SOCIALIZING MILITANTS

How States End Asymmetric Conflict with Non-state Opponents

Abstract

The twentieth and twenty-first centuries have seen states engaged in long-term conflicts with
asymmetrically weaker non-state opponents. States aim to end these conflicts as quickly as
possible by combining force and diplomacy to socialize these militants—meaning give them the
characteristics of states—in order to make a credible bargain achievable. The militant’s
characteristics determine the state’s optimal strategy. The state’s actual strategy is distorted by its
internal and external constraints. Through 41 interviews, primary and secondary source data, |
analyze the United States’ Russia’s and Israel’s asymmetric conflicts with militants and
demonstrate that socialization logic most comprehensively explains their strategies throughout
those conflicts.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Conflict is costly. As with interstate wars, states want to end conflict with non-state
opponents. This can be achieved either through a negotiated settlement, through conceding if the
demand is non-vital, or through victory. The state can also opt to manage the conflict for the
long-term, but this is generally suboptimal to ending the conflict. Some non-state opponents have
characteristics that make them impossible to bargain with for more than short-term ceasefires.
Some can never be socialized into types that can be bargained with, but many can be. With these
types, the state optimally aims to combine force and diplomacy to socialize them into a type with

which it can reach a peace deal.

In times of conflict politicians and pundits often march out an oft-cited phrase in support
of negotiations: “if you want to make peace, you don't talk to your friends. You talk to your
enemies.” This is only possible when the opponent is willing to make peace under acceptable
terms and able to enforce abidance. Some opponents have an ideologically driven fundamental
purpose that precludes renouncing violence under terms that a state could accept. Others have
reasonable demands and are structured in a way that allows productive negotiations. In other
cases, the non-state militant is not yet the type that can be bargained with, but can be socialized
into this type through a state’s correct application of force and diplomacy. | call this
“socialization logic.” I argue that optimally, states tailor their strategy to socialize their opponent,
to make it possible to successfully negotiate peace. In practice the state’s strategy is often

distorted by its internal and external constraints.

Socialization logic explains the variation in strategy that a state employs against a hon-
state opponent over time. Empirical examples of fluctuations in a state’s use of force and
diplomatic initiatives abound, including: U.S. strategy against al-Qaeda and the Taliban, Israeli
policy towards the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) and Hamas, and Russia’s conflict
in Chechnya. | examine socialization logic against three general explanations for state strategy
and alternative explanations for specific policies that denote a state shifting its strategy. The first
general explanation examines changes in the state’s relative power. The second looks at domestic
politics. The third examines specific leaders’ characteristics. Even when the aforementioned
variables are held constant, state strategy has fluctuated against a non-state opponent over time.

State strategy has also shifted in the direction opposite to what would be expected by the shift in



relative power, domestic politics or a specific leader’s characteristics. Case specific arguments
are not generalizable and often explain only some fluctuations within a single conflict. The
empirical record suggests that most—but not all—examined strategic shifts are best explained by
forward-looking state leaders seeking to use socialization logic to pursue a negotiated peace deal.

The optimal strategy that the state employs is both determined by the non-state militant’s
type and aims to shift its type. In reality, the state’s strategy is often distorted by its constraints.
The state’s goal is to shift the non-state opponent to a more moderate type, one it believes it can
credibly bargain with. If the state believes it is facing an archetypal terrorist group, it will see its
optimal strategy as pursuing decisive victory—to end the group’s ability to pose a threat—not to
socialize it and bargain. At the other extreme, if the state believes its opponent already fits the

criteria for achieving a successful bargain, ideally, it will pursue peace negotiations.

States with higher constraints are more likely to deviate from their ideal strategy when
the optimal strategy warranted by their non-state opponent is hardline or requires unpopular
concessions. This is likely to increase conflict duration when facing less “state-like” non-state

opponents, all else held equal.

The vast majority of open hostilities states face today involve non-state actors (NSA).
There is a rich body of theory regarding conditions that make war and peace more or less likely
between states. Many instances of fluctuations in a state’s strategy against an NSA suggests that
with non-state opponents, states may be learning as they go. This is understandable considering
that NSAs only recently eclipsed rival states as the most active threats. Socialization logic
provides a rubric for countering non-state opponents. This is vital for leaders who will likely

continue contending with non-state militants for the foreseeable future.

Interstate bargaining concepts do not apply to all NSAs, but they can apply to some.
Bargaining may never be feasible with the most extreme types of NSAs. Against these types, a
state is forced to either ignore them and face the consequences, to manage the threat through
perpetual denial and punishment, or to fight until the opponent is beaten into submission. Some
NSAs already approximate states in the characteristics that make bargaining possible. In these

cases, bargaining can be pursued at the outset. However, as in interstate conflict, violence might

1 NSAs are the most active threats, not the most existential.



still be needed to reveal the bargaining space along the logic of Fearon’s concept of private
information. (Fearon 1995). For example, Russia needed (and failed) to demonstrate that it was
capable of crushing the Chechen militants before it could deter them from resuming conflict, a
necessary step towards securing a bargain. This was the case despite the Chechen militant’s

being the type that could be bargained with in 1994.

Most often, the non-state opponent is not, at the outset, the type that can be bargained
with, but can, through the application of force and political incentives, be changed into a type to
which bargaining logic applies. States vary their application of carrots and sticks as they seek to
change their opponent to this type and continually assess their success, with the goal of
eventually securing a bargained end to the conflict.?

A state’s behavior signals its intentions to an opponent. (Jervis 1978, Kydd 2003,
Copeland 2015). This applies to NSAs as well. Force can signal resolve to defeat the NSA, while
diplomacy can signal willingness to negotiate. Diplomatic initiatives can also purposefully build
the NSA’s state-like attributes. Management strategies do not signal either the intention to
defeat, or to bargain with the opponent. Therefore, they are not useful for revealing bargaining
space and unlikely to end the conflict. Denial is indicative of a management strategy, one that
states—too constrained to wield the force necessary in socialization logic—are likely to pursue.

Because hardline policies are difficult to garner political support for, the availability of
management options makes a constrained state less likely to pursue hardline policies or painful
concessions. Successful denial capabilities increase the allure of management. This increases
incentives to develop denial technologies in a self-reinforcing feedback loop. Therefore,
technologies that ostensibly give states more strategic options instead increase their constraints in
pursuing strategies able to socialize a non-state opponent into an actor to which interstate
bargaining concepts can be applied. As hardline strategies become less politically tenable, the

2 An example of this dynamic can be seen in Israel’s strategy towards PLO. First, Israel responded to PLO violence
with force in the 1960s through the 1980s, driving its leadership from Jordan and then from Lebanon to exile in
Tunisia. In the 1990s, Israel began to see the PLO as a type of NSA amenable to bargaining, largely due to Israel’s
strategy. In response to this new assessment, Israel shifted from its previous hardline strategy and sought to build the
PLO’s institutions and the trust necessary to negotiate peace. This diplomatic strategy signaled Israel’s willingness
to bargain and built PLO governance capacity. It culminated in the Oslo Accords and the Clinton Parameters. The
PLO’s resumption of violence in the Second Intifada convinced Israeli leadership that it was not the type which
could be bargained with, leading Israel to resume hardline strategy, launching Operation Defensive Shield.



state’s threat to use them is made less credible. Because management is politically easier to
pursue than victory for a highly constrained state, focusing defense procurement on denial
capabilities can signal a lack of resolve to defeat the opponent, making bargaining more difficult

and increasing conflict duration.®

Rational leaders would like to pursue the strategies most likely to end the conflict. A
state’s strategy against a non-State opponent is explained primarily by its evolving perception of

the non-state opponent’s type, and secondarily by its perceived constraints.

Socialization logic is novel in four ways. First, it provides a novel typology of non-state
militants based on how well interstate conflict bargaining concepts can be applied to them.
Second, to-date, most research has focused on tactics that a state can use against non-state
opponents, including decapitation, and population-versus enemy-centric counterinsurgency.
(Galula 1964; Nagl, Amos and Petraeus 2007; Lyall 2009 and 2010; Zhukov 2010; Johnston
2012; Jordan 2014; Price 2014; Byman 2016). Socialization logic looks beyond tactics, to
systematize a framework for understanding how leaders tailor strategy towards non-state
opponents based on their characteristics. Third, there are studies that categorize NSAs by type,
but—unlike socialization logic—they do not explore the possibility that the NSA’s type is
endogenous to the strategy that the state employs.* Nor do they provide a framework that can
guide leaders in designing a strategy to end the conflict.®> Finally, socialization logic synthesizes
critical NSA attributes (ideology, leadership structure, and governance function) and the state’s

strategy (distorted by constraints) into in an interactive model.

Socialization logic applies to all regime types. The argument that only autocracies can
successfully pursue hardline counterinsurgency is an oversimplification. (Lyall 2010).

Historically, democracies have been just as capable as autocracies of pursuing hardline

3 For example, the contrast between Israel’s 2008/9 Operation Cast Lead against Hamas in Gaza, and Operation
Protective Edge (2014), demonstrates how denial options can overdetermine management strategies. Israel was more
hesitant to use decisive force in 2014, after integrating Iron Dome into its defensive arsenal. In 2008/9 Israel pursued
a preformulated strategy of decisive force. In 2014 Israel pursued a denial strategy until the tunnel threat—not
countered by Iron Dome—changed the calculus.

4 Richardson (2006), and Jordan (2014) classify terrorists according to characteristics (ambition and public support
for the former, bureaucratization and public support for the later), their research sheds light upon which groups are
most difficult to fight, but not when they will be fought versus managed or bargained with.

5 Richardson (2006) claims that the most difficult groups to fight are those with concrete political objectives that
give them a local constituency. Jordan (2014) argues that a NSA’s reaction to decapitation depends on its
bureaucratization and popular support.



strategies.® Powerful autocracies have advantages when it comes to leveraging brutality and
stifling domestic opposition and usually face lower internal constraints. However, they are still
sensitive to these constraints. Democracies and autocracies alike aim to reduce constraints when

their optimal strategy demands hardline force.’

Some NSAs can be bargained with, following the same logic that applies to states.
Against a rival state, a state uses force to reveal bargaining space by exposing information about
capabilities and resolve. This signals to the opponent what they must accept based on the costs
they are willing to pay (Fearon 1995; Wagner 2000; Schultz 2001; Reiter 2003; Weeks 2009).8
Womack’s (2016) model of asymmetric bargaining applies to interstate conflict.® In asymmetry,
capability disparities are largely known. Force signals resolve, the other piece of the puzzle.l°

Reiter (2009) explains why a state might tenaciously pursue victory instead of negotiating
terms if it fears that its opponent might renege. He argues that deterrence is necessary for
believing an opponent’s commitments and therefore necessary for concluding a bargain. An
opponent’s credibility does not stem from its prior actions so much as from whether or not it is

deterred from those actions in the present and future.** Three key characteristics determine the

81t is a commonly accepted myth that democracies pursue softer-line population-centric counterinsurgency while
autocracies pursue enemy-centric strategies. In reality, both strategies entail substantial use of force, showing that
democracies are just as capable of hardline strategy. See Boot (2013) and Hazelton (2017).

" While autocracies are generally less internally constrained than democracies, they can be highly constrained,
especially in times of crisis. They must maintain a level of domestic support and they vary in their ability to
maintain order due to the strength of their military, economy, bureaucratic institutions repressive capabilities.
Conversely, democracies can face low internal constraints when they have high public support and political unity.
Both types of governments can manipulate their constraints to an extent. Finally, external constraints are a factor of
a state’s power, not its government.

8 Cunningham (2017) applies Fearon’s variables of asymmetric information, credible commitment problems and (to
a lesser-extent) indivisible goods to symmetric civil war duration.

9 Womack’s concept of managed asymmetry is coded as a peaceful outcome and requires that an ideologically
driven NSA be socialized into one driven by a pragmatic agenda.

10 1n asymmetry, uncertainty is not over capabilities but resolve. The weaker knows it cannot defeat the stronger, and
the stronger knows that it could, with full resolve, subjugate them. However, there is an opposite asymmetry of
resolve. The state cares less about destroying the weaker rival than the rival cares about surviving. The state is less
willing to pay high costs for victory. This leads to managed asymmetry; the larger power respects the rival’s
autonomy while the smaller power respects the larger state’s red lines. Womack’s concept of “mature” asymmetry
assumes no active hostilities. If the weaker party is an ideologically driven NSA, absent the threat to defeat the
opponent, the state cannot prevent hostilities with material cost-benefit deterrence.

11 Abrahms (2013) argues that states are unlikely to reach bargains with terrorist groups due to a “credibility
paradox.” States do not trust NSAs due to a history of extreme violence. This logic does not explain why bargains
are sometimes achieved with groups with a long history of targeting civilians such as the IRA. Socialization logic
highlights when bargaining is likely to succeed despite histories of extreme violence. Credibility depends on
deterrence. Successful deterrence constrains even the most previously violent actors.


http://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-348

feasibility of bargaining with a NSA by determining if the state can deter its opponent and if its

opponent can enforce the terms of the deal.

To negotiate peace, the state must believe it can come to acceptable terms with its
opponent. This is possible with groups espousing pragmatic goals, not with those motivated by
absolutist ideologies. The state must be able to threaten costs for defection and to reward
compliance. This requires the opponent to function as a government to a certain degree. The state
must believe that its non-state opponent is able to enforce the terms of a bargain and check
potential defectors. This requires high governance function as well. Most importantly, the state
must believe that it can deter its opponent from resuming conflict. States see this as impossible
against an ideologically driven NSA that prioritizes pursuing the principles of its radical
ideology over material wellbeing. The state can socialize some ideologically driven NSAs by
demonstrating that it is willing and able to decisively defeat it. Assuming that even the most
radical leaders want to survive (if only to fight another day) demonstrating the targetability of
NSA leadership is crucial to applying bargaining logic.?

Theory in brief

I apply a variation of Reiter’s interstate logic to state versus non-state conflict
termination. States aim to end conflict, but the main barriers are problems of trust due to
uncertainty of present and future intentions. Reiter argues that in interstate war, states solve these
problems by obtaining the ability to threaten to impose costs that the opponent is unwilling to
pay if it reneges on the deal. Once this is obtained, it can make peace without fear of the
opponent’s unknowable future intentions. This rests on the assumption that states are rational
security maximizers. Against NSAs, states cannot automatically make this assumption.
Therefore, to end these wars, states aim to socialize their non-state opponents into a type that

pragmatically values survival as states are assumed to.

States must be confident in their ability to deter their non-state opponent. The NSA must
also have the capacity to enforce compliance with the peace deal. State strategy aims to change

12 For countering middle-range NSAs, demonstrating the ability to target leadership can make the group more
moderate when it is used as a threat, not a tactic. The group should know decapitation is possible, to get the leaders
to the bargaining table. Leadership should not be targeted simply for the sake of eliminating them because this can
make bargaining more difficult if it splinters the group or brings about more extremist leaders. (Dear 2013). With
groups considered impossible to bargain with, leadership targeting is part of a decisive victory strategy. With
constrained states it is often used as a form of management by degrading an opponent’s operational capabilities.



the opponent’s characteristics into those most suitable to bargaining. This is done through the

appropriate application of force and diplomacy.

Socialization logic categorizes NSAs based on three characteristics. This reveals four
ideal-types of non-state militants. It looks at: 1. levels of ideological motivation, 2. governance

function and 3. leadership targetability.

The level of ideological motivation refers to the extent to which the group is driven by
the imperatives of an absolutist ideology versus the pragmatic aims that realists define as states’
primary motive—security maximization to ensure survival as a sovereign political entity.
Governance function refers to capacity and accountability; whether the group controls a
monopoly on violence, bureaucratic capacity and faces credible competition. Leadership
targetability refers to how easily the state can target its non-state opponent’s leadership. This is a
function of geography, intelligence, military capabilities and the NSA’s structure.!® These
variables impact whether the NSA can be deterred and can prevent the resumption of violence.*

States view NSAs with low ideological motivation, high governance function and easily
targeted leadership, as most suitable for bargaining. With these types, a state’s optimal strategy is
to pursue soft-line policies e.g., concessions, supporting and augmenting the NSA’s governing
capacity, and negotiation. At the other end of the spectrum are groups with high ideological
motivation, minimal governance function and difficult to target leadership. States deem these
archetypal terrorist organizations to be impossible to deter or bargain with, leaving the state with
the optimal strategy of pursuing decisive victory to end the conflict.®

The majority of NSAs fall between these two extremes. It is against these opponents that
a state’s optimal strategy involves socialization logic’s carrot and stick approach. Force is needed
to socialize the opponent into a more moderate type by threatening its continued existence unless
it moderates its ideology, and by threatening the lives of its leadership by demonstrating the

ability to eliminate them. Diplomacy can build trust and increase governance function. Here, the

13 Hierarchical groups are generally more vulnerable to decapitation.

14 The capacity component of governance function is critical for how the state views the ability of the non-state
opponent to uphold the terms of the bargain and suppress violence by spoilers aimed at derailing negotiations.
15 In these cases, decisive victory can mean permanent and complete dominance, disarmament, and even
annihilation. This strategy can be exceedingly materially and politically costly.



goal of force and diplomacy is to socialize the opponent into the type most amenable to

bargaining and then negotiate peace.

States are more likely to deviate from their optimal strategy when its leadership perceives
it to be too constrained to use enough force to convince the opponent to moderate by threatening

its survival. Here, the state will likely manage the conflict through denial and punishment.

Socialization logic bridges theories of interstate conflict and what is often called the
counterinsurgency or terrorism literature. This makes it difficult to situate but has the advantage
of combining the well-established logic underlying the theories of the first with the current
policy relevance of the second. It provides two essential contributions to theories of conflict
termination between states and NSAs. The first is a typological framework for categorizing non-
state opponents by their amenability to negotiation. Second, instead of looking at a snapshot of
the actors, socialization logic is dynamic. It endogenizes the state’s strategy and its opponent’s
type. Optimally, the state determines its strategy based on its assessment of the opponent’s type
with the goal of shifting its type. It then reassesses and modifies its strategy accordingly. It also

brings in real-world constraints, which are largely—but not exclusively—exogenous.*®
State Strategy

Constraints

NSA Type
Figure 1: State strategy NSA type endogeneity

Asymmetric conflicts against NSAs are among the longest and seemingly most
intractable that states face in modern times. Some of the most tragically unnecessary conflicts
resulted from, or endured because, the state misjudged its opponent’s type and therefore applied
the wrong strategy. By providing and testing a framework for understanding how to resolve

them, socialization logic has both theoretical and practical application.

16 The empirical chapters demonstrate that states facing NSAs that require a hardline strategy try to lessen these
exogenous constraints with varying success.



Chapter 2: Theory

This chapter lays out socialization logic. It links deterrence to bargaining and lays out the
state’s optimal strategy for each NSA type. I examine the rationale behind optimal strategy
towards each NSA type. | then unpack the theoretical importance of the three attributes used to
make these categorizations. | examine two types of constraints and how they can distort the
state’s actual strategy. I then discuss the strategies available to states and how these strategies
can achieve or fail to achieve the desired socialization and how the level of alignment of the
state’s strategy towards a nonstate opponent impacts conflict duration. | then define the scope
and design of this research and conclude by mapping out what competing explanations I will test
in the empirical chapters that follow.

I: NSA types and the State’s Strategic Approach

Socialization logic starts from a baseline assumption that war is costly, and states prefer
to end conflicts on acceptable terms as quickly as possible. Protracted conflicts are costly for
states in terms of blood, treasure, reputation, and civil liberties. They can create intergenerational
harm for combatants and civilians alike—on all sides of the conflict. Therefore, like the
Clausewitzian position on interstate war, state strategy towards non-state opponents aims at a

political end.t’

Socialization logic applies a novel framework to the bargaining model of conflict. It
provides a new typology of non-state opponents designed around how well interstate bargaining
concepts apply. This yields four ideal-type NSAs.!8 It then endogenizes the state’s use of carrots
and sticks to the opponent’s type. The state applies sticks and carrots over time to shift the non-

state opponent’s type when possible and updates its strategy as the NSA’s type changes.

Actors with low ideological motivation, high governance function, and easily targeted

leadership, are viewed as most suitable for bargaining. | label these “type D.” With these types, a

17 Staniland (2012) argues that like interstate conflict, is also subject to Clausewitzian logic, “if war is part of policy,
policy will determine its character.” (Clausewitz 1873, 1984 translation, 606). States calibrate force “according to
goals and strategies.” (Staniland 2012, 247).

18 Richardson (2006), and Jordan (2014) classify terrorists according to certain characteristics (ambition and public
support for the former, bureaucratization and public support for the later. My typology yields four specific types. It
is the first typology of its kind to classify militant groups based on characteristics that make interstate bargaining
concepts more or less applicable to state conflict with them.



state’s optimal strategy is soft-line policies such as concessions, aid and boosted political
authority. At the other end of the spectrum are groups with high ideological motivation, minimal
governance function and difficult to target leadership. I label these “type A.” These archetypal
terrorist organizations are deemed impossible to deter, leaving the state with the optimal strategy

of pursuing decisive victory to end the conflict.*®

Most non-state militants fall somewhere in the middle. Against them, a state’s optimal
strategy involves a carrot and stick approach. Military force is necessary to socialize the NSA
into a more moderate type by threatening its survival unless it moderates its ideology, and by
threatening the lives of their leadership by demonstrating the ability to eliminate them.?
Concessions can build trust and increase governance function, increasing the ability to bargain

and secure a peace treaty.?!

