weighing and 

five 

This 

provided a description and andysis of each of the seven 

chapter went back to the Hüsman poliacal process mode1 by 

comparing the determinants to each administration. At this point 

simiIar patterns and differences that had developed were discussed as each 

determinant affected each president and his administration in a different way. 

As this thesis has illustrated, Çoreign policy decisions made towards Israel 

have shown continuity in support for Israel. The original cornmitment to Israel 

conceived by President Truman was pursued by his predecessors, with the exceptions 

of Presidents Eisenhower and Carter who had attempted a more even-handed 

approach to foreign policy in the Middle East. The 1967 tuni around in U.S. foreign 

policy strategy to Israel was crucial whereby the U.S. began implementing foreign 

policies more favourable to Israel by providing Israel with cowiderable amounts in 

U.S. funds and military support. This trend set by President Johnson was largely 

foIlowed by subsequent administrations, building up an even stronger relationship 

and transfer of weapons and funds between the U.S. and Israel. 



The U.S. cornmitment to Israel rem* strong today. After having applied the 

political process mode1 to this analysis, the conclusion derived is that curent nature 

of this relationship is not likely to change with future administrations. There are no 
* 

counter pressures in the political process mode1 significant enough to alter the course 

of the relationship between the U.S. and Israel. The determinants indicate a pattern 

of consistencies that will continue with future administrations. For example, the 

beliefs, attitude and personality of the president or his secretary of state will always 

play a significant role in the formulation and outcome of decisions. In addition, the 

sfrength of the pressures and consequences exerted by the Amencan Jewish 

community and the pro-Israel lobby on the executive and Congress are Iikely to 

remain. By the same token, there are no counter pressures offered by the Arab states 

nor the American Arab community effective enough to break this relationship. Both 

the American Jewish cornmunity and pro-Israel lobby are welI organised and forceful 

enough to get their point aaoss to those involved in the decision making process. As 

was desuibed in chapter four, pressures by the pro-Israel lobby, votes, constituenq 

pressures as well as campaign funding have made it very difficult to exercise any 

policies unfavourable to Israel. President Jimmy Carter is an example of a President 

who had resolved himself to approaching the Arab-Israeli situation from a mord 

perspective. As a result, the Carter administration was criticised by the American 

Jewish community, fell subject to pressures by the pro-Israel lobby, and was unable 



to attain the h d i n g  he previously was accorded and Iost the election to a 

Republican candidate supported by one out of three Amencan Jews. 

As this thesis has pointed out, the heart of the deüsion making process 

in U.S. foreign policy remains with the executive. The study concludes that with the 

exception of a few incidents, each president, secretary of state and national security 

advisor fell subject to the influence of the deterrninants which essentially 

contributed favourably to Israel. The determinants reinforce strong ties with Israel, 

since pressures and lobbying are exerted in the U.S. by its own citizens and the lobby 

group is made of Americans supportive of Israel. Therefore, the executive is fully 

accountable for the policies implemented. In order to hirther this study, the seven 

determinants used in this thesis can be applied to future administrations. The 

relationship between the U.S. and Israel continues to remain strong and steady. 

Having completed this study, any other course in this unique relationship would 

require changes within the decision making process in U.S. foreign policy and an 

alteration in the determinants that affect the outcornes of foreign policy decisions. 



a 

Aronson, ShIomo. The Politics and Strategy of Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East. New 

York: State University of New York Press, 1992 

Blitzer, Wolf. Between Washington and Jenisalem A Reportefs Notebook. New York: 

Oxford University Press, 1985. 

Blitzer, Wolf. Between Washington and lerusalm A Reportefs Notebook New York: 

Oxford University Press, 1985. 

Bnezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Pnnciple: Mmoirs  of the National Secun'ty Aduisor 

2 9%198l. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983. 

Carter, Jimmy. Keeping Faith. New York Bantam Books, 1982. 

Carter, Jimmy. The Blood of Abraham Boston: Houghton Miffiin, 1985. 

Couiter, Keith. Operation Eagle Claw: Explaining A Foreign Policy Failure. Unpublished 

PhD Thesis, Department of Political Science, Carleton University, 1995. 

Gabb, Cecil V. Jr. Invitation to Struggle, Congress, the President and Foreign Policy. 

Washington: Congressional Quarterly Inc., 1992. 

Curtiss, Richard H. "Pro-Israei PAC Donations Soared in Final Months of 1986 Election 

Cycle." The Washington Report on Middle East Affairs. Washington: American 

Educational Trust Title, April/May 1997. 

Curtiss, Richard H. et al. Stealth PAC8s: Lobbying Congress fur Control of US. Middle 

East Policy. Washington: Amencan Educational Tmst, 1991. 

Facts on File. "Haig Resigns as Secretary of State: Move a Surprise; Replaced by Shultz". 

Volume 42, No. 2172, July 21 1982. 

12. Feldman, Shai. US Middle East Policy: The Domestic Setting. BouIder Colorado: 

Wes tview Press, 1988. 

13. Ferrel, Robert H. The Eisenhower Diaries. New York: W.W. Norton and Company Lnc. 

1981. 



14. Fialka, John J. & Brooks Jackson. "Pro-Israel Lobby Jewish PAC's emerge as a Powerfd 

Force in U.S. Election Races." The Wall Street Journal, 1985, pp. 1- 3. 

