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	The Israeli Air Force attack against the Iraqi nuclear complex on June 7 1981 was a major event, with important implications for Israeli security, Middle Eastern stability, and, in a broader sense, for the future of the international nuclear non-proliferation regime.  By ordering the IAF to extend its operational radius deep into Iraq in order to destroy the core components of the Iraqi nuclear weapons development program (Operation Tamuz), Prime Minister Begin and his government demonstrated that Israel was capable of acting unilaterally to protect its vital national interests.
	In explaining this radical action, the Begin government declared that if Saddam Hussein acquired nuclear weapons, he would not have hesitated to drop them on Israeli cities and population centers.  This specific action was also meant to deter other countries in the region that might entertain similar ideas.  This became the core of what became known as the Begin Doctrine, which declared that under no circumstances would enemies be allowed to develop weapons of mass destruction for possible use against Israel. 
	At the time, outside of Israel, this bold action was greeted with condemnation.  In addition to the expected hostility from the Arab world, and from the United Nations, with its automatic anti-Israel majority, the U.S. and other western nations were also highly critical, even though the Israeli attack only took place after it became clear that no other power or organization was willing to act.  The Americans even imposed an embargo on the delivery on arms deliveries for a number of months.  The Israeli action led to a series of revelations that demonstrated the massive flaws in the international nuclear inspection and verification system that had been established under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  It took over a decade, following the 1991 Gulf War, for the U.S. government to admit that Israel deserved to be thanked, and not condemned, for preventing Iraq from developing nuclear weapons.  
	However, in retrospect, a number of questions regarding the Begin doctrine and its long-term applicability have emerged.  In some ways, the destruction of the Osiraq reactor may have been a one-time operation.  During the 1980s, Saddam Hussein managed to rebuild much of his nuclear infrastructure (although, it should be noted, without a replacement reactor necessary for large-scale production of fissile material) but dispersed the facilities at many sites, many of which are underground and well-protected.  Other active proliferators, such as Iran, have followed a similar strategy, making successful pre-emptive or preventive attacks far more difficult for Israel to undertake independently, as was the case in 1981.
Furthermore, the choices made in the context of the “Begin doctrine” were also an explicit rejection of deterrence based on a nuclear balance of power, or terror.  At the time, and also, to a large degree today, the development of a stable deterrent balance in the Middle East was rejected as untenable.  The conditions that existed during the Cold War in the nuclear deterrence relationship between the U.S. and Soviet Union were not similar to those in the Middle East.  Leaders such as Saddam Hussein, Moamar Ghaddafi, Hafez Assad and the Iranian Mullahs were seen as too irrational and unstable to develop and maintain stable deterrence relationships.  In regions plagued by chronic instability, internal strife, fanatic commitments to ideology and suicide bombers, questions regarding rationality and the ability of leaders to make the careful rational choices necessary to avoid the mutual defection in the prisoners’ dilemma game, or a head on crash in chicken, are often raised.
The religious and ethnic conflicts in the region are fundamentally different than the ideological conflict between the U.S. and Soviet Union during the Cold War, and the geographic differences – particularly the absence of strategic depth – also complicate deterrence.  In addition, for the most part, the U.S.-USSR deterrence system was bilateral, while a proliferated Middle East would be complicated by a multipolar system.
	These arguments against deterrence were important in the development of the Begin Doctrine in 1981, and remain valid today.  However, given the difficulties of unilateral action and the steady pace or proliferation in Iraq and Iran, as well as the inaction of the rest of the world in the face of these developments, Israeli deterrence options must be reconsidered.

RATIONALITY RECONSIDERED
	As noted, a strategy based on deterrence depends on the rationality of the leaders and the nature of the decision making process.  In this context, rationality in decision making is defined as the ability to weigh options on the basis of potential costs and benefits, consideration of the likely reaction to each move.  In analyzing the history of nuclear deterrence between the US and Soviet Union, the rationality of the leaders, particularly during crises, played an important role.  	
	Critics of deterrence theory, however, argue that rationality is inherently ambiguous and that history records a number of leaders who were "risk prone" and failed to act "rationally".  Hitler is often cited as an example of a leader who was willing to order the deaths of millions, without any moral limitations, and chose suicide for himself, his regime, and German society.