Militants that are “state-like”” on two of the three characteristics are nearly ready to
bargain with and warrant a softer-line strategy; | label them “type C.” Militants that are state-like
on only one of three characteristics are more difficult and require more force to socialize into a
type that can be bargained with. | label them “type B.” A state’s internal and external constraints
can make hardline conventional strategies less practicable in the real world, overdetermining the

employment of management strategies.?

A state’s leaders recognize an ideal strategy of decisive victory over type A non-state
opponents. They leverage decisive force and concessions to moderate middle range types B and
C opponents, and they pursue concessions and negotiate with the most state-like type D

opponents. The goal of force and concessions is to shift the opponent to type D.

9 In these cases, decisive victory can mean permanent and complete dominance, disarmament, and even
annihilation. This strategy can be exceedingly materially and politically costly.

20 The logic of using force in order to socialize an opponent into the type moderate enough to practically bargain
with can be seen in Israel’s strategic thought dating back to before it achieved statehood. In The Iron Wall,
Jabotinsky claims that for Zionists to secure the success of their enterprise in the face of intransigent and determined
Arab opponents, decisive force must convince them to drop their absolutist agenda. He states: A radical group will
compromise “only when no single loophole is visible in the iron wall... Only then will those moderates approach us
offering concessions; only then will they honestly bargain with us about practical issues.” (Jabotinsky, 1923).

21 For a more detailed chart of the governance function variable see Appendix table 1.

22 Denial can be offensive, defensive or a combination of both. The state aims to manage conflict to a level deemed
acceptable instead of pursuing a costlier policy of decisive victory. For further discussion see Inbar 2018, “Mowing
the Grass in Gaza.”
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In figure 2, the blue arrow represents the optimal strategy a state would follow in the
absence of constraints to shape an opponent into a type where bargaining is possible. This
strategy entails the use of force at the higher levels along the arrow and the integration of
concessions and political incentives as the opponent’s type moves past the diagonal lines
delineating types A, B, C and D, to the far, lower, righthand corner. Bargaining becomes more

feasible as the NSA becomes closer to type D.

Governance Function
Low «— High

High
Ideological Drive \ Targetability of leadership
Low ~a J High
Low

Two-Dimensional Representation (Ideal Types)

Governance Function
Low# “AHigh
Low Leader High Leader Low Leader High Leader
Targetability Targetability Targetability  Targetability
~ High —y Type B Type B
IdeOIOglcal Drive less statelike
Low —» Type B

Figure 2: NSA typology and optimal strategy

The preceding paragraph outlined an ideal type; the strategy a leader would like to pursue
dependent upon the type of opponent faced. Therefore, looking at the variation in type of the
opponent in terms of the three key characteristics mentioned, can explain some of the variation in
state strategy over time. Sometimes a state’s strategy changes even if the opponent’s type does
not. Explaining this variation necessitates departing from the strategic ideal and examining what

leaders actually can do, instead of what they would optimally like to do.

For a theory to be useful for policymakers it must have real world application. In reality
leaders are constrained. If a NSA is deemed to be the type that cannot be bargained with, while a
state might need to use decisive force to end the conflict, internal and external constraints might

preclude it from doing so.

Hardline policies are difficult to garner political support for domestically and can lead to

international condemnation, isolation or even intervention. The leader of a large and powerful
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state with minimal internal constraints e.g., Russia, will be most free to pursue the optimal
strategy against all types of non-state opponents, even those necessitating the most hardline
policies. Here we expect actual strategy to be closest to optimal strategy and therefore, all else
held equal, the shortest duration of conflict. Leaders of more constrained states e.g., Israel may
not be able to implement hardline strategies. Here we expect actual strategy to deviate the most
from optimal strategy.

Deprived of the ability to use hardline strategy to end a conflict, leaders may be forced to
pursue management instead. Denial capabilities provide a politically easier alternative to hardline
policies, overdetermining management. Denial capabilities increase domestic constraints and, all

else held equal, lengthen the duration of conflict.?®

Political constraints

_ Strategic shift
I )

Denial technology

Figure 3: Technology and constraints

Democracies have greater internal constraints. Leaders need popular support. Mobilizing
men and resources can be contentious and casualties can erode public support for military force.
Democratic leaders may not have the popularity to create support for such a policy. They may be
constrained by institutional checks and balances (Putnam 1988; Russett 1992).24 They are less
able to control the media to gain support, to minimize the appearance of costs in terms of blood
and treasure, or to silence dissent. Autocracies are constrained as well (Weeks 2014), although to
a lesser extent due to less institutional checks, and greater ability to control the media.?

All else held equal, democracies are more constrained than autocracies, and domestically
embattled leaders are more constrained in both regime types. In a democracy, this can be
measured by approval ratings, united or divided government, or a parliamentary majority.
Unpopular democratic leaders are the most internally constrained. Internal constraints are
compounded for states of any regime type if they face economic, military, political or

bureaucratic weakness.?®

3|t is harder to explain the necessity for casualties to citizens when relatively successful management options exist.
24 Institutional logic for democratic peace theory, (see Rosato 2003 for a critique of this logic).

%5 pytin clearly recognized the necessity of limiting Russian casualties in the Second Chechen war (Meakins 2017).
2 Constraints include factors that make force or concessions more difficult to carry out. Rugged or dense urban
terrain, local hostility, lack of military capabilities, and strategic or cultural importance of territory that would
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External constraints are important as well. A NSA’s type might demand hardline strategy,
but a small and potentially isolated state must consider international costs and the possibility for
isolation, condemnation, the future ability to trade, threats to cut off economic aid and at the
most extreme, military intervention. A smaller state might be dissuaded from pursuing a hardline
strategy due to these threats. Israeli leaders have historically placed high emphasis on fears of
international sanction when deciding how much force to use against Hamas or the PLO. Even the
U.S. worries about its global reputation and is constrained from wantonly violating sovereignty,
as shown its general reluctance to attack Taliban and al-Qaeda targets in Pakistan.

Small democratic powers with domestically embattled leadership are the most
constrained, and the most likely to deviate from what would be the optimal strategy called for to
end conflict with less statelike non-state opponents. Therefore, all else held equal, they are most
likely to pursue management strategies and their conflicts with NSAs are likely to have the
longest duration. At the opposite end of the spectrum, popular autocratic leaders of large and
powerful states are the least constrained and thus their chosen strategy is least likely to deviate

from the optimal strategy based on their opponent’s type.

In figure 4, 1 combine the socialization logic for optimal strategy with real-world

constraints. This yields a model that explains a state’s actual shifts in strategy (or lack thereof).

Independent Variables (for ideal strategy) Constraining Variables Actual Strategy
(Arrow represents state strategy to shift NSA along this line) (Real world constraints) Hardline ideal
NSA Type T A
High Internal constraints
+ +
External constraints —
Ideology
/ High
Low Leadership targetability
<“—>
Governance function Low — v
Low High

otherwise be useful for concessions, are all factors that increase internal constraints. Military and economic
weakness can be an internal and external constraint; internal by leading to greater casualties inability to control the
domestic population and external due to vulnerability to foreign threats. All else held equal, a state’s actual strategy
will diverge least from its optimal strategy when its economic, political and military power advantages its ability to
apply effective military force at a reasonable cost, and to take necessary diplomatic steps with lower risk involved.

13



*The Red circle represents the area where bargaining is impossible. Bargaining becomes more possible, and soft-line strategies more warranted
as the NSA is shifted towards the lower, far right.

Figure 4: Full diagram integrating ideal strategy and constraints

Figure 4 starts with the independent variables influencing the ideal strategy a state would
pursue if the goal is to bring the conflict with a non-state opponent to an end. When the
characteristics of a non-state opponent situate it higher along the red arrow, more force is
needed. Those at the uppermost extreme, represented by the immediate area in the square
surrounding the red circle, may very well be deemed impossible to bargain with. With these
cases, unrelenting force is necessary to end the conflict, but a state may leverage this force in a
sustainable way if massive force is politically and economically infeasible, especially if the
enemy is decentralized and far flung. This can be done by enhancing denial while pursuing a
slow sustained approach to victory, one that minimizes cost and shares burden. These different
variants of a decisive victory strategy can be seen in the U.S. pursuit of a knockout blow through
massive force against al-Qaeda central and a sustainable whole of government approach,

building and leveraging partner capacity, to slowly strangle global al-Qaeda affiliates.

The closer to the near, upper left, the more force is needed to convince the opponent that
it needs to bargain to survive. As the opponent becomes more convinced of this necessity, it is
less ideologically motivated because it is moving closer to the rational state ideal of security
maximization for the sake of survival, and farther from unconstrained pursuit of a violent

ideology as its primary motivation for its actions.

Softer-line approaches becomes optimal as a non-state opponent becomes more statelike.
Less force is needed to convince the opponent to bargain as the opponent comes to value security
maximization over ideology. At this point, the state should engage in trust building and pursue
efforts to enable the opponent to enforce a bargain. This is represented by the opponent type
shifting down the red line towards the far, lower right-hand corner. Eventually, a bargain may be
achieved. The specific type of force or concessions depends on context specific factors including
relative power of the actors, the nature of the dispute and the external involvement. The general

premise is not context specific: all else held equal, the more moderate the NSA is in regard to the
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three key characteristics, the more likely it is that a bargain can be concluded. Therefore, a

state’s optimal strategy is to use sticks and carrots to shift the NSA in that direction.?’

The preceding paragraph set forth an ideal strategy to explain a state’s optimal strategy
dependent upon the nature of the non-state opponent. This is a useful baseline for understanding
which strategies should be pursued to end a conflict. Constraints are intervening variables. They
explain which strategies a state will pursue, are pursuing and have pursued. Finally, states can
mistakenly pursue a suboptimal strategy because they misread their opponent’s type. Some of the

most enduring conflicts and periods of unnecessary violence have resulted from this.?

Socialization logic suggests that conflict will be shorter when the state pursues its optimal
strategy. This requires the state leadership to correctly perceive the NSA’s type and to minimize
its constraints when possible if its strategy necessitates either hardline force or contentious
concessions. The state’s goal is to use carrots and sticks not simply to coerce, but to socialize the
opponent into the type that a state believes it can bargain with in good faith. My analytical
objective is to demonstrate how states determine strategy towards non-state opponents and how
this impacts conflict duration. My analytical framework provides a policy guide for leaders to
customize strategy towards a non-state opponent that is best suited to ending the conflict.

I1: Definitions and assumptions

First-and-foremost, states want to end conflict. This requires targeting the opponent’s will
to fight. Realists look at how power variables impact the likelihood for conflict. Fearon (1995)
shows how incomplete information and fear of the opponent’s future intentions explains how
interstate wars begin despite being mutually costly. Reiter (2009) applies Fearon’s principles to

show why wars end when an actor finds a way to assuage those fears.?° Credibly signaling the

27 The strategy is ideal for ending the conflict as soon as possible. Ideal can mean keeping damage at an acceptable
level at the least amount of cost. If defined this way, ideal strategy may be denial. | define ideal as the former to
create a framework for ending conflict. | do not engage in normative arguments over which ideal is better.

28 There was consensus among Israel’s leadership between 1995-2000 that it could secure a peace deal with the
PLO. The Second Intifada ended this view. In 1999 Putin thought that Chechen rebels must be wiped out. However,
after enough force was applied, Russia was able to enhance Kadyrov’s governance function and centralize Chechen
leadership behind him, ultimately concluding a bargain. (Dunlop in Howard 2011, 51). The U.S. has fought the
Taliban for nearly two-decades despite them having been potentially amenable to negotiations in December 2001.
29 States seek to mitigate the fears of their opponents reneging in the future by creating conditions that secure its
power superiority and makes the state confident in its ability to deter an opponent from reneging. (Reiter 2009).
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ability to impose immense costs might not deter an opponent determined to pursue an ideological

imperative even at the expense of material wellbeing.

As Reiter notes, to end a conflict a state must believe that it can deter its opponent from
resuming violence in the future. For the state to undertake concessions in pursuit of a bargain, it

must believe that its opponent will respond as a rational security maximizing state would to the

threat of force. States aim to socialize NSAs to this end. Its optimal strategy uses varying
combinations of force and diplomacy to socialize the NSA into a type it sees as trustworthy,
willing and able to abide by the terms of a negotiated peace deal. This applies specifically to

asymmetric conflict between a state and its weaker non-state opponent.

The following tables provide definitions and assumptions used to test socialization logic
in the empirical chapters. It explains how I define critical variables including: 1. the independent
variables, the state’s perception of NSA type based on the three key characteristics. 2. The
intervening variables, the state’s perception of its constraints. 3. The dependent variable, the

state’s strategy.
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Definitions

1. 1 define state strategy by the desired goal of the campaign, not the operational methods used.

I define the “optimal strategy” as the one able to end the conflict most quickly.

A decisive victory strategy aims to convince the opponent that it faces destruction as an organization. The state’s actual goals

can be annihilation, unconditional surrender, or convincing the NSA to accept terms for a permanent peace treaty.

Management strategies seek to mitigate costs without specifically aiming to end the conflict.

High ideological drive means prioritizing goals other than self-preservation. It does not mean religiosity specifically.

Pragmatic drive means a primary concern of sovereignty, security and wellbeing.

Leadership targetability looks at hierarchical structure and the state’s ability to strike or capture leadership; i.e. all else equal a

franchised NSA has less leadership targetability than a centralized hierarchical one and a group has more targetable leadership

when a state can more easily find and deploy resources to kill or capture a group’s leaders.

8. Governance function looks at the NSA’s capacity to govern and control violence and its accountability—meaning
vulnerability to rivals. High governance function is a sweet spot with high capacity and moderate accountability.

9. External constraints are international factors that increase the cost of a state utilizing hardline force. These can be political
borders or vulnerability to isolation, sanction, or intervention.

10. Internal constraints are domestic factors that increase the cost for a state to utilize hardline force. These can be public opinion,
divided government, media transparency, and norms.

Assumptions

1. States should prefer to end conflicts quickly. When they do not it is generally due to constraints.

2. Asymmetrically stronger states can have strategic initiative although they do not always decide to.

3. The state’s strategy is determined by its leadership’s perceptions (rather than an objective reality) of the level of threat, the
NSA type and its constraints.

3a. Leaders do not always perceive these factors correctly.

4. The greater the threat the lower the salience of constraints. Even highly constrained states will use decisive force if they
believe that they are existentially threatened,; i.e. they will act despite constraints.

5. All but the most extremist groups ultimately value self-preservation but some sacrifice power and wellbeing to pursue
ideological imperatives if they are not credibly threatened with defeat.

6. A state must see the NSA as pragmatically driven before it is willing to make concessions that weaken its relative power as
part of peace negotiations.

6a. Therefore, the state leverages its strategy with the goal of making the NSA more pragmatically driven if it is not so already. If

it is, then the state should aim to boost governance function so the NSA can uphold a peace treaty.

7. A pragmatically driven NSA may reasonably doubt a state’s capability and resolve. The state must still use force successfully
to credibly signal capability and resolve to contract the bargaining space to a spectrum of outcomes it deems acceptable.

wmn
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Diagram 1: Assumption 6a

State strategy Mechanism Goal

Decisive victory -> reduce ideological drive

Target leadership = reduce ideological drive > Bargain
Increase governance function - reduce ideological drive + increase NSA’s ability to uphold deal

Diagram 2: Assumption 7

State strategy Mechanism Goal
Military force
+ > reveal capability, resolve, bargaining space >  Bargain

Concessions

I11: Deterring and Bargaining with Non-State Opponents
Real world conflict rarely ends due to one side’s total defeat.*® Rather, war is “part of the
bargaining process that leads to a negotiated settlement and not as an alternative to it” (Wagner

2000, 469). Optimally, states fight with a clear end game in mind employing military strategy to

%0 Blainey posited that decisive victories in major power wars have led to longer periods of peace because they
illustrated the victor’s preponderance of power and clear resolve. (Blainey 1973). Clausewitz argued that “because
negotiated settlements of war are possible, absolute wars rarely occur.” Clausewitz and Blainey agree that “when
negotiated settlements are possible, war leads to agreement because it reveals information” (Wagner 2000, 472).
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secure a desired peace. (Ikle 2005). While the ‘war as policy’ and ‘a form of bargaining’ model
is generally applied to relatively symmetric interstate war, | argue that states use force as part of
the bargaining process when countering asymmetrically weaker non-state opponents as well.
However, the logic behind the use of force differs from the interstate context in key ways
depending on the type of NSA faced.

Strategy bridges military power to political ends. (Gray 1999). Socialization logic argues
that states pursue a strategy designed to permanently end conflict with a non-state opponent
either through total military victory, but when possible, through a bargain. The state bases its
strategy towards its non-state opponent on the NSA’s key characteristics because they all impact
whether or not it can be deterred. The ability to deter the opponent is necessary for providing the

credibility needed to conclude a bargain.3!

A state uses a combination of carrots and sticks to socialize its non-state opponent. It uses
force to signal its capability and reveal its resolve to defeat the opponent. It employs concessions

together with force to change its opponent’s type into one that can be bargained with.

Even if the state successfully uses force to shift its opponent into a type that can be
deterred, it cannot secure a bargain until the NSA can credibly commit to abide by its terms.
Decisive force and decapitation can signal to it that its survival is threatened.®? Boosting
leadership targetability makes this more credible. Finally, by boosting a NSA’s governance

function, a state can make its opponent better able to enforce adherence and more deterrable.

The bargaining model views war not as the breakdown of diplomacy, but its
continuation—as Clausewitz says— by other means.” (Reiter 2003). Elaborating on Fearon’s
(1995) rational explanations for the outbreak of war, Reiter (2009) argues that interstate war is
prolonged due to asymmetric information about the opponent’s capabilities and resolve, and

fears over the credibility of opponent’s commitments to abide by the terms of a settlement.>*

31 Reiter (2009) argues that deterrence is necessary for believing an opponent’s commitments to ending a conflict
and therefore necessary for concluding a bargain.

32 Former IDF Deputy Chief of General Staff, General Naveh, argues that deterrence against NSAs differs from that
against states. Deterring NSAs that lack obligations towards the local population is possible only if the state shows a
willingness to target its leaders, commanders, strategic assets, and social support. (Bouchnik-Chen 2018).

33 One mechanism by which an NSA’s low governance function makes a state less willing to bargain is the fear that
the NSA cannot commit its fighters to refraining from violence in the event of a negotiated settlement.

34 See Fearon (1995) for an elaborate discussion of why states only go to war due to asymmetric information and
credible commitment problems.
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Credibility of commitments and uncertainty over the state’s resolve appear to be the primary
mechanisms for prolonged state-versus-NSA conflict. Asymmetry largely eliminates the problem
of unknown capabilities. However, the opponent might still be unsure of the state’s resolve,

especially when challenging a stronger state’s non-vital interests.®

In an asymmetric context, after prolonged conflict, both sides understand the other side’s
capabilities, but tactics can be expected to change.® Both sides adapt tactics to gain an advantage
and mitigate that of their opponent. There remains an unknown element regarding resolve to
escalate. Signaling the resolve to use force is more important than the actual balance of
capabilities in true asymmetry.3” A powerful state might have the firepower to annihilate an
opponent in a single barrage, but the opponent might be unsure of how much force the state

would be willing to use in actual conflict.

The credible threat of force may fail to deter an actor with a primary drive other than
security maximization. If the actor cannot be deterred it cannot credibly commit to peace.
Instead, the actual application of force and diplomacy can shift the opponent into a type that can
be deterred and therefore, can credibly commit to peace. This is a prerequisite for being able to
begin good-faith negotiations. If the state views this outcome as impossible, its optimal strategy
is to use force to defeat the opponent, eliminating the threat and ending the conflict.

While an impenetrable defense might deter states from attacking if they expect the
retaliation to cost them more than what they could hope to achieve, it is not enough to socialize
an ideologically driven non-state opponent.®® Denying an opponent its ability to obtain its

35 Even clear superiority “provides no guarantee that the antagonist will be dissuaded if the defender appears likely
to back down.” (Russett 1963, 107).

3 Fearon argues that “after a few years of war, fighters on both sides of an insurgency typically develop accurate
understandings of the other side's capabilities, tactics, and resolve.” (Fearon 2004, 290).

37 Asymmetry suggests by definition that the stronger side can defeat its weaker opponent if so resolved. This is not
always the case as revealed in the case of Russia’s First Chechen War where the decrepit Russian Army was unable
to defeat the non-state Chechen fighters.

38 Jabotinsky stated that a radical group will compromise “only when no single loophole is visible in the iron wall. It
is only then that the radical groups, whose slogan is ‘never ever,’ lose their charm and influence passes over to
moderate groups. Only then will those moderates approach us [pre-statehood Israel] offering concessions; only then
will they honestly bargain with us about practical issues.” (Jabotinsky, 1923). He was correct about rational security
maximizing state opponents (Egypt and Jordan that offered peace and Syria, that refrained from conflict). This logic
does not apply to groups that prioritize pursuing a struggle mandated by an absolutist ideology. For example, Hamas
knows that it cannot break down Israel’s “Iron Wall” nor overcome its [ron Dome, yet it persistently seeks to
eliminate Israel because that is its core raison d’étre. Abandoning it would leave it purposeless.
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objectives does not threaten its existence to the extent that they are willing to abandon their
driving purpose. Socialization logic suggests that states can use force to threaten the survival of
the group, thus threatening something it potentially considers more vital than its core ideological
mission. With groups driven by an absolutist ideology, this is the first step to being able to
achieve a bargain. If a state believes that its non-state opponent’s type mitigates the deterrent
effect that asymmetric capabilities would otherwise create in an interstate context, it will fear
that any agreement to abide by the terms of a bargain cannot be considered credible, and

therefore it cannot reach a bargain.*

Wirtz (2012) argues that deterrence should be strongest when asymmetry in capabilities
is clear. With rational, security maximizing actors, the asymmetrically weaker opponent would
never attack the vital interests of a more powerful state. This is not the case with some
asymmetrically weaker non-state opponents. Womack’s (2016) notion of managed asymmetry
concerns rational, security maximizing actors that are currently at peace. It is the peace that is
managed, through mutual respect and understanding of each other’s “red-lines,” but ultimately
this is a form of deterrence.*® This requires functioning deterrence vis-a-vis the weaker actor and
deterrence of the stronger actor through a recognition of the futility of the prospect of dominating
the smaller state. What is key here is that fundamentally, functioning deterrence is necessary for

successfully managed asymmetry, but this is not possible against certain types of NSAs.