15. Findey, Paul. Thp y Dare to Speak out People and Institutions Confront Israel's Lobby. 

Connecticut: Lawrence El[ill& Company, 1985. 

16. Fidley, Paul. ntmj  Dare to Speak out  People and Institutions Confront Israelfg Lobby. 

Connecticut Lawrence HU & Company, 1985. 

17. Finer, Hemian. Dulles Ooer Suez Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1964. 

18. Ford, Gerdd. A T h e  to HeaL New York: Harper & Row Pubüshers, 1979. 

19. George Ba, Douglas Bd. The Passionate Attachment America Involument with Israel, 

1947 to the Present. New York W.W. Norton & Company, 1992. 

20. Golan, Matti. The Secret Conversations of Henry Kissinger. New York: Quadrangle, 1976. 

21. Haig, Alexander Jr. Caveat, Realism, Reagan and Foreign Po licy. New York: M a d l a n  

Publishing Company, 1984. 

22. Hamby, Alonzo L. Man of the People, A life of Harry S. Truman New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1995. 

23. Hersh, Seymour M. The Samson Option, Israel's Nuclear Arsenal and American Foreign 

Policy. New York: Random House, 1991. 

24. Hilsman, Roger. The Politics of Poliaj Making in Defense and Foreign Aflairs, Concep tua l 

Models and Bureaucratic Politics, Second Edition New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1990. 

25. http~/www.fec.gov/finance/state.htm 

26. http~/~.fe~.gov/pres96/presgen/htm 

27. http~/www.f ec.gov/press/canpos t.hm 

28. httpd/www.s teele.com/naaa/Brochure.html 

29. http~/www.steele.com/naaa/mission.htmI 

30. Isaacs, Stephan D. Jews and Arnen'can Politics. New York: Doubleday &Company, hc., 

1974. 

31. Jaszczak, Sandra. Enajclopaedia of Associations: An Associations Unlimited Reference, 

32"d Edition. Detroit: Gale, 1990. 

3 2  Kissinger, Henry. The White House Years. Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1979. 

33. Kissinger, Henry. Years of Upheaval. Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1982* 

34. Kotkin, Joel. "Questioning the Old Tirne Religion" The New Danocrat. November 1995. 



35. Lenczowski, George. A~nerican Presidents and the Middle East. Durham: Duke University 

Press, 1990. 

36. Mark, Clyde R Irrneli-United States Relations. Washington: Congressional Research 

Service - Library of Congress, 1996. 

37. Mark, Clyde R Israek U.S. Foreign Assistance. Washington: Congressional Regearch 

Service - Library of Congress, 1996. 

38. Marvïn K d b  and Bernard KaIb. Kissinger. Boston: Little Brown & Company, 1974. 

39. Neff, Donald Fallen Pillars, U.S. Policy towards Palestine and Israel since 1945. 

Washington DC: Institute for Pdestinian Studies, 1995. 

40. Nixon, Richard. The Mmoirs of Richard Nixon New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978. 

41. Reagan, Ronaid An Arnen'can Life. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1990. 

42. Robert, Griffith. Ike's Zeffers to a Fnmd 1941-1958. Kansas: University of Kansas, 1984. 

43. Rusk Dean. As I Saw it. New York: W.W. Norton &Company, 1990. 

44. Sadd, David & Neal Lenenmann. "Arab American Grievances." Foreign Policy. 1985, pp. 

17-30. 

45. Schiff, Zeev. "Green Light, Lebanon" Foreign Policy, 1983, pp. 73-85. 

46. Sheehan, Edward R.F. nle Arabs, Ismeli's, and Kissinger. New York: Reader's Digest 

Press, 1976. 

47. Slüpler, David K. "On Middle East Policy, a Major Muence" The New York Times. July 

1987. 

48. Shipler, David K. "Pro-Israel Group Exerts Quiet Might as it Rallies Supporters in 

Congress" The N e w  York Times. July 1987. 

49. Shulb, George P. Tunnoil and Triumph, M y  Yenrs as Secreta y of Stute. New York 

Charles S&bnerfs Sons, 1993. 

50. Sobel, Lester A. Kissinger b Détente. New York Facts on File, 1975. 

51. 7'he Washington Lobby. Washington: Congressional Quarterly Inc. 1982. 

52. Tivnan, Edward. The Lobby, Jmish Political Power and Am&n Foreign Policy. New 

York: Simon and Schuster. 

53. Truman, Harry S. Manoirs by Hamy S. Truman Volume One Year of Decisions. Garden 

City, New York: Doubleday and Company Inc, 1955. 



54. Tnunan, Harry S. Years of Trial and Hope Volume 2 Garden City New York Double Day 

& Company Inc, 1956. 

55. Vance, Cynis. Hard Clioices. New York: Simon and Schuçter, 1983. 

56. Welch, Susan et al. Ametican Governrnent Third Edition. West Publishing Company: 

Saint Pad, 1986. 6 

57. World Encyclopaedia of Political Systems 6 Parties Second Edition Volume II p.1214 

58. Zucker, Bat-Ami. US. Aid to lsrael and its Refection in the New York Times and the 

Washington Post 1948- 1973. New York The Edwin Mellen Press, 1991. 