	Many questions have been raised regarding the decision-making processes and the application of rational choice to Third World leaders.  Decision making structures in the Third World tend to be more haphazard than in the West, with less access to information, small or no professional staffs, and greater cultural insularity which prevents an understanding of the likely responses of adversaries with very different cultural norms.  Nasser's military policies in the weeks prior to the June 1967, including the expulsion of the UN forces in Sinai and the mobilization of troops along the Israeli border, are often seen as having been taken without assessment of the risks, or preparation to respond to the likely consequences.  Scott Sagan argues that in the Third World, the dominant role of the military and the behavior of military organizations, "display strong proclivities ... that lead to deterrence failures."  
	In addition, deterrence theory assumes that leaders calculate costs and benefits in terms of broad national interests.  However, in many states, particularly in the Middle East, the central values of leaders are often restricted to a small sub-group, specific nationality or tribe, the ruling elite, or his immediate family.  Costs and benefits to other groups are of no consequence.  Calculated risks are taken, but the value system by which they are judged is different than in the first category.
	However, a number of analysts have argued that the threat of massive destruction resulting from the proliferation of non-conventional weapons is forcing the leaders of these states to adopt more a cautious approach to decision making.  Under the threat of mutual assured destruction, the US and Soviet Union avoided direct military clashes for over forty years, despite the conflicts over Berlin, the Korean and Vietnam Wars, and the 1962 Cuban missile crisis.  Analysts such as Waltz and Feldman claim that the with the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction, Third World leaders, including those in the Middle East, will undergo a process of "socialization" to the realities of mutual deterrence, and will act rationally.
	However, critics of this position note that this may be wishful thinking. A leader like Hitler who would be willing to risk nuclear retaliation in order to achieve his goals would not be affected by deterrence strategies.
	Given the importance of rationality in deterrence theory, various psychological models and theories regarding decision-making have played an important role in this debate.  Many analysts of decision making argue that the definition of rationality is highly ambiguous, and therefore, so are the models and theories based on rational decision making.  Under conditions of tension, fatigue, and other factors, distortions in rational decision-making processes can be expected.
	International crises are characterized by a high degree of uncertainty, and different people and personality types respond according to different patterns.  Psychologists have noted that in confronting risk, some individuals are tend to focus on the possible gains, while others are more concerned about avoiding risks.  
	In addition, stable mutual deterrence is based on the premise that the participants are status quo states, or at least prefer the status quo to the costs of warfare.  However, as Henry Kissinger noted, revolutionary states (France under Napoleon, Germany under Hitler, etc.) are difficult to deter, and see war or the threat of war as a means of altering the situation and improving their collective or individual positions and interests.  Many decision-makers in the US viewed the Soviet Union as a revolutionary power, and thus, argued that the effectiveness of deterrence was limited, at best.
	The hyper-nationalism and revolutionary goals of Third World leaders also can interfere with the establishment of stable deterrence.  Analysts argue that the concepts of deterrence, "stability" and "unacceptable damage" are abstractions with little application in these regions.
	Many states in the Middle East are not status-quo powers, and deep ideological hostility to Israel and the West seem to encourage risk-taking.  In 1973, Israel failed to deter Egypt because Sadat viewed the status quo, and the continued Israeli occupation of the Sinai, as more costly than the risks of war.  In the face of revolutionary objectives, and a willingness to accept significant civilian casualties and economic destruction in order to achieve these objectives, effective deterrence is difficult.
At the same time, the massive destructive power of nuclear weapons and the possibility of assured destruction resulting from a nuclear war might increase the costs to such a degree that even revolutionary powers can be deterred.  Indeed, that is one explanation for the absence of nuclear warfare between the US and Soviet Union in the forty years of the Cold War.  From this perspective, in the nuclear age, the distinction between status quo and revisionist powers has become ambiguous, at least with respect to deterrence.  When the possible cost of reforming the international system is national destruction, even the most eager revolutionaries may be deterred.
ISRAELI NUCLEAR DETERRENCE POLICY	
Conventional deterrence has been a central part of strategy in the Middle East, and particularly in Israeli policy, for the past fifty years.  As a status quo power threatened my states with much larger areas and populations, Israel had little resources for war-fighting.  In the 1948 Arab invasion following the rejection of the UN partition plan, one percent of the Israeli population was killed.  In the 1950s, the Israeli strategy in response to Arab raids and incursions from Gaza from the West Bank of the 1950s was based on the concept of deterrence. Similarly, as Arab leaders made preparations for the next round, in which their demographic and geographic superiority would be brought to bear, Prime Minister Ben Gurion began the development of the nuclear deterrent option.