Socialization logic fills key gaps. It explains enduring conflict in clear asymmetry and
why Womack’s notion of managed asymmetry does not apply to relations between a state and an
ideologically driven non-state opponent.

In both the interstate bargaining theory of war and socialization logic, states want to end
the conflict and view the optimal military strategy as that which provides the best means to that
end. A state’s optimal military and diplomatic strategy is therefore defined as “how it can best

leverage force and other forms of diplomacy to achieve a permanent end to the conflict.”

39 Powell (2006) argues that large, rapid shifts in relative power create commitment problems that can lead to war.
This should not apply to clearly asymmetric cases where shifts are miniscule compared to the existing disparity.

40 Womack (2016) argues that in successfully managed asymmetric relations, the weaker pays deference to the
desires of the stronger, and the stronger acknowledges that it cannot subdue the weaker due to facing an unpayable
cost stemming from an asymmetry of resolve. The weaker values its sovereignty more than the stronger values
negating the weaker state’s sovereignty. I argue that this logic is fundamentally deterrence in both cases. The
stronger is deterred from attempting to conquer the weaker, and the weaker is deterred from provoking the stronger.
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(Wagnar 2000, 483). By using force, a state reveals information about its resolve to use more
force. This reveals a key nuance in defining a state’s decisive victory strategy. Until the NSA is
socialized into the type amenable to bargaining, the type of military campaign that can socialize
a highly ideologically driven NSA looks identical to the type intended to annihilate it. This is
required to signal the resolve necessary to make it abandon its ideological agenda in favor of
survival. Military operations that only aim to degrade or manage the threat are unlikely to work
towards ending the conflict and are therefore suboptimal.
IV: Optimal Strategies and Suboptimal Management

Dependent on whether or not the NSA is a type that can be deterred or socialized into a
type that can be deterred, the state’s optimal strategy for achieving peace varies. The state can: a.
pursue decisive victory over the opponent with the goal of completely crushing them, b. use
force to threaten more force (Schelling 1966), threatening their survival in order to socialize
them into the type of opponent that can be deterred and bargained with, c. use varying ratios of

force and concessions to obtain a bargain, and d. look to conclude a successful peace deal.

While a state’s optimal strategy aims to conclusively end the conflict either through total
victory or reaching a bargain acceptable to both parties, actual strategy may deviate from this
ideal strategy due to internal and external constraints. This is why states often end up pursuing
management strategies designed to mitigate the threat to an acceptable level but not to
permanently end the conflict.

Since war is costly, a state will try to bargain with a non-state opponent if it believes it
can successfully achieve a credible settlement. If not, the state will use force to socialize the
NSA to become a type that can be deterred. This is accomplished by threatening to use of enough
force to destroy the non-state opponent if need be, by pursuing a military campaign geared
towards decisively defeating the opponent. If the NSA is perceived to be a type A archetypal
terrorist group, the type that can never be deterred—and therefore never be bargained with—the
state’s only choice to end (not manage) the conflict is to annihilate the NSA as a military threat.
Therefore, optimally, a decisive victory strategy to socialize an ideological driven but non-

archetypal terrorist NSA will use force in a way that is indistinguishable to its opponent from
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how the state pursues the annihilation of an archetypal terrorist type A NSA. A further advantage

is that a bargain reached after a state pursues decisive victory will likely be more durable.**

Highly constrained states facing an ideologically driven NSA might not be able to
credibly signal a decisive victory strategy. In this case they will likely pursue a management
strategy using denial and punishment to create short-term deterrence, degrade their opponent’s
capabilities and augment their own defenses. A state may decide to live with persistent managed
conflict if the short-term cost of management is lower than the short-term cost of ending the
conflict.*? In this environment, management is rational in the short-term, in light of immediate
cost-benefit calculations but in the longer term, indefinite management can be a costly prospect
in terms of both material and reputational costs.

As is the case with a state opponent, a non-state opponent must be deterred to credibly
bargain and end the conflict. Three crucial attributes determine whether or not a NSA can be
deterred and bargained with. These are: the group’s motivation, its leadership targetability, and
its governance function.*

- Type D, “Statelike” NSAs

Actors with low ideological motivation, high governance function, and easily targeted
leadership, are most similar to “rational security maximizing” states. States see them as most
amenable to bargaining.* | label these NSAs “type D.” Against them, a state’s optimal strategy
is to attempt to negotiate through soft-line policies including concessions, aid and boosting their
capacity and legitimacy. This dynamic can be represented in game-theoretical terms as a stag-
hunt, where the trust necessary for cooperation exists, or can be readily created. Cooperation is

possible and securing it through a successful bargain is optimal.*

41 Blainey ties decisive victory to prolonged peace due to the resulting lack of ambiguity over military capabilities
and political resolve. (Blainey 1973). This dynamic should apply to deterrable NSAs as well, with a bargain reached
following a decisive victory strategy being more robust than a bargain reached without this strategy.

42 High internal and external constraints raise the political and often the economic cost for states of using hardline
strategies. A more complete discussion of the nature of these constraints will be provided later on in this chapter.

43 The theoretical importance of these three attributes will be explained in greater depth later on in this chapter.

44 Dale Copeland (Spring 2018) discussed state “type” as following two key characteristics: Security or non-security
maximizing motives, and rationality. This yields four ideal-types, with rational security maximizers being the most
predictable and irrational non-security maximizers as the least. | apply this logic to NSAs. A state is most likely to
trust the credibility of a bargain with actors that have rational security maximization motives than with other types.
45 A state conceding territory to a non-state opponent is a form of successful bargain. The state survives, as does the
non-state opponent, and the conflict ends. The state’s choice to withdraw depends on how important the point of
contention is to its interests. If the cost to secure these interests are higher than the benefits, the state will choose to
concede and end the conflict. These costs depend on whether or not the territory is a vital or a vested interest. The
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- Type A, “Archetypal Terrorist” NSAs
At the other end of the spectrum are groups with high ideological motivation to pursue
absolutist objectives, minimal governance function, and difficult to target leadership. | label
these NSAs, “type A.” States often call them “terrorist organizations.” States see them as

impossible to deter or bargain with.

Type A opponents often leave the state with no other option to end the conflict than to
pursue total victory. The state can also choose the suboptimal strategy of long-term denial-based
management. This dynamic resembles a chicken game; however, the state is driving a Mack
truck, and the non-state opponent is a Miata driver high on PCP. The Mack driver can swerve
(grant a concession) but this interaction can be expected to be repeated indefinitely. The type A
NSA will continuously demand concessions with no intention of making peace, or it will demand
concessions that it knows are unacceptable. In this case the Mack truck driver knows that nothing
short of crashing and paying some cost can end this bitter game. Concessions only postpone the
inevitable crash while adding cost, making appeasement ultimately the costlier option. Still,
crashing is a difficult choice.

The Mack truck driver can also fortify the vehicle to absorb continuous ramming
(defensive denial), it can try to shoot out the opposing driver’s engine block and tires, slowing it
down and minimizing the damage from a crash (offensive denial), or pay the costs of crashing
and end the chicken game once and for all. With the denial options the costs continue, and the

unpleasant and costly situation is repeated indefinitely.*® The state might choose denial-based

state will face high internal constraints to fighting if the populace does not consider the interest worth fighting for.
The anti-colonial wars fit this dynamic, with France and Great Britain abandoning territories instead of continuously
bringing their full power to bear against a non-state opponent. Russia eventually withdrew from Afghanistan for this
reason as well, as did the U.S. from Vietnam. This is only a viable strategy if the NSA can be appeased by a
withdrawal. If concessions in the form of a withdrawal does not address ideological imperatives then it is not an
available strategy for reaching a bargain, although it might still be deemed less costly than maintaining the territory.
This pertains to groups that are more ideologically than nationalistically driven.

46 For a discussion on the efficacy of denial strategies in containing insurgencies see Toft (2012.) Toft defines denial
as blocking the geographical spread of fighters. He finds that it is most effective at containing insurgent violence. |
define two types of denial, defensive and offensive. They are both denial because they aim to physically stop the
opponent from an action instead of convincing them not to pursue an action through the threat of force, often by
punishment after an initial act. Horowitz (2001) lays out three types of denial: direct (theater), strategic interdiction
(destroying the ability of a target to acquire strategic components of its military), and operational interdiction. These
are both forms of offensive denial that are used by states against NSAs as well as states. Defensive denial defends
the state without harming the opponent. Examples include barriers, warning systems and aerial defense systems.
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management if it faces high constraints, but the optimal long-term option is to crash, meaning to
pursue a strategy aimed at decisively defeating the non-state opponent.
- Types B and C, Middle Range NSAs

Most non-state opponents fall somewhere towards the middle of the spectrum. Against
these opponents a state’s optimal strategy is to apply a carrot and stick approach. The stick of
military force is necessary to socialize the opponent into a more moderate type by threatening
their continued existence unless they moderate their ideology or at least subordinate their
ideological imperatives to support rational political ends.*” A state can demonstrate the ability to
destroy an opponent by precisely targeting and eliminating its leadership. Once the opponent’s
drive is pragmatic, a state can undertake concessions to build trust and increase the NSA’s

governing capacity.

Actors that are “state-like” on two out of the three characteristics are more easily
bargained with and warrant a softer-line strategy to socialize them into a type where a bargain

can be concluded. I label these NSAs, “type C.”

Actors that are state-like on only one out of the three characteristics are more difficult,
and require more use of force, to socialize into the type amenable to bargaining. I label these
NSAs, “type B.” With these types of opponents, the game resembles the aforementioned chicken
game between the Mack truck and the Miata. However, this time the Miata driver is sober and if
the truck driver stays the course and can convince the Miata driver that he will not swerve, the
Miata driver will swerve, knowing that it stands to lose far more from crashing than the Mack
truck does. The Miata driver will eventually learn that chicken games are not to its advantage,
eventually becoming a stag hunt actor with which cooperation is possible. At this point a bargain
can be reached. To show the resolve necessary to socialize the opponent, the state must be
prepared to actually carry out a decisive victory strategy and credibly show that this is the case
by embarking upon it. Otherwise, softer-line strategies could convince the non-state opponent
that if it stays the course, the state will concede.

47 Zubok discusses putting either ideology or pragmatism first in Soviet foreign policy as the “revolutionary-imperial
paradigm.” Soviet leaders had to weigh the ideological drive to spread world Communism against the drive to
maximize security when these two goals conflicted. (Zubok 2007).
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In general, unless the state is facing a type A or D NSA, the state’s optimal strategy is to
use a decisive victory strategy and then diplomacy to socialize an opponent into a type that can
be deterred and then bargained with. The state then shifts its strategy accordingly. Therefore, the

state’s strategy is endogenous to the NSA’s type.

Clearly policymakers do not always pursue the most rational end to a specific goal.
“Policymakers sometimes have good reasons not to choose the policy option that best meets the
criterion of analytic rationality.” (George and Bennet 2005, 285). Constraints, be they internal
domestic constraints or external international ones, can make it difficult and undesirable in the

short-term for state leaders to pursue strategies best suited to end conflict in the long-term.

With type A NSAs, the state is faced with three actual strategic options: a. it can decisively defeat
the opponent until it no longer poses a threat, b. it can “mow the lawn,” managing the threat through
offensive and defensive denial and punishment to create short-term deterrence and degrade the

opponent’s capabilities, or c. it can ignore the threat.*®

The state’s internal and external constraints, as well as the level of threat posed and relative cost
in terms of political capital as well as blood and treasure, to defeat, deter, or deny, impact which strategy
the state chooses to pursue. Since in the long-term, states prefer to end conflicts and decisive victory is the
only way to do this with a type A opponent, absent constraints, a state would pursue a decisive victory
strategy. The lower the state’s constraints, the more likely it is to pursue this strategy. Higher constraints
increase the likelihood that a state will pursue management strategies. For example, the U.S. is only
moderately constrained as a large and powerful state with a public that generally supports the Global War
on Terror (GWQOT). As socialization logic predicts, U.S. strategy towards the type A al-Qaeda has not

deviated from decisive victory since September 11, 2001.%°

48 «“Mowing the grass” is a term for Israeli strategy towards Hamas. Israeli intensive use of force after long periods
of restraint is “designed primarily to debilitate the enemy capability” (Inbar and Shamir, Jerusalem Post 2014).

49 The U.S. also pursues decisive victory against ISIS, another type A NSA. In a January 9, 2018 tweet and
Facebook post, Army Command Sergeant Major John Wayne Troxell stated “ISIS needs to understand that the Joint
Force is on orders to annihilate them. So, they have two options should they decide to come up against the United
States, our allies and partners: surrender or die!” Troxell wrote on Facebook. ‘If they surrender, we will safeguard
them to their detainee facility cell, provide them chow, a cot and due process. If they choose not to surrender, then
we will kill them with extreme prejudice, whether that be through security force assistance, by dropping bombs on
them, shooting them in the face, or beating them to death with our entrenching tools.”” (Tritten 2018). This is a
rather extreme demonstration of how the United States, a country with very low external constraints, high strategic
capabilities, and a domestic mandate to “knock the hell out of ISIS” (Trump Victory Speech 2/9/2016) is pursuing a
decisive victory strategy against ISIS, a type A archetypal terrorist group, and is uninterested in pursuing a bargain,
arguably due to the impossibility to reach a credible bargain with this type of NSA. ISIS and al-Qaeda have never
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With the other three types of non-state opponents, the state can use concessions and
increase the non-state opponent’s governance function, although this should follow the
moderation of the NSA’s drive towards more pragmatism. The more moderate the opponent, the
more optimal a soft-line policy becomes. In these cases, it becomes suboptimal policy for the
state to expend blood, treasure, and political capital to crush an opponent that can be bargained
with. This does not mean that force is not warranted. In cases where a NSA’s ideology keeps it
from being willing to make a bargain acceptable to the state, force may be warranted to threaten
decisive victory to socialize it into a pragmatically driven actor. Tit-for-tat responses and denial
do not signal resolve to decisively defeat an opponent and are therefore unlikely to socialize it.
“The opening of peace negotiations usually must await a common perception of the trend of
military events” (Pillar 1983, 199). Absent a credible threat to the NSA’s survival, groups with
strongly held, absolutist ideological imperatives might prefer continued conflict to any bargain.
With these types of opponents, force must signal a trend towards decisive defeat. In essence,
socialization logic sees using decisive force as the best way to threaten decisive force in the
future. This takes the position of Clausewitz over Schelling. The credibility of the threat is

conveyed through force, not through “language and dialogue.” (Garard 2016).%°

War continues unless both sides think a settlement will make them better off. (Wittman
1979).%! 1deologically driven groups might view peace as making them worse off if it requires
sacrificing their ideologically driven agenda. Force that credibly threatens survival is more likely
to socialize groups that possess reasonable political aspirations as well as an ideological agenda.
A state can encourage and strengthen these aspirations through the promise of concessions and
political enfranchisement while the state signals high capability and resolve to defeat the non-
state opponent so long as it remains ideologically driven.

been invited to bargain, though their operatives, when defeated often prefer not to die. The Taliban, a non-archetypal
NSA has been invited to the bargaining table, albeit without positive results.

%0 As Clausewitz notes, “if the enemy is to be reduced to submission by an act of War, he must either be positively
disarmed or placed in such a position that he is threatened with it.” (Clausewitz 2004 translation, 6). “Like
Schelling, Clausewitz relies on expecting the opponent to think in a certain way about the future and his (possible
and probable) future actions.” (Garard 2016).

°1 |deological imperatives that depend on the continuation of violence towards an absolutist end make the group less
likely to view the termination of violence as making them better off. Only the promise of total defeat has the
potential to make peace a better option than continued warfare for these types of opponents.
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With more moderate NSA types, the state’s “constraints environment” impacts the
likelihood that the state will pursue the optimal strategy towards ending the conflict. A state may
be too constrained to use the force necessary to threaten the survival of an ideologically driven
non-state opponent, thus rendering it incapable of shifting the group towards a moderate type. A
state may also be constrained by the ideological leanings of its own government or population
from being able to grant, or credibly promise concessions necessary to reach a bargain with the
non-state opponent. In these cases, the state may be left pursuing the suboptimal strategy of
perpetual management even though the non-state opponent is a type that can be socialized into a
type that can be bargained with.%? Finally, a state with low constraints may opt to pursue the
costlier strategy of crushing the opponent even if that opponent is the type with which an
acceptable bargain can be reached at lower cost.>® This was partially the case with Russia’s 1994
decision to capture Grozny and destroy the nationalist motivated Chechen separatists.

V: The Theoretical Importance of the Three NSA Attributes
- Ideological Versus ‘RSM’ Motivation

On the more pragmatic end, some groups espouse territorial, traditional, reformist, or

separatist motivations. On the more ideologically driven side, groups pursue absolutist; religious,

social, revolutionary, messianic, and annihilationist goals.

A militant group may be motivated primarily by absolutist ideology. At the most
extreme, these ideological imperatives constitute the group’s sole reason for existence. A group
might have primarily realist, survival maximizing imperatives, as is usually the case with
nationalistically motivated groups. NSAs fall anywhere on the spectrum, from those with fully
rational security maximizing goals, to those driven by absolutist ideological imperatives. The
degree to which absolutist ideology versus pragmatism drives the group is the most important

attribute determining whether it can be bargained with.

Standard crisis bargaining models do not take uncertainty over preferences into account.
(Bils and Spaniel 2017). They assume that the challenger wants change and the target prefers the

52 Israel is a prime example of a highly constrained state. It arguably views itself as too externally constrained to
pursue a strategy of decisively defeating Hamas without facing intolerable international repercussions. It is doubtful
that the United States would tolerate an armed and actively hostile opponent existing on its borders the way that
Israel contends with its declared and active enemies Hamas and Hezbollah. U.S. policy has consistently sought to
deny territorial control to that type opponent, even thousands of miles away.

53 “Crushing the enemy” can be attractive for diversionary war reasons, the allure of the potential to win without
compromise, premature cognitive closure and a lack of imagination or a combination of these or other reasons.
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status quo, with uncertainty existing over the cost of fighting, and the probability of victory.
(Fearon 1995). It is useful to break that down into uncertainty over capabilities and resolve as
well as uncertainty over the potential for compromise. In asymmetry, real uncertainty exists only
over resolve. Disparity in capabilities is largely clear, although an actor can miscalculate.>*
Uncertainty over preferences matters for the bargaining space as well. Some groups hold
preferences that cannot be appeased through a bargain.> These are sometimes characterized as
indivisible goods (Fearon 1995).%

The strategy behind the state’s optimal use of force in these situations must be designed
to convince the opponent that it will not survive if it does not cease pursuit of its absolutist
ideological agenda. In this way, decisive force that threatens the NSA’s survival can potentially

socialize the non-state opponent into moderating its indivisible ideological imperatives.

While concessions can take the form of side payments that can make negotiation over an
indivisible good possible (Fearon 1995), there is no way to completely appease the most
ideologically driven groups’ absolutist ideological imperatives through any side-payments that

the state could offer.®’

54 Certainly, even in asymmetric conflict, one side can an overestimate the amount of damage it can cause to the
attacker, and thus overestimate its ability to increase costs to a point that breaks the resolve of the attacker to pay.
Examples include Saddam Hussein’s underestimation in the first Gulf War of his ability to impose costs on the US
invading force. (Stein 1992). Hamas spokesman Abu Zuhri’s July 2014 warning to Israel in advance of their ground
invasion into Gaza, that “Gaza will be a graveyard for the IDF” (TOI 2014) follows a pattern of Hamas
overestimating its capabilities, with similar statements made in advance of Operation Cast Lead, an operation in
which Hamas failed to impose costs on the very effective Israeli operation. (Kershner and EI-Khoudary, 2009).

%5 Bils and Spaniel argue: “with uncertainty over ideal points and sufficiently divergent preferences... proposers
cannot appease all possible opponents... This occurs when the set of policies that a moderate type prefers to war
does not overlap the set of policies a more extreme type prefers to war. Consequently, any offer entails some chance
of fighting. Such a dilemma does not appear in the standard model.” (Bils and Spaniel 2017, 648).

% Some NSAs are ideologically motivated to pursue through violence ends that will never be acceptable to the state.
For the NSA, abandoning the pursuit of those ends is out of the question. These ideologically driven imperatives are
theoretically most similar to Fearon’s (1995) “indivisible goods,” although Goddard (2006) argues that seemingly
indivisible positions can potentially prove divisible when an actor clearly perceives a losing position.

57 Russia appears to have been able to resolve conflict with Chechen separatists by offering de-facto autonomy and
vast monetary payouts; but Israel is unlikely to resolve conflict with Hamas by offering it a side payment that would
appease its stated desire to “’kill the Jew behind every rock and every tree,” (Hamas Charter 1988, article 7), allow it
to “raise the banner of Allah over every inch of Palestine” (Article 6), or satisfy the position that “Israel will exist
and will continue to exist until Islam will obliterate it, just as it obliterated others before it.” (Preamble). Neither can
the U.S. offer a side payment that satisfies the demands of al-Qaeda to “establish an Islamic state, and defend it, and
for every generation to hand over the banner to the one after it until the Hour of Resurrection.” (Zawabhiri letter to
Zargawi 2005, 3). This includes al-Qaeda’s goal of obliterating the United States and its supported regimes (Cronin
2011) which is seen by them as a goal that “will not be achieved except through jihad.” (Zawahiri, 4). Clearly, side
payments do not automatically mitigate the impediment that absolutist ideology poses to a peaceful bargain.
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| define a highly ideologically motivated group as one driven to pursue absolutist goals
separate from securing sovereignty and maximizing security. These goals include total religious,
social, or economic domination, or at the most extreme, the annihilation of a particular group.
This applies to both religious and secular ideologies, while religious ideologies are demonstrably
more difficult to moderate. The ideological imperative to pursue absolutist goals is often

antithetical to the goal of maximizing security in order to ensure survival.

As long as absolutist goals motivate the group, long-term deterrence is impossible.
Deterrence works by threatening material costs in the event of aggression beyond what the
opponent would be willing to pay in pursuit of its objective. Most actors value their survival
above any possible objective. If the opponent places the imperative to pursue an objective above
their very survival, even the most credible threat will not deter them. This is more likely with
groups with difficult to target leadership and minimal of any governance function. With these
actors the state has no reason to see any promise to commit to a bargain as credible. With these

archetypal terrorist groups, the state’s optimal strategy is to pursue total victory.

Deterrence theory proceeds from the belief that decision makers on both sides are
rational. (Jervis 1982, 73). All structural realists agree that states aim to maximize security and
that rationally acting states would not attempt aggression that is likely to result in failure and
diminished security.>® A security maximizing asymmetrically weaker actor will not attack the
vital interests of a stronger actor unless there is confusion over whether those interests are truly
vital leading to confusion over resolve.®® This is clear in the interstate arena. The opponent’s
perception of a state’s capability and resolve is a necessary condition for deterrence. In the

interstate context, they are both independently necessary and jointly sufficient.

%8 Both offensive and defensive realists consider states to fit the description of rational security maximizers.
(Mearsheimer 2001; Jervis 1977; Glaser 2006; Van Evera 1998). They agree that states want to maximize security
but disagree over how this is done. Offensive realists believe that this is done through maximizing relative power,
while defensive realists believe that pursuing opportunities to maximize relative power might harm security.

59 It is rare for states to attack asymmetrically stronger opponents. Argentina attacked the Falklands, but it calculated
that Great Britain would not see this as an attack on its vital interests. Argentina miscalculated—underestimating
Great Britain’s response. The same is the case with Saddam Hussein’s attack on the U.S. backed Kuwait, or his
refusal to comply with US demands for inspections (Stein 1992), and with Nasser’s decision to attack a nuclear
capable Israel in 1973, thinking that the Sinai was not a vital interest. These rare cases that involved miscalculations
are the exceptions that prove the rule.
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Some groups might rationally attack a more powerful state thinking that the state is too
constrained to use all of the military power at its disposal to destroy that group. This is more
likely if the NSA perceives the state as facing high internal constraints. For example, 9/11
mastermind Khalid Sheik Mohammad was caught by surprise by “cowboy Bush’s” swift and
ferocious response to 9/11. (McDermott 2013).

Doubt over resolve due to perceptions of the target’s constraints in some cases explains
the initiation of aggression, but not its continuation. The most comprehensive explanation for the
phenomenon of why asymmetrically weaker actors would initiate aggression and continue to
attack the vital interests of a stronger actor is that they are not deterred because their ideological

agenda is more important to them than security maximization and survival.

A non-state opponent’s level of ideological motivation is clearly an important attribute
impacting state strategy to end the conflict. Therefore, it is important to clearly unpack what
constitutes an ideological agenda that is incompatible with a security maximizing agenda.

Socialization logic does not address the issue of rationality. If rationality is the pursuit of
optimal means to one’s goals, even the most ideologically driven groups are “rational actors,”
their goals just differ substantially from the rationally held goals of most nation-states.
Rationality can also be ascribed to what Levi calls “non-egotistic considerations,” (Levi 1997,
25). Therefore, when facing actors that are clearly pursuing well defined goals, even if those
goals appear suicidal, messianic and absurd to secular westerners, it is more useful to examine
the motivation and goals of a group, than to engage in debates over whether it is “rational.” For
example, jihadist groups, an important subset of ideologically driven NSAs, consider western
ideology to be evil. They believe they cannot cease fighting the west until it completely

embraces Islam or subjugation to Islam. Salafi-jihadi doctrine exemplifies absolutist ideology.®°

Generally, ideologies become less salient when those espousing them perform poorly or

are defeated. Owen provides the examples of Great Britain’s liberties and the United States’

80 Salafi-jahadi doctrine is applies to all non-Muslims. “Three interrelated doctrines come into sharp focus. 1) total
disavowal from, and enmity for, ‘the infidel.” that is, constant spiritual or metaphysical hostility against the non-
Muslim (in Arabic known as al-wala' w'al bara, or ‘loyalty and enmity”’ this naturally manifests itself as 2) jihad, that
is, physical hostility against and—whenever and wherever possible—attempts to subjugate the non-Muslim); finally,
successful jihads lead to 3) dhimmitude, the degrading position of conquered non-Muslims who refuse to forfeit
their religious freedom by converting to the victor's creed” (Ibrahim 2017).
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economic freedoms versus the twentieth-century failed experiments with Communism and
Fascism. (Owen 2015).5! The Soviet Union’s ideology evolved over time to the point where
avowedly Communist Gorbachev sought economic and political reforms that once would have
been inconceivable. These examples and China’s evolution away from Maoism demonstrates
how poor material performance can discredit even the most staunchly held ideologies. However,
ideologies that do not promise material wellbeing are not discredited by the lack of material

success. This is where religious ideologies differ from secular ones.

Radical jihadi Islamism differs from Communism, which was decisively defeated after
the collapse of the Soviet Union. Jihadi movements do not primarily promise economic, military,
or political success. Instead, they promise benefits in the afterlife. Religious ideologies like

Salafi-jihadi Islamism are not delegitimized by poverty or military defeat.5?

A state must carefully look for signs that a non-state opponent’s signaled moderation is
genuine and not a short-term tactical move necessitated by imminent defeat. A state that is
mistaken might seek to bargain with a group that will not adhere to the negotiated bargain. This
can be dangerous if the state undertakes concessions that weaken its security position, as was the

case in Israel’s Oslo process with the PLO.

Some ideologically motivated groups can moderate, archetypal groups cannot. Some
highly ideological groups fundamentally exist to pursue pragmatic goals like self-determination.
These groups may be convinced to moderate through combining the stick of threatening decisive
defeat with the carrot of boosted legitimacy and helping the group build governance function.
The latter can further encourage the group to prioritize its pragmatic agenda. Israel’s Oslo
processes with the PLO exemplifies this logic. Israel, supported by the U.S., promised to boost

the PLO’s governance function and thus its pragmatist agenda if it demonstrated that it

51 After the Soviet Union collapsed, Communism lost its allure as an ideology for both states and non-state groups
previously motivated by its precepts.” (Hamid, Felbab-Brown and Trinkunas 2018.)

62 State leaders might view religiously motivated groups as more intransigent. The U.S. Army’s Joint Concept for

Human Aspects of Military Operations states that “religious beliefs can influence political will and motivate actors
to struggle and fight—often with greater zeal than a secular ideology.” (Joint Staff 2016, 7).
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moderated its ideological drive. Interestingly, Hamas recently updated their charter to be more

politically palatable and compete for global political clout with its rival Fatah. (Fisher 2017).63

It is difficult to discern when signaling moderation is only a short-term tactic to buy time,
or signifies socialization, as a potential precursor to a bargained end to the conflict.®* The PLO’s
strategy immediately preceding and during the Oslo process was the former, but the Israeli
government misinterpreted Arafat’s public statements and actions as an actual change in type.%
Hamas has proposed the idea of a Hudna with Israel multiple times as a long-term cease-fire, but
not a peace agreement. (Yousuf 2006, Jacob 2015). Its efforts to avoid war with Israel between
its initiation of conflict in 2008 and 2014, alongside its continued firing of rockets into Israel,
demonstrate Israel’s ability to impose only short-term, but ultimately failed deterrence vis-a-vis
Hamas. In 2006 Osama bin Laden proposed a Hudna to the United States. (Fahim 2006).
Whether a state perceives a NSA’s moderation as a genuine change in type or a short-term tactic

to avoid military loss, is discernable by examining the state’s actions and documentary evidence.

Reiter argues that believing the credibility of an opponent’s commitments is difficult
when dealing with fanatical actors. His logic is similar to Abrahms’ (2013) terrorist credibility
paradox. A history of violence makes a state wary of believing a non-state opponent’s signaled
moderation. This increases the attractiveness for states to pursue a denial strategy that makes
credible commitment unnecessary by eliminating the adversary’s ability to strike without
changing its intentions. Finally, states might worry about the future intentions of currently
staunch allies to support a state’s strategic struggle against a non-state opponent. This is in

addition to the ever-present worry over their opponents’ future intentions.%

83 Wagemakers provides some examples that show that “it is certainly not impossible for radical ideologues to
renounce some of their earlier views and take a new, more moderate approach. The Egyptian Jihad Organization, for
example, apologized two years ago for its attacks on civilians, and the Egyptian al-Jama’a al-Islamiyya even revised
its entire ideology in the 1990s along more moderate lines.” (Wagemakers 2008).

84 With Islamist groups, this feigned moderation would be a manifestation of the concepts of Taqqiyah, the ability or
obligation to lie for self-preservation, (Ibrahim 2010) and Hudna, a tactical cease-fire that means the cessation of
hostilities, which does not necessarily imply the end of conflict,” according to “Rashid Khalidi, the director of
Colombia University’s Middle East Institute.” (Fahim 2006).

8 For a more in-depth discussion of Arafat’s motives, and ideological justification to hardliners for negotiating with
the Israelis, see Dr. Mordechai Kedar “I believe Arafat,” (2002).

% For example, Israel might be dissuaded from making concessions detrimental to its security if it worries that it
will not be able to rely on U.S. support to make up for strategic territorial loss. This is a central debate in Israel’s
security establishment over withdrawal from the Jordan valley. “Israel emphatically objects to withdrawing its
troops from this strategic valley on its eastern border.” (Debka 2014).
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States can also undertake counterproductive strategies if they apply military force against
non-state opponents that are wrongfully perceived to be ideologically driven. Pelletiere (1995)
argues that ideologically driven elements within NSAs that are not themselves ideologically
driven, are adept at exploiting wrongheaded policies aimed at countering them, “it appears to be

a favorite tactic for advancing their cause.” (1).%’

Finally, foreign support can be an important factor in motivating the NSA.%8 Financial,
political, and military support—given for specific ideological goals—strengthens the
indivisibility of the NSA’s ideological goals by tying their pursuit to receiving crucial support.

- Leadership Targetability and Command Structure

Some non-state opponents have leadership that is difficult to target. This can be due to
various reasons, including terrain, poor intelligence, and local support. A state is better able to
shift its non-state opponent to a type that can be bargained with if it can enhance its ability to
target a group’s leadership. This can be done militarily by increasing capabilities and
diplomatically, by working with governments where the NSA is operating. States can also boost
the profile of the NSA’s leadership vis-a-vis rivals to obtain a partner that can negotiate on
behalf of the group. These concessions boost an NSA’s leadership targetability and governance

function. A state is more likely to believe it can negotiate successfully with a unitary group.

The operational effectiveness of decapitation is debated. Socialization logic sees
decapitation as either a component of a decisive victory strategy to socialize an NSA by
threatening it with defeat, or as part of a management strategy.’ If used as part of a decisive
victory strategy, it can help bring the conflict to an end. Assuming that all but the most radical

leaders are willing to somewhat sacrifice or redefine ideological goals if it is the difference

57 Pelletiere cites the younger generation’s takeover of a group’s agenda as an explanation for increased
radicalization. He cites the example of AIG in Algeria as a group that started as a reformist party (FIS) rising out of
the 1988 riots. Under government repression, the FIS went underground and formed the AIS which then split into
the Armed Islamic Group (AIG), a far more radical group. The FIS retained no control over the AIG, which went on
to commit atrocities on a large scale, leading to civil war. Military pressure split the FIS and resulted in the more
fundamentalist AIG. The FIS was a type “D” NSA, it was a political party in fact, with pragmatic goals, findable
and targetable leadership (the leaders were imprisoned by the state), and governance function. The optimal strategy
would have been to bargain, not use force. In this case force prolonged the conflict.

% This can come from a state, wealthy benefactors, a diaspora community, or any combination of these.

% In some cases, states successfully negotiate with an NSA while splinter groups hesitate to fall in line. This was the
case with British negotiations with Michael Collins in the 1920s. After peace was negotiated, the IRA eventually
largely subdued its radical breakaways, even after the assassination of Collins himself by one of the radical splinters.
0 As part of a management strategy, decapitation can be used for short-term deterrence through punishment,
offensive denial through degrading the NSA’s capabilities, or both.
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between survival and destruction, demonstrating the targetability of their leadership is crucial to

applying bargaining logic to NSAs."*

A state would rather use targeted violence.”? It can better socialize the opponent by
signaling its ability to defeat it when it can target its leadership. Targeted force is more likely to
threaten the non-state opponent without alienating the population, and without aggravating
domestic constituencies and the international community, including important allies.”® A state’s
use of targeted force poses a double threat of reducing the opponent’s ability to impose control
and increasing popular discontent.”

- Governance Function

A state can better deter a non-state opponent that has higher levels of governance
function. A state is also more likely to negotiate with a group that can commit to ensuring that its
members abide by the terms of the bargain. To this end, a state can pursue policies that increase

the non-state opponent’s governance function.”

Governance function is composed of two variables, capacity and accountability (defined
as facing potential rivals for power).”® High governing capacity gives the NSA the authority
necessary to secure and commit to a bargain. Accountability to a population and potential rivals
for power give it something to lose if the state is compelled to use force against it.

" Taking out radical leaders only makes the group more moderate if the replacement leaders are less radical, this is
generally not the case (Dear 2013). Removing leadership might make bargaining more difficult if it splinters the
group and there is no one that can speak for it and hold it to a bargain. For countering middle range NSAs,
leadership targetability is not a goal in and of itself, it is only useful for making the group more of a moderate type
when it is used as a threat, not a tactic. The group should know decapitation is possible to get the leaders to the
bargaining table. Leadership should not be targeted simply for the sake of eliminating them. With groups that are
considered impossible to bargain with, leadership targeting is part of the use of force to subdue the group militarily.
In this case, taking out leaders is advisable for disrupting coordination potential, intimidation, and attrition.

2 Kalyvas (2006) argues that indiscriminate violence is often used to deter civilian populations from supporting
insurgencies, or to encourage collaboration. He argues that targeted violence is more effective. Lyall finds that
indiscriminate violence can erode popular support for a rebel group. “If local populations come to blame insurgents,
not the incumbent, for the state’s repressive acts, then an insurgency may be forced to curb, if not abandon, its
current tactics and strategy to avoid provoking further counter-mobilization.” (Lyall 2009).

3 For Che Guevara in Bolivia, Foco Theory failed because peasants tired of insurgents provoking state ire.

"4 Targeted force has the downside of the inevitable collateral damage that can be exploited to strengthen support for
the NSA. A state that has excellent intelligence and precision capabilities faces lower strategic constraints on its use
of targeted force, making the tactic more effective.

5 Shkolnik (2017 Working Paper) finds that “militant groups often have to consolidate rivals to dominate a
constituency before taking on the regime.” While this might suggest that a state would always be wise to reduce the
strength of a non-state opponent to the point where they are no longer the dominant force in the territory they
control, the state’s optimal goal is not to reduce the threat but to permanently end the conflict.

76 | define capacity as the ability to enforce a monopoly on violence.
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Both force and concessions are more effective against a non-state opponent with high
capacity and moderate accountability. With these types, force is a better tool for deterrence due
to the state’s ability to weaken it relative to its rivals, and concessions are more readily given due

to the state’s ability to take actions to increase the NSA’s political legitimacy.

The effect of accountability is not monotonic. The moderating effect of governing
accountability occurs when the group is not all-powerful, thus invulnerable to threats from rivals
if weakened, but also not too vulnerable to hardline spoilers.”” Socialization logic classifies
NSAs possessing this goldilocks level of accountability as having “high governance function.”

Against these types, a state is better able to use both carrots and sticks.’®

NSAs with high governance function have both high capacity and significant but not
hegemonic control over their populations. Groups that have low governing capacity are all
categorized as having low governance function due to the state’s perception of these groups’ as
unable to enforce a bargain. NSAs that have high capacity and either high or low levels of

accountability are categorized as having moderate levels of governance function.’®

Table 1. Governance Function

High accountability Moderate accountability Low accountability
High capacity | Moderate governance High governance function (goldilocks | Moderate governance function:
function, risk of spoilers zone, most able to bargain with) Hegemonic NSA®
Low capacity | Low governance function, | Low governance function, unable to Low governance function, unable
unable to enforce a bargain | enforce a bargain to enforce a bargain

VI: The State’s Constraints
States do not always have the political freedom to pursue their optimal strategy. States

face two major types of constraints. Internal constraints on a state’s military and political

7 Hardline rivals can constrain the NSA’s ability to negotiate. This is illustrated by the Rejectionist Front’s (PFLP
and the PFLP-GC) impact on Arafat’s willingness to explicitly state willingness to compromise with Israel. In the
1970s, hardliners made Arafat need to appear hardline both to them and to Israel, making a bargain less likely.

8 Hegemonic groups have high capacity and low accountability. They not as easily deterred because a state’s use of
force does not degrade their capabilities to the point where they fear losing power to a rival. Because deterrence
entails threatening costs, it is boosted if military losses can threaten to undermine an NSA’s ability to maintain
control. Against a NSA with high accountability a state gains deterrence power because the threat of force threatens
to weaken it relative to rivals. It also gives the state the ability to offer to increase its power in exchange for
compliance and moderation. Therefore, an accountable NSA gives the state more options for force and concessions.
9 In the 1970s the PLO had moderate governance function. It had high capacity but also extreme accountability in
terms of vulnerability to spoilers, making it unable to articulate a clear willingness to negotiate. From 2014-2016
ISIS exemplified a hegemonic NSA. It could enforce a bargain but could not be compelled to moderate through the
threat of losing power to rivals. In this case, the U.S. clearly decided to end the conflict through annihilation.

8 The hegemonic NSA has the capacity necessary to enforce the terms of a bargain on its followers but is difficult to
deter through the threat of weakening it relative to its rivals because it faces no potential competitor for power.
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strategies include domestic institutional checks and balances, media openness, and popular
support. External constraints include vulnerability to international economic sanction,

withdrawal of military, financial, and diplomatic support, or even direct military intervention.

Democracies usually have higher internal constraints. Leaders need popular and political
support.8! Mobilizing people and resources can be contentious. Democratic leaders may not have
the popularity to create support for such a policy. They may be constrained by institutional
checks and balances (Putnam 1988; Russett 1992).82 They are less able to control the media to
promote support, to minimize the appearance of costs in terms of blood and treasure, or to
silence dissent.®® Autocracies are constrained as well (Weeks 2014), although to a lesser extent
due to less institutional checks and the leader’s greater ability to control the media.

Democracies are less able to control the press than autocracies. This makes it harder to
hide destruction, civilian casualties and human rights violations from international scrutiny.
These miseries of war are all but guaranteed to result from decisive use of force aimed to crush
an opponent or convince it to moderate, even if the state takes utmost care to minimize collateral
damage. Domestic constituencies have a low tolerance for troop casualties, as well as for the
infliction of casualties on other populations. This is especially likely to be the case if the citizens
do not perceive the NSA to pose a vital threat. Democracies typically lack the political will to

employ repression for a prolonged period. (Paul et. al 2013). Non-state opponents know this and

devise strategy accordingly. The Vietnam War provides a quintessential example of this. If a
NSA believes that a state is likely to be forced by popular anger to withdraw, the state is less able
to socialize it by threatening its survival.®

81 popular opinion can cause a state to withdraw from non-essential interests even when military defeat is not
threatened, and full military power has not been utilized. The best known example of this is the U.S. withdrawal
from Vietnam. Britain’s decision not to continue its war against the continental rebellion falls under this logic as
well. U.S. independence was won as much in Whitehall as it was on the American battlefields. (Boot 2013).

8 This is follows the institutional logic for the democratic peace theory, (see Rosato 2003 for a critique of this logic)
8 A free press can serve as a powerful constraint. “The importance of managing the press can be brought into relief
by comparison of the situation of the British counterinsurgency operation in Aden and South Arabia, which was
going on concurrently... Here, journalists were far more exposed to the front-line troops. Mismanagement of this
contributed to the British government announcing its intentions to withdraw.” (Simpson 2012, 174). Media access is
a major internal constraint. Russia in 1999 understood this better than in 1994 and worked to rectify it.