	The policy of nuclear ambiguity that was developed in the 1950s has not changed significantly since then.  It is predicated on the perception that this deterrent is necessary to compensate for the small size of the Jewish state, the lack of strategic depth, the structural imbalances in the region, and vulnerability to conventional and non-conventional attack.
The wars, violence and terrorism that Israel has faced had a major impact on Israeli strategic culture. In this context, Israeli decision-makers view the threat of massive retaliation as necessary to prevent renewed attacks that threaten national survival.  Despite the peace process and claims of basic changes in attitudes towards Israel, Iraq continues to possess both the capabilities and the perceived will to attack Israel with WMD and missiles, and Iran is moving to acquire these capabilities.  In addition, many radical Arab groups still call for the destruction of the Jewish state.  Arab leaders and intellectuals in Egypt and Syria couch acceptance of Israel as a temporary and reluctant acceptance of strategic reality, while rejecting the legitimacy of the Jewish state.  They continue to refer to Israel as an “infringement of Arab territory and rights”, which suggests that in the absence of Israeli defensive or deterrence capabilities, these “rights” could be reclaimed.  In this context, Israeli leaders also see the nuclear deterrent option as the basis for Arab acceptance of the permanence of Israel, and the need to negotiate a resolution to the conflict.
	Despite the achievements of the peace process, the threat of violence and the possibility of war continue.  Egypt and Syria hold military exercises involving large ground and air forces near the borders with Israel.  Even under the best of circumstances, the creation of a “New Middle East” without military forces capable of destroying each other will take decades.  Until then, a deterrent of last resort against existential threats is central in preventing renewed conflict and in maintaining the peace process.
	This position is widely supported by Israeli public opinion.  Following the 1991 Gulf War, in which Israel was threatened with chemical attacks from Iraqi Scud missiles, polls showed that 88% of the population supported the current policy.  Public opposition to this policy was very limited, with few demonstrations.  Indeed, some leaders of the Left, such as Yossi Sarid (Meretz party) and Efraim Sneh (Labor Party) are strong supporters of this policy.  The deterrent is seen as providing Israel with an alternative form of security, allowing withdrawal from areas captured in 1967 to proceed while limiting the risks of another full-scale attack.  This was also the one security issue that was endorsed by the consensus of government and opposition leaders during the Rabin government (1992-1995).  There is little support for Mordechai Vannunu, and nuclear ambiguity is firmly grounded in policy and public support, and no better option has been found.
Ehud Barak summarized the policy, declaring that  “Israel's nuclear policy, as it is perceived in the eyes of the Arabs, has not changed, will not change and cannot change, because it is a fundamental stand on a matter of survival which impacts all the generations to come.” 
CASE STUDY: DETERRENCE IN THE GULF WAR
Analysis of the role of deterrence in the interaction between Iraq and Israel, both prior to and during the war, provides a case study in which to explore these issues.  There are many questions regarding the purpose of the Iraqi threats to Israel and their effects on Israeli policy.  Were Saddam Hussein's threats and the development of chemical weapons designed primarily to deter Israel, or for use in war fighting?  Were Saddam's actions and threats consistent with those of a "rational actor" capable of calculating costs and benefits?   Did the Iraqi ballistic missile attacks against Israel, and the threat to use chemical warheads, demonstrate the failure of deterrence, or was the absence of chemical attacks a demonstration of successful deterrence?   How did the differences in the destructive power between nuclear and chemical weapons influence the deterrence relationship?  And what are the implications of the Israeli policy of "restraint" in the future?
	While a detailed analysis of these issues is beyond the scope of this lecture, the issue of rationality needs to be considered in detail.  During the interaction between Iraq and Israel, beginning in the late 1980s (following the end of the Iran-Iraq war), there were considerable indications that Saddam was willing to risk everything, including his regime and life.  In his invasion of Iran a decade earlier, and in the production and widespread use of chemical weapons, Saddam had already shown a proclivity for risk taking, and for challenging the status quo.