8 putin clearly recognized the necessity of limiting Russian casualties in the Second Chechen war (Meakins 2017).
8 The first time U.S. media covered a foreign war with photo and film was the Vietnam War. The broadcast death
tolls changed public opinion rapidly against the war. Media portrayal of the downing of the Blackhawk Helicopter
influenced U.S. withdrawal from Somalia and decisions not to intervene in the Rwandan genocide.
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Democracies are generally more constrained than autocracies and domestically embattled
leaders are more constrained in both regime types. This is measured by approval ratings,
electoral mandate, control of Congress or parliamentary majority, control over the media and the
ability to enforce domestic compliance.

A small and vulnerable state has to consider vulnerability to external sanction when
weighing the use of force against a NSA. It may be dissuaded from pursuing the optimal hardline
strategy due to these threats. Israeli leaders constantly weigh the potential for international
sanction when deciding upon using force against Hamas, Hezbollah, or the PLO. Even the U.S.

worries about its global reputation and does not want to appear overly aggressive.

All else held equal, small democratic powers that have domestically embattled leadership
and adverse strategic environments are the most constrained from pursuing hardline strategies or
making controversial concessions when warranted.® The more constrained a state is, the more
likely it is to pursue management capabilities and management strategies. Management strategies
reduce the intensity of hostilities. Wittman (1979) notes that this may reduce the probability of a
successful peace settlement. When states are constrained to the point where they pursue

management strategies, their conflicts with non-state opponents are likely to endure.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, popular autocratic leaders of large and powerful
states are the least constrained and thus their chosen strategy is least likely to deviate from the
optimal strategy based on their opponent’s type. A state’s actual strategy will diverge least from
its optimal strategy when it has a favorable strategic environment that advantages its ability to
apply effective military force at a reasonable cost and to take necessary diplomatic steps with
lower risk involved. States also act to reduce their constraints when possible, such as Putin’s
consolidation of political power, increased military and economic power and control over media

access before and during the Second Chechen War.

Strategic factors that make military force, or diplomatic concessions more difficult to
carry out include: rugged terrain, embeddedness in a civilian population, the lack of local
support, or local hostility, the lack of important military capabilities, and the cultural or strategic

importance of territory that would otherwise be useful for concessions to secure a bargain. They

8 For example, domestic opinion and political institutional arrangements now constrain Israel from considering
dividing Jerusalem, a sticking point and potential Fearonesque ‘indivisible issue’ for a bargain with the PLO.
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increase the cost of force and their opposite increase the utility of force and lower its cost.®’

Adverse strategic factors exacerbate a state’s internal and external constraints. In general, the

less costly it is for a state to employ force or concessions towards its desired goal, the less

constrained the state is in its use of force.

Table 2: Constraints: The more of these factors a state faces, the greater its constraints.

Internal Constraints

External Constraints

Strategic factors

- Freepress

- Inability to restrict media access
- Constitutional checks

- High casualty aversion

- Economic recession

- Divided government

- Reelection concerns

- High denial capabilities®®

- Economic vulnerability

- Potential for diplomatic isolation

- Potential for external peacekeeping
intervention

- Potential for external military
intervention

- The opponent has powerful state
supporters.

- Difficulty of terrain (human and
physical)

- Intelligence, Surveillance and
Reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities

- Military training

- Military equipping

- Availability of local forces and
collaborators.

- Denial Technology as a Domestic Constraint

Powell (2006) argues that “states may prefer fighting if the long-term cost of continually

procuring the forces needed to perpetually deter an attack on the status quo is higher than the

expected cost of trying to eliminate the threat” (172). Conversely, states prefer peace above all

else, but prefer deterrence if it sees its maintenance as less costly than fighting to remove the

threat. Denial can protect the home front if deterrence is prone to failure. If a combination of

short-term deterrence and effective denial is less costly than eliminating the threat, a state might

choose this management approach.

Because hardline policies are difficult to garner political support for, a leader that has the

ability to manage the conflict to an acceptable level is less likely to pursue hardline policies. This

is especially true for states that face substantial constraints. Successful denial technologies

increase the use of denial as a strategy. This increases the demand to develop denial

technologies, in a self-reinforcing feedback loop. Therefore, technologies that theoretically give

states more strategic options, in practice increase its constraints on pursuing hardline strategies.

As hardline strategies become less politically feasible, leaders are less able to use force to change

87 The availability of trustworthy and capable local actors that can fight on the state’s behalf, lowers the state’s
constraints. These local forces enhance the state’s ability to more effectively apply force. (Lyall 2010). Internal
constraints are lowered because these local actors remove the politically costly need to send large numbers of
citizens into harm’s way, allowing a state to pursue the much more politically palatable strategy of arming, training
and advising and utilizing local forces. External constraints are lowered diminishing the potential for international
opprobrium if the conflict is seen as indigenized. It also frees the state’s military to deter interstate aggression.

8 See Table I11 (p. 39).
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a non-state opponent into the type to which bargaining would apply. Furthermore, because denial
is the easier option politically, the development of denial technologies can signal a lack of
resolve to defeat the opponent, thus making socializing the opponent and bargaining more
difficult. This can increase the duration of conflict. The contrast between Israel’s 2008/9
Operation Cast Lead against Hamas in Gaza, and Operation Protective Edge (2014),
demonstrates how denial options can make hardline conventional strategies less politically

practicable, and can overdetermine the employment of management strategies.®

Denial can be either defensive or offensive but is usually a mix of both. Unlike
deterrence, which convinces the opponent not to attack by increasing the costs posed by
retaliation, denial does not target the opponent’s motivation, rather its ability to do harm.
Defensive denial blocks the opponent’s attacks, while offensive denial strikes the opponent’s
military capabilities, disrupting and degrading its ability to launch attacks. Offensive denial can
impose costs by killing key leaders and destroying military infrastructure, while defensive denial
does not. Furthermore, perfect defensive denial, in the form of hermetically sealing a state off
from threats, does not exist, allowing the opponent to still disrupt life and score symbolic

victories through maintaining the struggle.®°

A determined opponent, highly ideologically committed to conflict, cannot be socialized
into a moderate group simply through deterrence. It is socialized when its survival is actually
threatened. Denial based management strategies are not designed to threaten the opponent’s
survival.®! Punishment can create deterrence against some types of NSAs, but against those that
are highly ideologically driven, the deterrence is likely to be short-term. Eventually the NSA will
need to resume the pursuit of its ideological agenda to maintain relevance. In these cases, only
force that threatens the group’s survival is likely to get it to moderate its ideology. This is due to

the calculus of deterrence. An actor will be deterred if it expects to lose more than it expects to

8 Israel was far more hesitant and less decisive in its use of force in 2014, after the integration or Iron Dome into its
defensive arsenal. In 2008/9 Israel pursued a preformulated strategy of decisive force. In 2014 Israel pursued a
denial strategy until the tunnel threat, which is not countered by Iron Dome, changed the calculus.

% Mearsheimer argues that perfect denial is impossible because a determined adversary will always find a way to get
around even those defenses perceived to be the tightest. (Mearsheimer, 1983).

%1 A combination of offensive and defensive denial technologies can increase a state’s short-term deterrence by
decreasing the cost of launching a decisive victory strategy through minimizing the threat posed by the non-state
opponent’s retaliation. Offensive denial technologies, like drones and precision munitions can be used as part of a
decisive victory military strategy as well. But a management strategy is unlikely to socialize a highly driven
opponent to prioritize pragmatism over ideology because it does not signal intent to defeat the opponent.

39



gain. Denial can reduce what the opponent stands to gain while punishment increases what it

stands to lose. If the group is willing to lose a great deal and counts continued fighting as a great

gain, long-term deterrence might be impossible to achieve.

Table 3:%

Management strategies

| Short-term deterrence | Victory or socialization of NSA

Defensive Denial

Offensive Denial

Punishment

Decisive Victory

-Land barriers

-Naval barriers
-Intelligence allowing for
the interception of threats
-Shelters

-Emergency planning
-Early warning systems

- Air and Missile Defense

-Targeting operational leaders
and planners

-Targeting weapons experts
-Targeting weapons facilities
(storage and manufacture)
-Targeting offensive
capabilities

-Intelligence allowing for the
targeting of threats

-Precision weapons systems

-Targeting infrastructure
-Economic blockade
-Restriction of movement
-Retaliatory strikes

-Military campaign geared towards
defeating the NSA and removing its ability
to fight on

-Large-scale maneuver warfare

-Clear and hold

-Search and destroy

-Targeting leaders in a sustained campaign
in order to deter or compel.

-Whole of government effort to subdue an
NSA.

Denial decreases the vitality of the threat posed by the non-state opponent. States are less

willing to undertake politically costly strategies if the leaders and the population do not see the

threat posed by the opponent is as vital.

- Vital versus Vested Interests

A state is more constrained when the opponent threatens vested instead of vital interests.

Both a state’s leadership and its citizenry are more likely to support what may be a costly

strategy to achieve a final end to conflict with a non-state opponent if that opponent poses a

substantial threat. If it does not, the temptation would be to attempt to manage the threat. I do not

mean “substantial” to be the existential threat posed by a symmetric, state rival. Asymmetrically

weaker NSAs do not pose a threat to the survival of the state but can pose a threat to the citizens’

way of life, prosperity and liberty.®®> When NSA violence is more recent, sustained, or results in

high casualties, a state is more likely to perceive the threat to be vital. Far away groups that are

rarely able to successfully launch high profile attacks, are less likely to be seen as vital threats.

VI1: State Strategies and Likely Outcomes

92 Offensive denial and punishment strategies often overlap and it can be hard to distinguish which is the primary
purpose of the military action.
93 This can be seen in Hamas’s ability to temporarily shut down Israel’s only international airport, and severely
impact Israel’s economy during its 2014 conflict with Israel, despite Israel’s successful denial system. Al-Qaeda’s
2001 attack on the U.S. had repercussions in terms of lives, security, civil liberties, and spending, still felt today.
Chechen militants disrupted life to a substantial degree in Russia through bombings, raids, and hostage taking.
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In this section | summarize and chart the logic behind the state strategies and likely
outcomes derived from them. While a state’s optimal strategy is to bring the conflict to an end,

even the best adapted strategies may not achieve this quickly.

According to the RAND study (2013) Paths to Victory, even the states deemed best
slated to succeed fought for an average of six years. A less constrained state is better able to
pursue and maintain optimal strategy and successfully reach a bargain with a non-state opponent.
This entails adapting the strategy to the changing nature of the non-state opponent and the
resolve to not abandon a strategy for lack of immediate results. More constrained states are more
likely to pursue management strategies. Therefore, all things being equal, conflicts are likely to
be longer when the state is highly constrained and the non-state opponent less statelike.

With type A archetypal terrorists, conflict generally ends with the opponent’s defeat.
Therefore, a highly constrained state might pursue a management strategy indefinitely. A less
constrained state will pursue decisive victory. With centralized, hierarchical groups, this can be
accomplished with a concerted military campaign. With dispersed groups, the state may be better

able to slowly crush it through a long campaign employing all elements of national power.%*

With type B NSAs, the state can use carrots and sticks to socialize the opponent into the
type that can be bargained with. The emphasis would be on force with those that possess high
ideological drive. A highly constrained state might not be able to employ the force necessary to
moderate this type of opponent and opt to pursue management. A less constrained state would be
able to employ the force and concessions necessary to either militarily defeat it or to socialize it

to eventually reach an end to the conflict.

With type C NSAs, the opponent is on the more moderate side, but the state still might
not consider it trustworthy to abide by a negotiated settlement, especially if it is highly
ideologically driven. A highly constrained state might still be able to moderate this type of
opponent through concessions, especially if it has a more pragmatic drive. A less constrained
state would optimally employ a strategy that is relatively high on concessions and low on the use
of force to moderate the opponent and reach a bargain.

% These two types of decisive victory strategies are shown in the chapter 6 comparison of U.S. strategy towards al-
Qaeda central versus affiliates.
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With type D NSAs, interstate bargaining logic fully applies. A state is more likely to
reach a bargain when it is able to make concessions. Therefore, a highly constrained state might
still achieve a bargained end to conflict with this type of opponent, but a less constrained state is

more likely to negotiate an end to conflict in a shorter timeframe.

Chart 1: Generalized expectations of socialization logic

NSA Type | State Constraints Optimal State Strategy Expected Actual State Strategy Expected Outcomes
A High Decisive victory Perpetual management Longer conflict
A Low Decisive victory Decisive victory Eventual state victory, duration
depends on dispersion.
B High More hardline and less Management, minimal Longer conflict
concessions concessions. Short-term
deterrence
B Low More hardline and less More hardline, less concessions | Shorter conflict, either victory
concessions over or, socialization of NSA
and eventual bargain
C High Less hardline and more Management, moderate Moderately long conflict
concessions concessions.
C Low Less hardline and more Less hardline, more concessions | Shorter conflict, socialization
concessions of NSA and an eventual bargain
D High Concessions and bargain Management, moderate Shorter conflict, potential
concessions bargain.
D Low Concessions and bargain Concessions and bargain Shorter conflict, bargain.

VI11: Scope, Methods, and Case Selection

This study is not about counterinsurgency (COIN) or counterterrorism (CT). These may

be components of the state’s strategy depending on the non-State opponent’s type and the state’s

constraints. They can be part of a decisive victory strategy, a management strategy or as a

prelude to negotiations, defined by the ultimate goal to which they are applied.

The dynamics of my framework apply to the modern era, where global interconnectivity

impacts the strategies of both states and their non-state opponents. Some opponents are terrorists
like al-Qaeda. Some, like the Taliban between 1996-2001 and Hamas post-2007—are de-facto

governments. Some, like the Chechens, are a blend of separatists and jihadists.

Socialization logic applies to conflict between an asymmetrically stronger state and an

asymmetrically weaker non-state opponent. It does not apply to states facing a non-state

opponent that rivals their power and can defeat them militarily, such as in a civil war. | focus

primarily on the strategic decisions of states where they have a range of strategies to select
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from.®® Therefore, I look at asymmetric conflicts where the state’s survival is not threatened and
it has the ability in its choice of strategy to pursue a decisive end to the conflict, to offer

diplomatic concessions, and to attempt to manage the hostilities at an acceptable level.

Socialization logic straddles several areas of study. It is a subset of the crisis bargaining
framework.%® It utilizes Realist assumptions of deterrence through perceived power and resolve
and assumes that pragmatic actors seek security maximization. It is dynamic, endogenizing state
strategy to NSA type. State strategy is both derived from, and intended to, influence its

opponent’s characteristics.

| test the explanatory power of socialization logic by determining how a state’s leadership
perceived a non-state opponent according to the three key variables, to what extent the leaders
were cognizant of these factors and to what extent their perception of these variables influenced
their strategy. I collect evidence from leadership statements gleaned from interviews with 41
policymakers, military leaders and subject matter experts, along with open source data and
secondary source histories. An appendix provides a detailed breakdown of the interviews for
each chapter. After determining how the leaders viewed their opponents and what their desired
strategies were, | examine the history of the conflicts to determine what strategies the states
actually pursued and when and how constraints impacted this calculus. | compare these findings

with the most common existing explanations for the specific state policy shifts in each case.

Using a longitudinal design, | examine each case through a stand-alone within-case
analysis. | use process tracing to examine how a state counters a non-state opponent over time.
First, | reveal the decision-making process behind state leaders’ choice of strategy towards a
specific non-state opponent. | then examine the endogenous interplay between state strategy and

NSA type making up the cycle of conflict and negotiation or leading to perpetual management.

| also compare between cases by approximating a most-similar case design that holds the

state constant and isolates the independent variable, NSA type. This allows the isolation of the

% To quote Secretary of Defense James Mattis, “the enemy gets a vote.” (Fisher 2010). This certainly applies to
conflict with asymmetrically weaker actors as well and the opponent certainly has its own strategy. However, in
asymmetric conflicts, the initiative is clearly the stronger party’s to take, whereas in symmetric conflict, the stronger
party first needs to secure its survival before it can even begin to design a strategy for ending the conflict.

% Middle-range theories examine a subset of more general theories. These types of theories are “particularly
relevant for the development of policy-relevant theoretical findings” “of strategies and problems repeatedly
encountered in different contexts in the conduct of foreign policy.” (George and Bennet 2005, 64).
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distorting variables of the state’s constraints environment as well. Finally, I compare between

cases to show how each of these variables impacted outcomes of the conflict.

To test alternative explanations, | measure a state’s relative power, including its threats,
military capabilities, vulnerabilities and the international context.®” Domestic politics
considerations are measured by popular support for the government, unity of the government and
public opinion regarding the state’s strategy and leadership rhetoric. The ideology of the state’s
government is measured as the hawkishness or dovishness of the governing coalition, party, or
leader. This can be discerned from public platforms and public statements. Interview data and
open-source biographical material also provide evidence to a leader’s characteristics that might
explain their choice of strategy. If these factors are constant or change in a way that should make
the state’s pursued strategy less likely, they fail to explain the change in state strategy. If the
opponent’s type does not change, but state strategy does, holding the controls constant can show

whether the state shifted strategy due to changes in its constraints or rival explanations.

| select cases involving three states that each differ in their constraints. Israel has
generally had high internal and external constraints, the U.S. has generally had high internal but
low external constraints, and Russia has generally had low internal and low external constraints,
although each country has had some fluctuation over time. This selection allows testing

socialization logic for three unique states.

As should be expected in the real world, these cases do not vary or match in ways that
allow perfect isolation or comparison. They do provide a broad representation of each type of a

state’s constraints environment as well as variation in NSA type.®® My case studies examine

% The international context is a function of the level of international scrutiny on a state at a given time as well as
regional and global upheavals and interstate threats. This can be discerned through the statements of leaders, UN and
other public statements, conflicts that distract global attention, explicit or perceived threats to trade or aid, and the
level of expected support from critical allies.

% Although each of the core cases involve NSAs that are Islamist to some extent, | do not argue that there is
anything inherent in Islamist or religious ideology that changes the role of high ideological drive. | focus on cases
relevant to the current environment. Left-wing non-state militants were prevalent during the Cold War, but their
salience has since diminished, whereas the salience of radical Islamist ideology has only increased. In chapter eight |
use short case studies to show how socialization logic can apply to other conflicts, including those with non-Islamist
actors like the Shining Path, the IRA, the PKK and the Haganah.
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NSAs that at some point in their histories of conflict have taken the form of each of the four ideal

types. Chapter eight surveys non-state opponents spanning the spectrum of each ideal type.

The variables | examine are readily visible and provide policymakers strategies to
influence outcomes. The three variables that comprise the NSA’s type, and the state’s

constraints, can all be witnessed and assessed qualitatively.

Throughout this study, discussions of international law, norms, and rules of war, focus
entirely on how these factors influence politics and how that impacts strategic choices. As such,
these factors are analyzed as a function of a state’s constraints.

- Alternative arguments in empirical chapters

Throughout my empirical analysis, | examine whether the socialization framework best
explains the observed variation in state strategy and outcomes compared to rival explanations.
One general rival explanation suggest that a state’s strategy is driven by systemic factors which
include the international balance of power and international pressure. A second argues that
domestic politics explains state strategy. A third explains state strategy by looking at the
characteristics and drives of individual state leaders.

Because | am analyzing conflicts where the state is asymmetrically stronger than its non-
state rivals, broad changes in the relative balance of power between the state and its opponent
generally did not occur, except in Russia’s conflict with Chechen militants, where by 1999
Russia’s military was far better able to threaten to impose costs on the Chechens than it was in
1994. However, changes in a state’s military capabilities did impact, but were also endogenous
to strategy. Israel’s creation of a joint war room to rapidly target terrorists enhanced its ability to
threaten Hamas leadership under high constraints. Its defensive anti-ballistic missile shield and
comprehensive barriers enabled management. The U.S. military’s leaps in drone technology
enabled continuous targeting of al-Qaeda affiliates at relatively low cost. In all five cases,
changes in internal and external contexts primarily impacted strategy by changing the state’s

perception of its constraints environment.

Regarding a specific leader’s characteristics, especially in Israel’s case, leadership
characteristics match poorly to its chosen strategy. For example, Israeli Prime Minister Ariel

Sharon’s notorious hawkishness has been offered to explain Israel’s hardline military operation
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Defensive Shield but cannot explain why he promoted and carried out the Disengagement from

Gaza, while socialization logic can explain both.

In the U.S conflict against the Taliban and the decision to invade Iraq, cognitive factors
including cognitive and motivational biases and the revenge motive caused the state to mistake
its opponent’s type or draw incorrect linkages.*® In both its conflict with the Taliban and al-
Qaeda, democracy promoting ideology distorted U.S. strategy. These factors better explain some
U.S. strategic decisions—Ilike the decision to reject the Taliban’s surrender in December 2001,
the decision to enact de-Ba'athification in Irag, and nation building in Afghanistan—which run
counter to socialization logic. Domestic politics better explain President Obama’s decision to

withdraw from Iraq in 2011.1%°

While a popular position attributes Putin’s strategy against the Chechens in 1999 to his
attempt to consolidate political power, it is possible to explain Russia’s strategy throughout its
conflict with the Chechens without referencing leader specific characteristics. The realist
argument suggests that Russia pursued decisive victory when it militarily could and did not when
it could not. While these arguments are plausible, the evidence for Putin’s domestic political
motives is disputed and speculative and realism only explains Russia’s use of force. Socialization
logic explains Putin’s carrot and stick strategy and how it was able to socialize the Chechen

militants and achieve pacification.

A strength of socialization logic is that it can explain multiple shifts in state strategy over
the duration of conflict within a unified framework. In each of these conflicts, various phases and
shifts in strategy each have specific popular explanations that do not fit a common framework. |
demonstrate how although a specific explanation might explain one shift, socialization logic
explains nearly each seemingly unique change in policy, or in the case of U.S. against al-Qaeda
the continuity of its decisive victory strategy. At the start of each chapter | describe and chart the

critical shifts in state strategy, the NSA type, the state’s constraints, socialization logic’s

% Failure to weigh all the relevant evidence stemming from motivational biases influenced President George W.
Bush’s decision to invade Iraq, yet the goal of the invasion given this incomplete information is best explained by
socialization logic. For further discussion of cognitive biases in international relations see: Jervis, Lebow and
Stein. Psychology and deterrence (1985).

100 |n 2011, U.S. constraints were minimal and al-Qaeda in Iraq remained a type A NSA. Obama understood that
withdrawing troops would harm the pursuit if decisive victory, yet acted against the advice of defense experts in
order to fulfil a campaign promise.
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explanation for the state’s strategy shift and the main competing explanations for each of the
states’ critical strategic shifts.
Conclusion

In recent decades, asymmetrical conflict between a state and a weaker NSA is more
common than interstate war. States face four ideal-types of non-state opponents. NSAs are
classified based on how they vary on three key attributes, ideological versus security maximizing
goals, targetable leadership, and governance function. A state’s optimal outcome is to end

conflict. Because war is costly, when possible, bargaining is preferable to military victory.

Optimal strategy follows NSA type. Type A opponents cannot be bargained with.
Optimal state strategy towards them is to use force towards the goal of achieving decisive
victory. Type D opponents are the most state-like and can be credibly bargained with. They
require a strategy that uses concessions to reach an acceptable bargain. Types C and B opponents

can be socialized through force and diplomacy into a type that a bargain can be reached with.

With a type A opponent, force is a means to total military victory. With types B and C,
force is used to convince the opponent to moderate. In each case, socialization requires that the
state’s use of force is able to convince the opponent that its survival is threatened. Force used as
part of a management strategy is not effective towards this end. Management—through denial,
punishment and tit-for-tat escalation—is not an optimal strategy towards ending a conflict.
Finally, force must be used wisely to successfully convince the opponent to moderate. The
planning of successful operations relies upon good command and good soldiering. This
necessitates excellent intelligence, troops that are well-trained and equipped, and good
operational planning and tactics. Poorly conceived and carried out campaigns are unlikely to
moderate the opponent. They are likely to have the opposite effect, weakening the state’s

deterrence and strengthening the opponent’s resolve through victories over a much stronger state.

While the optimal strategy follows the non-state opponent’s type, actual strategy is
distorted by a state’s constraints environment. This environment includes internal, external and
strategic constraints. The more constrained a state is, the more likely its strategy is to deviate
from what would be its optimal strategy. This is likely to increase conflict duration.

In chapter three | examine Israel as a highly constrained actor facing the PLO. In chapter

four I look at Israel’s conflict with Hamas. In chapter five I examine the moderately constrained
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United States and its fluctuating strategy against the Taliban. In chapter six I look at U.S.
strategy towards al Qaeda. In chapter seven | explore the moderate and then minimally
constrained Russia and its strategy against Chechen rebels. In chapter eight | apply socialization
logic to eight brief historical cases studies which examine asymmetric state conflict with NSAs
spanning the spectrum of each of the four ideal-types: 1. Great Britain’s conflict with Jewish
insurgents in Mandatory Palestine; 2. Great Britain’s conflict with Irish Militants in both the
Irish War of Independence and the Troubles. 3. South Africa’s conflict with the African National
Congress. 4. The U.S. conflict against the Vietcong. 5. Algeria’s conflict with the Armed Islamic
Group. 6. Peru’s conflict with the Shining Path. 7. One episode of Turkey’s conflict against the
Kurdistan Workers' Party. And 8. The G5 Sahel Force against al-Qaeda affiliates.

In my analysis of these cases I demonstrate the state’s perception of its non-state
opponent’s type, the strategy leaders viewed as optimal for achieving peace and the distorting
effects of constraints. | also demonstrate the endogenous interplay between state strategy and
NSA type. | conclude by assessing the conflict’s outcomes. I examine whether the state’s
strategy and the outcomes align with the predictions of socialization logic, and when this is not

the case, provide an alternative explanation.
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Chapter 3: Israel Versus the Palestinian Liberation Organization: The Rational Oslo
Mistake and Status Quo Management

Israel’s five-decades long ongoing conflict with the PLO provides a rich case study to
explore the logic behind a state’s shifts in strategy towards a non-state opponent. Israel first
shifted its strategy dramatically toward the PLO away from decisive victory in the run up to the
Oslo process. Israel undertook diplomatic actions to boost the PLO’s governance function and
concessions to entice them to negotiate. This followed a misperception of the PLO’s type. The
second shift occurred when Prime Minister Ariel Sharon initiated Operation Defensive Shield to
threaten the PLO with decisive victory following the outbreak of the Second Intifada. Sharon’s
Disengagement plan marked a third shift towards managing the conflict. This management
strategy persists to the present. Existing explanations are specific to the aforementioned policies.
None explain each shift through a unified logic. Socialization logic does. The evidence
demonstrates that Israel’s strategy followed its perception of the PLO’s type during each critical
shift. Its shift towards concessions and negotiation during the Oslo years resulted from a rational
misperception. Israel’s high constraints rendered it unable to sustain a strategy capable of
socializing the PLO into a rational security maximizing actor and negotiating peace. These

factors continue to explain Israeli strategy today.

Overview

Israel has fought the PLO since its founding in 1964. Throughout over half a century, its
leaders have tried to tailor strategy towards the PLO according to their view of its type, taking
steps to socialize it into a type D NSA and make peace. Israeli leaders have often perceived their

state as too constrained to pursue the optimal strategy, instead opting to manage the conflict.

As one of the world’s longest continuous conflicts, Israel’s conflict with the PLO has
inspired substantial debate over its persistence and Israel’s policies towards the PLO at critical
periods. Israeli strategy has undergone dramatic shifts. The puzzle that guides this chapter is

straightforward: What explains the variations in Israeli strategy towards the PLO?

| identify four specific phases of Israeli strategy: 1. The pursuit of decisive victory from
1964 until the Oslo Accords. 2. The pursuit of a peace deal from the start of the Oslo peace

process in 1993 until 2002. 3. A return to hardline military force from Operation Defensive
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Shield (2002) until the Disengagement (2005) and 4. A management strategy from the
Disengagement in 2005 through the present.

Why did Israeli leaders choose to engage with the PLO as an implacable enemy up until
1993 and the start of the Oslo Peace process? What explains Israel’s shift from hardline to soft
line strategy between 1993-2002? Why did it return to hardline military force from 2002-2005?
Finally, why has Israel pursued status-quo management from the 2005 enactment of the

Disengagement Plan until the present? (Michael in Bar-Siman-Tov 2007).1%

There are three main alternative explanations for Israel’s shift towards negotiation known
as the Oslo Process: 1. Domestic politics and public opinion drove Rabin to pursue peace with
the PLO (Imbar and Goldberg 1990; Kelman 2007).1%? 2. Pressure from the U.S. President where
the U.S. enjoyed unique prestige post victory in the Gulf War and the impending collapse of
USSR drove Israel to seek peace with the Palestinians. (Brown 1998). 3. Israel—enjoying
unprecedented strength—saw the Oslo process as an opportunity to impose its terms on a
weakened opponent. (Smith 1996).1% A cynical correlate claims that Israel designed the Oslo
Accords to exploit the PLO’s weakness to gain its cooperation in exchange for token

concessions. (Chomsky 2017).1%4

None of these explanations are either individually necessary or jointly sufficient to
explain Oslo. Socialization logic provides a more complete explanation for why Israeli strategy
shifted when and as it did. Israeli leaders’ mistaken perceptions of PLO moderation provided a
necessary and sufficient condition for the Oslo process. Socialization logic also explains Israel’s

other major shifts in strategy towards the PLO and its current strategy.

Ariel Sharon’s decision to launch Operation Defensive Shield is often explained by his

personal hawkishness and the hawkishness of his Likud coalition (Hermann in Bar-Siman-Tov

101 Dr, Kobi Michael argues that the Disengagement Plan, formed in 2003, was intended to manage the conflict with
the Palestinians after cooperation with them was deemed impossible.

102 Imbar and Goldberg (1990) argue that both domestic and systemic factors have shifted both major political blocs
in Israel towards the dovish side of the security spectrum, favoring territorial compromise in exchange for peace.
Kelman (2007) argues that the Oslo process developed due to attitude change about the necessity and possibility for
peace through compromise between the Israelis and the Palestinians. These attitudes did not replace old attitudes but
developed alongside them. (Kelman 2007, 291).

103 Israeli leaders viewed Arafat as vulnerable and isolated in Tunisia after the expulsion of the wealthy Palestinian
community in Kuwait following its support for Saddam Hussein’s invasion.

104 Arafat benefit by recuperating PLO power and Israel benefit from gaining a partner willing to control the
population in the territories, ending the drain on its resources and reputation.
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2007), a more hawkish citizenry (Bar-Tal and Sharvit in Bar-Siman-Tov 2007), and a more
permissive international environment (Smith 2016).1% While these arguments might explain
Defensive Shield, they cannot explain Sharon’s Disengagement plan that was planned in 2003
and put into practice in 2005. Furthermore, the same arguments could be made about Netanyahu

in 1996 but he largely upheld the Oslo framework.

Sharon officially stated that his decision to withdraw from Gaza intended to “increase
security of residents of Israel, relieve pressure on the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) and reduce
friction between Israelis and Palestinians.” (Morley 2005). Domestic public opinion also
supported the withdrawal .1 However, Sharon was considered a hawk and his political base
staunchly opposed the withdrawal. Some have proposed that Sharon’s withdrawal was meant to

freeze international pressure towards engaging in the peace process entirely.’

| argue that in each of these instances (Oslo, Defensive Shield and the Disengagement),
Israeli strategy shifted primarily due to its shifting perceptions of the PLO’s type based upon
three central variables; ideological drive, governance function and leadership targetability. Israeli
leaders tailored their policy towards the PLO based on their perception of the PLO’s type to
pursue a strategy aimed at correctly combining carrots and sticks to socialize the PLO into a

more moderate actor and eventual negotiate peace.

| explain Israel’s choice of strategy, even when they had unintended or counterproductive
outcomes. I examine evidence that shows Israeli leaders’ perceptions, which were not always
accurate. The following paragraphs outline why Israeli strategy towards the PLO fluctuated and

why it took the shape it has today.

From the 1960s through the 1980s, Israel perceived the PLO as impossible to bargain
with. This was largely due to its perception of the PLO as highly driven by an absolutist
ideology. The PLO’s strict adherence to its ideological imperative to destroy Israel was
showecased to Israeli leaders through numerous PLO documents, statements, and the minutes of

Palestinian National Conferences. Continuous raids, bombings and hijackings reinforced this

105 George W. Bush was seen as more supportive of Sharon, with a better personal connection and support for
hardline counterterrorism following the attacks of September 11, 2001.

106 polls showed around 60 percent of Israelis and nearly all Palestinians supported the withdrawal.” (Morley 2005).
197 To quote Sharon’s Chief of Staff, Weinglass, as “the bottle of formaldehyde necessary so that there will be no
political process with the Palestinians.” (Smith 2016, Shavit 2004).

51


http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/08/10/AR2005081000713.html?noredirect=on
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/08/10/AR2005081000713.html
https://www.haaretz.com/1.4710372

perception. In this phase, Israel sought to kill Arafat and defeat the PLO. Israeli actions drove

Arafat and his cohorts from Jordan to Lebanon and then from Lebanon to exile in Tunisia.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s a series of events began to change Israeli leaders’
perceptions of the PLO. The decline and then collapse of the Soviet Union reinforced the notion
that violent, secular, revolutionary ideologies around the world would lose motivational salience
with the demise of their superpower ideological backer. Regional developments led Israel to
believe that the PLO was pushed into a corner as well. This led them to believe that the PLO was
more willing to moderate.®® Changes made in Palestinian National Councils (PNC) from the
mid-1970s through the late 1980s, further influenced Israeli leaders’ perceptions that the PLO
was moderating.!%® By the early 1990s while many skeptics voiced their concerns, Israeli leaders,
cognizant of the threat of international economic and diplomatic isolation, eagerly sought
confirmation that they could negotiate peace with the PLO. The fall of the Soviet Union, Arafat’s
relative isolation following the Gulf War, Arafat’s marginalization within the territories and
public statements of moderation signaled that the PLO could be bargained with.1® Without these
factors, neither the domestic nor the international context alone would have persuaded Rabin to

embark on the Oslo peace process.

Rabin’s policy was rational but mistaken.!!* By 1993, Israel attempted to build the trust
necessary for a successful negotiated conclusion of conflict. Israel and the PLO’s mutual
recognition and talks signaled goodwill. Israel withdrew military forces and granted concessions,

culminating in the Oslo Accords. The strategy also increased Arafat’s political legitimacy,

198 These developments included PLO isolation after supporting Saddam Hussein in the Gulf War and the grassroots
leadership of the First Intifada that further marginalized Arafat.

109 This started with the PLO’s acceptance (in theory) of peace through territorial compromise in the twelfth PNC in
1974 and eventually leading to a public renunciation of violence in Arafat’s 1988 United Nations speech and
moderation of demands in the nineteenth PNC in 1988.

110 This calculation was bolstered by Arafat’s own rhetoric. His statements suggested moderation; including
changing the nineteenth PNC in 1988, for the first time explicitly accepting UN resolutions 181 and 242 and
accepting partition. (Lohr 1988). In 1993 this was bolstered by the exchange of mutual letters of recognition
between Arafat and Prime Minister Rabin. (IMFA.gov 1993). This past mistake which had such disastrous
consequences in the eyes of many Israelis and Israeli leaders is unlikely to be made again as readily as the first time.
111 The commonly held perception that the Oslo Process was a miscalculation, makes Israeli leaders less likely to see
the PLO as having moderated following the failure of the Oslo Process. Israel’s perception of the continued salience
of the PLO’s founding ideology explains Israeli hesitance to make concessions that might hurt its security.
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created institutions that increased the PLO’s governance function and made Arafat more

targetable by allowing him to set up headquarters in Ramallah.

112 |t ended as

The Oslo process did not collapse in 2001 over domestic public opinion.
Israel shifted its strategy away from concessions towards hardline military action as Israeli
leaders—due to new revelations during the Second Intifada—began to doubt that the PLO had

truly moderated from its previous absolutist drive.

The breakdown of the Camp David talks (2000), the Second Intifada (2000-2005), the
renewed PLO insistence on the “Right of Return” during the Taba Talks (2001) and the Karine A
Affair (2002), demonstrated to Israeli leadership that they had miscalculated. Intelligence that
revealed Arafat’s support for the Second Intifada convinced leaders (and the public) that the PLO
had not shifted in type and that the peace process had followed a misperception that the PLO
could be bargained with. Revised views of the PLO’s type, along with lower internal constraints
following a massive suicide bombing campaign and lower external constraints following the
terrorist attacks on the U.S. on September 11, 2001, led Israel to shift its strategy to decisive
victory. On March 29, 2002, following a massive suicide bombing attack against civilians

celebrating Passover, Sharon launched Operation Defensive Shield.

Operation Defensive Shield (2002) showed Sharon’s reluctant recognition of Israel’s
inability to negotiate with PLO. Growing U.S. and international pressure following Operation
Defensive Shield and the construction of the Security Barrier convinced Sharon that Israel was
too constrained to pursue decisive victory to its conclusion.!® These constraints led to the
Disengagement in 2004 as a strategy intended to maximize Israel’s ability to manage the conflict
through denial as an alternative to the optimal, yet untenable, policy of pursuing the PA’s
demise.!'* The Disengagement Plan also included Israeli and U.S. support for training PA forces
to help manage the conflict.

112 Hermann and Yuchtman-Yaar found that, “the aggregated attitudes toward the Oslo process have been
remarkably stable during most of this period.” (Hermann and Yuchtman-Yaar 2002).

113 On October 21, 2003, “The General Assembly overwhelmingly approved a resolution demanding Israel tear
down the barrier it is building in the West Bank. (Semple 2003). Human Rights Watch called for an investigation
into possible war crimes following the outset of Operation Defensive Shield. (HRW 2002)

114 Decisive victory would be optimal to secure peace but constraints made management more tenable.
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Israel has not been able to pursue a strategy capable of making the PA moderate its
ideology. However, increased governance function and leadership targetability leads Israel to see
the PA as potentially a type D, but pessimistically as a type C NSA with state-like characteristics
but also an absolutist ideological drive. Israeli leaders tend towards the pessimistic, wary that
they were burned once before when they mistook the PLO for more moderate than it actually

was during the Oslo and Camp David process.'*®

Because the PLO has yet to unambiguously demonstrate that it is no longer driven by
absolutist ideological imperatives, Israel is unlikely to make concessions that could weaken its
security and bargaining power in exchange for what will likely be continued intransigence. The
PA’s emphatic rejection of President Trump’s “Deal of the Century”—a deal with ample carrots
that will likely be the last chance for a Palestinian State—further cements this perception. While
decisive victory might force the PLO to moderate its ideology and choose pragmatism, Israel’s
constraints preclude this.*® Israel’s military preponderance has deterred the PLO from large-

scale violence but has not led the PLO to moderate as socialization logic demands.t!’

With Israeli leadership hesitantly perceiving the Trump administration as permissive and
reduced Arab focus on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, Israel might feel less constrained and there
are signs (such as a 2019 bill to annex the Jordan Valley) that it may implement more hardline
policies regarding borders and the status of Jerusalem. This suggests that as constraints lessen,
Israel’s strategy moves closer to the optimal strategy warranted by the PLO’s type, namely
political decisive victory through increased settlement and annexation.

Shifts in Strategy
» 1993: Israel shifted from decisive victory to negotiations.

11511 2002, Krauthammer argued that Rabin decided to embark on the Oslo process due to three international factors
that strengthened Israel and weakened the PLO. 1. The collapse of the USSR 2. U.S. victory in the Gulf War. 3. The
PLO’s weakened position in the Arab world. Krauthammer argues that “Rabin thought he was cleverly exploiting
the weakness of the PLO by reviving it, he imagined, just enough so it could make peace with him. Krauthammer
called this “one of the great miscalculations in diplomatic history,” stating, “I believe Oslo will stand as perhaps the
most catastrophic, self-inflicted wound by any state in modern history.” (Krauthammer 2018).

116 Strategies aimed at demonstrating decisive victory over the PLO can be either military or political. Expanded
settlement and annexation are examples of a political strategy that can create facts on the ground that would make
the PLO’s political agenda appear increasingly distant, thus signaling the Israel’s pursuit of decisive victory.

117 Both the PLO and Hamas ideologies demand continued violence. The PLO is more pragmatically driven but both
are driven by absolutist ideology to a degree. Hamas—the more ideologically driven group—is less able to refrain
from violent confrontation in the long-term, but for both groups, cessation in hostilities is only a cease-fire. A peace
treaty is not possible without Israel making impossible concessions. The main difference is in scale. Hamas demands
even more absolutist goals and is held by a cease-fire for an even shorter period of time.

54


https://www.jta.org/2018/06/22/news-opinion/charles-krauthammer-zionism-antithesis-messianism

» 2002: Israel shifted from negotiations to decisive victory and then management.
» 2005: Increased management, potential for decisive political victory.

Strategy Shift PLO Type Israel’s Socialization Logic Competing Arguments!!®
Constraints
1993 Actual: C High Israel perceived the PLO to have 1. Domestic politics and public
Negotiations Perceived: D been socialized to be pragmatically | opinion. (Imbar and Goldberg 1990;
driven and ready to bargain in good | Kelman 2007). 2. International
faith. pressure (Brown 1998). 3. Oslo to
impose terms. (Smith 1996). 4. Oslo
to exploit PLO weakness, token
concessions (Chomsky 2017).
2002 C Low Failure at Camp David, evidence of | 1. Sharon’s hawkishness (Hermann
Decisive victory, Arafat controlling Second Intifada, in Bar-Siman-Tov 2007)
then management convinced Israel that PA too 2. Hawkish citizenry (Bar-Tal and
ideologically driven. Lower internal | Sharvit in Bar-Siman-Tov 2007)
constraints due to terrorism. Lower | 3. More permissive international
external constraints post 9/11. environment (Smith 2016).
2005 C High Israel is too constrained to threaten 1. Increasingly hawkish and pro-

Management and
potential victory

decisive victory to socialize PA,
worries PA highly ideological.
Potential political victory, hedging.

settlement citizenry. 2. PA unwilling
to negotiate without preconditions. 3.
Divided Palestinian rule.

| examine the PLO, Fatah and the PA interchangeably, as the same actor faced by Israel

over the course of the conflict.}® I refer to Israel’s conflict with the PLO pre-Oslo and then the

PA as the PLO’s chief governing institution post-Oslo.'?° Therefore, when I refer to the PLO,

PA, or Fatah it is as the dominant Palestinian NSA fighting Israel from 1964 until the present.

| chronologically examine evidence of Israeli leaders’ perceptions of the PLO’s

ideological drive, its governance function and the targetability of its leadership. | also compare

Israeli leaders’ perceived constraints. | look at statements and policies to determine what

policymakers’ stated goals were, if strategy is distorted by constraints, if strategy impacted the

PLO’s type, and if leaders undertook that strategy purposefully to that end. I interviewed 22

Israeli leaders, experts, participants and protagonists in the Israel-PLO conflict and peace

118 These are not always different from my logic.
119 The PLO was founded by the Arab League in Cairo in 1964 as an organization representing the Palestinian
people. When | refer to Fatah it is as the dominant faction in the PLO from 1969 until the present. During this time
period, Fatah controlled PLO decision making although it did need to consider the positions of rivals. As a specific
opponent, I examine Israel’s strategy towards the PLO and then the PA. The PA was formed as part of the 1993-
1995 Oslo Accords in order to specifically represent the Palestinians in the territories. After the Oslo Accords, the
PA came to replace the PLO as the prime Palestinian political institution. In 2002, Arafat controlled Fatah, the PLO
and the PA. (Al-Ahram 2003). In 2006 Hamas formed a PA government. Mahmud Abbas called a state of
emergency and appointed Salam Fayyad as Prime Minister of the PA. The two entities officially split in 2007 after
Hamas took military control of the Gaza Strip. Hamas emerged in 1987 as a rival to the PLO.