  	Following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, and the developing confrontation between the US and Iraq, Saddam seemed to be increasingly "risk prone" and irrational.  During this period, his behavior could not be described as prudent. Throughout this period, in his public speeches as well as interviews with journalists and discussions with diplomats, Saddam seemed to be unaware of the limitations of his military capabilities.  He greatly exaggerated Iraqi technological achievements, claiming that Iraqi had achieved independence, when, in reality, Baghdad's technological capabilities were dependent on external sources for materials and skilled manpower.  As in the case of Nasser in the 1960s, this enthusiasm seemed to encourage Saddam.  As a result, Israeli analysts had reason to conclude that the distinction between the boastful rhetoric and the limitations of reality became blurred, and that Saddam believed his own propaganda.  	Given the brutality of his regime, it was clear that the interest of the Iraqi people was not the major factor in Saddam's calculus.  He was willing to risk the bombing of his cities and destruction of the national economy to achieve his objectives. During the war, the bombing of cities and military targets, the destruction of major installations, and the risk of large casualties, did not seem to effect his policies.  The death of large numbers of Kurdish and Shia citizens was also not a major factor in his decision making.
	However, analysts frequently asked what would happen if Baghdad was threatened by American troops, or if Saddam himself was threatened with disgrace, arrest and trial for war crimes, or death.  This was the most dangerous time for the region, because at this stage, the Iraqi leader might use CW or any other weapons in his arsenal to preserve his regime.  
	However, the Iraqi leader's behavior in the last phase of the war and its aftermath, provided evidence he was not, in fact, irrational and suicidal, and could make the calculations necessary to save his life and regime.  Although he adopted a high-risk strategy, he was able to take prudent steps in order to save his regime and himself.  He did not use CBW or warheads, and did not mistreat prisoners, which could have led to arrest and trial for war crimes.
	 Indeed, the major turning point in Saddam's policies took place when the survival of the ruling elite was threatened.  In mid-February, a US bomb exploded inside a bunker in Baghdad that held families of key personnel in the regime.  A few days later, (February 15), Saddam provided the first indication that he might be willing to pull out of Kuwait.  For the first time, the risks and the costs of war became large enough to cause a change in policy.  Two weeks later, the American terms for a cease-fire were accepted unconditionally, thereby enabling Saddam to preserve his regime and began to restore his lost assets.
IMPLICATIONS
	The 1991 Gulf War was, for all intents and purposes, the first Middle East conflict in the age of proliferation, and from the Israeli perspective, the role of deterrence was mixed.  
	On the one hand, Israeli deterrence efforts did not prevent the conventionally armed Scud missile attacks against Israeli population centers.  This marked the first time in over 40 years of warfare that Israeli cities had been subject to extended attack.  To a major degree, this can be attributed to the highly unusual circumstances of this conflict, particularly the American-led military coalition against Iraq.  These circumstances explain, to a large degree, both the Iraqi missile attacks against Israel, and the absence of an Israeli response.  (In this case, as in the 1973 Yom Kippur war, deterrence failed because the prospects of a military exchange with Israel were seen as the preferred option.) 	On the other hand, and most importantly, Iraq did not use chemical weapons in this war, despite the possession of CW warheads.  As in other cases, the role of deterrence is difficult to ascertain with any certainty, but given the available evidence, it is possible to attribute Iraqi behavior to the credibility of the Israeli threats of massive retaliation.  (Other explanations for Iraqi inaction exist, including questions regarding the effectiveness of the untested warheads, or the technical inability to launch them under the pressure of allied bombardment and the chaos of the war in Iraq.)  
	These events showed that although Saddam Hussein was willing to take very high risks, he was not irrational or suicidal, and was capable of stopping just short of complete catastrophe.  His policies were marked by inconsistency and apparent miscalculation, and, like Nasser, Saddam seemed to be swept away by his own propaganda.  The enthusiasm with which his exaggerations regarding Iraqi technological and military capabilities were greeted in the Arab world made it difficult for him to retreat, and once "out on a limb" the risks of war might have been seen as preferable to backing down.
	There are no clear answers to many of the questions that were raised, and there may never be.  Deterrence, by its nature, is problematic and contains unavoidable risks, particularly under the conditions of the Middle East. In this situation, a strategy based strictly on deterrence is inherently risky, but the alternatives, including the adoption of a preventive or preemptive strategy are more uncertain and even more dangerous.  The destruction of Osiraq and the Begin Doctrine provided an important delay in the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the region, but application of this principle in the long term has become increasingly difficult and risky.  Under these circumstances, deterrence, despite all the inherent uncertainty that is involved, appears to be the only alternative.