120 Mahmud Abbas took over after Arafat’s death in 2004, and after the Palestinian Civil War in 2007 Abbas’s Fatah
continued leading the PA and governing in the West Bank but lost control of Gaza.
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process. As with most historical analysis, multiple arguments can explain Israel’s strategy.
Explanations need not be exclusive. However, socialization logic consistently explains Israel’s

strategy over the course of the conflict while rival hypotheses at best explain specific policies.

DECISIVE VICTORY: 1964 UNTIL OSLO (1993)

The PLO was founded in 1964 as a secular nationalist movement determined to destroy
Israel and replace it with a unified sovereign Palestinian state.!?! In the PLO’s early years, Israeli
leaders looked to the organization’s official statements as well as its actions to form an

understanding of the ideology and centrality of pursuit of this maximalist ideology.

To understand the PLO, Israeli leaders examined the founding doctrine of al-Fatah. This
group, led by Yasir Arafat came to dominate the PLO and then post Oslo, the PA, both
ideologically and politically. Demonstrative of high ideological drive, al-Fatah was founded in
1958 with the express intention of bringing about Arab unity by liberating Palestine (meaning
eliminating Israel) through military action. It was founded as a “socialist, revolutionary guerrilla
group with the intent to destroy Israel.” (Glazov 2008).12? By 1965 Fatah was launching attacks

against Israel from Syrian, Egyptian, and Jordanian territory.

Under Arafat, Fatah took over the PLO in 1969 and incorporated its doctrine of armed
struggle into the PLO which amended its charter in 1968.1% The PLO’s ideological evolution is

shown in frequent changes of its platform over a total of 19 pre-Oslo PNC meetings.

Fatah’s founding logic was heavily inspired by the philosophy of Franz Fanon which was
heavily influenced by the Algerian revolution (1954-1962). He argued that “violence was the
only way to purge oneself of the stigma of defeat and dependence.” (Smith 2016, 271). This
logic first officially appeared in a 1965 memo titled Communique NO. 1 From Headquarters of
Asifa Forces (Fatah). In the memo it is stated explicitly that “armed revolution is our only path

to Palestine and freedom” and that “we are determined to resort to armed conflict whatever the

121 pre-1967, liberation was seen as a precursor for Arab unity. Following the 1967 Six-Day War the PLO became a
Palestinian national movement intent on securing its own sovereignty with the fall of pan-Arabism. (IMEA 1964).
122 “Fatah’s original name was Harakat al-Tahrir al-Filastiniya (Palestinian Liberation Movement), with an acronym
that should have read ‘HATAF.” However, the group reversed the letters to give it a Quranic meaning; FATAH
means ‘conquest’ or ‘victory.” This illustrates the absolutist nature of the PLO’s founding philosophy. It was also the
start of the PLO tradition of adopting Islamist words and symbols when convenient. (Glazov 2008).

123 The PLO Charter’s previous iteration had renounced claims to the West Bank and Gaza when these territories
were under Jordanian and Egyptian control respectively. When they came under Israeli control in 1967 they were
once again demanded by the PLO. (Reut-Institute 2006).
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obstacles.” (Magnus 1969, 192).1%* The 1968 Palestinian National Charter explicitly stated that

armed struggle is “the overall strategy, not merely a tactical phase.” (Laqueur and Rubin 1984).

Israeli leaders immediately rejected the idea of negotiating with the PLO, opting to
counter it militarily. In the 1968 Battle of Karameh, Israel tried and failed to Kill or capture
Arafat. This greatly boosted Fatah’s prestige and the recruiting power of Arafat’s organization.
This incident demonstrated Israel’s decisive victory strategy that socialization logic would
suggest given Israel’s perception of the PLO’s type. Its failure shows the difficulty Israel had in
targeting PLO leadership at this time.

In 1970 PFLP terrorism inspired a harsh Jordanian crackdown resulting in their expulsion
from Jordan.'?® Keeping with a decisive victory strategy, Israel supported Jordan’s military
operation that came to be known as Black September.'?® The Jordanian crackdown forced the
PLO to relocate to Lebanon in 1971. (Smith 2016, 313-314).

In 1972, the Fatah cell Black September massacred Israeli Olympic athletes at the
Munich Olympics. Israel began raids into Lebanon, eventually culminating in the 1982 invasion
and 18-year occupation of Southern Lebanon. In 1973 in an immediate response to the Munich
Massacre, Israel embarked on an assassination campaign dubbed Operation Wrath of God. Israel
assassinated three Fatah leaders in their Beirut apartment, demonstrating that it sought to boost
its ability to target PLO leadership. Israel pursued decisive victory but was constrained from
operating in a foreign country. However, in a few years Israel invaded and occupied a portion of
Lebanon as part of its decisive victory strategy towards the PLO.

Israel’s strategy appears to have precipitated some PLO moderation. Important change in
official PLO demands began in 1974 in the twelfth Palestinian National Council (PNC).
Responding to the wishes of Palestinians living in the West Bank and Gaza, the PLO defied the

124 Written while the West Bank and Gaza were still under Jordanian and Egyptian control, this was not an entreaty
for violence to force Israeli territorial concessions. Instead it was the straightforward espousal of an absolutist
ideological imperative to engage in violence towards a maximalist agenda unreachable through compromise

125 p| O factions PFLP and DFLP wanted to oust Hussein out of fear of a Jordanian accord with Israel that would
remove the legitimacy of their cause of fighting Israel. Arafat did not actively oppose escalation of terrorism against
Jordan even though he did not share the PFLP and DFLP’s desire to overthrow King Hussein.

126 pELP terrorists held westerners hostage at hotel resorts in order to force concessions from King Hussein. They
later hijacked four planes and blew them up after releasing the hostages. This was the final straw for King Hussein
who ordered a decisive, large scale crackdown that came to be known as “Black September.” Israel cooperated with
Jordan, flying air sorties over advancing Syrian tank columns in defense of Jordan’s crackdown on the PLO, a
crackdown that Syria invaded Jordan in order to oppose. (Agence France-Presse 2001).
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hardliners in their organization and endorsed the idea of a mini state instead of the previous call

for the armed conquest of all of Israel.*?” (Muslih in Maoz and Sela 1997, 40).%2®

Isracli UN Ambassador Yosef Tekoah’s response to Arafat’s 1974 General Assembly
speech demonstrated Israel’s continued perception of the PLO as “a murder organization which
aims at the destruction of a State Member of the UN.” Here he reiterated Israel’s refusal to
“consort with” the PLO, stating: “Israel will continue to take action against their organization
and their bases until a definitive end is put to their atrocities... Israel will not permit the

establishment of PLO authority in any part of Palestine.” (Fraser 1980, 131).

In Arafat’s iconic U.N. “olive branch and holster” speech on November 13, 1974, Arafat
showed the first sign of PLO moderation, offering Jews minority status in a democratic state.
(Hoffman 1974).12° The PLO still called for the end of Jewish sovereignty. Assuming that states

prioritize political survival, the Palestinian position of 1974 was still absolutist. (Smith 2016,
339).1%0 In 1974, the U.N. granted the PLO observer status. This laid the framework for Israel to

increase its governance function later on in the Oslo Process.!

Israel was still far from considering the PLO to have moderated. Continued terrorism
negated any perceptions of PLO moderation that might have resulted from changes in the
PNCs.%32 In 1976 Israel responded with force to a series of high-profile PLO attacks, refusing to

negotiate even in critical hostage situations.!3

12'Tn early documents, the PLO referred to Israel as “the Zionist entity” to show that Israel was illegitimate.

128 In the Twelfth PNC, the PLO accepted in theory a resolution based on U.N. resolution 242, beginning the
“phased strategy.”

129 This shows moderation from the position in the PLO charter of 1968 that called for only those Jews in Palestine
from “the beginning of the Zionist invasion,” referring to the Balfour Declaration of 1917, to be allowed to remain.
130 This is a core Realist assumption. See Waltz (1979) and Mearsheimer (2001).

131 In the 1974 Arab Summit, Arab leaders issued the Rabat declaration which recognized the PLO as the legitimate
voice of the Palestinians and endorsed the idea of Palestinian territorial sovereignty. Following this, the United
Nations General Assembly granted the PLO observer status.

132 The most brutal examples of continued terrorism at this time were the 1974 PFLP attack on Kriyat Shemona and
DFLP attack on Maalot in which 24 schoolchildren were held hostage and killed. (Cite).

133 In 1976 Israel supported the Maronite blockade on the Palestinian refugee camp Tal al-Zaatar. This was a
hardline policy of decisively defeating Palestinian militias that had fled to Lebanon. The ability to work with local
militias decreased Israel’s constraints, requiring less Israeli troops than a completely Israeli led operation. Israel also
perceived lower external constraints due to a supportive U.S. administration. Also in 1976, Israel’s raid on Entebbe,
Israeli leaders refused to negotiate with PLO (PFLP-EO [External Operations]) hijackers. The terrorists demanded
the release of prisoners. Israel responded with force. Operation Thunderbolt demonstrated Israel’s resolution not to
negotiate with the PLO, and showcased its long-range capabilities to the entire world. (Ynetnews 2016).
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The PLO’s thirteenth PNC in 1977 had a critical change that demonstrated to Israel its
possible shift towards putting pragmatism over ideology. For the first time it did not explicitly
reference the “total liberation of Palestine.” In the fifteenth PNC the PLO first articulated its
possible acceptance of territorial compromise, vaguely stated as a Palestinian state within “the

territories from which Israel withdraws.” (Journal of Palestine Studies 1977, 178-190).

The PLO’s thirteenth-fifteenth PNCs show the beginning of the PLO’s preference for
diplomacy over military force. (Muslih in Maoz and Sela 1997). However, the PLO was careful
to appease hardliners by not explicitly rejecting conquest of all of Israel, instead opting to
endorse the “phased plan” which suggested to hardliners that any territorial concessions would
only be a starting point for the conquest of all of Israel.** Israeli hardliners often voice
suspicion of any territorial concessions in light of the PLO’s mixed messages. (Karsh 2016).1%
The twelfth through eighteenth PNC’s (1974-1988) represent what Muslih calls the period of
PLO “creative ambiguity” (Muslih in Maoz and Sela 1997, 40).

From the late 1970s until 1982, Israel responded with decisive force to continued PLO

terrorism from Lebanon.23® In the international context, Israeli leaders considered their external

134 The PLO’s “Phased Plan” maintained that the organization would govern all parts of Palestine that would
become liberated, with the aim of continuing the armed struggle against Israel. (Reut 2006).

135 For example, Ephraim Karsh cites a speech from September, 13, 1993, following Arafat’s historic shaking hands
with Yitzhak Rabin on the White House lawn in which “he addressed the Palestinians in a pre-recorded Arabic-
language message broadcast by Jordanian television, even as he shook Yitzhak Rabin's hand on the White House
lawn. He informed the Palestinians that the Israeli-Palestinian declaration of principles (DOP) was merely the
implementation of the PLO's “phased strategy.” “O my beloved ones,” he explained, “Do not forget that our
Palestine National Council accepted the decision in 1974. It called for the establishment of a national authority on
any part of Palestinian land that is liberated or from which the Israelis withdrew. This is the fruit of your struggle,
your sacrifices, and your jihad ... This is the moment of return, the moment of gaining a foothold on the first
liberated Palestinian land ... Long live Palestine, liberated and Arab.” (Karsh 2004). Although numerous PLO
statements strongly intimated a continued desire to achieve maximalist ideological aims, after the start of the Oslo
process these types of statements were often dismissed as necessary appeasement of hardliners. The Rabin
administration convinced itself that the PLO’s public acceptance of partition and diplomacy represented significant
shifts towards moderating their ideology or at least subjugating it in favor of pragmatic goals. (Karsh 2004).

136 |1n 1978, Israel initiated a limited invasion of Lebanon from March until June to attack the PLO after eight Fatah
terrorists including Dalal Mughrabi infiltrated by sea from Lebanon and hijacked in Israeli bus leading to the death
of 34 Israelis. (NYT Archives, 1978). In 1981 an Israeli attack on PLO groups, Fatah and DFLP headquarters in
Beirut killed nearly 200. The PLO retaliated with a rocket bombardment of Israel’s north that shut down routine for
several days. The United States brokered a short-lived cease-fire through US envoy Philip Habib. Many in Israel’s
security community viewed this ceasefire as dangerous because it allowed the PLO to rearm and consolidate,
reinforcing its position. Israeli mistrust increased when Arafat refused to call off or condemn PLO attacks against
Israel from Jordan claiming that the ceasefire only applied to Lebanon. Following the ceasefire, Prime Minister
Begin became more convinced that the PLO should be defeated. (Smith 2016).
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constraints to remain moderate to high. They rose as Europe increasingly condemned and

pressured Israel but fell as Israel concluded a 1978 peace treaty with Egypt.**’

The continuity of Israel’s decisive victory strategy cannot be explained by its leadership
or domestic politics, which shifted considerably throughout this period. By the time Israel’s
Prime Minister Menachem Begin—from the right-wing Likud party— invaded Lebanon,
launching “Operation Peace for Galilee,” he had been in power for five years. Israel’s strategy
towards the PLO did not shift as he took over from his more dovish predecessors the Labor
party’s Yitzchak Rabin and Labor’s Golda Meir before that.

Following the assassination attempt of Israeli ambassador in London, Shlomo Argov,
Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982 and took control up to and into Beirut to root out Palestinian
militias in a widespread military operation. Israel also blamed the PLO for the 1982 assassination

of Israeli diplomat Yacov Barsimantov. (Associated Press, 1982). Israel used Argov’s

assassination as the pretext to invade Lebanon and destroy the PLO.1% Defense Minister Ariel
Sharon developed and promoted the strategy to destroy the PLO entirely in Lebanon. The most

infamous result of Sharon’s strategy was the Sabra and Shatilla Massacre.'*®

Israel’s decisive victory strategy appeared to have succeeded in getting the PLO to
moderate, although it is unclear if Israel’s leaders purposefully sought this outcome at the time or
simply welcomed it later. It did demonstrate to Israeli leaders that decisive force could
potentially socialize the PLO. Major changes in the PNC followed Israel’s invasion of Lebanon,
“the ravishing assault that ironically brought in its wake several peace proposals for the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict.” (Muslih in Maoz and Sela 1997, 43).

137 In 1980 the European Economic Community issued the Venice Declaration calling for the recognition of the
Palestinian’s right to self-determination. This declaration called for the dismantlement and withdrawal from Israeli
settlements in the West Bank. (Hallaba 1984). This demonstrated to Israeli leadership increasing external pressure
on Israel to end its military occupation of the territories in the West Bank. This did not change Israel’s hardline
military strategy towards the PLO, nor did it increase Israel’s willingness to negotiate with it.

138 The actual culprits were the Iragi sponsored Abu-Nidal group. (Osnos 1983).

139 Although a massacre was not intended by the IDF, the orders were highly controversial and received widespread
domestic and international condemnation because it was clear to the IDF that the Phalange militants were poised to
perpetrate atrocities against the Palestinian civilians, partly in revenge for the assassination of their leader president-
elect Bashir Gemayel. (Associated Press 1982). 35 years later “a Lebanese supporter of the Syrian regime was
convicted in absentia on Friday over a 1982 bombing that killed 23 people including Lebanese president-elect
Bashir Gemayel.” (Associated Foreign Press 2017). The Israeli led Kahan commission found Israeli officials
including Defense Minister Sharon indirectly responsible for the Sabra and Shatila Massacre. (Kahan Commission
Report 1983).
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Israel was still not ready to grant concessions. Its 1984 elections yielded a joint
government. Shimon Peres’s Labor party controlled the Prime Minister’s office for the first 18-
months. Shamir (Likud) became prime minister in October 1986. Labor favored a settlement
with Jordan over the West Bank.? Likud desired its annexation. Neither desired Palestinian
sovereignty. (Smith 2016). At this time, the PLO still publicly sought Israel’s destruction. A

series of terrorist attacks convinced Israeli leaders that this was not merely talk.'4!

In 1987 Gazan and West Bank Palestinians launched the First Intifada to protest Israel’s
occupation. Although originally spontaneous, it was coopted by the PLO.*? Local actors desired
limited political gains as opposed to the PLO’s maximalist agenda.'*® This encouraged PLO
leadership to consider compromise “once the resistance in the territories demanded it.” (Smith
2016, 407). The ideological PLO’s weakened position vis-a-vis more moderate local Palestinian
activists showed the effectiveness of the Israeli policy of exiling the PLO to Tunisia. The PLO’s
exile led them to be viewed as out of touch by local activists. They had to moderate to remain
relevant to the local Palestinian population. This links hardline Israeli policy to the PLO’s
subsequent moderation. The PLO’s moderation in the aftermath of the First Intifada is a

significant reason why Israel became willing to start negotiations in 1992.

140 In the 1985 temporary Hussein-Arafat Accord, Arafat and King Hussein of Jordan issued a joint statement that
Israel would abandon the West Bank and Arafat would establish a Palestinian state that “would exist in
confederation with Jordan, with Jordan having final authority.” Jordanian officials claimed that this bargain meant
that the PLO was tacitly accepting a withdrawal from the 1968 charter that called for the establishment of a
Palestinian state in what was at that point Israeli territory. This implied that the PLO now accepted Israel’s existence
and would make a public statement of this if a settlement was reached.

141 Arafat did not openly accept Israel’s existence and UN Resolution 242 for fear of losing his position on PLO
councils. (Smith 2016, 397). Furthermore, PLO terrorism continued. In 1985, Force 17, an elite PLO unit, admitted
when captured, to Killing three Israelis in Cyprus. Their admission tied the murders to direct PLO orders even
though Arafat and other PLO spokesmen denounced the killings. (Rogg 1985). On October 1, 1985, Israel launched
Operation Wooden Leg in retaliation. Prime Minister Peres ordered the bombing of PLO headquarters in Tunisia in
an attempt to kill Yasir Arafat. (IAF.org). President Reagan called the response “understandable but unfortunate.”
(Smith 2016, 398). Israel perceived relatively low external constraints under President Reagan and continued its
decisive victory strategy, pursuing Arafat’s demise in far-away Tunisia. On October 10, 1985, in what was dubbed
the Achille Lauro incident, PLO terrorists hijacked a cruise ship and killed a disabled American Jew. Arafat called
on the hijackers to surrender to no avail. The attack demonstrated to Israel’s leaders that, at worst Arafat still
supported violence, and at best he was unable to control terrorist elements in his organization, showing low
governance function. Either way, Israel did not see the PLO as a potential peace partner.

142 The proximate cause was the death of four Palestinians hit by an Israeli tank-transport truck.

143 The PLO supporting Communique NO. 1 of the Intifada issued by the United National Leadership on January 8,
1988, called for a general strike and avoided direct calls to violence that were clearly issued in Hamas’s declaration
of the same day. Lip-service was still payed to “loyalty to the pure blood of our martyrs,” but clear calls to murder
Jews was missing from the PLO declaration while this was central to the Hamas charter. (Lukacs 1992, 390).
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1988 was an important year for Israel’s path towards seeing the PLO as a potential peace
partner. King Hussein officially renounced Jordan’s claims to the West Bank, surrendering it to
the PLO. (Kifner 1988). Following this, the nineteenth PNC program saw the Palestinian
Declaration of Independence explicitly endorse support for UN resolution 181, accepting the
legitimacy of an Israeli state based on UN resolutions 242 and 338. It also rejected “the threat or
use of force” (UN General Assembly 1988). In response the U.S. began dialog with the PLO

through its embassy in Tunis. (Smith 2016).

At first, Israel pursued a hardline response to the first Intifada. Defense Minister Rabin
ordered Israeli troops to “break their bones” in response to Palestinian rioting. (NYT 1990).144 In
1988 Israel ordered the assassination of Khalil al-Wazir (Abu Jihad) a cofounder of Fatah and
the number two PLO leader based in Tunisia who had directed the Intifada. (BBC 2012).

Israel changed its view of PLO absolutism coincident with the decline and then collapse
of its ideological secular nationalist backer, the Soviet Union.'*® This lent credibility to the
perception—deliberately fostered by Arafat post-1988—that the PLO had moderated.'4®

In June 1992 Rabin’s Labor party replaced Likud’s dominance from 1977. Rabin was
sworn in as Prime Minister, pledging peace talks. (Haberman 1992).14" By December 1992,

Rabin pushed a bill through Knesset permitting official contacts with the PLO. Critically, for the

first time since its founding, Israel began to see the PLO as a potential peace partner.'48

144 Rabin came to be seen as dovish as Prime Minister in the 1990s but was hawkish as Defense Minister, enacting
the “Iron Fist” policy to counter Palestinian unrest in the mid-1980s. Rabin was known for commanding Israel
troops to “break their bones” in response to Arab violence at the outset of the First Intifada. (NYT Archives 1990).
145 By the early 1990s Israel was becoming more open to bargaining with the Palestinians eventually electing Labor
with a mandate to begin reaching out to the PLO in 1992.

146 |srael did feel increased external pressure but did not feel compelled to change strategies against the PLO. By
1990, the U.S. had been engaging the PLO to try to start negotiations between the Palestinians and the Israelis. In
June 1990, George H. W. Bush suspended talks with the PLO after Arafat refused to explicitly condemn or move
against the perpetrators of a failed speedboat raid on Israel. (Friedman 1990). The Fall of the Soviet Union led to
mass immigration of Soviet Jews to Israel. They tended to be hawkish and eventually changed Israel’s political
landscape. However, Israel’s need for U.S. aid to absorb this population influx gave President George H. W. Bush
more leverage, increasing Israel’s already high external constraints. The U.S. did not give Israel a blank check to
defeat the PLO either through direct military action or through hardline policies such as settlement building.

147 Rabin faced substantial obstacles from his still politically salient opponents to the right.

148 Rabin did not support Palestinian statehood at this time. He “emphatically opposed the idea of a Palestinian state,
meaning the arrangement with Jordan over the West Bank would be mandatory.” (Smith 2016, 420). In October of
1992, an Israeli-Jordanian formal peace treaty was drafted. From December 1992 until August 1993, Knesset
member Yossi Beilin “delegated two Israeli history professors, Ron Pundak and Yair Hirschfeld to pursue initiatives
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At the signing of the Oslo Accords, the PLO was at its weakest.*® Arafat solidified
control after the Oslo agreements and internal rivals were hesitant to criticize him.**® Signing the
Oslo Accords revived Arafat’s fortunes, boosting it from the nearest it had been to total defeat to
an organization with international legitimacy, aid, and promised international and Israeli support

for the creation of political institutions, a police force, and territorial concessions.

Israel’s dramatic abandonment of nearly three-decades of strategy towards the PLO is
puzzling in-and-of itself. What makes this shift more puzzling is that Israel shifted strategies

right as its decisive victory appeared to be on the horizon.

One explanation was Rabin’s assent to power on a campaign promise to “come to terms
quickly with the Palestinians.” Arafat’s incentives were the steady loss of power over the
Palestinian cause to rising Islamist rivals in the West Bank and Gaza.'®! Further pushing Arafat
into a corner was the stoppage of funds from the Saudis and the expulsion of the wealthy
diaspora Palestinian community from Kuwait in the aftermath of their support for Saddam

Hussein during the first Gulf War.

This explanation fits with socialization logic. Israel perceived PLO accountability to
rivals as indicative of increased governance function and as a point of leverage. As part of the
Oslo process, Israel would offer to boost Arafat vis-a-vis his rivals in exchange for moderation.

Indeed, Oslo did revive Arafat’s political prospects, but once revived Arafat reneged on his end

with a PLO representative, Ahmad Quari.” (Smith 435). These talks were unofficial. They were not sanctioned by,
and kept secret from, the Israeli government. They were conducted in Oslo, Norway. Israel eventually elevated the
secret talks to an official level by sending Deputy Foreign Minister Uri Savir to Oslo. (US State Department
Archives). On September 9, 1993, Israel and the PLO exchanged letters of recognition between PM Rabin and
Chairman Arafat. In an historic moment, on September 13, 1993, the first Oslo Accord was signed. “Israel and the
PLO exchanged statements of mutual recognition and a Declaration of Principles of Interim Self-Rule for the
Palestinians in ceremony at the White House.” (Smith 2016, 395).

149 Following the signing of the first Oslo Accords, the PLO closed its offices at its headquarters in Tunis due to a
lack of funds. (Smith 2016, 418). This lack of funds was due in large part to the cancellation of contribution by GCC
states in retribution for Arafat’s support of Saddam Hussein. The PLO also lost substantial revenue from remittances
from the wealthy Palestinian community in Kuwait that was in large part expelled after the Gulf War for real and
alleged support of Saddam Hussein. Conversely, the PLO’s rivals including Hamas and P1J began seeing increased
contributions from Iran as well as others linked with the Islamic resurgence. The closure of PLO offices in Tunis
signified to PLO leaders, “the final symbolic nail in the coffin of the PLO.” (Helm 1994).

150 palestinian academics or lawyers who openly challenged PA policies or corruption were often “jailed for months
without charges.” Israel saw Arafat as uniquely able to sign agreements unify the PA at this time. (Smith 2016, 460).
151 professor Hirschfield, an Israeli academic who engaged in secret talks in Oslo Norway that gave rise to the Oslo
Process stated that “it was very clear that the PLO felt it had to make moves now, that Hamas was getting stronger in
the territories.” (Haberman 1993).
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of the deal. Israeli leaders—including Rabin—feared this outcome but viewed it as a risk worth
taking. (Karsh 2018).

Israel decided to deal with Arafat unofficially in 1992 and officially in 1993, following
sustained dialogue that demonstrated PLO moderation. U.S. pressure and Israeli vulnerability to
external constraints were accelerating and facilitating factors.'® Israel’s perception of changes in
the PLO’s type provided the propelling cause for Israel’s shift in strategy.

CONCESSIONS AND BARGAINING: OSLO (1993) UNTIL DEFENSIVE SHIELD

(2002)
The years between the first signing of the Oslo Accords in 1993 until the collapse of

peace talks and Israel’s launching of Operation Defensive Shield in 2002 were the most hopeful
for a peace treaty in the history of Israel’s conflict with the PLO. While not all subsequent Israeli
governments were happy with Rabin’s decision to rehabilitate and legitimize the PLO, or support
territorial concessions, even Netanyahu’s right-wing government bargained with the PLO within
the Oslo framework. Despite Palestinian violence and Israeli slow walking during the Netanyahu
administration, by the time Ehud Barak became Prime Minister on July 6, 1999, Israel had

offered substantial concessions, culminating with Barak’s unprecedented offer at Camp David.

Israel did not alter its view of the PLO as a moderate partner until after the collapse of the
Camp David talks in 2000. Israeli leaders perceived significantly reduced constraints following
mounting civilian casualties to Palestinian terrorism, evidence of Arafat’s involvement in the

violence, and the September 11, 2001 attacks on Israel’s key external backer.

Despite Prime Minister Netanyahu’s skepticism of the PLO as a moderate actor, he did

not abandon negotiations. Indeed, Israel only shifted its strategy after the Second Intifada, which

152 Another explanation for Israel’s shift towards negotiating with the PLO was increased United States initiative to

solve the crisis. U.S. diplomatic efforts led to the Madrid Conference of 1991. This took place under the context of
unprecedented U.S. prestige and power in the region, extremely high popularity and thus leverage for President
George H. W. Bush, and Israel’s economic vulnerability. Former U.S. ambassador to Israel and advisor to Secretary
of State James Baker, William Brown, credits the former Secretary of State as: “the driving force behind the effort.”
The author also cites Secretary Baker as telling the Israelis in regards to the PLO, “you will have to make
substantive and symbolic concessions.” (ADST 2015). The aforementioned factors suggest that Israel faced high
external constraints on hardline policy towards the PLO and substantial external pressure to engage in bargaining
with the Palestinians, but this was not the deciding factor in Israel’s change of strategy towards the PLO. The U.S.
initiative still refrained from asking the Israelis to deal with Arafat.

64


https://www.meforum.org/articles/2018/why-did-rabin-fall-for-the-oslo-process?utm_source=Middle+East+Forum&utm_campaign=3247445679-KARSH_MEQ_CAMPAIGN_2018_09_07_12_40&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_086cfd423c-3247445679-34044989&goal=0_086cfd423c-3247445679-34044989
https://adst.org/2015/06/the-road-to-madrid-james-baker-and-the-middle-east-peace-talks/

was launched while the dovish Ehud Barak was Prime Minister. Israel shifted its strategy to

decisive victory after both a change in its perception of the PLO’s type and lowered constraints.

The years immediately following the 1993 Oslo | Accords appeared promising. On
October 26, 1994, Israel and Jordan signed an historic peace treaty. Even after a wave of Hamas
and P1J suicide bombings in 1994-1995 shook Israel’s belief in Arafat’s ability to control and
prevent terrorism, it held talks with Arafat’s aids to create the Interim Agreement called for in
the 1993 Declaration of Principles. In 1995 Netanyahu ran against the idea of territorial
concessions but neither terrorism, nor Israeli challenges from the right, derailed the Oslo Process.
Prime Minister Rabin and Yasir Arafat signed the Oslo Il Interim agreement in a ceremony on
the White House lawn on September 24, 1995. This agreement included Israel’s largest
concessions to date, bolstering the PLO’s governance function and offering significant portions

of territorial sovereignty.*®3

On November 4, 1995, right-wing extremist Yigal Amir assassinated Rabin. This atrocity
did not spoil the peace process.?>* Peres succeeded Rabin and quickly implemented the terms of

the Interim Agreement.'

Between February and March 1996, suicide bombers killed dozens of Israelis.*® In May
1996 Benjamin Netanyahu defeated election Peres by under one percent of the vote and formed a
shaky coalition.®®” This slim victory meant that Netanyahu faced high internal constraints.
Although Netanyahu ended a four-year freeze, new settlement building was still “highly
restricted.” (NYT 1996). The Hebron Accords of 1997 and the Wye Memorandum of 1998

153 The Interim Agreement was approved in the Knesset by a narrow margin (61-59). (Smith 2016, 451). It gave the
PA full civil and security control in area A, area B would eventually shift to full PA civil control and internal
security, but Israeli forces were responsible for external security. Parts of Area C would be transferred to PA control
while parts would remain under Israeli rule, this would be decided in future negotiations. Several hundred
Palestinian prisoners would be released as part of the Interim Agreement as well. (ECF Database).

154 Yigal Amir was a hardliner who opposed Rabin’s peace talks with the PLO and branded him “a traitor). His
action was seen by some as influenced by a nasty smear campaign against Rabin’s peace process. (Greenburg1995).
155 Israeli forces withdrew from “the six major population centers in Area A” and “over 400 villages of Area B” by
the end of 1995.” (Smith 2016, 453). In 1996 “the Israeli civil administration’s rule over the Palestinian population
of Areas A and B of the West Bank came to an end.” This followed Rabin’s assassination. (HaCohen 2018).

156 Arafat demonstrated moderation by arresting over 2000 militants following this wave of attacks. (PBS 1996).

157 Netanyahu’s weak coalition was formed with five parties that included internal divisions between the religious
party Shas, and Yisrael Ba’aliya, a party representing former Soviet immigrants. (Israel Knesset Archive).
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demonstrated Netanyahu’s commitment to bargaining with the PLO despite his stated

skepticism.*

In a 1998 BBC interview, Netanyahu decried the PLO’s failure to uphold their promise of
curbing terrorism. He also stated his intention to continue the Oslo process despite reservations
and personal opposition. Netanyahu said: “If the Palestinians fulfill their obligations, we will
fulfill ours, and I have put forward a proposal how to do that.” (IMFA 1998).

The wave of terrorist attacks in 1996 furthered Netanyahu’s belief that the Oslo Accords
were deeply flawed. He cited unprecedented concessions to the PLO:

Israel made these enormous concessions, placed Arafat there, gave him 40,000 guns to
fight terrorism, gave him territory, gave him money, gave him a small army, gave him
unprecedented international recognition, access to the White House...

Weapons supplied to Arafat during the Oslo Il accords were used against Israeli security
forces during the Joseph’s Tomb riots in September 1996.1°° Netanyahu threatened to topple the
PLO if it did not immediately end the violence. Netanyahu argued that this threat worked in the

short-term. He remained highly skeptical of Arafat’s moderation.®

Netanyahu felt substantial external pressure to make concessions to the PLO despite his
skepticism.*®! According to Netanyahu, “the mindset at the time. .. was that Israel had to give
and give and give and give fast.” (PBS 2002).

158 Netanyahu was elected Prime Minister in a campaign that promised increased security after a wave of terrorist
attacks and right-wing attacks on the Rabin peace process and on a platform of opposing the implementation of the
Oslo Accords. Despite a perceived political mandate to renounce and backtrack on the Oslo Process, Netanyahu
continued to uphold their implementation.

159 The 1996 Hasmonean tunnel incident further signaled to Israeli leaders that the Oslo Process might have been a
mistake when Palestinian polices forces, armed as part of the Oslo Il agreement, opened fire on Israeli troops. An
International Institute for Counterterrorism report from 1999 shows that this incident led Israel’s defense community
to fear popular large-scale armed force. (ICT 1999).

160 In a 1996 meeting in the Oval office with King Hussein of Jordan and president Clinton, Netanyahu cited
hardline rhetoric in the PLO controlled media as a key reason for his skepticism. Recalling the meeting, Netanyahu
stated: “I'm not a man of suicidal peace that would ... sign any peace agreement, any piece of paper, in order to say
that we made peace, [while] ... Arafat will continue the terror and continue telling his people that the goal is to
destroy Israel. In fact, one of the things that | asked for in the reciprocity was to stop the incitement, the incitement
in the officially controlled Palestinian press, controlled by Arafat, in addition to many other things...”

161 In the Frontline interview, Netanyahu revealed his perception of Arafat in a statement regarding King Hussein’s
open condemnation of a Jordanian terrorist’s massacre of Israeli schoolgirls. Netanyahu’s expressed his strong
appreciation of Hussein while indirectly, but unmistakably chiding Arafat’s duplicity. Purposefully drawing contrast
with Arafat, he stated “He didn't say different things in Jordan in Arabic, and different things here in English or on
CNN. He spoke peace to his people and to our people and to the rest of the world.”
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Following a spate of attacks in 1997, Netanyahu momentarily pursued a hardline policy
against the PLO through military threats and targeting their finances.'®? Netanyahu’s statements
show the logic of trying to socialize the PLO to moderate by demonstrating the capability and
resolve to defeat it if need be. He stated:

My main response Vvis-a-vis terrorism was directed at the regime... “To stop the terror
Arafat would have to know that his regime would be in danger of collapse. And one time,
he knew it militarily, and the other time he knew it financially. He got the message. So,
from that point on, we practically had no terrorism to speak of.

Netanyahu claimed that the PLO “knew that terror would be a boomerang for them, that

we would go after the survival of their government...”

Netanyahu decried high external constraints posed by the Clinton administration.'®® He
believed that without pressure, Arafat could not be socialized into moderating. Regarding
Clinton’s impact, he claimed, “What this policy did was to habituate Arafat [to the fact] that
there are no rules, there are no limits.” (PBS 2002). The PLO saw Israel’s threat to defeat it as
not credible because it clearly saw that Israel faced high constraints. Therefore, Israel was unable
to threaten to defeat it if it did not moderate as socialization logic requires. While it is impossible
to demonstrate a counterfactual, socialization logic suggests that had Israel been able to credibly
threaten the PLO with defeat, the PLO might have been convinced to continue on its track

towards moderation, saving the Oslo process.

162 In the PBS interview Netanyahu stated: “I think at that time the Palestinians did not have alternative funding
sources readily available. So immediately I cut off all the funding that went through Israel. We collect VAT taxes
for Palestinians workers and | simply said, "Cut it off completely.” ... There were one or two other bombings that
came with this in Jerusalem. Within a very short time, | was told by the Americans that Arafat's regime is about to
collapse. I said, "Well, that's his problem. That's not my problem." [They] said, "But you're supposed under Oslo to
give him the VAT money." | said, "Well, he's supposed under Oslo not to allow terrorists to attack us." And they
said, "What do you want?" with great impatience. Here again, | was an obstacle to peace. | wasn't an obstacle to
peace; | was an obstacle to terror, which is the true obstacle to peace. And | said, "He has to jail such-and-such
people, he has to do A, B, C, and D." And indeed he started doing it. Within about six weeks he had reined in Hamas
and Islamic Jihad. And by that time we agreed to give him the rest of the money. From that point on, for nearly two
years, we had practically no terror. ...(PBS Frontline 2002 Shattered Dreams of Peace).

163 Netanyahu recalled: “I think the Clinton administration was under the impression at the time that Arafat was
really a partner; that the problem was on the Israeli side, and specifically | was the Israeli side. And I think they
were very easy on Arafat. They didn't hold him responsible for anything. They never forced him to do anything, to
stop the propaganda which | always mentioned to them, to jail the terrorists, to collect the illegal weapons, to reduce
the police to the agreed size, and so on and so on.” Netanyahu also demonstrated the desire to shift the opponent’s
ideology when he exhorted the PA to “teach the idea of peace to its people and not the idea that peace is merely a
stepping stone in war to push the Jews into the sea.” (PBS 2002).
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Instead, Netanyahu’s 1997 Hebron redeployment agreement was seen as an achievement
for Arafat because it signaled Likud’s acceptance of territorial concessions.'®* The continuation
of the peace process under the hawkish Likud government provides compelling evidence that the
ideological composition of the government did not determine Israel’s strategy towards the PLO

although continued terrorism led to the cessation of further scheduled Israeli withdrawals.®

Due to Netanyahu’s insistence, the 1998 Wye memorandum called for the PLO charter to
remove its absolutist ideology.'®® Netanyahu said, “this was a good precedent to have in order to
habituate the Palestinians that they would have to shed the main instruments calling for our

destruction in their ideology and in their national documents.” (PBS 2002).

Likud openly rebuked Netanyahu for the Wye memorandum, forcing him to rely on
Labor support. This concession ultimately cost Netanyahu politically when his cabinet collapsed
in 1999 and Barak was elected. The suggests that Netanyahu did not grant concessions and
negotiate due to domestic political demand. Regarding why Israel pursued the Oslo process in
the first place, Netanyahu insisted that it was due to a misperception of the PLO’s type, stating:

The foundation of Oslo was that Arafat had given up the idea of destroying Israel and had
given up the tool of terror. ... These are the reasons why Oslo collapsed —because the
premises that there had been a real change of heart in Arafat ... was false. (PBS 2002).

In the July 1999-July 2000 Camp David peace talks, Barak offered a series of
increasingly unprecedented concessions.*®” Arafat rejected these offers. (Smith 2016, 487-490).
Barak declared that he “unmasked Arafat and the Palestinians.” (Smith 2016, 491).%8 Clinton

164 Netanyahu originally proposed redeployment of nine percent of the West Bank. This was rejected by Arafat as
not going far enough. (Smith 2016, 458). An agreement was later signed that split Hebron into Palestinian and
Jewish zones among other redeployment promises. This agreement was signed on January 17, 1997. (IMFA 1997).
165 |In a particularly heinous attack, Hamas carried out the March 1997 Apropo Coffee House suicide bombing on the
Jewish holiday of Purim. This attack was condemned by Arafat. (CNN 1997). Netanyahu blamed Arafat for not
upholding security, prompting Netanyahu to suspend Israeli withdrawals from the West Bank and to expand the
Jewish presence in East Jerusalem. Two more suicide bombings, in July and September, killed 25 and wounded at
least 330 Israelis. (Smith 2016, 459).

166 Israeli leaders contend that changes to the PNC that Arafat promised in 1993 were never made. (Langfan 2012).
167 Barak originally offered Arafat 66 percent of the West Bank, with an additional 14 percent to be handed over to
the PA over the span of two decades. Barak offered Palestinians the right of return to the future Palestinian state and
a limited number to Israel as well. Arafat rejected this. Barak next offered 89.5 percent of the West Bank. Arafat
also rejected this. Barak then offered over 90 percent of the West Bank as well as major concessions in Jerusalem,
including Palestinian control of the Muslim and Christian neighborhoods in the Old City and joint Palestinian and
Moroccan control over the Haram-al-Sharif which is the location of Judaism’s holiest site, the Temple Mount.

168 Tn 2000, Both Barak and Arafat accepted Clinton’s proposal with some reservations. The proposal would see
Palestinian control in 96% of the West Bank and comparable land swaps in return for Israeli sovereignty over the
major settlement blocs. Nothing came of these negotiations. (IMFA 2000). The Second Intifada began in September.
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blamed Arafat’s intransigence for failure at Camp David talks but suggested that strengthening

the PA’s governance would make Arafat more likely to bargain.®°

Barak continued to be willing to make concessions despite surges in violence since
1995.17% He considered PLO leadership to be rational and security maximizing.*’* However, he

did note the absence of a public, popular Palestinian peace camp.1’2

In May 2000 as violence spiraled towards a Second Intifada, Israeli leaders began to
change their perceptions. PLO Intransigence and violence convinced Israeli leadership that they
were mistaken regarding its type.1”® This was only the start of doubt among Barak and his
supporters. They still hoped to secure a bargain and offered unprecedented concessions including
the division of Jerusalem at Camp David in July 2000.1"* Following Arafat’s rejection, Barak

said, “I was much less optimistic after Camp David.”

169 «“American officials were quick to conclude that Arafat had probably not intended to reach a final agreement at
Camp David but had wanted instead to show his people that he had stood firm against American and Israeli
pressures. Perhaps after strengthening his fragile political base, they suggested, he would be ready to resume
negotiations in a more constructive mood.” (Quandt 2002, 33).

170 Barak told Egypt’s Mubarak in regards to the peace process with the PLO: “I am ready. I do understand that it
won't be easy, but I am determined to leave no stone unturned in the way to peace. | understand that it won't work
without some kind of compromise from both sides.” (PBS 2002).

111 “We had to make one concession along the way, namely to make it clear ... that if we cannot achieve a framework
agreement, the issue of the third further redeployment was still there.” The concessions were aimed at achieving a
peace deal with an opponent that was clearly deemed to be the type that could be bargained with. If this was not the
case, Barak would not have been willing to make territorial concessions. Regarding the Palestinian negotiators,
Barak stated “they are intelligent. They are capable p